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1.0 SUMMARY OF PROJECT 

This preliminary engineering report contains detailed engineering information that fulfills the 

purpose and need for the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study (FPID: 418423-1-22-01).  

This project has been developed in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 

other related federal and state nondiscrimination authorities.  Neither the Florida Department of 

Transportation (FDOT) nor this project will deny the benefits of, exclude from participation in, or 

subject to discrimination anyone on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex, disability, or 

family status.  

1.1 Project Description 

The Palmetto Expressway is one of the most traveled transportation corridors in Miami-Dade 

County.  This multi-lane expressway extends from US-1 to the Golden Glades Interchange (GGI) 

for a distance of approximately 25 miles.  The project is located along a segment of SR 826 in 

northern Miami-Dade County, Florida.  The overall Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study limits extend 

from the SR 93/I-75 Interchange (Mile Post 15.354) to the GGI (Mile Post 24.572) a distance of 

approximately 9.2 miles.  Project limits on I-95 extend from 

NW 135th Street (Mile Post 10.90) to NW 183rd 

Street/Miami Gardens Drive (Mile Post 14.30) for a 

distance of 3.4 miles; and Florida’s Turnpike from SR 826 

(Mile Post 0.000) to the existing toll plaza (Mile Post 0.584) 

a distance of 0.6 miles.  Figure 1-1 illustrates the location 

and limits of the project.  The project study corridor passes 

through or lies immediately adjacent to six governmental 

jurisdictions: Hialeah Gardens, Miami Lakes, Miami 

Gardens, North Miami Beach, North Miami and 

Unincorporated Miami-Dade County. 

Within the project study limits, the Palmetto Expressway is a six-lane divided limited access facility 

from I-75 to NW 27th Avenue; and, from NW 27th Avenue to the GGI this corridor widens to an eight-

lane divided expressway.  From I-75 to NW 67th Avenue, a one-way northbound/eastbound 

frontage road (NW 167th Street) runs along the east/south side of the corridor; and from NW 67th 

Avenue to the GGI, a one-way frontage road (NW 167th Street) runs along each side of the facility, 

providing access to businesses located along the corridor.  The Palmetto Expressway provides 

system-level connections to I-75, Florida’s Turnpike, and I-95.  In addition to the interchanges with 

I-75 and the GGI, there are eight service interchanges along the corridor at the following 

crossroads: NW 154th Street, NW 67th Avenue, NW 57th Avenue, NW 47th Avenue, NW 37th 

Avenue, NW 27th Avenue, NW 17th Avenue, and NW 12th Avenue.  

The Golden Glades Interchange is of regional importance 

providing connectivity to six major principal arterials and/or 

limited access expressway facilities including Palmetto 

Expressway, I-95, Florida’s Turnpike, SR 9, SR 7/US 441 

and NW 167th Street.  The GGI also supports the I-95 

Express Lanes System and the future Golden Glades 

Multimodal Facility, which provides access to inter-county 

transit service including the existing GGI to Downtown 

Miami express bus service.  The GGI has a direct impact on 

inter-county travel between Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm 

Beach Counties and is the backbone for the transportation 

of goods and services, as well as passenger trips in the northeast region of Miami-Dade County.  

This interchange is bordered by the City of Miami Gardens to the north and west, the City of North 

Miami Beach to the east and the Golden Glades Census Designated Place (CDP) and City of North 

Miami to the south.  The South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC) also traverses the interchange area. 

This Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study focused on the development and evaluation of Active 

Traffic Management and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) strategies, lane additions, express 

lanes, interchange modifications, express bus transit, as well as the Ultimate GGI Master Plan 

improvements developed as part of the GGI PD&E Study (FPID: 428358-1-22-01).  The detailed 

examination of these issues through the PD&E process assures that the FDOT has identified the 

most cost-feasible, constructible improvements in the final recommended package. 

 



Figure 1-1SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
From SR93/I-75 to Golden Glades Interchange Project Study Area
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1.2 Purpose and Objectives 

The primary purpose of this project is to relieve congestion on the SR 826 corridor by increasing 

capacity, enhance safety by addressing operational, structural and functional deficiencies, and 

provide additional travel options by improving system connectivity.  The improvements consist of 

the addition of two express lanes and auxiliary lanes, enhanced access to the adjacent frontage 

roads, and improvements to the existing interchanges.  One or two lanes would be added in each 

direction within the existing right-of-way and function as express lanes with a system-to-system 

connection to the northbound I-95 express lane system at the GGI.  The project also includes a 

direct connection from southbound Florida’s Turnpike to the southbound I-95 express lane system.  

As part of the SR 826 North-South Express Lanes PD&E Study (FPID: 418423-3-22-01), express 

lanes would be added to SR 826 between SR 836 and I-75 with a direct connection to/from I-75.  

On I-75, express lanes would be added from SR 826 in Miami-Dade County to I-595 in Broward 

County.  The existing I-95 express lane system (95 Express) is being extended to Broward 

Boulevard in Broward County with planned future extensions through Palm Beach County.  This 

project would provide continuity with the planned express lanes on SR 826 south of I-75 and 95 

Express as envisioned in the emerging South Florida Express Lanes Network. 

The overall objectives of this project include the following elements: 

 Enhance safety, mobility and circulation; 

 Improve critical access to the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) Facilities, Freight Activity 

Centers, Local and Regional Businesses/Hubs of Economic Importance; 

 Support and provide an east-west connection for the emerging SouthFlorida Express Lanes 

Network; 

 Incorporate express bus service and multimodal options; 

 Evacuation and Emergency Response; 

 Economic and Business Development; 

 Address Transportation Systems Management and Operations concerns; 

 Address operational and physical deficiencies of the existing interchanges; and 

 Minimize environmental impacts. 

In obtaining these objectives, the Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study satisfies the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) procedures. These measures are a prerequisite for receiving 

Location Design Concept Acceptance (LDCA) from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 

an essential step in qualifying for the federal funds needed to implement the proposed 

improvements. The PD&E phase also assures that federal, state and local input have been 

incorporated into its recommendations.  The detailed examination of these issues through the 

PD&E process assures that the FDOT has identified the most cost-feasible, constructible 

improvements in the final recommended package. 

1.3 Need for the Project 

The need for improvements along the Palmetto Expressway relates to traffic congestion, systems 

continuity/connectivity, safety, and existing design criteria deficiencies.  The proposed 

improvements are designed to meet current FDOT criteria, provide system continuity with adjoining 

segments of SR 826 and new/improved system-to-system connectivity to adjacent facilities (I-95, 

I-75 and Florida’s Turnpike).  The Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study evaluated Active Traffic 

Management and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) strategies, lane additions, express lanes, 

major interchange modifications, and express bus transit.  The study determined the number and 

type of travel lanes and interchange improvements required to accommodate anticipated traffic 

volumes and improve safety conditions throughout the project corridor. 

1.3.1 Transportation Demand 

The Palmetto Expressway, which is one of the most traveled transportation corridors in south 

Florida, connects southern Miami-Dade County to northern Miami-Dade County and serves as a 

feeder route to the County's busiest east-west transportation corridor (SR 836/Dolphin 

Expressway), as well as provides system-level connections to SR 874, I-75, SR 924, Florida's 

Turnpike, and I-95.  Currently within the project study limits, the Palmetto Expressway carries over 
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140,000 vehicles per day and this is expected to increase by over 50% over the next 30 years. 

The GGI connects major freeways and arterials including I-95, Palmetto Expressway, Florida’s 

Turnpike, SR 9, SR 7/US 441 and NW 167th Street.  The facility carries over 400,000 vehicles per 

day, has a direct impact on inter-county travel between Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach 

Counties, and is the backbone for the transportation of goods and services, as well as passenger 

trips in the northeastern region of Miami-Dade County.  The GGI also supports the I-95 Express 

Lanes system and the Golden Glades Multimodal Facility, which provides access to inter-county 

transit service including the existing GGI to Downtown Miami express bus service. 

In the last five decades, Miami-Dade and Broward counties have experienced significant population 

growth. The Miami-Dade and Broward County populations in 1960 were 935,047 and 333,946 

persons, respectively, and increased to 2,496,435 and 1,748,066, respectively, by 2010. This 

increase represents an average annual growth rate of 1.98% for Miami-Dade County and 3.37% 

for Broward County.  The rapid population growth has resulted in a significant increase in surface 

transportation demand, particularly along the major freeways and arterials linking the counties.  The 

population of Miami-Dade County is projected to increase by approximately 18% from 2010 to 2035 

while that of Broward County is projected to increase by 11% within the same period (Source: 

Bureau of Economic and Business Research).  As the population in these counties increase over 

time, transportation demand will continue to grow thereby increasing the amount of vehicular traffic 

using SR 826 and the GGI for both local and regional trips. 

1.3.2 Capacity 

The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) defines the quality of traffic service provided by specific 

highway facilities under specific traffic demands by means of a level of service (LOS). The level of 

service characterizes the operating conditions on the facility in terms of traffic performance 

measures related to speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort 

and convenience. The levels of service range from LOS A (least congested) to level of service F 

(most congested). Many segments of the SR 826 mainline facility currently operate at unacceptable 

levels of service; during rush hour traffic, off-ramps at interchanges back up to the mainline and in 

many instances, impede the through traffic in the outside lane.  With no improvements, the results 

of the level of service analyses indicate that more freeway segments are expected to operate at an 

unacceptable LOS by Year 2040.  In the eastbound/northbound direction, a total of 37 freeway 

segments were analyzed along SR 826.  Of these freeway segments, 4 (11%) reported LOS F 

conditions and 6 (16%) of these freeway segments reported LOS E conditions, in the AM peak 

period.  Three (3 or 8%) freeway segments reported LOS E conditions in the PM peak period.  In 

the westbound/southbound direction, a total of 39 freeway segments were analyzed along SR 826.  

Of these segments, 17 (44%) reported LOS F conditions, and 6 (15%) reported LOS E conditions 

in the AM peak period.  Fifteen (15 or 38%) freeway segments reported LOS F conditions, and 12 

(31%) reported LOS E conditions in the PM peak period.  Twelve of the fourteen ramp terminal 

intersections are expected to operate at LOS F in the AM and/or PM peak periods.  These results 

indicate that under the No Build conditions, considerable congestion is expected throughout SR 

826 corridor and the terminal intersections in both AM and PM peak periods. 

The GGI is located within the City of Miami Gardens Transportation Concurrency Management 

Areas as well as the Transportation Concurrency Exemption Area / Urban Infill Area established 

by the City of North Miami Beach.  These transportation concurrency areas influence the LOS 

requirements and standards adopted for the roadway links within the GGI.  Based on field 

observations as well as results from the previous planning study prepared by the FDOT, the 

existing roadway capacity within the interchange is deficient at several locations along Eastbound 

SR 826, Southbound Florida’s Turnpike, US 441, SR 9 and I-95 at merge, diverge, weave and/or 

intersection locations within the interchange area.  Queues at these deficient locations extend 

upstream, creating additional mobility issues at nodes that would otherwise operate at acceptable 

LOS.  The eastbound SR 826 to northbound I-95 and the southbound Florida’s Turnpike to 

southbound I-95 movements are the two most critical links that are currently experiencing heavy 

congestion during the peak hours with insufficient link capacity. 

Over the years, the GGI and the surrounding multimodal facilities have been studied for the 

purpose of improving traffic operations and increasing user benefits by reducing congestion, 

increasing connectivity and improving travel delay caused by the circuitous routes in existence 

today. FDOT District Six has also been evaluating, and in some cases implementing, modifications 

to existing ramp configurations to improve traffic operations within the GGI.  Recent improvements 
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include the auxiliary lane addition for northbound I-95 connector to Florida’s Turnpike and 

westbound SR 826 (FPID: 415456-4) and other planned operational and safety improvements 

along various interchange ramps (FPID: 425637-1 & 429134-1).  The recommended interim 

improvements under the GGI PD&E Study (FPID: 428358-1-22-01) would provide additional 

capacity to accommodate the anticipated transportation demand, improve connectivity for traffic 

destined to northbound and southbound I-95 from SR 826 and Florida’s Turnpike respectively and 

ultimately improve safety, circulation and mobility for both commuter and multimodal (transit and 

freight) travel within both local and regional transportation networks.  However, these projects 

would not completely alleviate the chronic congestion within the interchange ramp network during 

the peak periods. 

1.3.3 Plan Consistency 

Planning and Preliminary Engineering for the project are included in the Miami-Dade County 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 2015 Transportation Improvement Plan and the 2015 

State Transportation Improvement Plan.  Right-of-Way and Construction are included in the MPO 

2040 Long Range Transportation Plan under the category Priority I, II and III Projects.  The project 

is also included in the FDOT 2040 SIS Cost Feasible Plan and is consistent with the Miami-Dade 

County Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) as amended and the 2009 update of 

the MPO-approved Congestion Management System, which is federally required as an integral 

part of the metropolitan planning process in Transportation Management Areas under the Moving 

Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21).  Local input from public, municipalities, County, 

MPO and other agencies has been coordinated during the project development phase. 

1.3.4 Social Demand and Economic Development 

Evacuation and Emergency Response: SR 826 serves as a critical transportation link for the 

evacuation network established by the Florida Division of Emergency Management for Miami-Dade 

County. The expressway facilitates traffic movement during emergency evacuation periods 

between SR 836, I-75, I-95, and Florida’s Turnpike as well as two major principal arterials (SR 9 

and SR 7/US 441), all of which are designated evacuation routes for Miami-Dade County residents.  

In addition, the GGI provides access to the emergency entrance for the Jackson North Medical 

Center.  

Economic Development: SR 826 is a regional transportation facility linking residents and 

businesses of Miami-Dade and Broward Counties, with many residents commuting between these 

two counties for work.   According to the 2000 Census, approximately 6.5% of Miami-Dade 

residents commute to Broward County, while 15.5% of Broward County residents and 1% of Palm 

Beach County residents commute to Miami-Dade County.  The proposed improvements would  

improve mobility, reduce energy consumption, reduce automobile pollution, improve emergency 

responsiveness and hurricane evacuation and support the increasing economic development of 

the area, as well as stimulate major construction activities that will create jobs and contribute to 

economic growth within the south Florida region.  

A recent publication by the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) titled 

“Mining Recovery Act Data for Opportunities to Improve the State of Practice for Overall Economic 

Impact Analysis of Transportation Investments (NCHRP 08-36, Task 103)” estimates that 

approximately 16.8 jobs were created in the state of Florida for every million dollars spent on 

transportation improvement projects between 2009 and 2011 (See Appendix G).  Based on the 

estimated construction costs for the Recommended Alternative, approximately 12,444 jobs are 

estimated to be created within the south Florida region. 

The recommended express lanes are proposed to be tolled with dynamic congestion pricing (i.e., 

increased toll-pricing when congestion on the adjacent non-tolled lanes increases and vice versa).  

This dynamic pricing will have an economic impact on those motorists who choose to travel on the 

express lanes.  The express lanes will also generate a new source of revenue, which can be used 

to offset project implementation costs and support other transportation improvements, including 

enhanced transit service. 

The City of Miami Gardens has identified planned developments including two residential 

developments (Legacy Pointe-Sola Bella and Lakeside Point Townhomes) adjacent to the project 

area. These future potential residential and commercial developments will increase the traffic 

demand through this area and exacerbate the current congestion problem.  The proposed 
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improvements to SR 826 and within the GGI would improve mobility and support the economic 

development of the area, as well as stimulate major construction activities that will contribute to 

economic growth within the South Florida Region. 

1.3.5 System Linkage 

The Palmetto Expressway is a vital transportation facility within southeast Florida, providing an 

inter-regional connection for Miami-Dade and Broward Counties.  The facility is one of the principal 

corridors across the heart of Miami-Dade County which feeds traffic to US-1, SR 874, SR 836, SR 

924, I-75 as well as Florida’s Turnpike and I-95 via the GGI.  The I-75 and I-95 corridors carry local 

residents and serves millions of regional travelers connecting Miami to west and north Florida.  

Florida's Turnpike mainline begins at the GGI and extends northwest linking Miami to Orlando.  The 

cross streets also funnel tens of thousands of commuters daily from neighboring residential and 

commercial areas to connect to the expressways.  These regional transportation corridors 

constitute major elements of the surface transportation system in Southeast Florida and facilitate 

the movement of goods and people between airports, seaports, and major employment centers, 

residential and recreational areas. 

The Palmetto Expressway, which is a designated SIS corridor, provides connections to several 

other SIS corridors and hubs.  I-95 and Florida's Turnpike are designated as SIS corridors and the 

GGI Park-n-Ride facility located within the interchange area is a SIS intermodal facility that provides 

connections to South Florida Regional Transportation Authority commuter trains, Miami-Dade 

Transit express and local buses, Broward County Transit express and local buses, Greyhound 

intercity buses and carpool commuters.  In addition, the Palmetto Expressway facilitates 

connections to the Miami International Airport and the Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International 

Airport, both designated SIS commercial service airport hubs, via I-95.  Finally, the Palmetto 

Expressway would provide system linkage between the Palmetto Expressway North-South 

Express Lane System and 95 Express.  Consequently, the proposed capacity and mobility 

improvements along the Palmetto Expressway and within the GGI are critical in order to improve 

access to these major transportation facilities, as well as enhance mobility within the South Florida 

Region. 

1.3.6 Crash Data 

The FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting System (CARS) was used to gather historical crash records 

for the SR 826 corridor.  CARS is a database maintained annually by the FDOT for crashes 

reported along state highway facilities. The CARS database was utilized to identify and extract 

crashes reported along the study corridor during the period from January 2006 through December 

2010. 

Table 1-1 provides a summary of the crashes reported along the SR 826 study corridor.  The 

summary table shows that a total of 3,043 crashes were reported along SR 826 during the five year 

period – an average of 609 crashes per year.  Rear-end collisions were the most common crash 

pattern, accounting for approximately 42% of all reported crashes.  Fixed object collisions are the 

second most common crash type with approximately 17% of all crashes and sideswipe collisions 

are the third most common with 14% of all crashes.  The high percentage of rear-end and sideswipe 

collisions along the corridor are typical for a roadway where traffic congestion, lane changes and 

weaving maneuvers are present.  Fixed object collisions may be due to inadequate geometry, 

restricted sight distance, inadequate delineation, inadequate shoulders and/or excessive speed.  

In addition, bridge data gathered for the PD&E Study indicates vertical clearance for the bridge 

structures along SR 826 are substandard.  This condition increases safety risk for fixed object 

collisions on the cross streets.   

Crashes experienced along the corridor were further analyzed to identify any abnormally high crash 

locations.  The analysis was performed using the Department’s screening tools for high crash 

spots/segments with ranking based on computed confidence levels for abnormally high crash rates.  

This screening procedure identifies locations along the study corridor where the historical crash 

rates are unusually high when compared to similar locations statewide.  Tables 1-2 and 1-3 provide 

a listing of the high crash locations identified from this process.   

As shown in Tables 1-2 and 1-3, several high crash segments/spots were identified along the SR 

826 corridor.  Most of the high crash segments/spots are located within the vicinity of the 

interchanges.  These locations experience higher congestion levels and higher lane changing 

maneuvers when compared to basic freeway segments.  The results further suggest that traffic 
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congestion and lane changing activities are probable contributing causes for the high crash rates 

along the corridor.       

The FDOT estimates that the total economic loss resulting from each crash on an urban freeway 

facility is approximately $107,600 per crash.  The annual economic loss resulting from crashes 

along SR 826 may therefore be estimated at approximately $65.5 million per annum ($107,600 per 

crash x 609 crashes per year). 

Table 1-1 
Crash Statistics Summary – SR 826 from MP 15.0 to 24.1 

 

Characteristics Crash Type 

Number of Crashes 5-Year 
Total 

Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Mean 
Crashes 
Per Year 

Year 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Crash Type 

Rear End 236 270 269 225 274 1,274 42% 255 

Head On 3 5 5 14 25 52 2% 10 

Angle 50 50 45 56 53 254 8% 51 

Left Turn 2 1 2 0 0 5 0% 1 

Right Turn 1 0 0 0 0 1 0% 0 

Sideswipe 93 83 84 74 103 437 14% 87 

Backed Into 1 1 2 0 0 4 0% 1 

Collision with Parked car 3 2 1 1 1 8 0% 2 

Collision with Pedestrian 1 1 1 0 0 3 0% 1 

Collision with Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 0 

Fixed Object 106 131 97 92 96 522 17% 104 

Ran off Road 2 5 1 3 2 13 0% 3 

Overturned 9 5 7 5 6 32 1% 6 

Other 83 98 84 86 87 438 14% 88 

Total 590 652 598 556 647 3,043 100% 609 

 

 
Table 1-2 

High Crash Spots – SR 826 
 

* Rank Mile Post Location 

2010 

None Reported 

2009 

None Reported 

2008 

# 521 15.410 SR 826/I-75 Interchange 

# 343 16.127 South of NW 154th Street 

# 272 16.161 SR 826/NW 154th Street Interchange 

2007 

# 624 18.856 SR 826/NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

2006 

# 576 16.161 SR 826/NW 154th Street Interchange 

# 595 21.864 SR 826/NW 27th Avenue Interchange 

    * Based on FDOT ranking statewide 
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Table 1-3 
High Crash Segments – SR 826 

 

* Rank Mile Post Location 

2010 

# 410 18.9 – 19.0 SR 826/NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

# 424 21.0 – 21.2 SR 826/NW 37th Avenue Interchange 

2009 

# 406 23.0 – 23.1 SR 826/NW 17th Avenue Interchange 

# 234 23.5 – 23.8 Between NW 12th Avenue and I-95 

2008 

# 372 18.2 – 18.3 East of NW 67th Avenue 

# 330  18.9 – 19.2 SR 826/NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

2007 

# 284 17.3 – 17.4 West of NW 67th Avenue 

# 195 17.7 – 18.1 SR 826/NW 67th Avenue Interchange 

# 294 18.9 – 19.2 SR 826/NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

# 271 19.8 – 19.9 SR 826/NW 47th Avenue Interchange 

# 395 21.9 – 22.0 SR 826/NW 27th Avenue Interchange 

# 244 23.0 – 23.1 SR 826/NW 17th Avenue Interchange 

# 315 23.4 – 23.7 SR 826/NW 12th Avenue Interchange 

2006 

# 344 19.0 – 19.3 SR 826/NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

# 194 21.8 – 21.9 West of NW 27th Avenue 

# 324 22.9 – 23.2 SR 826/NW 17th Avenue Interchange 

# 253 23.5 – 23.6 SR 826/NW 12th Avenue Interchange 

     * Based on FDOT ranking statewide 

 

Crash data for different roadway segments and intersections was also gathered for the GGI corridor 

and was obtained from the FDOT CARS database from January 2006 to December 2010. Table 

1-4 and Figure 1-2 show a summary of the crash frequency, severity and historical trend for the 

different road classes within the project study area. 

As indicated in the Table 1-4, a total of 3,238 crashes occurred within the study area over the five 

year analysis period. The majority of the crashes (56%) occurred within the freeway segments, 

followed by the signalized intersections with 18% of the total crashes. These crash percentages 

are indicative of the congested conditions along the freeways segments and signalized 

intersections within the study area. 

A total of 18 fatal crashes with 19 fatalities occurred within the project study area during the five 

year analysis period. Out of the 18 fatal crashes within the study area, 10 occurred along the 

freeway segments. Figure 1-2 shows the locations of the fatal crashes within the project study area. 

Figure 1-2 
Crash Summary by Frequency and Severity - GGI 
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Table 1-4 
Crash Frequency by Severity - GGI 

 
Roadway 

Type 
Severity 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

5 Year 
Total 

Mean Crashes 
Per Year 

Freeway 
Segments 
(I-95, SR 826, 
Florida’s 
Turnpike) 

Fatal 3 1 4 2 0 10 2 

Injury 161 181 156 139 205 842 168 

PDO 183 188 173 184 246 974 195 

Total 347 370 333 325 451 1826 365 

Fatalities 3 2 4 2 0 11 - 

Arterial 
Segments (SR 
7, SR 9, NW 
167th Street) 

Fatal 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 

Injury 33 27 25 27 45 157 31 

PDO 40 36 41 31 42 190 38 

Total 73 64 67 58 87 349 70 

Fatalities 0 1 1 0 0 2 - 

Interchange 
Ramps 

Fatal 1 1 2 0 1 5 1 

Injury 34 37 45 41 56 213 43 

PDO 56 50 56 35 53 250 50 

Total 91 88 103 76 110 468 94 

Fatalities 1 1 2 0 1 5 - 

Signalized 
Intersections 

Fatal 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 

Injury 55 54 63 41 71 284 57 

PDO 50 67 77 58 58 310 62 

Total 105 121 140 100 129 595 119 

Fatalities 0 0 0 1 0 1 - 

Total 616 643 643 559 777 3,238 648 

 

1.3.7 Roadway Deficiencies 

Roadway Deficiencies: The existing SR 826 facility was designed in the early 1960s and much of its 

design criteria does not satisfy current FDOT design standards.  The existing typical section 

provides an inside shoulder width of 7 feet, which is below the current FDOT standard of 12 feet.  

The rate of vertical curvature (K-value) throughout the corridor does not satisfy current design 

standards and the horizontal alignment in the area of the 90-degree curve west of NW 67th Avenue 

does not satisfy the desirable stopping sight distance requirements. 

Structural Deficiencies: The following describes the structural deficiencies within the SR 826 project 

corridor. 

 Age, Potential for Widening, and Repair:  

o 17 of the 21 existing bridges were originally constructed in the 1950s and 1960s.  All 

but one of the highway bridges have undergone widening and/or rehabilitation, 3 of 

which have required work more than once.  Most of the reconstruction efforts 

occurred in the 1970s and 1980s, but some were as recent as 2007 and 2010.  None 

of the existing bridges have been “repaired” or “widened” for a third time. 

o The oldest bridge on this project is 57 years old, the youngest is 16 years old, and 

the others vary between 39 and 54 years old. 

o The guideline for service life of new bridges in Florida, prior to the acceptance of 

American Association of State and Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Load 

and Resistance Factor Design (LRFD), was 50 years.  Using that criteria, 17 bridges 

on this project are exceeding or are within two years of exceeding their intended 

service lives. 

o 12 of the bridges pose significant challenges for future widening due to their 

substandard vertical clearances (less than 15-ft.) and shallow superstructure depths. 

 Inspection Condition:  

o 15 highway bridges are classified as satisfactory for geometric criteria, while five are 

classified as functionally obsolete.  Though the pedestrian bridge does not meet 

FHWA horizontal clearance criteria, it is not a highway bridge, and therefore does not 

receive an inspection classification. 

o 6 bridges have substandard horizontal underclearance 

o One bridge has substandard vertical clearance   

 Inspection Frequencies:  

o All existing bridges require an inspection at least once every twenty-four months. 

o All of the bridges are in compliance with the minimum inspection frequency 

requirements. 

 Superstructures Systems:  

o 14 of the existing 18 bridges utilize concrete AASHTO Type II, III, or IV beams. 

o Two of the existing bridges have been built with cast-in-place concrete flat slabs. 

o One existing bridge spans with Steel I beams. 
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o The newest existing bridge is a pedestrian bridge. 

Similar to the SR 826 project corridor, much of the GGI project corridor does not satisfy FDOT 

standards. There are numerous deficiencies in superelevation, horizontal curve length, horizontal 

stopping sight distance, K-value, vertical curve length, and vertical stopping sight distance. Figure 

1-3 shows the locations of the existing horizontal and vertical alignment deficiencies for the GGI 

project corridor. 

1.3.8 Modal Interrelationship 

SR 826 is designated as a primary north-south corridor on the Southeast Florida Express Lane 

Network.  The SR 826 north-south express lanes project with direct connection to I-75 has started 

construction and this project will extend the SR 826 express lanes to the GGI with connection to 

95 Express in Miami-Dade and Broward County.  The express lane network will serve as the back-

bone of a regional bus rapid transit (BRT) system with current routes running on 95 Express and 

future routes on SR 826 and I-75.  Express feeder bus services would run along SR 7/US 441 in 

Miami-Dade County as well as SR 817/University Drive and SR 820/Hollywood/Pines Boulevard in 

Broward County.  Therefore, the proposed improvements would benefit multimodal uses and 

congestion management throughout the South Florida region. 

The GGI encompasses the Golden Glades Multimodal Facility (FPID: 251684-6) located in the 

southwest quadrant, which consists of Park-n-Ride Lots, an adjacent vacant parcel east of the 

Park-n-Ride Lot, and the connecting roadways and ramps. The Park-n-Ride Lots currently 

accommodate the following transportation modes: South Florida Regional Transportation Authority 

(SFRTA) commuter trains, Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) express and local buses, Broward County 

Transit (BCT) express and local buses, Greyhound intercity buses, and carpool commuters.  The 

FDOT plans to redevelop the existing Golden Glades Park-n-Ride Lots into a Multimodal Facility 

with improved access.  The proposed improvements would facilitate this goal by removing traffic 

from the southbound Turnpike connector ramp to I-95, thereby providing additional capacity for the 

multimodal traffic along SR 7/US 441, and improving access and mobility to the multimodal facility. 

 

1.3.9 Related Projects within the Study Area 

Coordination with both state and local transportation agencies was maintained throughout the 

Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study to assure that recently completed, ongoing, and programmed 

study and design efforts affecting other components of the regional transportation network were 

incorporated into this study’s findings.  A great emphasis was placed on identifying those efforts 

undertaken by others that would be influenced by, or that could influence, the Palmetto Expressway 

PD&E Study effort.  This research included both short term and long range transportation network 

improvements intersecting or influencing traffic volumes within the study corridor. 

The following summarizes a list of projects within the area of influence for the Palmetto Expressway 

PD&E Study: 

• FDOT-D6 – SR 826 North-South Segment from SR 836 to I-75 (FPID: 418423-3-22-01) 

• FDOT-D6 – I-75 PD&E Study (FPID: 420699-1-22-01) 

• MDX – SR 924 Gratigny Parkway West PD&E Study (MDX No. 92404.011) 

• MDX – SR 924 Gratigny Parkway East Extension to I-95 PD&E Study (MDX No. 92407.011) 

• FDOT-D6 – Golden Glades Interchange PD&E Study (FPID: 428358-1-22-01) 

The importance of these projects is that all improve capacity and eliminate bottlenecks.  Each of 

these facilities that feed or receive traffic from SR 826 is undergoing capacity improvements which 

in turn will continue to increase the demand for the study segment of SR 826.  A noteworthy point 

is that this segment has remained mostly the same in terms of number of lanes, at least within the 

project limits, since it was originally built in the 1960s. 
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Variation 

Figure 1-3 

Existing Geometric Deficiencies - GGI 

 

Vertical Clearance Variation 
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1.4 Description of Proposed Action 

Based on the results of the alternatives analysis as well as input received from the public, the FDOT 

identified a Recommended Alternative for the mainline of SR 826 and for each interchange 

discussed in Section 6.  The Recommended Alternative includes: 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

 Three general purpose lanes in each direction. Reconstruct and widen the SR 826 

mainline to include three 12-ft. general purpose lanes in each direction (Figure 1-4).  

 One auxiliary lane in each direction.  To improve traffic safety and operations, one 12-ft. 

auxiliary lane will be added in each direction between interchanges.  An auxiliary lane is 

typically introduced as a lane add at an upstream interchange followed by a lane drop at the 

adjacent downstream interchange. 

 Two express lanes in each direction.  The express lanes will be separated from the 

general purpose lanes by a 4-ft. buffer.  At the western and eastern project limits, the 

express lanes transition from two lanes to one lane with a connection to the planned SR 826 

North-South Express Lane System and a direct connect ramp to 95 Express at the Golden 

Glades Interchange. 

 Express lane connections.  The recommended alternative for the express lanes access 

points includes one ingress and two egress points in the northbound/eastbound direction 

and two ingress and one egress points in the westbound/southbound direction.  Access to 

and from the express lanes would typically be via slip ramps to/from the general purpose 

lanes.  Direct connect ramps would be provided at the Golden Glades Interchange (Figure 

1-5).   

 Interchange improvements.  Several existing interchanges are proposed to be modified 

including the Golden Glades Interchange.  In addition, interchange modifications are 

proposed for NW 154th Street, NW 67th Avenue, NW 57th Avenue, NW 47th Avenue, NW 37th 

Avenue, NW 27th Avenue, NW 17th Avenue, and NW 12th Avenue.  With the exception of 

NW 154th Street, all SR 826 overpass bridges would be replaced and the SR 826 mainline 

would be raised to satisfy current FHWA standards for vertical clearance over cross streets. 

 New stormwater drainage system.   The project would include a new stormwater drainage 

system to satisfy South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) water quantity and 

quality requirements. 

Figure 1-4 
Proposed Typical Section 

Recommended Alternative – SR 826 from I-75 to NW 17th Avenue 
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Figure 1-5 
Proposed Typical Section 

Recommended Alternative – SR 826 from NW 17th Avenue to GGI 

 

Golden Glades Interchange 

The GGI Ultimate Build Alternative represents the master plan to improve operations, safety, and 

mobility within the GGI and provide a system-to-system connection between the new SR 826 

express lanes and the I-95 express lanes.  The following improvements are included in the GGI 

Ultimate Build Alternative (See Figure 1-6): 

1. Reconstruct SR 826 between NW 17th Avenue and GGI to accommodate express lanes; 

2. Provide a connection between proposed express lanes along SR 826 and 95 Express lanes 

to and from the north; 

3. Provide a new ramp for SR 9/SR 7/US 441 northbound to I-95 northbound that merges with 

the SR 826 eastbound to I-95 northbound flyover ramp; 

4. Provide direct express lane connection from Turnpike southbound to 95 Express southbound; 

5. Provide an auxiliary lane along I-95 northbound between Golden Glades Interchange and 

Miami Gardens Drive; 

6. Widen the existing 95 Express flyover ramps from one to two lanes in each direction north of 

Golden Glades Interchange. This will include the widening of I-95 Northbound and 

Southbound from South of NE 183rd Street/ Miami Gardens Drive to the Golden Glades 

Interchange; 

7. Widen SR 826 connector to NW 167th Street to accommodate two lanes from SR 826 

eastbound to NW 167th Street eastbound; 

8. Combine and realign the I-95 northbound to SR 7/US 441 northbound and NW 167th Street 

eastbound exit ramps; 

9. Replace SR 7/US 441 northbound bridge and provide pedestrian access to NW 2nd Avenue 

and NW 167th Street intersection; and 

10. Reconstruct I-95 southbound from South of NW 140th Street to Golden Glades Interchange to 

accommodate express lanes connection from Turnpike southbound to 95 Express 

southbound. This will involve the pedestrian bridge across I-95 just south of NW 147th Avenue 

and modifications to the 95 Express southbound tolling point.  

The proposed GGI Ultimate improvements are shown in Figures 1-6. The total proposed 

improvements are shown in the PD&E Conceptual Design Plans provided under separate cover. 
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Figure 1-6 
GGI Recommended Ultimate Alternative 

 

1.5 Commitments and Recommendations 

The following commitments and recommendations have been made by Florida Department of 

Transportation (FDOT) and will be adhered to during the final design and/or construction phases. 

1. The proposed improvements will provide a clear envelope over the South Florida Rail Corridor 

(SFRC) when placing bridge piers in order to accommodate the future planned Miami-Dade 

County Gold Coast Trail.  Further coordination with Miami-Dade County Parks, Recreation 

and Open Spaces staff regarding the status of this proposed greenway will occur during final 

design per Attachment 6.B.1 of the Type 2 Categorical Exclusion. 

2. The loss of Wood Stork foraging habitat in the affected stormwater features will be mitigated 

through construction of new stormwater features within the project area and implementation 

of construction Best Management Practices (BMPs), or purchase of mitigation credits from an 

appropriate mitigation bank.   These efforts will be coordinated with the US Fish and Wildlife 

Service (USFWS) during final design. 

3. Archaeological monitoring will be performed during construction within the boundaries of 

archaeological site 8DA46.  A monitoring report will be submitted to the State Historic 

Preservation Officer at the conclusion of the project to document the results of the monitoring. 

4. The FDOT will reevaluate the construction of feasible noise abatement measures at the 

locations where noise barriers have been recommended for further consideration during the 

final design phase in accordance with PPM Volume 1, Chapter 32. In addition, FDOT will seek 

opportunities to build these noise barriers early in the construction process in order to 

minimize construction impacts to adjacent noise sensitive areas.   

5. Coordination between the FDOT and the operators of any construction noise/vibration 

sensitive locations identified during design will occur.   

6. A CSER (Level 1) update will be performed during the final design phase, followed by a Level 

II Contamination Assessment, if warranted per Section 5.4.10.8.   
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7. The FDOT will coordinate with Miami-Dade County Public Schools located within the project 

limits regarding the project schedule during design and construction, to minimize disruption to 

school bus transportation routes per Section 5.4.10.1. 

8. The FDOT will coordinate with both Miami-Dade County Department of Transportation and 

Public Works and Broward County Transit  regarding any temporary deviation of existing bus 

routes during the design and construction phases of this project. 

9. The FDOT will coordinate with the City of Miami Gardens to participate in a Job Fair in order 

to facilitate interaction between potential contractors and small and/or disadvantaged 

business enterprises and encourage local participation on the proposed construction project. 

10. The Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) Utility Relocation Assessment Technical Memorandum 

prepared as part of this PD&E Study identified and evaluated potential routes for the relocation 

of the existing 24-in. and 18-in. gas mains along the north and south side of SR 826.  The FDOT 

will work with FGT to address the final disposition of the gas mains.  As per the FGT Global 

Settlement Agreement with FDOT, FGT is responsible for the pipe installation cost while FDOT 

is responsible for the right-of-way cost. 

11. The FDOT will evaluate the construction of a perimeter wall along the northbound on-ramp from 

SR 826 to northbound Turnpike at the Lubavitch Educational Center located at 17330 NW 7th 

Avenue #100, Miami, Florida 33169 during the final design phase in accordance with PPM 

Volume 1, Chapter 32. 
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2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The following section summarizes the existing conditions within the project study limits.  For 

descriptive purposes, the project study area has been divided into two basic segments as follows: 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway (from I-75 to NW 17th Avenue) 

 Golden Glades Interchange (GGI) 

Existing data for the GGI study area was extracted from the Preliminary Engineering Report, April 

2014 prepared for the GGI PD&E Study (FPID: 428358-1-22-01) which is available as a supporting 

document to this report. 

2.1 Functional Classification 

The roadway network within the project study area is comprised of Interstates, state roads, county 

roads and local roads which provide access and traffic circulation within residential, commercial 

and industrial areas.  The GGI is also an important transportation hub within southeast Florida that 

provides regional connection for Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach Counties.  Table 2-1 

shows the functional classifications of the roadways within the project study area.  Refer to 

Appendix A for the Straight Line Diagrams of the major roadways within the project study area. 

2.2 Typical Sections 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

Two main typical sections comprise the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway corridor within the study 

area as follows: 

SR 826 from NW 154th Street (MP16.37) to NW 27th Avenue (MP 22.25): The existing roadway 

typical section for SR 826 along these limits varies slightly and consists primarily of three 12-ft 

general purpose lanes with a 12-ft. (10-ft. paved) outside shoulder and 7-ft. paved inside shoulder 

in each direction separated by a 2-ft. concrete barrier wall. 

From NW 154th Street to NW 67th Avenue, a one-way NB/EB two-lane frontage road (NW 167th 

Street) runs along the east/south side of the corridor; and from NW 67th Avenue to NW 27th Avenue, 

a one-way two-lane frontage road (NW 167th Street) runs along each side of the facility, providing 

access to businesses located along the corridor.  The existing typical section for the frontage roads 

consists of two 11.5-ft. travel lanes in one direction with a 4-ft. paved outside shoulder.  A 5-ft. 

sidewalk is located adjacent to the right-of-way line separated from the travel lanes by a 4-ft. sod 

buffer strip through sections of the corridor but it is not continuous.  The typical section for this 

segment of SR 826 is depicted in Figure 2-1.  

Figure 2-1  
Existing Typical Section - SR 826 from NW 154th Street to NW 27th Avenue 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SR 826 from NW 27th Avenue (MP 22.25) to GGI (MP 23.81): The typical section for SR 826 along 

these limits consists of four 12-ft general purpose lanes with a 12-ft. (10-ft. paved) outside shoulder 

and 7-ft. paved inside shoulder in each direction separated by a 2-ft. concrete barrier wall. 

From NW 27th Avenue to NW 12th Avenue, a one-way two-lane frontage road (NW 167th Street) 

runs along each side of the facility, providing access to businesses located along the corridor. The 

existing typical section for NW 167th Street consists of two 11.5-ft. travel lanes in one direction with 

a 4-ft. paved outside shoulder.  A 5-ft. sidewalk is located adjacent to the right-of-way line separated 

from the travel lanes by a 4-ft. sod buffer strip through sections of the corridor but is not continuous.  

The typical section for this segment of SR 826 is depicted in Figure 2-2. 
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Table 2-1 
Existing Roadway Characteristics 

Roadway Facility Type 
Functional 

Classification 
Access 
Class 

Typical Section 
Posted Speed 

Limit (mph) 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 
Freeway, Limited 
Access, SIS Facility 

Urban Principal Arterial - Other 
Freeways and Expressways 

Class 1.2 
3 NB/EB lanes + 3 
SB/WB lanes + barrier 
wall 

55 

SR 93/I-75, West of SR 826 SB 
off ramp 

Freeway, Limited 
Access, SIS Facility 

Urban Principal Arterial - 
Interstate 

Class 1.2 
4 NB/WB lanes + 4 
SB/EB lanes + grass 
median 

70 

SR 93/I-75, East of SR 826 SB off 
ramp 

Freeway, Limited 
Access, SIS Facility 

Urban Principal Arterial - 
Interstate 

Class 1.2 
4 NB/WB lanes + 4 
SB/EB lanes + grass 
median 

60 

SR 9A/I-95, South of GGI 
Freeway, Limited 
Access, SIS Facility 

Urban Principal Arterial - 
Interstate 

Class 1.2 
6 NB lanes + 6 SB lanes 
+ barrier wall 

55 

SR 9A/I-95, Within GGI 
Freeway, Limited 
Access, SIS Facility 

Urban Principal Arterial - 
Interstate 

Class 1.2 
4 NB lanes + 4 SB lanes 
+ barrier wall 

55 

SR 9A/I-95, North of GGI 
Freeway, Limited 
Access, SIS Facility 

Urban Principal Arterial - 
Interstate 

Class 1.2 
5 NB lanes + 5 SB lanes 
+ barrier wall 

55 

SR 91/Florida’s Turnpike 
Freeway, Limited 
Access, SIS Facility 

Urban Principal Arterial - Other 
Freeways and Expressways 

Class 1.2 
4 NB lanes + 4 SB lanes 
+ barrier wall 

70 

SR 9 Arterial Urban Principal Arterial Class 2 
2 NB lanes + 2 SB lanes 
+ grass median 

50 

SR 924/Gratigny Parkway 
Freeway, Limited 
Access, SIS Facility 

Urban Other 
Freeway/Expressway 

Class 1.2 
3 EB lanes + 3 WB lanes 
+ grass median 

60 

NW 154th St/Miami Lakes Drive Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
2 EB lanes + 2 WB lanes 
+ grass median 

35 

NW 67th Ave/Ludlam Rd, North of 
SR 826 

Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
3 NB lanes + 3 SB lanes 
+ grass median 

40 

NW 67th Ave/Ludlam Rd, South 
of SR 826 

Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
2 NB lanes + 2 SB lanes 
+ grass median 

40 

SR 823/NW 57th Ave/Red Rd Arterial Urban Other Principal Arterial Class 3 
3 NB lanes + 3 SB lanes 
+  
raised median 

45 

NW 47th Ave, North of SR 826 Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
2 NB lanes + 2 SB lanes 
+ painted median 

40 

NW 47th Ave, South of SR 826 Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
2 NB lanes + 2 SB lanes 
+ painted median 

35 

NW 42nd Ave, North of SR 826 Arterial Urban Collector N/A 1 NB lane + 1 SB lane 30 

NW 42nd Ave,South of SR 826 Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
1 NB lane + 1 two-way 
left turn lane + 1 SB lane 

30 

NW 37th Ave/Douglas Rd Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
2 NB lanes + 2 SB lanes 
+ grass median 

35 

NW 32nd Ave, North of SR 826 Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
1 NB lane + 1 SB lane + 
painted median 

30 

NW 32nd Ave, South of SR 826 Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
1 NB lane + 1 SB lane + 
painted median 

35 

SR 817/NW 27th Ave Arterial Urban Other Principal Arterial Class 5 
3 NB lanes + 3 SB lanes 
+  
raised median 

45 

NW 22nd Ave, North of SR 826 Arterial Minor Urban Arterial N/A 
2 NB lanes + 2 SB lanes 
+ grass median 

40 

NW 22nd Ave, South of SR 826 Arterial Minor Urban Arterial N/A 
2 NB lanes + 2 SB lanes 
+ grass median 

30 

NW 17th Ave Arterial Urban Collector N/A 1 NB lane + 1 SB lane 30 

NW 12th Ave,North of SR 826 Arterial Urban Collector N/A 1 NB lane + 1 SB lane 30 

NW 12th Ave, South of SR 826 Arterial Urban Collector N/A 2 NB lanes + 2 SB lanes 30 

NW 167th St EB/WB, West of NW 
22nd Ave 

Arterial 
One-way Collector-Distributor 
Road 

N/A 2 lanes each direction 40 

NW 167th St EB/WB, East of NW 
22nd Ave 

Arterial 
One-way Collector-Distributor 
Road 

N/A 2 lanes each direction 30 

NW 138th St, East of Hialeah 
Gardens Blvd 

Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
2 EB lanes + 2 WB lanes 
+ raised median 

30 

Hialeah Gardens Blvd, South of 
NW 138th St 

Arterial Urban Collector N/A 
1 EB lane + 1 WB lane + 
painted median 

30 

Notes: 
1. Information obtained from the FDOT’s Straight Line Diagram Website. 
2. N/A – Access Management not defined for non-state roadways. 

The design speed for this segment is 60 mph but is reduced to 45 mph as the expressway 

terminates into an arterial roadway. The posted speed is 55 mph along the expressway segment.   

 
Figure 2-2 

Existing Typical Section - SR 826 from NW 27th Avenue to GGI 

 

SR 9A/I-95 

The segment of SR 9A/I-95 within the project study area extends approximately 3.4 miles from 

Opa-Locka Boulevard (MP 10.90) to Miami Gardens Drive (MP 14.30).  From Opa-Locka Boulevard 

to the GGI, the existing typical section consists of four 11-ft general purpose travel lanes and two 

11-ft express lanes in the northbound and southbound directions.  The travel lanes in each direction 

are separated by a concrete barrier wall with varying inside shoulder widths ranging from 5-ft to 

12-ft.  The outside shoulder widths also vary from 6-ft to 10-ft in the southbound direction with a 

10-ft paved shoulder in the northbound direction.  Figure 2-3 shows the existing typical section 

along I-95 south of the GGI.  
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Figure 2-3 
Existing Typical Section – I-95 South of GGI 

 

The segment of I-95 within the GGI consists of three 12-ft general purpose travel lanes and one 

12-ft auxiliary lane in the northbound and southbound directions.  The travel lanes in each direction 

are separated by a 2-ft concrete barrier wall with 15-ft paved inside shoulders.  The outside 

shoulders are typically 12-ft wide with 10-ft paved.  Figure 2-4 shows the existing typical section 

along I-95 within the GGI. 

Figure 2-4 
Existing Typical Section – I-95 within GGI 

 

 

The segment of I-95 north of the GGI is currently under construction to convert the existing HOV 

lanes to express lanes similar to the southern segment (95 Express Phase II).  The proposed typical 

section consists of three 11-ft general purpose travel lanes and two 11-ft express lanes in the 

northbound and southbound directions. The travel lanes in each direction are separated by a 

concrete barrier wall with 9-ft inside shoulders.  The outside shoulder width is typically 12-ft with 

10-ft paved.  Figure 2-5 shows the existing typical section along I-95 north of the GGI.  The design 

speed is 60 mph north and south of the interchange and 50 mph within the interchange.  

 

Figure 2-5 
Existing Typical Section – I-95 North of GGI 

 

 

 

Florida’s Turnpike 

The Florida’s Turnpike Mainline and Connector Ramp within the project study area extend 

approximately 0.58 miles from SR 826/Palmetto Expressway and I-95 (MP 0.00) to the Golden 

Glades Toll Plaza (MP 0.584).  The Florida’s Turnpike mainline segment north of the GGI is 

currently under construction to convert the existing mixed cash toll plaza to an all-electronic toll 

plaza (AET Phase 4A) by 2014.  The proposed mainline typical section under this project consists 

of three 12-ft travel lanes and one 12-ft auxiliary lane in the northbound and southbound directions.  

The travel lanes are separated by a concrete median barrier with 12-ft paved inside shoulders.  

The outside shoulders are 12-ft wide with 10-ft paved in both directions. The design and posted 

speed on the Florida’s Turnpike mainline is 70 mph.  Figure 2-6 shows the existing typical sections 

along Florida’s Turnpike Mainline. 
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Figure 2-6 
Existing Typical Section – Florida’s Turnpike Mainline 

 

 

 

Within the GGI area, the Turnpike Connector ramp connects Florida’s Turnpike Mainline with I-95.  

The existing typical section consists of two 12-ft general purpose travel lanes and one 12-ft auxiliary 

travel lane in the northbound and southbound directions.  The travel lanes in each direction are 

separated by a 32-ft median with guardrails on both sides.  The inside shoulders are 10-ft wide and 

fully paved.  The outside shoulders are typically 12-ft wide with 10-ft paved.  At locations with 

shoulder gutter, the outside shoulders are 15.5-ft wide with 8-ft paved.  The design and posted 

speed on the Turnpike Connector ramp is 45 mph.  Figure 2-7 shows the existing typical section 

along the Turnpike Connector Ramp. 

Figure 2-7 
Existing Typical Section – Turnpike Connector Ramp 

 

 
 

SR 7/US 441 

SR 7/US 441 within the project limits extends approximately 1.4 miles from north of the Biscayne 

Canal (MP 10.48) to NW 172nd Street (MP 11.88).  The segment south of the GGI between the 

Biscayne Canal and the Park and Ride entrance generally consists of three 11-ft travel lanes in the 

northbound and southbound direction with curb and gutter on both sides of the roadway.  The travel 

lanes in each direction are separated by an 18-ft raised median.  A 5-ft sidewalk is located adjacent 

to the right-of-way line on each side of the roadway and separated from the travel lanes by a 4-ft 

sod buffer strip.  Figure 2-8 shows the existing typical section of SR 7/US 441 south of GGI. 

 

Figure 2-8 
Existing Typical Section- SR 7/ US 441 south of GGI 

 
 
 

Within the GGI area, the existing typical section generally consists of two 12-ft travel lanes with 6-

ft inside shoulders (2-ft paved) and 7-ft outside shoulders (5-ft paved).  Figure 2-9 shows the 

existing typical section along SR 7/US 441 within GGI.  The design speed along SR 7/US 441 

within the project study area varies from 35- 45 mph.  The posted speed limit also varies from 30-

40 mph. 
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Figure 2-9 
Existing Typical Section- SR 7/ US 441 within GGI 

 

SR 9 

SR 9 within the project study area extends approximately 0.47 miles from the Golden Glades Park-

and-Ride lot (MP 13.22) to merge at SR 7/US 441 (MP 13.69).  The existing typical section consists 

of two 12-ft travel lanes in the northbound and southbound directions, as shown in Figure 2-10.  

The travel lanes in each direction are separated by a grassed median with varying width from 40-

50-ft.  The inside shoulders are 4-ft wide with 2-ft paved.  The outside shoulders are typically 10-ft 

wide with 4-ft paved.  The posted speed limit along SR 9 is generally 50 mph within the project 

study area.  No design speed information was found from the existing plans available. 

 

Figure 2-10 
Existing Typical Section- SR 9 

 
 

 

NW 167th Street 

NW 167th Street within the GGI area extends approximately 0.728 miles from the NW 7th Avenue 

Extension west of the Turnpike Connector ramp (MP 0.00) to North Miami Avenue (MP 0.728).  

