
From: Richards, Anne 

To: Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com

Subject: FW: Tampa Bay area aerial survey data 1987-1994 
Date: 09/24/2010 04:02 PM 
Attachments: TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.shx

TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.dbf
TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.prj
TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.sbn
TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.sbx
TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.shp
TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.shx
TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.dbf
TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.prj
TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.sbn
TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.sbx
TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.shp
WR_MMR_Manatee_DistributionSurvey_TampaBay.htm

The Manatee County aerial survey data shapefile is attached, along  
with the flight path. 
This survey was from Nov 1987 – May 1994 and had 88 flights. 

Metadata for this data set is also attached as: 
WR_MMR_Manatee_DistributionSurvey_TampaBay.htm 
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From: Richards, Anne 

To: Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com

Subject: FW: Tampa Bay area aerial survey data 1995-97 
Date: 09/24/2010 04:02 PM 
Attachments: WR_MMR_Manatee_DistributionSurvey_TampaBay#2.htm

TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.dbf
TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.prj
TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.sbn
TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.sbx
TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.shp
TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.shx

The Manatee County aerial survey data shapefile is attached.
This survey was from Jan 1995 – June 1997 and had 33 flights. 

Metadata for this data set is also attached as: 
WR_MMR_Manatee_DistributionSurvey_TampaBay#2.htm
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United States Department of the Interior 
U. S.FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

7915 BAYMEADOWS WAY, SUITE 200 

JACKSONVILLE , FLORIDA 32256-7517 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

FWS Log No. 41910-2013-1-0229 

November 29, 2013

Rear Admiral John H. Korn, Commander 
Seventh U .S. Coast Guard District 
909 SE 1st Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33131 
(Attn.: Randall Overton) 

Dear Commander :

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received the U.S. Coast Guard 's (USCG 's) letter dated 
July 24, 2013, regarding a bridge construction project proposed by Manatee County , Florida. 
You stated that , as lead federal agency for the project , the USCG wished to initiate consultation 
with the Service under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16
U.S.C. 1531 Included in the letter were links to a Biological Assessment (BA) and 
Wetland Evaluation Report (WER) that are appendices to a July 5, 2013, Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project. In addition , supplemental updates to the BA and WER
were submitted with your letter.  You provided determinations of "may affect, not likely to
adversely affect" for the West Indian (Florida) manatee wood 
stork for the eastern indigo snake In
an email dated November 20, 2013, the USCG informed the Service of additional site-specific 
manatee protection measures to be implemented during construction.  We provide the followin g
comments in accordance with the Act, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (16
U.S .C. 661 and the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA), as amended (16
U.S.C. 1461

The proposed bridge, referred to in the DEIS as the Fort Hamer Alternative , consists of a new ,
two-lane, mid-level, fixed span bridge crossing the Manatee River and approaches that would 
connect the existing Manatee River Road with the existing Fort Hamer Road. The proposed 
bridge would cross the Manatee River approximately 15 miles upstream of its mouth , near 
Parish, Manatee County (27.5194N , -82.4286 W).   The proposed bridge length is 2,570 feet. 
The construction limits for the project extend 1.4 miles and the study area (described as the area 
of potentially increased traffic) extends for 6 miles and 0.5 mile outward from the proposed 
center line. 

West Indian manatees utilize the Manatee River for calving, mating, foraging, resting , and as a
travel corridor.  The Manatee River from the Manatee Lake Dam to Tampa Bay, including 
waters at the project site, is designated as manatee critical habitat. Aerial surveys by the Florida 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission indicate that the Manatee River receives substantial
use by manatees year-round.
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Potential project threats to the West Indian manatee include collision with construction vessels 
and acoustic impacts of pile driving with hydraulic hammers during construction.  In order to
reduce the effects of the project on the manatee, Manatee County has committed to 
implementing the "Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Activities" developed by the 
FWC.  In addition to observing all posted speed zones on the Manatee River, construction 
vehicles will be required to operate at "slow speed/no wake" within 0.5 mile upstream and 
downstream of the construction site. Qualified manatee observers will be stationed in place to
observe the river during all in-water construction and have authority to cease project operations 
when appropriate.  All pile driving will occur during daylight hours.  If a manatee or a dolphin is
observed within 0.25-mile buffer of a pile driving operation, work will cease until the animal 
leaves the area on its own.  Additional conservation measures include; movement of barges and 
other vessels will be minimized during nighttime hours; grating will be installed over any 
existing or proposed pipes or culverts 8 inches to 8 feet in diameter that may be accessible to
manatees; and, mooring bumpers (fenders) will be in place between vessels where there is a
possibility of a manatee being crushed between two moored vessels. 

With the incorporation of standard manatee construction conditions and other conditions 
committed to in the USCG's email of November 20, 2013, above, it is our position that the 
likelihood of take of a manatee or its habitat is insignificant or discountable. As such, we concur 
with any revised USCG's determination that the project "may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect," the manatee or its designated critical habitat.  In addition, because no
incidental take of manatees is anticipated, no such authorizations under the MMP A will be
needed. 

While no wood stork rookeries are located within 2,500 feet of the project site, two active wood 
stork rookeries are located within 15 miles. Therefore, suitable foraging habitat on the project 
site is within the Core Foraging Area of these two colonies. The Fort Hamer Bridge project as
currently proposed would impact an estimated 4.34 acre of wetlands, including suitable foraging 
habitat for the wood stork. It appears that some of the wetland types potentially impacted would 
not constitute suitable foraging habitat for wood storks.  Wetlands offered as compensation for 
suitable foraging habitat impacted will include, at minimum, foraging function for wood storks 
equal to those habitats impacted.  Given this commitment, we concur with a "may affect, but not 
likely to adversely affect" determination for the wood stork. 

Minimal habitat suitable to support the eastern indigo snake is present within the project area. 
However, gopher tortoise burrows have been observed north of the 
Manatee River within the project area. Wherever the eastern indigo snake occurs in xeric 
habitats, it is closely associated with gopher tortoise burrows, which provide shelter from winter 
cold and summer heat.  Suitable gopher tortoise habitat is limited in the project area and only 17
acres of uplands are present within the proposed construction limits. We note that standard 
construction precautions for the eastern indigo snake (Appendix of the BA) are proposed.  These 
precautions should be updated to conform to conform to the Service's August 12, 2013, Standard 
Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake (available at 
http: //www.fws.gov /nmihflorida/Tools2Use /consult-landowner-refs.htm). Evaluation based on
the Service's 2010 Eastern Indigo Snake Programmatic Effect Determination Key (as modified 
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in 2013) indicates a "may affect, not likely to adversely affect" determination for the eastern 
indigo snake is appropriate, since the proposed project appears unlikely to impact more than 25
active and inactive gopher tortoise burrows or 25 acres of scrub habitat. Based on the 
information provided, we concur on the "may affect, not likely to adversely affect" 
determination for the eastern indigo snake. 

Although this does not represent a biological opinion as described in section 7 of the Act, it does 
fulfill the requirements of the Act and no further action is required unless modifications are made 
to the project that affect listed species; additional information involving potential effects to listed 
species becomes available; the applicant fails to comply with the permit conditions; or if take of
a listed species occurs during the construction of this facility, in which case consultation will be
reinitiated. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has received an application for the Fort Hamer Bridge 
project.  We anticipate additional Service review of some aspects of the proposed project and its
impacts to fish and wildlife, and potentially providing comments to the Corps consistent with 
provisions of the FWCA. 

We appreciate commitments by Manatee County to conserve fish and wildlife. If you have any 
questions regarding this letter or to further coordinate with the Service regarding this matter, 
please contact Peter Plage at (904)731-3085.

Sincerely, 

cc: John Fellows, Corps (Tampa Regulatory Office) 
Mary Duncan, FWC (Tallahassee) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

10117 PRINCESS PALM AVENUE, SUITE 120 

TAMPA, FLORIDA  33610-8302 

February 25, 2014 
REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Tampa Section
SAJ-2010-02223 (IP-JPF) 

Kent Bontrager, P.E.
Project Manager, Manatee County Public Works
Via electronic mail: kent.bontrager@mymanatee.org

Dear Mr. Bontrager: 

    This is in reference to your permit application received on July 31, 203, requesting 
Department of the Army (DA) authorization to impact waters of the United States in 
association with the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge.  The project site is located at the
south end of Fort Hamer Road, in Section 20, Township 34 South, Range 19 East, and 
Section 17, Township 34 South, Range 19 East, Bradenton, Manatee County, Florida.
This project has been assigned permit application number SAJ-2010-02223, which 
should be referenced on all future correspondence. 

The purpose of this letter is to convey comments received in response to the public 
notice issued on January 22, 2014.  A copy of this letter is being sent to all of the 
commenting agencies to acknowledge receipt of their letters.  In response to the public
notice, the following comments were received: 

1. The National Marine Fisheries Service, by letter dated February 4, 2014, stated 
that they had reviewed the proposed mitigation plan, that the plan is adequate to 
offset impacts to salt marsh and mangrove habitats, and that the final plan should 
include monitoring, a contingency plan, and a time lag factor.  The United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), by letter dated November 29, 2013, stated 
that they concurred with the ‘may affect, not likely to adversely affect’ 
determinations for the eastern indigo snake, wood stork and for the West Indian 
manatee that were made in the United States Coast Guard’s (USCG) July 24, 
2013, effect determination letter for the overall project.  The Corps accepts the 
USFWS letter as assurance that there are no concerns with the effect 
determinations for the wood stork and indigo snake made in the public notice.

No response to either of these comment letters is necessary. 

2. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) did not respond to the public 
notice, however the Corps has noted that the October 1, 2013, letter from the 
SHPO to the USCG states that monitoring may be appropriate in the vicinity of 
the historic cemetery and within the boundaries of 8MA315.  Please indicate if 
monitoring is proposed as suggested by the SHPO, and provide any more recent 
correspondence on this issue if available. 
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3. The Draft EIS for this project states that USCG coordination with Seminole Tribe 
of Florida’s Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) is ongoing.  Although the 
THPO did not provide comments on the public notice, the Corps will coordinate 
the proposed activity with them to address any concerns.  Please provide the 
current status of the USCG’s coordination with the THPO, including any project 
numbers used by the THPO for the coordination. 

4. Although your project is not within the service area of any Corps-approved 
mitigation banks, there is a bank in the vicinity of the project (Tampa Bay 
Mitigation Bank) that allows linear projects outside of the bank service area to 
use the bank. 

Since your mitigation plan deviates from the Corps mitigation hierarchy in CFR 
§332.3(b) (i.e. permittee responsible), please submit a narrative demonstrating 
the mitigation plan is: 

a.  An environmentally preferable mitigation option 
1. Assess likelihood for ecological success 
2. Evaluate sustainability 
3. Locations of the compensatory mitigation project and the 

impact site; significance to the watershed 
b. Practicable, 
c.  Managing risk and uncertainty, and 
d.  Likely to successfully offset impacts. 

