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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is conducting a Project Development and
Environment (PD&E) Study for the SR 826 (Palmetto Expressway) in Miami  -Dade County,
Florida. The SR 826 PD&E Study limits extend from US 1 (SR 5) to SR 836 (Dolphin Expressway),
a distance of approximately seven miles (see Figure ES1). Through this project, FDOT
proposes to widen the SR 826 mainline from US 1 to SR 836 to add an express lanes system.

In addition, modifications are proposed at several interchanges along the corridor to
address capacity deficiencies, enhance safety and upgrade roadway design elements to

meet current standards.

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 FHWA&s Policy on Access
preparedinaccordan ce with the FDOT®&6s policies and
necessary documentation for receiving Location Design Concept Acceptance (LDCA) for

the proposed project.
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PURPOSE AND NEED FORROJECT

The purpose of this project is to develop recommendations for the proposed widening of

SR 826 between US 1 and SR 836 to add an express lanes system. The need for this project

is to add capacity to the SR 826 corridor to meet future transportatio n demand, improve
travel time reliability and to provide long -term mobility options. Other considerations for the
Purpose and Need of this project include safety, system linkage, freight movement and
emergency evacuation. This project will provide improv ed system -to -system connectivity
with adjacent facilities (SR 874 and SR 836). In addition, the project will facilitate continuity

and expansion of the regional network of express lanes that is envisioned for South Florida.

The overall goals and objective s of this project are described below:

1 Evaluate the implementation of an express lanes system that will improve safety,
capacity, operations, regional express lane  network  connectivity,
expressway/interchange access, mobility and emergency evacuation.

1 Ide ntify the appropriate express lanes typical section that, combined with strategic
ingress and egress locations, 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.

1 Maintain consistency with the current SR 826 Express Lanes Project,
75, and local projects.

1 Once a conceptual alternative is selected, the improvements will be prioritized
based on the area needs (short -term vs. long -term), logical segmentation and
funding.

from SR 836 to I-

METHODOLOGY

The methodology applied for this SR 826 SIMR is documented in the Methodology Letter of
Understanding (MLOU), dated July 2018. The MLOU was approved by FDOT District Six, FDOT
Central Office Systems Implementation and the Miami -Dade Expressway Authority (M DX).
The MLOU outlines the criteria, assumptions, processes, analyses and documentation
requirements for the project. The MLOU was prepared in accordance with the
|l nterchange Access Regndehkted stdrdads.0AccesS poind &r the
express lanes system proposed in this SIMR were developed in coordination with FDOT. The
viability of a future express lanes system along SR 826 was established and documented in
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the SR 826 Express Lanes Feasibility Study, dated September 2016. This Feasib ility Study also
developed recommendations for access points to/from the express lanes based on trip

origin and destination patterns, trip lengths, and the longitudinal spacing between
potential ingress/egress points and adjacent upstream/downstream on -ram p/off -ramp
locations.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

SR 826 is a limited access highway and a designated Strategic Intermodal System (SIS)
facility that provides 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) lane s (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 access.

There are ten existing interchanges within the project limits. Eight of the ten interchanges
provide connection to arterial/collector facilities. The other two are major system -to -system
interchanges (SR 8 26 with SR 874 and SR 826 with SR 836). These system-to-system
interchanges provide a connection between major expressways, which services and
distributes traffic originating from or destined to the north, south, east, and west portions of

Miami -Dade Count .

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 at 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

traffic experiences congestion from north of NW 25th Street to SR 836. South of SR 836 less
congestion is experienced and operating speeds are ap proximately 30 MPH. South of SW
72nd Street, speeds along southbound SR 826 drop significantly to less than 30 MPH.

Executive Summary
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NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE flyover system -to -system connecting the SR 826 northbound/southbound express lanes with
SR 836eastbound/westbound median -to-median (see Figure ES.2).
The No-Build Alternative proposes to keep the existing corridor into the future without

corridor improvements. No tra  ffic capacity, operation, or safety improvements would be p X
. . . . . . . < \[ToLL] To/From SR 874 LEGEND
implemented throughout the corridor. The effect associated with this alternative includes A —+ Express Lane Entrance  — Express Lanes
the accep'tanc.e .of existing highly congested traffic conditions. Al§o, travel demand and Z TS 720 SW 88" & Us 1 :i:ﬂrg:i:xw Exit —General Use Lanes memw 25t
truck traffic will i ncrease significantly over the next 20 years, given the continued growth \ @
expected in this area of Miami  -Dade County. Future AADT volumes vary between 176,000
i i indi i SN N =1 | A
and 345,800. Traffic analysis results indicate that operations along SR 826 are expected to T\ az‘Te] ]
be at LOS E or F during the AM and PM peak period. Average operating speeds are - >
expected to range from approximately 10 to 40 mph at certain locations. The No -Build " 1 - - 15 A I 7\ L
Alternative will not improve the system capacity and/or linkage needs within the study ;5:’ 2 2 g E; g 2 e g
. . . , » 00 © 2 i
area. Lon g-term improvements are necessary to mitigate the existing traffic conditions and g_’ g § § ; g g & V/. g
increase capacity to accommodate future travel demand. The No -Build Alternative will not © 7 7 7 v v ”’ = rofFrom SR 836 £ z
th nd o/From
reduce congestion on the system nor will it provide the regional area interconnection S From US 1, SW 88" & SW 72
needed to enhance mobility for this section of Miami -Dade County. < > < p ToNw2st
1.6 Miles 3.7 Miles
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED : : — :
Figure ES.20 Alternative 1 Schematic Line Diagram
The objective of this project is to evaluate alternatives that will address existing and , , o
. . o . . . Alternative 2 proposes one express lane in each direction between US 1 and SR 874 and
projected operating deficiencies along this section of SR 826. In order to keep up with the _ _
: . - . . two express lanes between SR 874 and SR 836. The express lanes system  will begin and end
growing traffic demand within the study area, three alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) e .
. . . . . . - one lane on SR 874 and one lane north of US 1 (southern limits). The express lane s will be
were considered, including a No  -Build Alternative that maintains the existing roadway _ _ o _ _
constructed along SR 826 with major widening to the outside, approximately 10 -36 feet,

configuration and any other planned improvements alon g the corridor. All three
alternatives propose to add express lanes (extend to the south) along this segment of SR

826 with access points at selected locations to enter and exit the express lanes system. The
express lanes will be buffer -separated fromthe general use lanes with express lane markers,
matching the same design of the express lanes project to the north. All three alternatives
propose interchange, intersection and crossing roadway improvements to support the
optimal operations of the SR 826 corr idor.

with a new set of bridge overpasses crossing  over SR 874. This concept proposes four express
lanes access points, which includes a SR 836 ramp flyover system -to-system connecting the
SR 826northbound/southbound express lanes with SR 836 eastbound/westbound median -
to-median (see Figure ES3).

Alternative 1 proposes one express lane in each direction between SW 56th Street and SR
874 and two express lanes in each direction between SR 874 and SR 836. The express lanes
system will begin and end one lane on SR 874 and one lane south of SW 56th Street
(southern limits). The express lanes will be constructed  along SR 826 with major widening to
the outside, approximately 10 -32 feet, with a new set of bridge overpasses crossing over SR
874. This concept proposes four express lanes access points, which includes a SR 836 ramp

Executive Summary
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Figure ES3 0 Alternative 2 Schematic Line Diagram

Alternative 3 proposes one express lane in each direction between US 1 and SR 874 and
two express lanes between SR 874 and SR 836, one at -grade and one elevated. The express
lanes will be constructed along SR 826 with major widening to the outside, approximately
10-36 feet, with a new set of bridge overpasses cro ssing over SR 874. The elevated express
lanes will be located along the median and the at -grade express lanes will be located
between the median and the general use lanes. This concept proposes four express lanes
access points. In this concept the elevated express lanes will only service traffic between
SR 874 and SR 836 to and from the east. The elevated express lanes will not have any access

with the at -grade express lanes or the SR 826 general use lanes. The objective of the
elevated express lanes concep tis to bypass the SR 826 corridor between SR 874 and SR
836, which is the main origin and destination pattern of the area. The SR 836 connection
will be a ramp flyover system -to-system connecting the SR 826 northbound/southbound
express lanes with SR 836 eastbound/westbound  median -to-median (see Figure ES4).
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The evaluation methodology used in this study involved a combination of both
comparative qualitative and quantitative analyses to determine a preferred  alternative,

which focused on engineering, socio  -economic, environmental and project cost. The key
components of the alternatives analysis were purpose and need, travel demand
forecasting, geometrics, right of way impacts, constructio n cost and operational analysis.
The alternatives analysis was geared to determine which capacity improvements were
necessary to improve traffic operations, safety, transit, system linkage, regional
connectivity, freight, interchange access and emergency e vacuation. Alternative 2 was
selected as the preferred  alternative based on the alternatives alignment analysis and the
evaluation results documented in this report and the PD&E Study.

Executive Summary
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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 all ten interchanges. The improvements will vary fromm inor
to major capacity enhancements (see Appendix K 2, Preferred Concept Plans).

Below is a summary of the overall interchange improvements:
T US1
0 Southbound off -ramp widening to three lanes
o Express lanes direct connection to the MDT US 1 South
Corridor
1 SW 88th Street
o Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline
1 Sunset Drive
o Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline
o Northbound off -ramp widening totwo lanes
0 Replace SR 826 mainline bridge structures
1 Miller Drive
o Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline
1 SR 874
o Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline
o One express lane in e ach direction will be elevated along the
interchange limits
1 Bird Road
0 Redesign the interchange layout to a Diverging Diamond
o Interchange configuration
1 Coral Way
o Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline
0 Southbound off -ramp widening to two lanes
1 SW 8th Street
0 Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline
roadway section
o Northbound on -ramp widening to two lanes
0 Redesign and realign the southbound off
collector distributor roadway system between SR 836
1 Flagler Street
0 Horizontal realignment of all ramps to fit the new SR 826 mainline

Miami -Dade Busway

roadway section

roadway section

roadway section

roadway section
median within the

roadway se ction

-ramps to tie to the new  southbound
and SW 8th Street

roadway section

SR 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study
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o0 Redesign and realign the southbound off and on
southb ound collector distributor roadway system between SR
Street

1 SR 836

o0 Express lanes ramp flyover system -to-system connecting SR 826 northbound to SR

836 eastbound and SR 836 westbound to SR 826  southbound median -to-median

-ramps to tie to the new
836 and SW 8th

COMPARISON OF NO-BUIID ALTERNATIVE AND PREFERRED ALTERNA®NEM ANALYSIS

No-Build Alternative and the Preferred
. The tables below

A comparative assessment was performed for the
Alternative for the design year 204 5 based on HCM analytical procedures
provide the summary of the comparative assessment of the HCM analyses

HCM Freeway Segments Analysis & No-Build vs. Preferred
SR 826 Freeway Segments

Alternative Total LOS D or
_____________ Locations ____better _________
No-Build 71 65 4 2
2025
Preferred 79 75 2 2
0045 No-Build 71 34 24 13
Preferred 79 53 15 11

HCM Intersection Analysis o No-Build vs. Preferred
SR 826Terminals

LOS D

Alternative Total or LO (@) Total @) @)
Intersections E F Intersections E F
better

No-Build 16 12 1 3 27 20 3 4

2025
Preferred 16 16 0 0 27 20 3 4
No-Build 16 7 2 7 27 10 9 8

2045
Preferred 16 10 5 1 27 16 2 9

As shown in the two tables, t he results from the assessment indicated that the Preferred

Alternative performs better than the No -Build Alternativ e.

Executive Summary
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NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE AND PREFERRED ALTERNATWEROSIMULATION ANALYSES

A detailed assessment of operating conditions for the No-Build and Preferred Alternative s
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) i n
the design year 204 5. The results from the microsimulation analyses indicate that the
Preferred Alternative generates overall better operating conditions for all considered MOEs

in both the AM and PM peak periods along SR 826.

The results from the compa rative assessment indicate that the Preferred Alternative
generates better operating conditions for all MOEs considered for both the AM and PM

peak periods in the peak traffic flow direction along SR 826. In the Preferred Alternative,
average operating spe eds along northbound SR 826 general use lanes (AM peak, peak
direction) increase by approximately 5 mph (from 46 mph to 51 mph) and throughput
increases by approximately 1,600 vehicles (17.0% above No -Build). In the southbound
direction along SR 826 (PM pe ak, peak direction), average operating speeds show an
increase of approximately 18 mph (from 34 mph to 52 mph) and throughput increases by
approximately 2,700 vehicles (28% above No  -Build).

The networkwide MOEs indicate that the Preferred Alternative perf orms better in terms of
total vehicle miles travelled (6.5%/7% increase in AM/PM peak); vehicle hours of delay
(decrease by 16%/19% in AM/PM peak) and average operating speeds (increase by
5.5%/9% in AM/PM peak).

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

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/Developm ent of Regional Impacts , project constructability and 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 project.

SR 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study
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JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT

An assessment was made of the FHWAGS
FHWA Policy defines the requirements that must be addressed for the justification and
documentation neces  sary to substantiate any proposed change in access to the Interstate
System. The results from this SIMR provided information necessary to demonstrate
compliance with the FHWAGOG6s requirements and
to SR 826. The fol | owi ng provides a summary of t he
requirements (detailed responses are provided under Section 9 of the SIMR):

Response to Policy Requirement # 1 & The operational analysis conducted under this 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 will improve traffic operations and enhance safety.
When compared w ith 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 general use lanes (AM peak, peak direction) increase by
approximatel y 5 mph (from 46 mph to 51 mph) and total throughput increases by
approximately 1,600 vehicles (17% above No  -Build). In the southbound direction along the
SR 826 general use lanes (PM peak, peak direction), average operating speeds show an
increase of app roximately 18 mph (from 34 mph to 52 mph) and throughput increases by
approximately 2,700 vehicles (28% above No  -Build). The propose express lanes will operate
at LOS D or better with operating speeds at 60 mph or more in the AM and PM peak periods.
At the networkwide level the Preferred Alternative performs better than the No
Alternative in terms of total vehicle miles travelled (6.5%/7% increase in AM/PM peak);
vehicle hours of delay (decrease by 16%/19% in AM/PM peak) and average operating
speeds (increase by 5.5%/9% in AM/PM peak). Furthermore, the proposed express lanes
along SR 826 will provide added operational benefits to support express bus services,
emergency response services and improved travel time reliability for express lanes choice
users.

Between the five -year period of January 1, 2011 to December 31, 2015 a total of 4,555
crashes occurred along the SR 826 corridor (within the project limits). The three highest
crashes were rear end, sideswipe and fixed object crashes. These types of crashes can be
attributed to the heavy levels of congestion and weaving, merging, diverging, and other

lane changing maneuvers within the project area. Data from the historical crash records
identified high crash segments along SR 826. Traffic congestion
contributing factor for much of the crashes experienced along the corridor. Under the No

Pol i. The

-Build

along SR 826 is a

on A C
justif
respo
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Build Alternative, traffic congestion is expected to increase along SR 826 in future years with

a corresponding increase in crash risk along the cor ridor. This potential for future increase
in crash risk is largely alleviated by the improvements proposed in the Preferred Alternative.

The Preferred Alternatives is expected to have a positive impact on safety and emergency
response. By diverting some o f the future traffic volume off the general use lanes, the
express lanes will help increase gaps providing more space for vehicles entering SR 826 to
safely merge, reducing weaving and sideswipe crashes. Express lanes would provide
consistent traffic flow during peak traffic periods shortening emergency response service
times.

The SR 826 project will include the development of a comprehensive signing plan for the
corridor. The signing plan will be fully coordinated with FHWA in advance of construction.

Response to Policy Requirement# 2 d 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 movement s will be
accommodated at all cross streets. The proposed access modifications will be designed to
meet or exceed all applicable design standards, to the extent possible. Design variations

and exceptions identified will be processed in accordance with FHWA and FDOT
standards.

CONCEPTUAL FUNDING PLAN

The project is included in the 2040 LRTP, 2019 -2023 TIP and 2019-2022 STIP. The design, right
of way and construction phases are listed in the FDOT Work Program under project number
432639-1. The project is an ticipated to be funded with federal and state funds. FDOT is
planning to accelerate the construction of the project. The project will be proposed in
phases starting with the first phase by the year 2025. A funding plan for the opening year
2025 will be dev eloped based on the results, costs, and recommendations from the PD&E
Study. The project is in the 2020 -2024 FDOT Five'Year Work Program with funds allocated in
year 2020 for the PD&E and Preliminary Engineering phases. Funding for future phases is
current ly being coordinated by FDOT to ensure that the project is consistent with the local
government comprehensive plans and that required project funding is identified in the
LRTP, TIP, STIP, and Work Program.

Executive Summary
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1.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW g fﬂiq”:oé’ ==
o |

1.1 INTRODUCTION | nomzeat l‘jﬁ /J

| @ E a
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District Six has recently started a Project %WJ ;’_
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for SR 826 (Palmetto Expressway) from US 1 l } 'g
(SR 5) to SR 836 (Dolphin Expressway), a distance of approximately seven miles ( see Figure l‘ Wv
1.1). The PD&E Study is proposing corridor improvements that will add highway and | &1~ A .
interchange capacity with the implementation of an express lanes system and interchange =T g [T;w??
improvements. The project is located in Miami -Dade County, Florida and is ¢ ontained =

within unincorporated Miami  -Dade.

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 (fiv e 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 access.

There are ten existing interchanges within the project limits. Eight of the ten interchanges r
provide connection to arterial/ collector facilities. The other two are major system -to -system —“ﬂ. t Pﬂ
interchanges (SR 826 with SR 874 and SR 826 with SR 836). These system -to-system O:

interchanges provide a connection between major expressways, which services and
distributes traffic originating  from or destined to the north, south, east, and west portions of
Miami -Dade County.

1.2 PURPOSE ANDNEEDFOR THEPROJECT

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

1 Evaluate the implementation of an express lanes system that will improve safety,
capacity, operations, regional express lane network  connectivity,
expressway/interchange access, mobility and emergency evacuation.

1 Identify the appropriate express lanes typical section that, combined with strategic
ingress and egress locations, will service the users of the area and achieve the
Purpose and Need.

1 Provide relief from existing and projected traffic congestion.

LEGEND
Study Area
O Study Interchange
O Interchange

;'a.[@ 7

Figure 1.1 - Project Location Map
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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.

1 Maintain consistency with the current SR 826 Express Lanes Project, from SR 836t o0 I-
75, and local projects.

1 Once a conceptual alternative is selected, the improvements will be prioritized
based on the area needs (short -term vs. long -term), logical segmentation and
funding.

The need for this project is to add capacity to the SR 826 co rridor to meet future
transportation demand, improve travel time reliability and to provide long -term mobility
options. Other considerations for the Purpose and Need of this project include safety,
system linkage, freight movement and emergency evacuation . An extended discussion of
the need for the project is provided under Section 4 of this SIMR.

1.3 PROJECTDESCRIPTION

The PD&E Study will evaluate the following potential types of improvements:

1 Implementation of dynamically priced express lanes.

1 Access and ramp connections to and from the express lanes (ingress and egress
access points).

1 Interchange improvements & Modification of existing entrance and exit ramps
serving the interchanges within the project limits.

1 Intersection improvements & Widening and turn lane modifications along the cross streets
to facilitate the ramp modifications and improve th e 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 826SIMR
incorporates the limits of the SR 826 PD&E Sudy from US 1 to SR 83%.