The existing typical section consists of a six lane divided urban arterial with three 12-ft travel lanes 

in the eastbound and westbound directions, as shown in Figure 2-11.  The travel lanes in each 

direction are separated by a 15.5-ft raised median.  The roadway has Type F curb and gutter along 

both sides of the pavement with 5-ft wide sidewalks on both sides adjacent to the curb and gutter.  

The posted speed limit along this segment of NW 167th Street is 35 mph.  No design speed 

information was found from the existing plans available. 

Figure 2-11 
Existing Typical Section- NW 167th Street within GGI 

 

 

2.3 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

Florida Statute Title XXIII, Chapter 316, Section 316.091, prohibits pedestrians and bicycles from 

operating and/or traveling on any limited access facilities.  As such, there are no pedestrian or 

bicycle facilities along the expressways (SR 826, I-95, and Florida’s Turnpike) and ramp connectors 

within the interchange areas.  Some of the non-limited access roadways within the study area have 

pedestrian facilities as listed below:  

 The frontage roads along SR 826 within the study area have 5-ft sidewalks adjacent to the 

northern and southern right-of-way lines at the following locations: 

o Along the eastbound frontage road from NW 44th Court to NW 42nd Avenue, from NW 
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29th Avenue to NW 27th Avenue, and from NW 16th Avenue to NW 10th Avenue. 

o Along the westbound frontage road sidewalk from NW 57th Avenue to NW 44th 

Avenue, from NW 37th Avenue to NW 35th Avenue, and from NW 15th Avenue to NW 

11th Avenue. 

 Along NW 154th Street there is a 5-ft sidewalk on the south side of the roadway and an 8-ft 

sidewalk on the north side of the roadway.  The sidewalks cross underneath the bridge. 

 Along NW 67th Avenue there are 5-ft sidewalks along both sides of the roadway north of SR 

826 and 8-ft sidewalks along both sides of the roadway south of the interchange.  There are 

5-ft sidewalks along each side of NW 67th Avenue underneath the bridge. 

 Along NW 57th Avenue there are 7-ft sidewalks on both sides of the roadway along the north 

and south sides of SR 826 with 5-ft sidewalks underneath the bridge.  

 Along NW 47th Avenue there is an 8-ft sidewalk on the west side of the roadway north of SR 

826. There are 5-ft sidewalks along both sides of NW 47th Avenue underneath the bridge. 

There are no existing sidewalks south of SR 826. 

 Along NW 37th Avenue there are 6-ft sidewalks on both sides of the roadway along the north 

and south sides of SR 826 with 5-ft sidewalks underneath the bridge. 

 Along NW 27th Avenue there are 6-ft sidewalks on both sides of the roadway along the north 

and south sides of SR 826 with 5-ft sidewalks underneath the bridge. 

 Along NW 17th Avenue there are 5-ft sidewalks on both sides of the roadway north of SR 

826.  There are 5-ft sidewalks along both sides of NW 17th Avenue underneath the bridge.  

There are no existing sidewalks south of SR 826. 

 Along NW 12th Avenue there are 5-ft sidewalks along both sides of the roadway north of SR 

826 and 6-ft sidewalks along both sides of the roadway south of the interchange.  There are 

5-ft sidewalks along each side of NW 12th Avenue underneath the bridge. 

 There are 5-ft sidewalks along each side of the cross streets underneath the bridges along 

NW 42nd Avenue, NW 32nd Avenue, and NW 22nd Avenue. 

 Along SR 7/US 441, 5-ft sidewalks exist along both sides of the roadway.  The sidewalks 

are typically separated from the roadway by a 3-ft landscape buffer. The sidewalks along 

SR 7/US 441 terminate at the Golden Glades Park and Ride Facility. 

 There are 5-ft sidewalks along both sides of NW 167th Street east of the GGI.  The sidewalks 

are adjacent to the roadway curb and gutter. 

 The segment of NW 2nd Avenue south of the GGI has 6-ft sidewalks on both sides of the 

roadway adjacent to the curb and gutter.  The segment north of the GGI has 5-ft sidewalks 

on the eastern side of the roadway.  There is currently no connection between the sidewalks 

on the north and south sides across the GGI. 

There are currently no bicycle facilities along any of the non-limited access arterial roadways within 

the study area.  However, FDOT Projects FPID: 429135-1, FPID: 432743-2 and FPID: 432743-3, 

will implement bicycle lanes along the one-way frontage roads between NW 57th Avenue and NW 

27th Avenue. 

There are three pedestrian bridges within the study area.  The first is located across SR 826 at NW 

29th Avenue providing a connection between the frontage roads.  The second is located across SR 

9 and provides access from the GGI park and ride facility on the east to the Tri-Rail station on the 

west of SR 9.  The third pedestrian bridge is located across I-95 just south of NW 151st Street and 

provides access between the residential areas on the west and Thomas Jefferson Middle School 

on the east side of I-95.  The Miami-Dade Parks and Recreation Department has also identified 

the Gold Coast Trail within the GGI.  This trail is a potential 20.8 mile path occupying the easement 

of the South Florida Rail Corridor. 

2.4 Right-of-Way 

The existing limited access right-of-way along the SR 826 mainline is typically 200-ft. throughout 

the corridor with 50-ft of right-of-way provided for the one-way frontage road on each side for a 

total right-of-way width of 300-ft.  However, between NW 37th Avenue and NW 17th Avenue the 

mainline right-of-way reduces to a minimum of 185-ft. and the eastbound frontage road around NW 

17th Avenue reduces to approximately 35-ft.  Refer to the Base Maps in Appendix A for the existing 

right-of-way throughout the SR 826 corridor.  The limited access right-of-way varies within the GGI 

to accommodate the various ramps connecting the six major transportation corridors that converge 

within the interchange as well as the park and ride facility. Table 2-2 shows the existing right-of-

ways along the six principal transportation corridors within the project area. 
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Table 2-2 
Existing Right-of-Way 

# Roadway Begin End 
Right-of-way 

Width 

1 
SR 826/ Palmetto 
Expressway including  
frontage roads 

NW 154th St NW 37th Ave 300-ft. 

NW 37th Ave NW 17th Ave 270-ft. 

NW 17th Ave GGI 300-ft. 

2 SR 9A/I-95 

Opa-Locka Blvd 
Biscayne 

Canal 
213-ft. – 350-ft. 

Biscayne Canal GGI 220-ft. – 421-ft. 

NW 173rd 
Terrace 

Miami 
Gardens Dr. 

200-ft. – 245-ft. 

3 Florida’s Turnpike Toll Plaza GGI 300-ft. – 350-ft. 

4 NW 167th Street GGI 
N Miami 
Avenue 

100-ft. 

5 SR 7/ US 441 Biscayne Canal GGI 100-ft. 

6 SR 9 Biscayne Canal GGI 200-ft. 

 
 

2.5 Geometric Elements 

The existing geometric elements for the major transportation corridor and interchange ramps were 

reviewed from the available as-built plans obtained from the FDOT District Six Office.  Since the 

original construction of SR 826 in the early 1960s, most of the corridor and ramps within the GGI 

interchange have not been geometrically modified.  Limited as-built construction plans are available 

for the mainline facility and the plans obtained for the GGI are barely legible; consequently, the 

geometric alignments of most of the SR 826 mainline and interchange ramps as well as SR 7/US 

441 and SR 9 could not be verified.  The geometric evaluation for the SR 826 mainline and 

interchange ramps as well as the major roadways, connectors and flyover ramps are discussed in 

the following sections. 

 

2.5.1 Horizontal Alignment 

A review of the existing horizontal geometry for the major roadway segments and ramps was 

performed as part of this PD&E Study.  The evaluation of the horizontal geometry for the roadway 

and ramps compared the existing alignments to design standards and were focused on the 

following design elements: 

 Radius of Curvature; 

 Superelevation; 

 Horizontal Curve Length; and 

 Horizontal Stopping Sight Distance. 

 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

Table 2-3 summarize the existing horizontal geometric characteristics for the SR 826 corridor.  

Also, refer to the Base Maps in Appendix A for the horizontal alignment data.  As shown in the 

Table 2-3, several of the horizontal alignment design elements along the roadway segments either 

do not meet the FDOT PPM standards but satisfy the AASHTO 2011 requirements (Design 

Variation) or do not meet both the FDOT PPM and AASHTO 2011 standards (Design Exception) 

as identified below: 

 Radius of Curvature; 

 Superelevation – 10 design exceptions; 

 Horizontal Curve Length – 10 design variations; and 

 Horizontal Stopping Sight Distance – 1 design exception 

o Curve Number 2 (Sta. 1630+61) is the WB SR 826 at the big curve.  The provided 

horizontal stopping sight distance is 463 ft. which does not satisfy the FDOT PPM 

minimum of 570 ft. for a design speed of 60 mph. 

Horizontal Clearance 

This parameter relates to the lateral clearance between the travel way and any roadside object.  

This roadside recovery area, called recoverable terrain, can be used by an errant vehicle to 
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potentially regain control of the vehicle or by disabled vehicles as a place of refuge.  Horizontal 

clearance requirements vary depending on the design speed, typical section, traffic volumes, lane 

type, and roadside object or feature.  Another horizontal clearance component is the border width.  

Border width is the roadside area that accommodates signing, drainage features, guardrail, 

fencing, maintenance access, and utilities. 

Along SR 826, within the study limits, the recoverable terrain and border width requirements are 

not met for the mainline or the ramps due to the constrained right-of-way along the corridor.  A 

design variation will be required for border width regardless of the mitigation efforts utilized.  The 

corridor is protected by a concrete barrier wall placed along the edge of the shoulders which 

mitigates for this horizontal clearance deficiency.  

Golden Glades Interchange 

Tables 2-4 through 2-6 summarize the existing horizontal geometric characteristics for the major 

roadways and ramps within the GGI study area. As shown in the Tables 2-4 through 2-6, several 

of the horizontal alignment design elements are deficient as identified below: 

 

 Superelevation  

o I-95 mainline  - 6 design exceptions 

o SR 826 Connector – 3 design exceptions 

o Ramp A from EB SR 826 to SB  Turnpike Connector – 1 design exception  

o Ramp M from NB SR7/ US441 to NB I-95 – 2 design exceptions 

 

 Horizontal Curve Length  

o I-95 mainline  - 5 design variations 

o 95 Express Flyover – 1 design variation 

o SR 826 Connector – 1 design variation 

o Turnpike Connector – 2 design variations  

o Ramp J from NB  Turnpike Connector to WB SR 826 – 2 design variations 

o Ramp M from NB SR 7/ US 441 to NB I-95 – 2 design variations 

o Ramp T from NB I-95 to EB NW 167th Street – 1 design variation 

 

 Horizontal Stopping Sight Distance  

o I-95 mainline - 1 design exception and 3 variations 

o SR 826 Mainline – 1 design exception  

o SR 826 Connector – 2 design exceptions 

o Ramp U from NB SR 7/ US 441 to NB Turnpike – 1 design exception 

 

A search of the FDOT District Six design database did not find any documentation for the existing 

horizontal alignment deficiencies on file.  Figure 2-12 shows the locations of the existing horizontal 

and vertical alignment deficiencies. 
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Table 2-3 
Existing Horizontal Alignment – SR 826 

Roadway 
Curve 

No.  
  Station 

Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

Radius of 
Curve (ft.) 

Length of 
Curve (ft.) 

Degree of 
Curve (D) 

Deflection 
Angle (Δ) 

Superelevation 

Design Criteria 

Superelevation Variations & 
Exception 

Curve Length (ft.) Variations & 
Exception PPM AASHTO PPM AASHTO 

SR 826 

1 

PC 1627+16.37 

60 9,000.49 344.72 0°38'12" 2°11'40" (RT) 0.018 0.021 0.021 Exception 900 N/A Variation PI 1628+88.75 

PT 1630+61.10 

2 

PC 1630+61.10 

60 1,910.22 2,842.00 2°59'58" 85°14'38" (RT) 0.078 0.078 0.078 OK 900 N/A OK PI 1648+18.99 

PT 1659+03.10 

3 

PC 1659+03.10 

60 3,673.21 266.47 1°33'35" 4°09'23" (RT) 0.035 0.040 0.040 Exception 900 N/A Variation PI 1660+36.39 

PT 1661+69.56 

4 

PC 1731+90.42 

60 5,325.47 618.72 1°04'33" 6°39'24" (LT) 0.025 0.031 0.031 Exception 900 N/A Variation PI 1736+00.13 

PT 1738+09.14 

5 

PC 1740+05.06 

60 8,788.76 794.38 0°39'07" 5°10'44" (RT) 0.020 0.020 0.020 OK 900 N/A Variation PI 1744+02.52 

PT 1747+99.44 

6 

PC 1785+71.64 

60 5,730.00 656.08 1°00'00" 6°33'37" (RT) 0.027 0.030 0.030 Exception 900 N/A Variation PI 1788+00.04 

PT 1791+27.12 

7 

PC 1792+34.54 

60 8,795.22 1,122.72 0°39'05" 7°18'50" (RT) 0.020 0.021 0.021 Exception 900 N/A OK PI 1797+96.67 

PT 1803+57.26 

8 

PC 1850+46.91 

60 15,374.13 795.26 0°22'22" 2°57'50" (RT) 0.016 0.020 0.020 Exception 900 N/A Variation PI 1854+44.63 

PT 1858+42.17 

9 

PC 1859+02.23 

60 7,095.59 395.12 0°48'27" 3°11'26" (LT) 0.023 0.025 0.025 Exception 900 N/A Variation PI 1860+99.84 

PT 1962+97.35 

10 

PC 1870+90.97 

60 6,806.35 348.07 0°50'30" 2°55'48" (LT) 0.018 0.025 0.025 Exception 900 N/A Variation PI 1872+65.04 

PT 1874+39.04 

11 

PC 1875+29.77 

60 16,182.04 813.55 0°21'15" 2°52'50" (RT) 0.017 0.020 0.020 Exception 900 N/A Variation PI 1879+36.63 

PT 1883+43.32 

 PC 1903+79.40 

60 79,437.64 484.26 0°04'20" 0°20'57" (RT) 0.016 0.020 0.020 Exception 900 N/A Variation 12 PI 1906+21.53 

  PT 1908+63.66 
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Table 2-4 

Existing Horizontal Alignment (Radius of Curvature and Superelevation) - GGI 

 

Roadway 
Curve 

No. 

Existing Curve Parameters Criteria 

Variances & 
Exceptions Base 

line 

Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

R (ft) Superelevation L (ft) PPM AASHTO 

I-95 

1 NB 60 1,432.69 0.072 978.66 0.093 0.093 Exception 

2 NB 60 2,932.39 0.040 671.64 0.054 0.054 Exception 

3 NB 60 1,910.08 0.060 868.39 0.077 0.077 Exception 

4 NB 60 1,909.86 0.060 805.16 0.077 0.077 Exception 

5 SB 60 9,750.00 0.020 1,033.47 0.02 0.02 OK 

6 SB 60 14,625 0.020 975.00 0.02 0.02 OK 

7 SB 60 1494.24 0.069 889.24 0.09 0.09 Exception 

8 SB 60 2,865 0.056 925.0 0.056 0.056 OK 

9 SB 60 2,864.79 0.053 762.47 0.055 0.055 Exception 

95 Express 
Flyover 

10 NB 55 5,729.58 0.026 372.01 0.025 0.025 OK 

11 NB 55 11,401 Varies 974.12 0.02 0.02 OK 

12 NB 55 2,390.00 0.065 1,482.46 0.056 0.056 OK 

13 SB 55 8,750.00 0.023 1,127.08 0.02 0.02 OK 

14 SB 55 2,588.48 0.065 1,500.71 0.053 0.053 OK 

SR 826 15 EB/WB 45 1,145.92 0.074 803.28 0.072 0.072 OK 

Turnpike 
Connector 

16 NB 45 5,729.58 Unavailable 433.89 0.02 0.02 N/A 

17 NB 45 3,274.05 0.034 575.17 0.02 0.02 OK 

18 SB 45 1,530.24 Varies 270.540 0.059 0.059 OK 

19 SB 45 17,188 0.020 768.500 0.02 0.02 OK 

20 SB 45 1,934.00 0.052 239.280 0.048 0.048 OK 

SR 826 
Connector 

21 EB/WB 45 525.2 0.06 736.9 0.12 0.12 Exception 

Roadway 
Curve 

No. 

Existing Curve Parameters Criteria 

Variances & 
Exceptions Base 

line 

Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

R (ft) Superelevation L (ft) PPM AASHTO 

22 EB/WB 45 525.2 0.06 84.28 0.12 0.12 Exception 

23 EB/WB 45 688.97 NC 384.015 0.096 0.095 Exception 

Ramp C 24 SB 40 500 0.1 651.08 0.05 0.05 OK 

Ramp A 

25 EB 45 3844 0.084 482.11 0.026 0.026 OK 

26 EB 30 340 0.08 508.08 0.091 0.091 Exception 

Ramp L 

27 NB 20 284.79 0.1 226.65 N/A 0.062 OK 

28 NB 20 150.00 0.1 495.49 N/A 0.081 OK 

29 NB 20 344.48 Varies 211.82 N/A 0.055 OK 

Ramp J 

30 NB 20 156.81 0.1 241.80 N/A 0.082 OK 

31 NB 20 151.58 0.1 312.00 N/A 0.081 OK 

32 NB 20 278.16 0.1 61.48 N/A 0.062 OK 

33 NB 20 568.30 0.1 92.43 N/A 0.039 OK 

Ramp M 

34 NB 30 660 0.06 344.12 0.062 0.061 OK 

35 NB 30 600 NC 54.07 0.066 0.064 Exception 

36 NB 30 600 0.055 136.98 0.066 0.064 Exception 

Ramp K 37 SB 40 2864.79 0.03 365.4 0.028 0.028 OK 

Ramp T 38 NB 40 1277.57 Varies 61.76 0.057 0.057 OK 

Ramp U 

39 NB 30 260 Unavailable 423.45 0.099 0.099 N/A 

40 NB 25 150 Unavailable 466.28 N/A 0.098 N/A 

41 NB 30 450 Unavailable 191.45 0.079 0.075 N/A 
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Table 2-5 
Existing Horizontal Alignment (Curve Length) - GGI 

 

Roadway 
Curve 

No. 

Existing Curve Parameters Criteria 

Variances 
&  

Exceptions 
Base 
line 

Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

R  
(ft) 

Superelevation L (ft) Desirable Minimum 

I-95 

1 NB 60 1,432.69 0.072 978.66 1800 900 OK 

2 NB 60 2,932.39 0.040 671.64 1800 900 Variation 

3 NB 60 1,910.08 0.060 868.39 1800 900 Variation 

4 NB 60 1,909.86 0.060 805.16 1800 900 Variation 

5 SB 60 9,750.00 0.020 1,033.47 1800 900 OK 

6 SB 60 14,625.0 0.020 975.00 1800 900 OK 

7 SB 60 1494.24 0.069 889.24 1800 900 Variation 

8 SB 60 2,865 0.056 925.0 1800 900 OK 

9 SB 60 2,864.79 0.053 762.47 1800 900 Variation 

95 Express 
Flyover 

10 NB 55 5,729.58 0.026 372.01 1650 825 Variation 

11 NB 55 11,401.1 Varies 974.12 1650 825 OK 

12 NB 55 2,390.00 0.065 1,482.46 1650 825 OK 

13 SB 55 8,750.00 0.023 1,127.08 1650 825 OK 

14 SB 55 2,588.48 0.065 1,500.71 1650 825 OK 

SR 826 15 EB/WB 45 1,145.92 0.074 803.28 1350 675 OK 

Turnpike 
Connector 

16 NB 45 5,729.58 Unavailable 433.89 675 400 OK 

17 NB 45 3,274.05 0.034 575.17 675 400 OK 

18 SB 45 1,530.24 Varies 270.540 675 400 Variation 

19 SB 45 17,188.7 0.020 768.500 675 400 OK 

20 SB 45 1,934.00 0.052 239.280 675 400 Variation 

SR 826 
Connector 

21 EB/WB 45 525.2 0.06 736.9 200 150 OK 

Roadway 
Curve 

No. 

Existing Curve Parameters Criteria 

Variances 
&  

Exceptions 
Base 
line 

Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

R  
(ft) 

Superelevation L (ft) Desirable Minimum 

22 EB/WB 45 525.2 0.06 84.28 200 150 Variation 

23 EB/WB 45 688.97 NC 384.015 200 150 OK 

Ramp C 24 SB 40 500 0.1 651.08 200 150 OK 

Ramp A 

25 EB 45 3844 0.084 482.11 200 150 OK 

26 EB 30 340 0.08 508.08 150 100 OK 

Ramp L 

27 NB 20 284.79 0.1 226.65 150 100 OK 

28 NB 20 150.00 0.1 495.49 65 50 OK 

29 NB 20 344.48 Varies 211.82 180 115 OK 

Ramp J 

30 NB 20 156.81 0.1 241.80 65 50 OK 

31 NB 20 151.58 0.1 312.00 65 50 OK 

32 NB 20 278.16 0.1 61.48 150 100 Variation 

33 NB 20 568.30 0.1 92.43 200 150 Variation 

Ramp M 

34 NB 30 660 0.06 344.12 200 150 OK 

35 NB 30 600 NC 54.07 200 150 Variation 

36 NB 30 600 0.055 136.98 200 150 Variation 

Ramp K 37 SB 40 2864.79 0.03 365.4 200 150 OK 

Ramp T 38 NB 40 1277.57 Varies 61.76 200 150 Variation 

Ramp U 

39 NB 30 260 Unavailable 423.45 129 88 OK 

40 NB 30 150 Unavailable 466.28 65 50 OK 

41 NB 30 450 Unavailable 191.45 180 115 OK 
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Table 2-6 
Existing Horizontal Alignment (Stopping Sight Distance) - GGI 

 

Roadway 
Curve 

No. 

Existing Curve Parameters Criteria 

Variances & 
Exceptions Base 

line 

Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

R  
(ft) 

HSO  
(ft) 

Sight 
Distance 

(ft) 
PPM AASHTO 

I-95 

1 NB 60 1,432.69 Clear Clear 645.00 570.00 OK 

2 NB 60 2,932.39 16.00 613 645.00 570.00 Variation 

3 NB 60 1,910.08 22.00 580 645.00 570.00 Variation 

4 NB 60 1,909.86 Clear Clear 645.00 570.00 OK 

5 SB 60 9,750.00 Clear Clear 645.00 570.00 OK 

6 SB 60 14,625.00 16.00 1368 645.00 570.00 OK 

7 SB 60 1,494.24 14.00 438 645.00 570.00 Exception 

8 SB 60 2,865.00 Clear Clear 645.00 570.00 OK 

9 SB 60 2,864.79 16.00 606 645.00 570.00 Variation 

95 Express 
Flyover 

10 NB 55 5,729.58 17.38 893 570.00 495.00 OK 

11 NB 55 11,401.14 17.38 1259 570.00 495.00 OK 

12 NB 55 2,390.00 17.38 577 570.00 495.00 OK 

13 SB 55 8,750.00 17.38 1103 570.00 495.00 OK 

14 SB 55 2,588.48 17.38 600 570.00 495.00 OK 

SR 826 15 EB/WB 45 1,145.92 13.00 346 360.00 360.00 Exception 

Turnpike 
Connector 

16 NB 45 5,729.58 Clear Clear 360.00 360.00 OK 

17 NB 45 3,274.05 Clear Clear 360.00 360.00 OK 

18 SB 45 1,530.24 Clear Clear 360.00 360.00 OK 

19 SB 45 17,188.73 Clear Clear 360.00 360.00 OK 

20 SB 45 1,934.00 Clear Clear 360.00 360.00 OK 

SR 826 
Connector 

21 EB/WB 45 525.2 12.00 225 360.00 360.00 Exception 

Roadway 
Curve 

No. 

Existing Curve Parameters Criteria 

Variances & 
Exceptions Base 

line 

Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

R  
(ft) 

HSO  
(ft) 

Sight 
Distance 

(ft) 
PPM AASHTO 

22 EB/WB 45 525.2 12.00 225 360.00 360.00 Exception 

23 EB/WB 45 688.97 Clear Clear 360.00 360.00 OK 

Ramp C 24 SB 40 500 Clear Clear 305.00 305.00 OK 

Ramp A 

25 EB 45 3844 Clear Clear 360.00 360.00 OK 

26 EB 30 340 16.00 209 200.00 200.00 OK 

Ramp L 

27 NB 20 284.79 Clear Clear 115.00 115.00 OK 

28 NB 20 150.00 17.50 146 115.00 115.00 OK 

29 NB 20 344.48 17.50 221 115.00 115.00 OK 

Ramp J 

30 NB 20 156.81 Clear Clear 115.00 115.00 OK 

31 NB 20 151.58 Clear Clear 115.00 115.00 OK 

32 NB 20 278.16 Clear Clear 115.00 115.00 OK 

33 NB 20 568.30 16.00 270 115.00 115.00 OK 

Ramp M 

34 NB 30 660 17.50 305 200.00 200.00 OK 

35 NB 30 600 17.50 291 200.00 200.00 OK 

36 NB 30 600 17.50 291 200.00 200.00 OK 

Ramp K 37 SB 40 2864.79 17.50 634 305.00 305.00 OK 

Ramp T 38 NB 40 1277.57 10.50 328 305.00 305.00 OK 

Ramp U 

39 NB 30 260 Clear Clear 200.00 200.00 OK 

40 NB 30 150 17.50 146 200.00 200.00 Exception 

41 NB 30 450 17.50 252 200.00 200.00 OK 

 HSO = Horizontal Sightline Offset   
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Variation 

Figure 2-12 

Existing Geometric Deficiencies - GGI 

 

Vertical Clearance Variation 
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2.5.2 Vertical Alignment 

An overview of the existing vertical geometry for the major roadway segments and ramps within 

the study area was also performed as part of this PD&E Study. The evaluation of the existing 

vertical geometry focused on the review of the following design elements: 

1. Grades 

2. Vertical Curve K-Values 

3. Vertical Curve Length 

4. Stopping Sight Distances 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

The existing roadway survey along SR 826 illustrates the presence of an independent profile grade 

line (PGL) for each direction from NW 154th Street to NW 12th Avenue.  Twelve grade separations 

exist within the study limits along the SR 826 corridor and are listed below: 

 SR 826 over NW 154th Street; 

 SR 826 over C-8 Canal; 

 SR 826 over NW 67th Avenue; 

 SR 826 over NW 57th Avenue; 

 SR 826 over NW 47th Avenue; 

 SR 826 over NW 42nd Avenue; 

 SR 826 over NW 37th Avenue; 

 SR 826 over NW 32nd Avenue; 

 SR 826 over NW 27th Avenue; 

 SR 826 over NW 22nd Avenue; 

 SR 826 over NW 17th Avenue; and 

 SR 826 over NW 12th Avenue. 

Tables 2-7 and 2-8 summarize the existing vertical geometric characteristics for the major 

roadways and ramps within the SR 826 project study area.  As shown in these tables, the results 

of the vertical alignment evaluation identified several deficiencies along the roadways and ramp 

segments. 

Table 2-7 
Existing Vertical Alignment (Mainline Stopping Sight Distance) – SR 826 
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NW 154 St 2 

60 

CREST (+)3.006% (-)3.053% 6.06% 1620 760 645 570 OK 

NW 67 Ave 5 CREST (+)3.018% (-)3.000% 6.02% 1350 696 645 570 OK 

NW 57 Ave 8 CREST (+)2.910% (-)2.868% 5.78% 1190 667 645 570 OK 

NW 47 Ave 11 CREST (+)2.882% (-)3.043% 5.93% 1262 678 645 570 OK 

NW 42 Ave 14 CREST (+)2.854% (-)2.797% 5.65% 1275 698 645 570 OK 

NW 37 Ave 17 CREST (+)2.840% (-)2.987% 5.83% 1202 667 645 570 OK 

NW 32 Ave 20 CREST (+)2.783% (-)2.690% 5.47% 1128 667 645 570 OK 

NW 27 Ave 23 CREST (+)3.020% (-)2.967% 5.99% 1240 669 645 570 OK 

NW 22 Ave 26 CREST (+)2.944% (-)3.076% 6.02% 1256 671 645 570 OK 
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Table 2-8 
Existing Vertical Alignment (Mainline Grades, K Values, and Curve Length) – SR 826 

 
 

SR 826 
Curve 

No. 

Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

Vertical 
Curve Type 

Grade 

Δ G 
Existing 
Curve 

Length (Ft) 

SSD 
(Ft) 

Existing K-
Value 

Criteria K-Value 
Variations & 
Exceptions 

Approach Exit PPM AASHTO 

NW 154th Street 

1 

60 

SAG (-)0.022% (+)3.006% 2.98% 492 

760 

163 157 136 OK  

2 CREST (+)3.006% (-)3.053% 6.06% 1620 267 313 151 Variation 

3 SAG (-)3.053% (+)0.105% -2.95% 535 169 157 136 OK  

NW 67th Avenue 

4 

60 

SAG (-)0.262% (+)3.018% 2.76% 438 

696 

134 157 136 Exception 

5 CREST (+)3.018% (-)3.000% 6.02% 1350 224 313 151 Exception 

6 SAG (-)3.000% (+)0.033% -2.97% 433 143 157 136 Variation 

NW 57th Avenue 

7 

60 

SAG 0.00% (+)2.910% 2.91% 338 

667 

116 157 136 Exception 

8 CREST (+)2.910% (-)2.868% 5.78% 1190 206 313 151 Variation 

9 SAG (-)2.868% (+)0.038% -2.83% 417 144 157 136 Variation 

NW 47th Avenue 

10 

60 

SAG (-)0.010% (+)2.882% 2.87% 393 

678 

136 157 136 Variation 

11 CREST (+)2.882%  (-)3.043% 5.93% 1262 213 313 151 Variation 

12 SAG (-)3.043% (+)0.009% -3.03% 421 138 157 136 Variation 

NW 42nd Avenue 

13 

60 

SAG (+)0.009% (+)2.854% 2.86% 340 

698 

119 157 136 Exception 

14 CREST (+)2.854% (-)2.797% 5.65% 1275 226 313 151 Variation 

15 SAG (-)2.797% (-)0.052% 2.85% 362 132 157 136 Exception 

NW 37th Avenue 

16 

60 

SAG (-)0.052% (+)2.840% 2.89% 376 

667 

130 157 136 Exception 

17 CREST (+)2.840% (-)2.987% 5.83% 1202 206 313 151 Variation 

18 SAG (-)2.987% (+)0.060% -2.93% 465 153 157 136 Variation 

NW 32nd Avenue 

19 

60 

SAG (+)0.060% (+)2.783% 2.84% 357 

667 

131 157 136 Exception 

20 CREST (+)2.783% (-)2.690% 5.47% 1128 206 313 151 Variation 

21 SAG (-)2.690% (+)0.089% -2.60% 384 138 157 136 Variation 

NW 27th Avenue 

22 

60 

SAG (+)0.089 (+)3.020% 3.11% 412 

669 

141 157 136 Variation 

23 CREST (+)3.020% (-)2.967% 5.99% 1240 207 313 151 Variation 

24 SAG (-)2.967% (-)0.000% -2.97% 419 141 157 136 Variation 

NW 22nd Avenue 

25 

60 

SAG 0.00% (+)2.944% 2.94% 364 

671 

124 157 136 Exception 

26 CREST (+)2.944% (-)3.076% 6.02% 1256 209 313 151 Variation 

27 SAG (-)3.076% (+)0.102% -2.97% 445 140 157 136 Variation 

28 SAG (+)0.102% (+)2.896% 3.00% 478 171 157 136 Exception 
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Golden Glades Interchange 

Tables 2-9 through 2-11 summarize the existing vertical geometric characteristics for the major 

roadways and ramps within the GGI project study area.  As shown in these tables, the results of 

the vertical alignment evaluation identified several deficiencies along the roadways and ramp 

segments as follows: 

 Grades 

o The maximum grade along the major roadway segments and interchange ramps 

within the GGI meets minimum FDOT standards for the design speed of each facility 

 K-Values  

o I-95 mainline  - 5 design exceptions 

o 95 Express Flyover – 2 design exceptions and 2 variations 

o SR 826 – 3 design variations 

 Vertical Curve Length  

o I-95 mainline - 5 design exceptions and 5 variations 

o 95 Express Flyover – 2 design exceptions and 1 variation 

o SR 826 – 3 design variations 

 Vertical Stopping Sight Distance  

o I-95 mainline  - 2 design exceptions 

o SR 826 – 2 design variations 

A search of the FDOT District Six design database identified documentation for the existing vertical 

deficiencies along I-95 mainline between NW 135th Street and NW 151st Street that were obtained 

as part of the 95 Express Phase I project.  No other documentation was found for the remaining 

identified vertical alignment deficiencies.  Figure 2-12 shows the locations of the existing horizontal 

and vertical alignment deficiencies. 
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Table 2-9 

Existing Vertical Alignment (Grades and K Values) - GGI 
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I-
9

5
 

NB/ 
SB 

1 60 Sag (-) 3.0 (+) 3.0 6.00 1400.00 233.00 157 136 OK 

2 60 Crest (+) 3.0 (-) 3.0 6.00 500.00 83.00 313 151 Exception* 

3 60 Sag (-) 3.0 (+) 0.3 3.30 400.00 121.00 157 136 Exception* 

4 60 Crest (+) 0.3 (-) 0.3 0.60 400.00 667.00 313 151 OK 

5 60 Sag (-) 0.3 (+) 3.0 3.300 400 121 157 136 Exception 

6 60 Crest (+) 3.0 (-) 3.0 6.000 550 92 313 151 Exception 

7 60 Sag (-) 3.0 (+) 0.52 3.520 400 114 157 136 Exception 

8 60 Crest (+) 0.52 (-) 0.288 0.810 300 370 313 151 OK 

9 60 Sag (-) 0.288 (+) 0.1733 0.461 300 650 157 136 OK 

10 60 Crest (+) 0.172 (-) 0.226 0.400 300 750 313 151 OK 

11 60 Sag (-) 0.226 0.00 0.226 300 1327 157 136 OK 

9
5
 E

x
p
re

s
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v
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SB 

12 55 Sag (+) 0.11 (+) 6.00 5.890 600 102 136 115 Exception 

13 55 Crest (+) 6.00 (-) 0.30 6.300 1,026 163 245 114 Variation 

NB 

14 55 Sag (-) 0.37 (+) 5.5 5.870 600 102 136 115 Exception 

15 55 Crest (+) 5.0 (-) 0.3 5.300 1,100 208 245 114 Variation 

NB/ 
SB 

16 55 Crest (-) 0.3 (-) 3.3 3.000 1,000 333 245 114 OK 

17 55 Sag (-) 3.5 (-) 0.3 3.200 800 250 136 115 OK 

S
R
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2

6
 

EB/ 
WB 

18 60 Crest (-) 3.0 (+) 3.0 6.000 1,200 200 245 151 Variation 

19 60 Crest (+) 2.95 (+) 0.26 2.690 575 214 245 151 Variation 

20 60 Crest (+) 0.26 (-) 2.53 2.790 600 215 245 151 Variation 

21 60 Sag (-) 2.53 0.00 2.530 450 178 136 136 OK 

22 45 Crest 0.00 (-) 0.173 0.173 200 1156 98 61 OK 
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23 45 Sag (-) 0.173 (+) 0.10 0.273 200 733 79 79 OK 
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NB/ 
SB 

24 45 Sag (+) 0.3 (+) 3.0 2.700 500 185 79 79 OK 

25 45 Crest (+) 3.0 (-) 2.36 5.360 550 103 98 61 OK 

26 45 Sag (-) 2.36 (+) 0.86 3.220 300 93 79 79 OK 

27 45 Crest (+) 0.86 (-) 2.85 3.710 400 108 98 61 OK 

R
a
m
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 A

 

EB 

28 30 Sag (-) 0.51 (+) 5.00 5.510 300 54 37 37 OK 

29 30 Crest (+) 5.00 (+) 1.52 3.480 287 83 31 19 OK 

R
a
m

p
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NB 

30 20 Crest (-) 0.2317 (-) 0.2670 0.035 30 850 10 7 OK 

31 20 Sag (-) 0.2670 (+) 0.5379 0.805 89 110 17 17 OK 

32 20 Sag (+) 0.0699 (+) 4.7639 4.694 322 68 17 17 OK 

R
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p
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NB 33 20 Sag (+) 0.81 (+) 3.50 2.690 177 66 17 17 OK 

R
a
m

p
 M

 

NB 34 30 Crest (+) 0.44 (+) 0.40 0.840 110 131 31 19 OK 

Note:* Design exception documentation obtained as part of the 95 Express Phase I project 
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Table 2-10 
Existing Vertical Alignment (Curve Length) - GGI 
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NB/ 
SB 

1 60 Sag (-) 3.0 (+) 3.0 6.00 1400.00 233 800 816 OK 

2 60 Crest (+) 3.0 (-) 3.0 6.00 500.00 83 1000 906 Exception* 

3 60 Sag (-) 3.0 (+) 0.3 3.30 400.00 121 800 449 Exception* 

4 60 Crest (+) 0.3 (-) 0.3 0.60 400.00 667 1000 180 Variation 

5 60 Sag (-) 0.3 (+) 3.0 3.300 400 121 800 449 Exception 

6 60 Crest (+) 3.0 (-) 3.0 6.000 550 92 1000 906 Exception 

7 60 Sag (-) 3.0 (+) 0.52 3.520 400 114 800 479 Exception 

8 60 Crest (+) 0.52 (-) 0.288 0.810 300 370 1000 180 Variation 

9 60 Sag (-) 0.288 (+) 0.1733 0.461 300 650 800 180 Variation 

10 60 Crest (+) 0.172 (-) 0.226 0.400 300 750 1000 180 Variation 

11 60 Sag (-) 0.226 0.00 0.226 300 1327 800 180 Variation 

9
5
 E

x
p
re

s
s
 F

ly
o
v
e
r 

SB 

12 55 Sag (+) 0.11 (+) 6.00 5.890 600 102 677 677 Exception 

13 55 Crest (+) 6.00 (-) 0.30 6.300 1,026 163 1166 718 Variation 

NB 

14 55 Sag (-) 0.37 (+) 5.5 5.870 600 102 675 675 Exception 

15 55 Crest (+) 5.0 (-) 0.3 5.300 1,100 208 980 604 OK 

NB/ 
SB 

16 55 Crest (-) 0.3 (-) 3.3 3.000 1,000 333 555 342 OK 

17 55 Sag (-) 3.5 (-) 0.3 3.200 800 250 368 368 OK 
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18 60 Crest (-) 3.0 (+) 3.0 6.000 1,200 200 1470 906 Variation 

19 60 Crest (+) 2.95 (+) 0.26 2.690 575 214 659 406 Variation 

20 60 Crest (+) 0.26 (-) 2.53 2.790 600 215 684 421 Variation 
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21 60 Sag (-) 2.53 0.00 2.530 450 178 344 344 OK 

22 45 Crest 0.00 (-) 0.173 0.173 200 1156 135 135 OK 

23 45 Sag (-) 0.173 (+) 0.10 0.273 200 733 135 135 OK 
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NB/ 
SB 

24 45 Sag (+) 0.3 (+) 3.0 2.700 300 111 213 213 OK 

25 45 Crest (+) 3.0 (-) 2.36 5.360 550 103 525 327 OK 

26 45 Sag (-) 2.36 (+) 0.86 3.220 300 93 254 254 OK 

27 45 Crest (+) 0.86 (-) 2.85 3.710 400 108 364 226 OK 
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EB 

28 30 Sag (-) 0.51 (+) 5.00 5.510 300 54 204 204 OK 

29 30 Crest (+) 5.00 (+) 1.52 3.480 287 83 108 90 OK 

R
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NB 

30 20 Crest (-) 0.2317 (-) 0.2670 0.035 30 850 60 60 
No Curve 
Required 

31 20 Sag (-) 0.2670 (+) 0.5379 0.805 89 110 60 60 OK 

32 20 Sag (+) 0.0699 (+) 4.7639 4.694 322 68 80 80 OK 

R
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p
 J

 

NB 33 20 Sag (+) 0.81 (+) 3.50 2.690 177 66 60 60 OK 

R
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NB 34 30 Crest (+) 0.44 (+) 0.40 0.840 110 131 90 90 OK 

Note:* Design exception documentation obtained as part of the 95 Express Phase I project 
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Table 2-11 
Existing Vertical Alignment (Stopping Sight Distance) - GGI 
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SB 

2 Crest (+) 3.0 (-) 3.0 6.00 500 361 430 645.00 570.00 Exception* 

4 Crest (+) 0.3 (-) 0.3 0.60 400 941 1200 645.00 570.00 OK 

6 Crest (+) 3.0 (-) 3.0 6.000 550 386 455 645.00 570.00 Exception 

8 Crest (+) 0.52 (-) 0.288 0.810 300 702 894 645.00 570.00 OK 

10 Crest (+) 0.172 (-) 0.226 0.400 300 998 1272 645.00 570.00 OK 
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SB 13 Crest (+) 6.00 (-) 0.30 6.300 1,026 618 684 570.00 495.00 OK 

NB 15 Crest (+) 5.0 (-) 0.3 5.300 1,100 675 754 570.00 495.00 OK 

NB/
SB 

16 Crest (-) 0.3 (-) 3.3 3.000 1,000 722 860 570.00 495.00 OK 
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EB/
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18 Crest (-) 3.0 (+) 3.0 6.000 1,200 711 780 570.00 570.00 OK 

19 Crest (+) 2.95 (+) 0.26 2.690 575 535 689 570.00 570.00 Variation 

20 Crest (+) 0.26 (-) 2.53 2.790 600 538 687 570.00 570.00 Variation 

22 Crest 0.00 (-) 0.173 0.173 200 1240 1580 570.00 570.00 OK 
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25 Crest (+) 3.0 (-) 2.36 5.360 550 399 476 360.00 360.00 OK 

27 Crest (+) 0.86 (-) 2.85 3.710 400 379 491 360.00 360.00 OK 
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EB 29 Crest (+) 5.00 (+) 1.52 3.480 287 331 422 200.00 200.00 OK 
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NB 30 Crest (-) 0.2317 (-) 0.2670 0.035 30 1054 1344 155.00 155.00 OK 

R
a
m

p
 M

 

NB 34 Crest (+) 0.44 (+) 0.40 0.840 110 417 532 200.00 200.00 OK 

 
Note:* Design exception documentation obtained as part of the 95 Express Phase I project 

2.6 Existing Roadway Signage 

An existing corridor sign inventory was performed within the study limits.  Signs are typically 

classified as regulatory, guide, warning, motorist information signs (general service signs), and 

Intelligent Transportation System (ITS).  As part of the documentation effort, each major roadway 

sign was photographed, inventoried, numbered, classified, and located on aerial photography 

(minor regulatory and warning signs were not inventoried since they will not be affected by the 

proposed project action).  The sign structure numbers were also collected where available.  Table 

2-12 summarizes the Existing Signing Inventory along the study area.  Appendix B contains 

comprehensive sign inventories for the SR 826 corridor and GGI.  

 

Table 2-12 
Existing Roadway Signing Inventory 

 

# ROADWAY 
SIGN TYPE 

Regulatory Guide Warning Information ITS 

1 
SR 826/Palmetto 
Expressway 

0 76 0 4 5 

2 SR 9A/I-95 11 25 0 6 1 

3 Florida’s Turnpike 2 12 1 2 0 

4 NW 167th Street 0 10 0 2 0 

5 SR 7/US 441 0 11 0 1 0 

6 SR 9 2 2 0 6 1 

7 
Golden Glades Park and 
Ride Lot 

0 9 0 0 0 
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2.6.1 Intelligent Transportation System 

The SR 826 corridor is currently monitored, analyzed and managed from the FDOT District Six 

Transportation Management Center (TMC) using SunGuideSM software to control and monitor the 

ITS.  The following is a description of the existing ITS components: 

 Pan-Tilt-Zoom (PTZ) Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) cameras: CCTV cameras 

currently provide coverage of the project corridor and enables traffic monitoring and early 

incident detection capabilities.  Within or approaching the study limits, the District Six 

SunGuideSM TMC operates nine (9) CCTV cameras at the following interchanges: 

o 118-CCTV – SR 826 at I-75;   

o 119-CCTV – SR 826 at NW 154 Street; 

o 120-CCTV – SR 826 at NW 163 Street; 

o 121- CCTV- SR 826 at NW 67 Avenue; 

o 122-CCTV – SR 826 at NW 57 Avenue; 

o 123-CCTV – SR 826 at NW 44 Avenue; 

o 124-CCTV – SR 826 at NW 37 Avenue; 

o 125-CCTV – SR 826 at NW 24 Avenue; and 

o 126 CCTV – SR 826 at NW 17 Avenue. 

 Dynamic Message Signs (DMS): DMSs are currently deployed along the corridor to inform 

motorists of current traffic conditions and incidents such as crashes, disabled vehicles, road 

work, car fires, hazmat spills, evacuations and America’s Missing Broadcast Emergency 

Response (AMBER) alerts.  The District Six SunGuideSM TMC currently operates six (6) 

general purpose lane DMSs within or approaching the study limits at the following locations: 

o DMV 4 - SR 826 EB east of NW 67 Avenue; 

o DMV 5 – SR 826 EB east of NW 37 Avenue; 

o DMV 14 – SR 826 NB north of NW 122 Street; 

o DMV 15 – SR 826 WB west of NW 17 Avenue; 

o DMV 17 – SR 826 WB west of NW 47 Avenue; and 

o DMV 19 – SR 826 WB west of NW 67 Avenue. 

 Vehicle Detection System: Microwave Vehicle Detection System (MVDS) sensors are part 

of the District Six Vehicle Detection System.  These devices are non-intrusive, mounted on 

poles along the shoulders and collect volume, vehicle type, average speed and long vehicle 

count data.  Within the study limits, the District Six SunGuideSM TMC currently operates fifty 

(50) MVDS sensors along SR 826.  There are no loop detectors within the study corridor. 

The existing MVDS sensors are positioned at the following locations: 

1 DS-1500S SR-826 SB South of NW 154 ST 

2 DS-1501N SR 826 SOUTH OF NW 154 ST 

3 DS-1502S SR 826 NORTH OF NW 154 ST 

4 DS-1503N SR 826 NORTH OF NW 154 ST 

5 DS-1504S SR 826 NORTH OF NW 154 ST 

6 DS-1505N SR 826 NORTH OF NW 154 ST 

7 DS-1506W SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE 

8 DS-1507E SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE 

9 DS-1508W SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE 

10 DS-1509E SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE 

11 DS-1510W SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE 

12 DS-1511E SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE 

13 DS-1512W SR 826 AT NW 67 AVE 

14 DS-1513E SR 826 AT NW 67 AVE 

15 DS-1514W SR 826 EAST OF NW 67 AVE 

16 DS-1515E SR 826 EAST OF NW 67 AVE 

17 DS-1516W SR 826 EAST OF NW 67 AVE 

18 DS-1517E SR 826 EAST OF NW 67 AVE 

19 DS-1518W SR 826 WEST OF NW 57 AVE 

20 DS-1519E SR 826 WEST OF NW 57 AVE 

21 DS-1520W SR 826 EAST OF NW 57 AVE 

22 DS-1521E SR 826 EAST OF NW 57 AVE 

23 DS-1522W SR 826 EAST OF NW 57 AVE 

24 DS-1523E SR 826 EAST OF NW 57 AVE 

25 DS-1524W SR 826 WEST OF NW 47 AVE 

26 DS-1525E SR 826 WEST OF NW 47 AVE 
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27 DS-1526W SR 826 EAST OF NW 47 AVE 

28 DS-1527E SR 826 EAST OF NW 47 AVE 

29 DS-1528W SR 826 EAST OF NW 47 AVE 

30 DS-1529E SR 826 EAST OF NW 47 AVE 

31 DS-1530W SR 826 WEST OF NW 37 AVE 

32 DS-1531E SR 826 WEST OF NW 37 AVE 

33 DS-1532W SR 826 EAST OF NW 37 AVE 

34 DS-1533E SR 826 EAST OF NW 37 AVE 

35 DS-1534W SR 826 EAST OF NW 37 AVE 

36 DS-1535E SR 826 EAST OF NW 37 AVE 

37 DS-1536W SR 826 WEST OF NW 27 AVE 

38 DS-1537E SR 826 WEST OF NW 27 AVE 

39 DS-1538W SR 826 EAST OF NW 27 AVE 

40 DS-1539E SR 826 EAST OF NW 27 AVE 

41 DS-1540W SR 826 EAST OF NW 27 AVE 

42 DS-1541E SR 826 EAST OF NW 27 AVE 

43 DS-1542W SR 826 WEST OF NW 17 AVE 

44 DS-1543E SR 826 WEST OF NW 17 AVE 

45 DS-1544W SR 826 WEST OF NW 12 AVE 

46 DS-1545E SR 826 WEST OF NW 12 AVE 

47 DS-1546W SR 826 EAST OF NW 12 AVE 

48 DS-1547E SR 826 EAST OF NW 12 AVE 

49 DS-1548W SR 826 EAST OF NW 12 AVE 

50 DS-1549E SR 826 EAST OF NW 12 AVE 

 Fiber Optic Communication System: Fiber Optic (FO) infrastructure is already in place for 

the currently deployed ITS equipment.  FDOT has a seventy-two (72) strand FO backbone 

along the study corridor.  FDOT typically provides an FO connection to their CCTV cameras, 

MVDS sensors and DMSs. 

 

 

 

2.7 Existing Drainage 

The existing project stormwater drainage area has been divided into two main study segments as 

follows: 

 SR 826/Expressway from I-75 to NW 17th Avenue 

 Golden Glades Interchange which include SR 826 from NW 17th Avenue east 

Existing drainage data was extracted from the Preliminary Drainage Report, June 2014 prepared 

for this project as well as the Stormwater Management Report, April 2014 prepared for the GGI 

PD&E Study (FPID: 428358-1-22-01).  Both reports are supporting documents to this report.  For 

project stationing references, please refer to the project Base Maps in Appendix A. 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway from I-75 to NW 17th Avenue 

Regional Watershed and Receiving Waterbodies 

The existing drainage system varies along this study segment and consists of stage controlled 

detention ponds at the I-75 Interchange, and dry swales and gravity pipes for the remaining 

segment length.  This segment is located within two water management district drainage basins.  

The basins identified are the C-8, and the C-9 East from the South Florida Water Management 

District (SFWMD).  The project outfall points that are encountered are as follow: 

 I-75 wet and dry ponds discharging into the C-8 Canal 

 Grahams Dairy Canal (tributary of C-8) 

 NW 154th Street Interchange ponds discharging into Peters Pike Canal (tributary of C-8) 

 NW 67th Avenue outfall that discharges north into Golden Glades Canal (tributary of C-9) 

 NW 57th Avenue outfall that discharges south into Red Road Canal (tributary of C-8) 

 NW 42nd Avenue outfall that discharges north toward Carol City Canal (tributary of C-9) 

 NW 17th Avenue outfall that discharges south into Spur 2 Canal (tributary of the C-8) 

The project is located in the northwest area of Miami-Dade County, east of the Everglades 

protection area.  The surrounding area is very flat and varies slightly in height from elevation 5.00 
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ft. to 7.00 ft. National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) for adjacent areas west of NW 57th Avenue, 

and from 7.00 ft. to 9.00 ft. for adjacent areas east of NW 57th Avenue.  The groundwater table at 

project location varies from 2.00 ft. to 3.00 ft. NGVD.  

According to the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) the project is located in zone X, and zone AE 

with a base flood level that varies from 6.00 ft. to 7.00 ft. NGVD.  Encroachment to the 100 year 

base flood is limited to the portion of SR 826 from NW 57th Avenue to NW 61st Place, from NW 20th 

Avenue to NW 18th Avenue, and from NW 17th Avenue to NW 14th Avenue.  The surrounding area 

is highly urbanized north and south of the corridor with virtually no vacant parcels available.  This 

project segment straddles the Town of Miami Lakes, the City of Miami Gardens, and a section of 

unincorporated Miami-Dade County.  The project is bisected by two tributaries of the SFWMD: the 

C-8 and the C-9 East basins.  A list of the FIRM Community Panel numbers that cover the project 

is shown in Table 2-13.  

