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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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INTRODUCTION
PROJECT LIMIT

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District Six is conducting a Project

Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for SR 826 (Palmetto Expressway) from US 1 ":f::ﬁ:i
(SR 5) to NW 25th Street, a distance of approximately 8.4 miles (see Figure ES 1). The PD&E B ) |__
Study is proposing corridor improvements that will add highway and interchange lanes and RN
interchange improvements. The project is located in Miami -Dade County, Florida and is - _ / . —
contained within unincorporated Miami -Dade. =—rT —& —. D q - 1N e

This Systems Interchange Modification Report (SIMR) was prepared in support of the SR 826

PD&E Study. The SIMR documents the results of the traffic analyses for the considered

alternatives and provides an assessment of the proposed roadway improvements in

accordance with the FHWAG8s Policy on Access t ©ohe SIMRwabknt er s
prepared in accordance with the FDOT®&6s policies ar
necessary documentation for receiving Location Design Concept Acceptance (LDCA) for

the proposed project.
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Figure ES.1- Project Location Map
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROJECT
The overall goals and objectives of this PD&E Study are described below:

1 Evaluate the implementation of potential mainline, interchange, arterial corridor ,
and intersection improvements that will improve safety, capacity, operations,
expressway/interchange access, mobility, and emergency evacuation.

1 Identify the appropriate expressway /interchange access improvements that,
combined with Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSM&O)
improvements, will service the users of the area, and achieve the Purpose and Need.

1 Provide relief from existing and projected traffic congestion.

1 Improve the safety of the SR 826 mainline corridor by addressing speed differentials
and lane weaving deficiencies between interchanges.

1 Support the optimal operations of the existing roadway network.

Maintain consistency with the current SR 826 projects and adjacent local projects.

1 Prioritize the proposed improvements based on the area needs (short -term vs. long -
term), logical segmentation , and funding.

=

The primary purpose and need for this project are to add lanes to the SR 826 corridor, meet

future transportation demand, improve travel time reliability, and provide long -term
mobility options. Secondary considerations for the purpose and need of this pro jectinclude
safety, system linkage, freight movement, and emergency evacuation.

METHODOLOGY

A Methodology Letter of Understanding (MLOU) was developed and approved by the
FDOT District Six Interchange Review Committee (DIRC) and the FDOT Central Office in July
2018.

The PD&E Study began in 2017 with a project approach that involved adding Dynamically

Priced Express Lanes only along this segment of the corridor. In 2020, the study was placed

on hold to explore alternative corridor options for this section of SR 826. In January 2021, the
study resumed to consider additional alternatives for adding more lanes along the corridor,
including travel lanes, managed lanes, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, and express

lanes. Therefore, the PD&E Study had to  modify the approach between US 1 and SR 836
and evaluate other corridor improvements that are compatible with the project to the
north.

The revised methodology applied for this SR 826 SIMR is documented in the MLOU dated
April 2021. This revised MLOU documents the changes in the methodology as part of the SR
826 PD&E/SIMR Study. The intent of this PD&E/SIMR Study is to retain and preserve most of
the previous work and avoid redoing tasks that have already been completed.

The MLOU was approved by FDOT District Six, FDOT Central Office Systems Implementation ,
and the Greater Miami Expressway Agency (GMX). The MLOU outlines the criteria,
assumptions, processes, analyses, and documentation requirements for the project.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

SR 826 is alimited -access highway and a designated Strategic Intermodal System (SIS)
facility, providing regional connectivity between US 1, SR 874, SR 836, | -75, and | -95. SR 826,
between US 1 and SR 874 (Don Shula Expressway), consists primarily of six travel lanes (three
lanes in each direction). Between SR 874 and SR 836, the corridor consists primarily of ten
travel lanes (five lanes in each direction) and two undesignated High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) lanes (one in each direction). This segment of SR 826 is functionally classified as a
Divided Urban Principal Arterial Expressway and has a posted speed limit of 55 miles per

hour. The access management classification for this corridor is Class 1.2, Freeway in an
existing urbanized area with limited acces S.

There are eleven existing interchanges within the project limits. Nine of the eleven
interchanges provide connections to arterial/collector facilities. The other two are major
system-to -system interchanges (SR 826 with SR 874 and SR 826 with SR 836). These system -
to -system interchanges provide a connection between major expressways, which service

and distribute traffic o riginating from or destined to the north, south, east, and west portions

of Miami -Dade County.

Existing Annual Average Daily Volumes (AADT) vary between 140,000 and 257,000.
Northbound is the peak direction of travel along SR 826 during the typical weekday AM

peak period. Northbound traffic experiences relatively minor delays from US 1 to south of

SR 874 and operating speeds are typically 50 MPH. Congestion increases considerably

north of SR 874, and operating speeds drop to below 30 MPH. Congestion continues
throughout northbound SR 826 from SR 874 to SR 836. Extensive queueing is typical at the
major cross streets, such as Flagler Street, SW 8th Street, SW 24th Street, Bird Road , and Miller
Drive. Long queues are also typical at the off -ramps on these major roadways. Traffic signal
cycle failures frequently occur at these terminal intersections. Southbound is the peak
direction of travel along SR 826 during the typical weekday PM peak period. Southbound
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traffic experiences congestion from north of NW 25th Street to SR 836. South of SR 836
congestion is less, and operating speeds are approximately 30 mph . South of SW 72nd
Street, speeds on southbound SR 826 drop significantly to below 30 mph .

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

The No-Build Alternative proposes to keep the existing corridor into the future without
corridor improvements. No traffic capacity, operation, or safety improvements would be
implemented throughout the corridor. The effect associated with this alternative includes
the acceptance of existing highly congested traffic conditions. Additionally, travel
demand and truck traffic are expected to increase significantly over the next 20 years,

given the continued growth anticipated in Miami -Dade County. Future AADT v olumes are
expected to range  between 1 85,000 and 412,000. Traffic analysis results indicate that
operations along SR 826 are expected to be at LOS E or F during the AM and PM peak
periods . Average operating speeds are expected to range from approximately 10 to 40

mph at certain locations. The No -Build Alternative will not improve the system capacity
and/or linkage needs within the study area. Long -term improvements are necessary to
mitigat e the existing traffic conditions and increase capacity to accommodate future

travel demand. The No -Build Alternative will not reduce congestion on the system, nor will
it provide the regional area interconnections needed to enhance mobility for this section

of Miami -Dade County.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The objective of this PD&E Study is to evaluate alternatives that will address existing and
projected operating deficiencies along this section of SR 826. To keep up with the growing

traffic demand within the study area, multiple alternatives have been con sidered,
including a No -Build Alternative that maintains the existing roadway configuration and any

other planned improvements along the corridor.

The PD&E Sudy evaluated adding lanes to the project area by considering the following
alternatives:

1 Alternative 1 6 Add an additional Travel Lane in each direction between US 1 and SR
836.

1 Alternative 2 & Add one Bus Lane/High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lane in each
direction between US 1 and SR 836.

1 Alternative 3 6 Add one Managed Lane in each direction between US 1 and SR 836.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Report

1 Alternative 4 6 Add an additional Travel Lane in each direction between US 1 and SR
874 and add an Express Lane in each direction between SR 874 and SR 836.

1 Alternative 4A 0 Add an additional Travel Lane in each direction between US 1 and
SR 836 and add an Express Lane in each direction between SR 874 and SR 836.

All the alternatives propose adding additional lanes and auxiliary lanes along this segment
of SR 826, with interchange, intersection, and crossing roadway improvements at select
locations. These improvements will enhance connectivity and improve access in and out
of SR 826, supporting the optimal operation of the SR 826 corridor.

Governor Ron DeSantis signed Senate Bill 1662 in June 2025, which stated that, effective
July 1, 2025, the State of Florida will no longer support HOV lanes. Therefore, Alternative 2
was eliminated from this PD&E Study.

Alternative 1 0 This alternative proposes adding an additional Travel Lane in each direction
between US 1 and SR 836. The additional lane begins in the northbound direction, north of

US 1, and ends just south of the SR 836 bridge overpass. At that point, the lane becomes

the SR 826 northbound express lane ingress access point (see Figure ES.2. In the
southbound direction, the new lane begins just south of the SR 836 bridge overpass and

ends at US 1 as part of a three -lane southbound on -ramp.

The existing SR 826 southbound express lane designation will end (egress access point) after

the two -lane off -ramp to Flagler Street and SW 8th Street. At this point, the tubular markers
will end, and the new travel lane will begin. Alternative 1 also prop oses interchange,
intersection, and arterial improvements to support the optimal operations of the corridor.
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From SW 8th Street & Interchanges from the South

Figure ES.20 Alternative 1 Schematic Line Diagram
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Alternative 3 0 This alternative proposes add ing one managed lane in each direction

between US 1 and SR 836. The managed lane begins in the northbound direction, north of \ -
US 1, and ends just south of the SR 836 bridge overpass. At that point, the lane becomes To SW 88th & 72nd Street 74 — Managed;EXpress Lane Entrance --- Express Lane -
Managed/Express Lane Exit — Travel Lane
the SR 826 northbound express lane ingress a ccess point (see Figure ES3). In the o US 1 7 Proposed Managed Lane To NW 25th
southbound direction, the managed lane begins at NW 36th Street and ends the / From SR 836\. FromSNW 25th | St/"’e'
treet
designation south of SW 88th Street. At this point, the lane becomes a travel lane merging < P /;‘ ¥
with US 1 as part of a three -lane southbound on -ramp. 17 P \ le N ===
From US 1 To E'W 25th "fﬂ

. . . . . . treet
The existing SR 826 southbound express lane designation will end (egress access point) at & = & ;[5 f & & f’ f’
NW 36th Street. At this point, the new managed lane will begin. % & © =) 3, 6;0 s / n ©

. . . . . . . . % % % % % v u_ﬂj ToSR836E g %
Alternative 3 includes four potential access points in each direction at select locations Erom SW 88th & 72nd Street From SW 8th Street & Interchanges from the South

along the SR 826 corridor to enter and exit the managed lanes system. These access points
maximize the potential users of the managed lanes by serving the highest com muter travel

demand and longer trips, complement the multimodal transportation network, and have _ _ _ _ N _ o
minimal impacts on the existing interchanges. The main objectives of the potential access Alternative 4 0 This alternative proposes adding an additional Travel Lane in each direction
point locations are to serve major home  -to-work trip pairs and provid e connections to between US 1 and SR 874. The additional lane begins in the northbound direction north of

multimodal facilities. US 1 and ends at the Coral Way off -ramp as an auxiliary lane. In the southbound direction ,
the additional lane begins at the SR 874 off  -ramp as a choice lane and ends at US 1 as part

of a three -lane southbound on -ramp. Alternative 4 also proposes to add one Express Lane

in each direction between SR 874 and SR 836. This alternative essentially extends the
existing SR 826 express lanes system south to SR 874. The express lanes will end and begin

at SR 874 (see Figure ES.9.

Figure ES.30 Alternative 3 Schematic Line Diagram

The managed lane facility will feature a new bridge structure along the median, crossing

over the SR 874 corridor and extending north of Bird Road. This new bridge structure is
necessary to connect the managed lane median -to -median over SR 874, thereby avo iding
impacts to the commercial warehouses on the east side and Tropical Park on the west side.

This alternative also proposes a SR 836 ramp flyover system -to-system connection at the
northern end of the project, connecting the SR 826 northbound managed la ne from the Alternative 4 includes thre e potential access point in the southbound direction and three

median with the SR 836 eastbound collector distributor roadway system. Alternative 3 also n th_e r.10rthbound dlr_ectlon to enter and exit the express Ian_es system. These access points
proposes interchange, intersection, and arterial improvements to support the optimal maximize the potential gsers of the express Iane; by serving the h.lghest commuter travel
operation of the corridor. demand and lo nger trips, complement the multimodal transportation network, and have

minimal impacts on the existing interchanges. The main objectives of the potential access
point locations are to serve major home -to -work trip pairs and provide connections to
multimoda | facilities.

Alternative 4 also proposes interchange, intersection, and arterial improvements to support

the optimal operation of the corridor, including a SR 836 ramp flyover system -to -system
connection at the northern end of the project, which connects the SR 826 nor thbound
express lane from the median with the SR 836 eastbound collector -distributor roadway
system.
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Figure ES.40 Alternative 4 Schematic Line Diagram

Alternative 4A & This alternative proposes adding an additional Travel Lane in each
direction between US 1 and SR 836. The additional lane begins in the northbound direction

north of US 1 and ends just south of SR 836. In the southbound direction, the additional lane

begi ns at the SR 836 southbound on -ramp and ends at US 1 as part of a three -lane
southbound on -ramp. Alternative 4A also proposes to add one Express Lane in each
direction between SR 874 and SR 836. This alternative essentially extends the exi sting SR 826
express lanes system south to SR 874. The express lanes will end and begin at SR 874 (see
Figure ES.9.

Alternative 4 includes one potential access point in the southbound direction and three in

the northbound direction to enter and exit the express lanes system. These access points
maximize the potential users of the express lanes by serving the highest com muter travel
demand and longer trips, complement the multimodal transportation network, and have

minimal impacts on the existing interchanges. The main objectives of the potential access

point locations are to serve major home -to-work trip pairs and provid e connections to
multimodal facilities.

Alternative 4 also proposes interchange, intersection, and arterial improvements to support

the optimal operation of the corridor, including a SR 836 ramp flyover system -to -system
connection at the northern end of the project, connecting the SR 826 northbo und express
lane from the median with the SR 836 eastbound collector distributor roadway system.

Systems Interchange Modification Report

The only difference between Alternatives 4 and 4A is that Alternative 4A proposes an
additional travel lane in each direction between SR 874 and SR 836.

LEGEND —~
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= =z 3 > 2 z £ ! z 2
[Ty w) [Ty vl v ToSRB836E = =
From SW 8th Street & Interchanges from the South

Figure ES5 0 Alternative 4A Schematic Line Diagram

The evaluation methodology used in this study involved a combination of both
comparative qualitative and quantitative analyses to determine a preferred alternative,
focusing on engineering, socio  -economic, environmental, and project cost considerations.

The key components of the alternatives analysis included mobility, safety, purpose and

need, travel demand forecasting, future technology, geometrics, right -of-way impacts,
and construction costs. The alternatives analysis was geared to determine which
improvements were necessary to improve traffic operations, safety, multimodal, system
linkage, regional connectivity, freight, interchange access, and emergency evacuation.
Alternative 4A was selected as the preferred alternative based on the alternative

align ment analysis and the evaluation results documented in the PD&E Study.

INTERSECTION AND INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS

The preferred alternative is proposing interchange, intersection , and arterial improvements
to support the optimal operations of the corridor. The preferred alternative proposes

interchange improvements to ten out of the 11 interchanges. The improvements will vary
from minor to major capacity enhancements (see Appendix G, Preferred Concept Plans).
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Below is a summary of the overall interchange improvements:

1 US1
0 Southbound off -ramp widening to three lanes

1 SW 88h Street
0 Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline roadway
section
o0 Replacement of the eastbound to northbound flyover ramp

1 Sunset Drive
0 Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline roadway
section
0 Replace SR 826 mainline bridge structures

1 Miller Drive
0 Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline roadway
section
1 SR 874
0 Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline roadway
section
o A northbound express lane ingress point and a southbound express lane egress
point will be added within the interchange.

i Bird Road
o Redesign of the interchange configuration to an Elevated U -turn Interchange.
1 Coral Way
0 Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline roadway
section

0 Southbound off -ramp widening to two lanes
0 Southbound on -ramp widening to two lanes

1 SW 8h Street

0 Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline roadway
section

o New westbound to northbound on -ramp realignment closer to the
interchange

0 Redesign and realign the southbound off  -ramps to tie to the new southbound
collector distributor roadway system between SR 836 and SW 8 th Street

o0 Replacement of the mainline and ramp bridges

1 Flagler Street
0 Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline roadway
section
0 Redesign and realign the southbound off and on -ramps to tie to the new
southbound collector distributor roadway system between SR 836 and SW 8th
Street

1 SR 836
o0 Express lane ramp flyover system -to-system connecting SR 826 northbound to
the SR 836 eastbound collector -distributor roadway system

COMPARISON OF NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE AND PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

A comparative assessment was conducted for the SR 826 Mainline No -Build Alternative and
the preferred alternative for the opening year of 2035 and the design year of 2055. A
detailed assessment of operating  conditions was performed using CORSIM microsimulation
models. CORSIM models were developed for the AM peak period (6:30 AM to 10:30 AM)

and PM peak period (3:30 PM to 7:30 PM) in the design year 20 55. The results from the
microsimulation analyses indicate that the preferred alternative generates overall  better
operating conditions for all considered Measures of Effectiveness (MOES) in both the AM
and PM peak periods along SR 826.

In the preferred alternative, average operating speeds along northbound SR 826 travel
lanes (AM peak, peak direction) increase by approximately 25 mph (from 28 mph to 53
mph) and throughput increases by approximately 4,400 vehicles ( 53.8% above No -Build).
In the southbound direction along SR 826 (PM peak, peak direction), average operating

speeds show an increase of approximately 18 mph (from 13 mph to 31 mph) and
throughput increases by approximately 6,760 vehicles ( 93.1% above No -Build).

The networkwide MOEs indicate that the preferred alternative performs better in terms of
total vehicle miles travelled (  21.1%/32.0% increase in AM/PM peak); vehicle hours of delay
(decrease by 15.6%/24.6% in AM/PM peak) and average operating speeds (increase by
26.3%/43.7% in AM/PM peak).

A comparative assessment was  conducted on the cross -street intersections between the
No-Build Alternative and the preferred alternative for the opening year of 2035 and the

design year of 2055, based on HCM analytical procedures. The table below provides a
summary of the comparative assessment of the HCM analyses
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HCM Intersection Analysis 0 No-Build vs. Preferred proposed change in access (Title 23, CFR, paragraphs 625.2(a), 655.603(d) ,and 771.111(f)).

SR 826Terminals Other Intersections | The crossroads and the local street network to at least the first major intersection on either
Year Alternative Total 0S LO Total L%f D Los| Los side of the proposed change in access should be included in this analysis to the extent
Intersections E F Intersections .~ E F necessary to fully evaluate the safety and operational impacts that the proposed change
2035 No-Build 18 6 6 6 27 13 3 11 in access and other transportation improvements may have on the local street network (23
Preferred 18 16 0 2 27 19 1 7 CFR 625.2(a) and 655.603(d)) . Requests for a proposed change in access should include a
o055  |-No-Build 18 3 2 | 13 27 10 0 | 17 description and assessment of the impacts and ability of the proposed changes to safely
Preferred 18 1 ] 5 ]2 27 9 3 |15 and efficiently collect, distribute , and accommodate traffic on the Interstate facility,

ramps, intersection of ramps with crossroad , and local street network (23 CFR 625.2(a) and
655.603(d)). Each request should also include a conceptual plan of the type and location

of the signs proposed to support each design alternative (23 U.S.C. 109(d) and 23 CFR
655.603(d)).

As shown in the table above, the assessment results indicate that the preferred alternative
performs better than the No  -Build Alternative except for the other intersections in 2055

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Response to Policy Requirement # 1 8 The operational analysis conducted for the SIMR
confirmed that the proposed improvements to the SR 826 mainline and interchange
modifications will not have any significant adverse impacts on safety and operations along

SR 826. The proposed modifications wi |l improve traffic operations and enhance safety.
When compared with the No -Build Alternative, the preferred alternative significantly
improves operations along SR 826. In the preferred alternative, average operating speeds
along the northbound SR 826 trav el lanes (AM peak, peak direction) are expected to
increase by approximately 25 mph (from 28 mph to 53 mph), and throughput is projected

to increase by approximately 4,400 vehicles (53. 8% above the No -Build Alternative). In the
southbound direction along SR 826 travel lanes (PM peak, peak direction), average

operating speeds show an increase of approximately 18 mph (from 13 mph to 31 mph),

An assessment was made of the FHWAGs Policy onpghGdughsud incleses b Spproxihiidly’ 67603 € entlés® (58188 aboleltfe No -Build
FHWA Policy defines the requirements that must be addressed to justify and document  any Alternative). The proposed express lanes will operate at approximately 55 mph during the

proposed change in access to the  freeway system . The results from this SIMR provided the morning and afternoon peak periods. At the networkwide level, the preferred alternative
necessary information to demonstrate compliancgRyl fefler thah he NoH YBYIRI Sn tefnfs B tothl SLREI hilds rA/BI8d (21.1%/32.0%
justify the proposed modifications to SR 826 The following provides a summary of the increase in AM/PM peak); vehicle hours of delay (decrease by 15.6 %/ 24.4% in AM/PM
responses to the FHWAGs policy requirements ( (8 dlg! Kelage’ ARy P (iftledse B 2B YobhidAe d 8N APM peak).
Section 10 of the SIMR): Furthermore, the proposed express lanes along SR 826 will provide added operational
benefits to support emergency response services, and improved travel time reliability for
express lane users.

An assessment was made of other relevant factors that could potentially impact the
viability of the proposed project. These other considerations included environmental
considerations, consistency with Master Plans/Local Government Comprehensive
Plans/Development of Regional Impacts, project constructability , maintenance of traffic,
safety, anticipated design exceptions and variations, and conceptual signing master plan.

The assessment of these factors did not find any issues that would prohibit the
implemen tation of the proposed  improvements .

JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT

Policy #1 0 An operational and safety analysis has concluded that the proposed change
in access does not have a significant adverse impact on the safety and operation of the
Interstate facility (which includes mainline lanes; existing, new or modified ramps; and ramp

_ _ : Data from historical crash records identified multiple high -crash segments and high -crash
intersections with cross_road).or (?n the local stree.t network base_d on bqth the cgrrent and spots along SR 826. Traffic congestion along SR 826 is a contributing factor to many of the
the planned future traffic projections. The analysis should, particularly in urbanized areas, crashes experienced along the corridor. Under the No -Build Alternative, tr affic congestion

include at least the first adjacent existing or proposed in terchange on either side of the is expected to increase along SR 826 in future years, accompanied by a corresponding rise
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in crash risk along the corridor. This potential for future increase in crash risk is largely accommodated at all cross streets. The proposed access modifications will be designed to
alleviated by the improvements proposed in the preferred alternative. Additionally, the meet or exceed all applicable design standards, to the extent possible. Design variations

vertical clearance is deficient at several existing bridge structures alon g SR 826. This and exceptions identified will be processed in accordance with FHW A and FDOT
deficiency in vertical clearance is a probable causal factor for reported collisions with the standards.

understructure of the bridges at several cross streets. The proposed SR 826 improvements

will increase the vertical clearance at select cross stree ts, thereby reducing the risk of CONCEPTUAL FUNDING PLAN

crashes resulting from inadequate vertical clearance.
The project s identified as funded in the Miami -Dade TPO&6s 2050 Long Range T

The SR 826 project will include the development of a comprehensive signing plan for the Plan (LRTP) for Construction as Priority Il in Fiscal Year (FY) 2031 -2035. Partial funding has

corridor. The signing plan will be fully coordinated with FHWA in advance of construction . been allocated for Design and Right -of-Way in the TPO's FY 2026-2030 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). The same phases are identified as partially funded in the

The preferred alternative  will reduce long -term crashes related to heavy congestion and FDOT®6s F929 3tat Bansportation Improvement Program (STIP). The project is also

interchange access. It removes SR 874 traffic to and from the north from the SR 826 corridor included within the FDOT FY 2025/2026 -FY 2029/2030 SIS First Fiverear Plan, where it is

between SR 874 and SR 836, which reduces SR 826 mainline weaving maneuvers, mainline partially funded for Design and Right -of-Way. Additionally, the project is identified as

and ramp speed differentials. The additional travel lane between SR 874 and SR 836 will partially funded for Construction in the FDOT FY 2035 - FY 2050 SIS Long Range Cost Feasible

reduce mainline lane -changing maneuvers and sideswipe crashes within the interchange Plan.

limits. Alternative 4A offers more capacity compared to the other alterna tives,

accompanied by a corresponding reduction in congestion -related crashes. Separating The Design, Right-of-Way, and Construction phases are listed in the FDOT Work Program

long trips (especially from SR 874 and SR 836) from short trips by using the express lanes will under project number 432639 -1. The project is anticipated to be funded with federal and

alleviate traffic congestion approaching the interchanges and maximize throughput along state funds. FDOT plans to accelerate the project's construction by completing itin phases .

the corridor. A funding plan for the opening year will be developed based on the results, costs, and
recommendations from the PD&E Study. Funding for future phases is currently being

Policy #2 0 The proposed access connects to a public road and will accommodate all coordinated by the FDOT to ensure that the project aligns with the local government's

traffic movement s. Less than ofull i nt e-bycchse n g e sompremensive dhaas ard that the d eaqured project fuading isidewtified in the LRTP, TIP, STIP,

basis for applications requiring special access, such as managed lanes (e.g., transit or high and Work P rogram.

occupancy vehicle and high occupancy toll lanes) or park and ride lots. The proposed

access will be designed to meet or exceed current standards (23 CFR 625.2(a), 625.4(a)(2) :
and 655.603(d)). In rare instances where  the proposed design does not prov  ide all basic
movements, the report should include a full -interchange option, along with a comparison
of the operational and safety analyses to the partial interchange option. The report should

also include the proposed mitigations to compensate for the missing movements, such as
wayfinding signage, impacts on local intersections, and mitigation of driver expectations

leading to wrong -way movements on ramps, among others . The report should describe
whether the proposed design precludes the future provision of a full interchange

Response to Policy Requirement #2 & This SIMR is not proposing new interchanges along SR
826. All existing interchanges provide access to public roads only. The improvements
proposed at the interchanges will maintain full access to SR 826 , and all movements will be

Executive Summary
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1.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW 192" ST S S | e Mm@
@i _ -k\:;\‘;\____;’f | NW 35th St | H
1.1 INTRODUCTION A N 3
. COR ALY = PROJECT LIMIT ___J 3
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District Six is conducting a Project m — i I B ~ .|
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for SR 826 (Palmetto Expressway) from US 1 ||i|'|' ! B | | | == |
| F "
(SR 5) to NW 25th Street, a distance of approximately 8.4 miles (see Figure 1.1). The objective — Z | || = ™
|I el ]

of this PD&E Study is to evaluate corridor modifications to improve operations and
interchange access. The study is also evaluating the addition of lanes and improvements
to the interchange . The proposed improvements will address existing and futu re traffic

needs, improve travel time reliability, enhance safety, and provide long -term mobility L 2 ! ‘\JL.--" = MIAMI
. , . . : - ] | - O .t s

options along the corridor. The project is located in unincorporated Miami Dade County, | z/ |
Florida. | : { = i -

| O~

Lo o ; { | (| I

SR 826, between US 1 and SR 874, consists primarily of six travel lanes (three lanes in each '_: . | | =
direction). Between SR 874 and SR 836 the corridor consists primarily of ten travel lanes A ——— T
(five lanes in each direction) and two undesignated High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes D = Q

(one in each direction). This segment of SR 826 is functionally classified as an Urban Other

B
Freeway/Expressway and has a posted speed limit of 55 miles per hour. The access C

management classification for this corridor is Class 1.2, Freeway in an existing urbanized & O-_-
| 576 C)

area with limited access. _[my 7

| I

There are eleven existing interchanges within the project limits. Nine of the eleven
interchanges provide  connections to arterial/collector facilities. Two major system -to-
system interchanges within the project limits are SR 826 with SR 874 and SR 826 with SR 836.
These system-to -system interchanges provide a connection between major expressways,

which service and distri bute traffic originating from or destined to the north, south, east,

and west portions of Miami -Dade County. SR 874 and SR 836 are both tolled expressways
maintained by the Greater Miami Expressway Agency (GMX).

1.2 PURPOSE ANDNEEDFOR THEPROJECT

The overall goals and objectives of this PD&E Study are described below:

1 Evaluate the implementation of potential mainline, interchange, arterial corridor,
and intersection improvements that will improve safety, capacity, operations,
expressway/interchange access, mobility, and emergency evacuation.

I O study Inferchange
O Interchange

Figure 1.1 - Project Location Map
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1 Identify the appropriate expressway /interchange access improvements that,
combined with Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSM&O)
improvements, will service the users of the area, and achieve the Purpose and Need.

1 Provide relief from existing and projected traffic congestion.

1 Improve the safety of the SR 826 mainline corridor by addressing speed differentials
and lane weaving deficiencies between interchanges.

1 Support the optimal operations of the existing roadway network.

Maintain consistency with the current SR 826 projects and adjacent local projects.

1 Prioritize the proposed improvements based on the area needs (short -term vs. long -
term), logical segmentation, and funding.

=

The primary purpose and need for this project are to add lanes to the SR 826 corridor, meet

future transportation demand, improve travel time reliability, and provide long -term
mobility options. Secondary considerations for the purpose and need of this pro jectinclude
safety, system linkage, freight movement, and emergency evacuation. An extended
discussion of the project's need is provided in  Section 4 of this SIMR.

1.3 PROJECTDESCRIPTION

The PD&E Study isevaluat ing the following potential types of improvements:

1 Additional travel lanes and auxiliary lanes.

1 Interchange improvements
serving the interchanges

0 modification of existing entrance and exit ramps

1 Intersection improvements & widening and turn lane modifications along the cross
streets to facilitate the ramp modifications and improve the access and operation
of the corridors upstream and downstream from the interchanges.

1.4 PROJECTLOCATION

The project location is depicted in Figure 1.1. The study area for this SR 826 SIMR
incorporates the limits  of the SR 826 PD&E Sudy from US 1to NW 25t Street.

1.5 RELATEDPROJECTS WITHINHESTUDYAREA

This SIMRs maintain ing consistency with the following plans and projects:

SR 826/SR 836 Interchange Improvements (Section Five) Project

SR 826 Express Lanes Project (from SR 836 to |-75)

SR 836/NW 87th Avenue Interchange Improvements Project (by

SR 874/Sunset Drive Interchange PD&E Study (by GMX)

Strategic Miami Area Rapid Transit (SMART) Plan (by Miami

Transportation and Public Works)

1 All Bus Rapid Transit Projects within the
Department of Transportation and Public Works)

1 Miami-Dade Traffic Planning Organization
Transportation Plan (L RTH

1 Miami -Dade County Comprehensive Plan

1 Any approved Development of Regional Impact (

GMX)

= =4 =4 8

-Dade Department of
Area of Influence (by Miami -Dade

( TPO Adopted L ong Range

DRI)s within the Area of Influence

Where the request is inconsistent  with any plan, steps will be developed to bring the plan
into consistency .

1.6 APPLICANTINFORMATION

The SR 826SIMRhas been prepared for the Florida Department of Transportation, District
Six. For Information on the SR 826 PD&E Study and th is SIMR, please contact the
Departmentds Project Manager at

Raul E. Quintela , PE

Project Manager

FDOTO District Six

Adam Leigh Cann Building

1000 NW 111t Avenue

Miami, Florida 33172

Phone: (305) 470 -5271

E-mail: Raul.Quintela @dot.state.fl.us

the following

addr
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2.0 METHODOLOGY

A Methodology Letter of Understanding (MLOU) was developed and approved by the
FDOT District Six Interchange Review Committee (DIRC) and the FDOT Central Office in July
2018.

The PD&E Study began in 2017 with a project approach that involved adding Dynamically

Priced Express Lanes only along this segment of the corridor. In 2020, the study was placed

on hold to explore alternative corridor options for this section of SR 826. In January 2021, the
study resumed to consider additional alternatives for adding more lanes along the corridor,
including travel lanes, managed lanes, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, and express

lanes. Therefore, the PD&E Study had to  modify the approach between US 1 and SR 836
and evaluate other corridor improvements that are compatible with the project to the

north.

The revised methodology applied for this SR 826 SIMR is documented in the MLOU dated

April 2021. This revised MLOU documents the changes in the methodology as part of the SR

826 PD&E/SIMR Study. The intent of this PD&E/SIMR Study is to retain and preserve  most of
the previous work and avoid redoing tasks that have already been completed.

The MLOU was approved by FDOT District Six, FDOT Central Office Systems  Implementation
and the GMX. The MLOU outlines the criteria, assumptions, processes, analyses, and
documentation requirements for the project. The two approved MLOU & are included as
Appendi x A. The following section summarizes some of the more prom inent issues covered
under the MLOU.

2.1 AREA OFINFLUENCE

The area of influence along SR 826 extends from US 1 to south of NW 36th Street. The area
of influence along SR 836 extends from east of NW 87th Avenue to west of NW 57th Avenue.
Figure 2.1 depicts the area of influence along SR 826 and cros sing roadways .

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Report 826

There are 11 interchanges within the area of influence along SR 826. These interchanges
are listed below.

usi

SW 88th Street (Kendall Drive)
SW 72nd Street (Sunset Drive)
SW 56th Street (Miller Drive)
SR 874(Don Shula Expressway)
SW 40th Street (Bird Rd)

SW 24th Street (Coral Way)
SW 8th Street (Tamiami Trail)
Flagler Street

SR 836

NW 25t Street

©oNoO~WNE

el
= o

There are 45 intersections within the area of influence along the crossing roadways (27
arterial intersections and 1 8 terminal ramp intersections). These intersections are listed
below.

US 1/Killian Drive

US 1/SW 104th Street

SW 98th Street/SW 77th Avenue

SW 98th Street/ US 1Busway

SW 98th Street/US 1

SW 88th Street/SW 79th Avenue

SW 88th Street/SW 77th Avenue

SW 88th Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
SW 88th Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal

10. SW 88th Street/SW 73rd Place

11. SW 88th Street/Dadeland Boulevard

12. SW 72nd Street/SW 77th Court

13. SW 72nd Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
14. SW 72nd Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal
15. SW 72nd Street/SW 72nd Avenue

16. SW 56th Street/SW 77th Court

17. SW 56th Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
18. SW 56th Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal

19. SW 56th Street/SW 72nd Avenue

20. SW 40th Street/SW 79th Avenue

21. SW 40th Street/SW 7800 Block

22. SW 40th Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
23. SW 40th Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal

©CoNoOrLWNE
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24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study

SW 40th Street/SW 72nd Avenue

SW 40th Street/SW 74th Avenue

SW 24th Street/SW 82nd Avenue

SW 24th Street/SW 79th Avenue

SW 24th Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
SW 24th Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal
SW 24th Street/SW 74th Avenue

SW 24th Street/SW 75th Avenue

SW 8th Street/SW 82nd Avenue

SW 8th Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
SW 8th Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal
SW 8th Street/SW 74th Avenue

Flagler Street/NW 82nd Avenue

Flagler Street/NW 79th Avenue

Flagler Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
Flagler Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal
Flagler Street/NW 74th Avenue

Flagler Street/NW 72nd Avenue

NW 25th Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
NW 25th Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal
SR 836/Milam Dairy Road/Eastbound Ramp Terminal
SR 836/Milam Dairy Road/Westbound Ramp Terminal

Systems Interchange Modification Report
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2.2 ANALYSISYEARS The SERPM 7.071 model is an activity -based time -of-day model capable of forecasting
traffic into future years across various highway and transit scenarios. The model has5  -time

A. Traffic Forecasting period assignments:

The forecasting years proposed for the project are as follows Early AM Period (10:00 PM & 5:59 AM)

AM -Peak Period (6:00 AM 0 8:59 AM)
Midday Period (9:00 AM 08 2:59 PM)
PM-Peak Period (3:00 PM 09 6:59 PM)
Evening Period (7:00 PM 0 9:59 PM)

A Base year: 2017
A Horizon year: 204 5

a s NPk

B. Traffic Operational Analysis

The results of the time -of-day assignments were combined to forecast the daily traffic. The

The 2017 and 204 5 base and horizon years were used to produce the opening year and SERPM model was validated to the year 2010 Annual Average Daily Traffic ( AADT).
design year traffic. The design year for this project is 20 55, which was completed by Therefore, no adjustment factors were necessary to forecast the AADT volumes.
extrapolation. The opening year for this project is 20 35, which was completed by

interpolation. The analysis years for this project are summarized below : B. Project Traffic Forecast Development Methodology
A Existing year: 2017

) The future year traffic volumes were developed using time -of-day assignments. Since this
A Opening year: 20 35

. study includes an alternative to evaluate managed lanes and express lanes already exist
A Design year: 20 55 north of SR 836, time -of-day information is critical. Research has shown that peak -to -daily
ratios of managed and express lanes are different from general use freeway lanes. Most of
2.3 TRAVELDEMAND FORECASTING the managed and expr ess | an eisépectdditolhappen durimyn peak periods.
A. Selected Travel Demand Model(s) Therefore, the project team use d the three -hour AM peak period and  four-hour PM peak
period volumes to forecast the one  -hour AM and one -hour PM peak -hour directional
The Southeast Florida Regional Planning Model (SERPM) Versions 7.071 and 8.504 were used volumes. This peak -hour volume, characterized by the highest demand during the peak
for this study. SERPM 7.071 was the official model for the FDOT District Six region when the period , was selected for the design traffic development. Separate peak -hour volumes for
study began, with a 2010 base year and 2040 horizon year. In November 2020, the Miami - general use and managed/ express lanes were developed. Origin -destination matrices
Dade Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) adopted SERPM 8.504 as the official were developed for the three  -hour AM peak period and the four ~ -hour PM peak period.
model, with a 2015 base year and 2045 horizon year. The SR 826 PD&E/SIMR Study These were sliced to develop an AM peak  -hour matrix and a PM peak -hour matri x. The

AADT volumes were forecasted by summing all the time periods. The model horizon year is
2045. Therefore, for the design year forecast development, the 2045 forecasts were
extrapolated to forecast the 2055 design year volumes.

completed a detailed subarea model calibration using SERPM7.071 a s part of the p revious
efforts. To be consistent with the forecasting procedures of the earlier analysis, the same
platform was used in this study.  However, since the TPO has adopted new 2045 projections,

rather than migrating to the new model platform, the study utilized the newly adopted _ _ _
Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) data for the SR 826 PD&E/SIMR Study. The forecast year 2045 TAZ 2045 SERPM NoBuild and Build scenarios - were d.e vel ope d as part o o the fu
data and networks were updated to match the adopted SERPM 8.504 data. development process. The 2045 No -Build scenario was first developed by using the 2045

Cost Feasible LRTP network as baseline. Any LRTP improvements within the project corridor
classified as Priority Il or Priority Ill have been removed  from the No -Build scenario. The No -
Build scenario development  was closely coordinated with FDOT to only include the existing

and committed projects on the SR 826 corridor. The list of removed projects was closely
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coordinated with the Department and documented in the  Project Traffic Forecasting
Memorandum , dated April 2022 . The AADT volume forecasts were compared with
independently developed historical trend line forecasts and compound growth  rate -based
forecasts. The population and employment forecasts for the 2 -mile corridor subarea were
used to develop the compound growth rates, following a desktop review of the subarea's
socioeconomic data.

The AM and PM peak -hour volumes were determined by using diurnal factors. Diurnal
factors convert the 3 -hour AM period volumesto 1 -hour AM peak -hour volumes and the 4 -
hour PM period volumes to the 1  -hour PM peak -hour volumes. The diurnal factors were
developed from existing traffic patterns by reviewing the time -of-day profiles of the
mainline and cross streets of SR 826. Since the traffic volumes of the cross streets near SR
826 are primarily driven by the mainline volumes of SR 826 , major emphasis was given to
the SR 826 traffic profile. The cross street diurnal factors  were used to identify any outliers
from the SR 826 mainline diurnal factors, and necessary adjustments were made.

The forecasting approach require  d extensive subarea validation to match the AM and PM
volumes to the traffic counts. A 2017 model scenario was developed for this effort. The
detailed 2017 subarea validation approach is described in Section C (next page) . The
approach primarily focus ed on post -processing the 2017 model origin  -destination matrix to
improve the model -assigned volumes. The CUBE Analyst origin -destination matrix estimation
software was used for this effort. The average trip length and the trip length frequency
distribution of the estimated 2017 subarea origin -destination were verified against the
Bluetooth origin -destination survey. The subarea matrix consist ed of internal -internal flows
for all traffic analysis zones within the subarea, as well as external -internal, internal -external,
and external -external flows. This matrix was developed using the CUBE Subarea extraction
process, which automatically renumber ed the matrix zones and extract ed the flows from
the regional SERPM origin -destination matrix into the subarea SERPM origin -destination
matrix . Any trips that cross the subarea boundary only once were tabulated into external -
internal or internal -external flows. Any trips that cross the subarea boundary twice were
tabulated into external -external flows.

Once satisfactory validation results ~ were achieved at the subarea level, the 2017 subarea
origin -destination data were used as a starting point for future year forecasting efforts. The
growth matrix between the 2017 SERPM origin -destination and the 2045 SERPM origin -
destination was developed by subtraction. The growth was added to the 2017 CUBE
Analyst origin -destination at the subarea level.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Report

626

The model subarea validation ensure  d reasonable origin -destination flows and sufficient
agreement between the volumes and counts. The future year total demand on the corridor

was verified against historical and socioeconomic growth trends. Once sufficient
confidence was achieved, the split between general use lane and managed/ express lane
loads was verified. Since there are no managed/ express lanes in the base year, a
comparison of base year volumes to counts could not be performed. However, future year
managed/express lane volumes in highly congested corridors, such as SR 826, are
expected to reach  capacity. The future loads  were verified against the expected peak
period and daily volumes.

Traffic volumes on SR 836 and SR 874 mainline and ramps, as well as the origin  -destination
analysis, were validated and calibrated using toll transaction data for the existing, No -Build,
and Build scenarios .

The 2055 design traffic volumes were developed by extrapolating from the 2045 balanced
volumes. Opening year 2035 design traffic was developed by interpolation between the

years 2017 and 2045 volumes.

Figure 2.2 depicts the Travel Demand Forecasting Methodology Flowchart.
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C. Validation Methodology

SERPM 7.071 Regional Model Several modifications were made to the travel demand model to refine the subarea

Runs and Results Review forecasts for the SR 826 corridor. A 2 -mile radius subarea was defined as part of this task.
The subarea development process ensure  d major competing roadways  were included in
the analysis. To this effect, the subarea  was extended westward to the Homestead
Extension of the Florida Turnpike (HEFT) and eastward to Red Road/SW 57th Avenue . The
northern limits of the SR 826 subarea were extended up to the | -75/SR 826/SR 924
Interchange. North of NW 36th Street, only the SR 826, SR 924 |, and |-75 mainlines were

CUBE ANALYST included in th e subarea to balance the subarea size. The validation include d the SR 826,

2017 Subarea Validation SR 924 and | -75 mainlines north of NW 36th Street. The SR 826, SR 924, and | -75 mainline
segments were included in the subarea to ensure the major movements of mainline and
express lane volumes coming from the north were captured. A 2017 SERPM model scenario
was developed using 2017 networks and socioeconomic data. The 2017 socioeconomic
data was developed by interpolating between the 2010 and 2040 socioeconomic data
sets. The data was cross-checked against the 2015 SERPM 8 data that has been under
development by the  Miami -Dade TPO. The 2017 networks were developed through a
desktop review of the 2010 network, updating it to reflect 2017 conditions. Prior to this PD&E
Study, the Department conducted a planning study on this corridor, in which a 2015 base
scenario was modeled. The network changes adopted in the 2015 planning study networks
were transferred to the 2017 SERPM network development. As part of the planning study, a
subarea extraction process and a CUBE Analyst origin -destination estimation process were
also implemented. However, this setup was based on the earlier version of the SERPM 7

2045 No-Build and

Build Scenarios

AADT Development and HistoricAADT model. The subarea application  was transferred to the latest version of the SERPM 7 model
Reasonableness Checks Compound Growth Rate as part of this study.
‘ Time-of-day traffic counts were coded into the 2017 network for the 2  -mile radius study
Peak Period Volumes from Apply Diurnal area. Within the corridor limits, the 2017 traffic count data from the PD&E Study was coded
SERPM Subarea Model Factors into the network. Outside the corridor, but within the 2 -mile radius limits, the traffic counts
from 2016 were obtained and coded into the network. A SR 826 corridor growth rate was
* developed between the 2016 and 2017 traffic counts. The growth rate was applied to the
2016 subarea traffic counts to develop the 2017 traffic counts for the subarea validation.
2045 1-hour Link Volumes Extrapolate 2055
(DDHV) for HCM (AM,PM) (CAGR) Various model network attributes, within the subarea, were reviewed and corrected . These
include d facility types, the number of lanes, area types, posted speed limits, tolls for tolled
lanes, geometric connections, turn penalties, centroid locations , and connections. All the
Note: CAGR & Compound Annual Growth Rate subarea network changes  were propagated to the future years.