5.   The following comments relate to specific components of the mitigation plan 
dated November 21, 2013: 

a.  Please revise Section 1, “Goals and Objectives”, to reference only the 
Corp impacts and mitigation. If approved, the mitigation plan will be 
attached to and become part of the Department of the Army permit, and 
discrepancies between acreages and other information in the main body 
of the permit and the plan will complicate compliance verification later. 

b. In Section 2, “Site Selection”, please provide additional details on the 
surrounding land uses, including the adjacent FDOT mitigation areas and 
the use of much of the Hidden Harbour Tract as a county park, including 
drawings showing the location of the mitigation areas and park facilities 
(parking lots, buildings, etc.). 

c.  In Section 4, “Baseline Conditions”, please provide additional details about 
adjacent natural communities that the proposed mitigation areas may be 
modeled after, to provide additional assurance that the target communities 
are obtainable and sustainable. 
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d. In Section 5, “Mitigation Work Plan”, please provide additional information 
on what other measures will be undertaken during construction of the 
mitigation areas to ensure initial success and long-term sustainability, 
such as use of donor muck or other organic material to improve soil 
conditions and encourage natural recruitment. 

e.  Please revise Section 6, “Determination of Credits”, to acknowledge that 
the Corps will only accept sufficient mitigation to offset the proposed 
functional losses, and that any ‘left over’ functional gain is not being 
banked for future use. 

f.  The Corps has provided specific comments about the UMAM scoring for 
the proposed mitigation in Item 6, below. 

g. Please provide additional information in Section 7, “Maintenance Plan”: 
i.  Please include information on how feral hogs will be excluded or 

managed.
ii.  Please explain if temporary irrigation is proposed. 
iii.  How will the weir structure between the two sites be maintained? 

h. For Section 8, “Site Protection”, please provide additional documentation – 
regulations, agreements, etc. –on how the need for Florida Communities 
Trust approval before changing land use plans in the Hidden Harbour 
Tract provides sufficient site protection for the mitigation areas. 

i.  The following are the Corps’ standard performance standards for wetland 
mitigation:

Performance Standards: To meet the objectives of the approved 
compensatory mitigation plan, the Permittee shall achieve the following 
performance standards: 
a. At least 80 percent cover by appropriate wetland species (i.e., FAC or 
wetter).
b. Cover of Category I and II invasive exotic plant species, pursuant to the 
most current list established by the Florida Exotic Pest Plant Council at 
http://www.fleppc.org, and the nuisance species, dogfennel (Eupatorium 
capillifolium), Bermudagrass (Cynodon spp.), Bahiagrass (Paspalum 
notatum), and cattail (Typha spp.). shall total less than 5 percent. 
c.  Less than 20 percent mortality of planted wetland species. 
d. Hydrologic enhancement will result in soils that are, at a minimum, 
inundated between 12.5 and 25 percent of the growing season. 
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Please use these in Section 9, “Performance Standards”. 

j.  The following are the Corps’ standard monitoring requirements for wetland 
mitigation:

Monitoring and Reporting Timeframes: To show compliance with the 
performance standards the Permittee shall complete the following: 

a. Perform a time-zero monitoring event of the wetland mitigation area(s) 
within 60 days of completion of the compensatory mitigation objectives 
identified in the Compensatory Mitigation Special Condition of this 
permit.

b. Submit the time-zero report to the Corps within 60 days of completion 
of the monitoring event. The report will include at least one paragraph 
depicting baseline conditions of the mitigation site(s) prior to initiation of 
the compensatory mitigation objectives and a detailed plan view drawing 
of all created, enhanced and/or restored mitigation areas. 

c. Subsequent to completion of the compensatory mitigation objectives, 
perform semi-annual monitoring of the wetland mitigation areas for the first 
3 years and annual monitoring thereafter for a total of no less than 5 years 
of monitoring. 

d. Submit annual monitoring reports to the Corps within 60 days of  
completion of the monitoring event. Semi-annual monitoring will be  
combined into one annual monitoring report.  

e. Monitor the mitigation area(s) and submit annual monitoring reports to 
the Corps until released in accordance with the Mitigation Release 
Special Condition of this permit. 

Reporting Format: Annual monitoring reports shall follow a 10-page 
maximum report format for assessing compensatory mitigation sites.  The 
Permittee shall submit all documentation to the Corps on 8½-inch by 11-
inch paper, and include the following: 

a.  Project Overview (1 Page): 

(1) Department of the Army Permit Number 

(2) Name and contact information of Permittee and consultant 
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(3) Name of party responsible for conducting the monitoring and the 
date(s) the inspection was conducted 

(4) A brief paragraph describing the purpose of the approved project, 
acreage and type of aquatic resources impacted, and mitigation acreage 
and type of aquatic resources authorized to compensate for the aquatic 
impacts.

(5) Written description of the location, any identifiable landmarks of the 
compensatory mitigation project including information to locate the site 
perimeter(s), and coordinates of the mitigation site (expressed as latitude, 
longitudes, UTMs, state plane coordinate system, etc.). 

(6) Dates compensatory mitigation commenced and/or was completed 

(7) Short statement on whether the performance standards are being met 

(8) Dates of any recent corrective or maintenance activities conducted 
since the previous report submission 

(9) Specific recommendations for any additional corrective or remedial 
actions.

b. Requirements (1 page): List the monitoring requirements and 
performance standards, as specified in the approved mitigation plan and 
special conditions of this permit, and evaluate whether the compensatory 
mitigation project site is successfully achieving the approved performance 
standards or trending towards success. A table is a recommended option 
for comparing the performance standards to the conditions and status of 
the developing mitigation site. 

c. Summary Data (maximum of 4 pages):  Summary data should be 
provided to substantiate the success and/or potential challenges 
associated with the compensatory mitigation project. Photo documentation 
may be provided to support the findings and recommendations referenced 
in the monitoring report and to assist the PM in assessing whether the 
compensatory mitigation project is meeting applicable performance 
standards for that monitoring period. Submitted photos should be 
formatted to print on a standard 8 ½” x 11” piece of paper, dated, and 
clearly labeled with the direction from which the photo was taken. The 
photo location points should also be identified on the appropriate maps. 
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d. Maps and Plans (maximum of 3 pages): Maps shall be provided to 
show the location of the compensatory mitigation site relative to other 
landscape features, habitat types, locations of photographic reference 
points, transects, sampling data points, and/or other features pertinent to 
the mitigation plan. In addition, the submitted maps and plans should 
clearly delineate the mitigation site perimeter(s).  Each map or diagram 
should be formatted to print on a standard 8 ½” x 11” piece of paper and 
include a legend and the location of any photos submitted for review. As-
built plans may be included. 

e. Conclusions (1 page): A general statement shall be included that 
describes the conditions of the compensatory mitigation project.  If 
performance standards are not being met, a brief explanation of the 
difficulties and potential remedial actions proposed by the Permittee or 
sponsor, including a timetable, shall be provided. The District 
Commander will ultimately determine if the mitigation site is successful for 
a given monitoring period. 

Please use these in Section 11, “Mitigation Monitoring”. 

k.  In Section 12, “Long Term Management”, please include a plan for the 
financing of the long-term management of the site. 

6. The following are comments about the UMAM scoring for this project.  Please
note that the Corps may have additional comments following review of 
information submitted in response to the mitigation comments above or in this 
section, or following a site visit of the mitigation area, if conducted. 

a.  The description of the ‘with’ conditions for Location and Landscape 
Support for both mitigation areas will be relatively isolated, yet the score of 
8 for this category is relatively high. Please either revise the scoring, or 
provide additional justification for the proposed score. 

b. Please provide a description of the ‘with’ conditions for Community 
Structure that describes each of the two mitigation areas, and supports the 
score of 8 for this category. 

c.  Please use the Corps’ time lag table, not the state table, for the t-factor: 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Portals/44/docs/regulatory/sourcebook/Mitig
ation/timelag%20table.pdf
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d. Please provide justification for the proposed 3-year time lag for the marsh 
creation area to replace the lost wetland functions, especially considering 
the mangrove component for this mitigation area. 

e.  Please provide an explanation for the ‘risk’ score of 1.25, especially for the 
forested wetland mitigation. 

7. Please provide a copy of the issued Environmental Resource Permit for the 
proposed actions, as the water quality and coastal zone management 
compliance certification for the Corps review. 

8. Please note that because the Corps is a cooperating agency for the EIS for this 
project, the EIS process will need to be finalized, including the waiting period 
after the Final EIS is noticed in the Federal Register, before the Corps can 
prepare its decision document. 

The above information must be provided for us to complete our public interest review.
Your application will be held in abeyance for 60 days pending receipt of your response. 
If we do not hear from you within 60 days, we will take final action on your Department 
of the Army permit application, based on the information presently available to us. 
Failure to provide project specific information will result in the Corps completing its 
application review with the information available, which may result in an unfavorable 
permit decision. 

You are cautioned that work performed below the mean high waterline or ordinary high 
waterline in waters of the United States, or the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
adjacent wetlands, without a Department of the Army permit could subject you to 
enforcement action. Receipt of a State permit does not obviate the requirement for 
obtaining a Department of the Army permit for the work described above prior to 
commencing work. 

Should you have any questions or comments regarding this request for additional
information, please contact the project manager, John Fellows at the letterhead

A-310



-8-

address, by phone at 813-769-7070, or by electronic mail at 
john.p.fellows@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

          for  
Kevin O’Kane 
Chief, Tampa Regulatory Section 

Copies Furnished: 

Tom Pride 
URS Corporation
(via electronic mail: tom.pride@urs.com)

Darrien Carriere 
URS Corporation
(via electronic mail: daren.carriere@urs.com)

Randall Overton 
USCG
(via electronic mail: Randall.D.Overton@uscg.mil)

Dr. David Rydene
NMFS - HCD 
(via electronic mail: david.rydene@noaa.gov)

Peter Plage
USFWS
(via electronic mail: peter_plage@fws.gov)
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

U.S. COAST GUARD FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF A HIGHWAY BRIDGE ACROSS THE MANATEE 
RIVER, 

MILE 15.0, AT PARRISH, MANATEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

APPENDIX B 

TRAFFIC TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 

NOVEMBER 2012 



CERTIFICATION BY URS CORPORATION 

TRAFFIC TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM FOR 
FT. HAMER ROAD & RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVES  

SR 64 TO US 301 - MANATEE COUNTY 

 
I, Domingo Noriega, Florida P.E. Number 42019, have either prepared or reviewed/supervised 
the traffic analysis contained in this study.  The study has been prepared in accordance and 
following guidelines and methodologies consistent with Florida Department of Transportation 
current policies, including the Project Forecasting Handbook and project traffic forecasting 
procedures 525-030-120.  Based on traffic count information, general data sources, and other 
pertinent information, this traffic analysis was prepared using current traffic engineering, 
transportation planning, and Florida Department of Transportation practices and procedures.