Table 2-13 
Miami Dade County Community Panels 

 

COMMUNITY PANEL NO. EFFECTIVE DATE 

12086C0112L September 11, 2009 

12086C0114L September 11, 2009 

12086C0116L September 11, 2009 

12086C0117L September 11, 2009 

12086C0136L September 11, 2009 

12086C0137L September 11, 2009 

 

Ground Water Elevation 

Ground water elevations vary for the 25-Year 72-Hour, 100-Year 24-Hour, and the 10-Year 24-

Hour.  For the 100-Year 1-Hour, and the 10-Year 1-Hour, the water table is constant.  The seasonal 

high water elevation is locally referred to as the October Ground Water Elevation and is depicted 

in the Miami-Dade County Standard W.C. 2.2.  In the project vicinity the October ground water level 

varies from 2.50 ft. NGVD on the east to 3.50 ft. NGVD on the west. 

Estimated Seasonal High Ground Water Table 

The estimated seasonal high ground water table (SHGWT) each year is the level in the August – 

September period at the end of the rainy season during a year average (normal) rainfall.  The water 

table elevations associated with a flood would be much higher than the seasonal high water table 

elevations.  The seasonal high water table is affected by a number of factors: the drainage 

characteristic of the soils, the land surface elevation, relief points such as lakes, canals, swamps 

areas, etc., and distance to relief points are some of the more important factors influencing the 

seasonal high water table elevation.  

Based on interpretation of the site conditions using the results of the test boring data, Miami – Dade 

County historical groundwater maps, and United States Geological Survey (USGS) historical 

groundwater data, the normal seasonal high water table is estimated to range from +2.50 to +3.50 

ft. (NAVD, 1988).  The range in SHGWT is presented due to the relatively long length of the project 

and due to the fact that limited groundwater data was collected during the PD&E Study.  The 

recommendation for SHGWT should be refined and revisited during final design phase. 

Stormwater Management System 

This project segment has been subdivided into seven (7) basins based on a pre-

development/existing set of maps that have been prepared using available survey information and 

archived drainage maps.  Many improvements have been made to the SR 826 corridor over the 

years, and the original pipe layout has been modified to accommodate the changes.  However, the 

subsequent changes did not significantly impact the basins boundaries and outfall points.  A 

description of the pre-development basins will start from the southwest and continue toward the 

east. 

Pre-Development Basin 1 

This basin starts at SR 924 within the I-75 Interchange and ends at the NW 154th Street 

Interchange.  The drainage system installed consists of continuous exfiltration trenches, pipes, and 

inlets that discharge into stage controlled wet and dry ponds.  Within the I-75 Interchange, the 

southbound mainline and ramps drain to a dry pond which overflows into the Peter’s Pike Canal, 
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while the northbound mainline and ramps drain to a wet pond that overflows into Grahams Dairy 

Canal. 

North of the culvert that links the C-8 Canal with the Grahams Dairy Canal, SR 826 is drained 

through exfiltration trenches, and collecting solid pipes that discharge the stormwater run-off into 

the dry ponds of the NW 154th Street Interchange.  These ponds are stage controlled and discharge 

into the C-8 Canal (Peter’s Pike Canal).  The total drainage area is 43.11 acres. 

Pre-Development Basin 2 

Basin 2 begins at the NW 154th Street overpass (approx. Sta. 1609+00) and extends to the “big 

bend” near project Sta. 1627+00 ending at the C-8 Canal bridge, from right-of-way to right-of-way.  

This ‘North-South’ basin consists of interconnected drainage pipes and includes bridge scupper 

collection pipes.  The collected runoff overflows into longitudinal dry swales located on either side 

of the expressway.  The east swale also collects runoff from NW 77th Avenue, and NW 167th Street.  

These swales discharge into the C-8 Canal. The total drainage area is estimated at 12.86 acres. 

Pre-Development Basin 3 

Basin 3 starts at the “big bend” just after the C-8 crossing and ends at NW 67th Avenue.  The 

collection system consists of inlets and pipes that discharge to interconnected longitudinal swales.  

The interconnection between the two swales is by a 48-in. cross drain located at project Sta. 

1666+00.  The south longitudinal swale also collects runoff from NW 167th Street.  These swales 

flow by gravity toward a storm sewer collection system located along NW 67th Avenue that 

overflows via a 36-in. pipe to the C-9 Canal (Golden Gates Canal).  Over the years this drainage 

basin was modified by the addition of 24-in. exfiltration trenches along the eastbound exit ramp.  

The total drainage area is estimated at 47.48 acres. 

Pre-Development Basin 4 

Basin 4 is located just east of Basin 3.  It is bound to the west by the NW 67th Avenue Interchange 

and to the east by the NW 57th Avenue Interchange.  The drainage system consists of inlets, and 

gravity pipes that discharge into longitudinal interconnected parallel swales that also receive runoff 

from the south and north frontage roads (NW 167th Street).  The swales are interconnected by a 

48-in. cross drain located at project Sta. 1715+00.  The south swale from project Sta. 1719+20 to 

Sta. 1741+40 has been modified to include several exfiltration trenches.  This basin drains in two 

different directions: it drains to the west to the collection system placed along NW 67th Avenue that 

drains to the C-9 Canal via a 36-in. pipe, and it drains to the groundwater via the French Drains in 

the south swale.  The total drainage area is estimated at 29.74 acres. 

Pre-Development Basin 5 

Basin 5 starts just west of the NW 57th Avenue Interchange and ends at the NW 47th Avenue 

Interchange.  The collection system includes inlets, and gravity pipes that discharge into 

longitudinal interconnected parallel swales.  The interconnection point is by a 24-in. cross drain 

located at Sta. 1759+60.  The swales also receive runoff from the south and north frontage roads.  

This basin drains to the west at the collection system of NW 57th Avenue via an 8-ft. x 5-ft. concrete 

box culvert that links the north and south section of the Red Road Canal.  The north exit ramp at 

the NW 57th Avenue Interchange was recently widened and as a result, 127 ft. of exfiltration trench 

was installed.  The exfiltration trench that was installed is self-contained and has no overflow.  The 

total drainage area is estimated at 42.25 acres. 

Pre-Development Basin 6 

Basin 6 starts at the NW 47th Avenue Interchange and ends at the NW 27th Avenue overpass.  It is 

bisected by the NW 37th Avenue Interchange and the overpasses of NW 42nd Avenue, and NW 

32nd Avenue.  From NW 47th Avenue to NW 42nd Avenue, Basin 6 drains from west to east and 

from NW 42nd Avenue to NW 27th Avenue from east to west via interconnected longitudinal 

conveyance swales.  The south and north swale are interconnected by a 24-in. cross drain located 

at Sta. 1816+00.  The north exit ramp at the NW 47th Avenue Interchange was recently widened, 

and as a result, 586 ft. of exfiltration trench was installed.  The exfiltration trench that was installed 

is self- contained and has no overflow.  Similar to the previous basins, the south and north frontage 

roads drain to the swales.  The overflow point for Basin 6 is at NW 42nd Avenue via a 36-in. outfall 

pipe that discharges to the Carol City Canal. 
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From the NW 42nd Avenue overpass to the NW 37th Avenue Interchange, Basin 6 includes both 

the south and north frontage roads.  The drainage system installed is similar to the previously 

described sub-drainage basins.  It consists of inlets and gravity pipes discharging into 

interconnected conveyance swales located south and north of the expressway. 

From the NW 37th Avenue Interchange to the NW 32nd Avenue overpass, Basin 6 includes the 

south and north frontage roads.  This basin is drained by inlets and gravity pipes discharging into 

parallel non-connected conveyance swales.  Over the years close to 950 ft. of exfiltration trenches 

were added to the north swale.  The north swale is landlocked and has no overflow.  The south 

swale overflows into a gravity system at NW 37th Avenue that connects to the previous sub-basin. 

From the NW 32nd Avenue overpass to just short of the NW 27th Avenue Interchange, Basin 6 

includes the south and north frontage roads.  The drainage system consists of inlets and gravity 

pipes that discharge into interconnected parallel conveyance swales that are located south and 

north of the expressway.  The interconnection point is via a 24-in. cross drain located at Sta. 

1890+00.  These conveyance swales overflow into the gravity system of the NW 32nd Avenue 

overpass that connects to the previous sub-basin which overflows at the NW 42nd Avenue outfall 

via a 36-in. pipe.  The total drainage area for Basin 6 is estimated at 71.08 acres. 

Pre-Development Basin 7 

The limits of Basin 7 are from NW 27th Avenue to the Golden Gate Interchange.  It is bisected by 

the NW 22nd Avenue overpass, and the interchanges of NW 17th Avenue, and NW 12th Avenue.  It 

includes the south and north frontage roads.  The drainage system consists of inlets, and gravity 

pipes that discharge into interconnected parallel conveyances swales.  The conveyance swales 

are connected at Sta. 1922+10 via an elliptical 53-in. x 34-in. cross drain.  The swales receive 

runoff from the frontage roads as well.  The north swale flows east toward an elliptical 53-in. x 34-

in. storm sewer that connects to the sub-basin bound by NW 22nd Avenue and NW 17th Avenue. 

The drainage system between the NW 22nd Avenue overpass to the NW 17th Avenue Interchange 

includes the south and north frontage roads and consists of inlets, gravity pipes, and interconnected 

conveyance swales located on either side of the expressway.  The swales are connected at Sta. 

1946+00.  The north swale receives runoff from the previous sub-basin via an elliptical 53-in. x 34-

in. storm sewer system that continues east toward the Spur 2 Canal at NW 17th Avenue.  The 

overflow from Basin 7 is via a 36-in. pipe that connects to a 10-ft. x 10-ft. concrete box culvert. 

From the NW 17th Avenue Interchange to the NW 12th Avenue Interchange, Basin 7 includes the 

south and north frontage roads.  This basin flows from east to west toward the culvert crossing at 

NW 17th Avenue.  The drainage system consists of inlets, gravity pipes, and interconnected swales.  

The north swale is drained by ditch bottom inlets, and a gravity pipe network that receives runoff 

from the expressway, and the south swale.  The overflow of the north swale is via a 30-in. pipe that 

connects to a 10-ft. x 10-ft. concrete box culvert. 

This sub-basin starts at the NW 12th Avenue Interchange and ends at the entrance ramps of the 

Golden Glades Interchange.  The drainage system is similar to the described systems of the 

previous sub-basins.  At roughly where the north frontage road ends, the south swale connects to 

the north swale via a cross drain.  The north swale collects runoff from the expressway and the 

south swale, and is drained by ditch bottom inlets linked by gravity pipe that drain west toward the 

sub-basin of NW 17th Avenue to NW 12th Avenue via underground gravity pipes. The connection 

to this sub-basin is via a 24-in. pipe.  The total drainage area for basin 7 is estimated at 38.68 

acres. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

Regional Watershed and Receiving Waterbodies 

This study segment lies within the SFWMD Basins C-7, C-8, and C-9 East (See Figure 2-13).  The 

existing stormwater management system for GGI consists of dry detention and dry retention 

treatment areas located within the interchange infields. Discharge from the treatment areas is 

bifurcated by the South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC).  Runoff from the area north of the SFRC 

ultimately drains northwesterly, within the Florida’s Turnpike swales, towards the C-9 Canal.  The 

area south of the SFRC generally drains south towards the C-8 Canal, in two 72-in metal pipes 

under I-95.  For the purposes of this report, the area north of the SFRC is identified as Basin C-9 

while the area south of the SFRC is identified as Basin C-8.  According to the SFWMD Permit 
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Information Manual, Volume IV, the allowable off-site discharge is essentially unlimited by gravity 

connection for both the C-8 and C-9 Canals. 

Figure 2-13  
Regional Watersheds - GGI 

 

 

Stormwater Management Systems 

This project area was divided into seven main drainage systems, as shown in Figure 2-14. System 

limits were determined using existing drainage divides, which included changes in elevation, 

transportation facilities and water bodies.  The naming convention was chosen so that the first two 

characters represent the receiving water body followed by an abbreviation of the general location 

of the system. The western portion of the study segment around NW 17th Avenue is within the 

Anodyne contamination plume.  A one-mile buffer around the contamination plume covers most of 

the study area.  The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) discourages the use 

of wet ponds or exfiltration trenches within one mile of a superfund site.  As such, water treatment 

facilities proposed by this study, which fall within the 1-mile Anodyne buffer, consist of dry-retention 

and/or dry-detention. 

Figure 2-14  
Stormwater Management System - GGI 

 

 

 

System C8_I95-S 

System C8_I95-S covers the area of I-95 between SR 916/NW 135th Street/Opa-Locka Boulevard 

and the C-8 Canal. It is over a mile long and within the 1-mile buffer of the Anodyne contamination 

plume.  Most of the drainage system consists of a network of inlets and closed pipes connecting to 

a main outfall trunk line, which discharges into the C-8 Canal.  There is, nonetheless, a segment 

of the southbound lanes, between NW 151st Street and the C-8 canal, which has a small swale 

system with a 24-in. outfall pipe into the canal.  The main outfall trunk line in this system consists 

of concrete culverts, which progress in size from 30-in. to 42-in.  The trunk line runs the length of 

the basin and is on the west side of I-95 from Opa-Locka Boulevard to just south of NW 151st 
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Street.  The outfall then crosses under I-95 to connect to a 54-in. trunk line running east towards 

the canal. A desktop review of the limited plans available for the area indicates that the 54-in. trunk 

line services both I-95 and the adjacent residential community.  The existing stormwater 

management system, for this segment of I-95, appears to be a direct discharge system with no 

formal water treatment provided.  

System C8_PR 

System C8_PR consists of the Park & Ride, Municipal Parking facility and SR 9. The system is 

bound by the South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC) on the north and the Turnpike Connector on the 

east.  This stormwater management system is partially within the Anodyne contamination plume 

and completely within the 1-mile buffer of the plume.  Stormwater runoff from this system is 

generally conveyed southeasterly through the Municipal Parking facility’s piped drainage system.  

Ultimately, the runoff discharges through a 42-inch culvert into the adjacent drainage system 

(C8_GGI), which outfalls into the C-8 Canal.  The existing stormwater management system 

appears to be a direct discharge system with no formal water treatment being provided. 

System C8_GGI 

System C8_GGI consists of the southern part of the GGI.  The system is bound by the SFRC on 

the north and the C-8 Canal on the south.  Most of this drainage system is within the 1-mile buffer 

of the Anodyne contamination plume.  This drainage system receives runoff from System C8_PR.  

A review of available plans and permit information indicates that stormwater in this system is being 

collected and treated via dry-retention in the various infield areas between ramps before being 

discharged to the C-8 Canal.   

The I-95 northern segment of this drainage system has two concrete culvert trunk lines, which 

direct runoff south towards the GGI infield areas.  One trunk line is located under each of the 

outside shoulders. Both trunk lines begin with 18-in. round culverts near the northern limits of the 

drainage system and transition through several sizes of elliptical pipes before discharging into the 

GGI areas.  The trunk line, located under the northbound outside shoulder ends as a 54-in. round 

                                            
1 The acronyms PERA, DERM, and DRER refer to the same agency. 

culvert near NW 2nd Avenue while the trunk line under the southbound outside lane ends as a 36-

in. round culvert near the infield area between I-95 and SR 9.  Excess runoff generated within the 

interchange portion of the system is generally conveyed south towards a double 72-in. asphalt 

coated metal trunk line that is located under the southbound shoulder of I-95 between the Park & 

Ride ramp and the C-8 Canal.   

The drainage report submitted to the Miami-Dade County Permitting, Environment and Regulatory 

Affairs (PERA1), to obtain permit OF 401 for project 87270-3419, states that 15.97 Ac-ft of 

retention/detention is being provided in the aforementioned infield areas.  Improvements that have 

occurred in this drainage system, since the PERA permit was issued, have had little impacts to the 

amount of impervious area or treatment volume.     

System C8_I95-N 

System C8_I95-N spans from just south of NE 1st Avenue to NE 183rd Street (Miami Gardens 

Drive).  This stormwater management system is slightly less than a mile long and is outside of the 

Anodyne 1-mile buffer. This drainage system consists of roadside swales on both sides of the 

roadway with equalizer pipes connecting them and a retention area located in the western swale 

where I-95 turns away from the SFRC.  The retention area provides 0.35 Ac-ft of dry-retention 

treatment. In general, runoff is conveyed from the eastern swale to the western swale, which abuts 

the SFRC and runs south towards Drainage System C8_GGI.  A note is made that the drainage 

report for FPID 422796-2-52-01 states that the area served by this drainage system ultimately 

discharges to the C-9 Canal; however, a review of existing plans did not show a connection to 

move runoff across NE 183rd Street.  As such, the study team concluded that this drainage system 

ultimately discharges south along the SFRC swale towards the C-8 Canal rather than across NE 

183rd Street towards the C-9 Canal. 

System C8_NW17th Avenue 

System C8_NW17th covers the area of NW 17th Avenue from NW 165th Street to the SR 826 and 

is slightly less than half a mile long and is within the 1-mile buffer of the Anodyne contamination 



 

 
 2-27 

 

Preliminary Engineering Report 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 
FM #: 418423-1-22-01 / FAP #: 4751 146 P / ETDM #: 11241 

 

plume.  NW 17th Avenue is a County owned two lane undivided rural road with no dedicated 

drainage system.  There are however, a few drainage inlets mostly along the western swale area, 

but there is no formal conveyance system to get runoff to the inlets.  Construction plans for NW 

17th Avenue were unavailable from Miami-Dade County at the time of this study.  The assumption 

is made that each of the sparsely placed drainage inlets are connected to an exfiltration trench of 

undetermined length and condition.  The roadway is crowned such that runoff from the southbound 

lane sheet-flows into a flat swale area shared with a residential neighborhood while runoff from the 

northbound lane sheet-flows into a 15-ft wide flat strip of sod before overflowing into the NW 17th 

Avenue canal. In general, runoff generated within this system overtops NW 17th Avenue and flows 

into the NW 17th Avenue canal, which discharges into the C-8 Canal. 

System C9_GGI 

System C9_GGI consists of the northern part of the GGI and an adjacent section of SR 

826/Palmetto Expressway.  This stormwater management system is partially within the Anodyne 

contamination plume and completely within the 1-mile buffer of the plume.  Stormwater runoff from 

the SR 826 segment of this system is conveyed east, through trunk lines along both sides of the 

roadway, towards the GGI infield area. Runoff from the SR 826 southern swale is conveyed through 

a 24-in. x 38-in. cross drain under SR 826 to unite with runoff from the northern swale and flows 

north along the outside of the Florida’s Turnpike western swale.  In general, runoff generated within 

this drainage system is directed towards the GGI infield areas and then north towards the Florida’s 

Turnpike (Drainage System C9_TPK) where it is conveyed by a 36-in. culvert through the Toll Plaza 

area and ultimately into the C-9 Canal.  Based on a review of available construction plans and 

permitting information, the existing stormwater management system was not designed to provide 

a specific amount of water quality treatment.  

System C9_TPK 

System C9_TPK covers the area of the Florida’s Turnpike between the Toll Plaza and the GGI loop 

ramps.  This drainage system is approximately half a mile long and is within the 1-mile buffer of the 

Anodyne contamination plume.  In general, runoff from this system is conveyed along the Florida’s 

Turnpike swales towards the C-9 Canal. This drainage system receives runoff from Drainage 

System C9_GGI. 

For the purposes of quantifying the increase in impervious area, the existing condition in Drainage 

System C9_TPK was considered as the condition that will result once project FPID 415462-2-52-

02 is constructed.  Project FPID 415462-2-52-02 will convert the Toll Plaza to an All Electronic 

Tolling (AET) facility.  Consequently, the facility’s impervious footprint will be reduced allowing 

water quality treatment to be provided in the roadside swales.  Documentation for permit 13-01013-

P, Application 070314-4, indicates that the water quality treatment provided in the widened swales 

is to compensate future improvements to the Florida’s Turnpike mainline.   

2.8 Existing Traffic 

Data for this section was extracted from the Systems Interchange Modification Report (SIMR), May 

2014 prepared for this PD&E Study and well as the Interchange Modification Report (IMR), April 

2014 prepared for the GGI PD&E Study.  The SIMR is a comprehensive traffic analysis of the entire 

SR 826 and GGI study area.  The SIMR and IMR are supporting documents to this report. 

2.8.1 Existing Road Network 

The general characteristics of the roadway facilities located within the project limits are shown in 

Table 2-1 and Figure 2-15.  The data shown in Table 2-1 and Figure 2-15 is based on information 

gathered from the FDOT’s Roadway Characteristics Inventory, Straight Line Diagrams (SLDs) and 

field reviews conducted for the PD&E Study.  Figure 2-15 also contains the existing intersection 

lane configurations along with the existing year Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) as determined 

from traffic counts collected for the project. 
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2.8.2 Existing Traffic Volumes 

Traffic data gathered for the SR 826 SIMR included information reported from the following 

sources: 

 Prior FDOT planning study conducted for the Golden Glades Interchange in 2010 – data 

collection sites are shown in Figure 2-16.  Data collected includes: intersection turning 

movement counts and 72-hour automatic machine counts at ramps and links along the 

arterials.  The data gathered from this prior planning study was also used for the GGI PD&E 

Study. 

 Project specific traffic counts collected for the SR 826 PD&E Study – data collection sites 

are shown in Figure 2-17.  Data collected includes: intersection turning movement counts 

and 72-hour automatic machine counts at ramps and links along the arterials.  Traffic data 

was collected in April – May, 2011. 

 FDOT traffic monitoring sites located within the study area – data collection sites are shown 

in Figure 2-18.  Traffic data collected includes: historical counts for mainline segments, 

ramps and arterials. 

 Mainline counts along SR 826 gathered from the Statewide Transportation Engineering 

Warehouse for Archived Regional Data (STEWARD).  Traffic data retrieved for the period 

April – May 2011. 

Traffic data gathered from the above sources were analyzed, compiled and balanced to develop 

existing year (2011) AADT, AM and PM peak hour volumes for the SIMR study area.  Consistent 

with the SR 826 PD&E Study, the AM and PM peak hour volumes developed are representative 

of the system-wide peak hours (7:15 AM to 8:15 AM and 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM) on a typical 

weekday (Tuesday through Thursday).   The resulting AADTs, AM and PM 2011 volumes are 

depicted in Figure 2-15 (AADTs) and Figure 2-19 (AM/PM peak hour volumes).   Raw Traffic 

data from the above referenced sources are documented in the Traffic Data Report, March 

2012 and the GGI Design Traffic Technical Memorandum.  These reports are included as a 

companion document for the SIMR, available under separate cover. 

Figure 2-16 
Traffic Count Locations – FDOT 2010 GGI Study 
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2.8.3 Existing Traffic Operations 

The existing year (2011) level of service (LOS) conditions were computed for the road segments 

and intersections within the project area.  Computations were based on the network lane 

configurations and traffic volumes presented in the preceding sections of this report.  Highway 

Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 procedures were followed for the analyses.  LOS calculations for 

freeway segments (basic, merge and diverge areas) were performed using a custom made 

spreadsheet, replicating the calculations contained in the HCM 2000.  The use of this custom 

spreadsheet allowed for streamlining of the LOS analyses for freeway segments.  Analyses of 

freeway weaving segments were performed using the Highway Capacity Software (HCS).  

Analyses of the ramp systems within the GGI area were performed by checking the volume to 

capacity (v/c) ratio along ramp segments.  Ramp segments were identified as over capacity (v/c > 

1.0) or under capacity (v/c <1.0).  Synchro 7 models were developed for computing the LOS of 

ramp terminal intersections and other project intersections.  Signal timings were developed based 

on data gathered from Miami-Dade County, Traffic Signal and Signing Division.  The existing signal 

timing sheets are contained in the SR 826 Traffic Data Report (Companion Reference Document 

for the SIMR).  Detailed calculations and output sheets for the LOS calculations are contained in 

the SIMR.  Results are summarized in Figure 2-19 and are discussed further below. 

SR 826 Freeway Segments - 2011:  Results of the LOS analyses indicate that all existing freeway 

segments operate at LOS D or better, except for the following: 

 Northbound/Eastbound SR 826 between NW 154th Street on-ramp and NW 67th Avenue off-

ramp.  This freeway operates at LOS E during the PM peak. 

 Eastbound SR 826 between NW 37th Avenue on-ramp and NW 27th Avenue off-ramp.  This 

freeway segment operates at LOS E during the AM peak. 

 Westbound SR 826 east of NB Turnpike on-ramp.  This freeway segment is over capacity 

during the AM and PM peaks. 

 Westbound SR 826 between NW 27th Avenue on-ramp and NW 37th Avenue off-ramp.  This 

freeway segment operates at LOS E during the PM peak. 

 

 Westbound SR 826 between NW 37th Avenue on-ramp and NW 47th Avenue off-ramp.  This 

freeway segment operates at LOS E during the PM peak. 

 Southbound SR 826 between NW 67th Avenue on-ramp and NW 154th Street off-ramp.  This 

freeway segment operates at LOS E during the AM peak. 

 Southbound SR 826 between I-75 NB off-ramp and EB Gratigny/NW 138th Street off-ramp.  

This freeway segment operates at LOS E during the AM peak. 

 Southbound SR 826 between EB Gratigny/NW 138th Street off-ramp and SB I-75 on-ramp.  

This segment operates at LOS E during the AM peak. 

 Westbound SR 826 off-ramp to NW 37th Avenue.  This diverge ramp operates at LOS E 

during the PM peak. 

 Southbound SR 826 off-ramp to EB Gratigny/NW 138th Street.  This diverge ramp operates 

at LOS E during the AM peak.  

I-95 Freeway Segments – 2011:  Results of the LOS analyses indicate that all existing freeway 

segments operate at LOS D or better, except for the following: 

 Northbound I-95 between SR 826 EB on-ramp and NW 167th Street/NW 2nd Avenue on-

ramp.  This freeway segment operates at LOS E during the AM peak. 

 Southbound I-95 between Turnpike SB/SR 826 EB on-ramp and I-95 Express Lanes off-

ramp.  This freeway segment operates at LOS E during the AM peak. 

 Northbound I-95 on-ramp from NW 167th Street/NW 2nd Avenue.  This merge ramp operates 

at LOS F during the AM peak. 

 Southbound I-95 off-ramp to Miami Gardens Drive.  This diverge ramp operates at LOS E 

during the AM peak. 

GGI Ramp System - 2011:  Capacity checks of the ramp system within the GGI area indicate that 

the following ramp segments experience overcapacity conditions during AM and/or PM peak 

periods: 

 Ramp connector for movements from SB I-95 on-ramp to NB Turnpike. 

 Ramp connector for movements from EB SR 826 on-ramp to NB Turnpike. 

 Ramp connector for movements from NB I-95 on-ramp to NB Turnpike. 



 

 
 2-44 

 

Preliminary Engineering Report 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 
FM #: 418423-1-22-01 / FAP #: 4751 146 P / ETDM #: 11241 

 

 Ramp connector for movements from NW 7th Avenue/GGI P&R to NW 167th Street/NB I-

95/NW 2nd Avenue. 

 Ramp connector for movements from SB Turnpike/EB SR 826 to NW 167th Street 

 Ramp connector for movements from NW 167th Street to NB Turnpike/WB SR 826. 

 Ramp connector for movements from NW 7th Avenue/GGI P&R to Turnpike/NW 167th 

Street/NB I-95/NW 2nd Avenue. 

Intersections – 2011:  The LOS analyses for existing year 2011 indicate that all terminal 

intersections along SR 826 and I-95 and other project intersections are expected to operate within 

LOS D standard, or better, except for the following: 

Terminal Intersections:   

 SR 826 at NW 154th Street NB Ramps: Intersection operates at LOS E in PM peak.  SR 826 

at NW 67th Avenue WB Ramps: Intersection operates at LOS E in AM peak. 

 SR 826 at NW 67th Avenue EB Ramps: Intersection operates at LOS E in PM peak. 

 SR 826 at NW 17th Avenue EB ramps: Intersection operates at LOS E in PM peak. 

 I-95 at NW 151st Street NB Ramp: Intersection operates at LOS E in the AM Peak and LOS 

F in the PM peak.  

 I-95 at NW 167th Street NB Ramp: Intersection operates at LOS F in the AM and PM peaks. 

 SB Turnpike connector ramps at NW 7th Avenue: Intersection operates at LOS F in the PM 

peak. 

 NB (EBL) Turnpike at NW 7th Avenue Extension: Intersection operates at LOS F in the AM 

and PM peaks. 

 SB I-95 Ramps at Miami Gardens Drive: Intersection operates at LOS E in the AM peak and 

LOS F in the PM peak. 

 NB I-95 Ramps at Miami Gardens Drive: Intersection operates at LOS E in the PM peak. 

 

Other Project Intersections: 

 NW 154th Street at NW 77th Court: Intersection operates at LOS E in PM peak. 

 NW 67th Avenue at NW 169th Street: Intersection operates at LOS E in AM peak. 

 NW 67th Avenue at Mediterranean Boulevard: Intersection operates at LOS E in AM and PM 

peaks. 

 NW 7th Avenue Extension at NW 7th Avenue: Intersection operates at LOS F in the AM and 

PM peaks. 

The existing LOS is summarized in Tables 2-14 and 2-15. 
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Table 2-14 
Existing LOS Summary (2011) – Freeway and Ramps 

(Sheet 1 of 2) 
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Table 2-14 
Existing LOS Summary (2011) – Freeway and Ramps 

(Sheet 2 of 2) 
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SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/Turnpike SB Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB to TPK ramp roadway NO YES

TPK to I-95 SB ramp roadway NO NO

TPK to I-95 SB ramp roadway NO NO

NW 2 Ave On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO
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Table 2-15 
Existing LOS Summary (2011) - Intersections

 

Ramp Terminal Intersections 
LOS AM 

Peak 
LOS PM 

Peak 

NW 154th Street at SR 826 SB Ramps D D 

NW 154th Street at SR 826 NB Ramps D E 

NW 67th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps D E 

NW 67th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps E D 

NW 57th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps C D 

NW 57th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps D D 

NW 47th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps C D 

NW 47th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps D D 

NW 37th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps C D 

NW 37th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps D C 

NW 27th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps C C 

NW 27th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps C B 

NW 17th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps C E 

NW 17th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps D C 

NW 12th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps B B 

NW 12th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps C C 

NW 151st at I-95 SB Ramp – WBL * A A 

NW 151st at I-95 NB Ramp E F 

NW 167th Street at I-95 NB Ramps F F 

NW 7th Avenue at Turnpike SB connector Ramps C F 

NW 7th Avenue Extension at Turnpike NB – EBL * F F 

Miami Gardens Drive at I-95 SB Ramps E F 

Miami Gardens Drive at I-95 NB Ramps D E 

                   

 

 

Other Project Intersections 
LOS AM 

Peak 
LOS PM 

Peak 

NW 154th Street at NW 77th Court D E 

NW 67th Avenue at Windmill Gate Drive B C 

NW 67th Avenue at NW 169th Street E D 

NW 67th Avenue at Mediterranean Boulevard E E 

NW 57th Avenue at NW 165th Street B C 

NW 57th Avenue at NW 173rd Drive D D 

NW 47th Avenue at NW 173rd Drive B B 

NW 42nd Avenue at NW 167th Street EB B C 

NW 42nd Avenue at NW 167th Street WB B B 

NW 37th Avenue at NW 171st Street B B 

NW 37th Avenue at St Thomas University A B 

NW 32nd Avenue at NW 167th Street B A 

NW 32nd Avenue at NW 167th Street B A 

NW 27th Avenue at NW 160th Street B A 

NW 27th Avenue at NW 175th Street B B 

NW 22nd Avenue at NW 167th Street EB A B 

NW 22nd Avenue at NW 167th Street WB B B 

NW 151st Street at NW 7th Avenue C B 

NW 7th Avenue at GGI Park and Ride F F 

NW 7th Avenue Extension at NW 7th Avenue C D 

NW 7th Avenue Extension at NW 2nd Avenue D C 

 

Note: * Unsignalized Intersection. LOS reported for movement yielding right of way. 
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2.9 Safety Analysis 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

The FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting System (CARS) was used to gather historical crash records 

for the SR 826 corridor.  CARS is a database maintained annually by the FDOT for crashes 

reported along state highway facilities.  The database provides information on various 

characteristics associated with each crash including: collision type, severity, weather conditions, 

road surface conditions and date/time information.  The CARS database was utilized to identify 

and extract crashes reported along the study corridor during the period from January 2006 through 

December 2010.  The crashes were analyzed to make an assessment of safety conditions along 

the study corridor.  Results from this safety analysis are discussed below.   

Table 2-16 provides a summary of the crashes reported along the study corridor.  The summary 

table shows that a total of 3,043 crashes were reported along SR 826 during the five year period – 

an average of 609 crashes per year.  Rear-end collisions were the most common crash pattern, 

accounting for approximately 42% of all reported crashes.  Fixed object collisions are the second 

most common crash type with approximately 17% of all crashes and sideswipe collisions are the 

third most common with 14% of all crashes.  The high percentage of rear-end and sideswipe 

collisions along the corridor are typical for a roadway where traffic congestion, lane changes and 

weaving maneuvers are present.  Fixed object collisions may be due to inadequate geometry, 

restricted sight distance, inadequate delineation, inadequate shoulders and/or excessive speed.  

In addition, bridge data gathered for the PD&E Study indicates vertical clearance for the bridge 

structures along SR 826 are substandard.  This condition increases safety risk for fixed object 

collisions on the cross streets.   

Crashes experienced along the corridor were further analyzed to identify any abnormally high crash 

locations.  The analysis was performed using the Department’s screening tools for high crash 

spots/segments with ranking based on computed confidence levels for abnormally high crash rates.  

This screening procedure identifies locations along the study corridor where the historical crash 

rates are unusually high when compared to similar locations statewide.  Tables 2-16 and 2-17 

provide a listing of the high crash locations identified from this process.   

As shown in the Tables 2-16 and 2-17, several high crash segments/spots were identified along 

SR 826 corridor.  Most of the high crash segments/spots are located within the vicinity of the 

interchanges.  These locations experience higher congestion levels and higher lane changing 

maneuvers when compared to basic freeway segments.  The results further suggest that traffic 

congestion and lane changing activities are probable contributing causes for the high crash rates 

along the corridor.      

The FDOT estimates that the total economic loss resulting from each crash on an urban freeway 

facility is approximately $107,600 per crash.  The annual economic loss resulting from crashes 

along SR 826 may therefore be estimated at approximately $65.5 million per annum ($107,600 per 

crash x 609 crashes per year). 

Table 2-16 
Crash Statistics Summary – SR 826 from MP 15.0 to MP 24.1 

 
 

CHARACTERISTICS TYPE OF CRASH 

NUMBER OF CRASHES 

5-YEAR 
TOTAL 

CRASHES 

PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 

MEAN 
CRASHES 
PER YEAR 

YEAR 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

CRASH TYPE 

Rear End 236 270 269 225 274 1,274 42% 255 

Head On 3 5 5 14 25 52 2% 10 

Angle 50 50 45 56 53 254 8% 51 

Left Turn 2 1 2 0 0 5 0% 1 

Right Turn 1 0 0 0 0 1 0% 0 

Sideswipe 93 83 84 74 103 437 14% 87 

Backed Into 1 1 2 0 0 4 0% 1 

Collision with Parked Car 3 2 1 1 1 8 0% 2 

Collision with Pedestrian 1 1 1 0 0 3 0% 1 

Collision with Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 0 

Fixed Object 106 131 97 92 96 522 17% 104 

Ran off Road 2 5 1 3 2 13 0% 3 

Overturned 9 5 7 5 6 32 1% 6 

Other 83 98 84 86 87 438 14% 88 

TOTAL  
CRASHES 

590 652 598 556 647 3,043 100% 609 
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Table 2-17 
High Crash Segments – SR 826 

 

* Rank Mile Post Location 

2010 

# 410 18.9 – 19.0 SR 826/NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

# 424 21.0 – 21.2 SR 826/NW 37th Avenue Interchange 

2009 

# 406 23.0 – 23.1 SR 826/NW 17th Avenue Interchange 

# 234 23.5 – 23.8 Between NW 12th Avenue and I-95 

2008 

# 372 18.2 – 18.3 East of NW 67th Avenue 

# 330  18.9 – 19.2 SR 826/NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

2007 

# 284 17.3 – 17.4 West of NW 67th Avenue 

# 195 17.7 – 18.1 SR 826/NW 67th Avenue Interchange 

# 294 18.9 – 19.2 SR 826/NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

# 271 19.8 – 19.9 SR 826/NW 47th Avenue Interchange 

# 395 21.9 – 22.0 SR 826/NW 27th Avenue Interchange 

# 244 23.0 – 23.1 SR 826/NW 17th Avenue Interchange 

# 315 23.4 – 23.7 SR 826/NW 12th Avenue Interchange 

2006 

# 344 19.0 – 19.3 SR 826/NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

# 194 21.8 – 21.9 West of NW 27th Avenue 

# 324 22.9 – 23.2 SR 826/NW 17th Avenue Interchange 

# 253 23.5 – 23.6 SR 826/NW 12th Avenue Interchange 

     * Based on FDOT ranking statewide 

 

 

Table 2-18 
High Crash Spots – SR 826 

* Rank Mile Post Location 

2010 

None Reported 

2009 

None Reported 

2008 

# 521 15.410 SR 826/I-75 Interchange 

# 343 16.127 South of NW 154th Street 

# 272 16.161 SR 826/NW 154th Street Interchange 

2007 

# 624 18.856 SR 826/NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

2006 

# 576 16.161 SR 826/NW 154th Street Interchange 

# 595 21.864 SR 826/NW 27th Avenue Interchange 

    * Based on FDOT ranking statewide 
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Golden Glades Interchange  

Safety analysis was performed as part of the GGI PD&E study to identify crash patterns, probable 

contributing causes, countermeasures and to provide recommendations for further studies, if 

needed.  Crash analysis was performed for signalized intersections, arterial segments, ramps and 

freeway segments within the interchange study area of the GGI.  The following sections summarize 

the safety analysis performed as part of this study.  The detailed safety analysis is provided in the 

Safety Analysis Report, available under separate cover. 

Crash data for different roadway segments and intersections within the GGI was obtained from the 

FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting System (CARS) database from January 2006 to December 2010. 

The database provides roadway, environmental and driver characteristics from each crash. This 

database provides the basis for the safety analysis. 

Table 2-19 
Crash Frequency by Severity - GGI 

 
Roadway 

Type 
Severity 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

5 Year 
Total 

Mean Crashes 
Per Year 

Freeway 
Segments 
(I-95, SR 826, 
Florida’s 
Turnpike) 

Fatal 3 1 4 2 0 10 2 

Injury 161 181 156 139 205 842 168 

PDO 183 188 173 184 246 974 195 

Total 347 370 333 325 451 1826 365 

Fatalities 3 2 4 2 0 11 - 

Arterial 
Segments (SR 
7, SR 9, NW 
167th Street) 

Fatal 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 

Injury 33 27 25 27 45 157 31 

PDO 40 36 41 31 42 190 38 

Total 73 64 67 58 87 349 70 

Fatalities 0 1 1 0 0 2 - 

Interchange 
Ramps 

Fatal 1 1 2 0 1 5 1 

Injury 34 37 45 41 56 213 43 

PDO 56 50 56 35 53 250 50 

Total 91 88 103 76 110 468 94 

Fatalities 1 1 2 0 1 5 - 

Signalized 
Intersections 

Fatal 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 

Injury 55 54 63 41 71 284 57 

PDO 50 67 77 58 58 310 62 

Total 105 121 140 100 129 595 119 

Fatalities 0 0 0 1 0 1 - 

Total 616 643 643 559 777 3,238 648 

Table 2-19 and Figure 2-20 show a summary of the crash frequency, severity and historical trend 

for the different road classes within the project study area. 

As indicated in the Table 2-19, a total of 3,238 crashes occurred within the study area over the five 

year analysis period. The majority of the crashes (56%) occurred within the freeway segments, 

followed by the signalized intersections with 18% of the total crashes. These crash percentages 

are indicative of the congested conditions along the freeways segments and signalized 

intersections within the study area. 

A total of 18 fatal crashes with 19 fatalities occurred within the project study area during the five 

year analysis period. Out of the 18 fatal crashes within the study area, 10 occurred along the 

freeway segments. Figure 2-20 shows the locations of the fatal crashes within the project study 

area. 

Figure 2-20 
Crash Summary by Frequency and Severity - GGI 
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2.10 Interchanges, Intersections and Signalization 

In addition to the Golden Glades Interchange, there are six full diamond interchanges, one partial 

diamond interchange and one partial cloverleaf interchange along the Palmetto Expressway as 

shown in Table 2-20. 

Table 2-20 
Existing Interchanges – SR 826 

Location 
NB/EB 

Off-Ramp 
NB/EB 

On-Ramp 
SB/WB 

Off-Ramp 
SB/WB 

On-Ramp 
Type 

NW 154th Street X X X X 
Partial 

Cloverleaf 

NW 67th Avenue X X X X 
Tight 

Diamond 

NW 57th Avenue X X X X 
Tight 

Diamond 

NW 47th Avenue X X X X 
Tight 

Diamond 

NW 37th Avenue X X X X 
Tight 

Diamond 

NW 27th Avenue X X X X 
Tight 

Diamond 

NW 17th Avenue X X X X 
Tight 

Diamond 

NW 12th Avenue  X X  
Partial 

Diamond 

  

There are signalized intersections on each side of the interchanges.  In additional, the Palmetto 

Expressway crosses over NW 42nd Avenue, NW 32nd Avenue and NW 22nd Avenue and there are 

traffic signals at each of these intersections at the cross streets and the one-way frontage roads.  

The interchanges and signalized intersections are shown in Figure 2-19. 

2.11 Lighting 

Existing roadway lighting along the Palmetto Expressway is provided by double fixture poles 

located in the median and single fixture poles located along the outside edges of the roadway and 

along the ramps.  The poles along the outside provide lighting for both the mainline and the frontage 

roads.  Poles are spaced approximately 300 ft. apart along the six-lane mainline section and 270 

ft. apart along the eight-lane section.  Across the bridges, the poles are located approximately 

every 190 ft. and on the access ramps, poles are placed every 250 ft.  The existing lighting system 

which consists of 400-watt fixtures on the mainline and 250-watt fixtures on the access ramps is 

maintained by Florida Power and Light Company (FP&L). 

Conventional lighting exists along the freeway and arterial mainlines (I-95, SR 826, Florida’s 

Turnpike, SR 7/US 441 and SR 9) as they approach the GGI.  The conventional lighting along 

these roadway segments consist of standard 40 to 45-ft aluminum poles with high pressure sodium 

fixtures.  The lighting within the GGI consists of high mast poles 100 to 120-ft in height with 1000 

Watt high pressure sodium luminaires.  For interstate, expressway, freeway and major arterials, 

the FDOT requires an illumination level average initial horizontal foot candle of 1.5 foot candles for 

high mast lighting.  The Florida Turnpike Enterprise (FTE) Turnpike Plans Preparation and 

Practices Handbook (TPPPH) 2013 requires an illumination level average initial horizontal foot 

candle of 1.7 foot candles for high mast lighting. 

2.12 Utilities 

There are 24 Utility Agency Owners (UAO) identified along SR 826 from NW 154th Street to the 

GGI and within the GGI. Table 2-21 lists the utility agency owners and utility contact data obtained 

from the Sunshine State One Call of Florida (SSOCOF) for the project area. 

Each company was contacted in order to solicit its feedback on the location of its existing and 

planned facilities within the Palmetto Expressway corridor.  At the time of this report, 11 of the 24 

companies responded to the request.  Of the 11 responsive companies, the following five UAOs 

stated that they do not have facilities in the project vicinity.  

 City of North Miami 

 Suburban Propane 

 Town of Miami Lakes 

 XO Communications 

 TECO Peoples Gas – South Florida   
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Table 2-21 
Existing Utilities 

Utility Agency Owner Facilities Contact Person Phone Master Agreement 

1 AT&T Florida Telecommunications Steve Massie 305-222-8745 Yes 

2 AT&T Long Distance Telecommunications Craig Petrie 407-578-8000 Yes 

3 Buckeye Pipe Line Company Beth Auman 610-904-4409 Yes 

4 City of Hialeah-Department of Water and Sewers Water & Sewer Cesar Castillo 305-556-2542 Yes 

5 City of Miami Gardens Storm Sewer Mariana Pitiriciu 305-622-8000 Yes 

6 City of North Miami Water & Sewer Wisler Pierre-Louis 305-895-9838 Yes 

7 City of North Miami Beach Public Utilities Water & Sewer Karim Rossy 305-948-2967 Ext. 7962 Yes 

8 Comcast Cable Cable TV Leonard Maxwell-Newbold 954-447-8405 Yes 

9 Fiberlight LLC. Telecommunications Troy Gaeta 786-271-5149 Yes 

10 Florida City Gas Gas – Distribution Michael Alexander 305-835-3632 Yes 

11 FDOT- District 6 – ITS ITS Thomas Miller 305-470-5757 Yes 

12 Florida Turnpike Enterprise - ITS ITS Rafael Sena 954-934-1624 Yes 

13 Florida Gas Transmission Company Gas – Transmission Joseph Sanchez 407-838-7171 Yes 

14 FPL – Distribution Electric Angel Vargas 305-442-5129 Yes 

15 FPL – Transmission Electric George Beck 561-904-3604 Yes 

16 FPL Fibernet LLC Telecommunications Danny Haskett 305-552-2931 Yes 

17 Level 3 Communications LLC Telecommunications Rick Miller 720-888-4968 Yes 

18 Verizon Business (f.k.a MCI) Telecommunications John McNeil 904-355-0187 Yes 

19 Miami-Dade County Water & Sewer Water & Sewer Patrick Chong 786-268-5255 Yes 

20 Miami-Dade County Traffic Signalization Vishnu Rajkumnr 305-375-2090 Yes 

21 Suburban Propane Gas - Distribution Sullivan Palerno 305-891-8393 Yes 

22 Systems Integration & Maintenance, INC Micheal Collier 305-624-1113 Ext. 102 Yes 

23 TECO Peoples Gas-South Florida Gas – Distribution Yvonne Goldman 954-453-0824 Yes 

24 Town of Miami Lakes Water & Sewer Hiram Siaba 305-364-6100 Ext. 240 Yes 

25 XO Communications Telecommunications Tony Kowaleski 305-356-3160 Yes 
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Approximately 25 utility crossings have been noted within the study limits, most commonly found 

in and around interchanges and overpasses.  The utilities identified in the area and the crossing 

locations are summarized below: 

Florida City Gas 

 A 6-in. steel gas main runs along the outside of the EB frontage road from NW 67th Avenue 

to NW 22nd Avenue. 

Existing gas line crossings: 

 4-in. Steel gas main crossing at NW 154th Street; 

 4-in. Steel gas main crossing at NW 67th Avenue; 

 Gas line crossing just east of NW 27th Avenue; and 

 Gas line crossing just west of NW 22nd Avenue. 

 

Florida Gas Transmission Company (FGT) 

 FGT currently owns and operates two gas transmission mains along Florida’s Turnpike and 

SR 826 connecting to local distribution company facilities in the Opa-Locka area.  These 

mains consist of an 18-in. and a 24-in. pipe installed in an easement within Florida’s 

Turnpike which terminates approximately 145 ft. north of the SR 826.  The portions of the 

gas mains which continue to the west within the SR 826 corridor were originally installed 

and granted a permit by the FDOT allowing them to be placed within the FDOT’s Right-of-

Way.  The 24-in. FGT gas main runs along the WB NW 167th Street while the 18-in. FGT 

gas main crosses beneath SR 826 and runs along EB NW 167th Street within the 

embankment between SR 826 and NW 167th Street.  At NW 67th Avenue, the 24-in. gas 

main crosses beneath SR 826 and runs parallel to the 18-in. gas main (See Figure 2-21). 

 

 

Level 3 Communications LLC 

Existing communication line crossings: 

 Above-ground crossing at the frontage roads and underground crossing at SR 826 along 

NW 57th Avenue; 

 Above-ground crossing at the frontage roads and underground crossing at SR 826 along 

NW 27th Avenue; and 

 Above-ground crossing at the frontage roads and underground crossing at SR 826 along 

NW 17th Avenue. 

Comcast Cable 

 Above-ground line runs along the EB frontage road from NW 57th Avenue to NW 47th 

Avenue; 

 Above-ground line runs briefly along the EB frontage road between NW 40th Court and NW 

39th Court; 

 Underground line runs along the EB frontage road between NW 25th Avenue and NW 24th 

Avenue; and 

 Above-ground line runs from NW 27th Avenue to NW 17th Avenue. 

Existing fiber optic cable crossings: 

 Underground crossing at NW 67th Avenue; 

 Above-ground crossing at NW 47th Avenue; 

 Above-ground crossing at NW 39th Court; 

 Underground and above-ground crossing at NW 32nd Avenue; 

 Above-ground crossing at NW 18th Avenue; and 

 Underground crossing at NW 17th Avenue. 
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Figure 2-21 
Existing Location of FGT Utilities 
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Florida Power and Light 

Existing above-ground transmission crossings: 

 Two 230kV between NW 145th Street and NW 146th Street; 

 Three 230kV and one 138kV at the north-to-east bend of SR 826; and 

 One 138kV at NW 19th Avenue. 

Everglades Pipe Line Company 

Existing propane fuel line crossing: 

 Underground crossing at the north-to-east bend of SR 826 

City of Miami Beach 

 12-in. underground water pipe along the WB frontage road between NW 37th Avenue and 

NW 32nd Avenue; 

 2-in underground water pipe along the EB frontage road between NW 32nd Avenue and NW 

29th Avenue; 

 12-in. underground water pipe along the EB frontage road between NW 29th Avenue and 

NW 27th  Avenue; 

 6-in. underground water pipe along the EB frontage road between NW 28th Avenue and NW 

27th Avenue; 

 2-in. underground water pipe along the EB frontage road between NW 24th Avenue and NW 

17th Avenue; 

 12-in. underground water pipe along the EB frontage road between NW 19th Avenue and 

NW 17th Avenue; 

 12-in. underground water pipe along the WB frontage road between NW 27th Avenue and 

NW 25th Avenue; 

 6-in underground water pipe along the WB frontage road between NW 24th Avenue and NW 

22nd Avenue; and 

 12-in. underground water pipe along the WB frontage road between NW 22nd Avenue and 

NW 17th Avenue. 

Existing underground water crossings: 

 8-in. pipe at NW 37th Avenue; 

 16-in. pipe at NW 32nd Avenue; 

 16-in. pipe at NW 29th Avenue; 

 6-in. pipe at NW 28th Avenue; 

 6-in. and 12-in. pipes at NW 22nd Avenue; and 

 12-in. pipe at NW 17th Avenue. 

Existing sewer underground crossing: 

 6-in. Force Main at NW 32nd Avenue 

Existing ITS buried fiber optic cable (BFO) and DMS signs run along the south side of SR 

826/Palmetto Expressway, along both sides of the Turnpike Connector Ramp and along the east 

side of the Florida’s Turnpike Mainline. Close coordination is anticipated with all the utility 

companies regarding any potential impacts. 

2.13 Railroads 

CSX Transportation (formerly known as Seaboard Air Line) currently owns two sets of tracks within 

the GGI project corridor. Both tracks cross GGI running parallel to SR 9 in a northeasterly / 

southwesterly direction. A Tri-rail station is located along this track close to the park and ride lot. 

These rail lines are currently operated for passenger transportation by Tri-rail and freight 

transportation by CSX Transportation to carry limerock and construction materials from quarries 

located in south and west Miami-Dade. 
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2.14 Pavement Conditions 

Pavement survey data is collected, reviewed, processed, and analyzed by the Pavement Systems 

Evaluation Section of the FDOT State Materials Office annually.  Each section of pavement is rated 

for cracking, ride and rutting on a scale of 0 to10, with 0 the worst and 10 the best.  A crack rating 

of 6.0 or less is considered deficient.  A ride rating of 6.0 or less is considered deficient for facilities 

with speed limits greater than 45 mph.  The following summarizes the latest System Pavement 

Conditions Forecast for the project area. 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

Table 2-22 contains the ratings assigned to the SR 826 mainline corridor.  As shown in the table, 

many segments were identified as having a deficient cracking rating.  The FDOT has several 

planned resurfacing projects along SR 826 (FPID’s 429135-1, 432743-2, and 430821-1) to improve 

pavement conditions along the corridor. 