Figure 2.2 - Travel Demand Forecasting Methodology Flowchart
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An iterative validation using the CUBE Analyst origin  -destination estimation process was
conducted as part of this task. The process needs the SERPM 2017 subarea origin -
destination matrix and the  time -of-day traffic counts. The origin -destination estimation
process was conducted separately for each of the 5 -time periods. The resulting origin -
destination matrix was assigned back to the highway network to verify a satisfactory output

of results. Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) and Volume -to-count ratio targets were used to
evaluate the model validation outputs in accordance with the FSUTMS CUBE Framework
Phase 2. In addition to the subarea RMSE and volume -to-count ratio measures, the
Screenline/Cutline measures were used to evaluate the model validation. The average trip
lengths and trip length frequency distributions of the origin -destination matrix were
compared against the Bluetooth Survey to ensure a reasonable match.

D. Adjustment Procedures

The model results were post-processed using the FDOT Handbook and NCHRP 765
recommendations. The project team develop ed a corridor prototype spreadsheet with
separate workbooks for AM peak -hour, PM peak -hour, and AADT volumes. The volumes
and traffic counts for the 2017 conditions were verified. If the differences between volumes
and counts exceeded a threshold percentage, the link volumes were post -processed to
account for these differences. A 10% threshold percentage for freeways and a 15%
threshold percentage for all other facility types were used. If negative growths  were
observed at any location, the subarea compound growth rates developed from the
population and employment forecasts were applied at those locations. The volumes were
balanced and smoothed as needed. The growth rates of the forecasted volumes were
compared against the growth trends. Any outlier links were post-processed.

The turning movement forecast was developed from the subarea origin -destination
assignments. This way, the subarea origin -destination matrices and the turning movements
ensured to be consistent. The future year turns  were forecasted to ensure sufficient growth
between base and future year turns from the subarea traffic assignment model. If by any

chance any negative/unreasonable turns were forecasted in the model at select
locations, adjustments were performed to the turning movement forecasts to comply wit h
the subarea growth rates.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Report

626

2.4 TRAFFICFACTORS

The corridor design traffic  was based on diurnal factors, as opposed to using the traditional

K and D factors. The diurnal factors , which represent the peak period to peak -hour
conversion factors, were determined based on the collected traffic data . The diurnal
factors were compared against the values used in the previous planning study. The corridor

traffic count profile by hour  was examined during peak periods, as well as the diurnal
factors, for the various SR 826 mainline stations by direction.  An avera ge of the factors was
considered in the development of the design traffic. The variation in diurnal factors in an
urban area is not significant from one station to the other. However, the factors for SR 836,

SR 874 and SR 836 were separately examined.

The project team developed unbalanced forecasts using the K and D factors to compare

them with the diurnal factors approach. If significant (more than 10%) differences were
observed along the SR 826 mainline segments, additional reasons for the differences were
examined. The process also include d the possibility of revising the diurnal factors as
appropriate.

The traffic factor tables from the FDOT Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook  provide a
summary of K s and acceptable ranges for D 30. The Ksa factor is the proportion of AADT
volumes that occur during the peak hour of the design year, depending on the area type
and facility type. The D 3o factor is the proportion of traffic in the 30  t highest hour of the year
traveling in the peak period direction. Table 2.1 and Table 2.2 show the FDOT Ksig and D 30
target thresholds.

Table 2.1 - FDOT Standard K Factors !

Area Type Facility Type Kstd
Large Urban Areas with Core Freeways 8.0-9.0
Freeways Arterials 9.0
: Freeways 9.0
Other Urbanized Areas Arterials 90

1Adopted from the 201 9 FDOT Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook, Table 2.1 - FDOT Standard K Factors.

Table 2.2 - FDOT Recommended D 3o Factor Ranges 1

Road Type Low D3o Medium D 30 High D3y  Standard Deviation
Urban Freeways 50.4 55.8 61.2 4.11
Urban Arterials 50.8 57.9 67.1 4.60

1Adopted from the 201 9 FDOT Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook, Table 2.2 - Recommended D -Factors (D) for Traffic Forecasting.
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The T4 factor is the adjusted annual 24  -hour percentage of truck traffic. The T 24 factor was
obtained from the classification counts and compared to the factors obtained from the

FDOT permanent count stations to assess reasonableness of the data. The Design Hour Truck
(DHT) factor is the percentage of truck traffic during the peak -hour in the des ign year and
can be estimated as half of the T 24 factor. The DHT at the ramp terminals and intersections
was determined from the turning movement counts. The Peak Hour Factor (PHF) for the
existing year was based on field -collected traffic counts (turning movement counts and
mechanical counts) from the FDOT count stations. PHF for future years was set at 0.95. The
PHF is applied to the traffic counts to convert hourly flow to peak 15 -minute flow rate for
capacity analysis.

The K and D factors were calculated based on the collected traffic data and forecasted
traffic volumes from the PD&E Study and  were compared to the ranges specified in the
FDOT Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook

2.5 OPERATIONALANALYSES

A. Existing Area Type/Traffic Conditions

Area Type Conditions
Under Saturated Saturated
Rural ] [ ]
Urban Area/Transitioning Area [ ] ]

B. Existing Area Type/Traffic Conditions

System Component
Software
Freeway Crossroad
Name Version Basic Weaving Ramp Ramp Arterials Intersections
Segment Merge Diverge

HCSHCM 7/ 6th Edition [] [] [] [] [] []
Synchro 10 [] [] [] [] X X
SimTraffic |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|
CORSIM 6.3 X X X X X X
VISSIM [] [] [] [] [] []
Other [] [] [] [] [] []

Detailed operational analyses
and PM peak hours. The following operational analyses
traffic forecasts:

To o To Do Do I

Freeway Analysis

Freeway Weaving Analysis

Ramp Merge and Diverge Analysis
Queuing Analysis

Intersection Analysis

Man aged/ Express Lanes Analysis

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 82:6 !
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were conducted for all analysis years, covering
were conducted utilizing the design

both AM

The HCM 6th Edition Module in Synchro 10 was used for the intersection level of service and
was verified and

gueue length analyses. The reasonableness of the Synchro results

documented in accordance with the calibration methodology described below in
C. In addition, Synchro results were compared with CORSIM results at locations where both

models are applied. CORSIM models

calibration and for the 2035 and 2055 opening and design years to compare the No

Alternative against the preferred alternative.
four build alternatives in the design year to support the
for the SR 826 mainline .

C. Calibration Methodology

Synchro:

Synchro models were calibrated in accordance with the guidelines provided in the

Traffic Analysis Handbook . The calibration process also include

A Lost time adjustment factor
A To calculate reasonable queuing in the model, all link terminals

d the following steps:

Section

were developed for the 2017 existing year for model

-Build

CORSIM models were also developed for the
selection of the preferred alternative

FDOTOd s

was adjusted to replicate field observed queue lengths.
were extend ed at

least 1,000 feet from the last node.
A 95th percentile queue lengths that weret agged
the extent of queuing problems.

The calibration process

wi t h veer éxamined fom 6

was supported by observations and data gathered during field

reviews, including typical queue lengths, delays, operating speeds, right turns on red, signal
timings, and pedestrian/bicycle activity.
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CORSIM: performed to the anal yst 6s sat i sf apeadiHlowrelatiomshipsidos mdividueal
The simulation calibration incorporate  dthe gui dance and cr it er iTrafficf r olinkstatmdeto dngu@ T dceeptable queuing at intersections and other bottlenecks in the
Analysis Handbook . Traffic volume data, travel time data, and field observations were network. In addition to average travel speeds, individual link speeds and speed -flow

utilized in calibrating the CORSIM models. CORSIM models were developed for the 2017
existing year for model calibration and for the 2035 and 2055 opening and design years to
compare the No -Build Alternative against the preferred alternative. CORSIM models were
also developed for the  four build alternatives in the design year to sup  port the selection of
the preferred alternative for the SR 826 mainline Four-hour AM and PM peak periods
analysis was conducted using 15 Zninute flow rates.

Several calibration measures were used to ensure that the models accurately replicate
existing year field conditions. The calibration process consist ed of measuring and
comparing volume, speed, travel times, queues, and visual audits. The freeway mainline
volumes were calibrated using criteria specified in the FDOT®d s
Individual link flow targets used are listed below

1 Within 15% of field traffic flows for more than 85% of cases where flows range from
700 veh/hr to 2,700 veh/hr.

9 Within 100 veh/hr for more than 85% of cases where flows are less than 700 veh/hr.

1 Within 400 veh/hr for more than 85% of cases where flows are greater than 2,700
veh/hr.

1 Sum of all link flows within 5% of sum of all link counts.

The target of the GEH statistic was less than five for more than 85% of the links. In addition,
the GEH statistics for sum of all link flows were less than four for sum of all link counts. Travel
time targets were within 15% (or 1 minute if higher) of the field measured travel times for
more than 85% of cases. Travel speed profiles  were compared with the travel time runs
using the simulation output to ensure that the simulation provided similar trends and
identified areas of congestion.

Visual audits of the simulation were performedto the anal yst 6s satisfaction to

speed ZAlow relationships for individual links. In addition to average travel speeds, individual
link speeds and speed flow diagrams were used to evaluate the performance of the
freeway segments. The calibration  used speed and travel time data along SR 826 and SR
836, as available.

The major bottlenecks and queues within the study area were calibrated to replicate the
capacity and congestion based on field data. Visual audits of the simulation were

Traffic Anal yanfidesnceHevel drd o &lowable error of 10%.

diagrams were used to evaluate the network's performance

The existing conditions analysis had a simulation duration (4 hours AM and 4 hours PM) that
allow ed congestion to build and  dissipate , and minimize the potential for unmet demand.
The 4th hour of the AM peak period  was developed based on traffic flow profiles from the
continuous machine counts. The flow profiles from the continuous machine counts were
used to compute factors  that were applied to the peak -hour link and intersection turning
movement volumes. Volume inputs were provided in 15 -minute increment s, estimated
based on traffic flow profiles derived from continuous machine counts. To determine the
minimum required number of simulation runs, statistical tests were performed using a 95%
Ten runs were performed for each
scenario. All future year Build and No -Build models were created from the calibrated 2017
existing year model.

D. Selection of Measures of Effectiveness (MOE)

Both qualitative and quantitative measures of performance or effectiveness (MOES) were
used to differentiate between the alternatives. MOEs were assessed from CORSIM models
for the AM and PM peak periods (4 hours each ) as well as the AM and PM peak hours. The
CORSIM MOEs include d the following:

A Freeway: Simulated volume vs. Demand volume, Throughput, Operating
density

A Interchange Terminal Intersections: Simulated volume vs. Demand volume on the
approach links, and queue lengths on the off -ramps

A Network -wide : Total travel time, Total delay time, Vehicle
speed , and Latent demand

speed , and

-miles of travel, Average

observe
The CORSIM analysis compare d MOEs for the No -Build Alternative and Build Alternative s.

CORSIM MOEs were assessed for a simulation period covering a total of 4 hours in the AM
period and 4 hours in the PM period for each alternative scenario.
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The simulation periods include d the following:

A AM Period : model initialization period + highest 4 -hour AM peak period (in 15 -minute
intervals based on forecasted AM peak -hour and existing traffic flow profiles)

A PM Period : model initialization period + highest 4 -hour PM peak period (in 15 -minute
intervals based on forecasted PM peak  -hour and existing traffic flow profiles)

The MOEs that were assessed from the HCS /Synchro analy sis include d the following:

1 Intersection Analysis (Synchro): Total Delay, LOS, 95th percentile queue length , and
available storage

The Synchro reported intersection delay, 95th percentile queue length , and volume over
capacity ratio for every movement at every intersection.

2.6 LEVEL OFSERVICESTANDARDS

FDOT recommends a target Level of Service (LOS) D for roadways in urban areas. LOS E
was considered at capacity , and LOS F was considered overcapacity
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

3.1 EXISTINGLAND USE

The SR 826project is located in the northern portion of Miami -Dade County, which is part
of the Southeast Florida Region of Palm Beach, Broward , and Miami -Dade Counties. No
natural upland areas exist along the project corridor.

A total of 1 4 land use classifications were identified within the project study area . Table 3.1
lists the acreage and percentage of each land use type within the project study area. An

aerial map depicting the generalized Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification
System (FLUCFCS boundaries of existing land uses withinthe  study limits is included as Figure
3.1.

Table 3.1 8 Existing Land Use/Vegetative Cover within the Project Study Area
FLUCFCS

FLUCFCS Description Acres Percent

Classification
110 Residential, Low Density (LeAsCsn;r)han Two Dwelling Units Per 186.51 3.51%
120 Residential, Medium Densitxc('rl'g;/o -Five Dwelling Units Per 1,047.03 | 36.66%
130 Residential, High Density (Six Or More Dwelling Units Per Acre) 329.23 6.20%
140 Commercial and Services 1,137.13 | 21.41%
150 Industrial 102.80 1.94%
170 Institutional 102.88 1.94%
180 Recreational 138.38 2.61%
190 Open Land 34.56 0.65%
410 Upland Coniferous Forests 3.67 0.07%
510 Streams and Waterways 65.96 1.24%
530 Reservoirs 8.01 0.15%
610 Wetland Hardwood Forests 269.38 5.07%
740 Disturbed Land 55.65 1.05%
810 Transportation 930.48 17.52%
Total Land Use/Vegetative Cover 5,311.68 | 100.00%

1 FDOT, FLUCFCS (Third edition), 1999.
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3.2 EXISTINGROADWAY NETWORK

SR 826

SR 826, between US 1 and SR 874, consists of five to six 12 -foot wide travel lanes (three lanes

in the northbound direction and two to three lanes in the southbound direction) with 12 -
foot wide auxiliary lanes at select locations, 11.5 -foot to 13 -foot wide paved outside
shoulders, 11-foot wide paved inside shoulders, a 2  -foot wide median barrier wall, and
outside barrier walls. Between SR 874 and SR 836 , the corridor consists primarily of twelve
11-foot to 14 -foot wide travel lanes (six lanes in each direct ion), 8-foot to 10.5 -foot wide
outside shoulders, 11 -foot wide paved inside shoulders, a 2  -foot wide median barrier wall,
and outside barrier walls. The two typical sections for SR 826 are depicted in Figure 3.2 and
Figure 3.3. There are no typical section changes from committed projects within the study

area.
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Figure 3.2 - Existing Roadway Typical Section between US 1 and SR 874
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Figure 3.3 - Existing Roadway Typical Section between SR 874 and SR 836
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Arterial Corridors

There are 11 existing full interchanges within the project limits.
lane geometry and configuration.

Figure 3.4 depicts the existing

US 10 Thiscorridor consists of six lanes, three lanes in each direction, with a posted speed
of 45 mph and three signalized intersections. US 1 is functionally classified as a Divided
Principal Arterial.

SW 88th Street (Kendall Drive) & This corridor consists of six lanes, three lanes in each
direction, with a posted speed of 45 mph, five signalized intersections , and a diamond plus
one loop with a flyover interchange. Kendall Drive is functionally classified as a Divided
Principal Arterial.

SW 72nd Street (Sunset Drive) & This corridor consists of four lanes, two lanes in each
direction, with a posted speed of 40 mph, four signalized intersections , and a diamond
interchange. Sunset Drive is functionally classified as a Minor Arterial.

SW 56th Street (Miller Drive) & Thiscorridor consistsof four lanes, two lanes in each direction,
with a posted speed of 40 mph, four signalized intersections , and a diamond interchange.
Miller Drive is functionally classified as a Minor Arterial.

SR 8740 Thiscorridor consistsof six lanes, three lanes in each direction, with a posted speed
of 60 mphanda system-to-system interchange. SR 874 is functionally classified as a Divided
Urban Principal Arterial Expressway.

SW 40th Street (Bird Rd) 0 Thiscorridor consists of eight lanes west of SR 826, four lanes in
each direction , and six lanes east of SR 826, three lanes in each direction. The corridor has

a posted speed of 40 mph with six signalized intersections and a diamond plus one loop
interchange. Bird Road is functionally classified as a Divided Principal Arterial.

SW 24th Street (Coral Way) 0 Thiscorridor consists of six lanes, three lanes in each direction,
with a posted speed of 40 mph, six signalized intersections , and a partial clover leaf type A
two quadrants interchange. Coral Way is functionally classified as a Minor Arterial.

SW 8th Street (Tamiami Trail) d Thiscorridor consists of six lanes west of SR 826, three lanes in
each direction , and four lanes east of SR 826, two lanes in each direction. The corridor has

a posted speed of 40 mph with four signalized intersections and a partial cloverleaf type

AB four quadrants interchange. SW 8th Street is functionally classified as a Divided Pri ncipal
Arterial.
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Flagler Street 0 Thiscorridor consistsof six lanes, three lanes in each direction , with a posted
speed of 40 mph, six signalized intersections , and a partial cloverleaf type AB two
guadrants interchange. Flagler Street is functionally classified as a Minor Arterial.

SR 8360 Thiscorridor consists of six to eight lanes, three to four lanes in each direction, with
a posted speed of 55 mph, and a system-to-system interchange. SR 836 is functionally
classified as a Divided Urban Principal Arterial Expressway.

NW 25th Street d Thiscorridor consists of six lanes, three lanes in each direction, with a posted
speed of 4 0 mph, and t wo signalized intersections. NW 25t Street is functionally classified
as a Divided Principal Arterial.
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3.3 EXISTINGIRAFFICVOLUMES turning movement volumes. The peak -hour volumes developed for the study area were
checked against the new traffic counts, FTI 2016 traffic counts, and FTI 2017 routine traffic

The traffic data collection efforts are documented in the Traffic Data Collection Report counts for reasonableness.

dated December 2021 . The purpose of this report is to present the traffic data collection

and the 2017 base year traffic volumes in support of the PD&E Study. The tasks performed

as part of this evaluation include the collection of existing traffic volumes, the collection of

existing geometric field conditions, the development of 2017 AADT volumes, the
development of 2017 peak -hour volumes , and the development of traff  ic factors.

Figure 3.6 shows the 2017 peak -hour volumes for the study area.  Figure 3.7 shows the 2017
turning movement volumes for the study area. In reviewing the estimated 2017 traffic
volumes for the project, GM X noted that the estimated traffic volumes along the SR 836
mainline were substantially lower than traffic counts recorded from their toll transactions on

a typical weekday. GM X further noted that the SR 836 mainline was under construction at

The trafflc dat"’_‘ collection effort consisted of seventy -.seven (77) 72 -hour directional the time of the 2017 data collection effort , and this likely impacted traffic volumes on the
Automan_c Traff|c_ Recorder (ATR) hose  -counts, twenty -e_|g.ht (28) 3 -hgur_AM/4 -hour PM facility. Therefore, i t was determined that counts collected post construction in 2019 or 2020
intersection Turning Movement Cou.nts (TMC), a.nd a.n Origin and Destination 3 -day (prior to COVID 0 19 restrictions) would provide a better representation of traffic demand
Bluetooth Survey. The ATR counts included arterials, interchange ramps , and freeways

o _ o using the SR 836 facility for informational purposes
within the project study limits.

AADT volumes were developed for the entire study area by following the process below:

1 2017 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes were computed by calculating the
arithmetic mean of the 72  -hour traffic counts.

1 The computed ADT volumes were converted to AADT by applying the applicable
FDOT seasonal adjustment factors and axle correction factors from the FDOT 2016
Florida Transportation Information (FTI).

1 2017 AADT volumes for the study were generated by balancing, rounding, and
smoothing the estimates that were developed from the steps above.

1 The generated AADT volumes were checked against the new traffic counts, FTI1 2016
traffic counts, and FTI 2017 routine traffic counts for reasonableness.

Figure 3.5 shows the 2017 AADT volumes for the study area.

Traffic data collected for the study area was examined to identify the common AM and

PM peak hours. The common peak hours identified were from 8:00 -9:00 AM and from 5:00 -
6:00 PM. The peak -hour volumes were first established for the mainlines and ramps by
balancing the calculated volumes similar to the AADT volumes. The volumes developed

at the ramp terminal intersection approaches from this procedure were compared against

the intersection TMCs. The difference between the two values was insignificant. Ther efore,
the TMCs were used as control values in the subsequent development of the intersection
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3.4 EXISTINGIRAFFICOPERATIONS

Freeway Analysis 0 Due to the geometric complexities of the study corridor and
oversaturated conditions within some segments, the discrete Highway Capacity Manual

(HCM) procedures are inadequate for accurately assessing the operational performance

of the SR 826 study corrido r. Therefore, microsimulation analyses were conducted to
provide a more comprehensive assessment of traffic operations along the SR 826 freeway
segments. The microsimulation analyses were performed using CORSIM models.
Microsimulation analyses were performed for Existing Year Conditions (Base Year Model,
2017) and future year No -Build and Build conditions (discussed in subsequent sections of
the SIMR). The development of the Existing Conditions CORSIM models and findings from

the microsimulation analyses are discussed in this section.