Domingo Noriega, PE # 42019 
URS CORPORATION SOUTHERN 

Date 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Traffic Technical Memorandum documents existing and future conditions along Fort
Hamer Road, Upper Manatee River Road, Rye Road, and Golf Course Road within eastern 
Manatee County.  The Sarasota/Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) recognizes 
the need for corridor improvements in its 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
documented in Appendix A-1 (CIP) has 
funded a two-lane bridge crossing the Manatee River connecting Upper Manatee River Road and 
Fort Hamer Road.  In this report, three alternatives were evaluated:  

 No-Build Alternative The existing Interstate 75 (I-75) six-lane freeway 
does not include a Fort Hamer bridge crossing the Manatee River nor does it 
include separate turn-lane improvements with traffic signalization along 
Upper Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer Road. 

 Fort Hamer Alternative This build alternative consists of a new two-lane 
bridge crossing the Manatee River connecting the existing two-lane Upper 
Manatee River Road with the existing two-lane Fort Hamer Road.  The 
construction limits of this alternative begin just north of the main entrance of 
the Waterlefe subdivision and terminate on the north side of the Manatee 
River approximately 2,000 feet south of Mulholland Drive, a total of 
approximately 1.4 miles.  The study area for this alternative extends south to 
State Road (SR) 64 and north to U.S. Highway (US) 301 because of the 
increased traffic between these points that would result from this alternative.   

 Rye Road Alternative This build alternative consists of a new two-lane 
crossing the Manatee River adjacent to the existing Rye Road Bridge and the 
expansion of Rye Road from two to four lanes from SR 64 north to Golf 
Course Road, Golf Course Road from two to four lanes from Rye Road to 
Fort Hamer Road, and Fort Hamer Road from two to four lanes from Golf 
Course Road to US 301, a total of 10.2 miles. 

Table ES-1 summarizes the annual average daily traffic (AADT) bridge volumes and levels of 
service (LOS) crossing the Manatee River for the baseline (2011) and the future (2035).  The 
LOS criteria is documented in Appendix A-2.  As this table summarizes, there is a need for more 
lanes crossing the Manatee River in 2035 for the No-Build Alternative,  Needs Plan, 
the Fort Hamer Alternative, and the Rye Road Alternative.  

Table ES-2 summarizes the future (2035) travel statistics in terms of future daily traffic, vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), and vehicle hours traveled (VHT) across the Manatee River. 
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TABLE ES-1 
AADT/LOS COMPARISON 

Bridge
Existing 
Lanes

2011
(AADT/LOS)

2035 No-
Build

(AADT/LOS)

2035 Needs 
Plan

(AADT/LOS)

Fort Hamer 
Alternative 

(AADT/LOS)

Rye Road 
Alternative 

(AADT/LOS)
US 41 4 31,500/C 71,900/F 46,100/F 70,000/F 80,700/F

US 301 4 55,000/F 80,500/F 59,400/F 79,300/F 67,600/F

CR 683 --- --- ---
62,300/F

(four-lanes)
--- ---

I-75 6 90,500/C 164,700/F
158,300/E
(10-lanes)

163,300/F 165,200/F

Fort Hamer
Road

--- --- ---
33,500/D

(four-lanes)
23,600/F ---

Rye Road 2 2,800/B 7,400/C 4,000/B 7,400/F 23,200

--- No bridge  

TABLE ES-2 
PROJECT AREA VMT AND VHT CHARACTERISTICS 

Alternative Bridge Location AADT Change Total VMT Total VHT

No-Build
Alternative

I-75 164,700 ----

13,762,689 736,049Fort Hamer Road ---- ----

Rye Road 19,800 ----

Fort Hamer
Alternative

I-75 163,300 -1,400 13,664,913 or 
138,316 less miles 
compared to the 

No-Build 
Alternative

730,046 or 6,003
less hours 

compared to the 
No-Build 

Alternative

Fort Hamer Road 23,600 23,600

Rye Road 7,400 -12,400

Rye Road
Alternative

I-75 165,200 +500 13,815,741 or 
increase of 50,052 
miles compared to 

the No-Build 
Alternative

729,202 or 6,847 
less hours 

compared to the 
No-Build 

Alternative

Fort Hamer Road ---- ----

Rye Road 24,000 +4,200

--- No bridge  

As seen in the above tables, the Fort Hamer Alternative will result in the lowest VMT for 
vehicles travelling this section of eastern Manatee County.  The Rye Road Alternative is 
anticipated to have greater VMT due to its location within Manatee County compared with the 
No-Build Alternative and the Fort Hamer Alternative.  With a two-lane Fort Hamer Alternative,
the total VHT is greater than the Rye Road Alternative due to only including a two-lane bridge 
and a two-lane Upper Manatee River Road and a two-lane Fort Hamer Road anticipated to 
operate with LOS F conditions.  The proposed river crossing at Fort Hamer Road is anticipated 
to generate 23,600 trips a day by 2035, demonstrating the need for a roadway connection over 
the Manatee River east of I-75.  The Sarasota/Manatee/Charlotte (SMC) Travel Demand Model 
(TDM) HEVAL (Highway Evaluation) module reports are documented in Appendix A-3.  All 
traffic projections are based on the latest available version of the SMC TDM, which at that time, 
has taken into consideration the current economic downturn in the State of Florida. 
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Section 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

Manatee County (the County) has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), in 
conjunction with the United States Coast Guard (USCG), to document a study of proposed 
improvements to north/south traffic movements in eastern Manatee County, Florida and to 
evaluate the potential impacts associated with those improvements. The objective of this 
transportation study is to identify the type, conceptual design, and location of improvements 
necessary to provide additional capacity for the projected north/south travel demand. The DEIS 
has been developed to satisfy the requirements of the 
(NEPA) and other related federal and state laws, rules, and regulations that apply to the Proposed 
Action.   

For the purpose of the DEIS, two build alternatives are being evaluated.  Figure 1-1 shows the 
location, study areas, and construction limits of these alternatives.  The study area of each 
alternative is defined as the area contained within a 0.5-mile buffer of the centerline. The two 
build alternatives are described below. 

 Fort Hamer Alternative This build alternative consists of a new 
two-lane bridge crossing the Manatee River connecting the existing two-
lane Upper Manatee River Road with the existing two-lane Fort Hamer 
Road.  The construction limits of this alternative begin just north of the 
main entrance of the Waterlefe subdivision and terminate on the north side 
of the Manatee River approximately 2,000 feet south of Mulholland Drive, 
a total of approximately 1.4 miles.  The study area for this alternative 
extends south to State Road (SR) 64 and north to U.S. Highway (US) 301 
because of the increased traffic between these points that would result 
from this alternative.   

 Rye Road Alternative This build alternative consists of a new two-lane 
crossing the Manatee River adjacent to the existing Rye Road Bridge and 
the expansion of Rye Road from two to four lanes from SR 64 north to 
Golf Course Road, Golf Course Road from two to four lanes from Rye 
Road to Fort Hamer Road, and Fort Hamer Road from two to four lanes 
from Golf Course Road to US 301, a total of 10.2 miles. 
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FIGURE 1-1 
PROJECT AREA MAP 

1.1 PROJECT NEED 

Manatee County is proposing to add additional travel lanes across the Manatee River in eastern 
Manatee County.  The purpose of the Proposed Action is to improve regional mobility by 
providing an alternative north/south transportation route between high-growth areas of Manatee 
County located east of Interstate 75 (I-75) and separated by the Manatee River. Studies have 
shown that there is a strong demand for multiple crossings over this waterway to alleviate the 
traffic burden on I-75.  Several specific factors demonstrate the need for the Proposed Action, 
including: 

 Accommodate existing and projected growth in eastern Manatee County, 

 Improve the Level of Service (LOS) of the local roadway network,  

 Improve emergency response times, and 

 Improve evacuation capacity across the Manatee River. 
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The current river crossings located at I-75 and Rye Road create a circuitous route in eastern 
Manatee County that increases travel time/distance, reduces LOS, increases emergency response 
times, and are at capacity for evacuation scenarios. 

1.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Proposed Action is intended to service the demand for two additional lanes of capacity 
across the Manatee River east of I-75 and the other elements of the Purpose and Need statement 
noted in Chapter 1 of the DEIS.  East of I-75, opportunities exist where existing roadways can be 
connected with a new crossing (Fort Hamer Alternative) or an existing bridge and roadway can 
be expanded (Rye Road Alternative). Other alternatives were considered preliminarily, but were 
discounted due to their obvious impacts to the natural and human environment or failure to meet 
the 

For example, new crossing locations between I-75 and Fort Hamer Road would require not only 
a new crossing of the Manatee River, but miles of new roadway traversing established and 
growing residential developments, thus, displacing hundreds of residents. Natural environment 
impacts in this area were also obviously greater than those utilizing existing transportation 
corridors. A crossing location between Fort Hamer Road and Rye Road had similar issues related 
to residential developments, but substantially greater natural environment impacts due to the 
curvilinear nature of this section of the Manatee River, width of the 100-year floodplain, and 
habitats found along the river. For these reasons, alternatives that either did not utilize or expand 
existing transportation corridors were considered to be unreasonable and were not carried 
forward in the DEIS for further analysis. 

Within the Fort Hamer Alternative, three bridge concept alternatives were evaluated: 

 Bascule Concept 
o Single leaf bascule (moveable) bridge with a 10-foot vertical clearance 

 Mid-Level Fixed Concept 
o Fixed span bridge with a 26-foot vertical clearance 

 High-Level Fixed Concept 
o Fixed span bridge with a 40-foot vertical clearance 

A vessel survey was conducted during the Memorial Day weekend 1999 to determine vessel 
type, size, and usage along this portion of the Manatee River. At the time it was determined that 
a vertical clearance (air draft) of 26 feet would accommodate all vessels in this portion of the 
Manatee River. These results were presented to the USCG and a vertical clearance of 26 feet was 
found acceptable. 

Due to the length of time since that survey was conducted, a second vessel survey was conducted 
in spring 2011.  All property owners with water access between Fort Hamer Road and Rye Road 
were identified using the Manatee County Property Appraisers Office database and mailed a 
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questionnaire.  Based on the response of that survey, three respondents noted they had vessels 
that exceeded 26 feet in height.  A subsequent field review in December 2011 indicated that one 

consisted of a houseboat with a flagpole that exceeded 26 feet in height; however, it was noted 
that the houseboat required less than 26 feet vertical clearance if the flagpole was lowered.  The 
third vessel was a sailboat with a permanently mounted mast exceeding 26 feet in height.  The 
results of both vessel surveys are provided in Appendix A of the DEIS.  