Table 2-22 
Existing Pavement Conditions – SR 826 

 

Roadway 
Begin 

Milepost 
End 

Milepost 
Direction 

Existing (2013) Future (2018) 

Cracking Ride Cracking Ride 

SR 826 

16.957 17.989 EB 6.5 8.3 5.5 7.6 

17.989 18.963 EB 6.5 8.3 5.5 7.1 

18.963 22.273 EB 6.5 8.3 5.5 7.1 

22.273 23.814 EB 7.0 8.0 5.5 7.8 

23.814 24.140 EB 3.5 6.9 3.0 6.7 

16.851 19.540 WB 4.5 8.3 5.5 7.5 

19.540 21.623 WB 4.5 8.3 5.5 7.9 

21.623 22.273 WB 6.5 8.1 5.5 7.9 

22.273 23.814 WB 6.5 7.8 5.5 7.6 

23.814 24.209 WB 6.5 6.6 6.0 6.4 

Note: Highlighted values indicate deficient pavement rating 

Golden Glades Interchange 

Table 2-23 contains the ratings assigned to the major roadway segments within the GGI study area 

based on a Pavement Condition Survey (PCS) conducted for the year 2012.  Several segments 

along I-95, SR 7/US 441 and SR 9 were identified as having deficient cracking or ride rating.  The 

crack rating along Florida’s Turnpike, SR 9 and NW 167th Street are also projected to deteriorate 

by 2017.  The FDOT has several planned resurfacing projects along SR 826 and the GGI ramps 

(FPID’s 425637-1, 428476-2 and 429134-1) to improve pavement conditions within the interchange 

area as shown in Figure 2-22. Table 2-23 accounts for the planned resurfacing projects in the 2017 

projected cracking and ride rating.  
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Table 2-23 
Existing Pavement Conditions – GGI 

Roadway 
Begin 

Milepost 
End 

Milepost 
Direction 

Existing (2012) Future (2017) 

Cracking Ride Cracking Ride 

I-95 

10.170 12.091 NB 7.2 5.8 9.0 7.4 

12.091 13.208 NB 7.4 7.9 9.0 7.8 

13.208 13.669 NB 4.5 7.7 10.0 8.1 

13.669 17.260 NB 5.5 8.0 10.0 7.9 

13.669 17.260 SB 5.5 7.8 10.0 7.9 

13.208 13.669 SB 3.5 6.6 10.0 8.1 

12.091 13.208 SB 4.6 7.1 8.5 6.8 

10.202 12.091 SB 3.7 5.7 8.5 6.8 

Florida's 
Turnpike 

0.000 0.167 NB 9.5 6.7 8.0 6.5 

0.167 0.730 NB 7.0 7.2 5.0 6.9 

0.730 1.537 NB 10.0 7.7 8.0 7.4 

0.650 1.537 SB 10.0 7.8 8.0 7.5 

0.243 0.650 SB 6.5 7.4 4.5 7.1 

0.000 0.243 SB 9.5 7.3 8.0 7.1 

SR 7/US 
441 

10.491 10.812 NB 9.0 6.9 7.5 6.8 

10.812 11.087 NB/SB 4.5 5.5 10.0 6.9 

11.087 11.896 NB/SB 10.0 6.3 8.0 6.1 

8.050 10.812 SB 9.5 7.2 8.0 7.2 

SR 9 
13.281 13.690 NB 5.5 6.4 10.0 7.6 

11.345 13.690 SB 6.5 7.3 5.0 7.1 

NW 167th 
Street 

0.000 0.649 EB 6.5 6.6 5.0 6.6 

0.649 3.701 EB 10.0 7.7 8.5 7.6 

0.649 3.701 WB 10.0 7.7 8.5 7.6 

0.000 0.649 WB 6.5 6.7 5.0 6.7 

Note: Highlighted values indicate deficient pavement rating 

Figure 2-22 
Planned Resurfacing Projects – GGI 

 

 
 

 Notes 

1. 425637-1 Resurfacing of Various Ramps along SR 7/SR 826/ SR-9A within GGI 

2. 429134-1 Resurfacing of SR 826 Connector from Florida’s Turnpike to east of NW 1st Avenue 

3. 430821-1 Resurfacing of SR 826 / Palmetto Expressway from NW 12 Ave to south of NW 7th Ave 

4. 428476-2 Resurfacing of SR 9 Ramp to Park & Ride and GGI 
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2.15 Transit Service Network 

Figure 2-23 displays the existing bus services within the project vicinity.  Miami-Dade Transit bus 

services are provided along several north/south arterials.  Included among these north/south routes 

is the I-95 Express Bus service which provides services with 5 to 10 minute headways during 

weekday peak periods.  Other north/south bus routes provide services along several of the major 

arterials within the study corridor:  NW 67th Avenue (Routes 73 and 267); NW 57th Avenue (Route 

75); NW 47th Avenue (Route 32); NW 27th Avenue (Routes 27 and 297); NW 17th Avenue (Routes 

17, 22 and 246) and NW 7th Avenue (Routes 77 and 277).  These bus routes provide services with 

headways of approximately 20-30 minutes during weekday peak periods.  

As shown in Figure 2-23, no Miami-Dade bus routes are currently provided along SR 826 

throughout the project limits.  It is anticipated that implementation of the proposed SR 826 Express 

Lanes project would facilitate operation of new express bus services along SR 826 – similar to the 

current I-95 Express bus services. 

The GGI includes a Park and Ride (P&R) facility located east and west of SR 7/US 441.  It is 

designated as a SIS intermodal hub and provides connections to other SIS facilities, such as I-95, 

SR 826 and Florida’s Turnpike.  Within the footprint of the existing GGI, there are a variety of transit 

systems interacting within the surface Park and Ride lots and supporting regional connectivity to 

the Tri-Rail and extensive bus services via Miami-Dade Transit, Greyhound and Broward County 

Transit. 

The west P&R lot is situated to provide surface parking in front of the pedestrian walkway 

connecting to the Golden Glades Tri-Rail Station over SR-9 on the western side of the lot.  The 

west P&R lot hosts a central covered bus stop for three buses loading via bus only lanes, with a 

drop off/pick up lane opposite the bus only side for individual cars.  The central covered stop 

includes benches, bicycle stands, and newspaper stands for waiting passengers.  The east P&R 

lot also hosts a covered bus stop along the northeastern boundary of the lot with similar supportive 

infrastructure.  Additionally, a portion of the east P&R lot also is signed as a Tandem Staging Area 

to accommodate load switching of freight trucks.
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Broward County Transit 

Broward County Transit (BCT) provides service to and from the GGI Park & Ride area: 

 Route 18: Golden Glades Park and Ride to Sandalfoot Cove Boulevard and US 441 

 Route University Breeze: Glades/Tri-Rail Park and Ride to Westview Drive and University 

Drive via University Drive. 

 Route 441 Breeze: Golden Glades/Tri-Rail Park and Ride to Sample Rd and US 441. 

 Route 95 Express Pembroke Pines: CB Smith Park and Ride to downtown Miami.  

 Route 95 Express Miramar: Miramar Civic Center to downtown Miami. 

Both 95 Express routes operated by BCT traverse the GGI but do not stop at the GGI Park and 

Ride facility. 

Tri-Rail 

Tri-Rail is the tri-county commuter train service that operates along the SFRC with station stops in 

Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach Counties. The Main Stations include: Miami International 

Airport, Metrorail Transfer, Golden Glades Park and Ride, Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International 

Airport, and Palm Beach International Airport. South of the GGI, Tri-Rail also connects with the 

Miami-Dade Transit Metrorail Transfer Station located at 2567 East 11th Avenue, Hialeah 33013. 

Amtrak 

The name "Amtrak" is the blending of the words "America" and "track" With 21,000 route miles in 

46 states, the District of Columbia and three Canadian provinces, Amtrak operates more than 300 

trains each day at speeds up to 150 mph to more than 500 destinations. The Amtrak system utilizes 

the same tracks as Tri-Rail in this location.  There is no actual stop at the Golden Glades Park and 

Ride; however the nearest Amtrak Station is located at 8303 Northwest 37th Avenue, Miami, FL 

33147, approximately 9 miles (20 Minutes) away from the Golden Glades Park and Ride Facility. 

The Amtrak Station is the southernmost stop within the Amtrak system and operates from 7:00 AM 

to 9:00 PM, seven days a week. 

Greyhound 

Greyhound is the largest provider of intercity bus transportation, serving more than 2,300 

destinations with 13,000 daily departures across North America.  Amtrak passengers use 

Greyhound to make connections to cities not served by rail on Amtrak Thruway service.  Greyhound 

uses the west Golden Glades Park and Ride stop located at 16000 NW 7th Ave Miami North, FL 

33169, and operates 20 hours per day from 5:00 AM to 1:00 AM, seven days a week. 

2.16 Existing Structural Characteristics 

Basic information pertaining to each existing bridge is summarized in this section.  It was obtained 

from the latest available bridge inspection reports, bridge construction plans, and on-site field 

reviews.  The following details are provided for each bridge, where appropriate: 

 Type of Structure 

 Condition 

 Horizontal and Vertical Clearances 

 Span Arrangement 

 Channel Data 

2.16.1 Types of Structures 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

Most of the existing bridges utilize simple-span precast concrete AASHTO beam superstructures 

with cast-in-place decks.  However, five bridges do not use precast pre-stressed beam 

construction.  Four of the bridges utilize cast-in-place flat slabs, with two of them using simple 

spans (870538, 870539) while the other two have continuous spans (870102, 870252).  The lone 

steel bridge (879004) in this portion of the project study area is a pedestrian bridge, and it consists 

of continuous, rolled W-shape steel I-beams with a cast-in-place deck. 
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The substructures generally consist of pile bents for abutments and intermediate units crossing 

water, and multi-column piers for intermediate units at grade separations over traffic.  The two 

bridges carrying NW 154th Street over Canal C-8 (870538, 870539) are the only exceptions, as 

they are founded atop bulkhead walls.  All bridge substructure units, excluding the bulkhead walls, 

are supported by precast pre-stressed concrete piles, which vary in size between the bridges.  The 

portions of the bulkhead walls used as bridge foundations utilize an anchored king-pile wall system, 

which consists of precast pre-stressed concrete piles with steel sheet piling. The existing bridge 

characteristics are summarized in Table 2-24 and the location of each bridge is shown in the Base 

Maps contained in Appendix A. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

There are twenty eight (28) bridge structures along the major roadway segments and interchange 

ramps evaluated as part of the GGI study area.  Figure 2-24 shows the locations of these bridge 

structures within the GGI project study area.  Table 2-25 summarizes the general geometry and 

structural information pertaining to the bridges within the project limits.  Most of these bridges were 

originally constructed between 1951 and 1965 and were widened or reconstructed between 1975 

and 1994.  The 95 Express Flyover bridges were constructed in 1994 while the Park and Ride 

flyover bridge was constructed in 1976.  In 2010, the proposed widening along the Turnpike 

Connector ramp widened three bridges along the northbound Turnpike Connector.  The majority 

of the existing bridges were designed using the AASHTO Standard Specification HS-20 design 

truck load in place at the time of construction. 

The superstructure for the majority of the existing bridges consists of a cast-in-place (CIP) deck 

supported on pre-stressed AASHTO girders.  However, a few of these bridge structures use steel 

girders (870470, 870601), Florida Bulb-T beams (870774, 870952), Concrete T-Beams (870046), 

precast pre-stressed units (870348) or a combination of steel and AASHTO beams (870243, 

870642).  The substructure for most of the bridges consists of multicolumn piers or pile bents 

supported by square pre-stressed concrete piles ranging in size from 14 to 18 inches. 

 

Figure 2-24  
Existing Bridge Structures – GGI 
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Table 2-24 

Existing Bridge Characteristics – SR 826 

# 
Bridge 

Number 
Description  
of Location 

Inspection 
Report Suff. 

Rating 

Inspection Classification  

(Functionally Obsolete or 
Structurally Deficient)3 

Inventory 
Rating 

(tons) (66)1 

Posting  
(70)1, 2 

Latest 
Rating 
Date 

Year 
Built 

Year  
Re-const. 

Remaining 
Design Life 
(Based 75 yrs) 

Superstructure 
Type (Varies - 

Longest show) 

Super-
structure 

Depth (Ft)** 

Number 
of 

Spans 

Span 
Lengths 

(Ft) 

Total 
Bridge 

Length (Ft) 

Total 
Number 
of Lanes 

1 870538 NW 154th St WB Over Canal C-8 83.0 none 36.4 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

06/20/11 1974 2007 35 CIP Flat Slab 1.25 1 23.00 23.00 3 

2 870539 NW 154th St EB Over Canal C-8 83.0 none 36.4 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

06/20/11 1974 2007 35 CIP Flat Slab 1.25 1 23.00 23.00 3 

3 870768 SR 826 Off-Ramp Over NW 154th St. 97.7 none 77.1 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

03/02/00 1997 n/a 58 
AASHTO Type IV 

Beams 
5.33 2 90.00-90.00 180.00 1 

4 870468 SR 826 Over NW 154th St. 85.0 none 58.3 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

11/13/01 1974 1985 35 
AASHTO Type IV 

Beams 
5.42 2 90.00-90.00 180.00 7 

5 870102 SR 826 SB Over Canal C-8 94.8 none 40.8 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

08/28/02 1959 1997 20 CIP Flat Slab 1.38 3 
29.94-30.00-

29.94 
89.88 3 

6 870252 SR 826 NB Over Canal C-8 93.7 none 44.8 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

08/28/02 1959 1997 20 CIP Flat Slab 1.38 3 
29.94-30.00-

29.94 
89.88 4 

7 870259 SR 826 Over NW 67th Ave 85.4 Functionally obsolete 42.8 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

03/15/00 1967 1978 28 
AASHTO Type II 

Beams 
3.71 4 

35.33-53.33-
53.33-35.33 

177.33 3 

8 870253 SR 826 Over SR 823/NW 57th Ave 86.2 Functionally obsolete 58.5 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

03/30/00 1963 1978 24 
AASHTO Type II 

Beams 
3.75 4 

32.08-51.83-
51.83-32.08 

167.83 3 

9 870051 SR 826 WB Over NW 47th Ave 93.0 none 41.4 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

02/22/00 1965 1977 26 
AASHTO Type II 

Beams 
3.67 4 

37.33-53.50-
53.50-37.33 

181.67 3 

10 870251 SR 826 EB Over NW 47th Ave 94.0 none 41.4 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

02/22/00 1965 1977 26 
AASHTO Type II 

Beams 
3.67 4 

37.33-53.50-
53.50-37.33 

181.67 3 

11 870249 SR 826 Over NW 42nd Ave 88.4 none 42.2 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

01/05/00 1965 1977 26 
AASHTO Type II 

Beams 
3.63 4 

35.58-53.42-
53.42-35.58 

178.00 3 

12 870234 SR 826 Over NW 37th Ave 79.4 none 31.3 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

01/12/11 1964 
1977, 
1983 

25 
AASHTO Type II 

Beams 
3.67 4 

35.75-53.33-
53.33-35.75 

178.17 3 

13 870048 SR 826 WB Over NW 32nd Ave 90.9 none 39.9 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

02/18/00 1965 1993 26 
AASHTO Type II 

Beams 
3.63 4 

35.75-53.58-
53.58-35.75 

178.67 3 

14 870248 SR 826 EB Over NW 32nd Ave 87.1 none 39.9 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

02/18/00 1965 1993 26 
AASHTO Type II 

Beams 
3.63 4 

35.75-53.58-
53.58-35.75 

178.67 3 

15 879004 Pedestrian Bridge Over SR 826 -1.0 none n/a n/a n/a 1963 n/a 24 
W-shape Steel I-

beams 
2.53 11 

57.25-95.00-
95.00-57.25 

784.10 n/a 

16 870239 SR 826 Over SR 817/NW 27th Ave 85.6 Functionally obsolete 40.0 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

01/18/00 1964 1978 25 
AASHTO Type II 

Beams 
3.75 4 

36.00-50.33-
50.33-36.00 

172.67 3 

17 870035 SR 826 Over NW 22nd Ave 94.0 none 39.0 
5 At/Above 
legal loads 

01/21/00 1962 1978 23 
AASHTO Type II 

Beams 
3.67 4 

35.75-53.25-
53.25-35.75 

178.33 4 

FOOTNOTES:               

1.  The number in parenthesis is from the FDOT Bridge Management System Coding Guide, and can be found on the Bridge Inspection Reports.        

2.  The prefix number in this column references the FDOT Bridge Management System Coding Guide.           

3.  Inspection classification criteria changed during the course of this PD&E Study and as a result, prior criteria is used throughout the report.             
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Table 2-25 

Existing Bridge Characteristics – GGI 

# Location 
Bridge 

Numbers 
Min. Vert. 
Cl. (Feet) 

Superstructure 
Type 

Substructure 
Type 

Average 
Bridge 
Width 
(Feet) 

Bridge 
Length 
(Feet) 

No. 
of 

Spans 

Max Span 
Length               
(Feet) 

Load 
Rating 

Sufficiency 
Rating 

Health 
Index 

Bridge Railings Substructure Restriction Deficiency 
Year Built / 
Reconst. 

1 
SR 826 Connector over 
NW 7th Avenue 
Extension 

870038 15.341 AASHTO Type III 
Pier/Bents/18" 

Prest. piles 
75.8 172.8 4 56.5 

HS 20 (IRF 
0.97) 

68.60 99.49 Meets Standard Very Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1956/1987 

2 
SR-7/US 441 NB Ramp 
over I-95 

870040 16.401 
AASHTO Type 

II/III 
Pier/Bents/14"/18

" Prest. piles 
37.2 239 4 79.7 

HS 20  (IRF 
0.87) 

76.50 90.05 Substandard Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1963 

3 
SR-826 Connector over 
I-95 & SR 7/US 441 NB  

870041 16.571 AASHTO Type III 
Pier/Bents/18" 

Prest. piles 
72.2 301 5 72.1 

HS 20  (IRF 
1.06) 

90.00 85.16 Meets Standard Very Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1963 

4 
NW 167th Street over I-
95 & SR 7/US 441 NB  

870042 14.471 
AASHTO Type 

II/III/IV 
Pier/Bents/14"/18

" Prest. piles 
30.2 320 5 92.6 

HS 20 (IRF 
0.90) 

89.00 96.97 Substandard Very Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1963 

5 
SR-9 NB over SR-7/US 
441 SB Ramp 

870044 14.861 AASHTO Type II 
Pier/Bents/14"/18

" Prest. piles 
34.2 152 3 60 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.18) 

76.00 99.52 Substandard Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1963 

6 
Turnpike Connector 
over SR 7/US 441 & 
SR 9 

870045 
(SB) 

16.801 

AASHTO Type III 
Pier/Bents/14"/18

" Prest. piles 

63.3 

237.2 4 77.2 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.13) 

87.40 99.83 Meets Standard 

Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 

Not Deficient 1967/1986 

7 
870245 

(NB) 
17.031 46.1 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.02) 

75.50 99.90 Meets Standard 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1967/2010 

8 
SR-826 Connector over 
SR 7/US 441 SB  

870046 14.411 Concrete T-Beam 
Pier/Bents/Steel 

piles 
66.2 171 3 74 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.38) 

76.00 88.08 Meets Standard Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1951/1963 

9 
I-95 NB to US-441 NB 
Ramp 

870047 14.731 AASHTO Type III 
Pier/Bents/14"/18

" Prest. piles 
32.2 250 4 84 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.01) 

94.20 98.70 Substandard Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Not Deficient 1963 

10 

Turnpike Connector 
over SFRC 

870159 
(SB) 

23.351 

AASHTO Type III 
Pier/Bents/18" 

Prest. piles 

63.3 205.3 

3 

81.9 
HS 20   

(IRF 1.09) 
91.70 97.72 

Meets Standard Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Not Deficient 

1964/1980 

11 
870380 

(NB) 
22.901 34.1 187.9 63.5 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.00) 

71.30 87.23 1957/2010 

12 

SR-7 over I-95 

870043 
(SB) 

18.4/22.73 
AASHTO  Type II, 

III+IV 
Pier/Bents/14"/18

" Prest. piles 
34.15 523 7 95.7 

HS 20  (IRF 
1.25) 

74.00 99.87 Substandard Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1963 

13 
870243 

(NB) 
16.501 

STEEL / AASHTO  
 Type II, III+IV 

Pier/Bents/18" 
Prest. piles 

34.2 766 9 146 
HS 20 (IRF 

1.34) 
79.00 81.64 Substandard Good 

Open, no 
Restriction 

Functionally 
obsolete 

1963 

14 
I-95 Ramp to Park and 
Ride Facility 

870470 18.501 Steel Girders 
Pier/Bents/18" 

Prest. piles 
46.8 902 6 216 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.35) 

90.00 75.26 Substandard Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1976 

15 
Turnpike Connector 
over SR-826 

870601 16.502 Steel Girders 
Pier/Bents/18" 

Prest. piles 
114.9 290 3 95 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.12) 

90.80 94.70 Meets Standard Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Not Deficient 

1956/1986/2
010 

16 
SR-826 Connector  
over SFRC 

870642 16.3/21.53 
Steel/AASHTO 

Type III 
Pier/Bents/18" 

Prest. piles 
90.8 200.3 4 57.8 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.34) 

94.00 92.47 Meets Standard Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Not Deficient 1987 

17 

I-95 express Flyover 
Ramps (SB & NB) 

870774 
(NB) 

16.203 FBT 78 

Pier/Bents/18" 
Prest. piles 

31.1/61.1 6308 48 153.8 
HS 20 (IRF 

1.06) 
94.00 99.98 

Meets Standard Very Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1994 

18 
870952 

(SB) 
16.403 FBT 78 31.1 2313 18 150 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.20) 

90.00 99.70 
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Table 2-25 
Existing Bridge Characteristics – GGI (Continued) 

 

# Location 
Bridge 

Numbers 
Min. Vert. 
Cl. (Feet) 

Superstructure 
Type 

Substructure 
Type 

Average 
Bridge 
Width 
(Feet) 

Bridge 
Length 
(Feet) 

No. 
of 

Spans 

Max Span 
Length               
(Feet) 

Load 
Rating 

Sufficiency 
Rating 

Health 
Index 

Bridge Railings Substructure Restriction Deficiency 
Year Built / 
Reconst. 

19 

SR 826 over NW 17th 
Avenue 

870254 
(EB) 

14.33 

AASHTO Type II 
and III (spans 1 & 
3); Type III (span 

2) 

Pier/Bents/18" 
Prest. piles 

134.75 144.2 3 72.7 
HS 20 (IRF 

1.30) 
94.00 99.65 Meets Standard Good 

Open, no 
Restriction 

Not Deficient 1963/1978 

20 
870104 
(WB) 

21 

SR 826 over NW 12th 
Avenue 

870250 
(EB) 

14.13 

AASHTO Type II 
and III (spans 1 & 
3); Type III (span 

2) 

Pier/Bents/18" 
Prest. piles 

134.8 140.8 3 68.3 
HS 20 (IRF 

1.10) 
81.00 

97.85 

Substandard Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Functionally 

obsolete 
1965/1986 

22 
870050 
(WB) 

 

23 
I-95 over Biscayne 
Canal 

870348 (NB 
& SB) 2.013 21" Precast Prest. 

Units 
18" Pile Bents 

188.02/19
5.71 

117 3 39' 
HS 20 (IRF 

1.70) 
66.00 90.99 Meets Standard Good 

Open, no 
Restriction 

Functionally 
obsolete 

1961/1994 

24 

I-95 over NW 151st 
Street 

870347 
(SB) 

14.631 AASHTO Type II 
Pier/Bents/18" 

Prest. piles 
175.1 182 4 52 

HS 20 (IRF 
1.27) 

96.00 99.52 

Meets Standard Very Good 
Open, no 

Restriction 
Not Deficient 

1963/1976 

25 
870446 

(NB) 
HS 20 (IRF 

1.29) 
94.00 99.55 1963/1994 

26 

I-95 over NW 143rd 
Street 

870346 
(SB) 

15.153 
AASHTO Type II, 

III, IV-II Mod 
Pier/Bents/14"/18

" Prest. piles 
183.08 145 3 68 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

1961/1972/1
991 

27 
870445 

(NB) 

28 
Pedestrian Overpass 
over I-95 

879012 17.5 Truss 
Pier/Spread 

Footing 
8.875 230 1 230 N/A -2.0 99.89 N/A Very Good 

Open, no 
Restriction 

Not Deficient 2006 

 

Notes: 

 NBI Bridge Condition; Deck, Superstructure & Substructure: Satisfactory to Very Good  

 Load Rating; IRF (Inventory Rating Factor) in red is less than 1   

 Vertical Clearance: 1- Field Measured, 2- Previous Widening Project, 3- Existing Plans    

 Vertical clearance values in red do not meet the FDOT PPM recommended minimum of 16.5-ft (roadway over roadway), 23.5-ft (roadway over railroad) 

or (2-ft above design high water elevation), SFRC recommended minimum 24.25-ft (roadway over roadway)      

 

Definitions: 

 Load Rating - indicates the live-load capacity of the bridge based on current conditions 

 Sufficiency Rating - a measure used to determine whether a bridge that is structurally deficient or functionally obsolete should be 

repaired or just replaced 

 Functionally Obsolete - refers to a bridge that does not meet current roadway design standards 

 Health Index - a measure used to indicate overall conditions of a bridge. A Health Index below 85 generally indicates that some 

repairs are needed.  
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2.16.2 Condition of Existing Structures 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

The overall status of a bridge is summarized with a “sufficiency rating,” which is used by the 

FHWA when allocating federal funds to the states for bridge replacement.  Several factors 

contribute to the sufficiency rating including: structural adequacy, safety, serviceability, 

functionality, and importance.  Bridges are classified as “structurally deficient” when it is 

determined that repair or replacement is necessary for structural reasons.  When a bridge no longer 

meets current roadway design standards, it is classified as “functionally obsolete.”  Functional 

obsolescence does not mean a bridge is unsafe, but merely indicates that at least one design 

criteria is substandard. 

Highway bridges considered structurally deficient or functionally obsolete are eligible for federal 

funds for rehabilitation when the sufficiency rating is 80 or less, and for replacement or rehabilitation 

when the sufficiency rating is less than 50.  No bridges located along the western portion of SR 

826 qualify for federal funds for replacement or rehabilitation. 

Bridge Load Ratings indicate the capacity of the bridge to carry live loads. Bridges are rated at 

three different levels: Inventory Rating, Operating Rating and Permit Rating. The rating data can 

be presented as either a maximum allowable weight or a ratio (rating factor) of the maximum 

allowable weight to the weight of the design truck (36 tons for the HL-93 Design Load).  Only one 

bridge (870234) has an Inventory Rating of less than 36 tons.  Because this bridge meets FDOT 

legal load requirements, it does not require posting. 

Sufficiency ratings, inspection classifications, Inventory load ratings, and posting requirements for 

bridges located in this portion of the study area are summarized in Table 2-26. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

The latest available Bridge Load Rating Reports and Bridge Inspection Reports were obtained for 

all the existing bridges within the GGI.  A review of the existing bridge inspection reports indicated 

that all bridges have an acceptable Sufficiency Rating varying from 66 to 96 and health indexes 

varying from 75.26 to 99.98 with no structural deficiency based on the HS-20 design truck load 

standards.  The Bridge Inspection Reports also identified several bridges as Functionally Obsolete 

with substandard bridge railing, shoulder widths or lane widths. 

A review of the Bridge Load Rating Reports and existing bridge plans analyzed using the HS-20 

Design truck with AASHTO, Load Factor Design (LFD) indicated that three (3) of the existing 

bridges (870038, 870040, and 870042) have an inventory rating factor (IRF) below 1.0.  Bridges 

870040 and 870042 are intended to be removed or replaced either in the interim or ultimate stages 

of the interchange improvements.  As for Bridge 870038, we are not proposing any improvements 

in this area that may impact this bridge. 

2.16.3 Vertical Clearance 

The primary function of vertical clearance to structures going over roadways or railroads consists 

of providing safe passage to tall design vehicles and rail cars beneath these structures.  The FDOT 

PPM specifies that the highest point on the roadway below a bridge structure has to measure a 

minimum of 16.5-ft to the lowest point (low member) beneath the structure.  This includes 

provisions for a future underpass resurfacing of 6 in. over the existing pavement elevation.  For 

railroad underpasses, a minimum vertical clearance of 23.5-ft is recommended which includes 

allowance for 12-in. of railroad track adjustments.  The South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC) 

however, has a greater clearance requirement set at 24.25-ft.  

AASHTO requires a minimum vertical clearance of 16-ft for structures passing over roadway 

including auxiliary lanes and the usable width of shoulders.  Further guidance allows a minimum 

vertical clearance of 14-ft in highly urbanized areas provided there is an alternate facility with the 

minimum 16-ft clearance.  For railroad underpasses, AASHTO recommends a minimum vertical 

clearance of 23-ft. 
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Table 2-26 
Bridge Inspection Report Data – SR 826 

 

 

 

  

#
BRIDGE 

NUMBER
LOCATION

Position/ Prefix 

(5)1

Kind Hwy (Rte 

Prefix)2

Design 

Level of 

Service2

Lanes 

(28)1

Posted 

Speed 

Limit

Nat. Hwy Sys 

(104)1, 2

Functional Class 

(26)1, 2

Type of Service on 

(42a)1, 2

Under 

(42b)1, 2

Functionally 

Obsolete
Deck Geometry (68)1, 2

Underclearances 

(69)1, 2

1 870538 Canal C-8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5 Highway-pedest. 5 Waterway no 4 Tolerable N Not Applicable

2 870539 Canal C-8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5 Highway-pedest. 5 Waterway no 4 Tolerable N Not Applicable

3 870768 Ramp at 154th One Under Route3 5 City street3 1 Mainline3 63 35 mph3 0 Not on NHS3 19 Urban local3 6 2d level interchg 1 Highway no 9 Above Desirable Crit 8 Equal Desirable

4 870468 154th One Under Route 5 City street 1 Mainline 6 35 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban local 6 2d level interchg 1 Highway no 9 Above Desirable Crit 7 Above minimum

5 870102 Canal C-8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1 Highway 5 Waterway no 6 Equal Min Criteria N Not Applicable

6 870252 Canal C-8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1 Highway 5 Waterway no 5 Above Tolerable N Not Applicable

8 870259 67th One Route Under 5 City street 1 Mainline 8 40 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban local 6 2d level interchg 1 Highway yes 9 Above Desirable Crit 3 Intolerable - Correct

10 870253 57th One Route Under 5 City Street 1 Mainline 8 45 mph 1 on the NHS 14 Urban Other Princ 6 2d level interchg 1 Highway yes 9 Above Desirable Crit 3 Intolerable - Correct

11 870051 47th One Route Under 5 City street 1 Mainline 6 35 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban local 1 Highway 1 Highway no 6 Equal Min Criteria 4 Tolerable

12 870251 47th One Route Under 5 City street 1 Mainline 6 35 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban local 1 Highway 1 Highway no 6 Equal Min Criteria 4 Tolerable

14 870249 42nd One Route Under 5 City street 1 Mainline 4 30 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban Local 1 Highway 1 Highway no 9 Above Desirable Crit 4 Tolerable

16 870234 37th One Route Under 5 City street 1 Mainline 6 45 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban local 6 2d level interchg 1 Highway no 9 Above Desirable Crit 4 Tolerable

17 870048 32nd One Route Under 5 City street 1 Mainline 4 40 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban local 1 Highway 1 Highway no 6 Equal Min Criteria 4 Tolerable

18 870248 32nd One Route Under 5 City street 1 Mainline 4 40 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban local 1 Highway 1 Highway no 6 Equal Min Criteria 4 Tolerable

19 879004 Pedestrian Bridge 1st Route Under 3 State Hwy 1 Mainline 8 55 mph 1 On the NHS 12 Urban Fwy/Expwy 3 Pedestrian-bicycle 1 Highway no n/a Unknown

21 870239 27th One Route Under 3 State Hwy 1 Mainline 8 45 mph 1 on the NHS 14 Urban Other Princ 1 Highway 1 Highway yes 9 Above Desirable Crit 3 Intolerable - Correct

22 870035 22nd One Route Under 5 City street 1 Mainline 6 40 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban Local 6 2d level interchg 1 Highway no 9 Above Desirable Crit 4 Tolerable

24 870104 17th One Route Under 5 City street 1 Mainline 4 30 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban Local 6 2d level interchg 1 Highway no 9 Above Desirable Crit 4 Tolerable

26 870050 12th One Route Under 5 City street 1 Mainline 5 30 mph 0 Not on NHS 19 Urban Local 6 2d level interchg 1 Highway yes 9 Above Desirable Crit 3 Intolerable - Correct

28 870601 SR 91 Route On Structure 3 State Hwy 1 Mainline 3 65 mph 1 On the NHS 12 Urban Fwy/Expwy 1 Highway 1 Highway no n/a 6 Equal Minimum

29 870038 Ronald Reagan One Route Under 3 State Hwy 1 Mainline 5 55 mph 1 On the NHS 12 Urban Fwy/Expwy 1 Highway 1 Highway yes n/a 3 Intolerable - Correct

FOOTNOTES:

1.  The number in parenthesis is from the FDOT Bridge Management System Coding Guide, and can be found on the Bridge Inspection Reports.

2.  The prefix number in this column references the FDOT Bridge Management System Coding Guide.

3.  Under route data was not provided in the latest Inspection Report.  Data provided is from the adjacent bridge (SR 826 Over 154th St.).

INSPECTION REPORT DATA

AGE AND SERVICE STRUCTURE APPRAISAL

ROUTE CARRIED

IDENTIFICATION TRAFFIC CLASSIFICATION

UNDER ROUTE 
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SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

The vertical clearance along the SR 826 corridor does not meet design criteria at the following 

locations: 

 SR 826 over NW 154th Street  16.2-feet; 

 SR 826 over NW 67th Avenue  13.9-feet; 

 SR 826 over NW 57th Avenue  14.5-feet; 

 SR 826 over NW 47th Avenue  14.2-feet; 

 SR 826 over NW 42nd Avenue  14.0-feet; 

 SR 826 over NW 37th Avenue  14.2-feet; 

 SR 826 over NW 32nd Avenue  14.2-feet; 

 Pedestrian Bridge over SR 826  16.0-feet; 

 SR 826 over NW 27th Avenue  14.2-feet; 

 SR 826 over NW 22nd Avenue  14.2-feet; 

 SR 826 over NW 17th Avenue  14.3-feet; and 

 SR 826 over NW 12th Avenue  14.1-feet. 

Most of the existing bridges require a design variation and the bridges over NW 67th Avenue, NW 

57th Avenue, the Pedestrian Bridge over SR 826 and the bridge over NW 27th Avenue require 

design exceptions.  All bridges requiring design exceptions are classified as functionally obsolete, 

except the pedestrian bridge, which does not get a highway bridge classification. Inspection 

classifications as well as other pertinent data from the inspection reports are provided in Table 2-

26.  Vertical clearance criteria and current conditions are summarized in Table 2-27. 

Channel Data 

Canal C-8 flows under bridges and along the corridor in the portion of SR 826 which runs north-

south.  Vertical clearance information can be found in Table 2-27.  This is a man-made canal with 

a controlled normal (seasonal) high water elevation of 3.3 ft.  For canals maintained by the 

Department of Regulatory, and Economic Resources (DRER), the minimum vertical clearance is 

4.5 ft. above the control elevation and 2 ft. above the design high water elevation. The actual 

vertical clearance was determined to be 4.66 ft., based on a low member elevation of 7.96 ft.  

Golden Glades Interchange 

There is one existing bridge (870348), which crosses over the South Florida Water Management 

District (SFWMD) C-8 (Biscayne Canal), preliminary coordination with SFWMD indicates that any 

widening of the structure has to maintain the existing vertical clearance.  An evaluation of the 

existing bridges within the GGI limits indicates that 20 of the 28 existing bridge structures do not 

meet the FDOT minimum vertical clearance requirements.  With the exception of the Turnpike 

Connector northbound bridges over SR 826 (870601), South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC) 

(870380) and SR 7/US 441 & SR 9, which were recently widened or upgraded, no documentation 

of the existing bridge vertical clearance deficiencies were found in the FDOT District Six design 

database. 

2.16.4 Horizontal Clearance 

Horizontal clearance underneath existing bridges is defined as, the lateral distance from the 

roadway edge of travel lane to the bridge abutment or piers. The horizontal clearance requirements 

for most roadside features and objects are based on providing the required clear zone.  Both the 

FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) and AASHTO require bridge piers and abutment walls to 

be placed outside the clear zone unless shielded by a crash worthy barrier.  For roadway over 

railroads, the FDOT PPM requires 18-ft horizontal clearance with crash walls or 25-ft if no crash 

walls are provided from the centerline of the outside tracks to the face of pier cap, bent cap, or any 

other adjacent structure. 

Five bridges along the Palmetto Expressway require a design exception due to substandard 

horizontal clearances (see Table 2-27). 
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Table 2-27 
Bridge Clearances – SR 826 
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A field review of the GGI corridor indicated that most the bridge abutment or piers are adequately 

protected by either guardrail or barrier wall system with the exception of the Turnpike Connector 

bridges over the SFRC.  The minimum horizontal clearance at this location is 8.96-ft which is less 

than the required 18-ft with crash walls.  This existing horizontal clearance deficiency was 

documented during the recent widening of the northbound bridge and a design variation was 

obtained. 

2.16.5 Historic Significance of Structures 

The existing bridges within the project study area were reviewed to determine if any are considered 

historic or possess any substantial community value.  All of the bridges were originally constructed 

in 1951 or later, and most were widened or reconstructed between 1975 and 2002.  As such, most 

of these bridges are either non-historic or have non-historic reconstruction dates.  For the bridges 

that have not been reconstructed, none have original construction dates before 1960.  The Cultural 

Resources Assessment Survey (CRAS) performed as part of this study and approved by the State 

Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) confirmed that these bridges are not eligible for listing in the 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

2.17 Existing Geotechnical Characteristics 

The subsurface conditions disclosed by the borings are generally consistent with the previously 

described regional geology.  The stratification is based on visual examination of the recovered 

soil/rock samples, laboratory testing, and interpretation of the field boring logs by a Geotechnical 

Engineer.  The boring stratification lines represent the approximate boundaries between soil types 

of significantly different engineering properties; however, the actual transition may be gradual.  In 

some cases, small variations in properties not considered pertinent to the preliminary engineering 

evaluation may have been abbreviated for clarity.  The borings present the subsurface conditions 

at the particular boring location and slight variations do occur among the borings. 

 

 

Specific details concerning the subsurface materials and conditions encountered at each test 

location may be obtained from Roadway Soil Profiles presented in the Preliminary Geotechnical 

Report. 

Stratum Soil Description AASHTO Group 

0 Asphalt Pavement N/A 

1 Dark Brown Organic Silty SAND with Grass (TOPSOIL) A-8 

2 Light Brown Fine to Coarse SAND A-1-b 

 with Some Limerock Fragments (FILL) 

3 Brown Clean to Slightly Silty Fine to Medium SAND A-3 

 with Trace to Some Limerock Fragments (FILL) or 

 Brown Fine to Medium SAND with Trace of Limestone Fragments 

4 Brown Silty Fine to Medium SAND with some Limerock A-2-4 

 Fragments (FILL) or Orange – Brown Silty Fine to 

 Medium SAND with Trace of Limestone Fragments 

5 Brown Sandy SILT (FILL) A-4 

6 Dark Brown Organic Silty Fine SAND A-8 

7 Brown, Occasionally Poorly Cemented, Sandy LIMESTONE N/A 

  (Miami Limestone Formation) 

2.17.1 Existing Geology 

The Miami area of Southern Florida is underlain by an alternating sequence of cemented and 

uncemented Pleistocene sedimentary deposits (Pleistocene Epoch, deposited 10,000 to 2 million 

years before the present).  A near surface poorly cemented, oolitic Miami Limestone is underlain 

by a wide variety of loose to dense quartz sands and coarse to fine-graded limestones (Fort 

Thompson Formation).  However, in many portions of Miami-Dade, surface sand deposits of the 
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Pamlico Formation and man-made fill materials are encountered.  The Pamlico Formation is 

composed of unfossiliferous, unconsolidated quartz fine sand. The man-made fill deposit generally 

consist of granular fill material, the thickness of these deposits is in the order of three (3) to five (5) 

feet. Generally, Pamlico formation overlies the Miami Limestone Formation. In the west part of the 

county, portions of the Everglades interfingers with the Pamlico Formation sands.  The Everglades 

soils consist of peat, organic silt and calcareous silt marl.  Generally, the Everglades soils have a 

thickness in the order of three (3) to seven (7) feet and overlie the Miami Limestone Formation.  

The limestones found in the Miami area are much softer than the hard rock formations found 

elsewhere in the U.S. Although the limestone in Miami can be very porous and have a sponge-like 

open interconnected network of vugs and small voids, large cavities prone to sinkhole activity are 

not generally found in the Miami area because the rock formations of South Florida are relatively 

young, as compared to those encountered in other parts of Florida. 

2.17.2 Miami-Dade County Soil Survey Map 

The Soil Survey of Miami-Dade County Area, Florida, published by the United States Department 

of Agriculture, was reviewed for general near-surface soil information within the general project 

vicinity. The map soil units encountered are described in Table 2-28. 

Table 2-28 

Summary of Map Soil Units along SR 826 Corridor 
 

Mapping 
Unit No. 

Soil Name AASHTO Group 
Typical Thickness 

(Inches) 

9 Udorthents – Water Complex A-1-b/A-2-4/A-3 80 (Over Limestone) 

10 
Udorthents, Limestone 
Substratum – Urban Land Complex 

A-1-b/A-2-4/A-3 55 (Over Limestone) 

15 Urban Land A-1-b/A-2-4/A-3 55 (Over Limestone) 

33 Plantation Muck A-8 30 (Over Limestone) 

35 Margate Fine Sand A-2-4/A-3 36 (Over Limestone) 

42 
Udorthents, Limestone 
Substratum, 0 to 5 Percent Slopes 

A-1-b/A-2-4/A-3 30 (Over Limestone) 

99 Water N/A N/A 

 

2.17.3 Ground Water Conditions 

The groundwater table was measured at each boring location during the performance of the test 

borings and confirmed immediately following completion of drilling operations.  Test borings were 

performed during the dry season.  The groundwater table depths within the roadway borings were 

measured after a short stabilization period.  The groundwater table elevations recorded ranged 

from approximately +0.4 to +0.8 feet (NAVD, 1988), with an average elevation of about +0.6 feet 

(NAVD, 1988).  Fluctuations in the observed groundwater levels should be expected due to rainfall 

variation, construction activity, and other factors; these fluctuations will need to be considered in 

the design phase. 
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3.0 PLANNING PHASE 

3.1 Palmetto Expressway East-West Master Plan 

The Palmetto Expressway East-West Multimodal Intrastate Master Plan was completed in June 

1999 as a two-phase project.  Phase 1 of the project was the completion of the Project Concept 

Report (PCR) for the Palmetto Expressway from NW 154th Street to the Golden Glades 

Interchange.  The PCR provided a comprehensive evaluation of existing roadway conditions 

necessary to develop and evaluate intermediate improvement alternatives along the corridor.  The 

PCR served as the foundation for Phase 2 which was the development of the Master Plan. 

The Master Plan was designed to identify and recommend effective solutions for mobility in the 

project corridor through the application of a two-tier evaluation process.  This process was 

implemented to reduce and refine a wide range of alternatives into a single improvement program 

by eliminating features that were not feasible.  At the conclusion of each tier, viable alternatives 

were carried to the next level of analysis. 

Tier 1: Tier 1 included analysis of a broad range of transportation alternatives in response to the 

corridor’s mobility needs and the FDOT Intrastate Policy.  The major focus of the Tier 1 evaluation 

was improvements to the Palmetto Expressway mainline facility.  Alternatives in Tier 1 were 

evaluated using a defined set of criteria known as “measures of effectiveness” (MOEs).  These 

MOEs reflected the following study objectives: environment, growth management, economic, 

mobility and affordability.  Based on performance, selected Tier 1 alternatives (or features of 

alternative) were carried into Tier 2 for further development and evaluation.  

Tier 2: Those alternatives continuing into the Tier 2 evaluation were developed in further detail, to 

test adherence to generally accepted engineering standards, expected impact of implementation, 

and likelihood of success in achieving study goals.  Using each of the remaining Tier 1 alternatives 

as a base condition, the Tier 2 evaluation focused on the development of interchange 

improvements for the seven diamond interchanges located along the corridor.  Reasonable 

interchange alternatives were developed in coordination with the Policy Steering Committee and 

the Citizen Advisory Committee assembled for the Master Plan study.  In addition, the PCR 

completed for the corridor identified several existing interchanges as “Hot Spots” that warranted 

special attention.  The product of the Tier 2 analysis was a single conceptual enhancement strategy 

detailing the mix between mainline improvements and the location / configuration of interchange 

improvements. 

3.1.1 Tier 1 Summary 

The Tier 1 alternatives identified several broad policy responsive themes, featuring a mix of general 

use lanes, special use lanes and transit.  The Tier 1 alternatives were developed to be consistent 

with the planned Palmetto Expressway north-south section as well as the surrounding 

transportation system while addressing current design deficiencies and projected travel demand 

along the corridor. 

Based on the results of the Tier 1 evaluation, the preferred mainline improvement would include 

one additional lane in each direction on the mainline facility between NW 154th Street and the 

Golden Glades Interchange.  The inside (median lane) would be designed as a buffer-separated 

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane.  Under this alternative scenario, the corridor would consist 

of six general use lanes plus two HOV lanes from NW 154th Street to NW 27th Avenue and eight 

general use lanes plus two HOV lanes from NW 27th Avenue to Golden Glades Interchange. The 

HOV lanes would end west of the Golden Glades Interchange and just north of NW 154th Street. 

This alternative would include complete reconstruction of the mainline facility including each 

overpass structure between NW 154th Street and NW 12th Avenue. 

3.1.2 Tier 2 Summary 

The Tier 2 alternatives were developed to not preclude the Tier 1 alternatives that were carried 

forward to Tier 2.  Reasonable interchange alternatives were developed in coordination with the 

Policy Steering Committee and the Citizen Advisory Committee assembled for the Master Plan 

study.  In addition, the Project Concept Report (February 1996) completed for the corridor identified 
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several existing interchanges as “Hot Spots” that warranted special attention.  The following 

baseline assumptions were made in the development of the Tier 2 interchange alternatives: 

 The mainline facility would be totally reconstructed to provide one additional lane in each 

direction; 

 Each overpass structure would be reconstructed; and 

 U-Turn lanes would be provided at each interchange. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Improvements 

Each interchange location was tested to assess the feasibility of transportation system 

management (TSM) improvements.  Coupled with the baseline condition, the TSM alternative 

includes relatively low cost improvements that provide maximum utilization of the improved facility.  

TSM improvements that were considered viable are: additional turn lanes on the cross street under 

the overpass structure, additional approach lanes on the one-way frontage road, and additional 

lanes on the access ramps to and from the mainline.  The proposed TSM improvements are listed 

in Table 3-1. 

Table 3-1 

Palmetto Expressway East-West Master Plan TSM Improvements 

 

Location TSM Improvements 

NW 47th Avenue 

North Intersection – Add SB free-flow right-turn lane, add NB 

through lane, and add WB through lane.  

South Intersection – Add SB left-turn lane. Add U-turn lanes. 

NW 37th Avenue 

North Intersection – Add SB right-turn lane, add SB through 

lane, and add NB through lane. 

South Intersection – Add SB left-turn lane, and add NW 

through lane. Add U-turn lanes.  

NW 17th Avenue 
South Intersection – Add SB left-turn lane. Add U-turn lanes. 

NW 12th Avenue 
South Intersection – Add EB right-turn lane. Add EB to WB U-

turn lane. 

3.1.3 Typical Section Elements 

Typical sections proposed for the Master Plan improvements are shown in Figure 3-1.  The typical 

section provides three general use lanes and one HOV lane in each direction from NW 154th Street 

to NW 27th Avenue and four general use lanes and one HOV lane in each direction from NW 27th 

Avenue to just east of NW 12th Avenue.  The HOV lanes would be buffer separated throughout the 

corridor.  A 14-ft. median shoulder was recommended with the buffer separation to serve two 

functions: (1) breakdown area for HOV and general use lanes and (2) continuous HOV enforcement 

area.  The Master Plan improvements for the mainline facility remain within the existing right-of-

way envelope.  In the areas of the cross streets, a combination of barrier/retaining wall with 

enclosed storm sewer was recommended to reduce right-of-way impacts. 

3.1.4 Interchange Improvements 

Table 3-2 describes interchange improvements proposed as part of the Master Plan.  These 

improvements are based on the interchange modification evaluation documented in the Design 

Alternatives Milestone Report (March 1999).  Each proposed interchange improvement assumes 

that the SR 826 mainline vertical alignment would be adjusted to correct vertical clearance 

deficiencies and that the existing overpass bridge(s) would be replaced to allow more horizontal 

clearance underneath. 
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Recommended Typical Section

East-West Master Plan
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NW 27 AVENUE TO GGI
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Table 3-2 
Palmetto Expressway East-West Master Plan 

Proposed Interchange Improvements 
 

Interchange 

Location 
Preferred Improvement 

NW 67th Avenue Single Point Urban Interchange with westbound to eastbound (only) U-turn 

lane on the frontage road. 

NW 57th Avenue Single Point Urban Interchange with U-turn lanes on the frontage road. 

NW 47th Avenue 

North Intersection – Add southbound free-flow right-turn lane, northbound 

through lane and westbound through/right lane. 

South Intersection – Add southbound left-turn lane. Add U-turn lanes on 

frontage road. 

NW 37th Avenue 

North Intersection – Add southbound right-turn lane, southbound through 

lane and northbound through lane. 

South Intersection – Add southbound left-turn lane and northbound 

through lane. Add U-turn lanes on frontage road. 

NW 27th Avenue 

North Intersection – Make southbound right-turn lane free-flow, and 

convert inside northbound through lane to left-turn lane. 

South Intersection – Add eastbound left-turn lane and convert inside 

southbound through lane to left-turn lane. Add U-turn lanes on the frontage 

road. 

NW 17th Avenue 
North Intersection – Add westbound left-turn lane. 

South Intersection – Add southbound left-turn lane, and eastbound 

through /left lane. Add U-turn lanes on frontage road. 

NW 12th Avenue 
North Intersection – Add westbound through/left lane. 

South Intersection – Construct eastbound to westbound (only) U-turn lane 

on frontage road. 

 

3.1.5 Master Plan Recommendations 

With the approval and adoption of the recommended improvements, the Palmetto Expressway 

East-West Master Plan established a “blueprint” for the development of transportation 

improvements to the Palmetto Expressway east-west corridor through the year 2020.  Upon the 

conclusion of the Master Plan study, the report recommended carrying forward the blueprint 

through more refined engineering and environmental evaluations.  

Based on the preliminary staging plan, the Master Plan improvements would be staged in at least 

three segments over the next twenty-year period.  The exact timing of each segment is dependent 

on the available funding sources and the designated priority assigned by the MPO.  

The next step in the process is the Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study phase.  

The PD&E study refines and expands the engineering and environmental work of the Master Plan 

study to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and to gain Location and 

Design Concept Acceptance from the Federal Highway Administration. 

The public involvement program, initiated as part of the Master Plan, was carried forward into the 

PD&E phase.  The objective is to keep all interested parties informed of the Palmetto Expressway 

study status and impacts associated with various improvement alternatives.  The plan promotes 

the advantages of improvements to the Palmetto Expressway east-west corridor which could 

expedite the funding commitment to the Master Plan. 

3.2 Golden Glades Interchange 

Over the past decade, the FDOT District Six has been evaluating several operational improvements 

to the Golden Glades Interchange (GGI), dubbed the spaghetti bowl, in order to reduce congestion 

and improve safety at this interchange.  Several planning studies were completed prior to the PD&E 

phase.  The three most prominent studies completed prior to this PD&E study are discussed below. 