The Existing Year CORSIM models were developed and calibrated such that the simulated
results accurately replicate the traffic operating conditions in the existing year (2017) and
provide the basis for development of future year models. Models were develo ped and

cali brated in accordance wi202h Traffic Andlgsis Hamdbsok f. rAb m FDOT O s

models were developed to cover a total of four hours during the AM peak period (6:30 AM

to 10:30 AM) and four hours during the PM peak period (3:30 PM to 7:30 PM). Analyses were
conducted using 15 -minute time intervals. Traffic volumes for the 15 -minute time intervals
were estimated based on the traffic flow profiles observed from traffic counts collected for

the project. Fifteen -minute traffic volume distribution factors were developed from traffic

data gathered along SR 826 mainline. These dis tribution factors were applied to the peak
hour volumes to generate 15 -minute input volumes for the CORSIM models (details
included under Appendix B- CORSIM Model Manual). The development of the 2017 Existing
Year CORSIM models involved the following steps:

1. Defining CORSIM Model Study Limits o The CORSIM model limits for the 2017 Existing
year Base Model were defined to include the freeway segments, interchanges and
terminal intersections along SR 826 extending from US 1 to NW 36th Street. The 2017
Base Model also includes the freeway segmen ts of SR 836 from NW 87th Avenue to
NW 57th Avenue.

2. Data Collection and Preparation 0 Data used for the model development was
consistent with the data collected and analyzed for the PD&E Study. Traffic data

used is documented in the related PD&E study reports 0 Traffic Data Collection
Report and Project Traffic Forecasting Memorandum . This data included traffic
volumes and network geometry for 2017 existing year conditions, 2055 No -Build

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Report 826

Alternative and 2055 Build Alternatives. Traffic volume databases were developed in
fifteen -minute increments to cover t he AM peak period (4 hours) and PM peak
period (4 hours). Origin -Destination assignments were estimated proportionately
based on traffic assignments at the ramps.

. 2017 Base Model Network Development 0 Development of the 2017 Base Model

involved preparing link node diagrams, building 2017 freeway network, building 2017
arterial network (limited to the terminal intersection) and combining arterial and
freeway models with multi -time periods. The follow ing traffic characteristics were
assumed in the model development:
Free Flow Speed: Free flow speeds on freeway segments (general use lanes
and express lanes) were estimated at 60 mph based on measured data. Free
flow speeds on arterials were estimated based on posted speed limits. These
free flow speeds were maintained throughout all models except where
adjustments were necessary for calibration.
a. Truck Factors: Assumed truck factors were 3% for SR 826 and 2% for arterials o
estimated in accordance with the Project Traffic Forecasting Memorandum.

. Error Checking & Error checking involved conducting a series of quality control

checks to correct any fatal errors in the models and ensure accuracy of lane
configuration, traffic volume data, signal timing data and other network data.

. Calibration of Year 2017 Model & Calibration process involved modifying default

model parameters such that the model outputs reasonably replicate 2017 Existing

Year conditions. Speed profiles and volume comparisons (demand vs. simulated)

were used as the primary calibration tools for this exercise. Operating speeds
generated by the model along SR 826 were compared against speed
measurements along the corridor. HERE based speed data for SR 826 was gathered

from Regional Integrated Transportation Informati on System (RITIS) sources. Demand
vs. simulated volumes were compared using the GEH statistic. The calibration
process involved examining both global parameters and link specific local
parameters within the model. Model generated volumes, speeds and oth er MOEs
were estimated based on the average of 10 simulation runs. Adjustments were
made to model calibration parameters consistent with guidelines contained in the

F D O T20A Traffic Analysis Handbook .

Page 3-26



Systems Interchange Modification Report

FDOT SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
g Q 826

Adjustments were made to the following model calibration parameters: comparison of demand volume vs. CORSIM simulated volume along the links. Locations
where the simulated volumes fall below 90% of the demand volumes are highlighted in red.
a. Discharge headways were reduced from 1.8 to 1.6 at the following These conditions likely result from congestion within the subject link or at downstream
intersections in the AM peak models: locations. In addition, upstream bottlenecks may meter the traffic flow arriving at
0o US 1 at SW 104th Street downstream locations. Thereby causing simulated volumes to fa Il below demand volumes.
o US 1 at SW 112th Street
b. Car following factors were increased from 100 to values ranging from 185 to The CORSIM results for the existing conditions indicate that in 2017 several segments of SR
295 along select links within the following segments on SR 826: 826 experienced some congestion with substandard traffic operating conditions (LOS E or
0 AM Peak Model: Northbound SR 826 between SW 8th Street on -ramp F) in the AM and/or PM peak periods. Average operating speeds along the SR 826 travel
and eastbound SR 836 on -ramp lanes in the peak hour, peak direction are approximately 40 mph (northbound, AM peak)
o0 PM Peak Models: Southbound SR 826 between NW 72nd Avenue off - and 40 mph (southbound, PM peak). The following segments of SR 826 experienced
ramp and Bird Road off -ramp substandard operating conditions in 2017 under the existing conditions
o0 PM Peak Model: Southbound SR 826 from SW 88th Streeton -ramp to US
1 (termination of the SR 826 freeway segment) 1 Northbound SR 826 from SW 56 th Street On-Ramp to SW 40t Street Westbound On -
c. Free flow speeds were changed from 60 mph to 50 mph at the following ramp (AM Peak) 0 The results indicate that traffic operations along this segment of
locations in the models: SR 826 are at LOS E/F conditions during the AM peak period. Average operating
o Northbound SR 82 from SW 8th Street to SR 836 EB on -ramp - AM peak speeds range from approximately 15 to 30 mph along this segment during the AM
model peak period.

0 Southbound SR 826 from SW 88th Street on -ramp to US 1 (termination of

SR 826 freeway segment) & PM peak model 1 Northbound SR 826 from SW 24 th Street On-Ramp to Flagler Street/NW 72 nd Avenue

Off-ramp (AM Peak) 0 The results indicate that traffic operations along this segment
of SR 826 are at LOS E or F conditions during AM peak period. Average operating
speeds range from approximately 25 to 35 mph during the AM peak.

Specific links affected are identified by node numbers in the accompanying CORSIM
Model Manual (see Appendix B).

1 Southbound SR 826 from NW 25 th Street to SR 836 Eastbound/Westbound Off -Ramp
(PM Peak) o The results indicate that traffic operations along this segment of SR 826
are at LOS E or F conditions during PM peak period. Average operating speeds are
expected to range from approximately 20 to 25 mph during the PM peak.

Detailed results from the 2017 Existing Year CORSIM Modal are documented in the
accompanying CORSIM Model Manual. The results indicate that the model was
successfully calibrated to existing year conditions.

The lane schematicsin  Figures 3.8 and 3.9 contain summaries of the results from the CORSIM 1 Southbound SR 826 from north of SW 88 t Street Off-Ramp to SW 88t Street On-Ramp
analyses for existing year conditions. The summaries depict operating conditions 2017 AM (PM Peak) & The results indicate that traffic operations throughout this segment of SR
peak hour and the PM peak hour. The results are based on the average of 10 simulation 826 are at LOS F conditions during the PM peak period. Average operating speeds

runs for each alternative. The | ane schematics include color coded graphics depicting the are expected to range from approximately 10 to 15 mph along this segment during

range of average speeds along segments of SR 826. The lane schematics also include the PM peak period.

approximate LOS conditions in accordance with HCM 6 th Edition thresholds . HCM and

CORSIM do not apply the same methodologies for computing measures of effectiveness
(MOEsSs) (density, delays), which are the basis for determining LOS conditions. Therefore, the
LOS estimates reported in the CORSIM lane schematics are not directly co mparable to the
LOS standards in accordance with HCM 6  th Edition. The lane schematics also include a
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Figures 3.10 and 3.11 depict the CORSIM microsimulation results for operating conditions
along SR 836 in the existing year (2017). Under existing year conditions  average operating
speeds along SR 836 inthe AM peak are approximately 31 mph (eastbound ) and 43 mph
(westbound ). In the PM peak, average operating speeds are approximately 42 mph
(eastbound ) and 38 mph ( westbound ). The analyses indicate that the following segments

of SR 836 experience substandard operating conditions (LOS E or F) with average ope rating
speeds below 45 mph during the AM and/or PM peak periods:

1 Eastbound SR 836 from west of NW 87 th Avenue Off -ramp to NW 72nd Avenue Off -
Ramp (AM Peak)

1 Eastbound SR 836 from west of NW 57t Avenue Off -Ramp and continuing east (AM
Peak)

1 Westbound from east of NW 57 t Avenue O n-Ramp to east of NW 72 nd Avenue Off -
Ramp to (AM Peak)

1 Westbound SR 836 between NW 57 th Avenue O n-Ramp and NW 72 nd Avenue Off -
Ramp (PM Peak)

1 Westbound SR 836 from east of SR 826 On -Ramp to west on NW 87 th Avenue On -ramp
(PM Peak)
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INTERSECTIOMNALYSIS O Intersection analysis for ramp terminals and adjacent intersections
was performed at all interchanges within the area of influence using existing turning
movement volumes, existing lane geometry, signal timing, and other relevant information
obtained from Miami -Dade County and field reviews. The data was input to the Synchro
software to determine the LOS and delay using the HCM methodology. A summary of the
results is presented in Table 3.2. Output Synchro reports can be found in Appendix C.

Systems Interchange Modification Report

Table 3.2 - 2017 Existing Intersection LOS and Delay Results

Arterial Intersection
SR 990/ SW 112th Street/ Killian Drive** E 62.3 D 46.7
SR5/US 1 SW 104th Street** D 48.8 E 60.7
SW 98th Street** D 49 E 61.4
SW 77th Avenue** C 26.9 B 17.1
SW 98th Street

Busway** B 11.1 C 21.9
SW 79th Avenue** C 284 C 23.8
SW 77th Avenue* D 41.3 D 44.7

SR 94/ SW 88th Street/ SR 826 Southbound On/Off Ramp Free Flow Conditions
Kendall Drive SR 826 Northbound On/Off Ramp* A 3.3 A 2.6
SW 73rd Place** C 20.1 D 355
Dadeland Boulevard** B 13.2 C 26.8
SW 77th Court (HCM 6th) C 22.8 A 7.1
SR 986/ SW 72nd SR 826 Southbound On/Off Ramp* D 41.1 D 42.3
Street/ Sunset Drive SR 826 Northbound On/Off Ramp* C 245 C 24.8
SW 72nd Avenue* D 39.7 D 43.2
SW 77th Ct* B 10.5 A 35
SW 56th Street/ Miller SR 826 Southbound Off Ramp** c 34.4 F 87.9
Drive SR 826 Northbound On/Off Ramp** E 75.1 D 36.4
SW 72nd Ave* E 68.7 E 65
SW 79th Avenue** C 29.9 C 30.8
SW 7800 Block* B 10.3 B 11.5
SW 40th Street / Bird Southbound Ramp Terminal** E 76 E 58.6
Road Northbound Ramp Terminal* D 53.4 B 17.3
SW 74th Avenue** A 7 C 29.1
SW 72nd Avenue* C 30 D 41.1
SW 82nd Avenue* E 55.6 E 62.6
SW 79th Avenue* D 36.1 C 304
SW 24th Street / Coral Southbound Ramp Terminal (AM** and PM*) C 26 C 21.8
Way Northbound Ramp Terminal** E 60.8 D 48.7
SW 75th Avenue (AM** and PM*) C 27.1 E 70.1
SW 74th Avenue (AM** and PM*) A 4.6 A 4.2
SW 82nd Avenue** C 30.7 C 20.6
SW 8th Street Southbound Ramp Termlinal** A 7.8 B 13.7
Northbound Ramp Terminal** C 30.5 D 48.4
SW 74th Avenue* C 32.6 C 30.8
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Arterial

Intersection

LOS

Delay

(s/veh)

Table 3.2 - 2017 Existing Intersection LOS and Delay Results (Continued)
PM

LOS

Delay
(s/veh)

SW 82nd Avenue** C 32.4 C 33.8
SW 79th Avenue** D 44.5 C 28.1
Southbound Ramp Terminal* D 36.7 C 30.3

Flagler Street .
Northbound Ramp Terminal* B 115 C 20.8
SW 74th Avenue* A 7.7 B 14.9
NW 72nd Avenue* D 54.3 F 107.6
Southbound Ramp Terminal* C 28.9 C 23.5

NW 25th Street -
Northbound Ramp Terminal* D 51.7 C 25.1

i *

SR 836/Milam Dairy Eastbound Ramp Terminal C 29.6 C 32.4
Road Westbound Ramp Terminal* F 111.0 F 208.1

NOTES:

* Results reported from Synchro 10 HCM6th Edition report.

** Results reported from Synchro 10 HCM2000 report, since HCM6th Ed and HCM2010 reports

not capable of reporting results.

As shown in Table 3.2, the existing intersection operational results indicate of the 4

intersections 42 are operating at

capacity or better.

5

Systems Interchange Modification Report
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3.5 EXISTINGTRANSITOPERATIONS

Miami -Dade County provides a mass transit system that includes Metrobus, Metrorail,
Metromover and Special Transportation Service (STS). The following is a summary of the
transit services available in the project area (see Appendix D for details ).

Metrobus
Currently, no Metrobus routes serve the SR 826 corridor within the study limits. The following
Metrobus Routes serve major arterials that intersect the SR 826 corridor. See Figure 3.12.

Metrorail

The Metrorail system is a 25 -mile dual track that runs from Kendall through South Miami,
Coral Gables, and downtown Miami. Dadeland South is the closest Metrorail station,
located at 9090 South Dixie Highway. This Metrorail station provides a park -and -ride facility
with 1,274 parking spaces and connects to the following Metrobus routes: 31 Busway Local,

34 Express, 38 Busway MAX, 52, 73, 252 Coral Reef MAX, 287 Saga Bay MAX, and 500
Midnight Owl.

Special Transportation Service (STS)

Special Transportation Service is a shared -ride public transportation service of Miami -Dade
County. It offers door -to-door transportation service for eligible residents with physical or
mental disabilities that prevent them from using accessible public tr ansportation
independently. The service operates 24 hours a day, 7 days a week and can be used
throughout Miami -Dade County. For more information, visit ~ www.miamidade.gov/transit

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Report 826

1 US 1/Busway Route Number: 31, 34, E
38, 52, 73, 87, 88, 104, 136, 204, 252, NW 25 ST
272, 287, 288 and 500

olphin
Mall

1 Kendall Drive/SW 88 Street Route
Number: 87, 88, and 104

1 Snapper Creek Expressway Route
Number: 204, 272 and 288

FIU Bus
[lerminal

1 Sunset Drive/SW 72 Street Route
Number: 72

1 Miller Drive/SW 56 Street Route
Number: 56

od
SW7 2§ AVE

SW 107 AVE
SW 102AVE
SW 97 AVE
SW 92 AVE
SW 87 AVE
SW 82 AVE

B30,
=
9 Bird Road/SW 40 Street Route '-E% MILLERDRIVE

Number: 40 and 82 w57 |
&p ith : r

SUNSET DRIVE

1 Coral Way/SW 24 Street Route
Number: 24 and 82

 SW 8 Street Route Number: 8 and 82

Dadeland South
31, 34,38, 52,73,
136, 252,287, 500

 SW 25 Street Route Number: 238 and Project Limits 125t EI_@_
( -t
95 Sourcghttgs:llww8.miamidade.qov/transit/librarvtw%eﬁb.pd r

= = =

1 Flagler Street Route Number: 7, 11, 51

Figure 3.12 - Metrobus System

Park-and -Ride Facilities
The following park -and -ride facilities are located within the vicinity of the study limits.

Y Dadeland South Metrorail Station
o Station Address: 9090 South Dixie Highway
o Connecting Metrobus Service: 31 Busway Local, 34 Express, 38 Busway MAX,
52, 73, 252 Coral Reef MAX, 287 Saga Bay MAX, 500 Midnight Owl
o Parking Spaces: Spaces: 1,274
o Utilization Rate: 88% (FDOT 2018 Park & Ride Facility Inspections and
Performance Evaluations Report)
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Potential new park -and -ride lot locations are currently under evaluation along Flagler

Street and Kendall Drive near the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway as part of the PD&E studies
for the East -West and Kendall Corridors included in the SMART Plan.

f Dadeland North Metrorail Station
o Station Address: 8310 South Dixie Highway
o Connecting Metrobus Service: 87, 88, 104, 204 Killian KAT, 272 Sunset KAT, 288 /
288A Kendall Cruiser, 500 Midnight Owl
o Parking Spaces: Spaces: 2,032
o Utilization Rate: 11% (FDOT 2018 Park & Ride Facility Inspections and
Performance Evaluations Report)

SR 836 includes uninterrupted Express Transit/Technology Lanes (XT Lane) along the inside
shoulders where the GMX operates peak  -hour express transit service (XTS). The service runs
during peak hours in the peak direction. The XTS has a flexible schedule and headway to
respond to demand. The GMX XTS is anchored at the Dolphin Park and Ride Station
(Dolphin Station) , which is located at the northeast corner of the NW 12th Street and NW
121st Avenue intersection, on the west side of Miami -Dade County. The XTS will travel
between the Dolphin Station and a location in Downtown Miami near the Overtown Transit

Village with no intermediate stops. GMX will explore additional routes along SR 836 to and

from the Dolphin Station, as well as potentially other GMX facilities (  to be established), as

Planned improvements and new park -and -ride facilities are currently included in the
Miami -Dade 204 5 Long Range Transportation Plan (see Table 3.3).

Table 3.3 - 2045 LRTP Parkand -Ride Projects

Project

South Dade

Location

Description

Note: * | (2020-2025), Il (2025-2030), lll (2031-2035), IV (2036-2045)

ridership information and preferences are gathered. The GMX XTS will run along the

Transitway Park-and -Ride | South Dade - available inside shoulder Express Technology Lane (XT Lane).
Transitway Lease parking with
at SW 104 Street : I
(104 Street Station) and 100 parking spaces
) SW 104 Street 3.6 CORRIDORCRASHANALYSIS

SMART Terminal
South Dade Daﬂiﬁ; ‘ Expand park -and -ride and The crash analysis efforts are documented in the Crash Analysis Report, dated November
Transitway Metrorail construct a new parking I 2021, a companion document to this PD&E Study. The purpose of this report is to summarize

Park-and -Ride at Stati garage with ground -floor _

Dadeland North and H‘;’/‘V;OB - retail and office space. the crash analysis along SR 826 from US 1 to NW 36th Street. Crash dataon SR 826 from US
South Dade - Dadeland Exoand oark -and ide and 1 to NW 36th Street was oO@rash Analysid RepartiogrBysteme ThEDOT 0 s
Transitway - South. ég:;rui?; n':vc p;'kii; n crash data from the latest five  -year period included crashes reported between January 1,

PaTr';'ri:‘igf;lR;?e/ Msetgg;?]" garage with ground  -floor . 2014, and December 31, 2018. Trends, patterns , and comparisons of crash rates are

Dadeland South and Hwy US -1 retail and office space. presented below and focus on crashes that occurred on the mainline, within ramp

From W junctions, and interchanges.
Mall of the Flagler St and Construct park -and -ride/
Americas Station NW 77 Ave to transit terminal with 300 v _ _ _ _ _ _
SMART Terminal W Flagler St surface parking spaces and SR 826 (Section 87260000) has varying typical sections and Annual Average Daily Traffic
Nwi”;'A 4 bus bays (AADT) within the study limits. The southern segment of SR 826 from US 1 (Mile Post 0.000) to
ve . o . ) o
Kendall/SR -826 Station Kendall Dr & SMART Terminal Unfunded north of SR 874 (MP 3.690) consists primarily of six travel lanes (three | anes in each direction)

SMART Terminal SR 826 and has an AADT range of between 61,000 and 139,000 vehicles per day (vpd) based on

Tropical Station Svgé%; /at the FDOT Florida Traffic Online (FTI) reports for Portable Traffic Monitoring Sites (PTMS) within

SMART Terminal Palmetto SMART Terminal Unfunded the south segment for stations 87 -0562, 87-0563, 87-0564, and 87 -0565. In contrast, the

Expwy northern segment of SR 826 from north of SR 874 (3.690) to NW 36th Street (MP 9.200) consists

primarily of ten travel lanes (five lanes in each direction) and two Express Toll Lanes (ETL)
and has an AADT range of between 195,500 and 249,000 vpd
based on the FDOT FTI reports for PTMS within the north segment for stations 87  -0566, 87-
0567, 87-0568, and 87 -0569. Consequently, the SR 826 study corridor limits were divided into

lanes (one in each direction)
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two segments for the analysis of crash data: the south segment (from US 1 to north of SR
874) and the north segment (from north of SR 874 to NW 36th Street).

3.6.1 RB26FROMUS1 TONORTHOFR874¢ SOUTHSEGMENT

The south segment of SR 826 from US 1 (MP 0.00) to north of SR 874 (MP 3.690) spans a total
length of 3.69 miles, or approximately 40% of the entire SR 826 study corridor, and traverses
the SR 5/US 1 Interchange (MP 0.000), SR 94/SW 88th Street/N. Kendall Drive interchange
(MP 0.858), SR 986/SW 72nd Street/Sunset Drive Interchange (MP 1.864), SW 56th
Street/Miller Drive (MP 2.884), and SR 874 Interchange (MP 3.199).

A crash summary was developed for the south segment of SR 826 to categorize the relevant
crashes by type, severity, lighting conditions, surface conditions , and time of day, including month
of the year, day of the week, and hour of the day, to identify crash patterns or clusters and
determine probable causes.  Table 3.4 summarizes the crash statistics for the south segment.