Based on the estimated total lifetime cost (construction, maintenance, and operations) of the 
Bascule Bridge Concept ($106,142,880 - $111,083,600) and the very low number of vessels 
needing unlimited vertical clearance, it was recommended the Bascule Bridge Concept for the 
Fort Hamer Alternative be eliminated for further consideration.   

The bridge height is the basis for the controversy related to the Waterlefe subdivision located 
immediately southwest of the proposed Fort Hamer Alternative crossing. The High-Level Fixed 
Bridge would increase the vertical clearance to 40 feet and be contradictory to the issues raised 
by that community. Additionally, because of the estimated total lifetime cost (construction, 
maintenance, and operations) of the High-Level Fixed Bridge Concept ($14,906,580 - 
$26,016,350) and the very low number of vessels needing a 40-foot vertical clearance, it was 
recommended the High-Level Fixed Bridge Concept for the Fort Hamer Alternative be 
eliminated for further consideration. 

1.3 ALTERNATIVES RECOMMENDED FOR FURTHER 
EVALUATION 

As a result of the preliminary evaluation of alternatives discussed above, it was determined that 

in the DEIS: 

 No-Build Alternative, 

 Fort Hamer Alternative, and 

 Rye Road Alternative. 

The No-Build Alternative does not include any road capacity improvements other than the road 
safety improvements and scheduled maintenance already funded to be constructed in the 
Manatee County Capital Improvement Program (CIP), or improvements provided by private 
nongovernment entities, such as developers. For comparative purposes, the No-Build Alternative 
was retained and evaluated against the two build alternatives throughout the EIS process.  The 
results of the No-Build Alternative analyses are presented in Chapter 2 of the DEIS.  This BA 
only addresses the two build alternatives. 
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The Fort Hamer Alternative consists of a new two-lane bridge crossing the Manatee River 
connecting the existing two-lane Upper Manatee River Road with the existing two-lane Fort 
Hamer Road. The construction limits of this alternative extend from just north of the main 
entrance of the Waterlefe subdivision to the north side of the Manatee River, a total of 
approximately 1.4 miles.  The length of the proposed bridge is approximately 2,570 feet.  A 
conceptual plan view of the bridge, bridge approaches, and stormwater/floodplain features are 
shown on Figure 1-2. The proposed roadway and bridge typical sections for the Fort Hamer 
Alternative are shown in Figure 1-3.   

The Rye Road Alternative consists of a new two-lane, 350-foot-long bridge crossing the Manatee 
River parallel to the existing Rye Road Bridge.  To accommodate the two new lanes over the 
river, this alternative also includes the expansion of Rye Road from two to four lanes from SR 64 
north to Golf Course Road, Golf Course Road from two to four lanes from Rye Road to Fort 
Hamer Road, and Fort Hamer Road from two to four lanes from Golf Course Road to US 301, a 
total of approximately 10.2 miles.  Unlike the Fort Hamer Alternative, conceptual locations of 
the stormwater/floodplain compensation ponds have not been developed for the Rye Road 
Alternative since this alternative has not been advanced to preliminary designs.  The proposed 
roadway and bridge typical sections for the Rye Road Alternative are shown in Figure 1-4.  

1.4 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The analysis presented in Chapter 2 of the DEIS resulted in the determination that the No-Build 
Alternative does not meet the stated Purpose and Need.  The analysis further showed the Rye 
Road Alternative only minimally improves the local roadway network LOS and only minimally 
accommodates planned and approved growth in the area.  The Rye Road Alternative does not 

stated Purpose and Need and the social, cultural, natural environment, and physical impacts of 
the No-Build Alternative and the two build alternatives, the Fort Hamer Alternative has been 
selected as the preferred alternative.  
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FIGURE 1-2 
FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE
CONCEPTUAL PLAN VIEW OF  

BRIDGE AND APPROACHES 
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FIGURE 1-3 
FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

ROADWAY TYPICAL SECTION 

BRIDGE TYPICAL SECTION
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FIGURE 1-4 
RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE TYPICAL SECTIONS 

ROADWAY TYPICAL SECTION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

BRIDGE TYPICAL SECTION 
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Section 2.0  
BASELINE (2011) TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

2.1 BASELINE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

The purpose of this section is to document the existing geometry, recently-constructed roadway 
improvements, historical and current traffic characteristics, and current traffic conditions along 
Upper Manatee River Road, Fort Hamer Road, Rye Road, and Golf Course Road within the 
project area. 

2.1.1 BASELINE AND COMMITTED GEOMETRICS 

Upper Manatee River Road is an existing two-lane (one lane in each direction) roadway from 
north of SR 64 to its eastward terminus at Rye Road.  East of Upper Manatee River Road, SR 64 
continues eastward to Rye Road as a four-lane roadway.  All other cross streets along Upper 
Manatee River Road/Fort Hamer Road are unsignalized (controlled by stop signs) and have two 
lanes (one lane in each direction). 

The existing Fort Hamer Road is a two-lane (one lane in each direction) roadway from Fort 
Hamer County Park, located on the north side of the Manatee River, continuing north and 
terminating at US 301.  The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has constructed four 
through lanes (two through lanes in each direction) along US 301 from Old Tampa Road to CR 
675.  The existing geometry south of the Manatee River along Upper Manatee River Road and 
Rye Road is illustrated on Figure 2-1.  Similarly, Figure 2-2 illustrates the existing geometry 
north of the Manatee River along Fort Hamer Road and Rye Road.  Fort Hamer Road, Upper 
Manatee River Road, Rye Road, and Golf Course Road are two-lane (one lane per direction), 
County-maintained roadways.   

2.1.2 BASELINE TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Twenty-four hour traffic counts were conducted by URS Corporation (URS) for the following 
locations during March 2011: 

 SR 64, west of Upper Manatee River Road; 

 Fort Hamer Road, south of Old Tampa Road/Cross Creek Parkway; 

 Rye Road, north of SR 64; 

 Rye Road, north of Waterline Road; 

 Rye Road, north of Upper Manatee River Road; and 

 Rye Road, north of Golf Course Road. 
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FIGURE 2-1 
BASELINE (2011) GEOMETRY  SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 2-2 
BASELINE (2011) GEOMETRY  NORTH SECTION 
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In April 2010 for: 

 Fort Hamer Road, south of Mulholland Road and 

 Upper Manatee River Road, north of Waterlefe Boulevard. 

Similarly, consecutive 2-day traffic counts were conducted in April 2010 by URS along Fort
Hamer Road, south of Mulholland Road and along Upper Manatee River Road from Waterlefe 
Boulevard to Gates Creek Road.  

Morning (a.m.) and evening (p.m.) peak hour turning movement counts were obtained for the 
following intersections: 

 Upper Manatee River Road/SR 64, 

 Upper Manatee River Road/Greenfield Boulevard, 

 Upper Manatee River Road/Waterlefe Boulevard,  

 Upper Manatee River Road/Gates Creek Road, 

 Fort Hamer Road/Mulholland Road, 

 Fort Hamer Road/Old Tampa Road, 

 Fort Hamer Road/Golf Course Road, 

 Fort Hamer Road/US 301,  

 Rye Road/SR 64, 

 Rye Road/Upper Manatee River Road, and 

 Rye Road/Golf Course Road. 

This peak hour turning movement counts were conducted by URS from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 
and from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. and are included in Appendix A-4. The 24-hour traffic counts 
were adjusted to AADT volumes using the County-wide weekly seasonal adjustment factors for 
Manatee County.  For consistency, the peak hour turning movement counts were also adjusted 
using the seasonal adjustment factors. The AADTs in the project area are shown on Figures 2-3
and 2-4. 
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FIGURE 2-3 
BASELIEN (2011) AADT VOLUMES  SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 2-4 
BASELINE (2011) AADT VOLUMES  NORTH SECTION 
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2.1.3 HISTORICAL TRAFFIC TRENDS 

Along Upper Manatee River Road, an approximate 7 percent annual increase in daily traffic 
volumes has occurred since the previous daily traffic counts conducted in 2003, as illustrated in 
Figure 2-3.  Upper Manatee River Road, west of Rye Road, has increased by approximately 
3 percent annually between 2003 and 2009 as illustrated in Figure 2-3.  Since 2003, additional 
development has taken place along Upper Manatee River Road, contributing to this increase in 
traffic volumes.   

Rye Road has increased in traffic from 2003 to 2009/2011 as illustrated in Figures 2-3 and 2-4.   
Rye Road, north of SR 64, has increased by approximately a 2 percent annual rate from 2003 to 
2011.  At the Rye Road Bridge over Manatee River, the traffic has increased by approximately 
4 percent annually. Golf Course Road has similarly experienced an increase in daily traffic.  
Since 2003 to 2009, Golf Course Road has experienced approximately a 9 percent increase in 
traffic as illustrated in Figure 2-4.   

The greatest increase in daily traffic has occurred along Fort Hamer Road, Golf Course Road, 
and Upper Manatee River Road.  Rye Road north of Upper Manatee River Road has shown an 
increase in traffic at a lesser amount.  The historical traffic trends and traffic counts are 
documented in Appendix A-4. 

2.1.4 BASELINE TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS

Existing peak hour traffic characteristics, including the peak hour-to-daily volume ratio, the 
directional distribution, and the percentage of trucks were obtained from the traffic count data. 
Table 2-1 summarizes the baseline (2011) peak hour traffic characteristics. 