1.5 RELATEDPROJECTS WITHINSTUDYAREA

This SIMR will maintain consistency with the following plans and projects:

1 SR 826/SR 836 Interchange Improvements (Section Five) Project
1 SR 826 Express Lanes Project (from SR 836 to I-75)

SR 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study

Systems Interchange Modification Repol 826 )

1 SR 836/NW 87th Avenue Inter change Improvements Project (by Miami -Dade
Expressway Authority)

1 SR 874/Sunset Drive Interchange PD&E Study (by Miami  -Dade Expressway Authority)

91 Strategic Miami Area Rapid Transit (SMART) Plan (by Miami -Dade Department of
Transportation and Public Works)

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

1 Miami-Dade Traffic Planning Organization ( TPO) Adopted LRTP

Miami -Dade County Comprehensive Plan

1 Any approved Development of Regional |

Area of Influence (by Miami -Dade

=

mpact ( DRIs within the Area of Influence

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

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
Department ds Project

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

Manager at the foll owing

addr
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2.0 METHODOLOGY AN =g N T
DAl N 3ot st \_*_:} Area of Influence ||
The methodology applied forth  isSR 826 SIMR is documented in the Methodology Letter of !N°”°S°M5 \ l @) BASEEIERER
Understanding (MLOU), dated  July 2018. The MLOU was approved by FDOT District Six, FDOT B = | g
Central Office Systems Implementation and th e Miami -Dade Expressway Authority (MDX) . o [ Nw 25th st R W ~
The MLOU outlines the criteria, assumptions, processes, analyses and documentation “H | ? ‘!3
requirements for the project. The approved MLOU is included as Appendix A. The following LU *’g ' B3
summarizes some of the more prom inent issue s covered under the MLOU. - B 3w 121h st ' - ]
=7 ::1°%. -
2.1 AREA OFINFLUENCE 3 i N 25 }"l T
The area of influence along SR 826 extends from US 1 to south of NW 25th Street. Figure 2.1 - CEEd- O “"'J )
depicts the area of influence along SR 826 and cros sing roadways . B P O g =) e —
There are ten interchanges within the area of influence along SR 826. These interchanges [ | | § | § -
are listed below. 2 ] K i
®e O-ee
1. Us1 12 L g
2. SW 88th Street (Kendall Drive) 5t @gé
3.  SW 72nd Street (Sunset Drive) 1 L - e
4. SW 56th Street (Miller Drive) B e = S =
5. SR 874 =1 (307 ¢ : 57}5
6. SW 40th Street (Bird Rd) W ;é ; H - u —
7.  SW 24th Street (Coral Way) A e 3 =l 1 E
8. SW 8th Street (Tamiami Trail) A e | EL O- .1
9. Flagler Street ; | B __ION
10. SR 836 51 1l L 1lAl s
There are 43 intersections within the area of influence along the crossing roadways (27 o / ‘ Ore i‘ %cél /@/
arterial intersections and 16 terminal ramp intersections). These intersections are listed - %
below. _ ,.Eﬂ—\ y :‘
1. US 1/Killian Drive /»' 1= gg O ve
2. US 1/SW 104th Street S E 3\ £ ‘
3.  SW @Bth Street/SW 77th Avenue E5a)os
4. SW 98th Street/ US 1Busway '8‘/ Al
5. SW 98th Street/US 1 = IO B o R s 10451
6. SW 88th Street/SW 79th Avenue e |
7. SW 88th Street/SW 77th Avenue = /. m _

Figure 2.1 - Area of Influence Map
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SW 88th Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
SW 88th Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal
SW 88th Street/SW 73rd Place

SW 88th Street/Dadeland Boulevard

SW 72nd Street/SW 77th Court

SW 72nd Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
SW 72nd Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal
SW 72nd Street/SW 72nd Avenue

SW 56th Street/SW 77th Court

SW 56th Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
SW 56th Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal
SW 56th Street/SW 72nd Avenue

SW 40th Street/SW 79th Avenue

SW 40th Street/SW 7800 Block

SW 40th Street/Southbound Ramp Terminal
SW 40th Street/Northbound Ramp Terminal
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 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Repol 826

2.2 ANALYSISYEARS

A. Traffic Forecasting
The forecasting years proposed for the project are as follows

A Base year: 2010
A Horizon year: 2040

B. Traffic Operational Analysis

The 2010 and 2040 base and horizon years  were used to produce opening year and design
year traffic. The designy ear for this project is 2045, which  was completed by extrapolation.
The analysis years for this project are as follows:

A Existing year: 2017
A Opening year: 2025
A Design year: 2045

2.3 TRAVELDEMAND FORECASTING

A. Selected Travel Demand Model(s)

The Southeast Florida Regional Planning Model (SERPM) Version 7.071  was used for this
study. SERPM 7.071 is the official model for the FDOT District Six region, with a 2010 base year

and 2040 horizon year. The 2040 scenario in this model has the TPO  -approved 2040 Cost
Feasible LRTP network and the population and employment fo recasts. The SERPM 7.071
model is an activity based time of day model that is capable of forecasting traffic into

future years for various highway and transit scenarios. The model has a 5 -time period
assignment:

Early AM Period (10:00 PM 9 5:59 AM)
AM -Peak Period (6:00 AM 0 8:59 AM)
Midday Period (9:00 AM 0 2:59 PM)
PM-Peak Period (3:00 PM 06 6:59 PM)
Evening Period (7:00 PM ¢ 9:59 PM)

a bR
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The results of the time of day assignments are combined to forecast the daily traffic. The
SERPM model was validated with 2010 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes.
Therefore, no adjustment factors  were necessary to forecast the AADT volumes. However,
adjustments were needed to ensure subarea model volumes match the AADT counts
closely.

B. Project Traffic Forecast Devel opment Methodology

The future year traffic volumes were developed using the time of day assignments. Since

this is an express lanes study, time of day information is critical. Research has shown that
peak -to-daily ratios of express lanes are different fro m general use freeway lanes. Most of
the express lanes utilization is expected to happen during the peak periods. Therefore, the

project team used 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 volumes. This peak -
hour volume set with the highest demand within the peak period was selected for the
design traffic development. Separate peak -hour volumes for general use and express lanes
were developed. Origin -destination matri ces were developed for the three  -hour AM peak
period and the four -hour PM peak period. These were sliced to develop an AM peak  -hour
matrix and a PM peak -hour matrix. The AADT volumes were forecasted from the summation

of all the time periods. The model hor izon year is 2040. Therefore, for the design year
forecast development, the 2040 forecasts were extrapolated to forecast the 2045 design
year volumes.

2040 SERPM NeBuild and Build scenarios were developed as part of the future forecasts
development proce ss. The 2040 No-Build scenario was first developed by using the 2040
Cost Feasible LRTP network as baseline. Any LRTP improvements within the project corridor

that are Priority Il or Priority Ill were deleted from the No -Build scenario. The No -Build scena rio
development was closely coordinated with FDOT to only include the existing and
committed projects on the SR 826 corridor. The list of projects that were removed were
closely coordinated with the Department and were documented in the  Project Traffic
Forecasting Memorandum , dated May 2019, a companion document to this SIMR . The
AADT volume forecasts were compared against the independently developed historical

trend line forecasts and the compound growth rates -based forecasts. The population and
employment forecasts of the 2 -mile corridor subarea were used to develop the compound
growth rates after conducting a desktop review of the corridor 2 -mile subarea
socioeconomic data.

SR 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Repol 826

The AM and PM peak -hour volumes were determined by using diurnal factors. Diurna |
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 t he mainline
and cross streets of SR 826. Since the traffic volumes of the cross streets near SR 826 are
mainly driven by the SR 826 mainline volumes, major emphasis was given to the SR 826
traffic profile. The cross street diurnal factors  were used to iden tify 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. 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 was verified against the
Bluetooth origin -destination survey. The subarea matrix consist ed of internal -internal flows
of all traffic analysis zones within the subarea plus the 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 into the subarea SERPM origin destina  tion. 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 was used as a starting point for the future year forecasting efforts. The
growth matrix between the 2017 SERPM origin -destination and the 2040 SERPM origin -
destination was developed b y subtraction. The growth was added to the 2017 CUBE
Analyst origin -destination at the subarea level.

Page 2-3
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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 SERPM 7.071 Regional Model
confidence was achieved, the splitb etween general use lane and express lane loads ~ was Runs and Results Review
verified. Since there are no express lanes in the base year, a comparison of base year
volumes to counts was not performed. However, the future year express lane volumes in
highly congested corridors like SR 826 are expected to be at capacity. The future loads
were verified against the expected peak period and daily volumes. Express lane volumes
close to or more than 1,650 vehicles per lane per hour were anticipated throughout the CUBE ANALYST
corridor. 2017 Subarea Validation

The 2045 design traffic volumes were developed by extrapolating between 2017 balanced
traffic counts and 2040 balanced volumes. Opening year was developed by interpolation
between the years 2017 and 2045.

2040 No-Build and

Figure 2.2 depicts the Travel Demand Forecasting Methodology Flow chart. . .
g P g g9 Build Scenarios

AADT Development and Historic AADT
Reasonableness Checks Compound Growth Rate

¥

Peak Hour Volumes from | Apply Diurnal
Factors

SERPM Subarea Model

¥

2040 1-hour Link Volumes Extrapolate
(DDHV) for HCM (AM, PM) 2045 (CAGR)

Note: CAGR 1 Compound Annual Growth Rate
Figure 2.2 - Travel Demand Forecasting Methodology Flowchart
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C. Validation Methodology 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 -

Several modifications to the travel demand model were performed to refine the subarea destination matrix and the time of day traffic counts. The origin  -destination estimation

forecasts of the SR 826 corridor. A 2 -mile radius subarea was defined as part of this task. The process was conducted separately for each of the 5 -time periods. The resulting origin -

subarea development process ensure  d major competing roadways were included in the destination matrix was assigned back to the highway network to verify a satisfactory output

analysis. To this effect, the subarea was extended up to the Homestead Extension of Florida of results. Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) and Volume -to-count ratio targets were used to

Turnpike (HEFT) to the west and Red Road/SW 57th Avenue to the east. The northern limits evaluate the model validation outputs in accordance with the FSUTMS CUBE Framework

of the SR 826 subarea were extended up to the | -75/SR 826/SR 924 Inerchange. North of Phase 2. In addition to the subarea RMSE and Volume to count ratio measures, the

NW 36th Street, only the SR 826, SR 924 and | -75 mainlines were included in the subarea to Screenline/Cutline  measures were used in evaluating the model validation. The average

balance the subarea size. The validation include d the SR 826, SR 924 and |75 mainlines trip lengths and trip length frequency distributions of the origin -destination matrix were

north of NW 36th Street. The SR 826, SR 924 and | -75 mai nline segments were included in the compared against the Bluetooth Survey to ensure a reasonable match.

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 D. Adjustment Procedures

networks and socioeconomic data. The 2017 socioeconomic data was developed by

interpolating between the 2010 and 2040 socioeconomic data sets. The data was Cross- The model results were post-processed using the FDOT 2014 Project Traffic Forecasting

checked against the 2015 SERPM 8 data that has been under development by the Miami Handbook and NCHRP 765 recommendations. The project team develop ed a corridor

Dade TPO. The 2017 networks were developed by desktop review of th e 2010 network and prototype spreadsheet with separate workbooks for AM peak -hour, PM peak -hour and

updating it to 2017 conditions. Prior to this PD&E Study, the Department conducted a AADT volumes. The volumes and traffic counts for 2017 conditions were verified. If the

planning study on this corridor, in which a 2015 base scenario was modeled. The network differences between volumes and counts were more than a threshold percentage, the link

changes adopted in the 2015 planning study networks were transferred to the 2017 SERPM volumes were post-processed to account for the differences. A 10% threshold percentage

network development. As part of the planning study, a subarea extraction process and for freeway s and a 15% threshold percentage for all other facility types were used. |If

CUBE Analyst origin -destination estimation process were also implemented. However, this negative growths were observed at any location, the subarea compound growth rates

setup was based on the earlier version of the SERPM 7 model . The subarea application was developed from the population and employment forecasts were applied at those

transferred to the latest version of the SERPM 7 model as part of this study. locations. The volum es were balanced and smoothed as needed. The growth rates of the
forecasted volumes were compared against the growth trends. Any outlier links were post-

Time of day traffic counts were coded into the 2017 network for the 2 -mile radius study processed.

area. Within the corridor | imits, twhscodedr@oEheSt udyods 2017 traffic count dat a

network. Outside the corridor, but within the 2 -mile radius limits, the traffic counts from 2016 The turning movement forecast was developed from the subarea origin  -destination

were obt ained and coded into the network. A SR 826 corridor growth rate was developed assignments . This way, the subarea origin -destination matrices and the turning movements

between the 2016 and 2017 traffic counts. The growth rate was applied to the 2016 subarea ensured to be consistent. The future year turns  were forecasted to ensure sufficient growth

traffic counts to develop the 2017 traffic counts for the subarea validation. between base and future year turns from the subarea traffic assignment model. If by an y
chance any negative/unreasonable turns were forecasted in the model at select

Various model network attributes, within the subarea, were reviewed and corrected . These locations, adjustments were performed to the turning movement forecasts to comply with

include d facility types, number of lanes, area types, posted speed, tolls for tolled lanes, the subarea growth rates.

geometric connections, turn penalties, centroid location and connections. All the s ubarea

network changes were propagated to the future years.
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2.4 TRAFFICFACTORS 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 sta tions to assess reasonableness of the data. The Design Hour Truck
(DHT) factor is the percentage of truck traffic during the peak -hour in the design year and
can be estimated as half ofthe T 24 factor. DHT at the ramp terminals and intersections were
deter mined from the turning movement counts. The Peak Hour Factor (PHF) for existing year

was based on field collected traffic counts (turning movement counts and mechanical

counts) and 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 corridor design traffic  was based on diurnal factors, as opposed to using the traditional

K and D factors. The diurnal factors are the peak period to peak -hour conversion factors
and were determined based on the traffic data collected. The diurnal factors were
compared againstthe v alues used in the previous planning study. The corridor traffic count
profile by hour was examined within the peak periods as well as the diurnal factors for the
various SR 826 mainline stations by direction.  An average 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 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

The project team conduct ed the development of unbalanced forecasts using the K and
D factors to compare against 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 proc ess also include d the possibility of revising the diurnal
factors as appropriate.

2.5 OPERATIONALANALYSES

A. Existing Area Type/Traffic Conditions
The traffic factor tables from the FDOT Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook  provide a

summary of K s and acceptable ranges for D 30. The K factor is the proportion of AADT Area Type Conditions

volumes occurring during the peak  -hour of the design year, depending upon the area type Under Saturated Saturated
and facility type. The D 3o factor is the proportion of traffic in the 30 th highest hour of the year Rural [] []
traveling in the peak period direc  tion. Table 2.1 and Table 2.2 show the FDOT Ksw and D 30 Urban Area/Transitioning Area L] X

target thresholds. o . N
B. Existing Area Type/Traffic Conditions

Table 2.1 - FDOT Standard K Factors?

Area Type Facility Type Kstd <o System Component
Large Urban Areas with Core Freeways 8.0-9.0 ottware Freeway Crossroad
Freeways Arterials 9.0 — - -
. asic . amp amp . .
Other Urbanized Areas FAr\?teevr\iIZ?;S 38 Name Version Segment Weaving Merge Diverge Arterials Intersections
tAdopted from the 2014 FDOT Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook, Figure 2.4 - FDOT Standard K Factors. ) HCSHCM 7/ 6th Edition |Z| |X| |Z| |X| I:' I:'
Synchro 10 L] [] [] [] X ¢
Table 2.2 - FDOTRecommended D 3o Factor Ranges 1 . .
Road Type Low D30 Medium D 30 High Dso  Standard Deviation SimTraffic [] [] [] [] [] []
Urban Freeways 50.4 55.8 61.2 411 CORSIM 6.3 X X X X X X
Urban Arterials 50.8 57.9 67.1 4.60
VISSIM
1Adopted from the 2014 FDOT Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook, Figure 2.9 - Recommended D -Factors (D) for Traffic Forecasting. D |:| |:| |:| |:| D
Other [] [] [] [] [] []
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Detailed operational analyses  were performed for all analysis years for both AM and PM

peak hours. The following operational analyses

forecasts:

Freeway Analysis
Freeway Weaving Analysis

Queuing Analysis
Intersection Analysis
Express Lanes Analysis

To To To o Do Io

Ramp Merge and Diverge A nalysis

were conducted utilizing the design traffic

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

gueue length analyses. Synchro results

using HCS7 and/or Synchro 10.

C. Calibration Methodology

Synchro:

were compared with CORSIM results at locations
where both models were applied. CORSIM models were developed for the 2017 existing
year for model calibration and for the 2045 design year to compare the No -Build
Alternative against the  Preferred Alternative. All other operational analyses (existing year,
opening year, and designyear) were performed based on the HCM 6th Edition procedures

Synchro models were calibrated in accordance with the guidelines provided in the FDOT®s
Traffic Analysis Handbook , March 2014. The calibration process also include  d the following

steps:

A Lost time adjustment factor ~ was adjusted to replicate field observed queue lengths.

A In order to calculate reasonable queuing in the model, all link terminals were
extend ed at least 1,000 feet from the last node.

A 95th percentile queue lengths that

the extent of queuing problems.

weret agged

wi t h veett Gexamirneddom 6

The calibration process 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 acti

vity.

SR 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Repol 826

CORSIM:

The simulation calibration incorporate  d guidance and criteria from the FDOTo6s Traffi
Analysis Handbook (2014) and FHWAG&s Tr affic Anal ys({(2604). TTafticc box V
volume data, travel time data, and field observations were used in the calibration of the

CORSIM models. CORSIM models were developed for the 2017 existing year for model

calibration and for the 2045 design year to compare the No -Build Alternative against the

Preferred Alternative. Four -hour AM and PM peak periods an  alysis were conducted using

154ninute flow rates.

Several calibration measures were used to ensure that the models accurately replicate d

existing year field conditions. The calibration process consist ed of measuring and

comparing volume, speed, and visual audits. The freeway mainline volumes were

calibrated using criteria specified in the FHWA® s Traffic Anal ysi s Too
Individual link flow targets were :

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

A Wwithin 100 veh/hr for more than 85% of cases where flows were less than 700 veh/hr.

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

A 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 against travel time runs with
the simulation output to ensure that the simulation provides similar trends and areas of
congestion.

Visual audits of the simulation were per f or med to analystds satg sfact
flow relationships for i ndividual links. In addition to average travel speeds, individual link

speeds and speed Zlow diagrams were used to evaluate the performance of the freeway

segments.

The major bottlenecks within the study area were calibrated to replicate the capacity an d

congestion based on field data. Visual audits of the simulation were performed to anal
satisfaction to observe speed  Z4low relationships for individual links and acceptable queuing

at intersections and other bottlenecks in the network. In addition t 0 average travel speeds,
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individual link speeds and speed Zlow diagrams were used to evaluate the performance The MOEs that were assessed from the HCS and Synchro analyses include d the following:

of the network.
A Freeway Analysis (HCS): Speed, Density, and LOS

A Intersection Analysis (Synchro): Total Delay, LOS, volume over capacity ratio, and

The existing conditions analysis ha d a simulation duration (4 hours AM and 4 hours PM) that _
95th Percentile queue length.

allows congestion to build and diss ipate and minimize the potential for unmet demand.