Overall, there were a total of 1,015 crashes along the south segment of SR 826 during the

five -year crash period , with 215 crashes in 2014, 196 crashes in 2015, 213 crashes in 2016,
221 crashes in 2017, and 170 crashes in 2018. Further review of these crashes by direction
suggests that overall, 313 (30.8%) crashes occurred in the northbound direction, 343 (33.8%)

cra shes occurred in the southbound direction, 34 (3.4%) crashes occurred in the westbound
direction, 22 (2.2%) crashes occurred in the eastbound direction, and 303 (29.9%) crashes
were unknown. Since SR 826 runs north and south, crashes documented in the eastbound

and westbound directions most likely occurred while entering/exiting between
interchange systems such as from/to SR 826 and to/from SR 874. The fo  llowing summarizes
the crashes by direction occurring during each year:

1 2014: 215 crashes with 43 (20%) northbound, 52 (24.2%) southbound, 6 (2.8%)
eastbound, 6 (2.8%) westbound and 108 (50.2%) unknowns in 2014,

1 2015: 196 crashes with 42 (21.4%) northbound, 72 (36.7%) southbound, 10 (5.1%)
eastbound, 5 (2.6%) westbound and 67 (34.2%) unknowns in 2015,

1 2016: 213 crashes with 79 (37.1%) northbound, 82 (38.5%) southbound, 3 (1.4%)
eastbound, 7(3.3%) westbound and 42 (19.7%) unknowns in 2016,

1 2017: 221 crashes with 66 (29.9%) northbound, 82 (37.1%) southbound, 1 (0.5%)
eastbound, 7 (3.2%) westbound and 65 (29.4%) unknowns in 2017

9 2018: 170 crashes with 67 (39.4%) northbound, 71 (41.8%) southbound, 2 (1.2%)
eastbound, 9 (5.3%) westbound and 21 (12.4%) unknowns in 2018

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study

Systems Interchange Modification Report

Table 3.4 - SR 826 Summary of Crashes & South Segment

Number of Crashes Mean
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway from U Year S Year Crashey
1/South Dixie Highway to SR 874 Total Per &
2014|2015( 2016|2017 2018| Crashes Year
CRASH TYPE [Rear End 111 | 90 95 [ 127 | 99 522 104 | 51.4%
Head On 0 0 3 2 0 5 1 0.5%
Angle 13 10 8 13 5 49 10 4.8%
Left Turn 2 0 1 4 0 7 1 0.7%
Right Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Sideswipe 31 40 52 39 29 191 38 18.8%
Backed Into 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0.1%
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0.2%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0.1%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0.2%
Fixed Object 46 47 38 32 24 187 37 18.4%
Ran Off Road 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0.1%
Overturned 1 2 4 1 2 10 2 1.0%
Other 10 5 12 3 7 37 7 3.6%
Total Crashes 215 ] 196 | 213 | 221 | 170] 1015 | 203 [100.09
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 154 | 130 | 144 | 160 | 122 710 142 70.0%
Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0.2%
Injury Crashes 61 66 69 60 47 303 61 29.9%
LIGHTING Daylight 141 ] 126 | 140 | 154 | 118 679 136 66.9%
CONDITIONS [Dusk 12 4 8 4 8 36 7 3.5%
Dawn 0 4 6 5 2 17 3 1.7%
Dark 60 59 58 58 42 277 55 27.3%
Unknown 2 3 1 0 0 6 1 0.6%
SURFACE Dry 150 | 152 | 178 | 177 | 141 798 160 78.6%
CONDITIONS [Wet 64 43 35 44 29 215 43 21.2%
Others 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0.2%
MONTH January 9 18 25 25 13 90 18 8.9%
OF YEAR February 17 14 27 15 7 80 16 7.9%
March 20 17 19 4 17 77 15 7.6%
April 14 11 12 12 13 62 12 6.1%
May 9 12 13 13 20 67 13 6.6%
June 9 12 11 13 8 53 11 5.2%
July 34 28 16 33 14 125 25 12.3%
August 20 7 15 13 21 76 15 7.5%
September 19 30 17 16 10 92 18 9.1%
October 17 16 17 19 9 78 16 7.7%
November 31 11 18 32 15 107 21 10.5%
December 16 20 23 26 23 108 22 10.6%
DAY Sunday 39 30 30 38 27 164 33 16.2%
OF WEEK Monday 38 22 36 31 30 157 31 15.5%
Tuesday 40 29 28 24 34 155 31 15.3%
Wednesday 30 22 39 34 25 150 30 14.8%
Thursday 25 33 46 47 25 176 35 17.3%
Friday 22 32 20 33 17 124 25 12.2%
Saturday 21 28 14 14 12 89 18 8.8%
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM | 21 31 20 24 13 109 22 10.7%
OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM | 34 34 35 35 27 165 33 16.3%
09:00 AM-11:00 AM | 16 22 13 24 13 88 18 8.7%
11:00 AM - 01:00 PM | 23 17 20 16 18 94 19 9.3%
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM| 20 21 22 21 21 105 21 10.3%
03:00 PM - 06:00 PM | 38 30 46 51 30 195 39 19.2%
06:00 PM - 08:00 PM | 35 21 28 34 30 148 30 14.6%
08:00 PM - 11:59 PM| 28 20 29 16 18 111 22 10.9%

826 S
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Crash Distribution by Crash Type

An analysis of crash distribution by crash types was performed to identify the predominant
crash patterns along the south segment of the corridor. Figure 3.13 shows the crash
distribution summary by crash type for  the south segment of SR 826 .

Crashes by Type
140
120
100
(%]
()
<
8
o 80
©
g 60
S
>
z
40
20
Rear End Angle Sideswipe Fixed Object
m 2014 111 13 31 46
m 2015 90 10 40 47
2016 95 8 52 38
m 2017 127 13 39 32
m 2018 99 5 29 24
Total Crashes 522 49 191 187

Figure 3.13 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Crash Type d South Segment

As shown in Figure 3.13, the leading crash types include Rear  -end with 522 (51.4%) crashes,
Sideswipe with 191 (18.8%) crashes, and Fixed-Object with 187 (18.4%) crashes. Rear -end

and Sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways with frequent stop

and -go traffic conditions , such as SR 826.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Report 826

Crash Trends by Severity

An analysis of crash frequency by severity was performed to determine the overall trends
along the south segment of the corridor. Figure 3.14 shows the crashes by severity summary
for the south segment of SR 826 .

Crashes by Severity
180
160
140
4 120
<
2]
o
@) 100
S
3 80
S
>
z 60
40
20
0 .
PDO Crashes Fatal Crashes Injury Crashes
m 2014 154 0 61
m 2015 130 0 66
2016 144 0 69
m 2017 160 1 60
m 2018 122 1 47
Total Crashes 710 2 303

Figure 3.14 - SR 826 Crashes by Severity d South Segment

As shown in Figure 3.14,t here were 710 (70%) oOProperty Damage

(29.9 %) oO0lnjury Crasheso6. Furthermore, there
referenced five -year analysis period. One of these crashes was a sideswipe collision , and
the other a head -on (wrong -way) collision. Both crashes occurred near SR 874, at
approximately 5:00 AM during a weekday in 2015.

Wer ¢
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Crash Distribution by Lighting Conditions

An analysis of lighting conditions was performed to determine if inadequate lighting may

have contributed to significant crashes along the south segment of the corridor.
shows the lighting conditions summary for the south segment of SR 826.

Figure 3.15

Crashes by Lighting Condition
180
160
140
[%)]
Q 120
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O 100
ts
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z 60
40
20
Daylight Dusk Dawn Dark Unknown
m 2014 141 12 0 60 2
m 2015 126 4 4 59 3
2016 140 8 6 58 1
m 2017 154 4 5 58 0
m 2018 118 8 2 42 0
Total Crashes 679 36 17 277 6

Figure 3.15 -SR 826 Crash Distribution by Lighting Conditions

0 South Segment

As shown in Figure 3.15, most of the crashes occurred during daylight conditions. Of the
total 1,015 crashes that occurred along the south segment, 330 (32.5%) crashes occurred

during dark/dusk/dawn conditions, which is greater than the five

-year Districtwide average

of 28%. Never theless, a review of the existing conditions indicates that roadway lighting is

present along the center median barrier throughout the study corridor limits.

Systems Interchange Modification Report

Crash Distribution by Road Surface Conditions

An analysis of the road surface conditions was performed to determine if inadequate road
surface conditions has contributed to crashes along the south segment of the corridor.
Figure 3.16 shows the road surface conditions summary for the south segment of SR 826.

Crashes by Road Surface Conditions
200
180
160
n 140
(8}
5
© 120
O
S 100
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o]
1S 80
>
z
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40
20
0
Dry Wet Others
m 2014 150 64 1
m 2015 152 43 1
2016 178 35 0
m 2017 177 44 0
m 2018 141 29 0
Total Crashes 798 215 2

Figure 3.16 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Road Surface Conditions 8 South Segment

As illustrated in Figure 3.16, 215 (21.2%) of the total crashes occurred during wet surface
conditions, which is greater than the five ~ -year Districtwide average for all roadways of 12%.
Most crashes, however, occurred during dry surface conditions, accounting for
approximately 79% .

826 S
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Crash Distribution by Time of Day

The crash distribution by time of day was analyzed to determine if hourly variations had a
substantial effect on  crash occurrences along the south segment of the corridor. Figure
3.17 shows the crash distribution summary by time of day for the south segment of SR 826.

Crashes by Time of Day
60
50
(]
[}
<
[}
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5
5
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IS
>
Z
12:00 | 06:00 | 09:00 | 11:00 | 01:00 | 03:00 | 06:00 | 08:00
AM- | AM- | AM- | AM - PM - PM - PM - PM -
06:00 | 09:00 | 11:00 | 01:00 | 03:00 | 06:00 | 08:00 | 11:59
AM AM AM PM PM PM PM PM
m 2014 21 34 16 23 20 38 35 28
m 2015 31 34 22 17 21 30 21 20
2016 20 35 13 20 22 46 28 29
m 2017 24 35 24 16 21 51 34 16
m 2018 13 27 13 18 21 30 30 18
Total Crashes 109 165 88 94 105 195 148 111

Figure 3.17 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Time of Day 0 South Segment

As shown in Figure 3.17, the time periods with the greatest percentage of crashes occur
from 6:00 AM to 9:00 AM (16.3%) and from 3:00 PM to 6:00 PM (19.2%). These periods
correlate with the typical AM and PM peaks, during which congestion is worst, and indicate
that most crashes are attributable to traffic congestion rather than roadway design
features.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Report 826

Crash Distribution by Contributing Causes

An analysis of the contributing causes was conducted to identify the leading contributing
causes for crashes along the south segment of the corridor. Table 3.5 summarizes the
contributing causes for crashes occurring on the south segment of SR 826.

Table 3.5 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Contributing Causes 8 South Segment

Contributing Cause Total %

Careless or Negligent Manner 589 58%
Failed To Keep In Proper Lane 58 6%
Failed to Yield Right -Of-Way 37 4%
Drove too Fast for Conditions 18 2%
Followed too Closely 16 2%
Improper Passing 16 2%
Swerved Or Avoided 7 1%
Improper Turn 6 1%
Ran Red Light 3 0%
Ran Off Roadway 3 0%
Over -Correcting/Over -Steering 3 0%
Wrong Side or Wrong Way 2 0%
Improper Backing 1 0%
Ran Stop Sign 0 0%
Exceed Posted Speed 0 0%
Disregarded Other Traffic Sign 0 0%
Disregarded other Road Markings 0 0%
Erratic, Reckless or Aggressive 0 0%
No Contributing Action 77 8%
Other Contributing Action 179 18%
Total 1015 100%

As indicated in  Table 3.5, approximately 58% (589 crashes) of the recorded collisions that

occurred in the south segment of SR 826 areattri buted to 6Careless or
Behavior. o6 This is followed by 00ther Contributing
Keep I n Proper Laned with 68Yi¢clbRghtecOf-sWaki é s wiji t hnd %0 F ¢
crashes).
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Crash Distribution by Milepost Average Crash Rates Review
Total crashes were plotted by milepost to determine any sections along the south segment The total number of crashes in the south segment of the study corridor has varied between
of the study corridor that experienced a high number of crashes. Figure 3.18 summarizes 2014 and 2018 with an average of 203 crashes per year. Based on the FDOT CAR data
the crash distribution by milepost between MP 0.000 and 3.690 along the south segment of output, the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) has increased from 92,422 vpd in 2014 to 109 ,815
SR 826. vpd in 2018. Crash rates per million vehicle miles traveled were calculated to determine
whether variations in total crashes were due to increases in ADT or influenced by driver
Crashes by Milepost and/o.r_ ro_adwa_y cond?tions. Throughout the south segment, the corridor's f unctional
classification is consistent. Therefore, one crash rate was calculated for each year of
140 analysis for the corridor segment . Table 3.6 compares the actual crash rates (annually) to
the statewide and District Six average crash rates for corridors with similar functional
120 From US 1 From S to N of classification.
to the north SR 986/SW 72d
100 T From S of SW Table 3.6 - SR 836 Actual Crash Rate vs. Average Crash Rate 0 South Segment
2 g 56t St to SR Year 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
f‘g o = Number of Crashes 215 196 213 221 170
G 50 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 92422 | 93675 | 104,063 | 101923 | 109,815
Nt Actual Crash Rate (ACR) 0.693 0.623 0.610 0.646 0.461
é 60 / District 6 Average Crash Rate (A) 2.017 2.312 2.161 2.129 1.995
3 Average Vehicle Exposure (M) 310.353 | 314.561 | 349.444 | 342.257 | 368.759
Critical Crash Rate (CCR) 2.281 2.593 2.418 2.387 2.236
40 Safety Ratio 0.304 0.240 0.252 0.271 0.206
Statistical Significance -16.406 -19.681 -19.710 -18.785 -20.841
20 Confidence Level 50.00% 50.00% 50.00% 50.00% 50.00%
0 I II | II I “ I “ | |I As indicated in Table 3.6, the actual crash rate for the south segment of SR 826 is lower than
— 01'2(:3'5 0'51'11'0 1'04; L5 1'51'72'0 2'09' 2:5 2'52;13'0 3'01'73'5 35 ‘53'7 ' t.he_ critical crash_ rate for_ othgr roadways with similar functional classification (urbgn 8 other
2015 o5 4 . 6 1 a7 10 6 limited access) in District Six for all analysis years from 2014 to 2018. The Highway Safet vy
2016 64 21 14 26 9 51 19 9 Improvement Program considers urban segments with a confidence level of 99.95% to
m 2017 86 23 16 32 9 37 12 6 have an abnormally high number of crashes. The south segment , with a confidence level
m 2018 44 21 13 24 9 38 12 9 of 50%, is not considered to have an abnormally high number of crashes for the analysi S
Total Crashef 417 ] 90 o4 115 47 187 70 35 years when compared to other roadways of similar characteristics.
Figure 3.18 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Milepost & South Segment
As shown in Figure 3.18, in order of magnitude, most crashes occurred between MP 0.0 o}

0.5 with 417 (41%) crashes, MP 2.5 0 3.0 with 187 (18%) crashes, and MP 1.5 9 2.0 with 115
(11%) crashes. These milepost ranges identified correspond with the US 1 interchange, from
south of SW 56th Street to SR 874, and north and south of SR 986/SW 72nd Drive, respectively.
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High Crash List Review

FDOT 6 s-2@®High Crash Lists (HCL) for spots and segments were reviewed to identify
whether any locations experienced an abnormally high number of crashes along the south
segment of SR 826. Based on the HCL, there were no spots or segments identified
south segment.

for the

3.6.2 SRB26FROMNORTH OBRB74TONW?25 STREET NORTHIE=EGMENT

The north segment of SR 826 from north of SR 874 (MP 3.690) to SR 948/NW 36th Street (MP
9.200) spans a total length of 5.51 miles, or approximately 60% of the entire study corridor,

and traverses the SR 976/SW 40th Street/Bird Road interchange (MP 3.921 ), SW 24th
Street/Coral Way Interchange (MP 4.985), SR 90/SW 8th Street Interchange (MP 5.982), SR
968/W Flagler Street Interchange (MP 6.488), SR 836 Interchange (MP 7.223), NW 25th Street
Interchange (MP 8.374), and SR 948/NW 36th Street (MP 9.200).

A crash summary was developed for the north segment of SR 826 to categorize the relevant
crashes by type, severity, lighting conditions, surface conditions and time of day including

month of the year, day of the week and hour of the day to identify crash p atterns or clusters
and determine probable causes. Table 3.7 summarizes the crash statistics for the north
segment.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study

Systems Interchange Modification Report

Table 3.7 - SR 826 Summary of Crashes & North Segment

Number of Crashes Mean
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway from § el > Year Crasheq
874 to NW 36 Street Total | Fpe | %
2014|2015| 2016( 2017 | 2018| Crasheg
Year
CRASH TYPE |Rear End 560 | 526 | 300 | 355 | 340 | 2081 | 416 | 56.0%
Head On 2 4 3 1 2 12 2 0.3%
Angle 26 33 23 30 21 133 27 3.6%
Left Turn 0 0 0 2 1 3 1 0.1%
Right Turn 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0.0%
Sideswipe 241 | 229 | 132 | 168 | 188 | 958 192 | 25.8%
Backed Into 0 2 0 1 0 3 1 0.1%
Coll. w/ Parked Car 3 4 1 4 4 16 3 0.4%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 2 1 2 1 0 6 1 0.2%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Fixed Object 75 96 67 70 59 367 73 9.9%
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Overturned 1 4 2 2 3 12 2 0.3%
Other 23 22 21 33 23 122 24 3.3%
Total Crashes 933 | 921 | 551 | 668 | 641 | 3714 | 743 | 100.09
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 680 | 679 | 354 | 490 | 470| 2673 | 535 | 72.0%
Fatal Crashes 0 4 2 0 1 7 1 0.2%
Injury Crashes 253 | 238 195 178 | 170] 1034 | 207 | 27.8%
LIGHTING Daylight 659 | 645 | 352 | 438 | 402 | 2496 | 499 | 67.2%
CONDITIONS [Dusk 27 27 24 14 20 112 22 3.0%
Dawn 15 25 10 17 27 94 19 2.5%
Dark 225 | 224 | 163 | 199 | 192 1003 | 201 | 27.0%
Unknown 7 0 2 0 0 9 2 0.2%
SURFACE Dry 755 | 753 | 436 | 534 | 533 | 3011 | 602 | 81.1%
CONDITIONS |Wet 177 | 168 | 114 | 133 | 107 699 140 18.8%
Others 1 0 1 1 1 4 1 0.1%
MONTH January 51 51 51 53 59 265 53 7.1%
OF YEAR February 60 84 35 51 45 275 55 7.4%
March 76 78 43 63 49 309 62 8.3%
April 54 77 36 61 50 278 56 7.5%
May 76 75 37 48 62 298 60 8.0%
June 94 84 43 50 49 320 64 8.6%
July 87 57 32 64 42 282 56 7.6%
August 72 93 57 47 63 332 66 8.9%
September 83 | 102 | 57 50 62 354 71 9.5%
October 111 | 77 46 72 60 366 73 9.9%
November 81 83 60 62 51 337 67 9.1%
December 88 60 54 47 49 298 60 8.0%
DAY Sunday 123 | 151 | 71 97 97 539 108 | 14.5%
OF WEEK Monday 164 | 147 | 90 96 98 595 119 16.0%
Tuesday 135( 137 | 90 | 115 100| 577 115 | 15.5%
Wednesday 144 | 146 | 97 110 | 90 587 117 15.8%
Thursday 171 | 147 | 93 | 111 | 92 614 123 | 16.5%
Friday 129 | 117 | 60 76 97 479 96 12.9%
Saturday 67 76 50 63 67 323 65 8.7%
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM | 70 84 56 51 71 332 66 8.9%
OF DAY 06:00 AM-09:.00 AM | 146 | 171 | 89 | 136 | 125| 667 133 | 18.0%
09:00 AM - 11:00 AM | 118 | 100 | 39 55 52 364 73 9.8%
11:00 AM-01:00 PM | 93 83 38 67 46 327 65 8.8%
01:00 PM-03:00 PM | 108 | 112 | 42 39 54 355 71 9.6%
03:00 PM-06:00PM | 164 | 172 | 126 | 126 | 128 | 716 143 | 19.3%
06:00 PM-08:00PM | 139 | 101 | 86 | 110 | 84 520 104 | 14.0%
08:00 PM-11:59 PM| 95 98 75 84 81 433 87 11.7%

826 S
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Overall, there were a total of 3,714 crashes along the north segment of SR 826 during the Crash Distribution by Crash Type
five -year crash period with 933 crashes in 2014, 921 crashes in 2015, 551 crashes in 2016, 668
crashes in 2017, and 641 crashes in 2018. Further review of these crash es by direction An analysis of crash distribution by crash types was performed to identify the predominant
suggests that overall, 1,755 (47.3%) crashes occurred in the northbound direction, 1,794 crash patterns along the north segment of the corridor. Figure 3.19 shows the crash
(48.3%) crashes occurred in the southbound direction, 1 (0.03%) crash occurred in the distribution summary by crash type for  the north segment of SR 826 .
westbound direction and 164 (4.4%) crashes were unknown. Since SR 826 runs north and
south, crashes documented in the eastbound and westbound directions most likely
occurred while entering/exiting between interchange systems such as from/to SR 826 and Crashes by Type
to/from SR 874. The following summarizes the crashes by direction occ urring during each 600
year:
500
1 2014: 933 crashes with 408 (43.7%) northbound, 482 (51.7%) southbound and 43 (4.6%) @
unknowns in 2014, @ 400
1 2015: 921 crashes with 421 (45.7%) northbound, 449 (48.8%) southbound, 1 (0.1%) 5; 300
westbound and 50 (5.4%) unknowns in 2015, 3
f 2016: 551 crashes with 251 (45.6%) northbound, 261 (47.4%) southbound and 39 (7.1%) § 200
unknowns in 201 6,
100
1 2017: 668 crashes with 359 (53.7%) northbound, 288 (43.1%) southbound and 21 (3.2%) j_l
unknown in 2017, and 0 N e . ,
Rear End Angle Sideswipe Fixed Object
1 2018: 641 crashes with 316 (49.3%) northbound and 314 (49%) southbound and 11 m 2014 560 26 241 75
unknown in 2015. m 2015 526 33 229 96
2016 300 23 132 67
m 2017 355 30 168 70
= 2018 340 21 188 59
Total Crashes 2081 133 958 367

Figure 3.19 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Crash Type 9 North Segment

As shown in Figure 3.19, the leading crash types include Rear  -end with 2,081 (56%) crashes,
Sideswipe with 958 (25.8%) crashes, and Fixed Object with 367 (9.9%) crashes. Rear -end and
Sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways with frequent stop -and -
go traffic conditions , such as SR 826.