3.2.1 Golden Glades Interchange Improvements Study 

In 2003, the FDOT District Six completed the GGI Improvements Study.  This study developed a 

conceptual design that would improve the critical movement within the interchange from EB SR 

826 to NB I-95.  The conceptual design proposed a single lane ramp beginning 400-ft from the NW 
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12th Avenue on-ramp over the Turnpike Connector, underneath the existing 95 Express flyover 

ramps before merging into the existing NB SR 7/US 441 to NB I-95 ramp. 

3.2.2 2008 District Interchange Review Committee (DIRC) Preferred Alternative  

In 2008, the District Planning Department further refined the 2003 proposed direct flyover ramp 

concept and completed the GGI System Assessment Studies.  The primary objective of these 

studies was to improve access to the Golden Glades Multimodal Facility and to remove the weaving 

between NB SR 7/US 441 to NB I-95 and NB SR 9 to Florida’s Turnpike movements.  To eliminate 

this weaving condition, the studies proposed a signal at the SR 7/SR 9 intersection which separates 

the movements and meters the traffic.  The studies also proposed a ramp connection from NB SR 

7/US 441 to NB I-95 to keep the NB SR 7/US 441 destined traffic separated from the EB SR 826 

to NB I‐95 destined traffic. 

The 2008 DIRC Preferred Alternative was broken into two phases: the Phase 1 Plan and the 

Ultimate Plan.  The Phase 1 Plan primarily provided a single one-lane direct flyover ramp from EB 

SR 826 to NB I‐95.  The Ultimate Plan builds upon the Phase 1 Plan while incorporating additional 

features to improve various movements within the interchange. These include: 

 Two-lane direct connection ramp from EB SR 826 to NB I-95; 

 SB Turnpike Connector to NB I‐95 ramp connection; 

 NB SR 7/US 441/SR 9 to NB I-95 ramp connection; 

 NB SR 7/US 441 realignment and widening (one to two lanes); 

 NB I-95 to NB SR 7/US 441 ramp realignment; 

 SR 9/SR 7/US 441 intersection signalization; and 

 SB SR 7/US 441/Turnpike Connector off-ramp intersection improvements. 

3.2.3 2010 Refined DIRC Alternative 

In 2010, the District Planning Department refined the 2008 DIRC Preferred Alternative conceptual 

design plans and the supporting operations analysis.  The primary purpose of this work was to 

identify any fatal flaws and constructability constraints prior to the PD&E phase.  In addition, the 

study also identified critical areas or areas in need of special attention during the subsequent PD&E 

study.  The study resulted in the approval of the 2010 Refined DIRC Alternative for the GGI.  The 

2010 Refined DIRC Alternative is the 2008 DIRC Preferred Alternative that has been refined to 

improve constructability and support an incremental construction sequencing plan. 

3.2.4 PD&E Scope Changes 

Discussions held with both the FDOT District Six and the Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise (FTE) prior 

to the commencement of the PD&E Phase indicated that some of the concepts developed as part 

of the 2008 DIRC Preferred Alternative and the 2010 Refined DIRC Alternative were no longer 

supported and/or found to be in conflict with changed priorities. These changed priorities included: 

 Introduction of express lanes along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway; 

 Improvements to the connection between SB Florida’s Turnpike and SB I-95; and 

 Removal of the SB Florida’s Turnpike to NB I-95 direct connection. 

To further improve traffic operations within the interchange, the Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise 

partnered with FDOT District Six to evaluate the feasibility of increasing the capacity of the 

southbound movement of the Turnpike Connector ramp to SB I-95 as part of this PD&E Study.  In 

addition, FTE recommended that the proposed direct connection from SB Florida’s Turnpike to NB 

I-95 be dropped from further considerations since the projected traffic volume for this movement 

does not operationally justify the cost of the improvement. 
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4.0 PROJECT DESIGN STANDARDS 

Design and operational standards are well defined for Florida’s limited-access facilities.  Design 

standards and criteria provide the framework for evaluating current geometric and operational 

deficiencies and future designs to meet mobility needs.  Specifically, they help establish the 

roadway typical section, cross-sections, and acceptable interchange configurations. 

4.1 Design Criteria 

Several design standards and manuals were consulted to establish the final design criteria for this 

PD&E Study.  The design criteria are based on design parameters outlined in the current editions 

of the following publications: 

 A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, American Association of State 

Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO), 2011 

 Computer-Aided Design and Drafting (CADD) Structures Standards and Guidelines, FDOT, 

2013 

 Design Standards, FDOT, 2014 

 Drainage Manual, FDOT, 2014 

 Flexible Pavement Design Manual, FDOT, 2008 

 Rigid Pavement Design Manual, FDOT, 2009 

 Pavement Type Selection Manual, FDOT, 2011 

 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board, 2010 

 Highway Safety Manual (HSM), Transportation Research Board, 2010 

 Manual of Uniform Minimum Standards for Design, Construction and Maintenance of Streets 

and Highways, FDOT, 2011 

 Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), FHWA, 2009 

 Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Manual, FDOT, 2012 

 Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook, FDOT, 2012 

 Roadside Design Guide, AASHTO, 2011 

 Plans Preparation Manual (PPM), FDOT, 2013 

 Standard Drawings, Structures Design Office, FDOT, 2013 

 Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, FDOT, 2013 

 Structures Design Guidelines, FDOT, 2013 

 The Interchange Handbook, FDOT, 2002 

 Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise (FTE) Plans Preparation and Practices Handbook (TPPPH), 

FTE, 2013 

 Utility Accommodation Manual, FDOT, 2010 

4.1.1 Roadway Design Criteria 

Design control and standards used to develop typical sections, horizontal and vertical alignments, 

and other design features are summarized in the following sections. The criteria are those specified 

by the FDOT for state roadways.  

Tables 4-1 through 4-3 summarize the roadway design criteria for the Palmetto Expressway 

freeway segments, interchange ramps and arterials. 
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4.1.1.1 Freeways/Expressway Segments 

Table 4-1 
Design Criteria for Freeways / Expressways 

 
 

Design Elements Criteria Source 

Functional Classification 
I-95: Urban Interstate 
SR 826: Urban Freeway/Expressway 

FDOT Straight Line 
Diagram 

Access Classification Class 1 (Area Type 2) PPM I, Table 1.8.1 

Interchange Spacing 2 miles (Area Type 2) PPM I, Table 1.8.1 

Number of Lanes 
I-95: 6-8 General Use lanes & 4 Express Lanes 
SR 826: 8 General Use lanes 

Existing Conditions 

Design Vehicle WB-62FL PPM I, Section 1.12 

Design Speed / Posted Speed 
I-95: 60 mph / 55mph 
SR 826: 60 mph / 55 mph 

PPM I, Table 1.9.2 

Lane Widths  12-ft PPM I, Table 2.1.1 

Outside / Right Shoulder Width 12-ft (10-ft not paved) 
PPM I, Table 2.3.1 

Inside / Left Shoulder Width 12-ft (10-ft not paved) 

Bridge Width Travel Lanes + 10’ Shoulders PPM I, Fig 2.0.1 

Structural Capacity HL-93 Design Load AASHTO LRFD 2010 

Vertical Clearance 

Roadway over Roadway 16-ft – 6-inch PPM I, Table 2.10.1 

Pedestrian over Roadway 17-ft – 6-inch PPM I, Table 2.10.1 

Roadway Over Railroad 23-ft – 6-inch PPM I, Table 2.10.1 

Overhead Sign Structure 17-ft – 6-inch PPM I, Table 2.10.2 

Roadway Over Canal 
2-ft min from Design Flood Stage and Bridge Low 
Member Elev. & 6-ft above Normal High Elevation or 
control elevation 

PPM I, Section 2.10.1 

Grades 

Maximum 3% PPM I, Table 2.6.1 

Cross Slopes 

Travel Lanes 

Inside lanes sloped towards the median @ 0.02 
when more than 3 lanes 
Remaining lanes sloped towards the outside @ 0.02 
for first two lanes and @ 0.03 thereafter 

PPM I, Fig 2.3.1 

Outside / Right Shoulder Width 6% 

PPM I, Table 2.3.1 
Inside / Left Shoulder Width 

5% for 3-lanes or less 
6% for 4-lanes or more 

Bridge Deck 2% in each direction with no break in slope PPM I, Section 2.1.5 

Max algebraic difference 
between adjacent through lanes 

4% PPM I, Figure 2.1.1 

Max algebraic difference at 
turning road terminals  

6% for ramp speed less than 35 mph 
5% for 35 mph or more ramp speed 

PPM I, Table 2.1.4 

Maximum Shoulder Cross Slope 
Break 

7% PPM I, Figure 2.3.1 

Superelevation 

Maximum Superelevation Rate emax= 105 PPM I, Table 2.9.1 

Superelevation Transition Rate 
1:180 for 6 lanes 
1:170 for 8 lanes 

PPM I, Table 2.9-3 

Superelevation Ratio 
20:80 preferred, 
50:50 minimum 

PPM I, Section 2.9 
Standard Index 510 

 

Design Elements Criteria Source 

Horizontal Alignment 

Min. Length of Horizontal 
Curves 

15V min = 900-ft 
30V preferred = 1800-ft 

PPM I, Table 2.8.2a 

Maximum deflection without 
curve 

0° 45’ 00” PPM I, Table 2.8.1a 

Maximum curvature 
Interstate: 3° 00’ 
Expressway: 5° 15’ 

PPM I, Table 2.8.3 

Auxiliary lane length Min 2500-ft in advance of the exit or after entry 
AASHTO 2011 
Figure 10-52 

Vertical Alignment 

Max Change in Grade w/o 
Curve 

0.40 PPM I, Table 2.6.2 

Min. Length of Crest Curve 
Interstate – Open Highway: L=KA but not < 1000-ft 
Interstate – Interchange: L=KA but not < 1800-ft 
Expressway: L=KA 

PPM I, Table 2.8.5 

Minimum Length of Sag Curve 
Interstate: L=KA but not < 800-ft  
Expressway: L=KA 

PPM I, Table 2.8.6 

Minimum Crest K-Value Interstate: 313, Expressway: 245 PPM I, Table 2.8.5 

Minimum Sag K-Value  Interstate: 157, Expressway: 136 PPM I, Table 2.8.6 

Stopping Sight Distance  
Interstate: 645-ft + adjustments 
Expressway: 570-ft + adjustments 

PPM I, Table 2.7.1 

Recoverable Terrain 36-ft PPM I, Table 2.11.11 

Horizontal Clearance 

Bridge Piers Outside Clear Zone PPM I, Table 2.11.6 

Above ground fixed objects 
(e.g. utility poles, ITS poles and 
other obstacles)  

Outside Clear Zone 
PPM I, Table 2.11.3 
PPM I, Table 2.11.9 
PPM I, Table 2.11.10 

Light Poles 
20-ft from travel lanes 
14-ft from auxiliary lanes 
4-ft minimum behind guardrail 

PPM I, Table 2.11.2 

Drop-off and Canal Hazards 60-ft from travel lanes (≥50mph) PPM I, Exhibit 4.4 

Median Width 26-ft with Barrier wall PPM I, Table 2.2.1 

Border Width 94-ft  PPM I, Table 2.5.3 

Roadway Base Clearance 3.0-ft above Base Clearance Water Elevation PPM I, Table 2.6.3 

Roadside Slopes 

Front Slope  

1:6 for fills <5-ft 
1:6 to edge of CZ then 1:4 for fills 5-ft-10-ft 
1:6 to edge of CZ then 1:3 for fills 10-ft-20ft 
1:2 (with guardrail) for fills 10-ft-20-ft 

PPM I, Table 2.4.1 

Back Slope 1:4 or 1:3 

Transverse Slope 1:10 or Flatter 
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4.1.1.2 Flyover, Connectors and Ramps 

Table 4-2 
Design Criteria for Flyovers, Connectors and Ramps 

 
Design Elements Criteria Source 
Design Vehicle WB-62FL PPM I, Section 1.12.1 

Design Speed/Posted Speed 

Flyover & Connector Ramps 40-50 mph (Middle-Upper Range) AASHTO 2011 
Table 10-1 Loop and Other Ramps 30 mph (Lower Range) 

Lane Widths 

One-Lane Ramps 15-ft 
PPM I, Table 2.1.3  

Two-Lane Ramps 24-ft (12-ft each) 

Shoulder Width   

Outside / Right Shoulder Width 

One-Lane Ramps: 6-ft (4-ft paved) – Interstate and 
Non-interstates 
Two-Lane Ramps: 12-ft (10-ft paved) – Interstates; 
10-ft (8-ft paved) – Non-interstates 

PPM I, Table 2.3.1 

Inside / Left Shoulder Width 
6-ft (2-ft paved) – One Lane Ramps 
8-ft (4-ft paved) – Two Lane Ramps 

Bridge Width 

One-Lane Ramps Travel Lanes + 6-ft Shoulders 

PPM I, Figure 2.01 
Multi-Lane Ramps 

Travel Lanes + 10-ft Outside and 6-ft Inside 
Shoulders 

Structural Capacity HL-93 Design Load AASHTO LRFD 2010 

Vertical Clearance 

Ramp over Roadway 16-ft – 6 inch PPM I, Table 2.10.1 

Ramp Over Railroad 23-ft – 6 inch PPM I, Table 2.10.1 

Overhead Sign Structure 17-ft – 6 inch PPM I, Table 2.10.2 

Ramp Over Canal 
2-ft Min from Design Flood Stage and Bridge Low 
Member Elev. & 6-ft above Normal High Elevation 
or control elevation 

PPM I, Table 2.10.1 

Grades 
3% - 5% Max – Flyover and Connector Ramps 
7% max- Other Ramps 

PPM I, Table 2.6.1 

Cross Slopes 

Travel Lanes 2% Min, varies for superelevated segments PPM I, Figure 2.3.1 

Outside / Right Shoulder Width 6% 
PPM I, Table 2.3.1 

Inside / Left Shoulder Width 5% 

Maximum Shoulder Cross Slope 
Break 

7% PPM I, Table 2.3.1 

Superelevation (e) 

Maximum Superlevation Rate emax = 10% PPM I, Table 2.9.1 

Superelevation Transition Rate 

1:200 – Flyover and Connector Ramps  
(Design Speed 45-50 mph) 
1:100 – Loop and Other Ramps 
(Design Speed 30 mph) 

PPM I, Table 2.9.3 
PPM I, Table 2.9.4 

Superelevation Ratio 20:80 preferred 
PPM I, Section 2.9 
Standard Index 510 

Horizontal Alignment 

Min. Length of Horizontal Curves 15V Min (preferred), 400-ft Min PPM I, Table 2.8.2a 

Maximum deflection without 
curve 

0° 45’ 00” (Flyover and Connector Ramps) 
N/A (Loop and Other Ramps) 

PPM I, Table 2.8.1a 

 
 
 

Design Elements Criteria Source 

Maximum Curvature 

06°30’00” (50 mph) 
08°11’00” (45 mph) 
10°45’00” (40 mph) 

20°00’00” (30 mph) 

PPM I, Table 2.8.3 

Exit Ramp Taper Angle 4°± Design Stand. Index 525 

Ramp Entrance Taper Length 1:50 Design Stand. Index 525 

Lane Drop Taper 1:50 min., 1:70 Desirable AASHTO 2011 Figure 10-52 

Ramp Terminal Spacing 

Entrance – Entrance or Exit – Exit 
1000-ft for freeways 
800-ft for C-D Road system 

AASHTO 2011 
Figure 10-68 

Exit – Entrance 
500-ft for freeways 
400-ft for C-D Road system 

Turning Roadways 
800-ft for system interchange 
600-ft for service interchange 

Entrance – Exit  

2000-ft for system to service – freeways 
1600-ft for service to service – freeways 
1600-ft for system to service – C-D Road 
1000-ft for service to service – C-D Road 

Vertical Alignment 

Max Change in Grade w/o Cure 

0.6-0.8% - Flyover & Connector Ramps 
(Design Speed 45-50 mph) 
1.0% - Loop and Other Ramps 
(Design Speed 30 mph) 

PPM I, Table 2.6.2 

Min Length of Crest Curve Varies L=KA but not <300-ft PPM I, Table 2.8.5 

Minimum Length of Sag Curve Varies L=KA but not < 200-ft PPM I, Table 2.8.6 

Minimum Crest K-Value 

136 (50 mph)  
98 (45 mph) 
70 (40 mph) 
31 (30 mph) 

PPM I, Table 2.8.5 

Minimum Sag K-Value 

96 (50 mph) 
79 (45 mph) 
64 (40 mph) 
37 (30 mph) 

PPM I, Table 2.8.5 

Stopping Sight Distance  

425-ft (50 mph) 
360-ft (45 mph) 
305-ft (40 mph) 
200-ft (30 mph) 

PPM I, Table 2.7.1 

Horizontal Clearance   

Bridge Piers Outside Clear Zone PPM I, Table 2.11.6 

Above ground fixed objects (e.g. 
utility poles, ITS poles and other 
obstacles)  

Outside Clear Zone 
PPM I, Table 2.11.3 
PPM I, Table 2.11.9 
PPM I, Table 2.11.10 

Light Poles 
20-ft from travel lanes 
14-ft from auxiliary lanes 
4-ft minimum behind guardrail 

PPM I, Table 2.11.2 

Drop-off and Canal Hazards 
60-ft from travel lanes (≥50mph) 
50-ft from travel lanes (<50mph) 

PPM I, Exhibit 4-B 

Border Width 94-ft  PPM I, Table 2.5.3 

Recoverable Terrain 

10-ft – One-Lane Ramps (<45 mph) 
14-ft – One-Lane Ramps (45 mph & 50 mph) 
18-ft – Two-Lane Ramps (<45 mph) 
24-ft – Two-Lane Ramps (45 mph & 50 mph) 

PPM I, Table 2.11.11 

Roadway Base Clearance 

Ramp Proper  2.0-ft above Base Clearance Water Elevation 
PPM I, Table 2.6.3 

Low Point on Ramp at Cross Roads 1.0-ft above Base Clearance Water Elevation 
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4.1.1.3 Arterial Segments 

Table 4-3 
Design Criteria for Arterials 

 

Design Elements Criteria Source 

Functional Classification Urban Principal Arterial 
FDOT Straight Line 
Diagram 

Access Classification Class 1 (Area Type 2) PPM I, Table 1.8.1 

Design Vehicle WB-62FL PPM I, Table 1.12.1 

Design Speed / Posted 
Speed 

40-45 mph / 30-40 mph PPM I, Section 1.9 

Lane Widths    

Through lanes 12-ft 
PPM I, Table 2.1.1 

Turn Lanes 12-ft 

Shoulder Width 

Outside / Right Shoulder 
Width 

12-ft (5-ft Paved) 
PPM I, Table 2.3.2 

Inside / Left Shoulder Width 8-ft (2-ft Paved) 

Bridge Width 2 Lanes (10-ft outside, 6-ft inside) PPM I, Figure 2.0.4 

Structural Capacity HL-93 Design Load AASHTO LRFD 2010 

Vertical Clearance   

Over Roadway 16-ft – 6-inch PPM I, Table 2.10.1 

Pedestrian over Roadway 17-ft – 6-inch PPM I, Table 2.10.1 

Over Railroad 23-ft – 6-inch PPM I, Table 2.10.1 

Overhead Sign Structure 17-ft – 6-inch PPM I, Table 2.10.2 

Over Canal 
2-ft min from Design Flood Stage and Bridge Low 
Member Elev. & 6-ft above Normal High Elevation or 
control elevation 

PPM I, Section 2.10.1 

Grades 5% max PPM I, Table 2.6.1 

Cross Slopes 

Travel Lanes 2% Min, varies for superelevated segments PPM I, Fig 2.3.1 

Outside / Right Shoulder 
Width 

6% 
PPM I, Table 2.3.2 

Inside / Left Shoulder Width 5%  

Maximum Shoulder Cross 
Slope Break 

7% PPM I, Figure 2.3.1 

Superelevation (e)  

Maximum Superelevation 
Rate 

emax= 10% PPM I, Table 2.9.1 

Superelevation Transition 
Rate 

1:200 PPM I, Table 2.9.3 

Super Elevation Ratio 
20:80 preferred 
50:50 minimum 

PPM I, Section 2.9 
Standard Index 510 

Horizontal Alignment   

Min. Length of Horizontal 
Curves 

15V Min (preferred), 400-ft Min PPM I, Table 2.8.2a 

Maximum deflection without 
curve 

1°00’00” (45 mph or grater), 2°00’00” (40 mph or less) PPM I, Table 2.8.1a 

Maximum curvature 8°15’00” (45 mph or grater), 10°45’00” (40 mph or less) PPM I, Table 2.8.3 

 

Design Elements Criteria Source 

Vertical Alignment 

Max Change in Grade w/o 
Curve 

0.7% (45 mph); 0.8% (40 mph) PPM I, Table 2.6.2 

Min. Length of Crest Curve Varies L=KA but not < 300-ft PPM I, Table 2.8.5 

Minimum Length of Sag Curve Varies L=KA but not < 200-ft PPM I, Table 2.8.6 

Minimum Crest K-Value 45mph = 98; 40 mph = 70 PPM I, Table 2.8.5 

Minimum Sag K-Value  45mph = 79; 40 mph = 64 PPM I, Table 2.8.6 

Stopping Sight Distance  
360-ft + Adjustments (45 mph) 
305-ft + Adjustments (40 mph) 

PPM I, Table 2.7.1 

Horizontal Clearance 

Bridge Piers Outside Clear Zone PPM I, Table 2.11.6 

Above ground fixed objects 
(e.g. utility poles, ITS poles 
and other obstacles)  

Outside Clear Zone 
PPM I, Table 2.11.3 
PPM I, Table 2.11.9 
PPM I, Table 2.11.10 

Light Poles 
20-ft from travel lanes 
14-ft from auxiliary lanes 
4-ft minimum behind guardrail 

PPM I, Table 2.11.2 

Drop-off and Canal Hazards 50-ft from travel lanes (< 50 mph) PPM I, Exhibit 4-B 

Border Width  33-ft  PPM I, Table 2.5.1 

Median Width 22-ft  PPM I, Table 2.2.1 

Recoverable Terrain 20-ft (45 mph) (<1500 ADT) PPM I, Table 2.11.11 
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4.1.2 Drainage Design Criteria 

Drainage design and construction criteria for the proposed improvements will adhere to FDOT 

Standards and will comply with the recommended standard practice as set forth in Table 4-4.  

 

 

Table 4-4 

Drainage Design Criteria 

Design Elements Criteria Source 

Design Frequency 

Storm Sewer 

- 10 – Year design frequency standard (1, 8, 24-
hour) 
- Check 100 – Year storm (1, 8, 24-hour) 
- 50 – Year design frequency for interstate facility 
sag vertical curves which have no outlet other than a 
storm drain system 

D.M. Section 3.3 

Cross Drains - 50 – Year design frequency D.M. Section 4.3 

Design Tailwater 

All Conditions Conditions vary with outfall D.M. Section 3.4 

Time of Concentration (TOC) 
Minimum T.O.C. of 10 minutes 
Other T.O.C. calculations to follow NRCS TR-55 

D.M. Section 3.5.1 

Pipe Slopes 

Minimum Min. slope to produce v=2.5 ft/sec flowing full D.M. Section 3.6.1 

Manning’s “n” Coefficient 

Pipes 0.012 (smooth pipes) 0.024 (corrugated pipes) D.M. Section 3.6.4 

Asphalt (rough texture) 0.016 Asphalt Pavement S.D. Table 3-2 

Grades 

Longitudinal Gutter Grade Minimum gutter grade is 0.3% D.M. Section 3.8.1 

Spread Standards 

Design Speed ≤ 45 Keep ½ lane clear 

D.M. Section 3.9 45 < Design Speed ≤ 55 Keep 8-ft of lane clear 

Design Speed > 55 No encroachment 

Pipe Size and Length 

Trunk Line 18-in Minimum Diameter D.M. Section 3.10.1 

Length Between Structures 18-in Pipe=300ft, 24in – 36in= 400ft, >42-in = 500ft D.M. Section 3.10.1 

Exfiltration Trench 

Pipe Diameter 24-in minimum  D.M. Section 3.10.1 

Pipe Lengths 

Access through both ends: 300-ft 24-in to 30-in 
pipes; 
400-ft for 36-in and larger pipes. 
Access through only on end: 150ft 24-in to 30-in 
pipes; 200-ft 36-in and larger pipes 

D.M. Section 3.10.1 

Pipe Perforations Perforated pipes preferred in District 6 

E.T.R.M Section 3.1 

Skimmers/Baffles Required at each entrance to exfiltration trench 

Trench Width Minimum 4-ft, maximum 8-ft 

Trench Depth Maximum of 20-ft 

Drainage Structures 2-foot sediment sump for inlets and catch basin 

Other District 6 Preferences 
FDOT District 6 Exfiltration Trench Reference 
Manual 

 

Design Elements Criteria Source 

Ground Water Clearance 

Dry Retention Pond bottom minimum 1-ft above SHGWT B.M.P. Section VIII 

Freeboard 

Storm Drain  

Hydraulic Gradeline Minimum 1-ft below theoretical 
gutter elevation 
1.13-ft below E.O.P for Types E & F curb and gutter 
1-ft below grade elevation for inlets Standard Index, 
200-221, 230-235, 217-219 

S.D. Section 5.0 

Ponds 
Minimum 1-ft above peak design stage, measured 
from the inside edge of the maintenance berm. 

D.M. Section 5.3.4.2 

Permanent Pool Pond Depth 

Wet Detention 4-ft minimum depth, 8-ft maximum depth S.M.F. Section 3.1.1 

Stormwater Management System 

Water Quality 
Water quality standards, as set forth in Chapter 62- 
302, Florida Administrative Code. 

V- IV Section 5.0 

Discharge Limitations Historic Discharges, Post ≤ Pre V- IV Section 6.1 

Bridge Clearances 

Horizontal 
Center span – 25 feet clear bent spacing, measured 
perpendicular to the channel. 
Approach bents – 20 feet between faces of bents. 

V – V Section IX B 

Vertical 

6 feet above seasonal high optimum water control 
elevation, or 2 feet above the design water surface, 
whichever produces the greater elevation. 

7 feet above mean high water for Miami – Dade 
Canals 

RER Meeting 10/15/2012 

Vertical 

2 feet minimum clearance between design flood 
stage 
and the low member of bridge to allow for debris 
Passage. 6 feet above Normal High Water for  
controlled canals. 

P.P.M. 2.10.1 

Abbreviation 
D.M. FDOT Drainage Manual; January 2013 
E.T.R.M FDOT District 6 Exfiltration Trench Reference Manual; January 2008 
P.P.M. Plans Preparation Manual Volume 1; January 2012 
S.D. FDOT Storm Drain Handbook; January 2012 
S.M.F. FDOT Stormwater Management Facility Handbook; January 2004 
V-IV SFWMD Permit Information Manual Volume IV; 2012 
V-V SFWMD Permit Information Manual Volume V; 1999 
B.M.P. SFWMD Best Management Practices for South Florida Urban Stormwater Management Systems; April 2002 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss all concepts developed during the PD&E study.  All 

concepts were evaluated and analyzed in order to select a recommended alternative.  The 

concepts developed were further refined with the objective of elimination and reduction of impacts.  

The engineering decisions to achieve this objective are thoroughly documented in this report as 

well as in the Categorical Exclusion-Type 2 (CATEX), a companion document to this report. 

5.1 No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative assumes no proposed improvements and serves as a baseline for 

comparison against the other alternatives.  This is consistent with requirements of the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and FHWA guidelines.  The No Build Alternative includes 

ongoing construction projects and all funded or programmed improvements scheduled to be 

opened to traffic during the analysis years being considered.  These improvements are part of the 

Department's adopted Five-Year Work Program, Miami-Dade County Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO), cost feasible Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), transportation 

elements of Local Government Comprehensive Plans, or developer-funded transportation 

improvements specified in approved development orders.    

The advantage of the No Build Alternative is that it requires no expenditure of public funds for 

design, right-of-way acquisition, construction or utility relocation.  In addition, there would be no 

direct or indirect impacts to the environment or socio-economic characteristics from project.  

However, the No Build Alternative does not alleviate the chronic congestion, operational, safety 

and mobility issues currently experienced on SR 826 and within the Golden Glades Interchange  

and along the adjoining roadways during the peak hours.  In addition, the No Build Alternative 

provides no opportunity for noise abatement from increased traffic noise along the SR 826 corridor.  

If no improvements are made, these conditions will continue to deteriorate. Consequently, the No 

Build Alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need for this project. 

 

5.2 Transportation System Management and Operations 

The Transportation System Management and Operations (TSM&O) alternatives are comprised of 

minor improvement options that are typically developed to alleviate specific traffic 

congestion/safety problems, or to get the maximum utilization out of the existing facility by 

improving operational efficiency.  TSM&O alternatives may include improvements to the mainline 

signage, addition of new ITS technologies and infrastructure, addition of auxiliary lanes between 

interchanges, adding lanes to access ramps, adding turn-lanes at the ramp junctions, signal 

optimization, and increasing turn-lane lengths on the cross streets. 

Ramp metering will be installed along the on-ramps of SR 826 as part of this project, within the 

limits of the study, to help mitigate the “turbulence” caused by vehicles entering the highway.  These 

signals will regulate the traffic flow on the mainline, hence helping motorists enter the highway in a 

safer and more efficient manner.  Ramp signals operate based on real-time traffic conditions and 

are usually activated during the weekday rush-hour period to ease congestion along the corridor. 

These TSM&O improvements are short-term projects that can improve the efficiency of the SR 826 

corridor and within the GGI.  In order to mitigate the existing congestion as well as accommodate 

the projected design year traffic volumes using SR 826 and the GGI, long term capacity 

improvements are required along the project corridor.  Thus, the aforementioned TSM&O 

strategies alone would not fulfill the project need. 

5.3 Preliminary Mainline Build Alternatives 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

The purpose of this section is to discuss the conceptual typical section alternatives that were 

developed during the initial phase of the study.  All conceptual alternatives were evaluated in a 

general manner and analyzed in order to select build alternatives. 

Seven (7) typical sections were developed during the initial conceptual alternative analysis.  These 

conceptual alternatives were categorized by the number of general purpose lanes and the number 
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of special use (express/managed) lanes considered during this process.  The development and 

evaluation of these typical sections was based on established design controls for the various 

elements of the project such as roadway width, shoulder (inside and outside) width, horizontal 

alignment, and drainage considerations.  Safety features, traffic volumes and composition, level of 

service, right-of-way requirements, and environmental impacts influenced the selection of the 

appropriate criteria and standards. 

The development of the typical sections included additional general purpose lanes, reversible 

lanes, express lanes, and auxiliary lanes.  Each typical section was evaluated between 

interchanges to identify the continuity of the typical sections and the change in the horizontal 

alignment.  The main objective was to improve safety and mobility through the corridor while 

minimizing right-of-way impacts.  The conceptual typical section alternatives considered during the 

initial phase of the study are described in Table 5-1 and shown in Figures 5-1 through 5-4. 

Table 5-1 
Conceptual Typical Section Alternatives – SR 826 

 

Alternative 

Lane Configuration 

(General Purpose Lanes = GP 

Special Use Lanes = SUL 

EL = Express Lane  RL = Reversible Lane) 

Roadway Design Elements 

Lane Width 

Inside  

Shoulder 

 Width 

Outside 

 Shoulder 

 Width 

1 4 GP + 0 SUL 12 ft. 12 ft. 12 ft. 

2 3 GP + 2 EL 12 ft. 12 ft. 12 ft. 

3 3 GP + 1 EL 12 ft. 12 ft. 12 ft. 

4 4 GP + 1 EL 12 ft. 12 ft. 12 ft. 

5 5 GP + 0 SUL 12 ft. 12 ft. 12 ft. 

6 3 GP + 2 RL 12 ft. 12 ft. 12 ft. 

7 4 GP + 2 RL 12 ft. 12 ft. 12 ft. 

 

 

Early in the concept development phase, the substandard vertical clearance at each of the 

overpasses was determined to require major adjustments to the vertical alignment throughout most 

of the SR 826 corridor.  Coupled with the need to correct existing design variations and/or 

exceptions as well as implement significant interchange modifications in order to improve traffic 

operations and safety; it is recommended that the SR 826 mainline be reconstructed through most 

of the project area.  Reconstruction allows more flexibility in the adjustments to the horizontal and 

vertical alignment of the facility.  Therefore, all conceptual typical sections should meet all design 

criteria and standards as required by the latest version of the FDOT PPM for SIS corridors. 

The initial traffic operations analysis determined that each typical section alternative would require 

one 12-ft. auxiliary lane in each direction between interchanges in order to eliminate potential 

weaving sections.  In addition, a “lane call” evaluation determined that a minimum of 5 lanes, 

including auxiliary lanes, in each direction would be necessary to accommodate design year travel 

demand. 

A preliminary geometric and operational evaluation of the reversible lanes concepts (Alternatives 

6 and 7) was conducted within the SR 826 corridor.  In order for a reversible lane system to properly 

function, it would need to have entry and exit points strategically located along the corridor and a 

direct connection to the upstream and downstream major corridors to be able to maximize the 

throughput of the traffic during peak hours.  None of the major corridors that connect to SR 826 

(i.e. I-75, SR 924, I-95, and Florida’s Turnpike) have the right-of-way, geometry or future plans to 

accommodate a reversible lane system.  In addition, for a reversible lane system to be beneficial, 

it should be implemented on a corridor where the directional split is sixty-five percent (65%) or 

higher in one direction during peak hours.  The PM peak directional factor for this section of SR 

826 ranges from 50% - 53% with a change in peak direction east of NW 47th Avenue. The planned 

SR 826 North-South Express Lane system, the complexity of the system-to-system connection at 

the GGI, the directional split and the number of high volume intersecting roadways prevent a 

reversible lane system from being implemented along SR 826.  Therefore, all the typical sections 

initially evaluated that include a reversible lane system were eliminated from further alternative 

analysis. 
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Figure 5-1SR 826 Typical Sections

DESIGN SPEED - 60 MPH

NW 154th STREET TO GOLDEN GLADES INTERCHANGE

4 GENERAL USE LANES (RECONSTRUCTION)

TYPICAL SECTION

DESIGN SPEED - 60 MPH

NW 154th STREET TO GOLDEN GLADES INTERCHANGE

3 GENERAL USE LANES + 2 EXPRESS LANES (RECONSTRUCTION)

TYPICAL SECTION
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Figure 5-2SR 826 Typical Sections

DESIGN SPEED - 60 MPH

NW 154th STREET TO GOLDEN GLADES INTERCHANGE

3 GENERAL USE LANES + 1 EXPRESS LANE (RECONSTRUCTION)

TYPICAL SECTION

DESIGN SPEED - 60 MPH

NW 154th STREET TO GOLDEN GLADES INTERCHANGE

4 GENERAL USE LANES + 1 EXPRESS LANE (RECONSTRUCTION)

TYPICAL SECTION
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Figure 5-3SR 826 Typical Sections

DESIGN SPEED - 60 MPH

NW 154th STREET TO GOLDEN GLADES INTERCHANGE

5 GENERAL USE LANES (RECONSTRUCTION)

TYPICAL SECTION

DESIGN SPEED 60 MPH

NW 154th STREET TO GOLDEN GLADES INTERCHANGE

3 GENERAL USE LANES + 2 REVERSIBLE EXPRESS LANES (RECONSTRUCTION)

TYPICAL SECTION
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Figure 5-4SR 826 Typical Sections

DESIGN SPEED - 60 MPH

NW 154th STREET TO GOLDEN GLADES INTERCHANGE

4 GENERAL USE LANES + 2 REVERSIBLE EXPRESS LANES (RECONSTRUCTION)

TYPICAL SECTION
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The initial traffic forecasts for the express lane alternatives indicated that two express lanes would 

be needed to accommodate the travel demand.  In addition, the potential for express bus services 

to use the express lanes would make two lanes more desirable for operations and incident 

management.  Based on discussions and coordination with the FDOT, all typical section 

alternatives consisting of one express lane (in each direction) were determined to be inconsistent 

with the District’s principle for implementation of special use lanes.  Therefore, all typical section 

alternatives consisting of one express lane (in each direction) were eliminated from further 

alternative analysis. 

Finally, the initial screening of alternatives determined that Alternative 5 would not provide 

additional benefits as compared to the remaining alternatives.  Five general purpose lanes in each 

direction would create more lane changing maneuvers along the corridor than Alternative 1 and 

would not provide the transit benefits of Alternative 2.  Therefore, Alternative 5 was eliminated from 

further alternative analysis. 

5.4 Refined Mainline Build Alternatives 

After the initial evaluation, two typical section alternatives were carried forward for more detailed 

analysis and screening as follows: 

 Alternative 1 (4+0) includes a typical section consisting of four 12-ft. general purpose lanes

in each direction.  No express lanes are provided along SR 826 under this alternative.

Proposed improvements include the addition of one general purpose lane in each direction

between I-75 and NW 27th Avenue.  In addition, auxiliary lanes are proposed between all

interchanges along the mainline segment between NW 67th Avenue and NW 27th Avenue.

Figure 5-5 depicts the typical section for Alternative 1.

 Alternative 2 (3+2) includes a mainline typical section consisting of three 12-ft. general

purpose lanes and two 12-ft. express lanes in each direction.  Proposed improvements

include widening the mainline between I-75 and the GGI to accommodate two express lanes

along with three general purpose lanes throughout most of the SR 826 corridor.  The general

purpose lanes would be separated from the express lanes by a 4-ft. buffer with tubular

delineators.  In addition, auxiliary lanes are proposed between all interchanges along the 

mainline segment between NW 67th Avenue and NW 27th Avenue.  Figure 5-6 depicts the 

typical section for Alternative 2. 

Figure 5-5 
Build Alternative 1 

Figure 5-6 
Build Alternative 2 
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5.4.1 Horizontal and Vertical Alignment 

Horizontal Alignment 

The horizontal alignment for Build Alternative 1 and Build Alternative 2 is fundamentally the same 

based on reconstruction using the centerline of construction.  Table 5-2 summarizes the horizontal 

alignment for the proposed mainline Build Alternatives. 

Vertical Alignment 

The vertical alignment for Build Alternative 1 and Build Alternative 2 is essentially the same based 

on the proposed location of the profile grade line (PGL).  Both alternatives would correct all existing 

vertical alignment deficiencies.  In addition, the vertical alignment would be adjusted to provide 

proper vertical clearance at the cross streets.  The most significant adjustment would be at NW 

67th Avenue where the mainline would be raised about 2.5 ft.  Table 5-3 summarizes the vertical 

alignment for the proposed mainline Build Alternatives.   

5.4.2 Bridge Analysis 

NW 154th Street WB over Canal C-8 (Bridge No. 870538) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient, and there are no obvious signs of 

damage due to vehicle impact.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 35 years, and its structural 

capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required. Currently, this bridge contains 

three general purpose lanes in the westbound direction.  Build Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would 

require that the existing bridge width be increased due to the interchange improvements along NW 

154th Street. 

Widening the existing bridge is a viable and reasonable option.  The widened portion can be 

constructed in a manner which maintains the existing minimum vertical clearance.  Widening 

requires phased maintenance of traffic, and construction activities in close proximity to active traffic.  

Replacement is a viable option, but not a reasonable one, due to the significant cost when 

compared with widening.  Figure 5-7 shows a proposed bridge typical section. 

 
Figure 5-7 

Proposed Bridge Typical Section 
 

 

 

NW 154th Street EB over Canal C-8 (Bridge No. 870539) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient, and there are no obvious signs of 

damage due to vehicle impact.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 35 years, and its structural 

capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required. Currently, this bridge contains 

three general purpose lanes in the eastbound direction.  Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would 

require that the existing bridge width be increased due to the proposed interchange improvements. 

Widening the existing bridge is a viable and reasonable option.  The widened portion can be 

constructed in a manner which maintains the existing minimum vertical clearance.  Widening 

requires phased maintenance of traffic, and construction activities in close proximity to active traffic.  

Replacement is a viable option, but not a reasonable one, due to the significant cost when 

compared with widening.  Figure 5-8 demonstrates a proposed bridge typical section. 
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Table 5-2 

Proposed Horizontal Alignment – SR 826 

Roadway 
Curve Name and 

Number 
  Station 

Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

Radius of 
Curve (ft.) 

Degree of 
Curve (D) 

Deflection Angle 
(Δ) 

Superelevation Length of Curve 

Proposed 
Condition 

Design Criteria Design 
Variations/ 
Exceptions 

Proposed 
Condition 

Design Criteria Design 
Variations/ 
Exceptions PPM AASHTO PPM AASHTO 

BL826NBEXL-1 

PC 438+06.33 

60 48,866.8 0° 07' 02.10" 
1° 04' 05.66" 

(RT) 
0.02 0.02 0.02 None 911.1 900 900 None PI 442+61.89 

PT 447+17.42 

BL826NBEXL-2 

PC 453+83.92 

60 37,732.7 0° 09' 06.65" 
1° 26' 35.79" 

(LT) 
0.02 0.02 0.02 None 950.5 900 900 None PI 458+59.19 

PT 463+34.41 

BL826NBEXL-3 

PC 470+07.02 

60 69,000.9 0° 04' 58.93" 
1° 12' 17.01" 

(RT) 
0.02 0.02 0.02 None 1,450.8 900 900 None PI 477+32.47 

PT 484+57.86 

BL826SBEXL-1 

PC 344+18.34 

60 30,803.9 0° 11' 09.60" 
4° 06' 39.05" 

(LT) 
0.02 0.02 0.02 None 2,210.1 900 900 None PI 355+23.88 

PT 366+28.46 

BL826SBEXL-2 

PC 366+28.46 

60 51,270.7 0° 06' 42.30" 
1° 48' 20.01" 

(RT) 
0.02 0.02 0.02 None 1,615.6 900 900 None PI 374+36.38 

PT 382+44.16 

CLCONST826-1 

PC 1629+94.03 

60 1,910.2 2° 59' 57.97" 
91° 01' 24.95" 

(RT) 
0.08 0.08 0.08 None 3,034.7 900 900 None PI 1649+38.68 

PT 1660+28.72 

CLCONST826-2 

PC 1727+69.34 

60 12,000.0 0° 28' 38.87" 2° 57'50" (RT) 0.02 0.02 0.02 None 1,182.0 900 900 None PI 1733+60.83 

PT 1739+51.37 

CLCONST826-3 

PC 1739+51.37 

60 13,787.1 
 

0° 24' 56.07" 
 

4° 07' 04.39" 
(RT) 

0.02 0.02 0.02 None 990.9 900 900 None PI 1744+47.03 

PT 1749+42.26 

CLCONST826-4 

PC 1781+25.83 

60 12,000.0 0° 28' 38.87" 
5° 22' 05.36" 

(RT) 
0.02 0.02 0.02 None 1,124.3 900 900 None PI 1786+88.39 

PT 1792+50.14 

CLCONST826-5 

PC 1792+50.14 

60 12,000.0 0° 28' 38.87" 
6° 07' 18.15" 

(LT) 
0.02 0.02 0.02 None 1,282.1 900 900 None PI 1798+91.81 

PT 1805+32.27 

CLCONST826-6 

PC 1848+59.63 

60 25,000.0 0° 13' 45.06" 
2° 05' 13.50" 

(RT) 
0.02 0.02 0.02 None 910.7 900 900 None PI 1853+15.01 

PT 1857+70.29 

CLCONST826-7 

PC 1857+70.29 

60 22,890.2 0° 15' 01.11" 
4° 27' 25.03" 

(LT) 
0.02 0.02 0.02 None 1,780.6 900 900 None PI 1866+61.04 

PT 1875+50.88 

CLCONST826-8 

PC 1875+50.88 

60 27,071.4 0° 12' 41.93" 
2° 10' 59.01" 

(RT) 
0.02 0.02 0.02 None 1,031.5 900 900 None PI 1880+66.68 

PT 1885+82.34 
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Table 5-3 

Proposed Vertical Alignment – SR 826 

Vertical Curve Data Grades Curve Length Stopping Sight Distance K-Value 

VPI Station 
Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

Vertical 
Curve 
Type 

Proposed (%) 
Algebraic  

Difference 

Design Criteria 
Variances & 
Expectations 

Proposed 
Design Criteria 

Variances & 
Expectations 

Proposed 
Design Criteria 

Variances & 
Expectations 

Proposed 
Design Criteria 

Variances & 
Expectations 

Approach Exit PPM/AASHTO PPM/AASHTO PPM/AASHTO PPM AASHTO 

                     

1566+96.74 60 SAG -2.500 0.300 2.800 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 300 None N/A 143 136 136 None 

1571+96.74 60 CREST 0.300 -0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 400 None 1998 570 None 667 245 151 None 

1576+96.74  60 SAG -0.300 0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 400 None N/A 667 136 136 None 

1581+96.74  60 CREST 0.300 -0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 400 None 1998 570 None 667 245 151 None 

1586+96.74  60 SAG -0.300 0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 300 None N/A 667 136 136 None 

1591+96.74  60 CREST -0.300 0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 400 None 1741 570 None 571 245 151 None 

1596+78.40 60 SAG -0.400 3.000 3.400 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 462 300 None N/A 136 136 136 None 

1608+52.39 60 CREST 3.000 -0.300 3.300 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 1620 400 None 763 570 None 270 245 151 None 

1621+33.09 60 SAG -0.300 0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 450 300 None N/A 136 136 136 None 

1627+23.78 60 CREST 0.300 -0.305 0.605 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 400 None 1984 570 None 662 245 151 None 

1634+45.50 60 SAG -0.305 0.348 0.653 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 300 None N/A 612 136 136 None 

1640+80.73 60 CREST 0.348 -0.300 0.648 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 400 None 1865 570 None 617 245 151 None 

1648+10.95 60 SAG -0.300 0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 300 300 None N/A 500 136 136 None 

1654+81.26 60 CREST 0.300 -0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 400 None 1998 570 None 667 245 151 None 

1661+78.07 60 SAG -0.300 0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 300 300 None N/A 500 136 136 None 

1668+48.39 60 CREST 0.300 -0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 400 None 1998 570 None 667 245 151 None 

1681+99.26 60 SAG -0.300 3.000 3.300 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 450 300 None N/A 137 136 136 None 

1693+61.80 60 CREST 3.000 -3.000 6.000 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 1470 400 None 727 570 None 245 245 151 None 

1704+18.30 60 SAG -3.000 -0.300 3.300 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 370 300 None N/A 137 136 136 None 

1714+00.00 60 SAG -0.300 0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 300 300 None N/A 500 136 136 None 

1718+56.57 60 CREST 0.300 -0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 400 None 1998 570 None 667 None 
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Table 5-3 

Proposed Vertical Alignment – SR 826 (Continued) 

Vertical Curve Data Grades Curve Length Stopping Sight Distance K-Value 

VPI Station 
Design 
Speed 
(mph) 

Vertical 
Curve 
Type 

Proposed (%) 
Algebraic  

Difference 

Design Criteria 
Variances & 
Expectations 

Proposed 
Design Criteria 

Variances & 
Expectations 

Proposed 
Design Criteria 

Variances & 
Expectations 

Proposed 
Design Criteria 

Variances & 
Expectations 

Approach Exit PPM/AASHTO PPM/AASHTO PPM/AASHTO PPM AASHTO 

                     

1725+00.00 60 SAG -0.300 0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 300 300 None N/A 500 136 136 None 

1729+26.63 60 CREST 0.300 -0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 400 400 None 1998 570 None 667 245 151 None 

1734+60.79 60 SAG -0.300 3.000 3.300 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 450 300 None N/A 136 136 136 None 

1746+70.89 60 CREST 3.000 -2.975 5.975 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 1470 400 None 729 570 None 246 245 151 None 

1758+24.98 60 SAG -2.975 -0.300 3.275 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 370 300 None N/A 138 136 136 None 

1763+99.76 60 SAG -0.300 0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 300 300 None N/A 500 136 136 None 

1770+00.00 60 CREST 0.300 -0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 500 400 None 2048 570 None 883 245 151 None 

1778+00.00 60 SAG -0.300 0.300 0.600 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 800 300 None N/A 1333 136 136 None 

1790+60.00 60 SAG 0.300 2.886 3.186 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 650 300 None N/A 251 136 136 None 

1801+20.00 60 CREST 2.886 -2.988 5.873 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 1450 400 None 730 570 None 246 245 151 None 

1814+10.00 60 SAG -2.988 2.651 5.638 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 900 300 None N/A 160 136 136 None 

1827+75.00 60 CREST 2.651 -2.939 5.590 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 1380 400 None 730 570 None 246 245 151 None 

1840+40.00 60 SAG -2.939 2.892 5.831 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 920 300 None N/A 158 136 136 None 

1853+95.00 60 CREST 2.892 -2.885 5.777 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 1430 400 None 730 570 None 247 245 151 None 

1867+00.00 60 SAG -2.885 2.986 5.871 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 800 300 None N/A 137 136 136 None 

1880+00.00 60 CREST 2.986 -2.915 5.902 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 1446 400 None 728 570 None 245 245 151 None 

1893+00.00 60 SAG -2.915 2.947 5.863 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 800 300 None N/A 137 136 136 None 

1906+50.00 60 CREST 2.947 -2.805 5.752 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 1420 400 None 730 570 None 247 245 151 None 

1920+82.00 60 SAG -2.805 2.848 5.653 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 775 300 None N/A 137 136 136 None 

1932+86.00 60 CREST 2.848 -2.664 5.512 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 1351 400 None 727 570 None 245 245 151 None 

1946+56.00 60 SAG -2.664 2.942 5.606 Min=0.3%/Max=3.0% None 800 300 None N/A 142 136 136 None 
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Figure 5-8 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 

 

 
 
 

The photo below presents an east elevation of the existing bridge. 
 

 
 

North Elevation of Existing Bridge – NW 154th Street over Canal C-8 
 

SR 826 SB Ramp over NW 154th Street (Bridge No. 870768) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient, and there are no obvious signs of 

damage due to vehicle impact.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 58 years, and its structural 

capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The bridge does not currently 

have any FDOT Design Variations or FHWA Design Exceptions for vertical or horizontal clearance.  

Currently, this bridge contains one general purpose lane.  Alternative 1 does not require that this 

existing bridge be modified while Alternative 2 requires that the existing bridge width be increased. 

Widening the existing bridge is a viable option, but not a reasonable one.  The adjacent existing 

bridge (870468) will need to be widened into the footprint of this existing bridge, which creates 

significant construction issues, requires phased maintenance of traffic, and places construction 

activities in close proximity to active traffic.  There will also be difficulty in widening NW 154th Street 

due to horizontal clearance to the existing fill section.  Widening will not require any new FDOT 

Design Variations or FHWA Design Exceptions for vertical or horizontal clearance.  The large 

reconstruction area and multiple construction phases will significantly increase the cost of 

widening. 

Replacement is the only viable and reasonable option for this alternative.  The cost of replacement 

will be similar to the cost of widening, however, public safety during construction will be significantly 

better.  Alternative 2 will cost more than Alternative 1, as Alternative 1 requires no cost.  Figure 5-

9 depicts a proposed bridge typical section. 

Figure 5-9 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 
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SR 826 over NW 154th Street (Bridge No. 870468) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained some vehicle 

impact damage to the precast beams, but no reinforcing steel corrosion, major spalls, or exposed 

prestressing strands are visible at these beam locations.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 35 

years, and its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The 

bridge currently has a FDOT Design Variation for vertical clearance, but not a FHWA Design 

Exception.  It does not currently have a FDOT Design Variation or FHWA Design Exception for 

horizontal clearance.  Currently, this bridge contains four general purpose lanes in the northbound 

direction, and three general purpose lanes in the southbound direction.Alternative 1 and Alternative 

2 require that the existing bridge width be increased. Minor modifications to the under route are 

proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is a viable and reasonable option.  The widened portions 

can be constructed with standard beams which are shallower in depth than the existing beams, 

thus allowing the minimum vertical clearance to remain unchanged.  The vertical clearance can be 

improved to meet the FDOT minimum by replacing the existing exterior beams with shallower 

beams.  Since both sides require widening, the cost / benefit is worth considering.  This alternative 

requires phased maintenance of traffic, and construction activities in close proximity to active traffic.  

Widening will not require any new FDOT Design Variations or FHWA Design Exceptions for vertical 

or horizontal clearance.  Replacement is a viable option, but not a reasonable one due to the 

significant cost when compared with widening.  Alternative 2 will cost more than Alternative 1 due 

to the additional required width of widening.  Figure 5-10 shows a proposed bridge typical section. 