The 4th h f the AM k peri I ffic fl files f h : . .
€ 4th hour ot the peak period - was developed based on traffic flow profiles from the The Synchro reported inte rsection delay, 95th percentile queue length and volume over

cor?tlnuous machine co_unts. Volume .|nputs w_ere in 15-m!nute increments, WhI-Ch were capacity ratio for every movement at every intersection.

estimated based on traffic flow pr  ofiles from continuous machine counts. To determine the

minimum required number of simulation runs, statistical tests were performed using a 95% 26 LEVEL OESERVICESTANDARDS

confidence level and an allowable error of 10%. Any parameters that were changed from

the default value were do cumented and justified accordingly. All future year Build and No - FDOT recommends a target LOS D for roadways in urban areas. Therefore, LOS D or better

Build models were created from the calibrated 2017 existing year model. was considered an acc  eptable LOS .

D. Selection of Measures of Effectiveness (MOE) 2.7 EXPRES$ANESCONSIDERATION

Both qualitative and quantitative measures of performance or effectivene ss (MOEs)were The viability of a future express Ianes. S.y.stem along SR 826 was established and glocum.er.n.ed

used to differentiate between the alternatives. MOEs were assessed from CORSIM models in the SR 826Express Lanes Feasibility Study, dated September  2016. ThisFeasibility Sudy

for the AM and PM peak period, (4 hours each period) as well as the AM and PM peak also developed recommendation s for access points to/from the express lanes based on

hours. The CORSIM MOEs include d the following: trip origin and destination patterns, trip lengths, and the longitudinal spacing between
potential ingress/egress points and adjacent upstream/downstream on -ramp/off -ramp

A Freeway: Simulated Volu me vs. Demand Volume, Throughput, Operating Speed and locations. Recommendations fro m the 201 6 Feasibility Sudy were further supported by  a

Density . . _ subsequent origin and destination stud y conducted along SR 826 in  the year 2019. Results
A Interchange Terminal Intersections: Simulated Volume vs. Demand Volume on the from the 2019 origin -destination stud y are documentedin  the Traffic Data Collection Report
approach links, and queue lengths on the off -ramps.

a companion docume  nt to this SIMR. Access points for the express lane system proposed

A Network -wide: Total travel time, Total delay time, Vehicle -miles of travel, Average in this SIMR were further developed in coordination with FDOT  during the SR 826 PD&E Study.
speed and Latent demand

The CORSIM analysis compare d MOEs for the No -Build Alternative and Preferred Build
Alternative. CORSIM MOEs were assessed for a simulation period covering a total of 4 hours

in the AM period and 4 hours inth e PM period for each alternative scenario. 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)
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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 15 land use classification s 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 bound aries of existing land uses within the  study limits is included as Figure
3.1.

Table 3.1 § Existing Land Use/Vegetative Cover within the Project Study Area Legend
FLUCFCS o = Proi
" FLUCFCSDescription Percent 2. .t Project Study Area
Classification ] 111 Fixed Single
. . . . Family Units
- 0,
133 Multiple Dyvellmg Un|t§ Low Rise 24.64 2.54% oD
140 Commercial and Services 76.25 7.85% Units, Low Rise <Two
her Light Industr 22.17 2.28% B
155 Other Lig ustry ’ : 0 134 Multiple Dwelling
1411 Shopping Centers 34.4 3.54% ] Units, High Rise
. - . - <Three stories or
111 Fixed Single Family Units 297.75 30.64% more>
530 Reservoirs 17.58 1.81% ;‘;(r’v fézr:mercia' and
185 Parks and Zoos 20.15 2.07% 141 Retail Sales and
148 Cemeteries 18.99 1.95% Services
170 Institutional 8.79 0.90% A 148 Cemetgnes
171 Educational Facilities 9.8 1.01% i o ol
134 Multiple Dwelling Units - High Rise 38.58 3.97% @ 170 Institutional
812 Railroads and Railyards 1.55 0.16% 71 Educational
. Facilii
814 Roads and Highways 372.64 38.34% actiiies
185 Parks and Zoos
190 Open Land 2.73 0.28%
* 190 Open Land
510 Streams and Waterways 25.82 2.66% it
reams and
Total Land Use/Vegetative Cover 971.84 100% Waterways
1FDOT, FLUCFCS (Third edition), 1999. * 530 Reservoirs
4" 812 Railroads
BEGIN PROJECT a?;hsv‘:{gs &nd

Figure 3.1 - Existing Land Use
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3.2 EXISTINGROAD WAY NETWORK

SR 826

Between US 1 and SR 874, SR 826 consists of five to six 12 -foot wide general use lanes (three
lanes in the northbound direction and two to three lanes in the southbound direction) with

12-foot wide auxiliary lanes at selected 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 general use lanes (six lanes in each direction), 8  -foot to 10.5 -foot
wide outside shoulders, 11 -foot wide paved inside shoulders, a2 -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.

G SR 826
EXISTING SOUTHBOUND E NORTHBOUND EXISTNG
/%WAY /%ﬁ i %%\ RIGHT OF WAY \
L 50 Ry 206 ) - J
< i T
| 40 ‘:3112"'2‘12,17\’,[11',12' 12 2 15 48 |
‘ - [afefe] | Tofe]s |
| I RN | = S e = T
¥ [Tl - - - T
e mesnal Sl Weman LY GENERAL LISE LANE
AUXILIARY LANE

Figure 3.2 - Existing Roadway Typical Section between US 1 and SR 874

EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY
/ E@& WAY / RIGHT OF WAY %w_\
SOUTHBOUND ceneze NORTHBOUND |
| s 20 s !
i 2 iy
|75 8-105 t-4' 14" 14 1-4° 14 -4 1r r ot e e e e e 51057[
[ : 3
| elefofola] T Telefefefe]o] |
| S RS »_;vi‘:;:f.ii‘__}‘:::!e.-_::‘—[jl:;:Z_'T:,‘:’_ZT_'_‘;;Z'_’_’;ZT;:;, ! |
\,m SHOULDER— \mm MERJ T GENERAL LISE LANE
~ AUXILIARY LANE

Figure 3.3 - Existing Roadway Typical Section between SR 874 and SR 836

Arterial Corridors
There are ten existing full interchanges within the project limits.
lane geometry and configuration.

Figure 3.4 depicts the existing

Systems Interchange Modification Repol

826 g

US 10 Thiscorridor consists of six lanes, three lanes in each direction, with a posted speed
of 45 mph and three signali zed 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 di amond 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 signal  ized 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 mph and a 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 c orridor 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 | anes 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 Principal
Arterial.

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 quadrants
interchange. Flagler Street is functionally classified as a Minor Arterial.

SR 8360 Thiscorridor consistsof six to eight lanes, three to four lanes in each direction, with
a posted speed of 45 mph and a system to syst em interchange. SR 836 is functionally
classified as a Divided Urban Principal Arterial Expressway.
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3.3 EXISTINGIRAFFICVOLUMES checked against the new traffic counts, FTI 2016 traffic counts, and FTI 2017 r outine traffic

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

dated May 2019. 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 condition s, the development of 2017 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT),
the development of 2017 peak  -hour volumes and the development of traffic 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.

The traffic data collection effort consisted of seventy -seven 72 -hour directional Automatic
Traffic Recorder (ATR) hose-counts, twenty -eight 3 -hour AM/4 -hour PM intersection Turning
Movement Counts (TMC), and an Origin and Destination 3 -day Bluetooth Survey. The ATR
counts included arterials, interchange ramps and freeways within the project study limits.

The traffic data collection efforts were performed and completed according to the MLO V).

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

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

A The computed ADT volumes were converted to AADT by applying the applicable
FDOT seasonal adjustment factors and axle correction factors from the FDOT 2016
FTI. A separate spreadsheet shows all the volume adjustments for each individual
roadway segment.

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

A The generated AADT volumes were checked against the new traffic counts, FTI 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 were insignificant. The refore,
the TMCs were used as control values in the subsequent development of the intersection

turning movement volumes. The peak -hour volumes developed for the study area were
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Table 3.2 - 2017 SR 826 Existing Northbound Freeway Analysis Results
Analysis

3.4 EXISTINGIRAFFICOPERATIONS

Density VIC Density Vv/C

341 SRB260PERATIONANALYSIS Segment Description Tvpe Volume (pc/mifin Ratio LOS Volume (pc/mifin Ratio LOS
. . . . . AM Peak PM Peak
The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 6th Edition, as well as the Highway Capacity WIS SWE G Y
. . . . n-ramp to .
Software Version 7 (HCS7) and Synchro Version 10.0 were used for the operational analysis 46 | 36th St EB Off-ramp P Basic 8,476 29.0 068 | D | 5885 20.8 049 | C
in this study. Operational analyses were performed on freeway basic segments, ramp 45 | On-ramp from NW 25th St WB '\I>I/I;Joer} 554 i 031 | - 660 ) 038 | -
merge/diverge junctions, weaving sections, ramp terminals, arterial segments and s
: : - : aq | NW25th SLEB Offramp to NW 1 oo | 7 920 32.1 076 | D | 5225 21.8 052 | C
intersections. The HCS was used for the freeway basic segments, ramp merge/diverge 25th St WB On-ramp ’ ' ' ’ ' '
junctions and weaving sections. Synchro was used for the evaluation of the arterial 43 | Off-ramp to NW 25th St EB - - - - - - - -
|nters§ctlons. This software uses the methodology of the HCM to determine intersection 42 gszsB:«:g fEHBagnramp toNW2sth |\ 3.205 ] 102 | F 1.879 20.90 060 | C
capacity and LOS. b
41 | On-ramp from SR 836 EB - - - - - - - -
. . . . . . SR 836 WB Onramp to SR 836 .
Highway Capacity Methodology 0 This section presents the analysis results for the existing 40 | g On-ramp Basic 7,911 26.5 063 | D 4,916 16.5 039 | B
lane configuration under existing traffic conditions. An exi sting traffic operational analysis 39 | On-ramp from SR836 | Major 1893 ] 046 | - 1520 ) o1 | -
was conducted for the 2017 base condition for the freeway mainline and interchange westbound Merge
- - : - : 3g | Flagler St WB On-ramp to SR [ 6,018 30.1 071 | D | 339 17.0 040 | B
ramps. The first part of the analysis consisted of a basic freeway segment analysis used to 836 WB On-ramp asie ' ' ' ’ ' '
determine the current conditions under which the freeway mainline is operating. The 37 | On-ramp from Flagler St WB Merge 848 27.9 050 | C 515 16.9 029 | B
second pa.rt of the analysis con5|s.ted ofa rc.sl.mp merge, diverge and wc.aavmg anal;l/sls used 36 \?VFEB g:«.;le_rg)r;f-ramp to Flagler St Basic 5.170 6.0 06l | ¢ » 881 145 034 | B
to determine the current operating conditions of the ramps entering and exiting the P Maior
freeways. 35 | Off-ramp to SR 836 Diverge 2,128 22.0 040 | C 2,442 15.9 045 | B
34 g'sag'(‘;[ff;n:’f Offramp to SR\ gagic | 7,208 243 | 057 | ¢ | 5323 175 | 041 | B
Results 8 The freeway, weaving an d ramp junction analysis results for northbound and a3 | of 0 Fladler StWE
o . . .y -ramp to Flagler - - - - - - - -
southbound directions are summarized in Table 3.2 and Table 3.3. The collector distributor
ramps analysis results for northbound and southbound directions are summarized in Table 32 | On-ramp from SW 8th St WB - - ) ) - ) - -
; : ; ; : SW 8th St EB Onramp to Flagler Weave
3.4 and Table 3.5. The analysis results are also schematically summarized in Figure 3.8. 31 | SrwB Off-ramp 2,613 325 0.86 | D 1,890 22.0 058 | C
Output HCS reports can be found in Appendix B. 30 | On-ramp from SW 8th St EB ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
SW 8th St EB Offramp to SW 8th .
Findings & The freeway analysis shows that all locations are operating at an acceptable 29 | st EB Onramp Basic 7,582 30.1 0711 D | 587 23.6 056 | €
LOS for the year 2017 within the area of influence. The weaving analysis shows that one 28 | Off-ramp to SW 8th St EB D'K'/i’%re 888 25.4 025 | C 1,262 21.6 032 | C
location northbound and two locations southbound will operate at an unacceptable LOS R
_ > Vil op P 27 C‘;lra' VEVSV 'fEfB On -ramp to SW | g e 8,420 28.3 066 | D | 7,179 24.1 056 | C
(worst peak period LOS). The ramp junction analysis shows that one location southbound 8th St EB Off-ramp
will operate at an unacceptable LOS. 26 | On-ramp from Coral Way EB Merge 852 24.3 0.51 C 721 211 0.46 C
Coral Way EB Off -ramp to .
25 | Coral Way EB On ramp Basic 7,568 25.4 059 | C 6,458 21.9 051 | C
24 | Off-ramp to Coral Way EB Diverge 816 29.8 0.53 D 859 26.8 0.53 C
p3 | Bird Rd WB On-ramp to Coral Basic 8,384 28.2 066 | D | 7,317 24.9 058 | C
Way EB Off-ramp
22 | On-ramp from Bird Rd WB Merge 738 29.8 0.43 D 642 26.2 0.39 C
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Table 3.2 - 2017 SR 826 Existing Northbound Freeway Analysis Results (Continued)
Analysis

Density

VIC

\/[®

Table 3.3 - 2017 SR 826 Existing Southbound Freeway Analysis Results

Analysis

Systems Interchange Modification Repol

Density

\/[&

Density

VIC

o Density e
Segment Description Tvpe Volume (pe/mifin) Ratio LOS Volume c/mifln Ratio LOS Segment Description Tvpe Volume  (pc/mifin) Ratio LOS Volume (p/milin) Ratio LOS
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Bird Rd EB On-ramp to Bird Rd . NW 36th St EB On-ramp to NW .
21 | \WB On-ramp Basic 7,646 27.4 064 | D 6,675 23.4 055 | C L | 25th StWB Off-ramp Basic 9,572 33.0 078 | D 6,892 23.3 055 | C
20 | On-ramp from Bird Rd EB Merge 645 223 039 | C 361 17.9 022 | B 5 \?Vf;‘ramp o NW 25th Street | . orge | 1,553 40.4 094 | E 340 24.6 024 | C
SR 874 Onramp to Bird Rd EB . NW 25th St WB Off-
19 Basic 7,001 25.1 059 | C 6,314 22.1 052 | C ramp to ;
On-ramp 3 NW 25th St EB On-ramp Basic 8,019 27.6 0.65 D 6,552 22.1 0.52 C
On-ramp from SR 874 (toll road Major i i i i
18 merge) Merge 2,769 0.46 1,707 0.28 4 | On-ramp from NW 25th St EB - - ; - ] ) ] .
17 | Miller Dr WB On-rampto SR874 | g ;- 4,232 22.4 053 | C | 4,607 23.9 056 | C 5 | NW25th StEB On-rampto SR |- \\0 e 2,898 27.1 092 | ¢ | 2813 37.9 088 | E
On-ramp 836 WB Off-ramp*
16 | On-ramp from Miller Dr WB ,\'Z'gg; 646 - 034 | - 712 - 037 | - 6 | Off-ramp to SR 836 WB - - - - - - - -
- ] : SR 836 WB Offramp to SR 836 .
15 | Bird RAEB Offramp toMillerDr | g e | 3586 24.9 060 | C | 3895 26.5 063 | D 7 | Off-ram Basic | 5792 24.0 057 | C | 6772 21.4 065 | D
WB On-ramp p
14 | Off-ramp to Bird Rd EB Major 476 19.0 0.26 B 520 22.0 0.28 c 8 Off -ramp to SR 836 Diverge 481 24.6 0.27 C 90 24.2 0.06 C
Diverge SR 836 Offramp to Flagler St
i - i _ Basi 311 21.2 51 682 26.1 . D
13 'I\E"g'gﬁ'?r;'fni OfframptoBirdRd | - pagic | 4,062 20.4 049 | C | 4415 23.6 057 | C ® | WB Off-ramp asic | >3 051 C | 668 ° 0-63
Major
12 | Off-ramp to Miller Rd WB ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] 10 | Off-ramp to Flagler St WB Diverge 1,752 19.6 049 | B 1,103 24.2 044 | C
Sunset Drive WB On-ramp to 17 | Flagler StWB Off-ramp to SR | g0 3,559 17.8 043 | B | 5579 27.9 067 | D
11| Viller Dr EB off-ramp Weave 1,303 25.3 062 | C 1,446 26.8 067 | C 836 EB On-ramp _
10 | On-ramp from Sunset Dr WB ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] 12 | On-ramp from SR 836 EB ,\';";J;’é 2,306 - 056 | - 1,832 ; 048 | -
g |Sunset Dr EB Offramp to | g 0 | 3770 24.8 060 | C | 3670 25.8 062 | C 13 | SR 836 EBOn-ramp to Flagler | g ;o 5,865 23.0 055 | Cc | 7411 29.3 070 | D
Sunset Dr WB on-ramp St WB On-ramp
8 Off-ramp to Sunset Drive EB - - - - - - - - 14 | On-ramp from Flagler St WB Merge 1,096 20.7 0.54 C 1,055 23.3 0.52 C
SW 88th St WB On-ramps to Flagler St WB On-ramp to SW .
7| Sunset Dr EB Oftramp 15 | i St EB Onramp Basic 6,961 27.2 065 | D 8,466 335 080 | D
6 On-ramp from SW 88th WB Weave - - - - - - - - 16 | On-ramp from SW 8th St EB - - - - - - - -
SW 88th Street EB On-ramp to SW 8th St WB On-ramp to
5 off ramp to Sunset Drive EB Off - 1,529 29.9 0.80 D 1,948 27.3 0.90 C 17 Flagler St WB Off-ramp** Weave 1,461 29.1 0.70 D 2,257 i 1.01 F
ramp 18 | Off-ramp to Coral Way WB - - - - - - - -
4 SW 88th Street EB On-ramp - - - - - - - - ;
SW B8 SLEB Offrams 1o SW 19 28:2: V\\’I\;ayw\’;%r?f_frar;amp t© Basic 6,620 21.3 052 | ¢ | 8108 26.6 064 | D
3 | gaih StEB orram P Basic 2,783 27.3 067 | D | 1,990 19.7 048 | C Y P
on-ramps 20 | On-ramp from Coral Way WB Merge 599 21.3 033 | C 828 27.3 047 | C
2 Off-ramp to SW 88th St Diverge 99 29.4 0.06 D 107 22.3 0.06 C i}
21 CB:.O;a'R de% g\f’fB on -ramp o Basic 7,219 23.4 056 | C | 8936 29.6 071 | D
1 | US1toSW 88th St EB Offramp Ramp 2,882 - 0.70 | - 2,097 - 051 | - Ir -ramp
22 | Off-ramp to Bird Rd WB Diverge 1,351 12.9 035 | B 1,446 17.5 040 | B
g3 | BirdRAWB Off-rampto SR874 | g0 5,868 19.3 046 | C | 7,490 24.9 060 | C
WB Off-ramp
24 | Off-ramp to SR 874 Diverge 703 22.4 040 | C 1,010 28.5 051 | D
25 SE/;;‘; WB Offramp to SR 874 | g ¢ 5,165 16.9 041 | B | 6,480 21.4 052 | C
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Table 3.3 - 2017 SR 826 Existing Southbound Freeway Analysis Results (Continued)