Page 3-47




FDOT\\

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Report 826
and on Saturday, September 2018 at 10:00 PM, at SR 836. Lastly, one fatal crash was a rear -
end collision that occurred on Sunday, January 2017 at 5:10 AM, south of SR 976/SW 40th

Street. Three of the seven fatal crashes occurred during the early morning ho urs at 12:45
AM or 5:30 AM.

Crash Trends by Severity

An analysis of crash frequency by severity was performed to determine the overall trends
along the north segment of the corridor. Figure 3.20 shows the crashes by severity summary
for the north segment of SR 826 .

Crash Distribution by Lighting Conditions

Crashes by Seve”ty An analysis of lighting conditions was performed to determine if inadequate lighting may
800 have contributed to significant crashes along the north segment of the corridor. Figure 3.21
200 shows the lighting conditions summary for the north segment of SR 826.
600 T v A v - W
9 m /| N aKSa 0é [ATJIJKesy3d |
< X
2 500 o y
O =
S 400 <
8 ~
£ 300 "
Z N
200 2
N
100 <
S
0 o]
PDO Crashes Fatal Crashes Injury Crashes
m 2014 680 0 253
m 2015 679 4 238
S emiw BN el -
2016 354 2 195 51 &f Al3 KHidza | 5l 6y 5N |ylyz2ey
m 2017 490 0 178 BHAMN ccao HT M p HHC T
m 2018 470 1 170 BHAMp cCpT HT Hp HHP n
Total Crashes 2673 7 1034 HAMC ocp Hp M N MCT H
Figure 3.20 - SR 826 Crashes by Severity d North Segment mamMT nnt MPp MT M bd d
BH MYy nny HM HT M dc n
As shownin Figure 3.20,t her e were 2,673 (72%) OProperty Damage ¢20F € J Nk @AKNSE mMp B n MAMO ®

(27.8%) olnjury Crashesd. Furthermore, there wer e Ffure3®i 2shB26 Chst bigrdbutiéh byl sfiBgSCONdifioBsP & Ndrt€ Segnie® t h e
referenced five -year analysis period. Two fatal crashes were against parked vehicles that

occurred on Thursday, December 2015 at 5:30 AM, south of SR 90/SW 8th Street, and on
Sunday, July 2018 at 2:41 PM, south of SR 976/SW 40th Street. Another fatal crash was an
angle collision that occurred on Sunday, November 2015 at 7:35 AM, at SR 836. Three other
fat al crashes were fixed object collisions that occurred on Monday, January 2016 at 10:17
AM, south of SW 24th Street, on Saturday, January 2016 at 12:45 AM, at SR 90/SW 8th Street,

As shown in Figure 3.21, most of the crashes occurred during daylight conditions. Of the
total 3,714 crashes that occurred along the north segment, 1,209 (32.6%) crashes occurred
during dark/dusk/dawn conditions, which is greater than the five -year Districtwide average
of 28%. Nev ertheless, a review of the existing conditions indicates that roadway lighting is
present along the center median barrier throughout the study corridor limits.
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Crash Distribution by Road Surface Conditions

An analysis of the road surface conditions was performed to determine if inadequate road
surface conditions has contributed to crashes along the north segment of the corridor.
Figure 3.22 shows the road surface conditions summary for the north segment of SR 826.

Crashes by Road Surface Conditions

800
700
600
0
(O]
<
g 500
O
S 400
[}
o]
E 300
z
200
100
0
Dry Wet Others
m 2014 755 177 1
m 2015 753 168 0
2016 436 114 1
m 2017 534 133 1
m 2018 533 107 1
Total Crashes 3011 699 4

Figure 3.22 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Road Surface Conditions

0 North Segment

As illustrated in Figure 3.122, 699 (18.8%) of the total crashes occurred during wet surface

conditions, which is greater than the five

-year Districtwide average for all roadways of 12%.

Most crashes , however, occurred during dry surface conditions, accounting for about 81%

Systems Interchange Modification Report

Crash Distribution by Time of Day

826 S

The crash distribution by time of day was analyzed to determine if hourly variations had a
substantial effect on  crash occurrences along the north segment of the corridor. Figure

3.23 shows the crash distribution summary by time of day for the north segment of SR 826.

Crashes by Time of Day

200
180
160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20

Number of Crashes

m 2014
m 2015
2016
m 2017
m 2018
Total Crashes 332 667 364 327 355 716 520 433

Figure 3.23 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Time of Day 9 North Segment

As shown in Figure 3.23, the time periods with the greatest percentage of crashes occur
from 6:00 to 9:00 AM (18%) and from 3:00 PM to 6:00 PM (19.3%). These periods correlate
with the typical AM and PM peaks, which experience the worst congestion during the day

and indicate that most of the crashes can be attributed to traffic congestion rather than
roadway design features.
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Crash Distribution by Contributing Causes

An analysis of the contributing causes was conducted to identify the leading contributing

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
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Crash Distribution by Milepost

Total crashes were plotted by milepost to determine any sections along the north segment

causes for crashes along the north segment of the corridor. Table 3.8 summarizes the of the study corridor that experienced a high number of crashes. Figure 3.24 summarizes
contributing causes of crashes occurring on the north segment of SR 826. the crash distribution by milepost between MP 3.700 and 8.586 along the north segment of
SR 826.
Table 3.8 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Contributing Causes 8 North Segment
Contributing Cause Total % |
Careless or Negligent Manner 2,071 56% SR 836
Failed To Keep In Proper Lane 219 6% Crashes by Milepost | interchange
Failed to Yield Right -Of-Way 172 5%
Improper Passing 88 2% 200 From S. of SR = S. of N\W
Followed too Closely 53 1% 180 oth fom . 0
— 90/SW 8t St to N. 25th St to N. of
Drove too Fast for Conditions 39 1% of Interchanae
Swerved Or Avoided 27 1% 160 9 Interchange
Improper Turn 26 1% " 140
Over -Correcting/Over -Steering 13 0% %
Improper Backing 7 0% © 120
Ran Off Roadway 5 0% O
Wrong Side or Wrong Way 3 0% ; 100
Erratic, Reckless or Aggressive 2 0% -g 80
Ran Red Light 1 0% e
Disregarded Other Traffic Sign 1 0% 60
Ran Stop Sign 0 0% 40
Exceed Posted Speed 0 0%
Disregarded other Road Markings 0 0% 20
No Contributing Action 314 8% I Il [ II |
Other Contributing Action 673 18% O 37 -T42-147-152-157-162-T67-172-177-182-187-
Total 3,714 100% 42 47 52 57 62 67 72 77 82 87 92
2014 79 21 68 24 120 185 92 | 122 47 119 56
As indicated in  Table 3.8, approximately 56% (2,071 crashes) of the recorded collisions that 2015 62 | 9 63 | 16 | 110 | 139 | 94 | 136 | 77 | 145 | 70
occurred in the north segment of SR 826 is attr.i 2016 >1 8 57 | 23 | 89 | 62 | 42 | 47 | 2 | 9 | 53 ng
. i i _ K . . m 2017 69 18 71 18 76 76 54 66 34 113 73
Behavior. o6 This is followed by 00Other Contributing¢ = 2018 60 T - N 20 60 42 63 29 | 107 | &7 ed
KeepIn Proper Laneodo with 6% (219 crash@&%pyoawdtbFahbl Total Crashes 321 = 68 = 336 105 475 522 324 434 229 581 319
(172 crashes). Figure 3.24 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Milepost & North Segment
As shown in Figure 3.24, in order of magnitude, most crashes occurred between MP 5.7 o}

6.2 with 997 (27%) crashes, MP 8.2 9 8.7 with 581 (16%) crashes, and MP 7.2 0 7.7 with 434
(12%) crashes. These milepost ranges identified correspond with the SR 90/SW 8th Street,
NW 25th Street , and SR 836 interchanges, respectively.

To
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Average Crash Rates Review

The total number of crashes in the north segment of the study corridor has varied slightly
between 2014 and 2018 with an average of 743 crashes per year. Based on the FDOT CAR
data output, the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) has varied slightly from 201,002 vp
223,928 vpd in 2018. Crash rates in million vehicle miles traveled were calculated to

determine if variations in total crashes

were due to an increase in ADT or influenced by
functional

driver and/or roadway conditions. Throughout the north segment, the
classification of the corridor is consistent. Therefore, one crash rate was calculated for the
corridor segment for each year of analysis.
(annually) to the statewide and District Six average crash rates for corridors with similar

functional classification.

Table 3.9 - SR &6 Actual Crash Rate vs. Average Crash Rate

din 2014 to

Table 3.9 compares the actual crash rates

d North Segment

Year 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Number of Crashes 944 934 569 673 652
Average Dalily Traffic (ADT) 201,002 | 198,992 | 219,811 | 219,226 | 223,928
Actual Crash Rate (ACR) 1.399 1.398 0.771 0.914 0.867
District 6 Average Crash Rate (A) 2.017 2.312 2.161 2.129 1.995
Average Vehicle Exposure (M) 674.965 | 668.215 | 738.125 | 736.161 | 751.950
Critical Crash Rate (CCR) 2.196 2.505 2.338 2.305 2.164
Safety Ratio 0.637 0.558 0.330 0.397 0.401
Statistical Significance -11.299 -15.530 -25.679 -22.571 -21.891
Confidence Level 50.00% 50.00% 50.00% 50.00% 50.00%

As indicated in Table 3.9, the actual crash rate for
the critical ¢ rash rate for other roadways with similar functional classification (urban
all analysis years from 2014 to 2018. The Highway Safety

limited access) in District Six for

the north segment of

SR 826 idower than
o other

Improvement Program considers urban segments with a confidence level of 99.95% to
have an abnormally high number of crashes. The north segment
of 50%, is not considered to have an abnormally high number of crashes for the analysis
years when compared to other roadways of similar characteristics.

, with a confidence level

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Report

826 S

High Crash List Review

FDOT 6 s-2@®High Crash Lists (HCL) for spots and segments were reviewed to identify
whether any locations experienced an abnormally high number of crashes along the north
segment of SR 826. Based on the HCL, Table 3.10 provides a summary list of the spots (ramp
junctions) and segments along the north segment of SR 826.

Table 3.10 - SR 826 High Crash List Review & North Segment

Spot

Location (Ramp Junciion) Description Segment Description
MP 3.828 NB SR 826 On-Ramp from WB SR 976
SR 826 MP 4.923/4.926 NB SR 826 On-Ramp from SW 24 St | MP 3.800 to MP 4.00 N and S of SR 976 interchange
North MP 6.080/6.083 NB SR 826 On-Ramp from EB SR 90 | MP 5.900 to MP 6.70 S of SR 90 to S of SR 836
Segment MP 6.562 NB SR 826 Off-Ramp to EB SR 968 and S| MP 7.100 to MP 7.50! N and S of SR 836 interchange
MP 7.184 SR 826 Mainline under SR 836 Overpas] MP 8.200 to MP 8.60f N and S of NW 25 St interchangg
MP 7.235 SR 826 Off-Ramp to SR 968 and SR 9(

Note: Study limits include SR 826/Palmetto Expressway (Roadway ID # 87260000), from milepost 3.690 to 9.200.

As indicated in  Table 3.10, the high crash spots and segments listed above are associated
with some of the on or off ramps at the interchanges of SR 976/SW 40th Street, SW 24th
Street, SR 90/SW 8th Street, SR 968/W Flagler Street, SR 969/NW 72nd Avenue, and SR 836.

3.6.3 INTERCHANGRASHANALYSIS

The area of influence of SR 826 includes 11 interchanges (from north to south)
crash locations are highlighted in bold)

(the top five

NW 25" Street (914 crashes, 11.3%)

SR 836/Dolphin Expressway (1,967 crashes, 24.3%)

SR 968/Flagler Street (836 crashes, 10.3%)

SR 90/SW & Street (1,087 crashes, 13.5%)

SW 24h Street/Coral Way (611 crashes, 7.6%)

SR 976/SW 40" Street/Bird Road (1,028 crashes, 12.7%)
SR 874/Don Shula Expressway (58 crashes, less than 1%)
SW 56n Street/Miller Drive (286 crashes, 3.5%)

SR 986/SW 729 Street/Sunset Drive (649 crashes, 8.0%)
SR 94/SW 88 Street (546 crashes, 6.8%)

SR 5/US 1 (98 crashes, 1.2%)

© N OR®®DNPE

el =
= o

The interchange at SR 969/NW 72 nd Avenue/Milan Dairy Road is included within the area of
influence along SR 836/Dolphin Expressway. The following sections summarize the crash
history between January 1, 2014 through December 31, 2018 that occurred within the
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interchange influence area including the section of mainline between ramps and the
section of the arterial influenced by the ramp intersections.

NW 25th Street Interchange

NW 25t Street is a four-lane divided arterial that intersects with SR 826 and forms two
signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off ramps at the
interchange. Figure 3.25shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Table
3.11 summarizes the crash data within the influence area. The influence area includes
crashes along SR 826 from MP 8.000 to MP 8.586 and along NW 25 Street from NW 78 Avenue

to NW 75 Avenue. Of the total 914 crashes reported, 699 (76%) crashes were retrieved from

the FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting Online and 215 ( 24%) from Signal -4 Analytics (statewide
interactive, web -based geospatial crash analysis tool).

2
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Sources: Esni, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esn Japan, METI,
% Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), Mapmylndia, NGCC, © OpenStreetMap
contributors, and the GIS User Community.

Figure 3.25 - NW 25th Street Interchange Influence Area
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A total of 914 crashes occurred at the NW 25th Street interchange, with 232 crashes in 2014,
242 crashes in 2015, 135 crashes in 2016, 147 crashes in 2017 and 158 crashes in 2018. Out
of 914 total interchange crashes, 645 occurred on SR 826, 54 occurred on the ramps, and
215 occurred on NW 25 Street. Of the total
Onlyd6é and 200 (21.9%) were Olnjurybo. There
period at this interchange. Two hundred and seventy -eight (30.4% ) crashes occurred
during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is higher than the Districtwide average

of 28%. Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for 127 (13.9%) crashes, which is
slightly above the Districtwide average of 12%.

crashe
wer e n

Table 3.11 - NW 25th Street Interchange Crash Summary

Number of Crashes Mean
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway at NW Year 5 Year Crashes
Street from NW 78 Avenue to NW 7 Total 1 %
Avenue 2014|2015 2016 2017|2018 crashed ~°"
Year
CRASH TYPE|Rear End 127 | 157 | 71 83 79 517 103 | 56.6%
Head On 9 3 2 1 3 18 4 2.0%
Angle 7 6 10 7 3 33 7 3.6%
Left Turn 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0.1%
Right Turn 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0.1%
Sideswipe 63 | 45 | 32 | 33 32 205 41 22.4%
Backed Into 1 0 0 0 2 3 1 0.3%
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 0.3%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.1%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Fixed Object 8 7 3 6 9 33 7 3.6%
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Overturned 1 2 0 0 0 3 1 0.3%
Other 15 20 16 16 29 96 19 10.5%
Total Crashes 232 | 242 | 135 | 147 | 158 914 183 [100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 178 | 196 | 101 | 111 | 128 714 143 | 78.1%
Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 54 | 46 34 | 36 30 200 40 21.9%
LIGHTING Daylight 157 | 176 | 96 | 106 | 101 | 636 127 | 69.6%
CONDITIONS |Dusk 17 16 8 8 11 60 12 6.6%
Dawn 6 4 2 5 5 22 4 2.4%
Dark 52 46 29 28 41 196 39 21.4%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
SURFACE Dry 195 | 215 | 114 | 128 | 135 787 157 | 86.1%
CONDITIONS [Wet 37 27 21 19 23 127 25 13.9%
Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM| 18 14 12 9 23 76 15 8.3%
OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM| 28 30 14 23 17 112 22 12.3%
09:00 AM -11:00 AM| 21 20 16 15 12 84 17 9.2%
11:00 AM - 01:00 PM| 30 27 6 16 10 89 18 9.7%
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM| 32 34 10 11 18 105 21 11.5%
03:00 PM - 06:00 PM| 38 62 43 36 44 223 45 24.4%
06:00 PM - 08:00 PM| 42 31 19 24 17 133 27 14.6%
08:00 PM -11:59 PM| 23 24 15 13 17 92 18 10.1%
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The leading crash types include Rear -end with 517 (56.6%) and Sideswipe with 205 (22.4%).
Rear-end and Sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and
interchanges. It should be noted that the NW 25th Street viaduct project (FM#251185

01) from NW 89th Court to SR 826 was under construction during the referenced five
period, with the heaviest construction occurring between 2014 and 2015. During the crash
analysis years, this interchange serviced between 86,000 to 101,000 vehicle s daily.

-1-52-
-year

SR 836/Dolphin Expressway Interchange

SR 836/Dolphin Expressway is an eight -lane divided expressway (tolled facility) that
connects to SR 826 forming a system -to-system interchange between the two expressways.
Figure 3.26 shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Table 3.12
summarizes the crash data within the influence area.
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Sources: Esri, HERE.-.DgLorrﬁé, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, M’ETL-'-T
Esri|China (Hong Kong)ZEsri KoreaEsri (Thailand), Mapmylndia, NGCC, © OpenStreetiap 7
contributors, and the GISiUser;Community <

Figure 3.26 - SR 836/Dolphin Expressway Interchange Influence Area

A total of 1,967 crashes occurred at the SR 836 interchange, with 601 crashes in 2014, 600
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crashes in 2015, 263 crashes in 2016, 272 crashes in 2017 and 231 crashes in 2018. Out of
1,967 total interchange crashes, 667 occurred on SR 826, 65 occurred on the
1,043 occurred on SR 836, and 191 occurred on the SR 836 ramps. Of the total crashes,
oOProperty
-three (33.7%) crash es occurred during
dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is greater than the Districtwide average of 28%.

Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for 311 (15.8%) crashes, which is greater
than the Districtwide average of 12%.

1,

(0.2%) fatalities reported. Six hundred and sixty

439

(73.2%)

wer e

Damage

SR 826 ramps,

Onl ybo

Table 3.12 - SR 836/Dolphin Expressway Interchange Crash Summary

Number of Crashes Mean
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway at Sf Year STZ; Tr Crashey
ERIEDBINT SIS 20142015 | 2016|2017 2018| Crashed "'
Year
CRASH TYPE|Rear End 375 | 331 | 155 | 124 | 110 | 1095 219 | 55.7%
Head On 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Angle 20 | 15 7 12 | 11 65 13 3.3%
Left Turn 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0.1%
Right Turn 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.1%
Sideswipe 107 | 102 | 39 | 59 | 64 371 74 | 18.9%
Backed Into 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.1%
Coll. w/ Parked Car 1 1 0 2 0 4 1 0.2%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 0 2 1 0 3 1 0.2%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Fixed Object 63 | 104 | 37 39 19 262 52 13.3%
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Overturned 5 4 2 0 2 13 3 0.7%
Other 29 43 20 34 25 151 30 7.7%
Total Crashes 601 | 600 | 263 | 272 | 231 | 1967 | 393 |100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 452 | 429 | 173 | 211 | 174 | 1439 288 | 73.2%
Fatal Crashes 0 3 0 0 1 4 1 0.2%
Injury Crashes 149 | 168 | 90 61 56 524 105 | 26.6%
LIGHTING Daylight 405 | 385 | 170 | 187 | 151 | 1298 260 | 66.0%
CONDITIONS |Dusk 24 25 15 8 9 81 16 4.1%
Dawn 7 22 2 4 7 42 8 2.1%
Dark 161 | 167 | 75 73 64 540 108 | 27.5%
Unknown 4 1 1 0 0 6 1 0.3%
SURFACE Dry 510 | 492 | 217 | 232 | 199 | 1650 | 330 | 83.9%
CONDITIONS |Wet 90 | 106 | 46 | 39 | 30 311 62 15.8%
Others 1 2 0 1 2 6 1 0.3%
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM| 62 | 69 | 26 | 27 | 23 207 41 10.5%
OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM| 103 | 102 | 36 | 44 | 35 320 64 | 16.3%
09:00 AM - 11:00 AM| 66 57 21 24 26 194 39 9.9%
11:00 AM - 01:00 PM| 77 68 24 24 24 217 43 11.0%
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM| 60 64 18 20 20 182 36 9.3%
03:00 PM -06:00 PM| 85 | 87 | 63 | 62 | 48 345 69 17.5%
06:00 PM -08:00PM| 69 | 78 | 42 | 43 | 30 262 52 13.3%
08:00 PM -11:59 PM| 79 75 33 28 25 240 48 12.2%

and
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The leading crash types include Rear -end with 1,095 (55.7%), Sideswipe with 371 (18.9%)
and Fixed -object with 262 (13.3%). Rear -end and Sideswipe type crashes are typical of
highly congested roadways. During the crash analysis years, this interchange servi ced
between 193,700 to 235,700 vehicles daily. Fixed -object type crashes are typical on
freeways with guardrails or concrete barriers like SR 826 and SR 836.

SR 968/Flagler Street Interchange

SR 968/Flagler Street is a six-lane divided roadway that intersects SR 826 and forms two
signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off -ramps at the
interchange. Figure 3.27 shows the influence area  selected for the interchange and Table
3.13 summarizes the crash data within the  influence area.

Adx3 “onewl

NW 7th St

th St § l

W Flagler St

agler_ St

>
Palmetlo
{

3 5 SW_5th St

-~ Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Imerm"a’\p‘ INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, METI

gy Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), Mapmylndia,NGCC;© OpenStreetMap
contributors, and the GIS User Community o < >

=

Figure 3.27 - SR 968/Flagler Street Interchange Influence Area

A total of 836 crashes occurred at the SR 968/Flagler Street interchange, with 250 crashes
in 2014, 225 crashes in 2015, 138 crashes in 2016, 116 crashes in 2017 and 107 crashes in
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2018. Out of 836 total interchange crashes, 420 occurred on SR 826, 112 occurred on the
ramps, and 304 occurred on SR 968/Flagler Street. Of the total crashes, 605 (72.4%) were
OProperty Damage Onlydé and 231 (27.6%)
identified for the study period at this interchange. Two hundred and fif ty-nine (31%) crashes
occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is greater than the Districtwide

average of 28%. Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for 116 (13.9%) crashes,

which is slightly above the Districtwide average of 12%.