Figure 5-10 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section – SR 826 over NW 154th Street 

 

 
 

 

East Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 over NW 154th Street 
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SR 826 SB & NB over Canal C-8 (Bridge Nos. 870102 & 870252)  

These bridges are not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient, and there are no obvious 

signs of damage due to vehicle impact.  Their estimated remaining bridge life is 20 years, and their 

structural capacities are sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  They do not 

currently have any FDOT Design Variations or FHWA Design Exceptions for vertical or horizontal 

clearance.  Together, these bridges currently provide three general purpose lanes in both the 

northbound and southbound directions, for six total lanes.  Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would 

require that the existing bridge widths be increased.  Widening is not a viable option due to the 

significant difference between the proposed and existing cross-slopes.  Replacement is the only 

viable and reasonable option.  Alternative 2 will cost more than Alternative 1 due to the larger 

required bridge widths.  Figure 5-11 shows a proposed bridge typical section. 

Figure 5-11 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 

SR 826 over Canal C-8 
 

 
 
 

 
 

East Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 over Canal C-8 

 

SR 826 over NW 67th Avenue (Bridge No. 870259) 

This bridge is classified as Functionally Obsolete, but not Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained 

some vehicle impact damage to the precast beams, but this damage does not significantly reduce 

the strength or serviceability of the structure.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 28 years, and 

its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The bridge currently 

has FDOT Design Variations and FHWA Design Exceptions for both vertical and horizontal 

clearances.  Currently, this bridge contains three general purpose lanes in the westbound direction, 

and three general purpose lanes in the eastbound direction. 

Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 require that the existing bridge width be increased.  Major 

modifications to the under route are proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is not a viable option 

due to the deficient vertical and horizontal clearances, the age of the structure, and the proposed 

interchange improvements.  Replacement is the only viable and reasonable option for this 

alternative.  Alternative 2 will cost more than Alternative 1 due to the larger required bridge width.  

Figure 5-12 demonstrates the proposed bridge typical section for Build Alternative 2.
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Figure 5-12 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 

SR 826 over NW 67th Avenue 
 

 
 
 

 

South Elevation of Existing Bridge - SR 826 over NW 67th Avenue 

 

SR 826 over SR 823/NW 57th Avenue (Bridge No. 870253) 

This bridge is classified as Functionally Obsolete, but not Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained 

some vehicle impact damage to the precast beams, but this damage does not significantly reduce 

the strength or serviceability of the structure.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 24 years, and 

its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The bridge 

currently has FDOT Design Variations and FHWA Design Exceptions for both vertical and 

horizontal clearances.  Currently, this bridge contains three general purpose lanes in the 

westbound direction, and three general purpose lanes in the eastbound direction.  Alternative 1 

and Alternative 2 require that the existing bridge width be increased.  Major modifications to the 

under route are proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is not a viable option due to the deficient 

vertical and horizontal clearances, the age of the structure, and the proposed interchange 

improvements.  Replacement is the only viable and reasonable option for this alternative.  

Alternative 2 will cost more than Alternative 1 due to the larger required bridge width.  Figure 5-13 

shows a proposed bridge typical section. 

Figure 5-13 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 

SR 826 over NW 57th Avenue 
 

 
 

 
South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 over NW 57th Avenue 
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SR 826 WB over NW 47th Avenue (Bridge No. 870051) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained some vehicle 

impact damage to the precast beams, but no reinforcing steel corrosion, major spalls, or exposed 

prestressing strands are visible at these beam locations.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 26 

years, and its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The 

bridge currently has a FDOT Design Variation for vertical clearance, but not a FHWA Design 

Exception.  It does not currently have a FDOT Design Variation or FHWA Design Exception for 

horizontal clearance.  Currently, this bridge contains three general purpose lanes in the westbound 

direction.   

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 require that the existing bridge width be increased.  Major 

modifications to the under route are proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is not a viable option 

due to the proposed interchange improvements and the change in vertical alignment of the SR 826 

mainline.  Replacement is the only viable and reasonable option for this alternative.  Alternative 2 

will cost more than Alternative 1 due to the larger required bridge width.  Figure 5-14 depicts a 

proposed bridge typical section. 

Figure 5-14 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 
SR 826 WB over NW 47th Avenue 

 

 
 

 

 
 

South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 WB over NW 47th Avenue 

 

SR 826 EB over NW 47th Avenue (Bridge No. 870251) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained some vehicle 

impact damage to the precast beams, but no reinforcing steel corrosion, major spalls, or exposed 

prestressing strands are visible at these locations.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 26 years, 

and its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  It currently 

has a FDOT Design Variation for vertical clearance, but not a FHWA Design Exception.  The bridge 

does not currently have a FDOT Design Variation or FHWA Design Exception for horizontal 

clearance.  Currently, this bridge contains three general purpose lanes in the eastbound direction. 

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 require that the existing bridge width be increased.  Major 

modifications to the under route are proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is not a viable option 

due to the proposed interchange improvements and the change in vertical alignment of the SR 826 

mainline.  Replacement is the only viable and reasonable option.  Alternative 2 will cost more than 

Alternative 1 due to the larger required bridge width.  Figure 5-15 shows a proposed bridge typical 

section. 
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Figure 5-15 

Proposed Bridge Typical Section 
SR 826 EB over NW 47th Avenue 

 

 
 
 

 
 

South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 EB over NW 47th Avenue 

 

 

 

SR 826 over NW 42nd Avenue (Bridge No. 870249) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained some vehicle 

impact damage to the precast beams, but no reinforcing steel corrosion, major spalls, or exposed 

prestressing strands are visible at these beam locations.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 26 

years, and its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The 

bridge currently has a FDOT Design Variation for vertical clearance, but not a FHWA Design 

Exception.  It does not currently have a FDOT Design Variation or FHWA Design Exception for 

horizontal clearance.  Currently, this bridge contains three general purpose lanes in the westbound 

direction, and three general purpose lanes in the eastbound direction. 

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would require that the existing bridge width be increased.  No 

modifications to the under route are proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is a viable option, but 

not a reasonable one.  The use of shallow non-standard beams will eliminate the need for a FHWA 

Design Exception for vertical clearance, but this option will also be expensive.  Issues with drainage 

and ponding due to the bridge length, vertical profile, and cross slope should be considered.  

Widening will not require a new FDOT Design Variation or FHWA Design Exception for horizontal 

clearance.  Widening will require a new FDOT Design Variation and FHWA Design Exception for 

vertical clearance, and it will downgrade the bridge’s classification to Functionally Obsolete.  

Replacement is a viable and reasonable option, as it rectifies the vertical clearance issue, replaces 

an aging structure, and adds flexibility to roadway and drainage designs.  Alternative 2 will cost 

more than Alternative 1 due to the larger required bridge width.  Figure 5-16 contains a proposed 

bridge typical section. 
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Figure 5-16 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 

SR 826 over NW 42nd Avenue 
 

 
 
 

 
 

South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 over NW 42nd Avenue 
 

SR 826 over NW 37th Avenue (Bridge No. 870234) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained some vehicle 

impact damage to the precast beams, but no reinforcing steel corrosion, major spalls, or exposed 

prestressing strands are visible at these beam locations.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 26 

years, and its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The 

bridge currently has a FDOT Design Variation for vertical clearance, but not a FHWA Design 

Exception.  It does not currently have a FDOT Design Variation or FHWA Design Exception for 

horizontal clearance.  Currently, this bridge contains three general purpose lanes in the westbound 

direction, and three general purpose lanes in the eastbound direction. 

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 require that the existing bridge width be increased.  Major 

modifications to the under route are proposed including a WB to EB U-turn lane.  Widening the 

existing bridge is not a viable option due to the proposed interchange improvements.  Replacement 

is the only viable and reasonable option.  Alternative 2 will cost more than Alternative 1 due to the 

larger required bridge width.  Figure 5-17 shows a proposed bridge typical section. 

 
Figure 5-17 

Proposed Bridge Typical Section 
SR 826 over NW 37th Avenue 

 

 
 
 

 
 

South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 over NW 37th Avenue 
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SR 826 WB over NW 32nd Avenue (Bridge No. 870048) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained some vehicle 

impact damage to the precast beams, but no reinforcing steel corrosion, major spalls, or exposed 

prestressing strands are visible at these beam locations.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 26 

years, and its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The 

bridge currently has a FDOT Design Variation for vertical clearance, but not a FHWA Design 

Exception.  It does not currently have a FDOT Design Variation or FHWA Design Exception for 

horizontal clearance.  Currently, this bridge contains three general purpose lanes in the westbound 

direction. 

Alternative 1 requires that the existing bridge width be increased.  No modifications to the under 

route are proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is a viable option, but not a reasonable one.  The 

vertical clearance will be decreased slightly, but the use of shallow non-standard beams will 

eliminate the need for a FHWA Design Exception.  Widening will not require a new FDOT Design 

Variation or FHWA Design Exception for horizontal clearance.  A new FDOT Design Variation will 

be needed for vertical clearance, but not a FHWA Design Exception.  Replacement is a viable and 

reasonable option, as it rectifies the vertical clearance issue, replaces an aging structure, and adds 

flexibility to roadway and drainage designs. 

Alternative 2 requires that the existing bridge width be increased.  No modifications to the under 

route are proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is a viable option, but not a reasonable one.  

Widening will not require a new FDOT Design Variation or FHWA Design Exception for horizontal 

clearance.  Widening will require a new FDOT Design Variation and FHWA Design Exception for 

vertical clearance, and it will downgrade the bridge’s classification to Functionally Obsolete.  

Replacement is a viable and reasonable option, as it rectifies the vertical clearance issue, replaces 

an aging structure, and adds flexibility to roadway and drainage designs.  Alternative 2 will cost 

more than Alternative 1 due to the larger required bridge width.  Figure 5-18 depicts a proposed 

bridge typical section. 

Figure 5-18 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 
SR 826 WB over NW 32nd Avenue 

 

 
 

 
 

South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 WB over NW 32nd Avenue 
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SR 826 EB over NW 32nd Avenue (Bridge No. 870248) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained some vehicle 

impact damage to the precast beams, but no reinforcing steel corrosion, major spalls, or exposed 

prestressing strands are visible at these beam locations.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 26 

years, and its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The 

bridge currently has FDOT Design Variations for vertical and horizontal clearance, but not FHWA 

Design Exceptions.  Currently, this bridge contains three general purpose lanes in the eastbound 

direction. 

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 require that the existing bridge width be increased.  No modifications 

to the under route are proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is a viable option, but not a 

reasonable one.  A new FDOT Design Variation will be required for horizontal clearance, but not a 

FHWA Design Exception.  Widening will require a new FDOT Design Variation and FHWA Design 

Exception for vertical clearance, and it will downgrade the bridge’s classification to Functionally 

Obsolete.  Replacement is a viable and reasonable option, as it rectifies the vertical and horizontal 

clearance issues, replaces an aging structure, and adds flexibility to roadway and drainage 

designs.  Alternative 2 will cost more than Alternative 1 due to the larger required bridge width.  

Figure 5-19 shows a proposed bridge typical section for Build Alternative 2. 

Figure 5-19 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 
SR 826 EB over NW 32nd Avenue 

 

 
 

 
South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 EB over NW 32nd Avenue 

 

Pedestrian Bridge over SR 826 at NW 29th Avenue (Bridge No. 879004) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient, and there are no obvious signs of 

damage due to vehicle impact.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 24 years, and its structural 

capacity has not been published.  The bridge currently has FDOT Design Variations and FHWA 

Design Exceptions for vertical and horizontal clearance.  The FDOT Design Variation and FHWA 

Design Exception for horizontal clearance will require revisions.  The FDOT Design Variation and 

FHWA Design Exception for vertical clearance will not require modifications. Alternative 1 does not 

require that this existing bridge be modified. Alternative 2 would require that the existing bridge be 

replaced to accommodate the proposed improvements to the under route.  Alternative 2 will cost 

more than Alternative 1.  
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East Elevation of Existing Bridge – Pedestrian Bridge over SR 826 

 

SR 826 over NW 27th Avenue (Bridge No. 870239) 

This bridge is classified as Functionally Obsolete, but not Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained 

some vehicle impact damage to the precast beams, but this damage does not significantly reduce 

the strength or serviceability of the structure.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 25 years, and 

its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The bridge 

currently has FDOT Design Variations and FHWA Design Exceptions for both vertical and 

horizontal clearances.  Currently, this bridge contains three general purpose lanes in the 

westbound direction, and three general purpose lanes in the eastbound direction. 

Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 require that the existing bridge width be increased.  Major 

modifications to the under route are proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is not a viable option 

due to the deficient vertical and horizontal clearances, the age of the structure, and the proposed 

interchange improvements.  Replacement is the only viable and reasonable option for this 

alternative.  Alternative 2 will cost more than Alternative 1 due to the larger required bridge width.  

Figure 5-20 shows a proposed bridge typical section. 

Figure 5-20 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 

SR 826 over NW 27th Avenue 
 

 
 

 

South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 over NW 27th Avenue 
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SR 826 over NW 22nd Avenue (Bridge No. 870035) 

This bridge is not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient.  It has sustained some vehicle 

impact damage to the precast beams, but no reinforcing steel corrosion, major spalls, or exposed 

prestressing strands are visible at these beam locations.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 23 

years, and its structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  The 

bridge currently has a FDOT Design Variation and a FHWA Design Exception for horizontal 

clearance.  It has a FDOT Design Variation for vertical clearance, but not a FHWA Design 

Exception.  Currently, this bridge contains three general purpose lanes and an auxiliary lane each 

direction. 

Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 require that the existing bridge width be increased.  No 

modifications to the under route are proposed.  Widening the existing bridge is a viable option, but 

not a reasonable one.  The vertical clearance will be decreased slightly, but the use of shallow non-

standard beams will eliminate the need for a FHWA Design Exception.  A FDOT Design Variation 

and a FHWA Design Exception will be needed for horizontal clearance.  A new FDOT Design 

Variation will be needed for vertical clearance, but not a FHWA Design Exception.  Replacement 

is a viable and reasonable option, as it rectifies the vertical and horizontal clearance issues, 

replaces an aging structure, and adds flexibility to roadway and drainage designs. Alternative 2 will 

cost more than Alternative 1 due to the larger required bridge width.  Figure 5-21 depicts a 

proposed bridge typical section. 

Figure 5-21 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 

SR 826 over NW 22nd Avenue 

 

 

 
 

South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 over NW 22nd Avenue 
 
 

SR 826 over NW 17th Avenue (Bridge No. 870254 & 870104) 

These bridges are not Functionally Obsolete or Structurally Deficient.  Both have sustained some 

vehicle impact damage to the precast beams, but no reinforcing steel corrosion, major spalls, or 

exposed prestressing strands are visible at these beam locations.  The estimated remaining bridge 

life is 24 years, and the structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  

The WB Bridge (870104) has substandard bridge railings and both bridges have a FDOT Design 

Variation for vertical clearance.  Currently, both bridges carry four lanes of traffic. 

Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 require that the existing bridge width be increased.  Major 

modifications to the under route are proposed including U-turn lanes.  Widening the existing bridge 

is not a viable option due to the deficient vertical clearance (14 ft. 4 in.), the age of the structure, 

and the proposed interchange improvements.  Replacement is the only viable and reasonable 

option for this alternative.  Alternative 2 will cost more than Alternative 1 due to the larger required 

bridge width.  Figure 5-22 shows a proposed bridge typical section. 
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Figure 5-22 
Proposed Bride Typical Section 

SR 826 over NW 17th Avenue 

 

 

South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 over NW 17th Avenue 

 

SR 826 over NW 12th Avenue (Bridge No. 870250 & 870250) 

These bridges are classified as Functionally Obsolete.  The estimated remaining bridge life is 26 

years, and the structural capacity is sufficient such that no posting of load limits is required.  Both 

bridges have substandard bridge railings and have FDOT Design Variations for vertical clearance.  

Currently, both bridges carry four lanes of traffic.  An additional eastbound lane will be added as 

part of the GGI Interim improvements (FPID: 428358-1). 

Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 require that the existing bridge width be increased.  

Modifications to the under route are proposed including an EB to WB U-turn lane.  Widening the 

existing bridge is not a viable option due to the deficient vertical clearance (14 ft. 5 in.), the age of 

the structure, and the proposed interchange improvements.  Replacement is the only viable and 

reasonable option for this alternative.  Alternative 2 will cost more than Alternative 1 due to the 

larger required bridge width.  Figure 5-23 shows an existing bridge typical section. 

Figure 5-23 
Proposed Bridge Typical Section 

SR 826 over NW 12th Avenue 

 

 

South Elevation of Existing Bridge – SR 826 over NW 12th Avenue 
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5.4.3 Future Traffic Operational Analysis 

Travel demand forecasts and level of service (LOS) analyses were performed for the No Build and 

Build Alternatives.  The LOS analyses were performed consistent with applicable FDOT design 

standards and determination of the LOS based on the Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition.  

Analyses were performed using the Highway Capacity Software (HCS), Version 5.4 and Synchro 

Version 7.0.  HCS was used for analysis of freeway segments (mainline, ramps, merge, diverge 

and weaving segments) and Synchro was used for analysis of arterial segments (signalized/un-

signalized intersections and interchange ramp terminal intersections).  Details of the analysis 

performed for the No Build and Build Alternative are contained in the Systems Interchange 

Modification Report, October 2014 which is a companion document to this report.  The following is 

a summary of the LOS analysis. 

5.4.3.1 No Build Alternative 

Future conditions level of service analyses were performed for the No Build Alternative based on 

traffic forecast and network conditions expected in year 2040.  Results of the level of service 

analyses are summarized in Tables 5-4 and 5-5 and Figure 5-24.  The results are discussed below.  

For the future conditions operations analyses, SR 826 (from I-75 to GGI) was segmented into a 

total of 86 (88 for 2040) freeway segments (merge, diverge, basic and weaving segments) 

consistent with HCM criteria.  Results from the analyses indicate that a large portion of the freeway 

segments are expected to fail (LOS F) under No Build Conditions during the AM and/or PM peak 

periods.  Future anticipated failing segments total 48 (55%) in 2040 and 19 of the 22 ramp terminal 

intersections are expected to operate at LOS F in the AM and/or PM peak periods. These results 

indicate that under the No Build conditions, considerable congestion is expected throughout the 

SR 826 corridor and the terminal intersections in both AM and PM peak periods. 

5.4.3.2  Build Alternatives 

Travel demand forecast and LOS analyses were performed for the Build Alternatives for design 

year 2040.  Tables 5-6 and 5-7 summarize the mainline LOS analysis for each Build Alternative. 

Alternative 1 was segmented into a total of 76 freeway segments (basic, merge, diverge and 

weaving areas) for LOS analyses, consistent with HCM procedures.  Similarly, Alternative 2 was 

segmented into 86 freeway segments consistent with HCM procedures.  Results indicate that for 

Alternative 1, three (4%) freeway segments reported LOS F conditions in the AM peak and six (8%) 

reported LOS F conditions in the PM peak.  In comparison, for Alternative 2, none of the freeway 

segments reported LOS F in the AM peak and only three (3%) reported LOS F in the PM peak. 

Traffic operations throughout all segments of express lanes in Alternative 2 are expected to be 

within the desired LOS C standard.  These results indicate that Alternative 2 is expected to provide 

better operating conditions than Alternative 1.  In addition, per the Methodology Letter of 

Understanding (MLOU) standards adopted for this project, LOS D is the applicable standard for 

Alternative 1 (GP lanes only) whereas LOS E is the applicable standard for Alternative 2 (GP + 

express lanes).   Hence, based on the LOS analysis, for Alternative 1, 13 (17%) segments operate 

below the accepted standard (LOS D) in the AM peak and 16 (21%) in the PM peak.  In the case 

of Alternative 2, all mainline segments would operate within the accepted standard in the AM peak 

and three segments operate below the accepted standard in the PM peak.  These results further 

indicated that Alternative 2 will provide better operating conditions based on the LOS standards 

that were adopted for the project. 

5.4.4 Right-of-Way Impacts 

Right-of-way needs for Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are essentially the same due to interchange 

modifications.  Right-of-way acquisition is needed along the cross streets due to interchange 

improvements and the addition of continuous sidewalk and bike lanes along NW 167th Street.  Both 

alternatives were developed to minimize right-of-way impacts.  
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Table 5-4 

2040 No Build LOS – SR 826 Mainline and Ramps 

 

 
 

AM PM

Description LOS

Major Merge

Major Diverge

Ramp Roadway

Over Capacity?

F
re

e
-

w
a
y

Ramp
on ramp,  off ramp, 

mainline
AM PM

SR 826 WB/SB ramp roadway NO YES

Turnpike NB On Ramp major merge NO YES

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D E

I-95 NB On Ramp on ramp F F

SR 826 WB/SB mainline F F

Turnpike SB On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E F

NW 12th Avenue Off Ramp off ramp E F

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D E

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp off ramp D E

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D E

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp on ramp C F

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D F

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline F F

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp on ramp F F

SR 826 WB/SB mainline F F

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp off ramp F F

SR 826 WB/SB mainline F F

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp on ramp F F

SR 826 WB/SB mainline F F

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp off ramp F F

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E F

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D D

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E E

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D D

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E E

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp on ramp F F

SR 826 WB/SB mainline F E

NW 154th Street Off Ramp off ramp F E

SR 826 WB/SB mainline F E

NW 154th Street On Ramp ramp roadway YES NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline F D

I-75 NB Off Ramp major diverge NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline F E

Grtny EB/NW 138th St Off Ramp off ramp F E

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E E

SR 826 SB Express Off Ramp off ramp E E

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D C

NW 122 St Off Ramp off ramp E C

SR 826 WB/SB mainline C C

I-75 SB On Ramp major merge YES YES

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D C

W
e

s
tb

o
u

n
d

/S
o

u
th

b
o

u
n

d
 S

R
 8

2
6

AM PM

on ramp

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D E

Grtny EB/NW 154th St Off Ramp major diverge NO YES

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C C

Grtny EB/NW 154th St Off Ramp off ramp B B

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C C

Express Lanes NB On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C C

I-75 SB/NW 138th St On Ramp on ramp C D

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E F

Gratigny WB C-D Rd On Ramp on ramp D F

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E F

NW 154th Street On Ramp on ramp D F

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E F

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp major diverge NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D E

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D D

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E E

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp on ramp F F

SR 826 EB/NB mainline F F

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp off ramp F F

SR 826 EB/NB mainline F E

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp on ramp F F

SR 826 EB/NB mainline F F

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp off ramp F F

SR 826 EB/NB mainline F F

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp on ramp F F

SR 826 EB/NB mainline F F

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp off ramp F F

SR 826 EB/NB mainline F F

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline F D

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp off ramp E D

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E D

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp on ramp F D

SR 826 EB/NB mainline F E

C-D Rd Off Ramp major diverge YES NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D D

NW 167th St Off Ramp off ramp F F

SR 826 EB/NB mainline B A

E
a

s
tb

o
u

n
d

/N
o

rt
h

b
o

u
n

d
 S

R
 8

2
6

Description LOS
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Table 5-5 

2040 No Build LOS - Intersections 

Ramp Terminal Intersection 

LOS 

AM 

Peak 

LOS 

PM 

Peak 

NW 154th Street at SR 826 SB Ramps F E 

NW 154th Street at SR 826 NB Ramps F F 

NW 67th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps E F 

NW 67th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps F E 

NW 57th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps F F 

NW 57th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps F F 

NW 47th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps F F 

NW 47th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps F E 

NW 37th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps F F 

NW 37th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps F F 

NW 27th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps F F 

NW 27th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps F E 

NW 17th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps F F 

NW 17th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps F F 

NW 12th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps C C 

NW 151st Street at I-95 SB Ramp WBL C C 

NW 151st Street at I-95 NB Ramp F E 

NW 167th Street at I-95 NB Ramps F F 

NW 7th Avenue at Turnpike SB Connector 

Ramps 
C C 

NW 7th  Avenue Extension at Turnpike NB F F 

Miami Gardens Drive at I-95 SB Ramps F F 

Miami Gardens Drive at I-95 NB Ramps D F 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5-5 (Continued) 

2040 No Build LOS - Intersections 

Other Project Intersections 

LOS 

AM 

Peak 

LOS 

PM 

Peak 

NW 154th Street at NW 77th Court F F 

NW 67th Avenue at Windmill Gate Drive B C 

NW 67th Avenue at NW 169th Street F D 

NW 57th Avenue at NW 165th Street C F 

NW 57th Avenue at NW 173rd Drive F F 

NW 47th Avenue at NW 173rd Drive D C 

NW 42nd Avenue at NW 167th Street EB C C 

NW 42nd Avenue at NW 167th Street WB  C B 

NW 37th Avenue at NW 171 Street C C 

NW 37th Avenue at St Thomas University A B 

NW 32nd Avenue at NW 167th Street EB C C 

NW 32nd Avenue at NW 167th Street WB B B 

NW 27th Avenue at NW 160th Street A C 

NW 27th Avenue at NW 175th Street C D 

NW 22nd Avenue at NW 167th Street EB C C 

NW 22nd Avenue at NW 167th Street WB C B 

NW 12th Avenue at NW 167th Street EB C C 

NW 151st Street at NW 7th Avenue F D 

NW 7th Avenue at GGI Park and Ride D E 

NW 7th Avenue Extension at NW 7th 

Avenue 
F F 

NW 7th  Avenue Extension at NW 2nd 

Avenue 
F F 
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Table 5-6 

2040 Build Alternative 1 LOS – AM Peak 

 

 

Table 5-6 (Continued) 

2040 Build Alternative 1 LOS – PM Peak 

 

 

Description
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Ramp Volume

Ramp 

Spacing

on ramp,  off 

ramp, mainline Density LOS

Ramp

Speed
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Average

Speed

(S) V/C
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on ramp

SR 826 Eastbound/Northbound 4390 1,340 mainline 20.6 C 57.2 #N/A #N/A

Grtny EB/NW 154th St Off Ramp 1350 off ramp 12.3 B 52.3 58.1 0.35 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 3040 3,160 mainline 14.3 B 57.2 #N/A #N/A

Express Lanes NB On Ramp 1730 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.88 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4770 3,160 mainline 22.4 C 57.2 #N/A #N/A

I-75 SB/NW 138th St On Ramp 1190 on ramp 25.8 C 43.9 49.1 0.61 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5960 1,910 mainline 28.0 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

Gratigny WB C-D Rd On Ramp 450 on ramp 23.0 C 44.0 49.5 0.23 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6410 1,910 mainline 30.1 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 154th Street On Ramp 740 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.36 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7150 6,220 mainline 33.9 D 56.6 0.83 NO

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp 790 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.21 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6360 2,050 mainline 29.8 D 57.2 0.99 NO

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp 1280 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.65 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7640 3,510 mainline 28.0 D 58.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp 830 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.42 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6810 1,740 mainline 32.1 D 57.0 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp 1360 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.70 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8170 3,320      mainline 29.9 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp 580 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.30 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7590 2,160 mainline 36.8 E 55.4 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp 1360 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.70 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8950 3,340 mainline 33.3 D 57.8 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp 450 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.23 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8500 2,010 mainline 41.7 F 54.8 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp 1180 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.60 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 9680 3,310 mainline 37.2 E 55.8 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp 1050 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.54 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8630 1,880 mainline 42.6 F 54.4 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp 1240 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.63 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 9870 3,400 mainline 38.5 E 55.1 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp 630 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.32 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 9240 1,910 mainline 47.6 F 52.1 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp 1310 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.67 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 10550 2,320 mainline 44.0 E 51.5 0.98 NO

SR 826 EB CD Rd Off Ramp 5370 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.84 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5180 1,660 mainline 33.4 D 55.6 0.81 NO

NW 167th St Off Ramp 2470 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.26 YES

SR 826 Eastbound/Northbound 2710 1,080 mainline 26.1 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 WB/SB 6230 450 mainline 43.8 E 50.9 #N/A #N/A

Turnpike NB On Ramp 2040 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.10 YES

SR 826 WB/SB 8270 890 mainline 42.8 E 51.9 #N/A #N/A

Turnpike SB On Ramp 730 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.37 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 9000 1,810 mainline 33.5 D 57.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 12th Avenue Off Ramp 900 off ramp 36.1 E 53.1 58.2 0.46 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8100 2,260 mainline 29.7 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp 220 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.11 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7880 2,000 mainline 39.0 E 54.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp 530 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.27 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8410 3,400 mainline 30.9 D 58.5 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp 1070 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.55 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7340 1,890 mainline 35.1 E 56.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp 900 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.46 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8240 3,100 mainline 30.2 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp 710 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.36 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7530 2,180 mainline 36.3 E 55.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp 730 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.37 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8260 3,310 mainline 30.3 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp 970 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.50 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7290 2,280 mainline 34.8 D 56.3 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp 880 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.45 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8170 3,330 mainline 29.9 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp 1090 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.56 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7080 1,900 mainline 33.5 D 56.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp 1190 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.61 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8270 3,240 mainline 30.3 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp 1120 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.57 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7150 2,150 mainline 33.9 D 56.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp 1240 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.63 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8390 7,150 mainline 30.8 D 58.5 0.78 NO

NW 154th Street/I-75 Off Ramp 2330 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.66 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6060 1,530 mainline 28.4 D 57.2 0.71 NO

NW 154th Street On Ramp 1910 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.98 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7970 3,960 mainline 29.2 D 58.7 0.93 NO

Grtny EB/NW 138th St Off Ramp 1040 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.56 NO

SR 826 Westbound/Southbound 6930 1,830 mainline 32.7 D 56.9 1.08 YES
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on ramp

SR 826 Eastbound/Northbound 5060 1,340 mainline 23.7 C 57.2 #N/A #N/A

Grtny EB/NW 154th St Off Ramp 1650 off ramp 16.0 B 51.8 57.4 0.43 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 3410 3,160 mainline 16.0 B 57.2 #N/A #N/A

Express Lanes NB On Ramp 2110 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.08 YES

SR 826 EB/NB 5520 3,160 mainline 25.9 C 57.2 #N/A #N/A

I-75 SB/NW 138th St On Ramp 1450 on ramp 30.4 D 43.7 48.5 0.74 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6970 1,910 mainline 32.9 D 56.9 #N/A #N/A

Gratigny WB C-D Rd On Ramp 550 on ramp 27.2 C 43.9 48.9 0.28 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7520 1,910 mainline 36.3 E 55.6 0.88 NO

NW 154th Street On Ramp 870 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.42 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8390 6,220 mainline 44.1 E 51.1 0.98 NO

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp 1230 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.32 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7160 2,050 mainline 34.0 D 56.6 1.11 YES

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp 1110 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.57 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8270 3,510 mainline 30.3 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp 1190 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.61 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7080 1,740 mainline 33.5 D 56.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp 1090 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.56 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8170 3,320      mainline 29.9 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp 890 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.46 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7280 2,160 mainline 34.7 D 56.3 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp 980 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.50 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8260 3,340 mainline 30.3 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp 730 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.37 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7530 2,010 mainline 36.3 E 55.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp 710 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.36 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8240 3,310 mainline 30.2 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp 890 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.46 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7350 1,880 mainline 35.1 E 56.1 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp 1060 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.54 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8410 3,400 mainline 30.9 D 58.5 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp 530 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.27 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7880 1,910 mainline 39.0 E 54.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp 1120 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.57 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 9000 2,320 mainline 33.5 D 57.7 0.84 NO

SR 826 EB CD Rd Off Ramp 4590 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.71 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4410 1,660 mainline 28.3 D 55.7 0.69 NO

NW 167th St Off Ramp 2100 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.07 YES

SR 826 Eastbound/Northbound 2310 1,080 mainline 22.3 C 55.7 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 WB/SB 7310 450 mainline 51.5 F 50.8 #N/A #N/A

Turnpike NB On Ramp 2390 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.28 YES

SR 826 WB/SB 9700 890 mainline 52.3 F 49.8 #N/A #N/A

Turnpike SB On Ramp 860 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.44 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 10560 1,810 mainline 44.1 E 51.4 #N/A #N/A

NW 12th Avenue Off Ramp 1050 off ramp 41.9 F 52.8 57.4 0.54 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 9510 2,260 mainline 36.2 E 56.4 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp 260 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.13 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 9250 2,000 mainline 47.7 F 52.1 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp 620 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.32 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 9870 3,400 mainline 38.5 E 55.1 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp 1240 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.63 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8630 1,890 mainline 42.6 F 54.4 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp 1050 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.54 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 9680 3,100 mainline 37.2 E 55.8 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp 1180 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.60 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8500 2,180 mainline 41.7 F 54.8 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp 450 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.23 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8950 3,310 mainline 33.3 D 57.8 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp 1350 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.69 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7600 2,280 mainline 36.8 E 55.4 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp 570 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.29 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8170 3,330 mainline 29.9 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp 1360 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.70 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6810 1,900 mainline 32.1 D 57.0 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp 830 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.42 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7640 3,240 mainline 28.0 D 58.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp 1290 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.66 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6350 2,150 mainline 29.8 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp 800 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.41 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7150 7,150 mainline 26.1 D 58.7 0.67 NO

NW 154th Street/I-75 Off Ramp 1910 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.54 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5240 1,530 mainline 24.6 C 57.2 0.61 NO

NW 154th Street On Ramp 1570 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.80 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6810 3,960 mainline 24.9 C 58.7 0.79 NO

Grtny EB/NW 138th St Off Ramp 860 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.46 NO

SR 826 Westbound/Southbound 5950 1,830 mainline 27.9 D 57.2 0.93 NO
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Table 5-7 

2040 Build Alternative 2 LOS – AM Peak 

 

Table 5-7 (Continued) 

2040 Build Alternative 2 LOS – PM Peak 
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(S) V/C
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on ramp

SR 826 Eastbound/Northbound 4740 1,340 mainline 22.2 C 57.2 0.55 NO

Grtny EB/NW 154th St Off Ramp 1410 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.37 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 3330 3,160 mainline 21.4 C 55.7 0.52 NO

I-75 SB/NW 138th St On Ramp 1160 on ramp 26.3 C 43.9 47.0 0.59 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4490 3,160 mainline 28.9 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

Gratigny WB C-D Rd On Ramp 260 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.13 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4750 1,910 mainline 22.3 C 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 154th Street On Ramp 880 on ramp 22.4 C 44.1 49.5 0.45 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5630 1,910 mainline 26.4 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 NB Exp Lane On Ramp 720 on ramp 25.0 C 54.2 54.8 0.35 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6350 6,220 mainline 23.2 C 58.7 0.74 NO

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp 740 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.19 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5610 2,050 mainline 26.3 D 57.2 0.87 NO

SR 826 EB Exp Lane Off Ramp 1650 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.40 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 3960 2,050 mainline 25.4 C 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp 1260 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.64 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5220 3,510 mainline 24.5 C 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp 730 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.37 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4490 1,740 mainline 28.9 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp 1260 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.64 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5750 3,320      mainline 27.0 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp 560 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.29 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5190 2,160 mainline 33.4 D 55.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp 1260 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.64 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6450 3,340 mainline 30.3 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp 530 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.27 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5920 2,010 mainline 39.8 E 53.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp 1180 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.60 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7100 3,310 mainline 33.6 D 56.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp 870 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.44 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6230 1,880 mainline 43.8 E 50.9 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp 1150 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.59 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7380 3,400 mainline 35.3 E 56.1 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp 690 off ramp 35.8 E 53.4 57.4 0.35 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6690 1,910 mainline 31.4 D 57.1 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 EB Exp Lane On Ramp 1580 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.77 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8270 1,910 mainline 30.3 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp 1240 on ramp 26.9 C 43.9 50.2 0.63 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 9510 2,320 mainline 36.2 E 56.4 0.89 NO

SR 826 EB CD Rd Off Ramp 5160 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.80 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4350 1,660 mainline 28.0 D 55.7 0.68 NO

NW 167th St Off Ramp 2470 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.65 NO

SR 826 Eastbound/Northbound 1880 1,080 mainline 18.1 C 55.7 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 WB/SB 5470 450 mainline 35.6 E 55.1 0.85 NO

Turnpike NB On Ramp 2040 major merge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.58 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7510 890 mainline 27.5 D 58.7 0.70 NO

Turnpike SB On Ramp 620 on ramp 24.0 C 44.0 50.6 0.32 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8130 1,810 mainline 29.8 D 58.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 12th Avenue Off Ramp 930 off ramp 33.5 D 53.0 58.5 0.48 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7200 2,260 mainline 26.3 D 58.7 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 WB Exp Lane Off Ramp 1270 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.62 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5930 2,260 mainline 27.8 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp 160 off ramp 32.7 D 54.4 58.0 0.08 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5770 2,000 mainline 27.1 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp 580 on ramp 24.7 C 44.0 49.4 0.30 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6350 3,400 mainline 29.8 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp 980 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.50 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5370 1,890 mainline 34.8 D 55.3 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp 740 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.38 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6110 3,100 mainline 28.7 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp 800 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.41 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5310 2,180 mainline 34.3 D 55.4 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp 720 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.37 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6030 3,310 mainline 28.3 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp 960 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.49 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5070 2,280 mainline 32.6 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp 780 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.40 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5850 3,330 mainline 27.4 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp 1070 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.55 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 4780 1,900 mainline 30.7 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp 1000 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.51 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5780 3,240 mainline 27.1 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp 900 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.46 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 4880 2,150 mainline 31.4 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 WB Exp Lane On Ramp 920 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.47 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5800 2,150 mainline 27.2 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp 1340 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.69 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7140 7,150 mainline 26.1 D 58.7 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 SB Exp Lane Off Ramp 490 off ramp 25.6 C 57.3 61.0 0.24 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6650 7,150 mainline 24.3 C 58.7 0.62 NO

NW 154th Street/I-75 Off Ramp 2240 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.63 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 4410 1,530 mainline 20.7 C 57.2 0.51 NO

NW 154th Street On Ramp 2840 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.45 YES

SR 826 WB/SB 7250 3,960 mainline 26.5 D 58.7 0.85 NO

Grtny EB/NW 138th St Off Ramp 980 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.53 NO

SR 826 Westbound/Southbound 6270 1,830 mainline 29.4 D 57.2 0.98 NO
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SR 826 Eastbound/Northbound 6290 1,340 mainline 29.5 D 57.2 0.73 NO

Grtny EB/NW 154th St Off Ramp 1720 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.45 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4570 3,160 mainline 29.4 D 55.7 0.71 NO

I-75 SB/NW 138th St On Ramp 1410 on ramp 34.5 D 43.2 46.2 0.72 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5980 3,160 mainline 40.5 E 52.8 #N/A #N/A

Gratigny WB C-D Rd On Ramp 330 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.17 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6310 1,910 mainline 29.6 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 154th Street On Ramp 300 on ramp 23.0 C 44.1 49.5 0.15 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6610 1,910 mainline 31.0 D 57.1 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 NB Exp Lane On Ramp 830 on ramp 29.1 D 53.0 53.6 0.41 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7440 6,220 mainline 27.2 D 58.7 0.87 NO

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp 1350 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.35 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 6090 2,050 mainline 28.6 D 57.2 0.95 NO

SR 826 EB Exp Lane Off Ramp 1650 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.40 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4440 2,050 mainline 28.5 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp 910 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.47 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5350 3,510 mainline 25.1 C 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp 1000 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.51 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4350 1,740 mainline 28.0 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp 1070 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.55 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5420 3,320      mainline 25.4 C 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp 780 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.40 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4640 2,160 mainline 29.8 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp 960 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.49 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5600 3,340 mainline 26.3 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp 720 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.37 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4880 2,010 mainline 31.4 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp 800 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.41 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5680 3,310 mainline 26.7 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp 740 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.38 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 4940 1,880 mainline 31.7 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp 980 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.50 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5920 3,400 mainline 27.8 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp 570 off ramp 29.2 D 53.6 58.2 0.29 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 5350 1,910 mainline 25.1 C 57.2 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 EB Exp Lane On Ramp 1650 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.81 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 7000 1,910 mainline 25.6 C 58.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp 1080 on ramp 22.9 C 44.0 50.7 0.55 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 8080 2,320 mainline 29.6 D 58.6 0.75 NO

SR 826 EB CD Rd Off Ramp 4400 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.68 NO

SR 826 EB/NB 3680 1,660 mainline 23.6 C 55.7 0.57 NO

NW 167th St Off Ramp 2100 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.55 NO

SR 826 Eastbound/Northbound 1580 1,080 mainline 15.2 B 55.7 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 WB/SB 6640 450 mainline 44.4 F 53.5 1.03 YES

Turnpike NB On Ramp 2390 major merge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.68 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 9030 890 mainline 33.6 D 57.6 0.84 NO

Turnpike SB On Ramp 730 on ramp 20.8 C 44.1 49.4 0.37 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 9760 1,810 mainline 37.8 E 55.5 #N/A #N/A

NW 12th Avenue Off Ramp 1080 off ramp 39.5 E 52.8 57.7 0.55 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 8680 2,260 mainline 32.0 D 58.2 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 WB Exp Lane Off Ramp 1420 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.69 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7260 2,260 mainline 34.6 D 56.4 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp 160 off ramp 38.7 E 54.4 57.2 0.08 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7100 2,000 mainline 33.6 D 56.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp 690 on ramp 30.0 D 43.7 48.6 0.35 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7790 3,400 mainline 38.3 E 54.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp 1160 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.59 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6630 1,890 mainline 44.3 F 53.6 #N/A #N/A

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp 880 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.45 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 7510 3,100 mainline 36.2 E 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp 1170 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.60 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6340 2,180 mainline 41.7 F 54.4 #N/A #N/A

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp 520 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.27 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6860 3,310 mainline 32.3 D 57.0 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp 1260 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.64 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5600 2,280 mainline 36.6 E 54.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp 560 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.29 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6160 3,330 mainline 28.9 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp 1260 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.64 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 4900 1,900 mainline 31.5 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp 730 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.37 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5630 3,240 mainline 26.4 D 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp 1260 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.64 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 4370 2,150 mainline 28.1 D 55.7 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 WB Exp Lane On Ramp 1160 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.59 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5530 2,150 mainline 25.9 C 57.2 #N/A #N/A

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp 740 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.38 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 6270 7,150 mainline 22.9 C 58.7 #N/A #N/A

SR 826 SB Exp Lane Off Ramp 640 off ramp 24.8 C 57.0 61.0 0.31 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 5630 7,150 mainline 20.6 C 58.7 0.53 NO

NW 154th Street/I-75 Off Ramp 2500 major diverge 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.71 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 3130 1,530 mainline 14.7 B 57.2 0.37 NO

NW 154th Street On Ramp 1600 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.82 NO

SR 826 WB/SB 4730 3,960 mainline 17.3 B 58.7 0.55 NO

Grtny EB/NW 138th St Off Ramp 800 ramp roadway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.43 NO

SR 826 Westbound/Southbound 3930 1,830 mainline 18.4 C 57.2 0.61 NO
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5.4.5 Preliminary Drainage 

Stormwater management systems proposed by this study meet existing water quality standards as 

set forth in Chapter 62-302 of the Florida Administrative Code.  The approach to meeting water 

quality requirements is to provide treatment for the increase in impervious area and restore or 

replace existing treatment facilities impacted by this project. This approach was discussed with 

SFWMD during an interagency monthly meeting held on December 20, 2012. The detailed 

drainage analysis for SR 826 is provided in the Preliminary Drainage Report prepared for this PD&E 

Study. 

Alternative 1 would increase the total impervious area by approximately 26.34 acres along the 

corridor compared to a 44.06-acre increase caused by Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 has a greater 

impervious area due to the one additional 12-ft. lane in each direction and the 4-ft. buffer between 

the general purpose lanes and the express lanes. 

As a result of the proposed improvements, the existing conveyance systems would be upgraded 

to the current stormwater management requirements as specified by the permitting agencies. The 

proposed drainage system would be a combination of French drains, and a detention pond.  The 

design would satisfy the water quality and quantity requirements by providing compensatory 

treatment in a detention pond located north of the Opa-Locka airport on land that belongs to the 

airport.  A meeting was held on October 9, 2012 with the Miami-Dade Aviation Department about 

the possibility of transferring the title to the pond parcel to the FDOT, thus offsetting the right-of-

way cost.  This proposal was well received. 

From the NW 67th Avenue Interchange to the NW 27th Avenue Interchange a drainage system 

consisting of inlets and tertiary gravity pipes would drain to a secondary system of large diameter 

pipes that would drain toward a main collector pipe placed along NW 47th Avenue.  The secondary 

pipes are divided into two laterals placed along NW 167th Street south, and north frontage road.  

The sizes of these laterals vary from 54-in. to 72-in.  Along NW 47th Avenue and NW 42nd Avenue, 

the east and west laterals flow into elliptical pipes of 121-in. x 77-in., gravity mains convey the 

runoff south toward a stage control wet pond of 19.20 acres which will be referred as “Pond 1”.  

The total tributary area from NW 57th Avenue to NW 27th Avenue is 111.39 acres, of which 98.39 

acres are impervious, and 13.00 acres are pervious. 

Pond 1 is the previously mentioned site located just north of the Opa-Locka Airport, north of the C-

8 Canal, on airport property that is currently not used.  This pond will straddle portions of a large 

tract of land grouped under Miami-Dade county folio number 34-2117-004-0010, and 34-2118-001-

0730.  Pond 1 has ample storage to satisfy the water quality and quantity.  The control structures 

will consist of two control structures fitted with “V” notches sized to recover the pond volume in 24 

hours.  The broad crest weirs will be set at elevation +3.00 to provide a detention volume of 24.52 

Ac-Ft.  A total of four “V” notches with a central angle of 50 degrees are needed to bleed the 0.50 

inch volume.  The invert of these “V” notches will be set at the pond water surface elevation of 

+1.50 (NAVD).  The detailed analysis is contained in Offsite Pond Study prepared for this PD&E 

Study. 

The GGI Ultimate increases impervious area by approximately 12.5 acres and 8.2 acres in the 

Basin C-8 and Basin C-9, respectively.  Using the SFWMD water quality criteria, this would require 

1.48 ac-ft. of treatment in Basin C-8 and 0.88 ac-ft. of additional treatment in Basin C-9. A 

Stormwater Management Report was prepared for this PD&E Study and is available under 

separate cover.  

5.4.6 Utility and Facility Impacts 

The utility companies with known facilities within the study limits were contacted at the beginning 

of the PD&E study requesting to provide the FDOT the location of their existing and planned 

facilities.  A preliminary evaluation for potential utility impacts associated with the build alternatives 

was performed along the corridor.  The results indicate that there is potential for involvement with 

some of these utility companies located within the limited and/or local right-of-way.    

There are approximately 25 utility crossings noted within the study limits, most commonly found in 

and around interchanges and overpasses.  The widening associated with the build alternatives 

could potentially impact some of these utility crossings or at least will require further coordination 
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during the design and construction phases.  The utilities identified in the area and the crossing 

locations are summarized below: 

Florida City Gas 

 A 6-in. steel gas main runs along the outside of the eastbound frontage road from NW 67th 

Avenue to NW 22nd Avenue. 

Existing gas line crossings: 

 4-in. Steel gas main crossing at NW 154th Street; 

 4-in Steel gas main crossing at NW 67th Avenue; 

 Gas line crossing just east of NW 27th Avenue; and 

 Gas line crossing just west of NW 22nd Avenue. 

Florida Gas Transmission Company (FGT) 

 A 24-in. gas line originates south of the project limits and follows the east frontage road 

along the bend.  The line continues eastward along the eastbound frontage road until it 

crosses over to the westbound frontage road between the Briar Patch Plaza and NW 59th 

Avenue.  The line continues along the westbound frontage road eastward beyond NW 17th 

Avenue. 

 An 18-in. gas line runs along the frontage road east and south of SR 826 from the SR 826/I-

75/SR 924 Interchange to east of NW 17th Avenue. 

Existing gas line crossing: 

 24-in. gas pipeline crossing between Briar Patch Plaza and NW 59th Avenue 

Level 3 Communications LLC 

Existing communication line crossings: 

 Above-ground crossing at the frontage roads and underground crossing at SR 826 along 

NW 57th Avenue; 

 Above-ground crossing at the frontage roads and underground crossing at SR 826 along 

NW 27th Avenue; and 

 Above-ground crossing at the frontage roads and underground crossing at SR 826 along 

NW 17th Avenue. 

Comcast Cable 

 An above-ground line runs along the eastbound frontage road from NW 57th Avenue to NW 

47th Avenue; 

 An above-ground line runs briefly along the eastbound frontage road between NW 40th Court 

and NW 39th Court; 

 An underground line runs along the eastbound frontage road between NW 25th Avenue and 

NW 24th Avenue; and 

 An above-ground line runs from NW 27th Avenue to NW 17th Avenue. 

Existing fiber optic cable crossings: 

 Underground crossing at NW 67th Avenue; 

 Above-ground crossing at NW 47th Avenue; 

 Above-ground crossing at NW 39th Court; 

 Underground and above-ground crossing at NW 32nd Avenue; 

 Above-ground crossing at NW 18th Avenue; and 

 Underground crossing at NW 17th Avenue. 

Florida Power and Light 

Existing above-ground transmission crossings: 

 Two 230kV between NW 145th Street and NW 146th Street; 

 Three 230kV and one 138kV at the north-to-east bend of SR 826; and 

 One 138kV at NW 19th Avenue. 
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Everglades Pipe Line Company 

Existing propane fuel line crossing: 

 Underground crossing at the north-to-east bend of SR 826 

City of Miami Beach 

 12-in. underground water pipe along the westbound frontage road between NW 37th Avenue 

and NW 32nd Avenue; 

 2-in. underground water pipe along the eastbound frontage road between NW 32nd Avenue 

and NW 29th Avenue; 

 12-in. underground water pipe along the eastbound frontage road between NW 29th Avenue 

and 27th Avenue; 

 6-in underground water pipe along the eastbound frontage road between NW 28th Avenue 

and NW 27th Avenue; 

 2-in underground water pipe along the eastbound frontage road between NW 24th Avenue 

and NW 17th Avenue; 

 12-in. underground water pipe along the eastbound frontage road between NW 19th Avenue 

and NW 17th Avenue; 

 12-in. underground water pipe along the westbound frontage road between NW 27th Avenue 

and NW 25th Avenue; 

 6-in. underground water pipe along the westbound frontage road between NW 24th Avenue 

and NW 22nd Avenue; and 

 12-in. underground water pipe along the westbound frontage road between NW 22nd Avenue 

and NW 17th Avenue. 

Existing underground water crossings: 

 8-in. pipe at NW 37th Avenue; 

 16-in. pipe at NW 32nd Avenue; 

 16-in. pipe at NW 29th Avenue; 

 6-in. pipe at NW 28th Avenue; 

 6-in. and 12-in. pipes at NW 22nd Avenue; and 

 12-in. pipe at NW 17th Avenue. 

Existing sewer underground crossing: 

 6-in. Force Main at NW 32nd Avenue 

In summary, seven utility companies could potentially be impacted by the proposed improvements 

or will require further coordination during the design and construction phases.  Table 5-8 shows an 

approximate number of potential impacts for each utility company.  Coordination with the utility 

companies described in this section will continue during the design phase.   Further refinement of 

the proposed design and utility field verification will be carried out during the final design phase.  

Special construction equipment and techniques may be utilized to avoid utility conflicts. In unique 

locations, where special construction equipment and techniques cannot avoid utility relocations, 

the need and cost of the utility relocation will be determined during the design phase. 

Table 5-8 

Summary of Potential Utility Impacts 
 

Utility Agency Owner Number of Facilities Impacted 

Florida City Gas 5 

Florida Gas Transmission 2 

Level 3 Communication, LLC 3 

Comcast Cable 4 

Florida Power & Light 3 

Everglades Pipe Line Company 1 

City of Miami Beach 16 
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5.4.7 Traffic Control Concepts 

The preliminary plan for project implementation is to use a conventional design-bid-build contract 

method and to phase the project into six construction segments between I-75 and west of NW 17th 

Avenue.  The primary difference in maintenance of traffic between Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 

is the express lanes must be striped out until the entire project is constructed.  Below is a general 

description of a typical construction segment. Traffic control concept plans and typical sections are 

contained in Appendix E. 