TABLE 2-1 
BASELINE (2011) PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Roadway Location

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Peak 

to
Daily 
Ratio1

Directional 
Distribution2

%
Heavy 

Vehicles

Peak to
Daily 
Ratio1

Directional 
Distribution2

%
Heavy 

Vehicles
Upper 

Manatee 
River Road

North of SR 64 0.083 0.805 2.0 0.089 0.595 2.0

North of Waterlefe Boulevard 0.126 0.684 N/A 0.100 0.609 N/A

Fort Hamer 
Road

South of Old Tampa Road 0.094 0.578 1.4 0.100 0.596 2.4

South of US 301 0.129 0.667 2.4 0.101 0.573 1.6

Rye Road

North of SR 64 0.106 0.691 1.8 0.101 0.649 4.2
North of Upper Manatee River 

Road
0.097 0.671 3.7 0.099 0.609 2.2

North of Golf Course Road 0.098 0.605 2.7 0.087 0.641 1.5

Corridor Average 0.105 0.671 -- 0.097 0.610 --

1 Peak hour volume divided by 24-hour volume. 
2 Peak direction volume divided by two-way peak hour volume. 
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The design traffic factors (K30 and D30) used in the development of design hour volumes were 
established in the previous approved version of the Upper Manatee Traffic Study (December 
2005).  These factors are a K30 of 10 percent and a D30 of 0.60 (60 percent northbound in the 
p.m. peak hour).  These factors appear reasonable after reviewing the traffic characteristics from 
the updated traffic counts.  The percentage of heavy vehicles ranged between 1.5 and 4.2 percent 
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours based upon the amount of heavy vehicles traveling along 
Upper Manatee River Road, Fort Hamer Road, and Rye Road.  Heavy vehicles are defined by 

) vehicle classification of Class 4 through Class 13 
that consists of buses, single-unit trucks, and combination (tractor-trailer) trucks.  The future 
percentage of heavy vehicles along Upper Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer Road was 
assumed to increase to four percent in the p.m. peak hour.  This heavy vehicle increase is based 
upon truck activity along similar near-by facilities, such as SR 64 and US 301, where currently 
approximately 4 percent truck trips occur during the p.m. peak hour.   

2.1.5 BASELINE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS ANALYSIS 

Intersection analyses were performed at 11 intersections based on the traffic counts conducted in 
April 2010 and March 2011.  Existing traffic operations for these signalized and unsignalized 

(TRB) Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM 2000), Version 5.5 software [(Highway Capacity Software (HCS)].  The 
LOS standard for the roadways within and abutting the study area is LOS D on all roads except 
on US 301 north of SR 64, which is LOS C. 

LOS is a measure of the operating conditions of roadways based on six service flow rates: LOS 
A through LOS F. LOS A through LOS C represents stable flow with the least delay (LOS A) to 
moderate delay (LOS C).  LOS D is representative of road operating conditions approaching 
unstable flow where many vehicles must stop and there are noticeable delays at intersections 
with vehicles having to wait more than one cycle to proceed through the intersection.  LOS E is 
representative of operating conditions with more frequent delays with most vehicles having to 
stop.  LOS F conditions are representative of forced flow operating conditions with the most 
delay occurring where vehicles are stopped at intersections for extended periods of time.  

The intersection analyses were conducted using the peak hour volumes, as illustrated on 
Figures 2-5 and 2-6.  Unsignalized intersection analyses were conducted along Fort Hamer 
Road, Upper Manatee River Road, Rye Road, and Golf Course Road, which are summarized in 
Table 2-2 for the baseline (2011). 

All of the unsignalized intersections on Fort Hamer Road are currently operating at LOS B or 
better during the p.m. peak hour. Along Upper Manatee River Road, all unsignalized 
intersections are operating at LOS C or better during the p.m. peak period.  The signalized and 
unsignalized HCS analyses are provided in Appendix B.  SR 64/Upper Manatee River Road 
currently operates at LOS D during the p.m. peak hour.  The  volume-to-
capacity (v/c) ratio average delay [seconds per vehicle (sec/veh)] and LOS for the baseline 
(2011) are summarized in Table 2-3.
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FIGURE 2-5 
BASELINE (2011) PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES  SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 2-6 
BASELINE (2011) PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES  NORTH SECTION 
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TABLE 2-2 
BASELINE (2011) UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR LOS 

Intersection Approach Movement

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

V/C
Ratio

Average 
Delay

(sec/veh) LOS
V/C

Ratio

Average 
Delay

(sec/veh) LOS
Upper Manatee River Road

Greenfield Boulevard
(Two-way Stop Sign 

Controlled)

Northbound Left/Through FF 0.02 8.9 A 0.04 7.9 A
Southbound Through FF/Right 0.00 7.5 A 0.00 8.1 A

Eastbound
Left 0.05

13.4 B
0.19

14.6 B
Right 0.14 0.08

Westbound Left/Right 0.01 16.4 C -- -- --

Waterlefe Boulevard
(Two-way Stop Sign 

Controlled)

Northbound Left/Through FF 0.04 8.6 A 0.10 8.1 A
Southbound Through FF/Right FF -- -- -- -- -- --

Eastbound
Left 0.01

13.2 B
0.02

10.5 B
Right 0.23 0.08

Gates Creek Road
(Two-way Stop Sign 

Controlled)

Northbound Left/Through/Right 0.02 12.5 B 0.01 12.5 B
Southbound Left/Through/Right 0.08 11.7 B 0.02 10.2 B

Eastbound
Left 0.00 8.3 A 0.02 7.8 A

Through FF/Right FF -- -- -- -- -- --

Westbound
Left/Through 
FF/Right FF 

0.00 7.6 A 0.00 8.2 A

Fort Hamer Road
Mulholland Road

(Two-way Stop Sign 
Controlled)

Northbound Through FF/Right FF -- -- -- -- -- --
Southbound Left/Through FF 0.03 7.3 A 0.06 7.4 A
Westbound Left/Right 0.17 9.1 A 0.07 8.8 A

Old Tampa Road
(Flashing Beacon

Controlled in the PM 
Peak Hour)

Northbound
Left

Signal Controlled
During AM Peak

See Table 2-3

0.2 7.4 A
Through FF/Right FF -- -- --

Southbound
Left 0.00 7.2 A

Through FF/Right FF -- -- --

Eastbound
Left 0.03

8.9 AThrough 0.00
Right 0.09

Westbound
Left 0.00

9.9 AThrough 0.01
Right 0.00

Golf Course Road
(Two-way Stop Sign 

Controlled)

Northbound Through FF/Right FF -- -- -- -- -- --
Southbound Left/Through FF 0.02 7.9 A 0.01 7.5 A

Westbound
Left 0.18

11.7 B
0.08

9.7 A
Right 0.03 0.02

US 301
(Two-way Stop Sign 

Controlled)

Northbound Left/Right 0.31 12.2 B 0.14 11.6 B
Eastbound Through FF/Right FF -- -- -- -- -- --
Westbound Left/Through 0.05 7.8 A 0.08 8.0 A

Rye Road

SR 64
Southbound Left/Right 0.79 27.0 D 0.38 14.7 B
Eastbound Left/Through FF 0.15 8.6 A 0.30 9.5 A

Upper Manatee 
River Road

Northbound Left/Through FF 0.01 7.8 A 0.01 7.5 A
Eastbound Left/Right 0.09 10.3 B 0.06 10.2 B

Golf Course Road
Northbound Left/Through FF 0.05 7.6 A 0.07 7.5 A
Eastbound Left/Right 0.14 9.5 A 0.07 9.2 A

FF = Free flow movement not reported in HSC+ for Unsignalized Intersection. 
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TABLE 2-3 
BASELINE (2011) SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR LOS 

Intersection Approach Movement

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

V/C
Ratio

Average 
Delay 

(sec/veh) LOS
V/C

Ratio

Average 
Delay 

(sec/veh) LOS
Upper Manatee River Road

SR 64
(Signal Controlled)

Eastbound

Left 0.25 43.7 D 0.55 43.3 D
Through 0.33 37.0 D 0.62 40.8 D

Right 0.34 8.8 A 0.35 8.9 A
Overall -- 27.2 C -- 33.7 C

Westbound

Left 0.49 46.0 D 0.23 39.6 D
Through 0.56 39.9 D 0.29 36.5 D

Right 0.01 6.7 A 0.01 6.7 A
Overall -- 41.3 D -- 36.9 D

Northbound

Left 0.43 45.5 D 0.82 63.3 E
Through 0.11 34.7 C 0.20 35.6 D

Right 0.08 7.1 A 0.21 7.9 A
Overall -- 35.2 D -- 39.8 D

Southbound

Left 0.10 42.5 D 0.12 46.8 D
Through 0.20 35.6 D 0.10 34.7 C

Right 0.48 23.1 C 0.22 17.0 B
Overall -- 29.7 C -- 27.8 C

Overall Intersection -- 33.5 C 35.2 D
Fort Hamer Road

Old Tampa Road
(Signal Controlled
in AM Peak Hour )

Eastbound

Left 0.16 14.4 B

Operates as a Flashing 
Beacon Controlled

intersection 
during PM Peak Hour

See Table 2-2

Through 0.01 24.1 C
Right 0.33 15.9 B

Overall -- 15.5 B

Westbound

Left 0.01 13.5 B
Through 0.02 24.1 C

Right 0.00 13.5 B
Overall -- 18.8 B

Northbound
Left 0.77 25.0 C

Through/Right 0.44 23.4 C
Overall -- 24.4 C

Southbound
Left 0.00 11.0 B

Through/Right 0.48 23.9 C
Overall -- 23.9 C

Overall Intersection -- 21.8 C
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Section 3.0 
OPENING YEAR (2015) TRAFFIC 

3.1 OPENING YEAR (2015) TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

The Opening Year (2015) daily volumes estimated with the SMC TDM were converted from 
peak season weekday average daily traffic (PSWADT) volumes to AADT volumes by applying a 
model output conversion factor (MOCF) of 0.89 applicable to Manatee County.  The AADT 
volumes were then converted to directional design hour volumes (DDHV), by applying the 
design traffic factors. 

The peak direction on the cross streets generally were assumed to be inbound in the p.m. peak 
hour if the land use was primarily residential.  Conversely, if the land uses adjacent to the cross 
streets were primarily retail/office, then the peak direction was assumed to be outbound in the 
p.m. peak hour. 

The total inbound and outbound peak hour volumes entering and exiting Upper Manatee River 
Road and Fort Hamer Road were adjusted by the turning movements at the locations where 
traffic counts were conducted.  The a.m. peak hour volumes were obtained by reversing the 
reciprocal movements for p.m. peak hour. 

The Opening Year (2015) AADT volumes generated for the traffic analysis zones (TAZs) 
located immediately adjacent to Upper Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer Road were checked 
for reasonableness.  The 2015 AADT volumes for the Fort Hamer Alternative are illustrated on 
Figures 3-1 and 3-2.  The 2015 AADT volume projected for the new bridge across the Manatee 
River is 17,400 vehicles per day (vpd).  Figures 3-3 and 3-4 illustrate the peak hour traffic 
volumes for the Opening Year (2015) for the Fort Hamer Alternative. Similarly, the 2015 
AADT volumes estimated for Rye Road Alternative are illustrated on Figures 3-5 and 3-6.  The 
2015 AADT volume projected for the bridge across the Manatee River along Rye Road is 14,500 
vpd. Figures 3-7 and 3-8 illustrate the peak hour traffic volumes for the Opening Year (2015) 
for the Rye Road Alternative.