Table 3.13 - SR 968/Flagler Street Interchange Crash Summary

Number of Crashes Mean
Year 5 Year
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway at SH Total Crasheg %
GBI e 2014|2015 2016 2017| 2018| Crashed F°'
Year
CRASH TYPE|Rear End 156 | 127 | 64 58 59 464 93 55.5%
Head On 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0.2%
Angle 16 | 20 8 3 10 57 11 6.8%
Left Turn 6 10 7 4 2 29 6 3.5%
Right Turn 1 1 0 3 0 5 1 0.6%
Sideswipe 50 | 31| 29 | 32 | 23 165 33 19.7%
Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 2 0 1 3 1 0.4%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0.1%
Fixed Object 8 23 | 15 7 8 61 12 7.3%
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Overturned 0 1 2 2 2 7 1 0.8%
Other 12 12 11 5 2 42 8 5.0%
Total Crashes 250 | 225 | 138 | 116 | 107 | 836 167 |100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 185 | 162 | 93 | 85 | 80 605 121 | 72.4%
Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 65 63 | 45 31 27 231 46 27.6%
LIGHTING Daylight 178 | 159 90 | 79 | 70 576 115 | 68.9%
CONDITIONS |Dusk 9 8 8 2 5 32 6 3.8%
Dawn 2 4 2 4 3 15 3 1.8%
Dark 60 54 38 31 29 212 42 25.4%
Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.1%
SURFACE Dry 212 | 201 | 115 | 100 | 92 720 144 | 86.1%
CONDITIONS [(Wet 38 24 23 16 15 116 23 13.9%
Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM| 24 | 20 | 12 8 12 76 15 9.1%
OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM| 27 | 27 16 19 16 105 21 12.6%
09:00 AM - 11:00 AM| 26 32 12 13 8 91 18 10.9%
11:00 AM - 01:00 PM| 30 24 18 8 15 95 19 11.4%
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM| 42 31 17 11 9 110 22 13.2%
03:00 PM -06:00PM| 44 | 40 | 29 | 26 | 22 161 32 19.3%
06:00 PM - 08:00 PM| 26 | 27 17 | 20 15 105 21 12.6%
08:00 PM - 11:59 PM| 31 24 17 11 10 93 19 11.1%

826 S

W e ese
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The leading crash types include Rear -end with 464 (55.5%) and Sideswipe with 165 (19.7%).
Rear-end and Sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and
interchanges. During the crash analysis years, this interchange serviced between 183,
to 246,400 vehicles daily.

300

SR 90/SW & Street Interchange

SR90/SW 8th Street is a sixlane divided roadway west of SR826 and a four-lane divided
roadway east of SR 826. SR 90 intersects with SR 826 and forms two signalized
intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off -ramps at the interchange.
Figure 3.28 shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Table 3.14
summarizes the crash data within the influence area.

Flagami

bt SW_BIh_S1

N.T.S.

th St

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri"Japan, METI,
ESri China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea? Esni {Thailand), Mapmylndia, NGCC, © OpenStreetMap
contributors, and the GIS User Community T v -~

Figure 3.28 - SR 90/SW 8th Street Interchange Influence Area

A total of 1,087 crashes occurred at the SR 90/SW 8th Street interchange, with 242 crashes
in 2014, 276 crashes in 2015, 220 crashes in 2016, 185 crashes in 2017 and
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164 crashes in 2018. Out of 1,087 total interchange crashes, 541 occurred on SR 826, 123
occurred on the ramps, and 423 occurred on SR 90/SW 8th Street. Of the total crashes, 781
(71.8%) were OProperty Damage Onl yo
fatal crashes reported in the referenced five -year period. Three hundred and forty
(31.8%) crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is higher than
the Districtwide average of 28%. Wet roadway surface conditions were r
(20.4%) crashes, which is higher the Districtwide average of 12%.

Table 3.14 - SR 90/SW 8th Street Interchange Crash Summar

826 S

and 33M3%) (27. 9

-SiX

eported for 222

Number of Crashes Mean
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway at SR Year STZ;?r Crashey
SW 8 Street 2014|2015 2016|2017| 2018 Crashed ~°"
Year
CRASH TYPE|Rear End 132 | 124 | 106 | 82 83 527 105 | 48.5%
Head On 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.1%
Angle 15 | 31 25 27 9 107 21 9.8%
Left Turn 8 12 11 8 4 43 9 4.0%
Right Turn 1 3 1 1 0 6 1 0.6%
Sideswipe 47 49 32 31 35 194 39 17.8%
Backed Into 1 1 2 0 1 5 1 0.5%
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0.2%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 2 0 3 1 0 6 1 0.6%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0.2%
Fixed Object 20 25 | 23 12 14 94 19 8.6%
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Overturned 1 3 1 2 0 7 1 0.6%
Other 14 26 15 21 17 93 19 8.6%
Total Crashes 242 | 276 | 220 | 185 | 164 | 1087 | 217 |[100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 181 | 198 | 146 | 132 | 124 | 781 156 | 71.8%
Fatal Crashes 0 1 2 0 0 3 1 0.3%
Injury Crashes 61 77 72 53 | 40 303 61 27.9%
LIGHTING Daylight 167 | 206 | 131 | 128 | 105 | 737 147 | 67.8%
CONDITIONS [Dusk 11 5 8 2 8 34 7 3.1%
Dawn 4 4 3 1 3 15 3 1.4%
Dark 56 61 78 54 | 48 297 59 27.3%
Unknown 4 0 0 0 0 4 1 0.4%
SURFACE Dry 197 | 216 | 168 | 150 | 133 | 864 173 | 79.5%
CONDITIONS |Wet 44 60 | 52 35 31 222 44 20.4%
Others 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.1%
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM| 17 29 27 13 17 103 21 9.5%
OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM| 41 47 26 36 24 174 35 16.0%
09:00 AM - 11:00 AM| 41 29 14 14 17 115 23 10.6%
11:00 AM -01:00 PM| 18 | 36 25 18 14 111 22 10.2%
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM| 27 34 | 20 | 21 13 115 23 10.6%
03:00 PM - 06:00 PM| 38 | 54 | 38 33 37 200 40 18.4%
06:00 PM - 08:00 PM| 30 19 29 23 23 124 25 11.4%
08:00 PM - 11:59 PM| 30 28 | 41 27 19 145 29 13.3%
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The leading crash types include Rear -end with 527 (48.5%) and Sideswipe with 194 (17.8%). A total of 611 crashes occurred at the SW 24th Street/Coral Way interchange, with 161
Rear-end and Sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and crashes in 2014, 106 crashes in 2015, 95 crashes in 2016, 122 crashes in 2017 , and 127 crashes
interchanges. During the crash analysis years, this interchange served between 175,900 in 2018. Out of 611 total interchange crashes, 346 occurred on SR 826, 36 occurred on the
and 217,700 vehicles daily. ramps, and 229 occurred on SW 24th Street/Coral Way. Of the total crashes, 470 (76.9%)
were OProperty Damage Onlyd and réwvelendfatd crasBé3 wer e
SW 24h Street/Coral Way Interchange identified for the study period at this interchange. One hundred an d forty -six (23.9%)
crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is lower than the
SW 24h Street/Coral Way is a six -lane divided roadway that intersects with SR 826 and forms Districtwide average of 28%. Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for 124 (20.3%)
two signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off -ramps at the crashes, which is higher than the Districtwide average of 12%.
interchange. Figure 3.29 shows the influence area selected for the interchange ,and Table Table 3.15 - SW 24th Street/Coral Way Interchange Crash Summary
3.15 summarizes the crash data within  the influence area.  Of the total 611 crashes reported, Numbe\’( ;’;rCfaSheS 5 vear| MeaN
. . . R 826/Pal E W hes
382 (63%) were retrieved from the FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting System, and 229 (37%) SR 826/ amettsotre?:ressway as Total Cr;zre %
from Signal -4 Analytics (a statewide interactive, web  -based geospatial crash analysis tool). A AU US| B AU CREIT
CRASH TYPE|Rear End 65 | 49 | 51 | 54 | 59 | 278 | 56 | 455%
. TR Head On 0 0 0 2 1 3 1 0.5%
) B JE oSSt & S SaRA L Angle 35 [ 17 | 10| 13 16 | o1 18 | 14.9%
5 | | SRSt e et Left Turn 1 0 1 0 1 3 1 0.5%
/ ( :.- E — 7 & & sw & S Sw 19th St d nght Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
‘ ! sw 1t 2 | B S Sideswipe 36 | 24 | 22| 33| 29| 144 | 29 | 236%
Backed Into ol o] o] oo 0 0 0.0%
> st & z SW-Z5r st Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0.3%
s & I Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0.2%
z 5 2nd St < Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
; Fixed Object 8 |10] 6 | 5| 8 37 7 6.1%
z e S| Ran Off Road ol o] o] o] o 0 0 0.0%
i ‘ Overturned 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0.2%
5 Other 16| 5 | 5 [ 13] 12| 51 10 | 8.3%
SW.Zath S .3 ) Total Crashes 161 ] 106 | 95 | 122 | 127 ] 611 | 122 [100.0%
Lzl SEVERITY |PDO Crashes 130 | 80 | 66 | 94 | 100 470 | 94 | 76.9%
s g Werorel b i Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
| Injury Crashes 31 | 26 | 29 | 28 | 27 141 28 23.1%
2 LIGHTING  |Daylight 127 82| 73| 90 | 92 | 464 | 93 | 75.9%
E CONDITIONS |Dusk 17| 7] 6 | 8] 7 45 9 7.4%
. ’ v i oy Dawn 12021 6 1 | 1.0%
Dark 16 | 14 | 16 | 22 | 27| 95 | 19 |155%
- : Cata Sw 28t Ter 25y, Unknown o[ 1]ofo]o 1 0 | 02%
s s y SURFACE |Dry 122] 89 | 69 | 96 | 111 487 | 97 | 79.7%
\ il 2 /SW 29 Ter - i [ . CONDITIONS |Wet 39 | 17 | 26 | 26 | 16 | 124 | 25 [ 20.3%
: onl Sy Others ol o] o] o] o 0 0 0.0%
2 ; R N.T.S. : ' HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM| 7 4 8 6 10 35 7 5.7%
3 B moiee OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM| 36 | 20 | 30 | 23 | 35 | 144 | 29 [ 236%
Sources: Esri, HERE DeLézrme‘ US‘G‘E‘ Inlerrr;ap. INCREMENT P, NRCan, ES:(I Japan, METI/’ 09:00 AM - 11:00 AM 27 14 13 18 15 87 17 14.2%
2 8 . SW 32nd \:; Sg;llgbrlz?;:{::glﬁgnGgl).sIELJsSrlergr:;,rY‘Eusr::(S’ha:land), Mapmyindia, NGCC.@O;)&nStreetMap 11:00 AM - 01:00 PM 16 9 6 13 3 52 10 8.5%
. 01:00 PM-03:00PM| 14 | 13 | 7 | 13 | 18 | 65 13 | 10.6%
Figure 3.29 - SW 24th Street/Coral Way Interchange Influence Area 0300PM-0600PMl 22 T 25 T 15 T 22 T 15 | 101 | 20 | 165%
06:00 PM-08:00PM| 19 | 8 | 5 [ 16 | 9 57 11 | 9.3%
08:00 PM-11:59PM| 18 | 13 | 11 [ 11 [ 17 | 70 14 [ 115%
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The leading crash types include Rear -end with 278 (45.5%) and Sideswipe with 144 (23.6%).
Rear-end and Sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and
interchanges. During the crash analysis years, this interchange served between 172,700
and 228,800 vehicles daily.

SR 976/SW 40" Street/Bird Road Interchange

SR 976/SW 4@ Street/Bird Road is an eight -lane divided roadway immediately west of SR
826 and a six -lane divided roadway east of SR 826. SR 976 intersects with SR 826 and forms
two signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off -ramps at the
interch ange. Figure 3.30 shows the influence area selected for the interchange ,and Table
3.16 summarizes the crash data within the influence area.

SW_40th
SW a0th St

Don Shula Expy

th St Tropical Park ,4 .l N\

N.T.S.

1 sw 48th St SW_48th Ln

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREM‘VEN‘T P'NRCan, Esri Japan, METI,

Esni ;Jhlna (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), Mapmylndia, NGCC, © OpenStreetMap
contabutors, and the GIS UsersCommunity

Figure 3.30 - SR 976/SW 40th Street/Bird Road Interchange Influence Area

A total of 1,028 crashes occurred at the SR 976/SW 40th Street/Bird Road interchange, with
247 crashes in 2014, 197 crashes in 2015, 182 crashes in 2016, 211 crashes in 2017 , and 191

crashes in 2018. Out of 1,028 total interchange crashes, 328 occurred on SR 826, 411
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occurred on the ramps, and 259 occurred on SR 976/SW 40th Street/Bird Road. Of the total

crashes,

740

(72 %)

wer e
4 (0.4%) fatalities reported in the referenced five

OProperty
-year period. Two hundred eighty

(27.8%) crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which meets the

Districtwide average of 28%. Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for

crashes, which is higher than the Districtwide average of 12%.

Table 3.16 - SR 976/SW 40th Street/Bird Road Interchange Crash Summary

826 S

Damage eWereyo

-SiX

183 (17.8%)

Number of Crashes Mean
Year 5 Year
SR 826/?a|metto Expressway at Sk Total Crasheg %
976/Bird Road/SW 40 Street | 541,41 5015|2016 | 2017| 2018| crashed ~°"
Year
CRASH TYPE|Rear End 136 | 118 | 105 | 124 | 119| 602 120 | 58.6%
Head On 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.1%
Angle 18 16 13 16 15 78 16 7.6%
Left Turn 7 4 6 2 4 23 5 2.2%
Right Turn 1 6 2 4 3 16 3 1.6%
Sideswipe 42 | 27 25 | 31 | 29 154 31 15.0%
Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0.2%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 2 0 0 0 1 3 1 0.3%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.1%
Fixed Object 20 | 10 15 17 11 73 15 7.1%
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Overturned 3 2 1 0 0 6 1 0.6%
Other 16 14 15 15 9 69 14 6.7%
Total Crashes 247 | 197 | 182 | 211 | 191 | 1028 | 206 |100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 188 | 140 | 129 | 150 | 133 740 148 | 72.0%
Fatal Crashes 0 3 0 0 1 4 1 0.4%
Injury Crashes 59 54 53 61 57 284 57 27.6%
LIGHTING Daylight 184 | 136 | 131 | 148 | 138 | 737 147 | 71.7%
CONDITIONS |Dusk 12 13 5 9 5 44 9 4.3%
Dawn 3 1 0 6 6 16 3 1.6%
Dark 46 | 46 | 44 | 48 | 42 226 45 22.0%
Unknown 2 1 2 0 0 5 1 0.5%
SURFACE Dry 196 | 156 | 155 | 179 | 159 | 845 169 | 82.2%
CONDITIONS [Wet 51 41 27 32 32 183 37 17.8%
Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM| 11 12 16 14 8 61 12 5.9%
OF DAY 06:00 AM-09:00 AM| 35 | 33 | 27 | 46 | 40 181 36 17.6%
09:00 AM -11:00 AM| 26 | 23 17 | 27 | 21 114 23 11.1%
11:00 AM -01:00PM| 28 | 23 | 20 | 31 | 25 127 25 12.4%
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM| 25 21 33 15 24 118 24 11.5%
03:00 PM-06:00PM| 54 | 37 | 31 | 28 | 28 178 36 17.3%
06:00 PM - 08:00 PM| 44 | 27 21 | 24 | 21 137 27 13.3%
08:00 PM-11:59 PM| 24 | 21 17 | 26 | 24 112 22 10.9%

and

Page 3-57



FDOT\)

The leading crash types include Rear -end with 602 (58.6%) and Sideswipe with 154 (15%).
Rear-end and Sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and
interchanges. During the crash analysis years, this interchange served between 159,400
and 195,500 vehicles daily.

SR 874/Don Shula Expressway Interchange

SR 874/Don Shula Expressway is a six-lane divided expressway that  connects to SR 826 ,
forming a system -to-system interchange between  the two expressways . Figure 3.31 shows
the influence area selected for the interchange ,and Table 3.17 summarizes the crash data
within the influence area.

Shula Expy

|

Sth St 7 ¢ { NT.S.  ausrm st

Adx3 opawid.

/ SW 57th Ter
o W
g, ~u} @ SW 58th St
Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, METI,
N Sw 58th S Esfi’China (Hong Kong), EsriiKorea, Esri (Thailand), Mapmylndia, NGCC, © OpenStreetMap
contabutors, and the GIS Usér Community :

Figure 3.31 - SR 874/Don Shula Expressway Interchange Influence Area

A total of 58 crashes occurred at the SR 874/Don Shula Expressway interchange, with 17
crashes in 2014, 11 crashes in 2015, 12 crashes in 2016, 10 crashes in 2017 , and 8 crashes in
2018. Out of 58 total interchange crashes, 49 occurred on SR 826, 2 occurred on the SR 826
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ramps, and 7 occurred on SR 874. Of the
Onlydé and 23 (39.7%) were oOlnjuryo. There
period at this interchange. Twenty  -two (37.9%) crashes occurred during dark/daw n/dusk
lighting conditions, which is greater than the Districtwide average of 28%. Wet roadway
surface conditions were reported for 12 (20.7%) cras hes, which is greater than the
Districtwide average of 12%.

Table 3.17 - SR 874/Don Shula Expressway Interchange Crash Summary

Number of Crashes Mean
Year 5 Year
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway at Sk Total Crashes %
874/Don Shula Expressway | 541415015 2016|2017 2018| crashed o'
Year
CRASH TYPE|Rear End 11 2 3 4 4 24 5 41.4%
Head On 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Angle 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 3.4%
Left Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Right Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Sideswipe 2 2 5 2 2 13 3 22.4%
Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1.7%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Fixed Object 2 6 2 0 1 11 2 19.0%
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Overturned 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 3.4%
Other 2 0 1 2 0 5 1 8.6%
Total Crashes 17 | 11 | 12 | 10 8 58 12 | 100.0%
SEVERITY |PDO Crashes 11 5 8 6 5 35 7 60.3%
Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 6 6 4 4 3 23 5 39.7%
LIGHTING Daylight 10 7 9 4 6 36 7 62.1%
CONDITIONS |Dusk 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 3.4%
Dawn 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1.7%
Dark 6 3 2 6 2 19 4 32.8%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
SURFACE Dry 11 9 11 8 7 46 9 79.3%
CONDITIONS |Wet 6 2 1 2 1 12 2 20.7%
Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM| 4 3 1 4 0 12 2 20.7%
OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM| 3 2 1 1 0 7 1 12.1%
09:00 AM - 11:00 AM| 2 1 2 0 3 8 2 13.8%
11:00 AM - 01:00 PM| O 1 2 1 1 5 1 8.6%
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM| O 2 3 1 1 7 1 12.1%
03:00 PM - 06:00 PM| 4 1 2 1 1 9 2 15.5%
06:00 PM - 08:00 PM| 3 1 0 1 0 5 1 8.6%
08:00 PM - 11:59 PM| 1 0 1 1 2 5 1 8.6%
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The leading crash types include Rear -end with 24 (41.4%), Sideswipe with 13 (22.4%) and A total of 286 crashes occurred at the SW 56th Street/Miller Drive interchange, with 54
Fixed-Object with 11 (19%). Rear -end and Sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly crashes in 2014, 58 crashes in 2015, 66 crashes in 2016, 55 crashes in 2017 and
congested roadways. During the crash analysis years, this interchange serviced bet ween 53 crashes in 2018. Out of 286 total interchange crashes, 209 occurred on SR 826, 22
114,000 to 141,500 vehicles daily. Fixed -object type crashes are typical on freeways with occurred on the ramps, and 55 occurred on SW 56th Street/Miller Drive. Of the total crashes,
guardrails or concrete barriers like SR 826 and SR 874. 188 (65.7%) were OProperty Damage Onl yoreaafatal 98 ( 34
crashes identified for the study period at this interchange. Seventy -five (26.2%) crashes
SW 56h Street/Miller Drive Interchange occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is lower than the Districtwide
average of 28%. Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for 69 (24.1%) crashes,
SW 56h Street/Miller Drive is a four -lane divided roadway that intersects with SR 826 and which is lower than the Districtwide average of 12%.
forms two signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off  -ramps at
the interchange. Figure 3.32 shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Table 3.18 - SW 56th Street/Miller Drive Interchange Crash Summary
Table 3.18 summarizes the crash data within  the influence area.  Of the total 286 crashes N”mbe;g;crasr‘es 5 vear| Mean
. , . SR 826/Palmetto E t SW Crashe
reported, 231 (81%) crashes were retrieved from the FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting System et o Total |25 %
. . L . . 2014 2015| 2016|2017 | 2018 Crashes
and 55 (19%) from Signal -4 Analytics (statewide interactive, web  -based geospatial crash 88N Year
analysis tool). CRASH TYPE|Rear End 26 [ 24 | 26 [ 31 [ 30| 137 | 27 [47.9%
Head On o [olo]o]o 0 0 [ 0.0%
Angle 2 1 3 5 2 13 3 4.5%
£ 5 — Left Turn 4 1ol 11 7 1 [ 24%
< | Right Turn ol o0o]o]o]o 0 0 | 0.0%
g Sideswipe 8 | 16 | 13| 10 | 5 52 10 | 18.2%
2 /L Backed Into ool o]o]o 0 0 [ 00w
i 2 e Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
] i Coll. w/ Pedestrian o lo | 1]o]o 1 0 | 03%
] Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Fixed Object 6 [ 13[12] 4 [ 5[ 40 8 | 14.0%
Ran Off Road ool olo]o 0 0 [ 0.0%
Feainis Overturned 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0.7%
Other 8 | 3 [ 9] 410 34 7 [ 11.9%
Total Crashes 54 | 58 | 66 | 55 | 53| 286 | 57 [100.0%
23 SEVERITY  [PDO Crashes 38 [ 33 38| 38 [ 41 ] 188 | 38 [657%
7% 2w 56t S Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
% Injury Crashes 16 | 25 | 28 | 17 | 12| o8 20 | 34.3%
W 56th St “jLs) LIGHTING Daylight 36 42 46 46 41 211 42 73.8%
- _— CONDITIONS |Dusk 7 |1 3|21 14 3 | 49%
V' 48 s7in Ter o : Dawn o |1 [ 2]1[o] 4 1| 14%
/ G z ’ Dark 11 | 14| 15| 6 | 11| 57 11 | 19.9%
WAt 5 : & Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
! SURFACE  [Dry 38 | 46 | 53 | 42 [ 38| 217 | 43 [ 75.9%
: E CONDITIONS |Wet 16 [ 12 1313 [ 15] 69 14 [ 241%
Vs g ) Others ool olo]o 0 0 [ 0.0%
<4“+Q & Valm \ HOUR 12:00AM-06:00AM| 5 | 5 [ 7 | 4 | 4 | 25 5 | 87%
& )\ e N OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM| 12 | 13 | 19 | 17 | 14 | 75 15 | 26.2%
i o N.T.S. s 09:00 AM -11:00AM| 3 | 8 2 | 9] 5 27 5 9.4%
] 11:00AM-01:00PM| 2 [ 5 [ 9 | 4 [ 9 | 29 6 |10.1%
2 gouv'ces Esni HERTE. Delorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, METI, 01.00 PM - 03:00 PM 4 6 > 4 6 25 > 8.7%
EsfiChina (Hong Kang), Esri Korea, Esti (Thailand), Mapmyindia, NGCC, © OpensStreethap 03:00 PM - 06:00 PM| 15 7 10 9 4 45 9 15.7%
= contfibutors, and th€ GIS User Community 06:00 PM - 08:00 PM 5 7 6 6 6 30 6 10.5%
Figure 3.32 - SW 56th Street/Miller Drive Interchange Influence Area 08:00PM-11:59PM] 8 | 7 | 8 | 2 | S 30 6 |105%
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Damage

The leading crash types include Rear -end with 137 (47.9%) and Sideswipe with 52 (18.2%).
Rear-end and Sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and
interchanges. During the crash analysis years, this interchange served between 79,500 and
135,200 vehicles daily.