Table 3.5 - 2017 SR 826 Existing Southbound C -D Ramps Results

Segment Description Rl DETELY vic LOS Volume DETEY vic LOS Ramb Seament Volume (vehrhr) Capacity ~ Volume/Capacity
Type Volume  (pc/mifin) Ratio (pc/mi/ln)  Ratio p o€g AM PM (pc/h) AM PM
AM Peak PM Peak 1 SR 836 Offramp to Flagler St 2188 1574 4000 0.58 0.42
26 | Diverge to SR 874 D'}flae“fgre 1,407 15.7 023 | B | 2469 19.9 040 | B , | Flagler StOff-rampto FlaglerSton - | ..o 731 2100 0.68 0.7
: : ramp
27 g':_f;:]pD“’erge toBird RAEB | pogic | 3758 24.1 058 | C | 4011 26.3 063 | D 3 | SR 8260ff-ramp to Flagler St 849 843 1900 0.48 0.47
28 | On-ramp from Bird Rd WB i i i i i i i i 4 Flagler St WB off-ramp 379 256 1900 0.21 0.14
Bird Rd EB Onramp to Sunset 5 Flagler St On-ramp 2151 1804 4000 0.57 0.48
29 i 1,472 23.2 0.55 C 1,612 27.0 0.61 C - R
Dr WB Off-ramp 6 Irzellar:?ler St Off -ramp to SW 8th St Off 1055 749 4000 0.28 02
30 | On-ramp from Miller Dr EB Weave - - - - - - - - b
e DrEB O oS " 7 SW 8th St WB Off-ramp 571 601 1900 0.32 0.34
iller Dr n-ramp to Sunse ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
31 | DrwE Off-ramp 8 | Sw 8th StEB Offramp 484 | 148 1900 027 | o0.08
52 | Off-ramp to Sunset Dr WE ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] 9 | Bird Rd On-ramp 856 | 1416 5700 0.16 0.26
Bird Rd On-ramp to SR 874 On -
33 Sunset Dr WB Off-ramp to Basic 3,345 213 051 c 3.895 253 061 c 10 ramp 1559 2426 7600 0.22 0.34
Sunset Dr EB On-ramp SR 874 O o SR 826 O
nramp to n-
34 | On-ramp from Sunset Dr EB Merge 290 21.4 018 | C 313 24.4 018 | C 11 ramp P 1137 1635 3800 0.32 0.46
Sunset Dr EB On-ramp to SW - 12 | Miller Dr On -ramp 661 1057 3800 0.19 0.3
35 88th St WB Off-ramp Basic 3,635 23.3 0.56 C 4,208 26.7 0.64 D
36 | Off-ramp to SW 88th St WB ijge 1,568 21.8 045 | ¢ | 1,638 25.0 041 | C
SW 88th St WB Off-ramp to SW .
37 88th St EB On-ramp Basic 2,067 19.9 0.48 C 2,570 24.5 0.59 C
38 | On-ramp from SW 88th St EB Merge 69 20.9 0.04 C 109 25.1 0.06 C
39 | SW88th St EB Onramp to US 1 Basic 2,136 20.8 0.50 C 2,679 26.3 0.64 D

Note: *HCS do not support 3 -lane ramp analysis **Shortest distance is considered for the worst condition
Weaving Volumes are included in  Appendix V

Table 3.4 - 2017 SR 826 Existing Northbound C -D Ramps Results
Volume

Volume/Capacit
(vehthr) Capacity —
Ramp Segment (pc/h)

AM PM P AM PM

8 On-ramp from Flagler St 800 632 4,000 0.23 0.17

7 Flagler St On-ramp to SR 826/SR 836 2.467 1,349 6,000 0.44 024

Off-ramp

6 Off -ramp to Flagler St 614 697 1,900 0.34 0.39

5 SR 826 offramp to Flagler St On - 1,087 717 2.100 055 0.36
ramp

4 Bird Rd Ramp Terminal 1,259 1,076 4,200 0.32 0.27

3 Bird Rd Off-ramp to SR 874 On - 510 606 4,000 014 0.16
ramp

2 Bird Rd Off -ramp/Miller Dr On -ramp 1,156 1,318 6,000 0.21 0.23

1 Miller Dr On -ramp 680 798 4,200 0.17 0.20
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3.4.2 SRB74ANDSRB336 OPERATIONANALYSIS Table 3.6 - 2017 SR 874 and SR 836 Existing Freeway Analysis Results (Continued)

Analysis  Mainline Density Vv/C Mainline Density Vv/C

Results 8 The SR 874 and SR 836 freeway segments within the area of influence were Segment Description

Type Volume  (pc/mi/in) Ratio Volume  (pc/mi/in) Ratio
analyzed the same way as the SR 826 facility. A summary of the results is presented in ~ Tables AM Peak PM Peak
3.6 0 3.8. The analysis results are also schematically summarized in  Figure 3.8. Output H CS SR 874SB Segment between
reports can be found in Appendix C. g':_?flg]g’ BrdRAWB | pasic | 1,407 8.9 023 | A | 2469 153 | 039 | B
. . On ramp from Bird Rd
Table 3.6 - 2017 SR 874 and SR 836 Existing Freeway Analysis Results EB Merge 422 13.2 0.23 B 578 19.7 0.31 B
L Analysis | Mainline Density VIC Mainline Density VIC ;
Segment Description Type  Volume  (pc/mifin)  Ratio -O° Volume | (pc/miin)  Ratio  -O° \(/Jvne_srta?;?rd Rd WB Basic 1,829 11.6 030 | B 3,260 20.2 052 | C
AM Peak PM Peak
- ‘ SR 874NB Segment between
SR 836 EB Segment between West of Off ramp to
. ; Basic 3,289 20.2 0.52 C 2,177 13.5 0.35 B
NW 87th Ave Off -ramp | g gic | 5,166 387 | 092 | E | 4207 283 | 069 | D Bird Road eastbound
to SR 826 Off-ramp Off ramp to Bird Road
Off-ramp to SR 826 Diverge 1811 38.3 1.03 | F 1597 31.6 088 | D eastbound Diverge 749 24.5 041 1 C 470 17.7 024 1 B
SR 8260ff-ramp to i Off ramp to Bird Road .
Flagler St SB Oﬁ-ramp Basic 3,355 24.4 0.60 C 2,700 17.8 0.43 B eastboupnd & SRE26 Basic 2,769 17.0 0.44 B 1,707 10.6 0.27 A
Off-ramp to Flagler St | 1, o 0o 589 26.2 032 | C 529 20.8 03 | C

SB
Flagler St SB Off-ramp

Table 3.7 - 2017 SR 836 Existing Eastbound C-D Ramps Results

Basic 2,766 20.0 0.49 C 2,171 14.2 0.35 B i
to SR 826 on-ramp Volume (veh/hr) ‘ Capacity Volume/Capacity
Major Ramp Segment h
On-ramp from SR 826 | |\ ¢ 2942 - 052 | - 2814 - 051 | - AM ‘ PM ‘ (pc/h) AM ‘ PM
SR 826 Onramp to Basic 5708 225 055 C 4.985 16.3 0.40 B NW 87th Ave On -ramp 1,093 859 2,000 0.58 0.46
Flagler St WB On-ramp
NW 87th Ave On -ramp/SR 836 Off -ramp 2,904 2,456 4,000 0.77 0.65
SR 836 WB Segment between
NW 72nd Ave Off - g;’g ?Bth Ave On -ramp/SR 836 Off -rampto SR |, 1, | 1 955 6,000 0.46 0.35
ramp to SR 826 Off - Basic 4,568 17.1 0.42 B 5,663 21.4 0.53 C W S7th Ave O 'SR 836 Off o SR
ramp ve n -ramp “ramp fo 879 | 1,030 4,000 0.23 0.27
Major 836 and Flagler St

SR 826 Offramp to SR Basic 1282 8.0 020 | A 4033 25 4 062 | ¢ SR 836 Oftramp to SR 826 NB 2,086 | 1,302 4,200 0.53 0.33
826 SB Onramp ' '
- SR 836 Offramp to Flagler St Off -ram 436 471 2,100 0.22 0.24
gg ramp from SR826 | e | 1305 17.7 067 | B 620 258 | 033| C pioTag P
SR 826 SB Orramp (0 SR 826 NB Offramp to SR 836 EB 1,422 1,943 3,800 0.40 0.54
NW 87th Ave SB On - Basic 2,587 15.7 0.39 B 4,653 28.6 0.72 D Flagler St WB Off-ramp to SR 836 EB 1,119 834 3,800 0.31 0.23
ramp
Milam Dairy Rd Off -ramp to Flagler St On -ramp 226 1,056 4,000 0.06 0.28
Flagler St On -ramp to Milam Dairy Rd On - 773 1,455 6,000 014 0.26
Ramp
Milam Dairy Rd Off -ramp 2,142 834 5,700 0.40 0.16
Milam Diary Rd On -Ramp 90 451 2,000 0.05 0.24
Off ramp from SR 826 SB Off -ramp to SR 836 EB 1,520 871 3,800 0.42 0.24
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Table 3.8 - 2017 SR 836 Existing Westbound C -D Ramps Results
Volume (veh/hr)

Volume/Capacity

Capaci
Ramp Segment AV oM ‘ (g)c /h)ty AN
Milam Dairy Rd Off -ramp 769 1,852 4,000 0.20 0.49
mirlri;\: Dairy Rd Off -ramp to SR 826 NB On - 385 1,069 2100 0.19 054
SR 836 Offramp to SR 826 NB 1,508 451 4,000 0.40 0.12
SR 836 Off-ramp to SR 826 SB 1,778 1,179 3,800 0.50 0.33
SR 826 NB Offramp to SR 836 706 499 3,800 0.20 0.14
SR 826 SB Offramp to SR 836 1,200 800 4,000 0.32 0.21
gFBQ g&r‘frlgﬂnﬂzm Diary Road Off -ramp to SR 826 1,323 2,600 6,000 023 0.46
rSaF:n&[B)ZG SB Offramp to SR 836 EB/Flagler St On- 1,804 2,690 8,000 024 036
SR 826 NB/SB Offramp to SR 836 On -ramp 1,906 1,299 6,000 0.34 0.23
SR 836 EB Offramp to NW 87th Ave On -ramp 1,093 1,794 6,000 0.19 0.32
NW 87th Ave Off -ramp/SR 836 On -ramp 748 2,089 5,700 0.14 0.39
rl\zmsﬂh Ave On -ramp to NW 87th Ave Off - 939 2.277 5,700 017 0.42
NW 87th Ave Off -ramp to SR 836 On -ramp 645 1,522 3,800 0.18 0.43

Findings & The freeway analysis shows that one location eastbound will operate at an
unacceptable LOS (worst peak  period LOS) within the area of influence. The ramp junction
analysis shows that one location eastbound will operate at an unacceptable LOS.

3.4.3 QROSSINBOADWAYSPERATIONANALYSIS

Intersection analysis for ramp terminals and adjacent intersections was per formed at all
interchanges within the area of influence using existing turning movement volumes, existing

lane geometry, signal timing, 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
Output Synchro reports can be found in Appendix D.

Systems Interchange Modification Repol 826 )

Table 3.9 - 2017 Existing Intersection LOS and Delay Results

Table 3.9.

Arterial Intersection

SR 990/ SW 112th Street/ Killian Drive** E 62.3 D 46.7
SR5/US1 SW 104th Street** D 48.8 E 60.7
SW 98th Street** D 49 E 61.4
SW98th Street SW 77th Avenue** C 26.9 B 171
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 35.5
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 3.5
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 30.4
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 Term_inal** 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

SW 82nd Avenue** C 324 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 25t Street -
Northbound Ramp Terminal* D 51.7 C 25.1
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 3.9, the existing intersection operational results indicate of the 4

intersections 3 2 are operating at LOS D or better. Nine intersections are operating at LOS E
and two intersections are operating LOS F.

3

Systems Interchange Modification Repol
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3.5 EXISTINGTRANSITO PERATIONS

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 Efor details ).

Metrobus

Currently, there are no Metrobus routes serving the SR 826 corridor within the study limits.
The following Metrobus Routes serve major arterials that intersect the SR 826 corridor. See
Figure 3.9.

Metroralil

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 con  nects 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 transport ation 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 transportation
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 Expresswap&E Study
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1 US 1/Busway Route Number: 31, 34,
38, 39, 52, 73, 87, 88, 104, 204, 252,
272, 287, 288 and 500 Dolphin

( DOLPHIN EXPY

lllllllll

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

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

I Sunset Drive/SW 72 Street Route
Number: 72

4
=
. . < BIRD
71 Miller Drive/SW 56 Street Route /u;ﬂil; T 0 o o o ol - "
> > = > > >
Number: 56 = 53259 g 3 2 :
2 gl z z =z 2 z| = = =

. w o w n n 0 MILLER DRIVE » [22)
1 Bird Road/SW 40 Street Route 5 56 gy

Number: 40 and 82

IVE
1 Coral Way/SW 24 Street Route

Number: 24 and 82

87, 88, 104, 204,
272,288, 500

 SW 8 Street Route Number: 8 and 82

252, 287,500

1 Flagler Street Route Number: 7, 11, 51

RED RD

{72 AVE
DLAM RD

| Project Limits P31 v
f Sourcehttps://wwwS.miarﬁidade.qov/transit/librarvfwmfeb.gd
A= =) = AT

Figure 3.9 - 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
0 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 Space s: Spaces: 1,274
o Utilization Rate: 88% (FDOT 2018 Park & Ride Facility Inspections and
Performance Evaluations Report)
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1 Dadeland North Metrorail Station below and focuses on crashes that occurred on the mainline, within ramp junction and
o0 Station Address: 8310 South Dixie Highway interchanges.
o Connecting Metrobus Service: 87, 88, 104, 204 Killian KAT, 272 Sunset KAT, 288/
288A Kendall Cruiser, 500 Midnight Owl SR 826 (Section 87260000) has varying typical sections and year 2015 AADT within the study
o Parking Spaces: Spaces: 2,032 limits. The southern segment of SR 826 from US 1 (Mile Post 0.000) to north of SR 874 (MP
o Utilization Rate: 11% (FDOT 2018 Park & Ride Facility Inspections and 3.690) consists primarily of six travel lanes (three lanes in each direction) and has a 2015
Performance Evaluations Report) AADT range of between 49,500 and 122,500 vehicles per day (vpd) based on the FDOT
Florida Traffic Online (FT 1) reports for Portable Traffic Monitoring Sites (PTMS) within the south
Planned improvements and new park -and -ride facilities are currently included in the segment for stations 87 -0562, 87-0563, 87-0564, and 87 -0565. In contrast, the northern
Miami -Dade 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (see  Table 3.10). segment of SR 826 from north of SR 874 (3.700) to north of NW 25 Street (MP 8.586) consists
prim arily of ten travel lanes (five lanes in each direction) and two undesignated HOV lanes
Table 3.10 - 2040 LRTP Parkand -Ride Projects (one in each direction) and has a 2015 AADT range of between 159,000 and 194,500 vpd
Project Location Description Priority based on the FDOT FTI reports for PTMS within the north segment for stations 87  -0566, 87-
Busway Busway at SW | Park-and -Ride facility with 250 - | o, 0 0567, 87-0568, and 87 -0569. The study corridor limits were divided in two segments for the
Park-and -Ride Facility 104 St 300 surface parking spaces analysis of crash data; the mainline south segment and the mainline north segment.
Expand Metrora!I_Park i Dadeland EXpa_md Park-ano.l “Ride facility - Interchange crash analysis is documented separately from the SR 826 mainlin e.
and -Ride Facility at South with 1000 parking space Priority Il
Dadeland South garage
Busway Park-and -Ride Busway at SW | New Park -and -Ride facility with Unfunded 3.6.1 RB826ROMUSL TONORTHOF SR874¢C SOUTHEGMENT
Facmty, 112 St minimum of 200 Shaces The south segment of SR 826 from US 1 (MP 0.00) to north of SR 874 (MP 3.690) spans a total
Fxpand Metrora!I-Park ) Dadeland New 1-000 space parking - length of 3.69 miles, or approximately 43% of the entire study corridor, and traverses the SR
and -Ride Facility at North garage with ground floor retalil Unfunded ! o
Dadeland North and office space 5/US 1 Interchange (MP 0.000), SR 94/SW 88th Street/ Kendall Drive Int  erchange (MP 0.858),
Park-and -Ride Garages at Construction of Park -and -Ride SR 986/SW 72nd Street/Sunset Drive Interchange (MP 1.864), SW 56th Street/Miller Drive
Metrorail City of Miami facilities at Metrorail stations Unfunded Interchange(MP 2.884), and SR 874 Interchange (MP 3.199) from south to north,
Stations within the City of Miami respectively.

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.

A crash summary was developed for this segment to cate gorize 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 3.11 summarizes the crash statistics for the south

3.6 CORRIDORCRASHANALYSIS segment of SR 826.

The crash analysis efforts are documented in the Crash Analysis Report , dated June 2019,

a companion document to the PD&E Study. The purpose of this report is to summarize the

crash analysis along SR 826 from US 1 to NW 25th Street. Crash da taon SR 826 fromUS 1to

NW 25th Street was obtained from the FDOT6s Crash AnalysiF®edslporting System
data from the latest five -year period included crashes reported between January 1, 2011

and December 31, 2015. Trends, patterns and comparison of crash rates are presented
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Overall, there were a total of 492 crashes along the south segment of SR 826 during the Table 3.11 - SR 826 Summary of Crashes 6 South Segment
five -year crash period with 120 crashes in 2011, 90 crashes in 2012, 89 crashes in 2013, 88 "“'“"E;f’““*'as"es s year | Mean

edar
crashes in 2014, and 105 crashes in 2015 that occurred on the south segment SR 826. Further S“ffgf,’u"f,,"Ei?;“:;ﬁfj:‘ff;::;l"s 2011 | 2012 | 2015 | 2018 | 2015 c::::; c;;::es *
review of these crashes by direction suggests that overall, 208 (42.3%) crashes occurred in Year

the northbound direction, 280 (56.9%) crashes occurred in the southbound direction, and CRASH TYPE E:;ES: 5; 5; f 5: 7'; 239 503 5;’;5?
4 (0.8%) crashes were unknown. The following summarizes the crashes by direction Angle o ol o|lo]o 0 0o | oo%
. . Left Turn o o o o o 0 o 0.0%
Occurrlng eaCh year' Right Turn o o o o o 0 o 0.0%
Sideswipe 19 24 18 15 17 93 19 18.9%
. . Backed Into 0 0 0 Q0 0 0 0.0%
A 120 crashes with 51 (42.5%) northbound and 69 (57.5%) southbound in 2011 Coll.w/ Parked Car 1 | o] o 1] o0 2 0 | o4
A 90 crashes with 40 (44.4%) northbound, 48 (53.3%) southbound and 2 (2.2%) unknowns = ::ﬁ :f;i”a” e e BN W S oo
in 2012 Fixed Object 28 6 13 5 5 57 11 | 11.6%
Ran Off Road o o o o o o 0.0%
A 89 crashes with 36 (40.4%) northbound, 51 (57.3%) southbound and 2 (2.2%) unknowns Overturned 1 o | o | 2 0 3 1 0.6%
H Other 17 5 9 g 8 43 10 9.8%
In 2013 Total Crashes 120 a0 89 88 105 492 a8 100.0%
A 88 crashes with 37 (42.0%) northbound and 51 (58.0%) southbound in 2014 SEVERITY PDO Crashes 69 | 47 | 55 | 59 | 58 | 289 | 58 | 58.7%
A 105 crashes with 44 (41.9%) northbound and 61 (58.1%) southboundi  n 2015 ,F:Jtuar'f,;f::,f; T R B e e v B
LIGHTING Daylight 76 50 6o 53 [=15] 311 62 63.2%
CONDITIONS Dusk 2 7 4 5 1 19 4 39%
Diawn 0 1 1 0 2 4 1 0.8%
Dark 42 30 13 30 34 154 31 31.3%
Unknown o 2 W] o 2 4 1 0.8%
SURFACE Diry 94 B7 540 61 80 361 72 73.4%
COMNDITIONS Wet 2B 22 30 27 25 130 2B 26.4%
Others o 1 o o o 1 o 0.2%
MOMNTH lanuary 11 7 3 1 =] 28 =] 5.7%
OF YEAR February 14 8 9 1 8 40 8 8.1%
March 13 a8 & 10 11 48 10 9.8%
April 9 7 5 5 a8 34 7 6.9%
May 9 5} a8 10 12 45 9 9.1%
June 5 9 7 o 12 39 8 7.9%
July 8 1 7 3 1 20 4 4.1%
August 13 11 =] 15 12 57 11 11.6%
September 16 13 13 11 = 59 12 12.0%
October 3 9 9 9 16 46 9 9.3%
Nowvember 9 7 10 a8 9 43 9 8.7%
December 10 5] g 33 7 6.7%
DAY Sunday 12 12 13 16 15 73 15 14 8%
OF WEEK Monday 22 16 12 20 12 82 16 16.7%
Tuesday 14 7 20 16 15 72 14 14.6%
Wednesday 22 12 11 12 10 o7 13 13.6%
Thursday 15 14 9 3 18 o4 13 13.0%
Friday 17 14 12 7 20 70 14 14.2%
Saturday 18 15 7 9 15 64 13 13.0%
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM 17 13 5 10 18 B3 13 12.8%
OF DAY 0600 AM - 0900 AM 19 11 13 16 22 86 17 17.5%
0900 AM - 1100 AM 9 8 7 = 10 39 8 7.9%
11:00 AM - 01:00 PM 9 7 a8 2 9 35 7 7.1%
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM 11 5 2 9 11 38 a8 7.7%
03:00 PM - 06:00 PM 23 17 28 17 15 100 20 20.3%
06:00 PM - 08:00 PM 16 13 12 13 9 03 13 12.8%
08:00 PM - 11:59 PM 16 16 9 16 11 63 14 13.8%
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Crash Distribution by Crash Type Crash Trends by Severity

An analysis of crash distribution by crash types was performed to identify the predominant
crash patterns along the south segment of the corridor. Figure 3.10 shows the crash
distribution summary by crash type for  the south segment of SR 826 .