3.3 OPENING YEAR (2015) TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

Intersection analyses for Opening Year (2015) were conducted using 2015 projected volumes 
and a combination of Synchro and HCS software.  The results of the analysis are summarized in 
Table 3-1 for the Fort Hamer Alternative and Table 3-2 for the Rye Road Alternative. The 
analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix C.  The No-Build Alternative is evaluated for the 
Design Year (2035) only. 
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FIGURE 3-1 
OPENING YEAR (2015) AADT VOLUMES 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 3-2 
OPENING YEAR (2015) AADT VOLUMES 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 3-3 
OPENING YEAR (2015) PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 3-4 
OPENING YEAR (2015) PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 3-5 
OPENING YEAR (2015) AADT VOLUMES 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 3-6 
OPENING YEAR (2015) AADT VOLUMES 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 3-7 
OPENING YEAR (2015) PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 3-8 
OPENING YEAR (2015) PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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TABLE 3-1 
OPENING YEAR (2015) UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR LOS 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE 

Intersection Approach Movement

AM / (PM) Peak Hour
V/C

Ratio LOS

US 301
Northbound

Left 38.42 / (0.14) F / (A)
Right 0.46 / (2.10) B / (F)

Westbound Left 0.77 / (0.47) C / (B)
Eastbound Right 0.07 / (0.18) A / (B)

Golf Course Road
Southbound Left 0.12 / (0.32) A / (B)

Westbound
Left 0.83 / (0.74) F / (F)

Right 0.83 / (0.74) F / (F)

Mulholland Road
Southbound Left 0.14 / (0.21) A /(B)

Westbound
Left 0.73 /(0.96) E / (F)

Right 0.73 / (0.96) E / (F)

Rive Isles/
Hidden Harbour entrances

Northbound Left 0.07 / (0.06) B / (A)
Southbound Left 0.02 / (0/02) A / (B)

Westbound
Left 0.13 / (1.10) D / (F)

Through/Right 0.80 / (0.19) F / (D)

Eastbound
Left 0.46 / (1.09) F / (F)

Through/Right 0.30 / (1.10) D / (F)

Winding Stream Boulevard Eastbound
Left 0.32 / (0.12) F / (C)

Right 0.32 / (0.45) F / (C)

Upper Manatee River Road
Southbound Left 0.12 / (0.33) A / (B)

Westbound
Left 1.33 / (3.37) F / (F)

Right 0.43 / (0.32) C / (C)

Waterlefe Boulevard
Northbound Left 0.17 / (0.15) B / (C)

Eastbound
Left 0.13 / (0.19) F / (F)

Right 0.44 / (1.27) D / (C)

Greenfield Boulevard

Northbound Left 0.14 / (0.63) B / (B)

Eastbound Left 0.81 / (1.37) F / (F)

Right 0.14 / (0.09) B / (B)
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TABLE 3-2 
OPENING YEAR (2015) UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR LOS 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE 3 

Intersection Approach Movement

AM / (PM) Peak Hour1

V/C
Ratio LOS

US 301/Fort Hamer Road
Northbound

Left 4.55 / (0.94) F / (F)
Right 0.28 / (0.67) B / (C)

Westbound Left 0.53 / (0.23) B / (A)
Eastbound Right 0.09 / (0.13) A / (A)

Golf Course Road/
Fort Hamer Road

Southbound Left 0.38 / (0.23) A / (A)

Westbound
Left 1.11 / (0.58) F / (C)

Right 0.07/ (0.11) A / (A)

Rye Road/Golf Course Road
Northbound Left 0.38 / (0.48) A /(A)

Eastbound
Left 0.81 / (3.08) D / (F)

Right 0.81 / (0.48) D / (A)

Rye Road/
Upper Manatee River Road

Northbound Left 0.08 / (0.48) B / (B)

Eastbound
Left 0.74 / (0.43) F / (D)

Right 0.74 /(0.04) F / (A)

Rye Road/SR 64
Southbound

Left 0.82 / (4.75) F / (F)
Right 1.05 / (0.48) F / (B)

Eastbound Left 0.48 / (0.72) B / (C)

The results indicate that the Upper Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer Road are anticipated to 
operate at acceptable LOS (LOS B) or better during the p.m. peak hour. 

The unsignalized intersection analysis results also indicated that many of the cross street 
movements that are projected to operate at LOS E/F are also projected to have v/c ratios less than 
1.00.  Therefore, even though the magnitude of the estimated vehicle delays exceeds the 
maximum LOS E value (50.0 sec/veh), the cross street volumes are not expected to exceed the 
available movement capacities.  Following intersections are projected to have cross street v/c 
ratios greater than 1.00 in either the a.m. peak hour or the p.m. peak hour:  

Fort Hamer Alternative 

 Upper Manatee River Road/Fort Hamer Road 

 Upper Manatee River Road/Rive Isles Entrance/Hidden Harbour Park 
Entrance 

 Fort Hamer Road/US 301 

Rye Road Alternative 

 Fort Hamer Road/Golf Course Road 

 Fort Hamer Road/US 301 

 Rye Road/Golf Course Road 

 Rye Road/SR 64 
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Although these intersections may initially not require (or warrant) signalization and may operate 
adequately as unsignalized intersections for a period of time after the roadway improvements are 
implemented, the 2015 peak hour unsignalized intersection analysis results indicate that traffic 
signals will be required at three locations by the Opening Year (2015) in the Fort Hamer 
Alternative and four locations in the Rye Road Alternative.  This is needed to provide sufficient 
capacity for the cross street movements to operate at acceptable LOS.  Based on these results, 
these intersections were re-analyzed as signalized intersections. 

Signalized intersection analyses were conducted in the Fort Hamer Alternative for the Fort 
Hamer Road/US 301, Fort Hamer Road/Rive Isles Entrance/Hidden Harbour Entrance, and the 
Upper Manatee River Road/Fort Hamer Road intersections. Analyses were also conducted in the 
Rye Road Alternative for the Fort Hamer Road/Golf Course Road, Fort Hamer Road/US 301, 
Rye Road/Golf Course Road, and the Rye Road/SR 64 intersections.

If traffic signals were implemented at these intersections by the year 2015 with intersection 
improvements, all of these intersections would be expected to operate at LOS D or better overall 
in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  In addition, all of the northbound and southbound approaches 
on Upper Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer Road are projected to operate at LOS C or better 
at these intersections.

Table 3-3 summarizes the results of the Opening Year (2015) signalized intersection analyses 
for the Fort Hamer Alternative assuming four through lanes (two through lanes per direction) on 
Upper Manatee River Road from Upper Manatee River Road to Waterlefe Boulevard.  The 
remaining sections of Upper Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer Road can remain as a two-
lane (one lane per direction) roadway.   

Table 3-4 summarizes the Opening Year (2015) signalized intersection analyses for the Rye 
Road Alternative.  With signalization, the four intersections along this corridor are anticipated to 
operate at an acceptable LOS.  

The HCS signalized intersection analyses are provided in Appendix D for both build 
alternatives. 
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TABLE 3-3 
OPENING YEAR (2015) SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR 

LOS WITH RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS1  

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE 

Intersection Approach Lane Group

AM / (PM) Peak Hour
Average Delay

(in sec/veh) LOS

Fort Hamer Road/US 301

Eastbound
Through 41.2 / (24.2) D / (C)

Right 31.0 / (20.2) C / (C)
Overall 39.1 / (22.8) D / (C)

Westbound
Left 32.6 / (24.2) C / (C)

Through 6.6 / (13.0) A / (B)
Overall 21.3 / (22.8) C / (C)

Northbound
Left 42.4 / (19.5) D / (B)

Right 28.5 / (31.8) C / (C)
Overall 35.0 / (30.1) C / (C)

Overall 28.9 / (21.2) C / (C)

Fort Hamer Road/Old Tampa 
Road/Cross Creek Parkway

Eastbound

Left 37.8 / (34.7) D / (C)
Through 39.2 / (34.5) D / (C)

Right 40.8 / (35.1) D / (C)
Overall 40.1 / (34.9) D / (C)

Westbound

Left 43.5 / (37.1) D / (D)
Through 41.8 / (38.9) D / (D)

Right 40.9 / (38.5) D / (D)
Overall 42.9 / (37.7) D / (D)

Northbound
Left 53.3 / (20.2) D / (C)

Through/Right 11.1 / (17.2) B / (B)
Overall 25.6 / (18.1) C / (B)

Southbound
Left 10.9 / (15.4) B / (B)

Through/Right 41.8 / (32.4) D / (C)
Overall 40.7 / (31.5) D / (C)

Overall 35.2 / (26.1) C / (C)

Fort Hamer Road/Rive Isles
Entrance/Hidden Harbour Entrance

Eastbound
Left 26.2 / (32.0) C / (C)

Through/Right 25.6 / (29.2) C / (C)
Overall 25.7 /(30.6) C / (C)

Westbound
Left 26.8 / (31.7) C / (C)

Through/Right 25.4 / (29.2) C / (C)
Overall 26.2 / (30.8) C / (C)

Northbound
Left 3.0 / (5.0) A / (A)

Through/Right 4.5 / (13.1) A / (B)
Overall 4.4 / (12.7) A / (B)

Southbound
Left 2.4 / (8.0) A / (A)

Through/Right 7.6 / (8.9) A / (A)
Overall 7.5 /(8.8) A / (A)

Overall 7.5 /(12.9 A / (B)
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Intersection Approach Lane Group

AM / (PM) Peak Hour
Average Delay

(in sec/veh) LOS

Upper Manatee River Road/
Fort Hamer Road

Westbound
Left 37.7/ (39.2) D / (D)

Right 34.3 / (31.7) C / (C)
Overall 35.5 / (36.3) D / (D)

Northbound
Through 37.1 / (49.6) D / (D)

Right 18.2 / (11.0) B / (B)
Overall 33.1 / (45.4) C / (D)

Southbound
Left 22.2 / (37.0) C / (D)

Through 34.2 /(47.9) C / (D)
Overall 33.0 / (45.0) C / (D)

Overall 33.4 / (44.1) C / (D)

Upper Manatee River Road/SR 64

Eastbound

Left 50.2 / (47.5) D / (D)
Through 37.1 / (40.3) D / (D)

Right 38.6 / (34.4) D / (C)
Overall 40.9 / (40.7) D / (D)

Westbound

Left 49.9 /(48.5) D / (D)
Through 41.7 / (39.2) D / (D)

Right 34.5 / (36.8) C / (D)
Overall 42.3 / (41.5) D / (D)

Northbound

Left 49.6 / (47.6) D / (D)
Through 25.0 / (27.9) C / (C)

Right 24.7 / (26.5) C / (C)
Overall 33.3 / (33.6) C / (C)

Southbound

Left 50.4 /(48.7) D / (D)
Through 30.6 / (31.2) C / (C)

Right 31.6 / (30.3) C / (C)
Overall 34.1 / (35.1) C / (D)