125 crashes in 2018. Out of 649 total interchange crashes, 138 occurred on SR 826, 254
occurred on the ramps, and 257 occurred on SR 986/SW 72nd Street/Sunset Drive. Of the
tot al crashes, 498 (76.7%) were OProperty
There were no fatal crashes identified for the study period at this inter change. One hundred
and sixty -one (24.8%) crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which

is lower than the Districtwide average of 28%. Wet roadway surface conditions were
reported for 88 (13.6%) crashes, which is slightly higher thanth e Districtwide average of 12%.

SR 986/SW 72d Street/Sunset Drive Interchange

SR 986/SW 72nd Street/Sunset Drive is a four-lane divided roadway that intersects with

SR 826 and forms two signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound Table 3.19 - SR 986/SW 72nd Street/Sunset Drive Interchange Crash Summary

on/off -ramps at the interchange. Figure 3.33 shows the influence area selected for the N”mbe;"f Crashes 5 vear| Mean
. . L . SR 826/Palmetto Expressway at SW el Crashes
interchange , and Table 3.19 summarizes the crash data within the influence area. —— Towal | = | %
201420152016 | 2017 | 2018|Crashe{
Year
7 CRASH TYPE|Rear End 71 69 | 64 | 85 [ 80 | 369 | 74 |[56.9%
i Head On ol o[ 1ol o 1 0 | 0.2%
: J Angle 17 [ 1915 25| 13| 89 18 | 13.7%
b A Left Turn 0] 4] 7 3]s 67 13 | 10.3%
L) 2 5«“ | Right Turn 0 1 1 3 1 6 1 0.9%
g8l= Glacse Sideswipe 6 | 10 13 9 [ 10| 48 10 | 7.4%
& s h St Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Sw sstr E Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
3 2 Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0.3%
e > 2 - 3 1 Coll. w/ Bicycle ol o] o o] o 0 0 | 0.0%
n DR S—" 3 2 Fixed Object 6 5 9 9 8 37 7 5.7%
; : ’ : Ran Off Road ol o] of]ofo 0 0 | 0.0%
% = > Overturned 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0.3%
Other 3 | 6 [1a] 4] 4| 28 6 | 43%
Total Crashes 113 | 115 122 [ 174 | 125 | 649 | 130 [100.0%
g - SEVERITY  [PDO Crashes 84 | 94 [ 91 [138] 91 [ 498 | 100 | 76.7%
s Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
sw 74 Injury Crashes 29 [ 21 [ 31 [ 36 [ 34| 151 | 30 [233%
- LIGHTING  |Daylight 85 | 85 | 89 [ 134 93 [ 486 | 97 [ 74.9%
CONDITIONS [Dusk 4 | 3] 5] 5[5 22 4 | 3.4%
Dawn o 1] o] 271 4 1 | 06%
i Dark 24 | 25 [ 27 [ 33 [ 26 [ 135 | 27 [208%
Unknown ol 1] 1ol o 2 0 | 03%
g SURFACE  [Dry 100 | 98 [ 105 [ 150 [ 108 561 [ 112 [ 86.4%
3 CONDITIONS |Wet 13 [ 17 [ 17 [ 24| 17| 88 18 | 13.6%
- \ Others o Jo[o]Jo]o 0 0 | 0.0%
3 : il HOUR 12:00AM-06:00AM| 5 | 8 | 11 | 9 | 11| 44 | 9 | 68%
=5 NTS. OF DAY 06:00 AM-09:00AM| 14 | 14 [ 11 [ 17 [ 19 | 75 15 | 11.6%
ol = 09:00 AM-11:00AM| 11 [ 14 [ 10 [ 22 [ 14| 71 14 | 10.9%
(1 ; g Sgu ces: Es H;RE Del.zé e USGS\NII:'\t;m‘awINCREMENTP NRC 11:00 AM - 01:00 PM 18 14 15 14 16 7 15 11.9%
: Esti Japan, METIEsri China (Hong Kong), Esf Korea, Esr (Thailand), 01:00 PM-03:00PM| 14 | 10 | 17 | 21 | 15 [ 77 15 [ 11.9%
5 SWTIBTe = e NP SO et conbulors, and g Sy P 03:00 PM-06:00PM| 22 | 24 | 27 | 46 | 24 | 143 | 29 | 22.0%
_ _ 06:00 PM-08:00PM| 11 | 16 | 20 [ 34 [ 16 | 97 19 [ 14.9%
Figure 3.33 - SR 986/SW 72nd Street/Sunset Drive Interchange Influence Area 08:00PM-1159PMl 18 | 15 | 11 | 11 | 10 65 13 | 10.0%

The leading crash types include Rear -end with 369 (56.9%) and Angle with 89 (13.7%). Rear -

A total of 649 crashes occurred at the SR 986/SW 72nd Street/Sunset Drive interchange, end and Angle type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and signalized

with 113 crashes in 2014, 115 crashes in 2015, 122 crashes in 2016, 174 crashes in 2017 , and
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Ol njuryo. There were two (0. 4%) f at-yearpdriodeGne repor t
hundred and fifty -three (28%) crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions,

which meets the Districtwide average of 28%. Wet roadway surfa ce conditions were

reported for 82 (15%) crashes, which is greater than the Districtwide average of 12%.

intersections. During the crash analysis years, this interchange
116,900 vehicles daily.

served between 101,300 and

SR 94/SW 88" Street/Kendall Drive Interchange

SR94/SW 88t Street/Kendall Drive isa sixlane divided roadway that intersects with SR Table 3.20 - SR 94/SW 88th Street/Kendall Drive Interchange Crash Summary

826 and forms two signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off - N”mbe;:;rcrasr‘es 5 vogr| Mean
ramps at the interchange. Figure 3.34 shows the influence area selected for the SRS DI S Total |C3Me o
94/SW 88 Street Per
interchange and Table 3.20 summarizes the crash data within the influence area. Al A0S AUNS)| AT 208 OEsies o
CRASH TYPE|Rear End 56 | 49 | 41| 46 | 57 | 249 | 50 | 45.6%
Snapper_Creek Expy ~—_Snapper Creek TIFY 2 Head On 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.2%
i ] Angle 12 [ 23 6 [ 15 ] 16| 72 | 14 [132%
X — Left Turn 8 |12 6 | 7 [17] 50 10 | 9.2%
2} : < § Right Turn 1t ol o1 4] s 1 | 1a%
- e S mm b Sideswipe 16 | 14 | 11 | 14 | 12 [ 67 13 [ 12.3%
s . SW 8314 Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
i ey = Coll. w/ Parked Car 1 0 0 1 1 3 1 0.5%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 2 0 2 3 0 7 1 1.3%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 1 1 2 1 1 6 1 1.1%
Fixed Object 7 [10]11] 8 [12] 48 10 | 8.8%
: st Ran Off Road 00 ]0]0]oO 0 0 | 0.0%
. oo Lurce Y Overturned 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.2%
" Sy S § Other 8 | 7] 5] 6 [10] 36 7 | 6.6%
— Total Crashes 113 116 | 85 [ 102 ] 130| 546 | 109 [100.04
; > SEVERITY  |[PDO Crashes 86 | 79 | 63| 73| 88 | 389 | 78 [ 71.2%
“ Fatal Crashes 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0.4%
SW 89th Ter : 1 ey Injury Crashes 26 | 36 | 22 | 29 | 42 | 155 | 31 | 28.4%
LIGHTING  |Daylight 90 | 82 ] 57] 68 ] 94| 301 | 78 [71.6%
: 4 : CONDITIONS [Dusk 4 |1 1] 3] 3 12 2 | 22%
& ; Dawn 1 [ 1] 232 9 2 | 1.6%
, & 185 1 _ Dark 18 30 [ 25 [ 28 [ 31| 132 | 26 [242%
‘ 20 SEe \ Unknown 0ol 2]o]o]o 2 0 [ 04%
S0 OGRS SURFACE  |Dry 101 ] 94 [ 69 | 89 | 111 464 | 93 [85.0%
e : 3 » l N.T.S. CONDITIONS |Wet 12 [ 2216 [ 13 ] 19| 82 16 | 15.0%
B O Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
I Srd:;vces. E41i HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, METI, HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM| 6 8 3 6 6 29 6 5.3%
A DAl A e N OF DAY 06:00 AM -09:00AM| 11 [ 12 [ 13 [ 19 [ 17 | 72 14 | 132%
: 1. .
Figure 3.34 - SR 94/SW 88th Street/Kendall Drive Interchange Influence Area (1)?;83 ﬁm . (1)1283 Qm 13 1(1) ? ; 166 2; 170 ZZ:O;Z
01:00PM-03:00PM| 16 | 13 | 10 [ 16 | 19 | 74 15 [ 13.6%
A total of 546 crashes occurred at the SR 94/SW 88th Street/Kendall Drive interchange, with 03:00 PM -06:00PM| 33 | 33 | 19 | 20 | 29 | 134 27 | 24.5%
: : : 06:00PM-08:00PM|[ 18 | 12 [ 14 [ 17 [ 21 | 82 16 | 15.0%
113 crashes in 2014, 116 crashes in 2015, 85 crashes in 2016, 102 0800 PM 1isopM 6 T T2 T2 15 & 3 T13%

crashes in 2017 and 130 crashes in 2018. Out of 546 total interchange crashes, 103 occurred
on SR 826, 85 occurred on the ramps, and 358 occurred on SR 94/SW 88th Street/Kendall
Drive. Of the total crashes, 389 (71. 2 284%)wenree
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The leading crash types include Rear

end and Angle type crashes are ty8ical
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highly
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-end with 249 (45.6%) and Angle with 72 (13.2%). Rear
congested roadways and signalized
155 (
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intersections. During the crash analysis years, this interchange
102,500 vehicles daily.

SR 5/US 1/South Dixie Highway Interchange

SR 5/US 1/South Dixie Highway is a six -lane divided roadway that intersects with
the southernmost limit.
and Table 3.21 summarizes the crash data within the influence area.

served between 72,100 and

SR 826 at

Figure 3.35 shows the influence area selected for the interchange

96th St

< contributorsvandtie G1S User Community

SW 92nd St

N.T.S. iam st

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, MET!
Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), MapmyIndia, NGCC, ©® OpenStreetMap |

Figure 3.35 - SR 5/US 1/South Dixie Highway Interchange Influence Area

A total of 98 crashes occurred at the SR 5/US 1/South Dixie Highway interchange, with 19

conditions were reported for 23 (10.6%) crashes, which is greater than the Districtwide

average of 12%.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study

Systems Interchange Modification Report

Table 3.21 - SR 5/US 1/South Dixie Highway Interchange Crash Summary
Number of Crashes Mean
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway at S Year STI;?r Crashes %
S/US 1 2014/ 2015|2016 | 2017| 2018 Crashed 7'
Year
CRASH TYPE |Rear End 5 9 10 3 8 35 7 35.7%
Head On 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Angle 4 2 1 0 4 11 2 11.2%
Left Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Right Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Sideswipe 4 7 8 6 3 28 6 28.6%
Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1.0%
Fixed Object 1 3 2 1 5 12 2 12.2%
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Overturned 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1.0%
Other 5 2 3 0 0 10 2 10.2%
Total Crashes 19 24 24 11 20 98 20 100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 15 17 22 10 14 78 16 79.6%
Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Injury Crashes 4 7 2 1 6 20 4 20.4%
LIGHTING Daylight 16 17 17 6 10 66 13 67.3%
CONDITIONS |Dusk 0 0 1 1 2 4 1 4.1%
Dawn 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 2.0%
Dark 3 6 5 4 8 26 5 26.5%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
SURFACE Dry 16 20 19 11 16 82 16 83.7%
CONDITIONS |Wet 3 4 5 0 4 16 3 16.3%
Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
HOUR 12:00 AM-06:00AM | O 2 3 3 3 11 2 11.2%
OF DAY 06:00 AM-09:00AM | 3 6 6 1 2 18 4 18.4%
09:00 AM-11.00 AM | 2 2 0 1 0 5 1 5.1%
11:00 AM - 01:00 PM 4 5 4 1 1 15 3 15.3%
01:00 PM-03:00PM| 3 3 3 1 3 13 3 13.3%
03:00 PM - 06:00 PM 3 2 5 2 2 14 3 14.3%
06:00 PM - 08:00 PM 2 1 1 0 7 11 2 11.2%
08:00 PM - 11:59 PM 2 3 2 2 2 11 2 11.2%

826 S

crashes in 2014, 24 crashes in 2015, 24 crashes in 2016, 11 crashes in 2017

, and 20 crashes in

2018. Out of 98 total interchange crashes, 36 occurred on SR 826

, and 62 occurred on SR

5/ US
and

1/ South
20

Di

(20. 4 %)

X i

wer e

e

Hi ghway.

Of

ol njurybéo.
this interchange. Thirty -two (32.6%) crashes occurr ed duri ng dark/dawn/dusk lighting
conditions, which is above the Districtwide average of 28%. Wet roadway surface

t he
Ther e

tot al

wer e no

The leading crash types include Rear
Rear-end and Sideswipe type crashes

-end with 35 (35.7%) and Sideswipe with 28 (28.6%).
are typical of highly congested roadways and
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4.0 NEED
4.1 CAPACITY/TRANSPORTATIONDEMAND

The project traverses four of the six transportation planning areas (central, northwest, south,

and west) identified within the Miami  -Dade Transportation Planning Organization (TPO)
2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The greatest population and em ployment
growth between the years 2010 and 2040 is expected to occur within the south
transportation planning area of Miami -Dade County. The population within this area is
projected to increase by 49.6% while employment is projected to increase by 64.5%. T he
other three transportation planning areas are also expected to experience modest growth

over the same period. The population within the central area is projected to increase by

27.9%, and employment is projected to increase by 32.5%. The population with in the
northwest area is projected to increase by 20%, and employment is expected to rise by
41.9%. The population in the west area is projected to increase by 12.5%, and employment

is expected to rise by 42.5%. The projected growth in the area is expected to result in a
significant increase in travel demand, further deteriorating the already congested SR 826
corridor.

4.2 SAFETY

According to the FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting System , there were a total of 3,714 crashes
along the north segment of SR 826 (SR 874 to NW 25th Street) during a five -year crash
period, with 933 crashes in 2014, 921 crashes in 2015, 551 crashes in 2016, 668 crashes in
2017, and 641 crashes in 2018. Further re view of these crashes by direction suggests that
overall, 1,755 (47.3%) crashes occurred in the northbound direction and 1,794 (48.3%)
crashes occurred in the southbound direction. There was a total of 1,015 crashes along the
south segment of SR 826 (US 1 to SR 874) during the same five -year crash period, with 215
crashes in 2014, 196 crashes in 2015, 213 crashes in 2016, 221 crashes in 2017, and 170
crashes in 2018. Further review of these crashes by direction suggests that overall, 313
(30.8%) crashes occ urred in the northbound direction and 343 (33.8%) crashes occurred in

the southbound direction.

Safety along the corridor will be enhanced with the construction of additional lanes. The
additional lanes will alleviate frequent stop -and -go traffic conditions, reducing rear  -end
and sideswipe type crashes. Adding mainline and interchange lanes will impr ove mobility
and reduce congestion along the corridor. The additional lanes will also help the corridor

to operate more efficiently during emergency evacuation events.

4.3 SYSTEMLINKAGE

SR 826 connects southern Miami -Dade County to northern Miami  -Dade County and serves
as a feeder route to the County's busiest east -west transportation corridor, SR 836. The
corridor provides system -level connections to SR 874, SR 924, | -75, Florida's Turnpike, and | -
95. In addition, SR 826 is designated as a Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) facility. The
section of SR 826 from US 1 to SR 836 serves the major western Miami -Dade County growth
areas along SW 8th Street, SW 40th Street, and the Dadeland South area. The corridor also
provides access to Miami International Airport and the Dadeland Mall, located at SW 88th

Street. The northern segment of SR 826, between SR 836to | -75, opened in August 2019 with
an express lanes system and other corridor improveme nts. When combining the northern
segment improvements with the southern segment's additional lane improvements, this SR

826 regional system will significantly enhance operations, safety, connectivity, and peak -
hour travel times.

4.4 FREIGHT

SR 826 is an integral component of the regional freight network, carrying over 10,000 trucks

a day, according to the 2018 Miami -Dade County Freight Plan Update. The plan identifies
the construction of a separate, barrier  -protected truck lane with manageabl e entry and
exit points along SR 826 as a freight priority highway need for Miami -Dade County.
However, adding more lanes along SR 826 would create a more efficient roadway network,
improving traffic flow and operations between the mainline and interchange s. Although
this study does not specifically evaluate a truck lane, the enhanced traffic conditions
resulting from the addition of mainline and interchange lanes along SR 826 would aid in the
movement and delivery of freight.
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4.5 PROJECTSTATUS

The project is identified as funded in the Miami -Dade TPO&s 2050 Long Range Transportation
Plan (LRTP) for Construction as Priority Il in Fiscal Year (FY) 2031 -2035. Partial funding has

been allocated for Design and Right of Way in the TPO's FY 2026 -2030 Transportation

Improvement Program (TIP). The same phases are identified as partially funded in the

FDOT®& s F029 3tat Bansportation Improvement Program (STIP). The project is also

included within the FDOT FY 2025/2026 - FY 2029/2030 SIS First Fiverear Plan, where it is

partially funded for Design and Right of Way. Additionally, the project is identified as

partially funded for Construction in the FDOT FY 2035 - FY 2050 SIS Long Range Cost Feasible

Plan.

4.6 BEMERGENCYEVACUATION

In accordance with Miami -Dadeds Comprehensive Devel opment Master Pl an, SR 826 i s
listed as a local evacuation route in Miami -Dade County. This corridor is crucial in

facilitating traffic movement during emergency evacuation periods, as it connects to other

major arterials and highways within the state's evacuation route network.
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5.0 FUTURE NGBUILD CONDITIONS

5.1 RUTURHAND USE

Existing land use was assessed through the review of current zoning map information. The
FDOT District Six Generalized Land Use shapefile (D6 LU _GEN_2022) was downloaded from
the Florida Geographic Data Library and compared to the study area. Table 5.1 reports
total area by zoning description found within SR 826, between US 1 and SR 836. The
predominant land use present is Residential, Medium Density (36.66%) followed by
Commercial and Services (21.41%) and Transportation (17.52%). Figure 5.1 shows the
loca tion of each zoning district.

Table 5.1 - Generalized Land Use

H‘Q.CFC.S FLUCFCS Description Acres Percent
Classification

110 Residential, Low Density (LeAsCsn;I')han Two Dwelling Units Per 186.51 3.51%
120 Residential, Medium Densitxc('rl'g;/o -Five Dwelling Units Per 1,047.03 | 36.66%
130 Residential, High Density (Six Or More Dwelling Units Per Acre) 329.23 6.20%
140 Commercial and Services 1,137.13 | 21.41%
150 Industrial 102.80 1.94%
170 Institutional 102.88 1.94%
180 Recreational 138.38 2.61%
190 Open Land 34.56 0.65%
410 Upland Coniferous Forests 3.67 0.07%
510 Streams and Waterways 65.96 1.24%
530 Reservoirs 8.01 0.15%
610 Wetland Hardwood Forests 269.38 5.07%
740 Disturbed Land 55.65 1.05%
810 Transportation 930.48 17.52%
Total Land Use | 5,311.68 | 100.00%

1 FDOT, FLUCFCS (Third edition), 1999.

SR 826 is a limited access expressway within the Miami -Dade urban growth boundary . The
corridor is consistent with the character and intensity of the surrounding development.
Other than the localized effects of potential relocations for the preferred alternative, this
project is not expected to affect the current or future land use of the area.
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Figure 5.1 - Project Corridor Land Use Map
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