An analysis of crash frequency by severity was performed to deter mine the overall trends
along the south segment of the corridor. Figure 3.1 1 shows the crashes by severity summary
for the south segment of SR 826 .

Crashes by Type Crashes by Severity
80 80
70 70
60
n 60
(O]
<
2 50 o
@) < 50
5 o
3 :
= © 40
S pS
= =
3 30
20
Rear End Sideswipe Fixed Object Others 10
m 2011 54 19 28 19
0 — I—
m 2012 55 24 6 5 PDO Crashes Fatal Crashes Injury Crashes
2013 49 18 13 9 m 2011 69 1 50
m 2014 56 15 5 12 = 2012 47 1 42
m 2015 75 17 5 8 2013 56 1 32
Total 289 93 57 53 m 2014 59 0 29
Figure 3.10 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Crash Type d South Segment m 2015 o8 0 47
Total Crashes 289 3 200

As shown in Figure 3.10, the leading crash types include rear  -end with 289 (58.7%) crashes,
sideswipe with 93 (18.9%) crashes and fixed -object with 57 (11.6%) crashes. Rear -end and
sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways with frequent stop -and -
go traffic conditions.

Figure 3.11 - SR 826 Crashes by Severity d South Segment

As shown in Figure3.11, t her e were 289
(40.7 %) Ol njury Crashesbod.
referenced five -year analysis period.

(58. 7%) oOoOProperty Damae
Further mor e, t here wer ¢
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Crash Distribution by Lighting Conditions Crash Distribution by Road Surface Conditions
An analysis of lighting conditions was performed to determine if inadequate lighting may An analysis of the road surface conditions was performed to determine if inadequate road
have contributed to significant crashes along the south segment of the corridor. Figure 3.12 surface conditions has contributed to crashes along the south segment of the corridor.
shows the lighting conditions summary for the south segment of SR 826. Figure 3.13 shows the road surface conditions summary for the south segment of SR 826.
Crashes by Lighting Condition Crashes by Road Surface Conditions
80 100
70 90
60 80
4 70
0 50 0
8 % 60
S 40 8
S © 50
E 30 g
< £
5 40
20 <
30
10
20
. mm
0 Daylight Dusk Dawn Dark Unknown 10
= 2011 76 2 0 42 0
2012 50 7 1 30 2 0 Dry Wet Others
2013 66 4 1 18 0 = 2011 94 26 0
m2014 53 5 0 30 0 m 2012 67 22 1
m 2015 66 1 2 34 2 2013 59 30 0
Total Crashes 311 19 4 154 4 m 2014 61 27 0
Figure 3.12 -SR 826 Crash Distribution by Lighting Conditions & South Segment = 2015 80 25 0
Total Crashes 361 130 1
As shown in Figure 3.12, most of the crashes occurred during daylight conditions. Of the _ S N
total 492 crashes that occurred  along the south segment, 1 77 (36.0%) crashes occurred Figure 3.13 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Road Surface Conditions 8 South Segment

during dark/dusk/dawn conditions, which is greater than the five -year Districtwide average
of 29%. A review of the existing conditions indicates that roadway lighting is present along
the center median  barrier throughout the study corridor limits.

As illustrated in Figure 3.13, 130 (26.4%) of the total crashes occurred during wet surface
conditions, which is greater than the five ~ -year Districtwide average for all roadways of 16%. Most
crashes however, about 73%, occurred during dry surface condition S.
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Crash Distribution by Time of Day

The crash distribution by time of day was analyzed to determine if the hourly variations were

having a substantial effect on the crash occurrences along the south segment of the
corridor. Figure 3.14 shows the crash distribution summary by time of day for the south
segment of SR 826.

Crashes by Time of Day
30
25
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zZ
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 2011 17 19 9 9 11 23 16 16
m 2012 13 11 8 7 5 17 13 16
2013 5 18 7 8 2 28 12 9
m 2014 10 16 5 2 9 17 13 16
m 2015 18 22 10 9 11 15 9 11
Total Crashes 63 86 39 35 38 100 63 68

Figure 3.14 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Time of Day 9 South Segment

As shown in Figure 3.14, the time periods with the greatest percentage of crashes occur
from 6:00 to 9:00 AM (17.5%) and from 3:00 PM to 6:00 PM (20.3%). These periods correlate
with the typical AM and PM peaks, which experience the worst congestion during the day

and indicates that most of the crashes can be attributed to traffic congestion rather than
roadway design features.

SR 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Repol 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 3.12 summarizes the
contributing causes for crashes occurring on the south segment of SR 826.

Table 3.12 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Contributing Causes 8 South Segment
Contributing Cause Total %

Careless or Negligent Manner 221 45%
Failed to Keep in Proper Lane 20 4%
Failed to Yield Right -Of-Way 19 4%
Drove too Fast for Conditions 13 3%
Followed too Closely 10 2%
Improper Passing 8 2%
Improper Turn 5 1%
Over -Correcting/Over -Steering 4 1%
Swerved or Avoided 4 1%
Ran Off Roadway 2 0%
Improper Backing 0 0%
Ran Red Light 0 0%
Ran Stop Sign 0 0%
Exceed Posted Speed 0 0%
Wrong Side or Wrong Way 0 0%
Disregarded Other Traffic Sign 0 0%
Disregarded other Road Markings 0 0%
Erratic, Reckless or Aggressive 0 0%
No Contributing Action 82 17%
Other Contributing Action 104 21%
Total 492 100%

As indicated in Table 3.1 2, approximately 53% of the recorded crashes that occurred in the

south segment of SR 826 is attributed to driver behaviors. These contributing causes include

driving in a o0Careless or Negligent Manner 6 with

ProperLane 6 with 20 (4%) crashes, -OatWay ® Fvaii tl e d1 97 o( 4%)e | d
Not e, 82 (17%) crashes have ONo Contributing Actio
Contributing Actiono identified for the contribut:i
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Crash Distribution by Milepost Average Crash Rates Review

The total number of crashes in the south segment of the study corridor has varied between

2011 and 2015 with an average of 98 crashes per year. The Average Daily Traffic (ADT) has
increased from 79,057 vpd in 2011 to 93,675 vpd in 2015. Crash rates in mill ion vehicle miles
traveled were calculated to determine if variations in total crashes was due to an increase

in ADT or influenced by driver and/or roadway conditions. Throughout the south segment,

the functional classification of the corridor is consisten t. Therefore, one crash rate was
calculated for the corridor segment for each year of analysis. Table 3.13 compares the

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

of the study corridor that experienced a high number of crashes. Figure 3.15 summarizes
the crash distribution by milepost between MP 0 .000 and 3.690 along the south segment of
SR 826.

Crashes by Milepost

40 actual crash rates (annually) to the statewide and District Six average crash rates for
- corridors with similar functional classification
30 Table 3.13 - SR 836 Actual Crash Rate vs. Average Crash Rate & South Segment
:
§ 25 Number of Crashes 120 90 89 88 105
Q Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 79,057 78,429 95,239 92,422 93,675
; 20 Actual Crash Rate (ACR) 1.127 0.852 0.694 0.707 0.832
g District Six Average Crash Rate (A) 1.799 1.875 1.899 2.017 2.312
= s Average Vehicle Exposure (M) 106.478 | 105.632 | 128.273 | 124.479 | 126.166
0 Statewide Average Crash Rate 1.380 1.867 1.793 1.927 2.090
As indicated in Table 3.13, the actual crash rate for the south segment of SR 826 is below
I I I I II the average crash rate for other corridors with similar functional classification (urban 0 other
0-05 1 05-10 1 10-15 1 15-20 1 20-25 | 25-30 | 3.0-369 limited access) in District Six for all years between 2011 and 2015, which may be attributed
2011 10 13 5 16 5 35 to the increase in ADT. Similarly, the actual crash rate for the south segment of SR 826 is
m2012 6 17 7 22 5 15 18 below the statewide average crash rate in all years 2011 through 2015.
2013 9 14 8 14 3 20 21
m2014 3 9 4 17 9 22 24
m2015 7 11 7 16 11 37 16
Total Crashes 35 64 31 85 33 130 114

Figure 3.15 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Milepost & South Segment

As shown in Figure 3.15, most crashes occurred between MP 2.5 3.0 with 130 (26%) crashes,
MP 3.0 0 3.69 with 114 (23%) crashes, and MP 1.5 & 2.0 with 85 (17%) crashes. These milepost
ranges identified correspond with the SR 826 interchanges at SR 874 (south side), SR 874
(north side), and SR 986/SW 72nd Drive, respectively.
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High Crash List Review

The FDOT6s High Crash Lists for spot s
identify whether any locations experienced an abnormally high number of crashes along
the south segment of the study corridor. Table 3.14 provides a summary list of the sp ots
(ramp junctions) and segments along the south segment of SR 826 identified in the 2011 -
2015 FDOT High Crash Lists (HCL).

(ramp

Table 3.14 - SR 826 High Crash List Review 8 South Segment

High Crash List (HCL) Check

Location Spot (Ramp Junction) Description Segment Description

SR 826 |2011-2015 HCL at MP 1.98]SB SR 826 Off-Ramp to WB SR 98

2011-2015 HCL from MP 0.000 to MP 0.3(M5 1 to S Dadeland Blvd
South Segment2011-2015 HCL at MP 2.80(SB SR 826 Off-Ramp to SW 56 St .

Note: Studylimits include SR 826/Palmetto Expressway (Roadway ID # 87260000), from milepost 0.000 to 3.690.

As indicated in Table 3.14, spots (ramp junctions) identified in the 2011 -2015 FDOT HCL
include MP 1.981 and MP 2.800, which is associated with the SR 826 sou  thbound off -ramps
to SR 986/Sunset Drive and SW 56 th Street/Miller Drive, respectively. The segment identified

in the 2011 -2015 FDOT HCL spans between MP 0.000 and 0.300, which is associated with the
section of SR 826 between SR 5/US 1 and Dadeland Bouleva  rd.

3.6.2 SRB26FROMNORTH OBR874TONW25 STREET NORTHEGMENT

The north segment of SR 826 from north of SR 874 (MP 3.700) to north of NW 25  th Street (MP
8.586) spans a total length of 4.896 miles, or approximately 57% of the entire study corridor,

and traverses the SR 976/SW 40t Street/Bird Road Interchange (MP 3.921), SW 24 t
Street/Coral Way Interchange (MP 4.985), SR 90/SW 8 t Street Interchange (MP 5.982), SR
968/Flagler Street Interchange (MP 6.488), SR 836 Interchange (MP 7.223), and NW 25 th
Street Interchange (MP 8.374) from south to north, respectively.

A crash summary was developed for this segment 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 3.15 summarizes the crash statistics for the north
segment of SR 826.

]

unct

o

n

SR 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study
Systems Interchange Modification Repol

Table 3.15 - SR 826 Summary of Crashes 6 North Segment

Number of Crashes Mean
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway from S Year STI;Tr Crashes %
874 to NW 25 Street 2011|2012 2013| 2014| 2015|cCrashed °" to
Year
CRASH TYPE |Rear End 526 | 475 | 455 | 506 | 471 | 2433 | 487 | 59.9%
Head On 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Angle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Left Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Right Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Sideswipe 135 | 123 | 135 | 197 | 165]| 755 151 | 18.6%
Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Coll. w/ Parked Car 1 2 3 1 3 10 2 0.2%
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 49 74 69 67 88 347 69 8.5%
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Overturned 5 4 4 1 4 18 4 0.4%
Other 118 [ 100 [ 93 87 | 102 ]| 500 100 | 12.3%
Total Crashes 834 | 778 | 759 | 859 | 833 | 4063 813 | 100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 503 | 517 | 566 | 622 | 614 | 2822 564 | 69.5%
Fatal Crashes 0 2 0 0 4 6 1 0.1%
Injury Crashes 331 | 259 | 193 | 237 | 215] 1235 | 247 | 30.4%
LIGHTING Daylight 584 | 532 | 505 | 601 | 579 | 2801 560 68.9%
CONDITIONS [Dusk 24 27 28 26 23 128 26 3.2%
Dawn 8 14 16 14 24 76 15 1.9%
Dark 218 | 203 | 208 | 211 | 207 | 1047 209 | 25.8%
Unknown 0 2 2 7 0 11 2 0.3%
SURFACE Dry 662 | 601 | 575 | 695 | 676 | 3209 642 | 79.0%
CONDITIONS |Wet 171 | 175 | 183 | 163 | 157 ] 849 170 | 20.9%
Others 1 2 1 1 0 5 1 0.1%
MONTH January 79 65 49 50 44 287 57 7.1%
OF YEAR February 68 71 53 56 78 326 65 8.0%
March 73 63 54 71 73 334 67 8.2%
April 65 57 76 47 64 309 62 7.6%
May 55 51 65 70 72 313 63 7.7%
June 74 63 53 91 73 354 71 8.7%
July 57 66 80 80 51 334 67 8.2%
August 54 75 57 60 85 331 66 8.1%
September 68 62 71 74 94 369 74 9.1%
October 68 95 67 | 101 | 71 402 80 9.9%
November 87 60 65 77 75 364 73 9.0%
December 86 50 69 82 53 340 68 8.4%
DAY Sunday 107 | 104 | 124 | 104 | 132] 571 114 | 14.1%
OF WEEK Monday 141 | 129 | 105 | 147 | 136 658 132 16.2%
Tuesday 135 | 98 107 | 124 | 123 587 117 14.4%
Wednesday 115 126 | 121 | 137 | 127 626 125 15.4%
Thursday 157 | 149 | 132 | 158 | 133 729 146 17.9%
Friday 106 [ 94 96 | 122 | 110| 528 106 | 13.0%
Saturday 73 78 74 67 72 364 73 9.0%
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM | 59 70 55 69 78 331 66 8.1%
OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM | 124 | 132 | 141 | 140 | 159 ] 696 139 | 17.1%
09:00 AM - 11:00 AM | 76 88 73 | 106 | 87 430 86 10.6%
11:00 AM - 01:00 PM | 87 79 66 89 75 396 79 9.7%
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM| 108 | 99 82 98 | 101 | 488 98 12.0%
03:00 PM-06:00 PM| 174 | 128 | 138 | 145 | 154 | 739 148 | 18.2%
06:00 PM -08:00 PM| 104 | 78 | 108 | 123 | 87 500 100 | 12.3%
08:00 PM-11:59 PM{ 102 | 104 [ 96 89 92 483 97 11.9%
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Overall, there were a total of 4,063 crashes along the north segment of SR 826 during the

five -year crash period with 834 crashes in 2011, 778 crashes in 2012, 759 crashes in 2013,

crashes in 2014, and 833 crashes in 2015 that occurred on the north segment SR 826. Further
review of these crashes by direction suggests that overall, 2,207 (54.3%) crashes occurred

in the northbound direction, 1,848 (45.5%) crashes occurred in the

and 8 (0.2%) crashes were unknown. The following summarizes the crashes by direction
occurring each year:

A

A

834 crashes with 453 (54.3%) northbound, 378 (45.3%) southbound and 3 (0.4%)
unknowns in 2011

778 crashes with 408 (52.4%) no rthbound, 368 (47.3%) southbound and 2 (0.3%)
unknowns in 2012

759 crashes with 433 (57.0%) northbound, 324 (42.7%) southbound and 2 (0.3%)
unknowns in 2013

859 crashes with 460 (53.6%) northbound, 398 (46.3%) southbound and 1 (0.1%)
unknown in 2014

833 crashes with 453 (54.4%) northbound and 380 (45.6%) southbound in 2015

859

southbound direction,

Crash Distribution by Crash Type

An analysis of crash distribution by crash types was performed to identify the predominant

Systems Interchange Modification Repol

crash patterns along the north segment of the corridor.
the north segment of SR 826 .

distribution summary by crash type for

826 g

Figure 3.16 shows the crash

Crashes by Type
600
500
(7]
()
- 400
o
O
'S 300
o
o)
g
e 200
0 Fl
Rear End Sideswipe | Fixed Object Coll. w/ Overturned Others
P ) Parked Car
m 2011 526 135 49 0 0 124
m 2012 475 123 74 1 5 100
2013 455 135 69 2 4 94
m 2014 506 197 67 3 4 82
m 2015 471 165 88 1 1 107
Total 2433 755 347 7 14 507

Figure 3.16 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Crash Type 0 North Segment

As shown in Figure 3.16, the leading crash types include rear
sideswipe with 755 (18.6%) crashes and other with 500 (12.3%) crashes. Rear
sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways with frequent stop
go traffic con ditions.

-end with 2,433 (59.9%) crashes,

-end and
-and -
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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 3.17 shows the crashes by severity summary

for the north segment of SR 826 .

As shown in Figure 3.17,t her e
(30. 4

1,

Crash Distribution by Lighting Conditions

Crashes by Severity

Crashes by Lighting Condition

Systems Interchange Modification Repol

An analysis o f lighting conditions was performed to determine if inadequate lighting may
have contributed to significant crashes along the north segment of the corridor.
shows the lighting conditions summary for the north segment of SR 826.
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m 2011 584 24 8 218 0
m 2012 532 27 14 203 2
2013 505 28 16 208 2
m 2014 601 26 14 211 7
m 2015 579 23 24 207 0
Total Crashes 2801 128 76 1047 11
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m2011 503 0 331
m2012 517 2 259
2013 566 0 193
m2014 622 0 237
m 2015 614 4 215
Total Crashes 2822 6 1235

235

Figure 3.17 - SR 826 Crashes by Severity 6 North Segment

in the referenced five

-year analysis period.

%) ol njury

were 2,822
Crashesbo.