Overall 37.8 / (37.8) D / (D)
1 Recommended geometric improvements are shown on Figures 4-9 and 4-10. 
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TABLE 3-4 
OPENING YEAR (2015) SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR 

LOS WITH RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS1  

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

Intersection Approach Lane Group

AM / (PM) Peak Hour
Average Delay

(in sec/veh) LOS

Fort Hamer Road/
Golf Course Road

Westbound
Left 17.9 / (17.8) B / (B)

Right 24.5 / (17.4) C / (B)
Overall 22.5 / (17.5) C / (B)

Northbound
Through 3.2 / (4.5) A / (A)

Right 3.2 / (4.1) A / (A)
Overall 3.2 / (4.3) A / (A)

Southbound
Left 7.5 / (6.5) A / (A)

Through 3.4/ (4.2) A / (A)
Overall 6.4 / (5.8) A / (A)

Overall 10.6 / (11.0) B / (A)

Fort Hamer Road/US 301

Eastbound
Through 22.1 / (15.7) C / (B)

Right 19.1 / (13.9) B / (B)
Overall 21.3 / (15.2) C / (B)

Westbound
Left 28.0 / (6.4) C / (A)

Through 7.7 / (5.5) A / (A)
Overall 18.9 / (5.9) B / (A)

Northbound
Left 15.5 / (16.7) B / B)

Right 14.4 / (16.5) B / (B)
Overall 14.9 / (16.5) B / (B)

Overall 18.8 / (12.6) B / (B)

Rye Road/Golf Course Road

Eastbound
Left 19.3 / (43.8) B / (D)

Right 12.6 / (16.9) B / (B)
Overall 13.0 / (23.7) B / (C)

Northbound
Left 6.8 / (7.7) A / (A)

Right 4.3 / (3.7) A / (A)
Overall 6.3 / (6.8) A / (A)

Southbound

Through 14.3 / (16.8) B / (B)
Right 3.8 / (6.6) A / (A)

Overall 9.7 / (14.3) A / (B)

Overall 9.9 / (13.8) A / (B)

Rye Road/SR 64

Eastbound
Left 26.7 / (25.3) C / (C)

Through 3.5 / (3.1) A / (A)
Overall 15.0 / (15.1) B / (B)

Westbound
Through 30.0 / (31.4) C / (C) 

Right 23.8 / (26.5) C / (C)
Overall 28.9 / (30.4) C / (C)

Southbound
Left 38.2 / (32.0) D / (C)

Right 21.6 / (4.6) C / (A)
Overall 23.5 / (11.4) C / (B)

Overall 22.4 / (17.5) C / (B)
1 Recommended geometric improvements are shown on Figures 3-11 and 3-12. 
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From the analyses above, it was determined that two through lanes (one lane per direction) 
should be provided in the northbound and southbound directions of the Fort Hamer Alternative.
The recommended Opening Year (2015) intersection geometry for the Fort Hamer Alternative is 
illustrated on Figures 3-9 and 3-10.

Similarly, Figures 3-11 and 3-12 illustrate recommended Opening Year (2015) intersection 
geometry for Rye Road Alternative.   

The roadway segment LOS analyses for the Fort Hamer Alternative and Rye Road Alternative 
with the proposed improvements were conducted using the Synchro software for an arterial 
analysis methodology.  This is based on the recommended lane geometry of two through lanes 
(one lane per direction) from the existing four-lane terminus located north of SR 64 along Upper 
Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer Road north to US 301.  For Opening Year (2015), a two-
lane roadway with the intersection improvements described in Table 3-4 is anticipated to operate 
at LOS D or better for the Fort Hamer Alternative.  The arterial analysis is provided in Appendix 
E.

Similarly, the Rye Road Alternative, a two-lane facility with the intersection improvements 
described in Table 3-5 is anticipated to operate at LOS D or better.  The arterial analysis is 
documented in Appendix E.

The recommended storage lane lengths for the exclusive left- and right-turn lanes at intersections 
were determined using the 95th percentile queue length from the Synchro analyses.  The 
recommended turn-lane storage lengths are summarized in Table 3-5 for the Fort Hamer 
Alternative and relevant information is provided in Appendix F.  Although, US 301 will have 
separate turn lanes as part of the US 301 widening; the turn lane storage lengths are included in 
the summary table.  Similarly, Table 3-6 summarizes the Rye Road Alternative recommended 
turn-lane storage length improvements and relevant information is provided in Appendix G.  
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FIGURE 3-9  
OPENING YEAR (2015) RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION GEOMETRY 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 3-10  
OPENING YEAR (2015) RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION GEOMETRY 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 3-11
OPENING YEAR (2015) RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION GEOMETRY 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 3-12 
OPENING YEAR (2015) RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION GEOMETRY 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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TABLE 3-5 
OPENING YEAR (2015) RECOMMENDED STORAGE LANE LENGTH IMPROVEMENTS 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE 

Intersection Approach Turn Lane
Storage Length1

(in feet per lane)

Fort Hamer Road/US 301
Northbound

Left 300
Right 275

Westbound Left 625
Eastbound Right 100

Fort Hamer Road/
Golf Course Road

Northbound Right 25
Southbound Left 50

Westbound

Left 175
Right 25
Left 225

Right 25

Upper Manatee River Road/
Fort Hamer Road

Northbound Right 50
Southbound Left 250

Westbound
Left 150

Right 75
1 Storage length rounded to 25-foot average vehicle length and does not include deceleration or taper distance. 

TABLE 3-6 
OPENING YEAR (2015) RECOMMENDED STORAGE LANE LENGTH IMPROVEMENTS 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

Intersection Approach Turn Lane
Storage Length1

(in feet per lane)

Fort Hamer Road/US 301
Northbound

Left 125
Right 75

Westbound Left 275
Eastbound Right 50

Fort Hamer Road/
Golf Course Road

Northbound Right 25
Southbound Left 125

Westbound
Left 75

Right 75

Rye Road/Golf Course Road

Northbound Left 275
Southbound Right 25

Eastbound
Left 175

Right 150

Rye Road/
Upper Manatee River Road

Northbound Left 50
Southbound Right 50

Eastbound
Left 125

Right 25

Rye Road/SR 64

Westbound Right 50
Eastbound Left 550

Southbound
Left 150

Right 450
1 Storage length rounded to 25-foot average vehicle length and does not include deceleration or taper distance. 
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Section 4.0 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) CONDITIONS 

This section documents the traffic projections and traffic analysis for the Design Year (2035).  
The traffic projections are based on the Sarasota/Manatee MPO socioeconomic data and the 
more recently approved developments provided by Manatee County Planning Department 
located in the vicinity of the project.   

4.1 DESIGN YEAR (2035) TRAFFIC 

The Design Year (2035) AADT volumes were obtained from the updated SMC TDM and were 
checked for reasonableness.   

The 2035 AADT volumes estimated for the Upper Manatee River Road/Fort Hamer Road 
corridor for No-Build Alternative, Fort Hamer Alternative, and Rye Road Alternative are 
illustrated on Figures 4-1 through 4-6.  The 2035 design hour volumes for these alternatives 
were derived by multiplying the 2035 AADT volumes by a K30-factor of 0.10 and a D factor 
of 0.60.

For the No-Build Alternative, the 2035 AADT volumes across Upper Manatee River Road and 
Rye Road are projected to be 14,500 vpd on Upper Manatee River Road and 15,600 vpd on Rye 
Road.  The Rye Road two-lane bridge over the Manatee River is projected to have 19,800 vpd.
Golf Course Road is projected to have 11,500 vpd.  Fort Hamer Road, from Golf Course Road 
north to US 301 is projected to have 10,600 vpd.  South of Golf Course Road along Fort Hamer 
Road is projected to have 3,300 vpd.  The No-Build Alternative is based upon a two-lane 
collector road while the Fort Hamer Alternative and Rye Road Alternative are based upon 
arterial roadways with improved roadway design geometrics.    

The proposed Fort Hamer Bridge over the Manatee River is projected to have 23,600 vpd.  The 
proposed Rye Road Bridge is anticipated to have 24,000 vpd.  

4.2 DESIGN YEAR (2035) TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

The Design Year (2035) LOS analyses were conducted for the mainline roadway segments on 
Upper Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer Road, as well as for signalized and unsignalized 
intersections using the Synchro software HCM analyses.   The following sections discuss the 
results of these analyses. 
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FIGURE 4-1 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) AADT VOLUMES 

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 4-2 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) AADT VOLUMES 

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 4-3 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) AADT VOLUMES 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 4-4 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) AADT VOLUMES 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 4-5 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) AADT VOLUMES 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 4-6 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) AADT VOLUMES 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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4.2.1 NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

A No-Build Alternative (no bridge over the Manatee River) with the existing two-lane bridge 
along Rye Road analysis with the existing two lanes along Rye Road, Golf Course Road, and 
Fort Hamer Road was conducted to document the LOS that would be expected to occur in the 
year 2035, if no improvements were made in the corridor.  The roadway segment LOS analyses 
were conducted using the current FDOT Generalized LOS tables accepted for two-lane collector 
roadways.  The results are summarized in Table 4-1 for Upper Manatee River Road and Fort 
Hamer Road and Table 4-2 for Rye Road and Golf Course Road.   

TABLE 4-1 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) ROADWAY SEGMENT DAILY LOS

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE 
UPPER MANATEE RIVER ROAD/FORT HAMER ROAD  

From To AADT/Capacity LOS
SR 64 Waterlefe Boulevard 14,500/14,200 F
Upper Manatee River Road Gates Creek Road 9,800/14,200 D
Gates Creek Road Manatee River --- No Bridge
Manatee River Mulholland Road --- No Bridge
Mulholland Road Golf Course Road 2,100/14,200 B
Golf Course Road US 301 10,500/14,200 C

--- No bridge. 

TABLE 4-2 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) ROADWAY SEGMENT DAILY LOS

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE 
RYE ROAD/GOLF COURSE ROAD  

From To AADT/Capacity LOS
Rye Road at SR 64 Upper Manatee River Road 15,600/14,200 F
Upper Manatee River Road Golf Course Road 19,800/14,200 F
Golf Course Road at Rye  
Road

Fort Hamer Road 11,500/14,200 C

In the No-Build Alternative for 2035, Upper Manatee River Road south of Manatee River and 
Rye Road from SR 64 north to Golf Course Road including the existing two-lane bridge across 
the Manatee River is projected to operate at LOS F.  Golf Course Road is projected to operate at 
acceptable LOS.  