Phase 1 

1. Shift eastbound travel lanes onto the existing shoulder, and reduce the shoulder widths and 

travel lanes to maintain the existing number of lanes. 

2. Install temporary concrete barrier wall along the outside shoulder and begin temporary 

widening. 

3. Reduce the frontage road from 2 lanes to 1 lane in each direction. 

4. Shift the frontage road traffic to the outside. 

5. Install temporary concrete barrier wall on the frontage road. 

6. Begin construction of the proposed typical section for the frontage road. 

Phase 2 

1. Shift eastbound travel lanes onto the temporary pavement constructed under Phase 1. 

2. Shift westbound travel lanes onto the existing pavement section previously used for 

eastbound traffic as detailed in Phase 1. 

3. Begin construction of the ultimate westbound lanes. 

4. Shift frontage road traffic onto the pavement section constructed under Phase 1. 

5. Install barrier wall and continue construction of the proposed typical section for the frontage 

road. 

Phase 3 

1. Shift eastbound and westbound lanes onto the newly constructed mainline section under 

Phase 2. 

2. Begin construction of the ultimate eastbound lanes. 

3. Open frontage roads to all traffic including pedestrian and bicycle traffic. 

Final Phase 

1. Open General Use Lanes for eastbound and westbound traffic 

2. Stripe out Express Lanes until all segments of the corridor are complete (Alternative 2 

only). 

5.4.8 Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations 

No pedestrian or bicycle facilities are planned as part of the proposed improvements along the SR 

826 mainline corridor.  However, each interchange will be reconstructed and all signalization 

equipment will be upgraded with enhancements to pedestrian features including the addition and/or 

restriping of existing crosswalks.  In addition, the one-way frontage road (NW 167th Street) on each 

side will be improved with curb and gutter, continuous 6-ft. sidewalk and a 4-ft. bike lane between 

NW 67th Avenue and NW 17th Avenue.  These improvements are common to both Build 

Alternatives.  Alternative 2 would require the replacement of the existing pedestrian bridge over SR 

826 just west of NW 27th Avenue.  The new pedestrian bridge would be designed to current 

standards and constructed in the area of the existing bridge. 

5.4.9 Multi-modal Accommodations 

The proposed improvements in Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would increase capacity and 

improve traffic operations and safety throughout the corridor, thereby benefiting freight movement 
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on SR 826 and transit routes that operate on NW 167th Street.  Interchange improvements would 

benefit bus routes that operate on the cross streets along the corridor.  Alternative 2 will provide 

two express lanes in each direction which could be used by the express bus service similar to the 

express routes on I-95.  The planned redevelopment of the Golden Glades multi-modal center 

would be a prime origin/destination for new express bus routes on SR 826.  The current FDOT 

policy prohibits heavy trucks from accessing the express lanes.  However, Alternative 2 would 

separate through traffic from local traffic which would reduce the lane changing friction between 

interchanges which would benefit the freight movement on SR 826. 

5.4.10 Engineering Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

5.4.10.1 Land Use 

The project study area traverses a region of diverse land use designations such as low and 

medium-high density residential communities, commercial, industrial, institutional and 

transportation land uses.  Along the SR 826 corridor, the primary land use ranges from residential 

at the western project limits with more commercial at the interchanges to industrial and commercial 

at the eastern limits.  As SR 826 converges with I-95 heading north, the land uses to the northwest 

are industrial and commercial and to the southeast are low density residential with pockets of 

medium density residential, commercial, institutional, transportation and utilities. 

The character of the study area remains relatively unchanged due to the similar land use 

designations as shown in the Future Land Use Maps from the Cities of North Miami Beach and 

Miami Gardens to the 2015-2025 Miami-Dade Future Land Use Map (see Figure 5-25).  Therefore, 

the project improvements are not anticipated to significantly affect the land use in the area. 

Community Services 

Many community services are located in the immediate vicinity of the existing SR-826/ GGI project 

corridor likely due to the ease of access to and from the existing expressway network in Southeast 

Florida.  These community services include all grades of schools, colleges, emergency services, 

medical services, social services, personal services, grocery stores, gasoline stations, shopping 

centers, libraries, religious institutions and employers.  The proposed improvements will reduce 

traffic congestion on the existing expressway network and improve access to all of these 

community services.  No community services will be directly impacted by the project. However, the 

building in which a small tattoo shop is located at 16700 NW 27th Avenue will be acquired, possibly 

resulting in the local loss of employment to up to 3 individuals and a small adverse effect to the 

community if the tattoo shop is not relocated within it. 

Religious Facilities 

There are 59 religious facilities within 500 ft. of the project study area.  The religious facilities are 

listed below: 

• AA Allen Gospel Ministries; 

• Baruch Christian Fellowship; 

• Believers Christ Ministries; 

• Bethesda Church Ministries; 

• Breakthrough International/Christian Center; 

• Brothers of The Order of Hermits of St Augustine; 

• Casa Sobre La Roca Church; 

• Catholic Hospice; 

• Christ Community Church; 

• Church of God By Faith; 

• Damascus Road Baptist Church; 

• Deliverance Center Ministry; 

• EBT Outreach Ministries; 

• Eglise Baptist Samarie; 

• Emmanuel Community Church; 

• End Time Ministries; 

• Evangel Church International; 

• Faith Christian Center; 

• Faith Pentecostal Deliverance Center; 

• Faith Team Ministries; 
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• Four Square Church of Miami; 

• Greater Harvest International Ministries; 

• Greater Peace Church; 

• Harvest & Worship Ministries; 

• Hialeah Church of Christ; 

• Iglesia Bautista Church/Iglesia Jesus Rey De Reyes; 

• Iglesia Bautista Emmanuel; 

• Iglesia De Dios Pentecostal; 

• International Church of Four Square Gospel; 

• International First Born Church of The Living God of Miami; 

• Jesus is Lord Worship Center; 

• Jesus Kingdom International; 

• Kingdom Hall of Jehoviah's Witness; 

• Liberty Fellowship Church; 

• Living Word Ministries; 

• Logos Baptist Church; 

• New Life Ministries; 

• New Testament Baptist Church/Dade Christian Schools; 

• New Way Fellowship Baptist Church; 

• New Way Fellowship Ministry Village; 

• North Dade Community Church; 

• Oasis Ministries; 

• Orthodox Cathedral of Christ The Savior; 

• Pass It On Ministries; 

• Prayer Tabernacle; 

• Redeemed Christian Church; 

• Salon del Reino de los Temoins de Jehovah; 

• Seventh Day Church of God International Ministries; 

• Signs And Wonders International Ministries; 

• Sunshine Christian Church; 

• The Church of God And Prophecy; 

• The Fountain of New Life; 

• Touch of God Ministry; 

• Tree of Life Ministries; 

• True Believers in Christ; 

• Unity Church; 

• Unity Light of the World; 

• Way Ministries & Teaching Center; and 

• World Deliverance Ministries. 

No impacts to the religious facilities identified within the study area are anticipated, due to their 

relative distances from the roadway footprint. 

Medical and Emergency Facilities 

The Jackson North Medical Center (hospital) is located within the project study area to the 

northeast.  Additionally, several healthcare facilities are located near the study area, but outside of 

its limits. Near the hospital is the Miami Regional Dialysis Center.  There are several small medical 

and private practices along NW 167th Street and NW 2nd Avenue as well as along NE 3rd Court. 

One emergency facility in the vicinity of the project study area is the Miami-Dade County Fire 

Rescue Station #32.  None of the medical or emergency facilities are anticipated to be impacted. 

Education Facilities 

There are 27 educational facilities identified within 500 ft. of the project: 

• Adult Daycare; 

• Alpha Blinds/Child Care; 

• Applied Technical Institute College of Health; 

• ATI Career Training Center; 

• Biscayne Gardens Elementary School; 

• Bob Graham Education Center; 

• Caribbean Training Educational Center; 

• College of Health; 



NW
67

th
Av

en
ue

NW
57

th
Av

en
ue

§̈¦75

¬«826

¬«826

Gratigny Parkway

NW
37

th
Av

en
ue

NW
27

th
Av

en
ue

NW
17

th
Av

en
ue

Opa-Locka Canal

Biscayne Canal C-8

Spur #1 Canal

Grahams Dairy Canal

Pe
ter

's
Pik

eC
an

al
Golden Glades Canal

Re
dR

oa
dC

an
al

Carol City Canal
Marco Canal

Pe
ter

's
Pik

eC
an

al

Re
dR

oa
dC

an
al

Figure 5-25Future Land UseSR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
From SR 93/I-75 to Golden Glades Interchange

ETDM NO: 11241
FM.: 418423-1-22-01

.

Legend
Area of Influence
COMMERCIAL
INDUSTRIAL
INSTITUTIONAL
RESIDENTIAL
PARKS AND PRESERVATION
TRANSPORTATION AND UTILTIES0 0.7 1.40.35 Miles

RS&H, Inc. 
6161 Blue Lagoon Drive, Suite 200 

Miami, Florida 33126



 

 
 5-39 

 

Preliminary Engineering Report 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 
FM #: 418423-1-22-01 / FAP #: 4751 146 P / ETDM #: 11241 

 

• Florida Memorial University; 

• GDS Christian Academy; 

• Golden Glades Elementary; 

• Landow Yeshiva Center; 

• Little Rascals Day Care; 

• Lubavitch Education Center; 

• Miami Technical College; 

• Neytz Hachochma; 

• North Dade Children’s Center; 

• North Dade Middle School; 

• Preschool; 

• Primary Learning Center; 

• Rainbow Park Elementary School; 

• Scott Lake Elementary School; 

• Son-Shine Child Care Academy; 

• St. Thomas University; 

• Sullivan Career Training; 

• Thomas Jefferson Middle School; and 

• Work & Play Day Care Center. 

The Miami-Dade County School North Transportation Center is also located within 500 feet of the 

project at 16150 NW 42 Street.  An Advance Notification (AN) response was received from Miami-

Dade County Public Schools (August 30, 2011), noting that no impacts to schools were anticipated, 

but that there could be impacts to school bus operations during construction. They requested that 

coordination with the FDOT regarding the project schedule occur at least six months prior to 

construction, to avoid disruption to school bus transportation routes. 

Government Facilities 

There are 8 government facilities identified within 500 ft. of the project: 
 
• City of Miami Gardens Police Department; 

• City of Miami Gardens Public Works Department; 

• Florida Department of Corrections; 

• Florida Department of Health; 

• Miami Gardens City Hall; 

• Miami Lakes Palm Springs North Branch Library; 

• Miami-Dade District Office of Commissioners; and 

• United States Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

During the ETDM programming screen review, the FDOT District Six assigned a degree of effect 

of Moderate for SR 826 and Minimal for GGI for Social issues, while the Florida Department of 

Community Affairs assigned a degree of effect of None to SR 826 and GGI, and the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) assigned a degree of effect of Moderate to SR 826 and 

None to GGI. 

Based on the proposed improvements, no adverse impacts to community facilities and services 

are anticipated.  There will be temporary impacts in the form of noise, dust, emissions, and traffic 

disruptions during construction, but traffic will be maintained in the project area.  Many of the 

impacts of the project are anticipated to be positive to the adjacent communities through 

improvements to local and regional transportation mode interfaces.  These improvements will 

facilitate access to the current community services for the residents, commuters, and service 

providers. 

Community and Cultural Centers 

There are 7 community and cultural centers within 500 feet of the project: 

• Center for Family & Child Enrichment; 

• Chamber of Commerce; 

• Children's Rehab Network; 

• Cultural Arts Society of South Florida; 

• Miami Gardens Junior Chamber of Commerce; 

• Omega Activity Center; and 

• Wentworth Gallery. 

Neither Build Alternative would cause adverse impacts to community facilities and services. 
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5.4.10.2 Economic Impacts 

The proposed project will improve mobility and support the increasing economic development of 

the area, as well as stimulate major construction activities that will create jobs and contribute to 

economic growth within the South Florida region.  

A recent publication by the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) titled 

“Mining Recovery Act Data for Opportunities to Improve the State of Practice for Overall Economic 

Impact Analysis of Transportation Investments (NCHRP 08-36, Task 103)” estimates that 

approximately 16.8 jobs were created in the state of Florida for every million dollars spent on 

transportation improvement projects between 2009 and 2011 (See Appendix G).  

Based on the estimated construction costs for the Build Alternatives, Alternative 1 is estimated to 

result in approximately 6,300 jobs, while Alternatives 2 is estimated to result in 7,207 jobs within 

the south Florida region. 

The express lanes associated with Alternative 2 are proposed to be tolled with dynamic congestion 

pricing (i.e., increased toll-pricing when congestion on the adjacent non-tolled lanes increases and 

vice versa).  This dynamic pricing will have an economic impact on those motorists who choose to 

travel on the express lanes.  The express lanes will also generate a new source of revenue, which 

can be used to offset project implementation costs and support other transportation improvements, 

including enhanced transit service.  A financial analysis is currently being conducted as part of the 

PD&E study and will be available for review at the FDOT District Six offices in Miami, Florida, upon 

completion. 

5.4.10.3 Visual Impacts and Aesthetics 

The visual impacts of an area are ascertained by establishing the visual environment and 

identifying the key visual resources within the area.  The evaluation of the visual and aesthetics 

impacts is based on two perspectives: 1) the view from the road and 2) the view of the road.  The 

view from the road is the driver’s perspective and leaves a lasting impression of the community or 

the area on the driver or resident, while the view of the road by the driver or resident contributes to 

the feeling of community value and pride.  

The segment of SR 826 between NW 42nd Avenue and NW 17th Avenue forms the northern 

boundary of the state-designated Opa-Locka Front Porch Community.  As a Front Porch 

Community, Opa-Locka is a focal point for state-mandated efforts and financial investments 

directed towards the redevelopment of distressed communities.  

The GGI is also known as the “Spaghetti Bowl” to drivers due to the numerous twists and turns 

required to navigate from one roadway to another.  The view from the major roadways and 

interchange ramps is comprised mainly of noise barriers, mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) 

walls, and overhead bridge structures.  Noise barriers are located along Florida’s Turnpike and I-

95.  The interchange area includes several green spaces with some isolated landscaping along SR 

826, I-95 and Florida’s Turnpike.  

During the ETDM programming screen review, both the FDOT District Six and the FHWA assigned 

a degree of effect of Moderate to the Aesthetics issue.  The proposed improvements provide an 

opportunity for additional landscaping within the project study area.  This may include the area 

located within the proposed right-of-way acquisition at interchanges or the properties adjacent to 

the western right-of-way line along I-95, between the Golden Glades Park-n-Ride lot and the C-

8/Biscayne Canal. 

5.4.10.4 Right-of-Way and Relocation 

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 will require right-of-way acquisition to accommodate the interchange 

modifications.  Since the proposed interchange improvements are the same for each mainline Build 

Alternative, the number of parcels impacted will be the same for each.  Alternative 1 and Alternative 

2 will both impact a total of 108 commercial and residential properties.  The majority of impacts will 

be for lane additions at ramp terminal intersections with only one anticipated full acquisition with 

relocation.  A parcel is generally considered a full acquisition if the construction impact limits 

encroach on a structure, remove all reasonable access, or require more than 20 percent of the 

parcel.  The relocation for the SR 826 improvements is shown in Table 5-9. 
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The GGI Ultimate requires right-of-way acquisition along the west side of I-95, to accommodate 

the proposed improvements along the Turnpike Connector and I-95 southbound. The reduced 

roadway footprint will impact 18 properties and 14 residential properties require full acquisition.  

A Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (CSRP) was prepared by the FDOT District Six Right of Way 

Department. The FDOT will carry out a Right of Way and Relocation Program in accordance with 

Florida Statute 339.09 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 

Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646 as amended by Public Law 100-17). Table 5-9 shows the 

summary of relocations for the proposed improvements. 

Table 5-9 
Summary of Relocations 

 

Parcel 
Number 

Folio Number Property Address Land Use 

SR 826 Relocation 

82 34-2109-006-0510 16700 NW 27 Avenue Office Building 

Golden Glades Interchange Relocations 

4 30-2124-006-0010 8300 Biscayne Blvd Residential – Single Family 

5 30-2124-006-0020 641 NE 165 St. Residential – Single Family 

6 30-2124-006-0030 14910 NW 6 Ct. Residential – Single Family 

7 30-2124-006-0040 14900 NW 6 Ct. Residential – Single Family 

8 30-2124-006-0050 14832 NW 6 Ct. Residential – Single Family 

9 30-2124-006-0060 14828 NW 6 Ct. Residential – Single Family 

10 30-2124-006-0070 14822 NW 6 Ct. Residential – Single Family 

11 30-2124-006-0080 14816 NW 6 Ct. Residential – Single Family 

12 30-2124-006-0090 14750 NW 6 Ct. Residential – Single Family 

13 30-2124-006-0100 14740 NW 6 Ct. Residential – Single Family 

14 30-2124-006-0110 14730 NW 6 Ct. Residential – Single Family 

15 30-2124-006-0120 14700 NW 6 Ct. Residential – Single Family 

16 30-2113-003-1490 644 NW 147 St. Residential – Single Family 

17 30-2113-003-1420 643 NW 146 St. Residential – Single Family 

Note: The parcel numbers above are taken from the Right-of-Way Cost Estimate (Appendix D) and include 
only relocations and are therefore intentionally nonconsecutive. 

5.4.10.5 Endangered Species Impacts 

On June 5, 2013 the FDOT, on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), sent an 

Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) for the GGI Interim Improvements (FPID: 428358-1-22-01).  On June 14, 2013, the 

USFWS sent a letter to the FDOT stating the USFWS concurred with the FDOT determinations 

that the project “may affect, but not adversely affect” the West Indian manatee (Trichechus 

manatus), Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi), and wood stork (Mycteria 

americana). 

The USFWS and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) commented on 

potential impacts to listed species through the ETDM process; both assigned a degree of effect of 

Minimal to this issue.  The USFWS identified the wood stork as the only Federally-listed species 

with the potential to occur in the project area, and stated that the project occurred within the Core 

Foraging Area (CFA) (within 18.6-miles of) an active nesting colony of wood storks.  To minimize 

adverse effects to the wood stork, we recommend that any lost foraging habitat resulting from the 

project be replaced within the CFA of the affected nesting colony.  Moreover, wetlands provided as 

mitigation should adequately replace the wetland functions lost as a result of the action.  The 

Service does not consider the preservation of wetlands, by itself, as adequate compensation for 

impacts to wood stork foraging habitat, because the habitat lost is not replaced. In addition, the 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration - National Marine Fisheries Service stated that 

the project would not directly impact areas that support Essential Fish Habitat or NOAA trust fishery 

resources.  

Based on the comments provided by the Environmental Technical Advisory Team agencies during 

the ETDM process and the FDOT review of the project area, all Federally- and State-listed species 

having the potential to occur within the project study area were evaluated in the ESBA.  A review 

of the ETDM Environmental Screening Tool and other GIS analyses revealed that the project area 

is located within the CFA of five wood stork colonies, and within the USFWS consultation areas for 

the Florida bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus), American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus) and 

Everglade snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus).  The project is not within a Focus Area for 
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the Florida bonneted bat.   Other species whose range includes the project area include the Eastern 

indigo snake, West Indian manatee, gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus), and various avian 

and butterfly species.  USFWS-designated Critical Habitat for the West Indian manatee includes 

the C-8/Biscayne Canal under I-95.  The C-8/Biscayne Canal connects to other canals upstream 

of I-95 that are located within the project limits and these canals could potentially be accessed by 

the West Indian manatee. 

During the field investigations conducted between March 2011 and October 2014, no evidence of 

the occurrence of any of these species was found, as limited or no suitable habitat for any of these 

species occurs in the highly urbanized and disturbed project area.  During the design of the 

previous Turnpike Connector Ramp project, a burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) had been 

observed in the project area in 2009, but its burrow was abandoned prior to construction in 2010.  

During the field surveys of the GGI project area's limited habitat, no evidence (e.g., burrows) of 

burrowing owls, gopher tortoises, or Eastern indigo snakes was found.  However, to ensure the 

protection of the Eastern indigo snake during construction, the Standard Protection Measures for 

the Eastern Indigo Snake will be included in the project construction documents and implemented 

during construction. 

Potential habitat for manatees includes both canals within the project area, and the FWC Standard 

Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work will be adhered to for potential encounters with manatees 

during canal work.  

Suitable Foraging Habitat (SFH) for the wood stork within the project limits include swales or 

stormwater ponds within and adjacent to the project limits. During the field reviews, wetland 

vegetation was identified within these man-made drainage features.  All of these features are 

elements of the existing stormwater management system and do not typically constitute 

jurisdictional wetlands, but are instead usually categorized as Other Surface Waters (OSW).   Some 

of these man-made drainage features will be impacted by the proposed project and new man-made 

drainage features will be constructed.  The net loss of man-made drainage features will not be 

known until the design phase, but the net impacts are anticipated to be less than half an acre. 

Loss of wood stork SFH in the stormwater features will be mitigated through the construction of 

new stormwater features within the project area and the implementation of Best Management 

Practices (BMPs) for road and bridge construction projects.  In the event on-site replacement 

swales and/or ditches are not possible, mitigation for wood stork SFH impact will be addressed 

through the purchase of credits from an appropriate mitigation bank.  Thus, no net loss of wood 

stork SFH is anticipated as a result of the construction of the SR 826 Improvements.  The impacts 

to wood stork SFH and the corresponding mitigation measures associated with the SR 826 

Improvements were identified in accordance with the Wood Stork Effect Determination Key 

(USFWS, May 2010).  Consequently, no direct impacts to wood storks and their critical habitat are 

anticipated with the SR 826 Improvements. 

On October 20, 2014, the FDOT, on behalf of the FHWA, sent a letter to the USFWS for 

concurrence on the following species for the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway, including the GGI 

Ultimate Improvements: 

 Florida bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus) - “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” 

 West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus) - “may affect, not likely to adversely affect”  

 Wood stork (Mycteria americana) - “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” 

 Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) - “no effect” 

An Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) was prepared and a copy of was enclosed 

in the October 20, 2014 letter.   

On October 23, 2014, the USFWS sent a letter to the FDOT stating the USFWS concurred with the 

FDOT determinations that the project "may affect, but not likely to adversely affect” the Florida 

bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus), the West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus), and the wood 

stork (Mycteria americana). The USFWS also stated that the Service had already provided 

concurrence for the Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) in a letter to FDOT dated 

June 14, 2013. In a letter to the Service dated June 5, 2013, the FDOT determined that GGI Interim 

“may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the Eastern indigo snake. Therefore, the final 

USFWS concurrence for the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway, including the GGI Ultimate 

Improvements is the following: 
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 Florida bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus) - “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” 

 West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus) - “may affect, not likely to adversely affect”  

 Wood stork (Mycteria americana) - “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” 

 Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) - “may affect, not likely to adversely 

affect” 

5.4.10.6 Wetlands Impacts 

The proposed project will not result in any impacts to jurisdictional wetlands.  However, impacts to 

approximately 9.78 acres of Other Surface Waters (OSWs) are anticipated.  The OSWs include 

stormwater treatment areas (i.e., maintained and unmaintained drainage ditches, swales and wet 

retention pond) located throughout the corridor and four canals: the C-8/Biscayne Canal, Graham’s 

Dairy Canal, Marco/NW 17th Avenue Canal and the Peter’s Pike Canal.  The C-8 Canal is managed 

by the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) and runs east-west, south of SR 826.  

The southbound Turnpike Connector/I-95 southbound system crosses the C-8 Canal 

approximately 600 feet south of NW 157th Street, south of the GGI, and SR 826 crosses the C-8 

Canal approximately 1800 feet north of Miami Lakes Drive.  The Marco Canal is managed by 

Miami-Dade County and runs north-south on the east side of NW 17th Avenue to a culvert under 

NW 167th Street and SR 826 (which is elevated and separates the east- and west- bound lanes of 

NW 167th Street).  The Marco Canal connects with the C-8 Canal southwest of the GGI.  The 

Graham’s Dairy Canal is managed by Miami-Dade County and runs north-south on the west side 

of SR 826.  The Graham’s Dairy Canal connects to Peter’s Pike Canal on the south side of the I-

75 Interchange.  The Peter’s Pike Canal is also managed by Miami-Dade County and runs north-

south on the west side of SR 826.  A SFWMD control structure (S-28) is located on the C-

8/Biscayne Canal, approximately 3.7 miles east of the proposed project area.  The S-28 is a gated 

spillway located in the vicinity of the Miami Shores golf course, between the Florida East Coast 

Railway and the US-1 bridges. 

The FDOT is committed to coordinate with the appropriate regulatory agencies as required 

throughout the design and permitting phases of the project, as well as during and after construction.  

Any indirect (secondary) effects to OSW located within and outside the project limits, which include 

turbidity from construction activities, sedimentation resulting from erosion associated with soil 

disturbance, use of heavy equipment, and staging or stockpiling of materials and equipment, will 

be minimized.  The FDOT will comply with the current NPDES criteria, including preparation of a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  Also, BMPs typically associated with road and 

bridge construction projects will be implemented and maintained throughout all construction 

activities. 

Executive Order 11990 requires the evaluation and documentation of wetland impacts associated 

with Type 2 Categorical Exclusion projects.  The proposed improvements will not impact wetlands 

within the project area. A Wetlands Evaluation Technical Memorandum was prepared as part of 

this PD&E study and is available under separate cover.  

5.4.10.7 Air Quality Impacts 

Potential air quality impacts were evaluated, and separate Air Quality Technical Memoranda were 

prepared for the SR 826 and GGI PD&E studies.  The project is located in Miami-Dade County 

which is currently designated as being in attainment for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone, 

nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter (2.5 microns in size and 10 microns in size), sulfur dioxide, 

carbon monoxide, and lead. 

The project alternatives were subjected to a carbon monoxide (CO) screening model that makes 

various conservative worst-case assumptions related to site conditions, meteorology and traffic. 

The FDOT’s screening model, CO Florida 2012, uses the latest EPA-approved software (Motor 

Vehicle Emission Simulator and CAL3QHC) to produce estimates of one-hour and eight-hour CO 

concentrations at default air quality receptor locations.  The one-hour and eight-hour estimates can 

be directly compared to the one- and eight-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

for CO that are 35 parts per million (ppm) and 9 ppm, respectively. 

The Build and No Build scenarios were evaluated for both the opening year 2018 and the design 

year 2040.  Estimates of CO were predicted for the default receptors which are located 10 ft. to 

150 ft. from the edge of the roadway.  Based on the results from the screening model, the highest 

project-related CO one- and eight-hour levels are not predicted to meet or exceed the one- or eight-
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hour NAAQS for this pollutant with either the No Build or Build Alternatives.  As such, the project 

“passes” the screening model.  

The project is located in an area which is designated attainment for all of the National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards under the criteria provided in the Clean Air Act.  Therefore, the Clean Air Act 

conformity requirements do not apply to the project.  

5.4.10.8 Contamination Screening Evaluation 

Separate Contamination Screening Evaluation Reports (CSERs) were prepared for the SR 826 

and GGI PD&E studies in accordance with the FDOT PD&E Manual, Part 2, Chapter 22. The 

reports summarize the data gathered from site visits, review of historic aerials, review of various 

regulatory agencies’ GIS layers, site history investigations of agencies’ databases, and review of 

Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources permits. The CSERs 

provide the results of a detailed Level I evaluation of the project area, and define the potential for 

contamination impacts. 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

The contamination evaluation screened for contamination within ¼-mile of the project corridor.  The 

500-ft. screening distance extends from the SR 826 centerline and the points at which interchange 

ramps connect with intersecting roadways.  A one-mile screening for superfund sites and landfills 

was also performed.  

Potential contamination sites were identified through reasonably ascertainably Federal, state and 

county databases, historic reviews and field surveys.   They were assigned ratings of No, Low, 

Medium or High in accordance with Part 2, Chapter 22, Section 2.2.3 of the FDOT PD&E 

Manual.  The SR 826 CSER identified twenty-three (23) High Risk, twenty-six (26) Medium Risk, 

two-hundred and fifteen (215) Low Risk, and twenty-three (23) No Risk sites.  No right of way 

acquisition is anticipated from these properties; however, work is proposed to occur adjacent to 

most of the high and medium risk sites. 

Construction impacts should be minimized by the avoidance of areas of known and/or suspected 

contamination during the design of the drainage, lighting, and signalization improvements.  Soil, 

where excavated at locations that have known or potential contamination shall be remediated 

and/or characterized for disposal at an approved facility.  Construction activities that require 

dewatering of excavations shall be performed in such a manner to minimize the spread of 

contamination in groundwater.  This would require engineering controls such as hydraulic barriers, 

liners, or control point pumping.  Dewatering activities within contaminated groundwater plumes 

will also require a permitted treatment process before disposal to the ground surface or other 

surface water body. 

Any construction activities within identified contamination areas must protect human health and the 

environment.  A complete assessment of the nature of the contaminants should be performed to 

identify health and safety concerns relative to contamination.  A complete (Level I) update shall be 

performed during the final design followed by a Level II Contamination Assessment, if warranted. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

During the ETDM review process, comments were received from both the EPA and FDEP for the 

Contaminated Sites issue.  The EPA assigned a degree of effect of Substantial, and the FDEP 

assigned a degree of effect of Moderate.  Both indicated that numerous Resource Conservation 

and Recovery Act regulated facilities existed within the 500-ft. buffer zone, and recommended that 

site-specific investigations occur to determine the presence of soil and groundwater contamination.  

The EPA also stated that a large number of biomedical waste facilities existed within 500 ft. of the 

project.  The FDEP noted that one Superfund site, Anodyne, Inc., was present within 500 ft.  The 

FHWA did not comment on this issue, but did state that under the Special Designations issue that 

the project was located within a Brownfield area.  

A total of 118 sites were identified as potential hazardous material generators for the project.  Nine 

sites were assigned a High Risk Rating, six sites were assigned a Medium Risk Rating, 35 sites 

were assigned a Low Risk Rating, and 68 sites were assigned a No Risk Rating.  No right-of-way 

acquisition is anticipated from these properties; however, work is proposed to occur adjacent to 

most of the high and medium risk sites.  
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One of the High Risk sites, Anodyne, Inc. is a designated EPA Superfund Site.  The CSER 

confirmed that a groundwater contamination plume consisting of organic compounds, inorganic 

compounds, and metals is known to extend into the SR 826 right-of-way from this site.  The former 

Anodyne, Inc. site is located in the southeast quadrant of the NW 165th Street and NW 13th Avenue 

intersection, approximately 1,000 ft. southwest of the proposed improvements. The contamination 

plume, as estimated in 2010, extends north to SR 826, east to I-95, south to SR 7/US 441 and the 

C-8/Biscayne Canal, and west to the residential area.  This site has a history of soil and 

groundwater contamination, with a groundwater plume that extends off-site and continues to 

expand due to influences of groundwater recharge and local area wellheads.  Although no right-of-

way acquisition is anticipated from this property, the documented plume could be a risk to the 

construction of the project.  It is also a dewatering concern since the site is located within 500 ft. of 

the project corridor.  Additionally, FDEP discourages the use of wet ponds or exfiltration trenches 

within one mile of a superfund site.  As such, water treatment facilities proposed by this study, 

which fall within the 1-mile Anodyne buffer, will consist of dry-retention and/or dry-detention. A 

complete (Level I) update shall be performed during the final design followed by a Level II 

Contamination Assessment, if warranted. 

If dewatering is necessary during construction, a SFWMD Water Use and/or a Miami-Dade 

Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources (DRER) Dewatering Permit will be required.  

The Contractor will be held responsible for obtaining and ensuring compliance with any necessary 

dewatering permit(s).  Any dewatering operations in the vicinity of potentially contaminated areas 

shall be limited to low-flow, short-term.  A dewatering plan may be necessary to avoid potential 

contamination plume exacerbation.  All permits will be obtained in accordance with Federal, state, 

and local laws and regulations.  

Additionally, Section 120 Excavation and Embankment – Subarticle 120.1.2 Unidentified Areas of 

Contamination of the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction will be 

provided in the project construction contract documents.  This specification requires that in the 

event that any hazardous material or suspected contamination is encountered during construction, 

or if any spills caused by construction-related activities should occur, the Contractor shall be 

instructed to stop work immediately and notify the District Six Intermodal Systems Development 

(ISD) Office as well as the appropriate regulatory agencies for assistance. 

5.4.10.9 Water Quality Impacts 

A Water Quality Impact Evaluation Checklist was prepared for the SR 826 PD&E Study and is 

available at the FDOT District Six Office. 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

The FDEP and EPA commented that stormwater runoff from the proposed improvements may 

impact water quality and alter adjacent surface waters through increased pollutant loading.  While 

the project is located within the vicinity of the Biscayne Sole Source Aquifer, the proposed 

stormwater facility design will include the water quantity requirements for the water quality impacts 

as required by Chapter 24, Section 24-58 of the Miami-Dade County code.  The Miami-Dade 

County requirements meet or exceed the State of Florida's water quality and water quantity 

requirements.  Therefore, water quality within the project area is anticipated to improve due to the 

proposed stormwater treatment measures.  In addition, all necessary permits will be obtained in 

accordance with federal, state, and local laws and regulations. 

During Project Development, coordination was conducted with SFWMD and Miami-Dade County 

concerning the necessary studies, and documentation needed to adequately address all identified 

resources.  All necessary permits (including an Environmental Resources Permit) will be obtained 

during the Design Phase in accordance with federal, state, and local laws and regulations. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

The preliminary drainage analysis, which documents the existing drainage conditions, the 

proposed drainage concept (including the basins and pond size requirements), and the location 

analysis and recommendations are included in the Stormwater Management Report prepared as 

part of the GGI PD&E Study.  The proposed roadway improvements under the Recommended 

Alternative will require major drainage improvements along the freeways and interchange ramps, 
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including new drainage structures, pipes, and stormwater treatment facilities.  In addition to the 

existing stormwater management facilities that will be impacted from the reconstruction, the project 

will result in an increase in impervious area.  The Recommended Alternative increases the 

impervious area by approximately 3.3-acres and 4.4-acres in the C-8 and C-9 Basins, respectively.  

Using the current SFWMD water quality criteria, this will require 0.38 acre-feet of treatment in the 

C-8 Basin and 0.45 acre-feet of additional treatment in the C-9 Basin.   

The required treatment volume for the C-8 Basin can be provided by creating dry retention areas 

along the drainage swales within the individual or adjacent drainage systems.  Right-of-Way 

acquisition of several parcels is anticipated in Basin C-8 to accommodate the I-95 roadway 

improvements.  These parcels are located west of I-95 and near the C-8/Biscayne Canal.  They 

are ideally situated to capture and treat runoff from the increase in impervious area of I-95.  

Together, the parcels have an available area of approximately 7 acres that can be used for dry 

retention.  A total of 2.62 acre-feet of dry retention is provided for water treatment within this basin.   

For the C-9 Basin, the required treatment volume can be provided by creating dry retention area in 

the FDOT-owned vacant lot located just north of the railroad and bordered by both the SR 826 and 

Turnpike Connectors.  This vacant lot can accommodate a 3.5-acre dry retention pond while 

avoiding impacting the existing Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) building on the site.  A depth 

of 0.5 foot will be needed to create the 1.8 acre-feet of dry retention required for Basin C-9.  Right-

of-Way acquisition of four parcels is anticipated in Basin C-9 to accommodate the SR 826 roadway 

improvements while maintaining the NW 12th Avenue on-ramp to I-95 SB.  The parcels are located 

in the Sunshine Industrial Park, south of SR-826 and can provide an appropriate location for water 

quality treatment. This potentially acquired area can accommodate a 4.2-acre dry-retention pond.  

In addition, the proposed widening improvements to the I-95 Southbound lanes will move the travel 

lanes towards the west, which will result in the double 72-inch outfall pipes located between the 

GGI and the C-8/Biscayne Canal, and corresponding manholes, being in the travel lanes. 

Relocation of the double 72-inch outfall pipes (approximately 1,400-feet) is recommended to avoid 

having manholes in the travel lanes. 

The Biscayne Aquifer underlies all of Miami-Dade County.  This aquifer is a designated Sole Source 

Aquifer, i.e., it is the sole or principal drinking water source for a populated area.  On May 3, 2013, 

the FDOT requested that the EPA review the project’s effects on the Biscayne Sole Source Aquifer.  

The EPA’s concurrence that the project was not expected to cause significant impacts to the aquifer 

system, as long as proper protection measures were followed, was provided on August 5, 2013.  

In this letter, the EPA provided recommendations (e.g., BMPs) and requested that coordination 

occur during design and construction (e.g., stormwater design, Wellhead Protection Plans) with 

appropriate State and County officials.  The issues identified in the EPA letter are addressed in the 

GGI PD&E Study Stormwater Management Report.  Also, there are no wellfields located within the 

project limits.    

Water quality impacts resulting from erosion and sedimentation during construction activities will 

be controlled in accordance with the FDEP’s NPDES Permit (including the preparation of a 

SWPPP), the latest edition of the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, 

and through the use of BMPs including temporary erosion control features.  Turbidity will be 

appropriately addressed through established permit conditions and appropriate BMPs to control 

erosion and sedimentation during construction.  According to State water quality standards, no 

degradation of water quality, increased turbidity of the waters and/or the discharge of any foreign 

material into the water is permitted.  Turbidity is not allowed to exceed 29 Nephelometric Turbidity 

Units (NTUs) above background beyond the turbidity controls.  The FDOT will continue to 

coordinate water quality and quantity impacts and stormwater management with the appropriate 

regulatory agencies as required throughout the design and permitting phases of the project, as well 

as during and after construction.  

5.4.10.10            Noise Impacts 

Through a review of the Aesthetics ETDM issue, the FHWA assigned a degree of effect of 

Moderate, noting that residential areas were in proximity to the project and that the existing noise 

levels are likely high.  The FHWA stated that a noise analysis meeting the requirements of the July 

13, 2011 [sic] (2010) regulations was needed to identify noise sensitive receptors and the potential 

for noise attenuation needs.  
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A Noise Study Report was performed in accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations Title 23, 

Part 772, Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise dated July 

13, 2010 and with Title XXVI Chapter 335.17 of the Florida Statutes using the methodology 

established in the FDOT’s PD&E Manual, Part 2 Chapter 17 (May 24, 2011).  FHWA’s Traffic Noise 

Model (TNM) version 2.5 was used to predicted noise levels and to analyze the effectiveness of 

noise barriers.  Noise Study Reports (NSRs) documenting the traffic noise analysis for SR 

826/Palmetto Expressway and Golden Glades Interchange were prepared for this study and are 

available under separate cover.  

Noise levels developed for this analysis are expressed in decibels (dB) using an “A” scale [dB(A)] 

weighting.  This scale most closely approximates the response characteristics of the human ear. 

All predicted noise levels represent hourly equivalent levels (LAeq1h) consistent with the noise 

metric established in the Federal regulation.  

The developed lands along the project corridor were evaluated to identify the noise sensitive 

receptor sites that may be impacted by traffic noise associated with the proposed improvements.  

Noise sensitive receptor sites represent any property where frequent exterior human use occurs 

and where a lowered noise level would be of benefit.  This includes residential units (FHWA’s Noise 

Abatement Activity Category B), other noise sensitive areas including parks and recreational areas, 

medical facilities, schools, and places of worship (Activity Category C), and commercial properties 

with exterior areas of use (Activity Category E).  Noise sensitive sites also include interior use areas 

where no exterior activities occur for facilities such as auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, 

libraries, medical facilities, places of worship, public meeting rooms, recording studios, schools, 

and television studios (Activity Category D).  Activity Category F includes land uses such as 

industrial and retail facilities that are not considered noise sensitive.   

For each of Noise Abatement Activity Categories, the FHWA has established Noise Abatement 

Criteria (NAC).  These criteria determine when an impact occurs and when consideration of noise 

abatement analysis is required.  For Categories B and C (i.e., residential and other sensitive 

exterior land uses), the abatement criteria level is 67.0 decibels dB(A).  For noise sensitive 

commercial properties (Activity Category E), the abatement criteria level is 72.0 dB(A).  For 

sensitive interior use areas (Activity Category D), the abatement criteria level is 52.0 dB(A).  FDOT 

requires that noise abatement and mitigation measures also be considered whenever predicted 

project noise levels approach (i.e., within one decibel) the FHWA criteria (i.e., 66.0, 71.0, or 51.0 

dB(A), respectively).  In addition, even when project noise levels are below the NAC, abatement 

considerations may also be needed if the predicted levels show a substantial increase, i.e., 15 

dB(A), over existing levels.   

As presented below for SR 826/Palmetto Expressway and Golden Glades Interchange, traffic noise 

levels were predicted for noise sensitive locations along the project corridor for the existing 

conditions and the design year (2040) No Build and Recommended/Ultimate Build Alternatives.  

Predicted design year traffic noise levels for the Recommended/Ultimate Build Alternative were 

compared to the FDOT’s NAC and to the noise levels predicted for the existing conditions to assess 

potential noise impacts associated with the proposed improvements.   

In accordance with FHWA requirements, noise abatement was considered for all noise sensitive 

locations where design year traffic noise levels were predicted to equal or exceed the FDOT NAC.  

The most common and effective noise abatement measure for projects such as this is the 

construction of noise barriers.  Noise barriers reduce noise by blocking the sound path between a 

roadway and a noise sensitive area.  To be effective, noise barriers must be long, continuous (i.e., 

with no intermittent openings), and have sufficient height to block the path between the noise 

source and the receptor site.  Conceptual noise barrier designs were evaluated for each impacted 

area to determine the most effective location, length, and height that would achieve the maximum 

noise level reduction at reasonable cost.  A 7.0-dB(A) noise level reduction for one or more 

impacted receptors with a minimum reduction of 5.0 dB(A) was used as the noise reduction design 

goal for the development and evaluation of noise barriers.  FDOT’s cost guideline of $42,000 per 

benefited receiver site was used to determine the cost reasonableness.  

SR-826/Palmetto Expressway 

Approximately 1,058 residences were identified along the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway project 

study area.  These residences include single and multi-family residences in 31 residential areas.  

Also, 20 non-residential noise sensitive sites were identified along the project corridor.  Six of 20 

sites represent recreational areas (i.e., Activity Category C) including those associated with the 
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residential areas (i.e., community pools), schools, churches, and a golf course (i.e., Don Shula’s 

Golf Club).  Twelve of the 20 sites represent interiors of noise sensitive buildings (i.e., Activity 

Category D) including seven places of worship, two schools, and three medical facilities.  Two of 

the 20 sites represent exterior areas of use of a hotel and a restaurant (i.e., Activity Category E).  

The project corridor also includes retail shopping centers, office buildings, and car dealerships, but 

these are not considered noise sensitive (i.e., Activity Category F).   

With the Recommended Build Alternative, design year traffic noise levels are predicted to range 

from 38.1 to 48.3 dB(A) at interior locations and from 56.6 to 76.6 dB(A) at exterior locations.  Traffic 

noise levels are predicted to approach or exceed the FHWA NAC at 499 single and multi-family 

residences within 11 residential areas; at two locations at a golf course (i.e., tee boxes and greens 

associated with Don Shula’s Golf Club); at recreational areas (i.e., playgrounds, basketball courts, 

and a soccer field) associated with two schools (i.e., Dade Christian School and Golden Glades 

Elementary), and at two community pools.  No other noise sensitive sites within the project study 

area are predicted to experience traffic noise levels equal to or exceeding the FDOT NAC.  Also, 

no sites are expected to experience any substantial noise level increases as defined by the FDOT 

[i.e., greater than 15.0 dB(A) over existing levels] with the Recommended Build Alternative.  

Noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness at the 11 residential areas and six 

special land uses including recreational areas associated with a golf course (i.e., two locations), 

two schools, and two community pools predicted to be impacted by traffic noise.  Table 6-14 in 

Section 6.13.1 Noise Barriers summarizes the results of the noise barrier analyses and 

recommendations for each of the 17 locations where barriers were evaluated.  Based upon this 

assessment, noise barriers at four locations (E-1W/N, D-2S, E-3S, and E-4N) which encompasses 

11 of the 18 residential communities and the two community pools impacted by traffic noise are 

recommended for further consideration and public input.  The recommended noise barriers are 

expected to reduce traffic noise by at least 5 dB(A) at 400 residences along the project corridor 

including 240 of the 499 impacted residences and at two community pools.  The estimated cost of 

these barriers is $8,905,200 or $22,263 per benefited receptor.   

Noise Barriers were not recommended for further consideration at the 11 remaining locations 

evaluated for noise barriers (E-5N, E-6S, E-7N, E-8S, E-9N, E-10S, E-11S, E-12AE, E-12BE, E-

13N, and E-14S).  Noise barriers at seven of the residential areas and four special land use areas 

were determined to not be feasible or cost reasonable.  At these locations either the cost to 

construct noise barriers exceeded FDOT’s reasonable cost criteria of $42,000 per benefited site 

and/or noise barriers were unable to reduce noise levels by the FDOT’s noise reduction design 

goal [7.0 dB(A) for at least one benefitted receptor].  However the feasibility of 14-foot-tall shoulder 

mounted noise barriers on MSE walls is recommended to be reevaluated during the final design 

phase at locations E-5N and E-11S as well as at E-1W/N as noted in Table 6-14.  A 14-foot shoulder 

mounted noise barrier would maximize the number of impacted and benefited residences at these 

locations.  Currently, the maximum height of a shoulder mounted noise barrier is 8 feet on a MSE 

Wall.  Therefore, the use of 14-foot-tall shoulder mounted noise barriers on MSE walls were not 

recommended for further consideration at this time.  Based on the noise analyses performed to 

date, there appears to be no apparent solutions available to mitigate the noise impacts at these 

locations representing 259 residences or at the four special land use areas where noise barriers 

were not recommended.  The traffic noise impacts to these noise sensitive sites are an unavoidable 

consequence of the project.   

Golden Glades Interchange 

Approximately 468 residences were identified along I-95, SR 7/US 441 and Florida’s Turnpike 

within the GGI project study area.  These residences include single-family homes and apartments 

or condominiums in the Parkway Towers and Centre Lake communities.  Also, ten non-residential 

noise sensitive sites (representing a total of 14 noise sensitive areas) were identified along the 

project corridors: three churches, four schools, a park, a hospital, and a hotel.  Under the existing 

conditions, the primary source of noise at the nearby noise sensitive sites is traffic on the nearby 

expressways (I-95, Florida’s Turnpike, and SR 826) and from SR 7/US 441.    

With the Ultimate Build Alternative, design year traffic noise levels are predicted to range from 32.8 

to 48.9 dB(A) at interior locations and from 55.4 to 73.6 dB(A) at exterior locations.  Traffic noise 

levels are predicted to approach or exceed the FHWA NAC at 169 single-family homes; 107 

apartments or condominiums; and, playgrounds at one church, a park, and one school.  No other 

noise sensitive sites within the project study area are predicted to experience traffic noise levels 

equal to or exceeding the FDOT NAC. Also, no sites are expected to experience any substantial 
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noise level increases as defined by the FDOT [i.e., greater than 15.0 dB(A) over existing levels] 

with the Build Alternative.  Sites with the greatest increases in traffic noise level, up to 12.9 dB(A) 

above existing levels, are located in areas where existing noise barriers will be removed to 

accommodate planned project improvements.  In order to accommodate the planned widening of 

I-95 north of the GGI, the noise barriers along the northbound lanes between NW 171st Street and 

NE 183rd Street will be removed in their entirety.  South of the GGI, most of the existing noise 

barriers along the southbound lanes between NW 140th Terrace and the Biscayne Canal will be 

removed to accommodate the widening of the southbound lanes.   

Noise barriers were evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness at the nine locations predicted to 

be impacted by traffic noise.  Table 6-15 in Section 6.13.1 Noise Barriers summarizes the results 

of the noise barrier analyses and recommendations for each of the nine locations where barriers 

were evaluated.  Based upon this assessment, noise barriers at three locations are recommended 

for further consideration and public input (I-95E5, I-95W1, and I-95W2).  The recommended noise 

barriers are expected to reduce traffic noise by at least 5 dB(A) at 144 residences along the project 

corridor including 140 of the 276 impacted residences.  The estimated cost of these barriers is 

$4,828,500 or $33,531 per benefited receptor.   

Noise Barriers were not recommended for further consideration at the six remaining locations 

evaluated for noise barriers (I-95E1, I-95E2, I-95E3, I-95E4, SR-7W1, and FTW1).  Noise barriers 

at four of the residential areas and two special land use areas were determine to not be feasible 

and/or cost reasonable.  At these locations either the cost to construct noise barriers exceeded the 

FDOT’s reasonable cost criteria of $42,000 per benefited site and/or noise barriers were unable to 

reduce noise levels by the FDOT’s noise reduction design goal [7.0 dB(A) for at least one benefitted 

receptor].  Based on the noise analyses performed to date, there appears to be no apparent 

solutions available to mitigate the noise impacts at these locations representing 136 residences or 

at the three special land use areas where noise barriers were not recommended.  The traffic noise 

impacts to these noise sensitive sites are an unavoidable consequence of the project.   

Construction Noise and Vibration 

During construction of the project, there is the potential for noise impacts to be substantially greater 

than those resulting from normal traffic operations because heavy equipment is typically used to 

build roadways. In addition, construction activities may result in vibration impacts. Therefore, early 

identification of potential noise/vibration sensitive sites along the project corridor is important in 

minimizing noise and vibration impacts. The project area does include residential, institutional and 

commercial areas including hotels, schools and nearby churches.  Construction noise and vibration 

impacts to these sites will be minimized by adherence to the controls listed in the latest edition of 

the FDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.  Since delicate medical 

procedures are performed at Jackson North Medical Center, this facility should be considered 

particularly sensitive to construction noise and vibration.  If construction activities are to occur near 

the medical center, alternative construction methods should be considered to reduce construction-

related noise or vibration.  These methods could include the following: 

 Avoid impact pile-driving where possible in vibration-sensitive areas through the use of drilled 

piles or a sonic/vibratory pile driver where the geological conditions permit their use. 

 Avoid vibratory rollers and packers near sensitive areas. 

 Select demolition methods not involving impact, where possible.  For example, sawing bridge 

decks in sections that can be loaded onto trucks results in lower vibration levels than impact 

demolition by pavement breakers.  

A reassessment of the project corridor for additional sites particularly sensitive to construction noise 

and/or vibration will be performed during design to ensure that impacts to such sites are minimized.  

Coordination between the FDOT and the operators of any construction noise/vibration sensitive 

locations identified during design should occur and Technical Special Provisions should be 

developed for the project’s contract package in order to ensure that impacts to such businesses 

are minimized. 
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5.4.10.11 Cultural Resource Assessment Survey 

Historic Sites/Districts 

Separate CRAS documents were prepared for the SR 826 PD&E Study and GGI PD&E Study. But, 

one Section 106 Evaluation was prepared for both the SR 826 and GGI PD&E Study.  

SR-826/Palmetto Expressway 

The historic resources survey resulted in the identification of 141 historic resources within the 

project APE. The historic resources consist of four canals, one bridge, one historic district, one golf 

course, one concrete arch, and 133 buildings. Fifteen of the identified historic resources were 

previously recorded. Nine of the previously recorded resources located within the current project 

APE were also documented during the 2012 survey (8DA11165, 8DA11167, 8DA11613, 

8DA12769, 8DA12770, 8DA12772, 8DA12773, 8DA12774, and 8DA12776).  The Bunche Park 

Historic District (8DA11613) was also previously noted by Janus Research in the Miami-Dade 

County Comprehensive Historic Properties Assessment, the second phase of which was 

completed in 2009.  On February 8, 2013, SHPO concurred with the findings of the 2012 study.  

Thus, two of the previously recorded historic resources, the Sunshine State Arch (8DA11167) and 

the Bunche Park Historic District (8DA11613) were determined by SHPO to be National Register 

of Historic Places (NRHP)–eligible.  One resource that is located within the Bunche Park Historic 

District, 1700 NW 167th Street (8DA12769), was determined by SHPO to be a contributing 

resource to the historic district. In addition, six of the previously recorded resources documented 

during the 2012 study have also been determined by SHPO to be ineligible for listing in the NRHP 

individually or as part of a historic district (8DA11165, 8DA12770, 8DA12722, 8DA12773, 

8DA12774, 8DA12776). In a letter dated July 30, 2014, SHPO recommended that four structures, 

considered in the CRAS to be non-contributing to the Bunche Park Historic District, were actually 

contributing to the district.  