(69.5%)

Further mor e,

Figure 3.18 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Lighting Conditions

o North Segment

As shown in Figure 3.18, most of the crashes occurred during daylight conditions. Of the

total 4,063 crashes that occurred along the north segment, 1,251 (30.8%) crashes occurred
OPr operty dubng daskigusk/dewn copditi@hs, atsch is ggeater than dhe five
tofl2@%. A revieay ofehe éistihgdcontlitons indidatas thaatl roadvaydighting is dreseneafprigr t e d
the center median barrier throughout the study corridor limits.

Figure 3.18

-year Districtwide average
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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 3.19 shows the road surface conditions summary for the north

segment of SR 826.

Crashes by Road Surface Conditions
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zZ
200
100
0
Dry Wet Others
m 2011 662 171 1
m 2012 601 175 2
2013 575 183 1
m 2014 695 163 1
m 2015 676 157 0
Total Crashes 3209 849 5

Figure 3.19 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Road Surface Conditions

0 North Segment

As illustrated in Figure 3.19, 849 (20.9%) of the total crashes occurred during wet surface

conditions , which is greater than the five

-year Districtwide average for all roadways of 16%.

Most crashes however, about 79%, occurred during dry surface conditions.

Systems Interchange Modification Repol

826 S

Crash Distribution by Time of Day

The crash distribution by time of day was analyzed to determine if the hourly variations were
having a substantial effect on the crash occurrences along the north segment of the

corridor. Figure 3.20 shows the crash distribution summary by time of day for the north
segment of SR 826.
Crashes by Time of Day
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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 2011 59 124 76 87 108 174 104 102
m 2012 70 132 88 79 99 128 78 104
2013 55 141 73 66 82 138 108 96
= 2014 69 140 106 89 98 145 123 89
m 2015 78 159 87 75 101 154 87 92
Total Crashes 331 696 430 396 488 739 500 483

Figure 3.20 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Time of Day 9 North Segment

As shown in Figure 3.20, the time periods with the greatest percentage of crashes occur
from 6:00 to 9:00 AM (17.1%) and from 3:00 PM to 6:00 PM (18.2%). These periods correlate
with the typical AM and PM peaks, which experience the worst congestion during the day

and indicates t hat most of the crashes can be attributed to traffic congestion rather than
roadway design features.
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Crash Distribution by Contributing Causes Crash Distribution by Milepost
An analysis of the contributing causes was conducted to identify the leading contributing Total crashes were plotted by milepost to determine any sections along the north segment
causes for crashes al ong the north segment of the corridor. Table 3.16 summarizes the of the study corridor that experienced a high number of crashes. Figure 3.21 summarizes
contributing causes for 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 3.16 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Contributing Causes 0 North Segment

Contributing Cause Total % ‘ .

Careless or Negligent Manner 2,287 56% Crashes by MllepOSt

Failed to Keep in Proper Lane 201 5% 200

Failed to Yield Right -Of-Way 167 4% 180

Improper Passing 75 2% @ 160

Followed too Closely 69 2% 5 140

Swerved or Avoided 28 1% 8 120

Improper Turn 20 0% s 100

Drove too Fast for Conditions 19 0% g 80

Over -Correcting/Over _-Steering 6 0% c

Wrong Side or Wrong Way 5 0% > 60

Erratic, Reckless or Aggressive 3 0% 40

Improper Backing 2 0% 20 II I I I III

Ran Off Roadway 2 0% 0 8.0 -

Exceed Posted Speed 1 0% 37-45 45-50 50-55 55-6.0 60-65 6.5-7.0 7.0-75 75-80 oo

Disregarded Other Traffic Sign 1 0% 2011 190 60 62 75 136 69 76 36 130

Disregarde_d other Road Markings 1 0% 2012 91 34 54 83 128 92 124 37 135

Ran Red L'th 0 0% m2013 62 37 26 74 135 111 173 35 106

Ran Stop Sign 0 0% m2014 96 44 51 82 141 119 167 30 129

No Contributing Action 500 12%

Other Contributing Action 676 17% m2015 69 42 34 84 116 90 180 44 174

Total 4,063 100% Total Crashes 508 217 227 398 656 481 720 182 674

As indicated in Table 3.16, approximately 65% of the recorded crashes that occurred in the Figure 3.21 - SR 826 Crash Distribution by Milepost 8 North Segment

north segment of SR 826 is attributed to driver behaviors. These contributing causes include

driving in a o0Careless or Negligent Manner 6 Wwi ,%sh:,hovy’infguye 3(2]5 r@q%t)crasgels %Cguﬂeéj ertweeg I}‘ﬂ':;:l?i'ol eql7'5"f"i@ 72&@834’2)”6‘?%3’
Proper Lane6 with 201 (5%) crashes, -Ofaady 60 Fuaiitihe d1 6TAY" Bl 96PrOFP Wil 644,(}7%) crashes, and MP 6.0 6 6.5 with 656 (16%) crashes. These
crashes. Not e, 500 (12%) crashes have O0ONo Con trpilc?pgshrimgeﬁ iﬂe”tiﬂeé ?o‘rregpr?rgj Wi@ W%ISR §2‘P @terc(hqnge%eatSR@@GaNéNrgg S i Street

have 0Other Contributing Actionoé identified fora43RSOVSY g Sireeh,(Qoth sidg). respegivel. olft §§ ¢! MpysHant to note
referenced years (2011 -2015), the FDOT project (FPID#249581 -1-52-01) was under

construction adding lanes along SR 826 from north of SR 90/SW 8  th Street to south of NW 25 th
Street. Further review of the crash data revealed that 544 (13.4%) crashes reported were
attributed to work zone related activities, perhaps including the maintenance of traffic

(MOT) for this project.
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Average Crash Rates Review High Crash List Review

The total number of crashes in the north segment of the study corridor has varied slightly The FDOT6s High Crash Lists for spots (ramp junc
between 2011 and 2015 with an average of 813 crashes per year. The Average Daily Traffic identify whether any locations experienced an abnormally high number of crashes along
(ADT) has varied slightly from 193,929 vpd in 2011 to 194,157 vpd in 2015. Crash rates in the north segment of the study corridor. Table 3.18 provides a summary list of the spo ts
million vehic le miles traveled were calculated to determine if variations in total crashes was (ramp junctions) and segments along the north segment of SR 826 identified in the 2011 -
due to an increase in ADT or influenced by driver and/or roadway conditions. Throughout 2015 FDOT High Crash Lists.
the north segment, the functional classification of the corridor is consistent. Theref ore, one
crash rate was calculated for the corridor segment for each year of analysis. Table 3.17 Table 3.18 - SR 826 High Crash List Review 8 North Segment
compares the actual crash rates (annually) to the statewide and District Six average crash High Crash List (HCL) Check
rates for corridors with similar functional classification. Location Spot (Ramp Junction) Description Segment Description
2011-2015 HCL at MP 3.828/3.83]NB SR 826 On-Ramp from WB SR 976
Table 3.17 - SR &6 Actual Crash Rate vs. Average Crash Rate & North Segment 2011-2015 HCL at MP 4.252  |SB SR 826 Oft-Ramp to WB SR 976
2011-2015 HCL at MP 4.923/4.924NB SR 826 On-Ramp from SW 24 St |11 5015 ey from MP 3.700 to MP 4.1|N and S of SR 976 interchange
Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 20112015 HCL atMP 6.040 (200 ft S of NB SR 826 On-Ramp from EB S|° ™ 2 7 ¢ .
SR826 |2011-2015 HCL atMP 6.072  |260 ft S of SB SR 826 Oft-Ramp to WB SR|* -+~ fom MP4.900 to MP 5.1]N and S of SW 24 Street interchangg
Number of Crashes 834 778 759 859 833 North S 20112015 HOL 2t MP 6080 INB SR 826 On Ramp from EB gR % 2011-2015 HCL from MP 5.800 to MP 6.8|S of SR 90 to S of SR 836
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 193,929 | 183574 | 200,131 | 197,036 | 194,157 1L 2015 HCL P 6152 |55 SR 826 Of Ramp ows SRe0 20112018 HCL fom WP 710010 MP 7.0 and  f SR 63 ierchange
g Yy ' ' ' ' ' 2011-2015 HCL at MP 6.615/6.62(1,100 ft S of NB SR 826 Oft-Ramp to EB SI:2011-2015 HCL from MP 8.200 to MP 8.7|N and S of NW 25 St interchange

Actual Crash Rate (ACR) 2411 2.376 2.127 2.445 2.406 2011-2015 HCL at MP 7.184 SR 826 Mainline under SR 836 Overpass

District Six Average Crash Rate (A) 1.799 1.875 1.899 2.017 2.312 20112015 HOL 2t MP8.531 1B SR 826 OffRamp to NW 25 St

Average Vehicle Exposure (M) 345.851 | 327.384 | 356.912 | 351.392 | 346.258 Note: Study limitsnclude SR 826/Palmetto Expressway (Roadway ID # 87260000), from milepost 3.700 to 8.586.

Statewide Average Crash Rate 1.380 1.867 1.793 1.927 2.090

As indicated in  Table 3.18, the major spots (ramp junctions) and segments identified in the

As indicated in  Table 3.17, the actual crash rate for the north segment of SR 826 is above 2011-2015 FDOT HCL include mileposts associated with the interchanges of SR 826 with SR
the average crash rate for other corridors with similar functional classification (urban o other 976/SW 40th Street/Bird Road, SR 90/SW 8t Street, SR 836 and NW 25t St r e et . ltds i mp

limited access) in District Six for all years between 2011 and 2015, which may be attributed

to the other causes besides an increase in ADT, such as driver and/or roadway conditions.

Similarly, the actual crash rate for the north segment of SR 826 is above the statewide
average crash rate forallyear s 2011 through 2015. Il tds i mpor
referenced years (2011 -2015), the FDOT project (FPID#249581 -1-52-01) was under
construction adding lanes along SR 826 from north of SR 90/SW 8th Street to south of NW

25th Street. The maintenance  of traffic (MOT) of this project may have been attributed to
approximately 13% of the total crashes identified along this segment of SR 826.

to note that within the referenced years (2011 -2015), the FDOT project (FPID#249581 -1-52-
01) was under construction adding lanes along SR 826 from n orth of SR 90/SW 8t Street to
south of NW 25 th Street. Further review of the crash data revealed that 544 (13.4%) crashes
feporiell wkr® atftifute® tot Womkt zon¥ i réldteld Nactititr€ perhaps including the
maintenance of traffic (MOT) for this project.

3.6.3 INTERHANGERASHANALYSIS

The crash analysis covers 11 interchanges with SR 826 including NW 25% Street, SR
836/Dolphin Expressway, SR968/Flagler Street, SR90/SW 8t Street, SW24th Street/Coral Way,
SR976/SW 40t Street/Bird Road, SR874/Don Shula Expressway, SW56th Street/Miller Drive,
SR986/SW 72nd Street/Sunset Drive, SR94/SW 88% Street and SR 5/US 1. The following

sections summarize the crash history between January 1, 2011 through December 31,
2015 that occurred within the interchange influence area including the section of mainline

between ramps andthe section of the arterial influenced by the ramp intersections.
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NW 25t Street Interchange Table 3.19 - NW 25th Street Interchange Crash Summary
Number of Crashes 5 Year Mean
NW 25t Street is a four-lane divided arterial that intersects with SR 826 and forms two SR 826/Palmetto Expressway AT § Year Total |Crashey o
. . . . . 25 Street Per
signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off ramps at the 2011|2012 2013/ 2014/ 20151 €25y vear
interchange. Figure 3.22 shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Table CRASHTVPEIRear End i 11l oal 153 1sd o674 13280 =769
3.19 summarizes the crash data within the influence area. Of the total 1,171 crashes Head On 0 1 2 0 0 3] 060 0.39
reported, 960 (82%) crashes were retrieved from the FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting Angle 12 8 24 221 1§ 84 1680 7.29
. . Left Turn 4 6 5 4 2 21  4.200 1.89
System and 211 (18%) from Signal-4 Analytics. Right Tum 1 0 1 3 > 2140 069
: ; : Sideswipe 26| 41| 47 81| 61 256] 51.20 21.99
Backed Into 0 0 1 1 1 3| 0.60] 0.39
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 2 0 0 0 2 0.40, 0.29
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 1 0 0 1 0 2 0.40, 0.29
| Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.00 0.09
Fixed Object 4] 10 6 8| 10 38 7.60 3.29
Ran Off Road 1 0 2 0 0 3| 0.60] 0.39
Overturned 0 0 1 2 1 4| 0.80 0.39
Other 9| 11/ 18] 17[ 19 74| 1480  6.39
Total Crashes 189] 190 201] 291f 300 1171 234.20 100.09
SEVERITY  |PDO Crashes 116] 123 161] 239 2471 886 177.20 75.79
Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00f 0.09
Injury Crashes 73| 67| 40/ 52| 53] 285 57.00 24.39
LIGHTING  |Daylight 144 146 141] 207| 221] 859 171.80 73.49
CONDITIONS |Dusk 8 71 11 13 11 50/ 10.000  4.39
Dawn 1 2 1 6 4 14/ 2.80] 1.29
Dark 36| 34 45| 65| 64 244 48.80 20.89
Unknown 0 1 3 0 0 4 0.80 0.39
SURFACE  |Dry 154] 145 163| 243 2671 972 194.40 83.09
CONDITIONS |Wet 35| 44| 35| 48] 33 195 39.00 16.79
Others 0 1 3 0 0 4 0.80 0.39
_ HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AW 9 7| 14| 18] 20 68| 13.60 5.89
/ \ OF DAY 06:00 AM-09:00 AW 14| 22| 25| 40| 34 135 27.00 11.59
1 o 09:00 AM-11:00 AWM 18| 18] 23| 26/ 23 108/ 21.60 9.29
TS 11:00 AM-01:00 PM 19| 26| 25| 38( 28 136 27.200 11.6%
o 01:.00 PM-03:00 PM 35| 34] 24| 35| 46| 174 34.80 14.99
2| o Grna (Hong Kong): Eor worea, Eai (Thatand), Mapmyindia, NGCG. © Openueetiap 0300 PM-06:00PM 48] 44] 42| 59 80 273 54.60 23.39
Rttt o, i A SIS U ey 06:00 PM-1159PM 46| 39| 48| 75| 69 277 55.40 23.79
Figure 3.22 - NW 25th Street Interchange Influence Area
The leading crash types include rear -end with 674 (57.6%) and sideswipe with 256 (21.9%).
A total of 1,171 crashes occurred at the NW 25  t Street interchange, with 189 crashes in Rear-end and sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and
2011, 190 crashes in 2012, 201 crashes in 2013, 291 crashes in 2014 and 300 crashes in 2015. interchanges. It should be noted that the NW 25t Street viaduct project (FPID#251185-1-

Of the total crashes, 886 (75.7%p wede 28Br d e r5308))Bravme 8 COuUt to SR826 was under construction during the referenced five-

olnjuryo. No fatalities were r e®@d%)tcmshes oftchrred e h yesrhériedd with the heBviedt hcbnstruction occurring between 2014 and 2015.
during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is lower than the Districtwide average

of 29%. Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for 195 (16.7%) crashes, which
is slightly above the Districtwide average of 16%.
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SR 836/Dolphin Expressway Interchange Table 3.20 - SR 836/Dolphin Expressway Interchange Crash Summary
Number of Crashes 5 Year Mean
SR 836/Dolphin Expressway is an eight -lane divided expressway (tolled facility) that SR 826/Pa|n£§;troe ?stwsas 836/Dolph Year Total Crx?ef %
connects to SR 826 forming a system -to-system interchange between the two expressways. o] 202 20z 200 200 Crasheq o
Figure 3.23 shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Table 3.20
. o . CRASH TYPE |Rear End 196 204 214 284 236 1134 226.8q 55.49
summarizes the crash data within th e influence area. Head On 0 0 0 0 0 ol o000 000
Angle 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.000 0.09
Left Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.000 0.09
5 Right Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.000 0.09
Sideswipe 66| 73] 80| 78| 66| 363 72.60 17.79
§ Backed Into 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.200 0.09
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 3 0 0 3 0.60] 0.19
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00] 0.09
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00] 0.09
Fixed Object 40 54| 72| 62| 85 313 62.60 15.39
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.000 0.09
Overturned 2 5 1 5 3 16| 3.20[ 0.89
Other 36| 51| 49| 43| 39| 218 43.60 10.69
S5 Total Crashes 340 387| 419] 473] 429 2048 409.60 100.09
SEVERITY  |[PDO Crashes 205| 249 299 356| 294 1403 280.6q 68.59
Fatal Crashes 0 1 1 0 2 4 0.80] 0.29
Injury Crashes 135 137 119 117 133 641 128.29 31.39
LIGHTING  |Daylight 229| 256 270| 312| 276] 1343 268.6q 65.69
CONDITIONS |[Dusk 6| 14 9| 19| 20 68| 13.60 3.39
Dawn 1 3] 10 5 12 31 6.20 1.59
Dark 104| 109 127| 135 121 596| 119.2q 29.19
Unknown 0 5 3 2 0 10/ 2.00] 0.59
_ SURFACE  |Dry 278| 285 321] 397 3559 1636 327.2q 79.99
/ \ CONDITIONS [Wet 62| 101 97 75| 72| 407 81.40 19.99
7L Others 0 1 1 1 2 5/ 1.00 0.29
NTS HOUR 12:.00 AM-06:00 AW 48| 59| 67| 52 53 279 55.80 13.69
, OF DAY 06:00 AM-09:00 AWl 44| 89| 85 88 670 373 74.60 18.29
Sources: Esri, HE;‘ZE.-‘DeLormi) QSGS_ Imerm‘ap. INCREMENT P, ;;\JRCan, Esri Japan M’ETI.; 0900 AM ~ 1100 AIV' 31 44 50 52 46 223 4460 1090
Eosrr‘.mc;;?;s(ﬁ::gt};gngé%ssneﬁgr:;ﬁ:rz:t(yrha‘land). Mapriyindia, NGCC. © OpenStreetitap 11:00 AM - 01:00 PM 43 33 35 57 53 221 44200 10.89
01:00 PM-03:00 PM 48| 38| 38 42| 46| 212 42.40 10.49
Figure 3.23 - SR 836/Dolphin Expressway Interchange Influence Area 03:.00 PM-06:00PM 64| 52| 52| 63 60 291 58.20 14.29
06:00 PM-11:59PM 62| 72| 92| 119 104 449 89.80 21.99

A total of 2,048 crashes occurred at the SR 836interchange, with 340 crashes in 2011, 387

crashes in 2012, 419 crashes in 2013, 473 crashes in 2014 and 429 crashes in 2015. Of the The leading crash types include rear-end with 1,134 (55.4%), sideswipe with 363 (17.7%)
total crashes, 1,403 (68.5%)were 0 Pr o pRamagg On | wm 641 (31.3%)were 01 nj ur yand fixed-object with 313 (15.3%). Rear-end and sideswipe type crashes are typical of
There were 4 (0.2%) fatalities reported. Six hundred and ninety -five (33.9%) crashes highly congested roadways. Fixed-object type crashes are typical on freeways with
occurred  during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is greater than the guardrails or concrete barriers like SR 826 and SR 836.