4.2.2 FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE  

The Fort Hamer Alternative is analyzed with a two-lane bridge with a two-lane with separate 
turn lane and signalization improvements.  Table 4-3 and Table 4-4 summarizes the two-lane 
Fort Hamer Alternative AADT, two-lane road with separate turn lane and signalization 
improvements road capacities, and the LOS analyzed using the  Art Plan 2009 Planning 
Analysis documented in Appendix H. 
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TABLE 4-3 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) ROADWAY SEGMENT DAILY LOS 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE 
UPPER MANATEE RIVER ROAD/FORT HAMER ROAD  

From To AADT/Capacity LOS
SR 64 Waterlefe Boulevard 27,200/17,400 F
Upper Manatee River Road Gates Creek Road 25,100/17,400 D
Gates Creek Road Manatee River 23,600/17,400 F
Manatee River Mulholland Road 23,600/17,400 F
Mulholland Road Golf Course Road 23,800/17,400 F
Golf Course Road US 301 15,400/17,400 B

TABLE 4-4 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) ROADWAY SEGMENT DAILY LOS 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE 
RYE ROAD/GOLF COURSE ROAD  

From To AADT/Capacity LOS
Rye Road at SR 64 Upper Manatee River Road 9,400/14,200 B
Upper Manatee River Road Golf Course Road 6,500/14,200 B
Golf Course Road at Rye  
Road

Fort Hamer Road 3,000/14,200 B

As Tables 4-3 and 4-4 illustrates, in 2035, there is a need to widen the Fort Hamer Alternative to 
more than two through lanes with separate turn lane and signalization improvements.  The Fort
Hamer Alternative is anticipated to re-distribute the future 2035 traffic from Rye Road and Golf 
Course Road, thereby improving the LOS F conditions to acceptable level of LOS B.    

The lane geometry and traffic signalization recommended for the Design Year (2035) is 
illustrated on Figures 4-7 and 4-8.  The Fort Hamer Road/Winding Stream Way intersection 
would operate with a v/c ratio greater than 1.0 and LOS F.  It is recommended that the left-turn 
in and the left-turn out movements at this intersection be closed due to the close proximity of the 
Fort Hamer Road/Winding Stream Way to the bridge.  This intersection is a second driveway 
into the Waterlefe subdivision and closing of the left-turn movement at this intersection can be 
accommodated at the Upper River Road/Waterlefe Boulevard intersection.  

B-57



Section 4.0 

W:\12009385_Fort Hamer Bridge\Traffic Memo\Traffic Memo_06-13.docx/06/05/13 Proposed New Bridge across the Manatee River 
Traffic Technical Memorandum

4-10

FIGURE 4-7 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION AND THROUGH LANE GEOMETRY

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 4-8 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION AND THROUGH LANE GEOMETRY 

FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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4.2.3 RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

The Rye Road Alternative is analyzed with a adding an additional two-lane bridge for a total of 
four lanes crossing the Manatee River.  Rye Road, from SR 64 to Golf Course Road, Golf 
Course Road, from Rye Road to Fort Hamer Road, and Fort Hamer Road, from Golf Course 
Road to US 301 is widened to four through lanes with separate turn lane and signalization 
improvements.  No improvements are included along Upper Manatee River Road.  Tables 4-5
and 4-6 summarizes the two-lane Fort Hamer Alternative AADT, two-lane road with separate 
turn lane and signalization improvements road capacities, and the LOS analyzed using the 

 Art Plan 2009 Planning Analysis documented in Appendix H. 

TABLE 4-5 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) ROADWAY SEGMENT DAILY LOS 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE 
UPPER MANATEE RIVER ROAD/FORT HAMER ROAD  

From To AADT/Capacity LOS
SR 64 Waterlefe Boulevard 14,500/14,200 F
Upper Manatee River Road Gates Creek Road 10,900/14,200 B
Gates Creek Road Manatee River --- No Bridge
Manatee River Mulholland Road 2,100/14,200 B
Mulholland Road Golf Course Road 3,300/14,200 B
Golf Course Road US 301 22,900/39,4001 B

--- No bridge. 
1  Fort Hamer Road, from Golf Course Road to US 301 is four-lanes, 

TABLE 4-6 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) ROADWAY SEGMENT DAILY LOS 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE 
RYE ROAD/GOLF COURSE ROAD 

From To AADT/Capacity LOS
Rye Road at SR 64 Upper Manatee River Road 23,200/39,400 B
Upper Manatee River Road Golf Course Road 24,000/39,400 B
Golf Course Road at Rye  
Road

Fort Hamer Road 22,900/39,400 B

As Tables 4-5 and 4-6 illustrate, in 2035, there is a need to widen Upper Manatee River Road, 
from SR 64 to Waterlefe Boulevard, to more than two through lanes with separate turn lane and 
signalization improvements.  The Rye Road Alternative is anticipated to re-distribute the future 
2035 traffic from Fort Hamer Road, from the Manatee River to Golf Course Road, thereby 
improving the LOS B conditions to acceptable LOS. Figures 4-9 and 4-10 illustrate the 
intersection geometry for the Rye Road Alternative. 
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FIGURE 4-9 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION GEOMETRY 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE - SOUTH SECTION 
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FIGURE 4-10
DESIGN YEAR (2035) RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION GEOMETRY 

RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE - NORTH SECTION 
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Section 5.0 
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF

ALTERNATIVES 

The HEVAL module was run for Manatee County using the SMC TDM for each alternative.  
HEVAL is a component of the Florida Standard Urban Transportation Modeling System 
(FSUTMS)/Cube model that takes a specific study area or region and evaluates the results of the 
highway assignment for that particular area.  The HEVAL calculates daily system performance 
measures such as daily VMT and daily VHT.  Those alternatives with lower overall VMT and 
VHT are deemed superior to those with higher totals, since they result in lower fuel and 
operating costs and also lower congestion.  These measures reflect weekday conditions and 
provide a quantitative source for statistical comparison of the three alternatives for the year 2035 
for the existing six lanes of I-75.  AADT volumes were obtained for roadways depicted in Table 
5-1 each of the three alternatives.  The LOS is based on the FDOT Generalized LOS Tables 
provided in Appendix A-2.  The HEVAL output files are documented in Appendix A-3. 

TABLE 5-1 
DESIGN YEAR (2035) AADT VOLUMES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Road Manatee River Bridge Crossing
No-Build 

Alternative
Fort Hamer 
Alternative

Rye Road 
Alternative

I-75 At Manatee River 164,700 163,300 165,200

Rye Road At Manatee River 19,800 7,400 23,200

Fort Hamer Road At Manatee River --- 23,600 ---

--- No-bridge included. 

5.1 NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

The No-Build Alternative does not include the new Fort Hamer Bridge crossing the Manatee 
River connecting Fort Hamer Road with Upper Manatee River Road.  The No-Build Alternative 
does not include any additional road capacity improvements other than the road safety 

CIP, or improvements provided by private non-government entities, such as developers.  This 
alternative is evaluated for the Design Year (2035) only. 

This alternative does not adequately address travel demand needs within the project area for the 
following reasons: 

 Both the I-75 and Rye Road bridges spanning the Manatee River are 
anticipated to operate at LOS F and LOS E, respectfully; 
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 The total VMT is 13,762,689 miles, the second highest of the three 
alternatives; 

 This alternative has the highest VHT at 736,049 hours; and 

 The southern section of Upper Manatee River Road and Rye Road are 
anticipated to operate at LOS F for the two-lane collector road.  

5.2 FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative includes a two-lane bridge crossing over the Manatee River connecting Fort
Hamer Road with Upper Manatee River Road.  Additional turn lanes improvements along with 
signalization of intersections along Upper Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer Road are 
included in this alternative.  Due to funding, only a two-lane bridge and a two-lane with separate 
turn-lane and signalization improvements along Upper Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer 
Road were analyzed.  The study area is from south of SR 64 to north of US 301.   

 Results in a reduction of 1,400 vpd on I-75 over the Manatee River and a 
reduction of 12,400 vpd on Rye Road Bridge when compared to the No-Build 
Alternative.  This alternative is projected to have 23,600 vpd traveling in the 
new two-lane Fort Hamer Bridge over the Manatee River.  This alternative 
shows a reduction in the total VMT to 13,664,913 miles or 138,316 miles less
than the No-Build Alternative. 

 Results in a VHT at 730,046 hours with a reduction of 6,003 VHT compared 
to the No-Build Alternative. 

 
is currently funded for design, right-of-way (ROW) acquisition, and 
construction of a two-lane bridge over the Manatee River in Manatee 

CIP. 

5.3 RYE ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

The Rye Road Alternative includes four through lanes on Rye Road, from SR 64 to Upper 
Manatee River Road, four through lanes along Golf Course Road, and four through lanes along 
Fort Hamer Road, from Golf Course Road north to US 301.  An additional two-lane bridge over 
the Manatee River paralleling the existing two-lane Rye Road Bridge is included in the Rye 
Road Alternative.  This alternative: 

 Results in the highest total VMT at 13,815,741 miles out of the three 
alternatives; 

 The Rye Road bridge is projected to carry 24,000 vpd; 

 Provides little or no relief to I-75; 
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 Results in higher VHT than the Fort Hamer Alternative; 

 The existing two-lane bridge would need to be widened to a four-lane bridge 
spanning the Manatee River and along Rye Road/Golf Course Road/Fort 
Hamer Road corridor to maintain acceptable LOS; and

 Four-lane improvements to Rye Road Alternative are not consistent with the 
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Section 6.0  
CONCLUSIONS 

The Fort Hamer Alternative, which includes a new Fort Hamer two-lane bridge, is anticipated to 
result in the lowest VMT within Manatee County.   The travel demand forecasts also indicate 
that the proposed river crossing is anticipated to have almost 23,600 trips a day by the year 2035 
for the Fort Hamer Alternative two-lane bridge with separate turn lane and signalization 
improvements.  The Rye Road Alternative consists of an additional two-lane bridge paralleling 
the existing two-lane Rye Road Bridge together with widening to four lanes of Rye Road, from 
SR 64 to Golf Course Road, Golf Course Road, and Fort Hamer Road from Golf Course Road to 
US 301.  In 2035, Rye Road Bridge is anticipated to have 23,200 vpd.  Both build alternatives 
clearly demonstrate the need for a new roadway connection (i.e., a new bridge crossing) at either 
of these locations.  All traffic projections are based on the latest version of the SMC TDM,
which has taken into consideration the current economic downturn in the State of Florida. 
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APPENDIX A 
Traffic Analysis Data 
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APPENDIX A-1
Manatee County 2035 Financially Feasible Plan 
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APPENDIX A-2
Florida Department of Transportation  

Generalized Level of Service Tables 
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APPENDIX A-3
Statistical Comparison of  

Alternatives Using HEVAL Output 
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APPENDIX A-4
Existing Traffic Counts 
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