Districtwide average of 29%.Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for 407 (19.9%)
crashes, which isgreater than the Districtwide average of 16%.
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Table 3.21 - SR 968/Flagler Street Interchange Crash Summary

Number of Crashes 5 Year Mean
SR 968/Flagler Street is a sixlane divided roadway that intersects SR 826 and forms two SR 826/Palmetto At SR 968/W Year Total |CTeshey o,

. . . . . Flagler Street Per
signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off -ramps at the d 20111 2012 2013] 20141 20151 €2 Vear
interchange. Figure 3.24 shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Table

. . . CRASH TYPE |Rear End 110 128 119 156] 126 639 127.80 59.89

3.21 summarizes the crash data within the  influence area. Head On 0 0 0 1 0 1 o020 o010
Angle 14| 12] 14[ 16| 20 76| 15.20  7.19

3 Left Turn 4 7 4 6 10 31 6.200 2.99

L 8 r Right Turn 0 0 0 1 1 2| 040 0.29
= | Sideswipe 28] 31| 35/ 50 31] 175 35.00 16.49
_ Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.000 0.09

Coll.w/ParkedCarl o o[ 1 o] o 1] 0.0 0.9
N s Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 1 0 0 0 1 0200 0.19
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.20] 0.19

Fixed Object 12| 13| 23 8| 23 79| 15.80 7.49

Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.000 0.09

o z Overturned 0 0 1 0 1 2| 040 0.29

0 Other 13 13 11| 12] 12 61 12.200 5.79

Total Crashes 181] 205 209 250 224 1069 213.80 100.0%

SEVERITY  [PDO Crashes 111] 144] 155 185 162  757| 151.4¢q 70.89

z Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09

Injury Crashes 70 61 54 65 62 312 62.400 29.29

LIGHTING  |Daylight 128 130| 137 178 158  731| 146.20 68.49

L CONDITIONS |Dusk 2| 11 3 9 8 33 6.60 3.19

% Dawn 0 4 3 2 4 13|  2.60[ 1.29

ial g y Dark 51 59| 64| 60| 54 288 57.60 26.99
E : Unknown 0 1 2 1 0 4]  0.80 0.49

o SOV . SURFACE  |Dry 155| 164 159 212| 2000 890| 178.0q0 83.39

\ CONDITIONS [Wet 26| 40| 50 38| 24 178] 35.60 16.79

NN Others of 1 o o o 1] o020 o010

£ . NTS HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AW 15| 18] 21| 24 20 98| 19.60 9.29

; | OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM 21[ 37| 27| 27 27 139 27.80 13.09

~'Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermiap, INCREMENT P, NR:(;;m‘»Esr‘l Japan, METI, 09:00 AM - 11:00 AWM 30 31 24 26 32 143 28.600 13.49

B e o A DL P R e SISy 11:00 AM - 01:00 P 24] 15[ 26] 30| 23] 118 236d 11.09

. 01:00 PM-03:00 PM 21| 19| 23] 42| 31| 136 27.29 12.79

Figure 3.24 - SR 968/Flagler Street Interchange Influence Area 0300 PM-0600 PM 20l 27 35| a4 a0l 175 3500 1649

06:00 PM-11:59 PM 41| 58[ 53] 57| 51] 260 52.00 24.39

A total of 1,069 crashes occurred at the SR 968/Flagler Street interchange, with

181 crashes

in 2011, 205 crashes in 2012, 209 crashes in 2013, 250 crashes in 2014 and 224 crashes in

2015. Of the total crashes, 757 (70.8 %)

wer e
0 | nj UWhergWwere no fatalities reported in the five

oProperty
- year period referenced. Three hundred

and thirty -four (31.2%) crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which

is greater than the Districtwide

average of 29%. Wet roadway surface conditions

were

reported for 178 (16.7%) crashes, which is slightly above the Districtwide average of 16%.

The leading crash types include

rear -end with 639 (59.8%) and sideswipe with 175 (16.4%).
D31 2n(29%2%) were | y 0 Redrlefld and sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and
interchanges.
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SR 90/SW & Street Interchange conditions were reported for 271 (21.1%) crashes, which is above the Districtwide average
of 16%.
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 Table 3.22 - SR 90/SW 8th Street Interchange Crash Summary
intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off -ramps at the interchange. Number of Crashes 5y Mean
Figure 3.25 shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Table 3.22 SR 826/Palmetto At SR 90/SW 8 Year To;?r Crashey
: s . Street Per
summarizes the crash data within the influence area. sl | a0z | 2ena | s | 2s Crashes -
- . ——— CRASH TYPE |Rear End 123 171 122 137 126 679 135.8q 52.99
i | | | o—— ® Head On of o o o o o 0.000 0.09
3 S = &S 2 Angle 22| 17| 23] 18] 36| 116 23.20 9.09
g Left Turn 4 8 4 8| 12 36| 7.20 2.89
: £ Right Turn 1 0 2 2 3 8| 1.60 0.69
Sideswipe 40 30| 35| 48 49 202 40.40 15.79
Backed Into 1 0 1 1 1 4 0.80] 0.39
Coll.w/ParkedCarl o] o 1 o 1 2| 040 029
; 2 Coll. w/ Pedestrian 2 0 0 2 0 4 0.80 0.39
\ 7th St Coll. w/ Bicycle 1 0 0 2 1 4 0.800 0.39
| 3 Fixed Object 26| 27| 29 24| 28] 134 26.80 10.49
- Flagami g0l ™ Ran Off Road of o of o o o] 0.0 0.0
o SW_Bth_St z Overturned 1 2 2 1 3 9| 1.80 0.79
{ : Other 20 15[ 18] 11| 22 86| 17.20 6.79
5 i i Total Crashes 241 270 237| 254/ 282 1284 256.80 100.09
SEVERITY  [PDO Crashes 144 182 169 189 203 887 177.4q 69.19
> Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 1 1| 020 0.19
s sl 2 Injury Crashes 97| 88/ 68 65| 78 396/ 79.20 30.89
SIS0 | z Z LIGHTING  |Daylight 169 196 178 178/ 210 931 186.2q 72.59
(EhE Nfabar ey CONDITIONS |Dusk 7 6 g 11 5 370  7.40 2.99
| Dawn 7 1 6 4 4 22| 440 1.79
: \ Dark 57{ 67| 45| 57| 63 289 57.80 22.59
i TN Unknown 1 0 0 4 0 5 1.000 0.49
- TS SURFACE  |Dry 192 211 182 206| 2211 1012 202.4q 78.89
CONDITIONS [Wet 49| 59| 55| 47| 61] 271] 54.20 21.19
Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan Esr»TJapan. METI, Others 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.20 0.19
17th St il (Hong Kong), Esit fg;siinéusnr‘:t‘;fhaua‘nd, MeTIGRINSES, © Ol estian HOUR 12.00 AM-06:00 A 12| 21 13| 18] 29 93[ 18.600 7.29
_ OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AW 37| 34| 46| 43 50| 210 42.00 16.49
Figure 3.25 - SR 90/SW 8th Street Interchange Influence Area 0900 AM - 1100 AM 271 34l 20| 43| 30 163 3260 12.79
11:.00 AM-01:00 PM 29| 35| 24| 22[ 36| 146 29.200 11.49
A total of 1,284 crashes occurred at the SR90/SW 8th Street interchange, with 241 crashes 01:00PM-03:00PM 32| 38 31] 27| 34 162 32.4Q 12.69
, , , , , 03:00 PM-06:00 PM 48| 46| 43| 40| 54 231 46.20 18.09
in 2011, 270 crashes in 2012, 237 crashes in 2013, 254 crashes in 2014 and 282 crashes in 06.00 PM 1150 PM 56l 62l il o1l ad 279 =580 2179

2015. Of the total crashes, 887 (69.1%) were 0 Pr op®amage Onl ydé and 396 (30. 8N)

were oltnjuryo ’ There was one ) (0. 1%) f-)@ar.pelrlod.t y rT%(PIé)aair{[g ec?ash'ty%es }nau‘ae rreaer-]:en% rwﬁhn699e(§12.9°}o) hnd esideswipe with 202 (15.7%).
Three hundred and forty -eight (27.1%) crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting Rear-end and sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and
conditions, which is lower than the Districtwide av erage of 29%. Wet roadway surface interchanges
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SW 24h Street/Coral Way Interchange Districtwide average of 29%. Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for 219 (17.1%)
crashes, which is above the Districtwide average of 16%.

SW 24h Street/Coral Way is a six -lane divided roadway that intersects with SR 826 and forms

two signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off -ramps at the Table 3.23 - SW 24th Street/Coral Way Interchange Crash Summary
interchange. Figure 3.26 shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Table Number of Crashes 5 veqr| Mean
3.23 summarizes the crash data within  the influence area. Of the total 1,280 crashes SR 826/Palmetto At SW 24 Stree Year Total |Crashey o
reported, 587 (46%) crashes were retrieved from the FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting System 2011 2012| 2013 2014 2015 Crashes 5:;
and 693 (54%) from Signal-4 Analytics.
CRASH TYPE |Rear End o5 88| 82| 169 138 572 114.4Q 44.7%
Head On o 27 42 1 0 70| 14.00 5.59
| ) o I, Angle 17) 16] 19/ 29| 26 107| 21.40 8.49
sw 11 & e SRR ] BRGNS OO O Left Turn 13 7| 15[ 39 33 107 2140 849
< | R OO A Right Turn 2l o[ 3 6 5 16]  3.20 1.39
|| Sideswipe 28 17| 19 62| 59 185 37.00 14.59
: S 19t Ter Backed Into 0 0 1 0 3 4] 0.80] 0.39
4 Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 4 1 5 1 11|  2.20[  0.99
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 2 3 1 0 2 8 1.600 0.69
| KLAoc Coll. w/ Bicycle 1 1 1 0 0 3] 0.60] 0.29
' Fixed Object 11 12 12| 18] 17 70| 14.00 5.59
= Ran Off Road 3 0 1 2 5 11 2.20 0.99
st Overturned 2 2 0 2 0 6 1.20 0.59
Other 15| 17| 28] 34| 16 110 22.000 8.69
ith St Total Crashes 189 194 225 367 305 1280 256.00 100.09
SEVERITY  [PDO Crashes 116] 143 182 305 252  998| 199.60 78.09
Fatal Crashes 1 1 0 0 0 2 0.40] 0.29
Injury Crashes 72 50 43 62 53 280| 56.000 21.99
: LIGHTING  |Daylight 138] 110 117| 295 234 894| 178.8q 69.89
: z CONDITIONS |Dusk 2 3 3 7 3 18| 3.60[ 1.49
% sw st & \ Dawn 0 3 2 4 4 13| 260 1.09
eselles 4, Dark 49 40| 50| 59 61] 259 51.89 20.29
ey 9 s Unknown of 38 53 2] 3 96| 19.20 759
Eerainy ! FI oLy 8 I\\ SURFACE  |Dry 148| 125 133 296] 268 970| 194.00 75.89
- B oo n) Sy CONDITIONS [Wet 40 32| 40| 70| 37 219 43.80 17.19
8 Zr s NT.S ,, Others 1| 37, 52 1 0 91| 18.20 7.19
H AU : HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AW 17| 11| 15[ 13| 12 68| 13.60 5.39
SSurces: Esri, HERE, DeLime, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Ei Japan, METI, OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM 36 34 32 72 43 217 43.400 17.09
ESri China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), Mapmylndia, NGCC, ® QpenStreetMap
Clne) SBntributors, and the GIS Uset Community 7 09:00 AM-11:00 AM 16( 26| 27| 56/ 36| 161 32.20 12.69
Figure 3.26 - SW 24th Street/Coral Way Interchange Influence Area 11:00AM-0100PM 19| 18 24} 45 44 150] 30.00 11.79
01:00 PM-03:00PM 30[ 13[ 27| 49 34 153 30.60 12.09
. . 03:00 PM-06:00PM 35| 35 43| 65 71] 249 49.80 19.59
A total of 1,280 crashes occurred at the SW 24t Street/Coral Way interchange, with 189 0600 PM-1159 PM 38l 571 571 871 63 282 5640 2200

crashes in 2011, 194 crashes in 2012, 225 crashes in 2013, 367 crashes in 2014 and 305 crashes

in 2015. Of the total crashes, 998 (78.0%) were c‘ll'ﬁerIe('?;_ufi)lneg E:r&s% ty[g()egiﬁbﬂjgeereapn-ler}ﬂ 9vit_ha5‘?2d(44.%f%)Oand(siaeJSWipge%?/?th 1@‘5(3({4%%).

. . . 0 .
ol njuryo. T here were t_ W9 (0 iy _2 %) f a j_‘yeﬁ“ peribd. 29@(227%)p o 1t ISe((};llr-e'ndq ana r%igesv&ipeé fty|%er Srastes gre ftygl)icvaleof highly congested roadways and
crashes occurred durin g dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is lower than the interchanges
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SR 976/SW 40" Street/Bird Road Interchange Table 3.24 - SR 9¥6/SW 40th Street/Bird Road Interchange Crash Summary
Number of Crashes 5 Year Mean
SR 976/SW 40" Street/Bird Road is an eight -lane divided roadway immediately west of SR SR 826/Palmetto At SR 976/Bird Year Total |CTeshey o,
. . . . Road Per
826 and a six -lane divided roadway east of SR 826. SR 976 intersects with SR 826 and forms sl e 2053 sl 2ass Crashes iy
two signalized intersections wit h the northbound and southbound on/off -ramps at the
. . . . CRASH TYPE |Rear End 159 117| 122 143| 126 667| 133.40 59.09
interch ange. Figure 3.27 shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Table Head On o o o 1 o 1 o020 010
3.24 summarizes the crash data within the influence area. Angle 12| 10| 18] 22| 17 79| 15.80 7.09
Left Turn 13 5 4 7 4 33 6.60] 2.99
~ Right Turn 0 5 4 1 6 16| 320 1.49
5 Sideswipe 37| 32| 29| 43| 27 168 33.60 14.99
Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.000 0.09
Coll. w/ Parked Car 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.20] 0.19
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 1 0 0 1 0 2 0.40] 0.29
ith T Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.20] 0.19
Fixed Object 16| 17| 14| 23] 10 80[ 16.00 7.19
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0.000 0.09
Overturned 2 0 2 3 2 9 1.80[ 0.89
Other 23 14| 11| 13| 13 74| 14.80 6.59
: SW__401h Total Crashes 264] 200[ 204 258 209 1131 226.20 100.09
% SEVERITY  |PDO Crashes 165 142 156 198/ 145  806| 161.2q 71.39
Fatal Crashes 0 1 0 0 3 4] 0.80 0.49
g C Injury Crashes 99 57 48 60 57| 321 64.200 28.49
LIGHTING  |Daylight 176 142 147| 192| 142 799 159.8q 70.69
siita § CONDITIONS [Dusk 9 6 8| 13| 13 49| 9.80 4.39
St Dawn 5 2 4 3 1 15 3.000 1.39
Dark 73| 49| 45 48| 48] 263] 52.60 23.39
L Unknown 1 1 0 2 1 5/ 1.00 0.49
- SURFACE  |Dry 223 165 173] 205 164  930] 186.0q 82.29
H CONDITIONS [Wet 41 35| 31| 53] 41] 201] 4020 17.89
| \ Others of o o o o 0| 000 0.09
N HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 Ay 12| 19| 14| 14| 13 72| 14.40  6.49
‘ NT.g ‘ns OF DAY 06:00 AM-09:00 AM 35| 27| 36| 40 35 173 34.60 15.39
BLIL 09:00 AM-11:00 AWl 26| 17| 21| 26| 24 114/ 22.80 10.19
LATILY Sohr;'es Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, lmerma‘p".lr\.l‘(‘:.REMENTP‘NRCan. Esri J.apan‘ METI, 11.00 AM - 01.00 PM_ 30 24 21 28 24 127] 2540 11.29
£ (Hong Kong) B Koea, En (Traland). Hapis NG © Opesieaiep 01:00 PM-03:00PM 21| 25 20 26/ 23 115 23.00 10.29
‘ ' 03:00 PM-06:00 PM 56| 41| 46| 54 38 235 47.00 20.89
Figure 3.27 - SR 976/SW 40th Street/Bird Road Interchange Influence Area 06:00 PM-11:59PM 84| 47| 46| 70| 48 295 59.00 26.19
A total of 1,131 crashes occurred at the SR 976/SW 40 t Street/Bird Road interchange, with The leading crash types include  rear -end with 667 (59.0%) and sideswipe with 168 (14.9%).
264 crashes in 2011, 200 crashes in 2012, 204 crashes in 2013, 258 crash es in 2014 and 205 Rear-end and Sideswipe type crashes are typ|ca| of h|gh|y Congested roadways and
crashes in 2015. Of the total crashes, 806 (71ijy3drlhhngeyere oProperty Damage Onlydé and 321
(28. 4 %) were Ol njuryo. There were 4 (0. 4%parfatal i ties reported in the referenced five
period. 327 (28.9%) crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is

lower than the Districtwide average of 29%. Wet roadway surface conditions were reported
for 201 (17.8%) crashes, which is above the Districtwide average of 16%.
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SR874/Don Shula Expressway Interchange Table 3.25 - SR 874/Don Shula Expressway Interchange Crash Summary
Number of Crashes 5 Year Mean
SR 874/Don Shula Expressway is a six-lane divided expressway that connects to SR 826 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway AT { Year Total |CTeshey o,
. . . 986/SW 72 Street Per
forming a system -to-system interchange between  the two expressways . Figure 3.28 shows 20111 2012 2013] 20141 20151 €2 Vear
the influence area selected for the interchange and  Table 3.25 summarizes the crash data
. : CRASH TYPE |Rear End 13 8 3 11 2 37 7.40] 43.59
within the influence area. Head On o o 0 o 0 ol o000 009
Angle 1 1 1 0 0 3] 060 3.59
4 - Left Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0l 0.00 0.09
z 2 - Right Turn 0 0 0 0 0 0/l 0.00 0.09
- Sideswipe 3 1 3 2 2 11|  2.20] 12.99
H Backed Into 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.20] 1.29
Coll. w/ Parked Car 1 1 0 0 1 3 0.60] 3.59
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00] 0.09
' ’ Fixed Object 6 5 5 3 6 25| 5.00] 29.49
h T '\ Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0l 0.00 0.09
Overturned 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00f 0.09
Other 2 1 0 2 0 5/ 1.000 5.99
Total Crashes 26 17 13 18 11 85| 17.00 100.09
SEVERITY  [PDO Crashes 13 8 71 12 5 45|  9.00] 52.99
5 Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00] 0.09
Injury Crashes 13 9 6 6 6 40 8.000 47.19
LIGHTING  |Daylight 15 8 8| 10 7 48| 9.60] 56.59
CONDITIONS [Dusk 0 3 1 1 0 5| 1.000 5.99
‘ Dawn 2 0 0 0 1 3] 060 3.59
| Dark of 6 4] 7] 3 29| 5.80 34.19
1; Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0l 0.00 0.09
5 L SURFACE  |Dry 19 9] 10[ 12 9 59| 11.80 69.49
g \ CONDITIONS [Wet 7 8 3 6 2 26| 5.20] 30.69
1 i Others 0 0 0 0 0 o/ 0.000 0.09
y 36th St , NT.S S HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 A 3 3 1 5 3 15( 3.00] 17.69
; = ‘ OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AW 7 0 3 3 2 15 3.00] 17.69
/ . Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorr:;e. USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Eanapan METI 09:00 AM - 11:00 A 1 1 1 2 1 6 1.20 7.19
& geCAmE ik Wl R el ) U T i 11:00 AM - 01:00PM 1 0 1 0 1 3] 0.60 3.5
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM 3 1 0 0 2 6] 120 7.19
Figure 3.28 - SR 874/Don Shula Expressway Interchange Influence Area 03:00 PM - 06:00 PM 4 6 3 4 1 18 3.60] 21.29
06:00 PM -11:59 PM__ 7 6 4 4 1 22| 4.40 25.99
A total of 85 crashes occurred at the SR 874/Don Shula Expressway interchange,  with 26
crashes in 2011, 17 crashes in 2012, 13 crashes in 2013, 18 crashes in 2014 and 11 crashes in The leading crash types include rear -end with 37 (43.5%), fixed -object with 25 (29.4%) and
2015. Of the total crashes, 45 (52.9 %) wer e OProperty Da4aoniwrd%) wee | y osideswige with 11 (12.9%). Rear-end and sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly
olnjuryéo. monhfatal wies veportesl. Thirty-seven (43.5%) crashes occurred during congested roadways. Fixed -object type crashes are typical on freeways with guardrails or

dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is greater than the Districtwide average of 29%. concrete barriers like SR 826 and SR 874.
Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for 26 (30.6%) crashes, which is greater than
the Districtw ide average of 16%.
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SW 56h Street/Miller Drive Interchange conditions were reported for 70 (15.1%) cra  shes, which is below the Districtwide average of
16%.
SW 560 Street/Miller Drive is a four -lane divided roadway that intersects with SR 826 and
forms two signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off  -ramps at Table 3.26 - SW 56th Street/Miller Drive Interchange Crash Summary
the interchange. Figure 3.29 shows the influence area selected for the interchange and Number of Crashes 5y Mean
Table 3.26 summarizes the crash data within  the influence area. Of the total 464 crashes SR 826/Palmetto Expressway AT § Year To;?r Crashey
. . . 56 Street/Miller Drive Per
reported, 259 (56%) crashes were retrieved from the FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting System sl | a0z | 2ena | s | 2s Crashes -
and 205 (44%) from Signal-4 Analytics.
CRASH TYPE |Rear End 44| 32| 43| 54 55| 228 4560 49.19
. Head On 1| 10 8 0 1 20  4.000 4.39
|l Angle 6 1 8 9 9 33 6.60 7.19
g Left Turn 2 3 6 5 1 17| 3.40[ 3.79
'l Right Turn 1 0 0 1 0 2| 040 0.49
Sideswipe 15 7 10 15 18 65| 13.00 14.09
Backed Into 0 0 0 1 1 2 0.40] 0.49
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 0 0 2 2 0.40, 0.49
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 1 0 1 1 0 3]  0.60 0.69
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09
£330y Fixed Object 13 6 7 6 13 45 9.000 9.79
S swosth g, Ran Off Road 0 1 1 1 2 5/ 1.000 1.19
Overturned 1 0 2 0 0 3] 0.60] 0.6%
B B2 Other 8 5 9| 11 6 39 7.80] 8.49
‘ Total Crashes 92| 65| 95 104 108 464/ 92.80 100.09
SEVERITY  |[PDO Crashes 58| 43| 78 84| 75| 338 67.60 72.89
W 56th St ‘ RRESS Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.09
v = Injury Crashes 34 22 17] 20| 33 126] 25.20 27.29
2 LIGHTING  |Daylight 62 43| 66 76/ 79 326] 65.20 70.39
‘ CONDITIONS [Dusk 1 1 0 5 2 9| 1.80 1.99
Dawn 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.200 0.29
Dark 20 12| 17 23] 26| 107] 21.40 23.19
& L / Unknown 0 9] 12 0 0 21| 4.20 4.59
& " ajalmis 1\\ SURFACE  |Dry 75| 52| 68 83| 95 373 74.60 80.49
& , | CONDITIONS [Wet 17 4] 15| 21| 13 70[ 14.00 15.19
d = : NTS s Others of of 12 o o 21 420 459
2 : HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 A1 13 7 7l 10 8 45/  9.00 9.79
éougces Esni, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, METI OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM 15 8 15 18 22 78 15.60 16.89
EsflChina (Hong Kdng), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), MapmyIndia, NGCC, © OpenStreetMap
e contfButors, and thE GIS User Community 09:00 AM - 11:00 AY 10 71 14 9| 18 58] 11.60 12.59
Figure 3.29 - SW 56th Street/Miller Drive Interchange Influence Area 11:00AM-01:00PM 9] 6] 10 11 10 46| 9.20f 9.99
01:00 PM - 03:00 PM 11 6 8 71 11 43| 8.60 9.39
03:00 PM-06:00 PM 15| 16| 22| 26| 14 93| 18.60 20.09
A total of 464 crashes occurred at the SW 56 t Street/Miller Drive interchange, with 92 06:00 PM-1159 PM 191 15l 19| 23 28 101l 2020 21.89

crashes in 2011, 65 crashes in 2012, 95 crashes in 2013, 104 crashes in 2014 and 108 crashes

in 2015. Of the total crashes, 338 (72.8%) wer fheRdlihgochshltybet indRideMardae-en® With 28 (4810 and ZsBleswip® With 89414. 0%).

were ol njuryod. T hies reporteein the referendechfiven | -year period. One Rear-end and sideswipe type crashes are typical of highly congested roadways and
hundred and seventeen (25.2%) crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting interchanges.

conditions, which is below the Districtwide average of 29%. Wet roadway surface
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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

on/off -ramps at the interchange.

Figure 3.30 shows the influence area selected for the

interchange and Table 3.27 summarizes the crash data within the influence area.
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A total of 459 crashes occurred at the SR 986/SW 72

Figure 3.30 - SR 986/SW 72nd Street/Sunset Drive Interchange Influence Area

nd Street/Sunset Drive interchange, with

69 crashes in 2011, 78 crashes in 2012, 82 crashes in 2013, 114 crashes in 2014 and 116

crashes in 2015.
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(28.3%) crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk lighting

conditions, which is lower than the Districtwide average of 29%. Wet roadway surface

SR 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study
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conditions were reported for 63 (13.7%) crashes, which is lower than the Districtwide

average of 16%.

Table 3.27 - SR 986/SW 72nd Street/Sunset Drive Interchange Crash Summary

Number of Crashes 5 Year Mean
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway AT { Year Total Crasheq %

986/SW 72 Street Crashed Per
2011]2012]2013| 2014|2015 Year

CRASH TYPE |Rear End 46 43 45 72 69 275 55.000 59.99

Head On 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09

Angle 4 7 11 17 21 60| 12.000 13.19

Left Turn 1 2 4 10 4 21 4.20 4.69

Right Turn 0 1 0 0 1 2 0.40, 0.49

Sideswipe 6 7 10 6 11 40 8.000 8.79

Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00f 0.09

Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00f 0.09

Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 1 0 0 1 2 0.40[ 0.49

Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.20] 0.29

Fixed Object 5 7 5 6 5 28 5.60 6.19

Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09

Overturned 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.20f 0.29

Other 7 10 5 3 4 29 5.800 6.39

Total Crashes 69 78 82| 114| 116 459 91.80 100.09

SEVERITY PDO Crashes 39 42 64 85 95 325 65.000 70.89

Fatal Crashes 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.20f 0.29

Injury Crashes 30 35 18 29 21 133[ 26.600 29.09

LIGHTING Daylight 45 45 66 86 85 327 6540 71.29

CONDITIONS |Dusk 4 3 3 4 3 17 3.40 3.79

Dawn 1 1 0 0 1 3 0.60, 0.79

Dark 19 28 13 24 26 110 22.000 24.09

Unknown 0 1 0 0 1 2 0.40, 0.49

SURFACE Dry 61 67 70| 100 98 396| 79.20| 86.39

CONDITIONS |Wet 8 11 12 14 18 63| 12.600 13.79

Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09

HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM 3 11 4 5 8 31 6.20] 6.89

OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AM 7 5 9 14 14 49 9.80 10.79

09:00 AM - 11:00 AM 7 5 7 11 14 44 8.80 9.69

11:00 AM - 01:00 PM 5 11 7 18 14 55| 11.000 12.09

01:00 PM-03.00PM 7 9 8 14 10 48 9.60 10.59

03:00 PM - 06:.00 PM 15 17 30 22 24 108 21.60 23.59

06:00 PM -11:59 PM 25 20 17 30 32 124 24.80 27.09

8%) were OProperty Damage Onlyo and 133

intersections.

f aTtheileading grash tgpgsgneliyde rgar | send with 75 (5% H0p ankanaeavith 6Q (131%). Rear
end and angle type crashes are typical of highly cong

ested roadways and signalized
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SR 94/SW 88" Street/Kendall Drive Interchange

SR94/SW 88t Street/Kendall Drive isa sixlane divided roadway that intersects with SR
826 and forms two signalized intersections with the northbound and southbound on/off -
ramps at the interchange. Figure 3.31 shows the influence area selected for the
interchange and Table 3.28 summarizes the crash data within the influence area.

Snapper_Creek Expy — —_Snapper_Creex Expy

SW_8BIh_SI

N.T.S

W asth St

Soixrces Esri, HERE, DeLorme, US(fé. Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, METI,
\Esn China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), Mapmylindia, NGCC, © OggnStreeth1ap
contributors, and the GIS User Community ~ = A

Figure 3.31 - SR 94/SW 88th Street/Kendall Drive Interchange Influence Area

A total of 572 crashes occurred at the SR 94/SW 88 t Street/Kendall Drive interchange, with

83 crashes in 2011, 104 crashes in 2012, 136 crashes in 2013, 122 crashes in 2014 and 127
crashes in 2015. Of the total crashes, 372
(34.6%) were 01l nj ur0Q3%)fatalitibse repertedv anr tiee refercaced five -year
period. One hundred and thirty -four (23.4%) crashes occurred during dark/dawn/dusk
lighting conditions, which is lower than the Districtwide average of 29%. Wet roadway
surface conditions were reported for 113 (19.8%) crashes, which is greater than the
Districtwide average of 16%.

(6
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Table 3.28 - SR 94/SW 88th Street/Kendall Drive Interchange Crash Summary

Number of Crashes 5 Year Mean
SR 826/Palmetto Expwy At Kenda Crasheq
. Year Total %

Drive Interchange Crashes Per

2011 2012|2013| 2014|2015 Year
CRASH TYPE |Rear End 26 41 63 61 53 244| 48.80| 42.79
Head On 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.20, 0.29
Angle 17 15 10 13 21 76| 15.200 13.39
Left Turn 8 13 12 8 12 53] 10.60 9.39
Right Turn 0 1 0 1 0 2 0.40, 0.39
Sideswipe 5 8 21 17 14 65| 13.00 11.49
Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.20f 0.29
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 4 0 2 2 0 8 1.60 1.49
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 3 1 2 1 7 1400 1.29
Fixed Object 13 10 18 9 16 66| 13.200 11.59
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09
Overturned 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.20f 0.29
Other 10 12 9 7 10 48 9.60, 8.49
Total Crashes 83| 104| 136| 122 127 572| 114.40 100.09
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 44 62 88 92 86 372| 74.400 65.09
Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 1 1 2 0.40[ 0.39
Injury Crashes 39 42 48 29 40 198 39.600 34.69
LIGHTING Daylight 65 78| 108 96 87 434 86.800 75.99
CONDITIONS |Dusk 2 4 6 4 1 17 3.40, 3.09
Dawn 0 1 2 1 1 5 1.00 0.99
Dark 15 20 20 21 36 112 22.40 19.69
Unknown 1 1 0 0 2 4 0.80] 0.79
SURFACE Dry 66 81| 108| 104 100 459 91.800 80.29
CONDITIONS [Wet 17 23 28 18 27| 113[ 22.60 19.89
Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM 7 6 5 6 10 34 6.80] 5.99
OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AV 8 16 14 12 12 62| 12.40 10.89
09:00 AM - 11:00 A}l 13 12 11 15 11 62| 12.40 10.89
11:00 AM - 01:00 PM 7 10 26 10 12 65| 13.00 11.49
01:00 PM-03:.00 PM 10 11 18 16 15 70| 14.00 12.29
03:00 PM - 06:.00 PM 17 23 33 35 34 142 28.400 24.89
06:00 PM-1159 PM 21 26 29 28 33 137 27.40 24.09

The leading crash types include  rear-end with 244 (42.7%) and angle with 76 (13.3%). Rear -

5enl Yo Ih§IE Spe BrEshel Bré fydickl of il 2c8nGest&iNrdadviys &l Signdiided

intersections.
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SR 5/US 1/South Dixie Highway Interchange

SR 5/US1/South Dixie Highway is a six -lane divided roadway that intersects with SR 826 at
the southernmost limit. Figure 3.32 shows the influence area selected for the interchange
and Table 3.29 summarizes the crash data within the influence area.

th St

NTS Ath St

104th St

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

o contributorsVandtie G1S User Community

Figure 3.32 - SR 5/US 1/South Dixie Highway Interchange Influence Area

A total of 94 crashes occurred at the SR 5/US 1/South Dixie Highway interchange, with 21
crashes in 2011, 13 crashes in 2012, 17 crashes in 2013, 19 crashes in 2014 and 24 crashes in

2015. Of the total crashes, 67 (71.30%)were 0 Pr operty Damag26(20T4) wele a n d
0|l nj Uherg was one (1.1%) fatality reported in the referenced five -year period. Twenty -
nine (30.9%) crashes occurred during  dark/dawn/dusk lighting conditions, which is above

than the Districtwide average of 29%. Wet roadway surface conditions were reported for

18 (19.1%) crashes, which is greater than the Districtw  ide average of 16%.

SR 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study
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Table 3.29 - SR 5/US 1/South Dixie Highway Interchange Crash Summary

Number of Crashes 5 Year Mean
SR 826 AT SR 5/US 1/South Dixi Crasheq
. Year Total %

Highway Crashes Per

2011 2012|2013| 2014|2015 Year
CRASH TYPE |Rear End 7 6 5 5 9 32 6.40 34.09
Head On 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09
Angle 0 2 1 5 3 11 2.200 11.79
Left Turn 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.20 1.19
Right Turn 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.20, 1.1¢9
Sideswipe 4 1 5 4 7 21 420 22.39
Backed Into 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09
Coll. w/ Parked Car 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.09
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.09
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.20] 1.19
Fixed Object 6 1 3 1 3 14 2.80 14.99
Ran Off Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09
Overturned 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.09
Other 4 2 2 4 1 13 2.60 13.89
Total Crashes 21 13 17 19 24 94 18.80 100.09
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 15 9 11 15 17 67| 13.40 71.39
Fatal Crashes 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.20 1.19
Injury Crashes 5 4 6 4 7 26 5.20 27.79%
LIGHTING Daylight 11 7 14 16 17 65| 13.00 69.19
CONDITIONS |Dusk 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.20, 1.1¢9
Dawn 0 1 0 0 1 2 0.40, 2.19
Dark 10 4 3 3 6 26 5.20 27.79%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.09
SURFACE Dry 19 9 12 16 20 76| 15.200 80.99
CONDITIONS [Wet 2 4 5 3 4 18 3.60, 19.19
Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.09
HOUR 12:00 AM - 06:00 AM 3 2 0 0 2 7 1.40[ 7.49
OF DAY 06:00 AM - 09:00 AV 2 3 2 3 6 16 3.20 17.09
09:00 AM - 11:00 AV 2 1 2 2 2 9 1.80, 9.69
11:00 AM -01:00 PM 4 0 3 4 5 16 3.20 17.09
01:00PM-03.00PM O 1 2 3 3 9 1.80] 9.69
03:.00 PM-06:.00 PM 2 2 3 3 2 12 2400 12.89
06:00 PM-1159 PM 8 4 5 4 4 25 5.00 26.69

of highly congested

The leading crash types include rear-end with 32 (34.0%) and sideswipe with 21 (22.3%).
Rear-end and sideswipe type crashes are typical
signalized intersections.

roadways and
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4.0 NEED
4.1 CAPACITY

The project traverses four of the six transportation planning areas (Central, Northwest,
South, and West) as identified  within the Miami -Dade Transportation Planning Organization
(TPO) 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan. The greatest population and employment
growth between the years 2010 and 2040 within Miami -Dade County is expected to occur
within the South transportatio n planning area. Population within this area is projected to
increase by 49.6% while employment is projected to increase by 64.5%. The other three
transportation planning areas are also anticipated to grow modestly between this same
period. Population wit hin Central is projected to increase by 27.9% and employment by
32.5%. Population within Northwest is projected to increase by 20% and employment by
41.9%. Population within West is projected to increase by 12.5% and employment by 42.5%.
The projected gro wth in the area will result in a significant increase in travel demand and
further deteriorate the conditions of the already congested SR 826 corridor.

4.2 SAFETY

According to the  FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting System , during the project screening
phase, there were a total of 2,531 crashes along the corridor within the project limits
between the years 2011 and 2013, of which 1,522 (60.1%) were rear -end crashes and 259
(10.2%) were fixed object crashes. These types of crashes can be attributed to the heavy
level s of congestion and operational weaving conditions within the project area. The
majority of the total crashes occurred between milepost 5.7 and 6.8 (between SW 24th
Street and north of Flagler Street), resulting in 811 injuries and one fatality.

Safety a long the corridor will be enhanced with the construction of the express lanes.
Implementing express lanes will improve mobility, reduce congestion and provide
additional travel options along the corridor. Diverting some of the future traffic volumes
from t he general use lanes to the express lanes, will help increase gaps along the general
use lanes providing more space for vehicles entering SR 826. The express lanes will also help
reduce tailgating and improve traffic flow while separating long distance tri
trips. Separating these trips will reduce weaving and sideswipe crashes. The express lanes
will also create added capacity helping the corridor to operate more efficiently during
emergency evacuation events.

ps from local

SR 826/Palmetto Expresswap&E Study
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4.3 SYSTEMLNKAGE

SR 826connects 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 SR
826 corridor provides system -level connectionsto| -75, Florida's Turnpike, SR 874, and SR 826.
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. T he corridor also
provides access to Miami International Airport north and east of SR 836 and to the
Dadeland Mall at SW 88th Street. This SR 826 southern segment (from US 1 to SR 836) is the
final segment of a larger express lanes project for the SR 826 co rridor. The northern segment,
which extends from SR 836 to | -75, is already under construction. When complete, this
regional system will greatly improve capacity, 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 2014 Miami -Dade County Freight Plan Update. The addition of
express lanes along SR 826 would create a more efficient roadway network, improving
traffic flow in the general use lanes. While trucks are not allowed in express lanes, the
enhanced traffic conditions along SR 826 would aid in the movement and delivery of
freight.

4.5 BEMERGENCY EVACUATION

In accordance with the Miami -Daded&s Comprehensive Devel opment
is listed as a local evacuation route in Miami -Dade County. This corridor is critical in
facilitating traffic movement during emergency evacuation periods as it connects to other

major arterials and highways of the state evacuation route network. Increasing the
capacity of the SR 826 corridor will reduce evacuation times needed for residents of Miami -

Dade County during emergency and hurricane evacuations.

M
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5.0 FUTURE NGBUILD CONDITIONS

5.1 RUTURHAND USE

Existing land use was assessed t hrough the review of current zoning map information. GIS
shapefiles were downloaded from the Florida Geographic Data Library . Table 5.1 reports
the total area by zoning description found within the study area. The predominant land use

present is residential (51.28 %) followed by Retail/Office (14.15 %) and Public/Semi -Public
(11.57%). Figure 5.1 shows the location of each zoning district.

Table 5.1 - Generalized Land Use

Zoning Description Percent
Acreage Not Zoned for 11.12 0.44%
Agriculture
Agricultural 0.95 0.04%
Centrally Assessed 17.53 0.70%
Industrial 85.35 3.39%
Institutional 96.62 3.84%
Parcels with No Values 15.75 0.63%
Public/Semi -Public 291.27 11.57%
Recreation 18.88 0.75%
Residential 1291.03 51.28%
Retail/Office 356.12 14.15%
Vacant Nonresidential 70.80 2.81%
Vacant Residential 261.27 10.38%
Water 0.92 0.04%
SR 826 is a limited access expressway within the Miami -Dade urban growth boundary . The
corridor is consistent with the character and intensity of 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.

Figure 5.1 - Project Corridor Land Use
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