Of the six remaining previously recorded historic resources (8DA6537, 8DA11166, 8DA11220, 

8DA11420, 8DA11681, 8DA11684), Kennedy Hall (8DA11166), located on the St. Thomas 

University Campus, is considered individually National Register–eligible. Kennedy Hall is a MiMo 

style institutional building constructed circa 1963 which retains its historic form and function.  The 

three previously recorded canals (8DA6537, 8DA11420, and 8DA11681) were determined by 

SHPO to be ineligible for listing in the NRHP.  In addition, the previously recorded Senator Course 

at Don Shula’s Hotel and Golf Club (8DA11684) was determined to be NRHP–ineligible by SHPO 

in 2011.  Mato’s Auto Parts Corporation/116855 NW 37th Avenue (8DA11220), is still considered 

ineligible for listing in the NRHP. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

The historic resources survey resulted in the identification of 113 historic resources within the Area 

of Potential Effect (APE).  The historic resources consist of one railroad (Seaboard Air Line [CSX] 

Railroad–8DA10753), one historic district (Bunche Park Historic District–8DA11613), one canal 

(NW 17th Avenue Canal–8DA12990), one bridge (FDOT Bridge #870159–8DA13012) and 109 

buildings. Of the identified historic resources, 22 are previously recorded (8DA10753, 8DA11164, 

8DA11613, 8DA12973-8DA12989, 8DA12990, and 8DA13012) and 91 are newly recorded 

(8DA14189-8DA14279). Two of the previously recorded historic resources have been determined 

National Register–eligible by the SHPO: Seaboard Air Line [CSX] Railroad (8DA10753) and 

Bunche Park Historic District (8DA11613).  

The Seaboard Air Line (CSX) Railroad segment within the project APE was constructed circa 1925.  

This segment of intact railroad line still follows its historic route, and also retains its historic 

appearance with tracks on gravel ballast.  This segment was not previously recorded, but was 

given the same site file number as adjacent parts of the railroad line in Miami-Dade County that 

are not located within the project APE.  The CSX Railroad was previously determined to be NRHP–

eligible by the SHPO in 2010 due to its contributions to the patterns of development and 

transportation in Florida.  

The Bunche Park Historic District contains approximately 1,300 contributing buildings and 400 non-

contributing buildings.  In addition, 13 previously recorded historic resources are considered 

National Register–eligible as contributing resources to the Bunche Park Historic District, but are 

not individually eligible for the National Register (8DA12973-8DA12977, 8DA12979, 8DA12981, 

8DA12982–8DA12985, 8DA12987, and 8DA12989). Bunche Park is a good example of Post-World 
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War II housing in Miami-Dade County, and further, the neighborhood retains its historic character.  

Also significant is the area's African American history, as the neighborhood was one of the first and 

largest developed specifically for African American veterans.  

Two newly recorded historic resources are also considered individually National Register–eligible: 

Rex Systems Corporation, located at 16550 NW 10th Avenue (8DA14191) and Velda 

Farms/Borden Dairy, located at 501 NE 181st Street (8DA14265). Additionally, six recorded historic 

resources (8DA11164, 8DA14189-8DA14193) are considered contributing to a possible Sunshine 

State Industrial Park (8DA14288) Historic District. The majority of the buildings within the Sunshine 

State Industrial Park are located outside of the project APE and most still have non-historic 

construction dates. It also does not meet the standards for Criterion Consideration G for National 

Register–eligibility. SHPO initially issued a completed signature letter for this study on November 

24, 2014. However, on December 12, 2014 SHPO issued a replacement letter and recommended 

that the Sunshine State Industrial Park be determined eligible for listing in the National Register. 

On April 28, 2015 SHPO concurred with the eligibility of the Sunshine State Industrial Park and the 

six historic structures as contributing resources.  

Section 106 Determination Summary 

The Section 106 Evaluation and Determination of Effects Case Study Report for the  SR 826/ 

Palmetto Expressway from I-75 to GGI PD&E Study documents potential effects of the proposed 

improvements to the National Register of Historic Places (National Register)–eligible and –listed 

resources within the APE including: Kennedy Hall (8DA11166), Bunche Park Historic District 

(8DA11613), Sunshine State Industrial Park (8DA14288), Sunshine State Arch (8DA11167), 

Seaboard Air Line (CSX) Railroad (8DA10753), Rex Systems Corporation, located at 16550 NW 

10th Avenue (8DA14191), and Velda Farms/Borden Dairy, located at 501 NE 181st Street 

(8DA14265).  Using the Section 106 process, potential effects that the proposed improvements 

may have on the National Register–eligible resources within the APE of the addendum were 

evaluated. 

Based on the project information available and the application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect, the 

improvements within the CRAS APE for the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study from I-75 

to GGI and CRAS of the GGI PD&E Study will have no adverse effect on the National Register–

eligible and –listed resources and the characteristics that make these eligible for inclusion in the 

National Register. The Ultimate improvements will not require the acquisition of right-of-way from 

the properties, and the indirect impacts will not compromise the historical significance or 

architectural integrity of the resources to the extent that they can no longer convey their importance.   

  

Archaeological Sites 

SR-826/Palmetto Expressway 

No previously unrecorded archaeological sites were identified within the archaeological APE.  

Background research noted the presence of one archaeological site, Golden Glade 1 (8DA46), 

recorded within the APE on the north side of NW 167th Street, at the intersection of NW 167th Street 

with NW 20th Avenue. The site file describes this site as a Glades-period black dirt midden with 

associated burials that were excavated as part of the WPA program in 1936.  The site file 

information notes that a house was built on the location of the site in 1946 and that test excavations 

conducted by Goggin and Griffin in 1947 were unable to find any remaining evidence of the site.  

No evidence of the rise associated with the site or any associated cultural matter was visible within 

the archaeological APE during the current survey but remnants of the site may exist beneath the 

pavement or existing structure.  This site has not been previously evaluated for NRHP eligibility by 

the SHPO.  However, due to the potential for human remains, it is recommended that an 

archaeologist monitor any subsurface activities conducted within the recorded location of this site. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

No newly or previously recorded archaeological sites were identified within the archaeological APE. 

In addition, no locally designated archaeological sites or zones are located within the 

archaeological APE. The pedestrian survey did not identify any evidence of archaeological sites or 

environmental factors indicative of increased archaeological site potential. The majority of the 

project corridor currently consists of existing pavement, sidewalk, hardscape, buried utilities, and 

landscaping. No areas where subsurface testing could be conducted were identified. 
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An updated search of the Florida Master Site File (FMSF) data identified four previously recorded 

archaeological sites within a mile of the archaeological APE. The closest of these sites, Golden 

Glade 1 (8DA46), is located outside of the archaeological APE, approximately 440 feet to the west 

of the SR 826 portion of the study area. Although the FMSF lists 8DA46 as having potential or 

confirmed human remains, no impacts to these resources are anticipated. 

5.4.10.12 Section 4(f) 

The Miami-Dade County Park and Recreation Department provided an AN response letter (dated 

August 18, 2011), in which they noted there will be no direct impacts to any County parks.  They 

also provided information on the future Gold Coast Trail, contained within the County’s (1987) North 

Dade Greenways Master Plan.  According to this Plan, this 20.8-mile trail is to be located within an 

easement along the SFRC.  In the project area, the Master Plan identifies the opportunity for 

creation of an intermodal access point at the GGI Multimodal Facility, which will offer the 

opportunity for transfer to other available modes of transit.  In their letter, the County requested that 

the FDOT consider creating an access point, as design plans for the interchange are developed.   

Coordination regarding the status of this Trail occurred with Miami-Dade County Park and 

Recreation staff on November 21, 2012 and with Miami-Dade County MPO staff on November 27, 

2012.  The County confirmed that the Trail was still in the conceptual stage, but that it hoped it 

could eventually be incorporated as part of the future commuter rail project (South Florida East 

Coast Corridor Study) during its PD&E Study phase in 2014-2015.   As of October 2014 this PD&E 

Study had not commenced. 

Based on a review of the input obtained from Miami-Dade County staff with the FDOT’s Central 

Office, it appears that “use” under Section 4(f) would not be applicable to the undertaking with 

regard to the Gold Coast Trail.  On May 16, 2013, a Section 4(f) Determination of Applicability 

(DOA) was submitted to the FHWA for review, requesting concurrence that Section 4(f) would not 

apply to the Gold Coast Trail.  On May 17, 2013, the FHWA provided concurrence that the proposed 

GGI project will have no transportation use of the potential Gold Coast Trail and, as a result, Section 

4(f) does not apply. Further coordination with Miami-Dade County Park and Recreation staff 

regarding the status of this proposed greenway will occur during final design.  

Several crossings/ramps over the SFRC currently exist in the project area: SR 826, Florida’s 

Turnpike, and SR 7/US-441. The proposed project improvements related to the SFRC crossing 

consist of replacement of the Turnpike Connector Southbound bridge and construction of an 

additional flyover bridge for the new direct connect ramp for the express lanes.  The FDOT has 

made a commitment that the proposed interchange improvements will provide a clear envelope 

(i.e., adequate horizontal and vertical clearances) over the SFRC when placing bridge piers in order 

to accommodate the future planned trail.  Therefore, no Section 4(f) impacts to this planned trail 

are anticipated.  

The City of North Miami’s Milton Littman Park, located at the corner of NE 6th Avenue and NE 180th 

Street, is adjacent to Northbound I-95 near the northern end of the project limits.  Only limited 

activities are available within this “low-activity, neighborhood Passive Park,” consisting of 0.3 acres 

of open green space, a playground, and two picnic shelters (with tables and benches).  This small 

park is bound on nearly all sides by local roads or I-95; the parking area and access is at the local 

street level, i.e., below elevated I-95.  Any potential impacts (visual, noise, etc.) are existing, i.e., 

no project improvements are proposed that will further impact this site.  Based on the noise study 

performed for the Recommended Alternative, noise impacts will not result from the project in this 

area.  No project improvements (e.g., widening of I-95) are proposed in proximity to the park, and 

the existing low-level noise barrier on the elevated shoulder of the Northbound lanes of I-95 will not 

be modified.  Therefore, no direct or constructive use of this park under Section 4(f) is anticipated.  

5.4.10.13 Floodplains  

SR 826 

Information provided in the 2011 Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM) Flood Hazard Zones 

data includes: 168.2 acres (38.26%) of Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood 

Zone AE, 117.9 acres (26.82%) of FEMA Flood Zone X, 0.2 acres of Flood Zone AH (0.03%) and 

153.4 acres (34.89%) of 0.2 Percent Annual Chance Flood Hazard Zone occur within the 200-foot 

project buffer. All necessary permits will be obtained in accordance with federal, state, and local 

laws and regulations. 
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GGI 

During the GGI PD&E Study, potential floodplain impacts were assessed and a Location Hydraulics 

Memorandum was prepared.  As part of this assessment, potential 100-year (base) floodplain 

encroachments resulting from the proposed roadway improvements were addressed.  In 

accordance with Executive Order 11988 “Floodplain Management”, USDOT Order 5650.2, 

“Floodplain Management Protection”, and Federal-Aid Policy Guide 23 CFR 650A, floodplains must 

be protected. The intent of these regulations is to avoid or minimize highway encroachments within 

the base floodplains, and to avoid supporting land use development incompatible with floodplain 

values. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) website was reviewed to find the latest 

(2009) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for the project area in Miami-Dade County.  The flood 

insurance rate map indicates that a portion of the project area is located in the 100-year floodplain.  

The section of I-95 from just south of NE 151st Street to SR 9, and the remaining portion of SR 9 

within the project area, are mostly in Zone AE, with an average elevation of 7 feet. Just north of 

SR-9, I-95 is mostly in Zone X, areas determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance floodplain.  

Likewise, SR 826 east of NW 11th Avenue is in Zone X, as well as Florida’s Turnpike north of its 

intersection with the railroad.  West of NW 10th Avenue, SR 826 is under Zone X-500, with a 1% 

annual chance of flood, with average  depths of less than one foot or with drainage areas less than 

1 square mile.  All elevations are based on the NGVD29 (National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 

1929) datum.  It was confirmed that the proposed roadway edge of pavement is at a minimum 9.0 

feet NGVD29, which meets the requirements to ensure that the roadway remains open to traffic 

during a 100-year flood event. 

 

5.4.11 Design Variations and Exceptions 

As identified in previous sections, there are many existing horizontal and vertical alignment design 

variations and/or exceptions along the SR 826 corridor.  Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would 

involve reconstruction of the SR 826 corridor between just south of the C-8 Canal Bridge and the 

GGI.  Most of the existing variations and exceptions would be corrected.  The proposed design 

variations that are common to both Build Alternatives are summarized in Table 5-10. 

 

Table 5-10 

Design Variations and Exceptions Summary – SR 826 

 

Design 
Compliance 

Design 
Element 

Location/Description 

Build Alternative 1 Build Alternative 2 

Shoulder 
Width 

SR 826 mainline from Sta. 
457+00 to Sta. 503+00 (Inside 
and Outside 10-ft.) 

SR 826 mainline from Sta. 
457+00 to Sta. 503+00 (Inside 
and Outside 10-ft.) 

Border 
Width 

Throughout most of the SR 826 
Corridor 
 
NW 167th St. (frontage road) on 
the right hand side from Sta. 
1919+60 to Sta. 1955+43 
(centerline of SR 826) 

Throughout most of the SR 826 
Corridor 
 
NW 167th St. (frontage road) on 
the right hand side from Sta. 
1919+60 to Sta. 1955+43 
(centerline of SR 826) 

Bike 
Lane 

NW 167th St. (frontage road) on 
the right hand side from Sta. 
1919+60 to Sta. 1982+20 
(centerline SR826) 

NW 167th St. (frontage road) on 
the right hand side from Sta. 
1919+60 to Sta. 1982+20 
(centerline SR826) 

Sidewalk 

NW 167th St. (frontage road) on 
the right hand side from Sta. 
1919+60 to Sta. 1959+45 
(centerline SR826) 

NW 167th St. (frontage road) on 
the right hand side from Sta. 
1919+60 to Sta. 1959+45 
(centerline SR826) 
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5.4.12 Cost Estimates 

The estimated construction cost for the Build Alternatives were developed using a combination of 

the FDOT Long Range Estimate (LRE) and Basis of Estimates for individual pay items.  The unit 

costs for the pay items were obtained from the FDOT Historical Average Item Unit Cost for Miami-

Dade County.  The FDOT District Six Right-of-Way Office prepared the right-of-way cost estimate 

based on the interchange improvements.  Table 5-11 summarizes the preliminary cost estimates. 

Table 5-11 
Preliminary Cost Estimates 

 

Cost Component Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Roadway $117,797,051 $132,928,686 

Structures $46,480,800 $58,101,000 

Lighting $8,814,213 $10,151,850 

Drainage $20,500,00 $20,500,00 

Signalization $8,814,213 $10,151,805 

Sign Structures $5,094,000 $5,094,000 

Signing and Pavement Marking $8,814,213 $10,151,805 

ITS Facilities $8,814,213 $10,151,805 

Utilities $3,000,000 $3,000,000 

Noise Walls $6,912,414 $6,912,414 

Subtotal $214,561,617.00 $246,663,865.00 

Mobilization & MOT $35,256,852 $40,607,220 

Project Unknowns & 
Contingency 

$53,459,594 $60,950,108 

Construction Cost Total $303,278,063 $348,221,193 

Right-of-Way $52,552,200 $52,552,200 

Engineering Design & CEI $48,524,490 $55,715,390 

Total $404,354,753 $456,488,783 

Note that the cost estimates shown in the table above are for comparative purposes only and should not be 
used as the final estimates. 

5.4.13 Public Involvement Summary 

The FDOT embarked on an extensive Public Involvement Program for the Palmetto Expressway 

PD&E Study in 2011. Project kick-off briefings were conducted with the Mayors of Miami Lakes, 

Miami Gardens and North Miami Beach.  In addition, briefings were given to County 

Commissioners whose district overlapped the project corridor.  A project website was developed 

and launched in September 2011; www.fdotmiamidade.com/palmettostudy. 

On October 27, 2011, a Public Kick-off Meeting was conducted at the Don Shula Hotel in 

downtown Miami Lakes.  Flyers in English and Spanish were distributed before the meeting to 

encourage residents and business owner attendance.  The purpose of the meeting was to present 

the project to public and to solicit input.   Typical sections and color aerials of the existing SR 826 

corridor were on display in workshop format.  A project newsletter was available as a handout.  

Approximately 60 people including elected officials from Miami Lakes attended the event.  

Comment cards were available for the public to leave behind or mail in.  A brief presentation along 

with a question and answer period was conducted at the end of the meeting. 

Throughout the life of the project, the Project Advisory Committee (PAC) was utilized to gauge 

public opinion on the project at different phases. The PAC meetings were held in January 2012; 

June 2012; August 2013; and September 2014.  In addition to these meetings, the Town of Miami 

Lakes held a Town Hall Meeting in April 2014 to discuss the addition of noise walls to the project.  

On August 21, 2012, an Alternatives Public Workshop was conducted at St. Thomas University.  

Flyers in English and Spanish were distributed before the meeting to encourage residents and 

business owner attendance.  The purpose of the meeting was to present the preliminary project 

alternatives developed for the project.  Typical sections and color aerials along with renderings 

were on display for each alternative in workshop format.  A project newsletter was available as a 

handout.  Approximately 65 people including elected officials from Miami Lakes and Miami Gardens 

attended the event.  Comment cards were available for the public to leave behind or mail in.  A 

brief presentation along with a question and answer period was conducted at the end of the 

meeting. 

http://www.fdotmiamidade.com/palmettostudy
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Throughout the project, presentations were made to the Miami-Dade County Metropolitan Planning 

Organization Committees.  In addition, presentations were given to various neighborhood groups, 

civic associations and homeowners associations throughout the project corridor.  In addition to 

these meetings, the City of Miami Gardens held a Town Hall Meeting in January 2013 to discuss 

the proposed improvements of the project. 

On November 18, 2014, a Public Hearing was conducted at St. Thomas University.  The Public 

Hearing was conducted in compliance with the FDOT Project Development and Environment 

Manual, 23 CFR 771 and Section 339.155, F.S.  Flyers in English, Spanish, and Creole were 

distributed before the meeting to encourage residents and business owner attendance. Typical 

sections and color aerials along with renderings were on display for the Recommended Alternative.  

A final project newsletter was available as a handout.  Project Team personnel were on hand to 

answer questions from the public.  A court reporter was present to record formal comments and a 

comment box with comment cards was on display.    Approximately 40 people attended the event. 

The meeting concluded with a voiceover video presentation followed by a public comment period.  

During the course of the study, a Public Information Record, which contains all handouts, 

databases and project documentation including the Public Hearing Transcript, was created and is 

available under separate cover as a supporting technical document. Table 5-12 is a summary of 

all meetings to date. 

Table 5-12 

Public Involvement Summary 
 

Date Meeting 

June 20, 2011 Briefing with North Miami Beach Mayor George Vallejo 

June 28, 2011 Briefing with Miami Gardens Mayor Shirley Gibson 

June 28, 2011 Briefing with Miami Gardens Commissioner Andre Williams 

August 4, 2011 Briefing with Miami-Dade County Commissioner Jean Monestime 

September 1, 2011 Briefing with Miami-Dade County Commissioner Jose “Pepe” Diaz 

October 27, 2011 Elected Officials/Agencies Kick-Off Meeting 

October 27, 2011 Public Kick-Off Meeting 

December 7, 2011 Presentation to MPO Freight Transportation Advisory Committee 

January 31, 2012 Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #1 

June 28, 2012 Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #2 

June 28, 2012 Briefing with Town of Miami Lakes Mayor Michael Pizzi 

August 21, 2012 Alternatives Public Workshop 

September 27, 2012 Presentation at Miami Gardens Scott Lake Crime Prevention Meeting 

October 8, 2012 Presentation at Miami Garden Norwood Crime Prevention Meeting 

October 29, 2012 Briefing with State Representative Cynthia Stafford 

October 31, 2012 Briefing with State Representative Barbara Watson 

November 7, 2012 Presentation to MPO Transportation Aesthetics Review Committee 

November 12, 2012 Presentation to MPO Freight Transportation Advisory Committee 

November 14, 2012 Presentation to MPO Citizens Transportation Advisory Committee 

November 27, 2012 Presentation to MPO Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

November, 29, 2012 Presentation to Andover Homeowners Association 

December 3, 2012 Presentation to MPO Transportation Planning Council 

January 3, 2013 Presentation to Biscayne Gardens Civic Association 

January 29, 2013 Presentation at Miami Gardens Town Hall Meeting 

August 22, 2013 Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #3 

April 1, 2014 Miami Lakes Town Hall Meeting 

September 11, 2014 Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting #4 

November 18, 2014 Public Hearing 
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5.4.14 Evaluation Matrix – Mainline Alternatives 

An evaluation matrix comparing the No Build with the Build Alternatives is provided in Table 5-13.  

Implementation of either of the Build Alternatives would significantly improve the overall safety and 

operations within the SR 826 study area when compared to the No Build Alternative. 

5.4.15 Selection of Recommended Mainline Alternative 

Based on the evaluation and analysis of several key evaluation parameters including engineering 

considerations, environmental impacts, socio-economic impacts, and costs, in addition to extensive 

discussions with the FDOT and the Project Advisory Committee, Build Alternative 2 was selected 

as the Recommended Alternative.  This alternative would link the express lanes system in the area 

and add capacity improvements necessary to improve traffic operations, safety, transit, regional 

connectivity, mobility, travel options, and interstate access.  The Recommended Alternative offers 

several advantages when compared with the No Build Alternative including the following: 

 Enhanced Safety: The safety analysis indicted that an average of 609 crashes per year 

occur along SR 826 with rear-end and sideswipe collisions accounting for 56% of all reported 

crashes.  The express lanes in Alternative 2 would add capacity while removing the long 

distance traffic from the local traffic between interchanges which would greatly reduce the 

congestion, lane changing and weaving maneuvers that are the common causes of such 

crashes.  Also, Alternative 2 would reconstruct the SR 826 mainline and correct horizontal 

and vertical sight distance deficiencies and vertical clearance over cross streets which also 

cause crashes. 

 Provide Reliable Travel Time and Increased Throughput: The express lanes will provide 

motorists a choice to have a more reliable travel time through the SR 826 corridor.  The 

express lanes will also use pricing in combination with TSM&O enhancements to assure a 

reliable trip time from I-75 to I-95 or vice versa.  The Corridor Simulation (CORSIM) results 

indicate that the average travel speed for eastbound SR 826 vehicles would increase from 

17 mph to 53 mph while the vehicle throughput would increase by 85% during the AM peak 

period with Alternative 2 when compared to the No Build Alternative. 

 Enhanced Transit Service: Alternative 2 provides an opportunity for enhanced transit 

service along the SR 826 corridor.  Allowing transit vehicles in the express lanes could result 

in increased ridership and reduced vehicle miles traveled.  Express bus service can also 

increase the overall capacity of the SR 826 corridor.  Having two express lanes with full 12-

ft. inside shoulders reduces the possibility of transit vehicles impeding motorists in the 

express lanes.  The redevelopment of the GGI multi-modal facility increases the need for 

express bus service using the express lanes on SR 826. 

 Evacuation Route: The improved traffic operations including the increase in travel speed 

and more reliable travel time will make the SR 826 corridor a more effective route during 

emergency evacuation events. 

 Regional Connectivity: SR 826 is identified as a primary express lane corridor in the 

Southeast Florida Express Lanes Network.  Alternative 2 is the only Build Alternative that is 

consistent with this plan.  Figure 5-26 depicts the limited access facilities within the network 

as well as a summary of the various stages of implementation.  The section of SR 826 just 

to the south of this study section, which is under construction, will install two express lanes 

between SR 836 and I-75 with a direct connection to the I-75 express lane system that 

extends to the I-595 express lane system.  The I-75 express lane system is also under 

construction.  The study section of SR 826 would be a key feeder route to these express 

lane systems as well as the existing I-95 express lane system. 

 FDOT Directive – Topic 525-030-020-a: In August 2013, FDOT issued a directive (Topic 

#525-030-020-a) that outlines the policy for Tolling for New and Existing Facilities on the 

State Highway System (SHS).  This directive applies to the Department highway projects 

on the SHS identified for capacity improvements in the Five-Year Work Program, the SIS 

Ten-Year Plan, or SIS Cost Feasible Plan.  Department offices, both Central Office and the 

Districts, and consultants under contract with the Department will use this directive.  This 

directive states “When adding capacity to an existing limited access facility on the SHS, 

Express Lanes shall be implemented across the state, where deemed appropriate through 

the transportation planning process”.  Alternative 2 is the only Build Alternative that satisfies 

this directive. 
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Based on the above evaluation and the documentation presented in this report, Build Alternative 2 

meets the overall project objectives of this PD&E Study as well as the purpose and need for the 

project.  Alternative 2 as presented in this report has been presented to the general public at the 

Alternative Public Workshop on August 21, 2012; to the Miami-Dade MPO Committees during 

November and December 2012; and to the Project Advisory Committee on August 22, 2013 and 

September 11, 2014.  In addition, elected public officials have been briefed throughout the project. 

Figure 5-26 
Southeast Florida Express Lanes Network 
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Table 5-13 

Evaluation Matrix 
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5.5 Evaluation of Interchange Design Options 

The analyses presented in Table 5-5 demonstrated that failing conditions are expected at all 

interchanges along SR 826 by year 2040.  In order to address these operational deficiencies, 

several design options were developed and evaluated for the interchanges.  Operational analyses 

were performed for the various interchange options based on 2040 conditions using HCM 2000 

procedures.  Detailed results from these operations analyses are documented in the Traffic 

Operations Analysis Report, July 2013, which is a supporting document to this report.  In addition, 

evaluation matrices were developed to assess and rank the interchange options based on various 

performance criteria: construction cost, right-of-way/business damages, safety, traffic 

control/maintenance of traffic (MOT), environmental impacts and traffic operations.  The following 

sections describe the design options developed at each interchange and recommendations 

resulting from the evaluation matrices. 

5.5.1 NW 154th Street Interchange  

Three interchange options were considered for SR 826 at NW 154th Street.  These interchange 

options are illustrated in Figures 5-27 through 5-29. The interchange options are discussed below. 

Option 1 – Partial Cloverleaf (Figure 5-27) 

Option 1 maintains the existing interchange configuration – a partial cloverleaf with a loop ramp in 

the southwest quadrant for movement from SB SR 826 to NW 154th Street.  Several improvements 

are proposed to improve overall operations at the interchange as well as the adjoining 

intersections.  These include: 

 A new braided ramp from southbound SR 826 to I-75 in conjunction with a new southbound 

on-ramp from NW 154th Street to I-75.  These improvements will eliminate the existing 

weave along southbound SR 826 between NW 154th Street on-ramp and I-75 northbound 

off-ramp.  Similar improvements are incorporated in all interchange options for SR 826/NW 

154th Street. 

 Widen southbound off-ramp from one to two lanes. 

 Widen NW 154th Street to provide one additional westbound through lane (total 3 through 

lanes).  This proposed widening extends through the interchange from NW 177th Avenue to 

west of NW 77th Court. 

 Provide one additional northbound left-turn lane (total 3 lanes) at the northbound terminal 

intersection. 

Option 2 – Tight Diamond Interchange (Figure 5-28) 

In Option 2, the ramps to/from SR 826 are reconfigured to form a tight diamond interchange (TDI).  

Proposed modifications to the interchange include the following: 

 The existing loop ramp for southbound SR 826 to NW 154th Street is removed and replaced 

by a new two-lane ramp terminating on the north side of NW 154th Street. 

 New braided ramp from southbound SR 826 to I-75 in conjunction with a new southbound 

on-ramp from NW 154th Street to I-75.  These improvements are similar to Option 1. 

 Widen NW 154th Street to provide one additional westbound through lane (total 3 through 

lanes).  These improvements are similar to Option 1. 

 Provide one additional northbound left-turn lane (total 3 lanes) at the northbound terminal 

intersection.  These improvements are similar to Option 1. 
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Option 3 – Diverging Diamond Interchange (Figure 5-29) 

Option 3 proposes a new diverging diamond interchange (DDI) configuration.  The following 

improvements are proposed under this option:  

 The alignment of eastbound/westbound NW 154th Street is reconfigured to form a DDI.  

Eastbound traffic through the interchange is shifted to the north side of NW 154th Street and 

westbound traffic is shifted to the south side of NW 154th Street.  This shifting of traffic, 

allows for free-flowing eastbound and westbound left turns at the interchange. 

 The existing loop ramp for southbound SR 826 to NW 154th Street is removed and replaced 

by a new two-lane ramp terminating on the north side of NW 154th Street.  Similar 

improvements are provided in Option 2. 

 A new braided ramp from southbound SR 826 to I-75 northbound in conjunction with a new 

southbound on-ramp from NW 154th Street to I-75 northbound.  These improvements are 

similar to Option 1. 

 Widen NW 154th Street to provide one additional westbound through lane (total 3 through 

lanes).  These improvements are similar to Option 1. 

 Provide one additional northbound left turn lane (total 3 lanes) at the northbound terminal 

intersection in addition to one exclusive through lane.   

Level of service analyses for the alternatives are summarized in Table 5-14.  Table 5-15 

summarizes the results of the evaluation matrix for the interchange options and Table 5-16 

describes the rating scale for various criteria in the evaluation matrix.  Refer to Table 5-16 for each 

of the interchange evaluations. 

 

 

 

Table 5-14 
NW 154th Street Interchange Options - LOS Summary 

 

Interchange Option Terminal Intersection 

2040 Level of 
Service 

AM PM 

No Build 
East Side F F 

West Side F E 

Option 1  
Partial Cloverleaf 

East Side D D 

West Side D C 

Option 2 
TDI 

East Side C D 

West Side B C 

Option 3 
DDI 

East Side E E 

West Side E E 

 

Selection of Recommended Interchange Option 

As shown in Table 5-14, in Option 1 and Option 2 both terminal intersections are expected to 

experience good operating conditions (LOS C/D) in year 2040 during AM and PM peak periods. 

Operations analyses for Option 3, indicate that the terminal intersections are expected to operate 

at LOS E in year 2040 during both AM and PM peak periods.  As summarized in Table 5-15, 

Options 2 and 3 have the highest right-of-way cost about $4 million compared to $3.2 million for 

Option 1.  Option 3 requires reconstruction of the SR 826 Bridge over NW 154th Street; therefore, 

Option 3 has the highest construction costs. Option 1 which received the highest overall ranking 

as well as the highest rating scores for all criteria in the evaluation matrix was determined to be the 

Recommended Alternative for the NW 154th Street Interchange. 
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Table 5-15 

NW 154TH Street Interchange - Evaluation Matrix 

  
   

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

OPTIONS 

REMARKS 
Option 1 
(Existing) 

Option 2 
(TDI) 

Option 3 
(DDI) 

1 
Construction Cost (including 

Design/CEI) 

3 3 2 Additional costs for Option 3 due to 
reconstruction of the SR 826 bridges. 

 ($25.7M)   ($25.8M)   ($38.4M)  

2 
Right of Way Cost/Business 

Damages 

3 2 2 Right of way costs comparable among all 
alternatives. 

($3.2M) ($4.1M) ($4M) 

3 Safety 3 3 1 

DDI rated lower on safety due to high 
speed differential between the prevailing 
design speed (45 mph) along NW 154th 
Street and the design speed (25 mph) 
maneuvering through the DDI.  This high 
speed differential may increase crash risk 
along NW 154th Street particularly during 
off peak periods when typical operating 
speeds are higher.    

4 
Traffic Control / MOT 

(preliminary) 
3 2 2 During Construction 

5 Environmental Impacts 3 3 2 
Option 3 has a larger footprint compared to 
Options 1 and 2. 

6 Traffic Operations 3 3 2 
Option 1 (LOS D) and Option 2 (LOS D) 
provide overall better traffic operating 
conditions than Option 3 (LOS E).  

TOTALS 18 16 11   
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Table 5-16 

Interchange Evaluation Matrix Rating Scale 

 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

     RATING SCALE 

1 2 3 

Less Beneficial than other Alternatives 
Neutral/neither more or less beneficial than 

other Alternatives 
More Beneficial than other Alternatives 

1 Construction Cost (including Design/CEI) Significantly higher construction cost - Minimizes construction cost 

2 Right of Way Cost/Business Damages 
Large Right of Way required. Significant residential 

relocations and severe business impacts. 
Moderate Right of Way required. Some residential 

relocations and moderate business impacts. 
Minimal Right of Way required. No residential relocations and 

minimal business impacts. 

3 Safety  Interchange Design has higher safety risk factors - Interchange Design minimizes safety risk factors 

4 Traffic Control / MOT (preliminary) Unique construction phasing Moderate MOT Traditional construction phasing 

5 
Environmental Impacts 
(see note 1) 

Greater Impacts Moderate Impacts Less Impacts 

6 
Traffic Operations 
(see note 2) 

Failing (not viable) Traffic operations meet minimum standards Traffic operations exceed minimum standards 

NOTES 
 

   

 1.  Environmental Considerations include direct, indirect and cumulative environmental impacts including wildlife and habitat,   

 2.  Rating score for traffic operations based on considerations for overall interchange delay.   

 3.  Rating score for safety based on considerations for several safety factors: number of conflict points, driver expectancy, design speed variations, truck maneuverability, and pedestrian exposure at 
controlled/uncontrolled crosswalks. 

     

RATING SCALE  DEFINITIONS  

 1.   Worse than other Alternative  LOS  = Level of Service  

 2.   Neutral/neither better nor worse than other Alternative MOT  =  Maintenance of Traffic  

 3.   More Beneficial than other Alternative CEI = Construction Engineering & Inspection  

   DDI = Diverging Diamond Interchange  

   SPUI = Single Point Urban Interchange  
 

 



 

 
 5-66 

 

Preliminary Engineering Report 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 
FM #: 418423-1-22-01 / FAP #: 4751 146 P / ETDM #: 11241 

 

5.5.2 NW 67th Avenue Interchange  

Three interchange options were also considered for SR 826 at NW 67th Avenue.  These 

interchange options are illustrated in Figures 5-30 through 5-32.  Level of service analyses for the 

alternatives are summarized in Table 5-17.  Table 5-18 summarizes the results of the evaluation 

matrix for the interchange options.  The interchange options are discussed below. 

Option 1 - Tight Diamond Interchange (Figure 5-30) 

Option 1 maintains the existing Tight Diamond Interchange (TDI) configuration.   Several 

improvements are proposed to improve overall operations at the interchange, these include: 

 Provide one additional eastbound through lane (total 2 through lanes), one additional 

southbound left turn lane (total 3 LT lanes), and one additional northbound through lane 

(total 5 through lanes) at the eastbound terminal intersection. 

 Provide one additional southbound through lane (total 5 through lanes) at the westbound 

terminal intersection. 

 Provide a single westbound U-turn lane. 

Option 2 - Single Point Urban Interchange (Figure 5-31) 

In Option 2, the ramps to/from SR 826 are reconfigured to form a Single Point Urban Interchange 

(SPUI).  Proposed modifications to the interchange include the following: 

 Widen southbound approach of NW 67th Avenue to provide three left turn lanes, three 

through lanes and one right turn lane. 

 Widen northbound approach of NW 67th Avenue to provide one left turn lane, three through 

lanes and one right turn lane. 

 Widen eastbound and westbound approaches to include three left turn lanes, one through 

lane and two right turn lanes. 

 Provide a single westbound U-turn lane. 

Option 3 – Diverging Diamond Interchange (Figure 5-32) 

Option 3 proposes a new Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) configuration.  The following 

improvements are proposed under this option:  

 The alignment of northbound/southbound NW 67th Avenue is reconfigured to form a DDI.  

Northbound traffic through the interchange is shifted to the west side of NW 67th Avenue 

and southbound traffic is shifted to the east side of NW 67th Avenue.  This shifting of traffic, 

allows for free-flowing northbound and southbound left turns at the interchange. 

 The eastbound approach is widened to incorporate three left turn lanes, two through lanes 

and one right turn lane. 

 The westbound approach is widened to incorporate two left turn lanes, two through lanes 

and one right turn lane. 

Table 5-17 
NW 67th Avenue Interchange Options - LOS Summary 

 

Interchange Option Terminal Intersection 
2040 Level of Service 

AM PM 

No Build 
South Side E F 

North Side F E 

Option 1  
TDI 

South Side E D 

North Side D F 

Option 2 
SPUI 

South Side C D 

North Side C E 

Option 3 
DDI 

South Side D D 

North Side C D 
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Table 5-18 

NW 67TH Avenue Interchange - Evaluation Matrix 

 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

OPTIONS 

REMARKS 
Option 1 

(TDI) 
Option 2 

(SPUI) 
Option 3 

(DDI) 

1 Construction Cost (including Design/CEI) 
3 2 3 Construction cost for SPUI is considerably higher 

than the other alternatives. 
($36.3M) ($40.2M) ($36.7M) 

2 Right of Way Cost/Business Damages 
3 3 2 Right of way costs comparable among all 

alternatives. 
($0.6M) ($0.6M) ($1.7M) 

3 Safety 3 2 1 

DDI rated lower on safety due to high speed 
differential between the prevailing design speed 
(45 mph) along NW 67th Avenue and the design 
speed (25 mph) maneuvering through the DDI.  
This high speed differential may increase crash risk 
along NW 67th Avenue particularly during off peak 
periods when typical operating speeds are higher.    

4 Traffic Control / MOT (preliminary) 2 2 2 During Construction 

5 Environmental Impacts 3 3 2 
Option 3 has a larger footprint compared to 
Options 1 and 2. 

6 
Traffic Operations 

(see note 1) 
1 2 3 

Option 2 (LOS E) and Option 3 (LOS D) provide 
acceptable operating conditions. TDI operates at 
LOS F. 

TOTALS N/A1 14 13  

NOTES      

 1. Option 1 is considered to be fatally flawed since acceptable LOS cannot be achieved.  
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Selection of the Recommended Interchange Option 

Operations analyses results shown in Table 5-17 indicate that both the eastbound terminal 

intersection (LOS C/D) and the westbound terminal intersection (LOS C/E) are expected to 

experience acceptable operating conditions in year 2040 during the AM/PM peak periods.  

Operations analyses for Option 3 indicate that both terminal intersections are expected to 

experience good operating conditions (LOS C/D) in year 2040 during both AM and PM peak 

periods. However, Option 3 was discarded because of its very low safety rating in the evaluation 

matrix (see Table 5-18).  Factors contributing to this low safety rating were: 

 The high differential in design speed along NW 67th Avenue in the DDI.  Design speed along 

the curves through the DDI interchange is 25 mph whereas the design speed along other 

segments of NW 67th Avenue is approximately 45 mph. 

 In the DDI configuration, pedestrians experience higher exposure to conflicting vehicular 

traffic.  Proceeding north/south pedestrians would be required to cross through traffic on 

NW 67th Avenue.   

 Truck traffic maneuverability is more challenging in the DDI given the tight curves through 

the interchange. 

 The unique traffic flow pattern in the DDI may create adverse driver expectancy issues with 

related increase in crash risk. 

Option 2 received the highest overall ranking and had the highest rating scores for three out of the 

six ranking criteria in the evaluation matrix (see Table 5-18).  Based on these findings, Option 2 

(SPUI) was determined to be the Recommended Alternative for the NW 67th Avenue Interchange. 

5.5.3 NW 57th Avenue Interchange  

Three interchange options were considered for SR 826 at NW 57th Avenue.  These interchange 

options are illustrated in Figures 5-33 through 5-35.  The interchange options are discussed below. 

Option 1 - Tight Diamond Interchange (Figure 5-33) 

Option 1 maintains the existing Tight Diamond Interchange (TDI) configuration.   Several 

improvements are proposed to improve overall operations at the interchange, these include: 

 Widen eastbound approach to provide 2 left turn lanes, two through lanes and one right turn 

lane.  

 Widen eastbound approach to provide two exclusive left turn lanes, one shared through/left 

turn lane, one exclusive through lane and one exclusive right turn lane. 

 Widen southbound approach to provide one additional through lane (total 5 through lanes).  

 Provide one eastbound and one westbound U-turn lane. 

Option 2 - Single Point Urban Interchange (Figure 5-34) 

In Option 2, the ramps to/from SR 826 are reconfigured to form a Single Point Urban Interchange 

(SPUI).  Proposed modifications to the interchange include the following: 

 Widen southbound approach of NW 57th Avenue to provide two left turn lanes, four through 

lanes and one right turn lane. 

 Widen northbound approach of NW 57th Avenue to provide two left turn lanes, three through 

lanes and one right turn lane. 

 Widen eastbound approach to include two left turn lanes, two through lanes and one right 

turn lane. 

 Widen westbound approach to include three left turn lanes, two through lanes and one right 

turn lane. 

 Provide one eastbound and one westbound U-turn lane. 



 

 
 5-72 

 

Preliminary Engineering Report 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 
FM #: 418423-1-22-01 / FAP #: 4751 146 P / ETDM #: 11241 

 

Option 3 – Diverging Diamond Interchange (Figure 5-35) 

Option 3 proposes a new Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) configuration.  The following 

improvements are proposed under this option: 

 The alignment of northbound/southbound NW 57th Avenue is reconfigured to form a DDI.  

Northbound traffic through the interchange is shifted to the west side of NW 57th Avenue 

and southbound traffic is shifted to the east side of NW 57th Avenue.  This shifting of traffic, 

allows for free-flowing northbound and southbound left turns at the interchange. 

 The eastbound approach is widened to incorporate three left turn lanes, two through lanes 

and one right turn lane. 

 The westbound approach is widened to incorporate two left turn lanes, two through lanes 

and two right turn lanes. 

Level of service analyses for the alternatives are summarized in Table 5-19.  Table 5-20 

summarizes the results of the evaluation matrix for the interchange options. 

  Table 5-19 
NW 57th Avenue Interchange Options - LOS Summary 

 

Interchange Option Terminal Intersection 

2040 Level of 
Service 

AM PM 

No Build 
South Side F F 

North Side F F 

Option 1  
TDI 

South Side D D 

North Side D E 

Option 2 
SPUI 

South Side D E 

North Side D E 

Option 3 
DDI 

South Side C D 

North Side C C 

 

Selection of the Recommended Interchange Option 

The operations analyses results summarized in Table 5-19 indicate that both Option 1 (TDI) and 

Option 2 (SPUI) would provide acceptable LOS during both AM and PM peak periods in year 2040.  

Option 3 (DDI) would experience good operating conditions (LOS C/D) in year 2040 during both 

AM and PM peak periods at both terminal intersections.  However, Option 3 was discarded because 

of its very low safety rating in the evaluation matrix (see Table 5-20).  Factors contributing to this 

low safety rating were: 

 The high differential in design speed along NW 57th Avenue in the DDI.  Design speed along 

the curves through the DDI interchange is 25 mph whereas the design speed along other 

segments of NW 57th Avenue is approximately 45 mph. 

 In the DDI configuration, pedestrians experience higher exposure to conflicting vehicular 

traffic.  Proceeding north/south pedestrians would be required to cross through traffic on 

NW 57th Avenue.   

 Truck traffic maneuverability is more challenging in the DDI given the tight curves through 

the interchange. 

 The unique traffic flow pattern in the DDI may create adverse driver expectancy issues with 

related increase in crash risk. 

The highest overall ranking among all considered alternatives is Option 1.  Compared to Option 1, 

Option 2 has higher construction cost and has a lower safety rating.  Based on these findings, 

Option 1 (TDI) was determined to be the Recommended Alternative for the NW 57th Avenue 

Interchange.   
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Table 5-20 

 NW 57TH Avenue Interchange - Evaluation Matrix 

  

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

OPTIONS 

REMARKS 
Option 1 

(TDI) 
Option 2 

(SPUI) 
Option 3 

(DDI) 

1 
Construction Cost (including 

Design/CEI) 

3 2 2 Construction costs for SPUI and DDI are 
considerably higher than the TDI. 

 ($36M)   ($39.7M)   ($38.6M)  

2 Right of Way Cost/Business Damages 
2 2 2 Right of way costs comparable among all 

alternatives. 
($1M) ($0.9M) ($1.3M) 

3 Safety  3 2 1 

DDI rated lower on safety due to high speed 
differential between the prevailing design 
speed (45 mph) along NW 57th Avenue and the 
design speed (25 mph) maneuvering through 
the DDI.  This high speed differential may 
increase crash risk along NW 57th Avenue 
particularly during off peak periods when 
typical operating speeds are higher 

4 Traffic Control / MOT (preliminary) 2 2 2 During Construction 

5 Environmental Impacts 3 3 2 
Option 3 has a larger footprint compared to 
Options 1 and 2. 

6 Traffic Operations 2 2 3 
Option 3 provides best overall traffic 
operations with LOS D or better at terminal 
intersections. 

TOTALS 15 13 12   
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5.5.4 NW 47th Avenue Interchange 

One interchange option was considered for NW 47th Avenue.  The proposed option maintains the 

existing Tight Diamond Interchange configuration and is illustrated in Figure 5-36.  Level of service 

analyses for the interchange options are summarized in Table 5-21.  Option 1 incorporates several 

modifications to improve overall operations at the interchange, these include: 

 Widening the eastbound approach to provide one exclusive left turn lane, one shared 

through/left turn lane, one exclusive through lane and one exclusive right turn lane.  

 Widening the westbound approach to provide one exclusive left turn lane, one shared 

through/left turn lane, one exclusive through lane and one exclusive right turn lane. 

 Widening the southbound approach to provide two exclusive through lanes and one shared 

through/right turn lane. 

 Widening the northbound approach to provide three through lanes and one right turn lane.   

 Providing one eastbound and one westbound U-turn lane. 

Results from the LOS analyses indicate that the TDI is expected to provide good operating 

conditions (LOS C/D) in the design year 2040.  This option also involves very limited right-of-way 

acquisition and maintains the existing interchange configuration.  It is therefore expected that the 

TDI will involve considerably less cost and impacts than other potential interchange options.  Based 

on these findings, the TDI was determined to be the Recommended Alternative for the NW 47th 

Avenue interchange. 

5.5.5 NW 37th Avenue Interchange 

One interchange option was considered for SR 826 at NW 37th Avenue.  The proposed option 

maintains the existing Tight Diamond Interchange (TDI) configuration and is illustrated in Figure 5-

37.   Level of service analyses for the interchange options are summarized in Table 5-22. 

 

Table 5-21 

NW 47th Avenue Interchange Options - LOS Summary 
 

Interchange Option Terminal Intersection 

2040 Level of 
Service 

AM PM 

No Build 
South Side F F 

North Side F E 

TDI 
South Side C D 

North Side C C 

 

Several modifications at the NW 37th Avenue Interchange are proposed to improve overall 

operations at the interchange, these include: 

 Widening the eastbound approach to provide one exclusive left turn lane, one shared 

through/left turn lane, one exclusive through lane and one exclusive right turn lane.  

 Widening the westbound approach to provide one exclusive left turn lane, one shared 

through/left turn lane, one shared through/right lane and one exclusive right turn lane. 

 Widening the southbound approach to provide two exclusive through lanes and one shared 

through/right turn lane. 

 Widening the northbound approach to provide two exclusive through lanes and one shared 

through/right turn lane. 

 Providing one westbound U-turn lane. 

Results from the LOS analyses indicate that the TDI is expected to provide good operating 

conditions (LOS C) in the design year 2040.  This option also involves very limited right-of-way 

takes and maintains the existing interchange configuration.  It is therefore expected that the TDI 

will involve considerably less cost and impacts than other potential interchange options.  Based on 

these findings, the TDI was determined to be the Recommended Alternative for the NW 37th 

Avenue Interchange. 
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Table 5-22 

NW 37th Avenue Interchange Options - LOS Summary 
 

Interchange Option Terminal Intersection 

2040 Level of 
Service 

AM PM 

No Build 
South Side F F 

North Side F F 

TDI 
South Side C C 

North Side C C 

 

5.5.6 NW 27th Avenue Interchange 

Three interchange options were considered for SR 826 at NW 27th Avenue.  These interchange 

options are illustrated in Figures 5-38 through 5-40.  The interchange options are discussed below. 

Option 1 - Tight Diamond Interchange (Figure 5-38) 

Option 1 maintains the existing Tight Diamond Interchange (TDI) configuration.   Several 

modifications are proposed to improve overall operations at the interchange, these include: 

 Widening the eastbound approach to provide one exclusive left turn lane, one shared 

through/left turn lane, one shared through/right lane and one exclusive right turn lane. 

  Widening the westbound approach to provide one exclusive left turn lane, one shared 

through/left turn lane, one shared through/right lane and one exclusive right turn lane. 

 Widening the southbound approach to provide four through lanes and one exclusive right 

turn lane. 

 Widening the northbound approach to provide four through lanes and one right turn lane. 

Option 2 - Single Point Urban Interchange (Figure 5-39) 

In Option 2, the ramps to/from SR 826 are reconfigured to form a Single Point Urban Interchange 

(SPUI).  Proposed modifications to the interchange include the following: 

 Widen southbound approach of NW 27th Avenue to provide two left turn lanes, three through 

lanes and one right turn lane. 

 Widen northbound approach of NW 27th Avenue to provide two left turn lanes, three through 

lanes and one right turn lane. 

 Widen eastbound approach to include three left turn lanes, one through lane and two right 

turn lanes. 

 Widen westbound approach to include three left turn lanes, one through lane and two right 

turn lane. 

Option 3 – Diverging Diamond Interchange (Figure 5-40) 

Option 3 proposes a new Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) configuration.  The following 

improvements are proposed under this option: 

 The alignment of northbound/southbound NW 27th Avenue is reconfigured to form a DDI.  

Northbound traffic through the interchange is shifted to the west side of NW 27th Avenue 

and southbound traffic is shifted to the east side of NW 27th Avenue.  This shifting of traffic, 

allows for free-flowing northbound and southbound left turns at the interchange. 

 The eastbound approach is widened to incorporate one left turn lane, two through lanes and 

two right turn lanes. 

 The westbound approach is widened to incorporate one left turn lane, two through lanes 

and two right turn lanes. 

Level of service analyses for the interchange options are summarized in Table 5-23.  Table 5-

24 summarizes the results of the evaluation matrix for the interchange options. 
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Table 5-23 

NW 27th Avenue Interchange Options - LOS Summary 
 

Interchange Option Terminal Intersection 

2040 Level of 
Service 

AM PM 

No Build 
South Side E F 

North Side F E 

Option 1  
TDI 

South Side E E 

North Side F D 

Option 2 
SPUI 

South Side D D 

North Side D E 

Option 3 
DDI 

South Side C C 

North Side D C 

 

Selection of the Recommended Interchange Option 

Operations analyses for Option 1 indicate that the south side terminal intersection is expected to 

operate at LOS E during both AM and PM peak periods in year 2040.  However, the north side 

terminal intersection is expected to fail during the AM peak period.  Given the failing conditions at 

the terminal intersection, Option 1 was determined to be fatally flawed and was discarded from 

further consideration.  Operations analyses for Option 2 (SPUI) indicate that the eastbound 

intersection is expected to operate at LOS D during both AM and PM peak periods in 2040.  The 

westbound terminal intersection is expected to operate at LOS D in the AM peak and LOS E in the 

PM peak. These operating conditions are within the acceptable range established for the 

recommended mainline alternative with express lanes on SR 826. 

Operations analyses for Option 3 indicate that both terminal intersections are expected to 

experience good operating conditions (LOS C/D) in year 2040 during both AM and PM peak 

periods.  However, Option 3 was discarded because of its very low safety rating in the evaluation 

matrix.  Factors contributing to this low safety rating were: 

 The high differential in design speed along NW 27th Avenue in the DDI.  Design speed along 

the curves through the DDI interchange is 25 mph whereas the design speed along other 

segments of NW 27th Avenue is approximately 45 mph. 

 In the DDI configuration, pedestrians experience higher exposure to conflicting vehicular 

traffic.  Proceeding north/south pedestrians would be required to cross through traffic on 

NW 27th Avenue.   

 Truck traffic maneuverability is more challenging in the DDI given the tight curves through 

the interchange. 

 The unique traffic flow pattern in the DDI may create adverse driver expectancy issues with 

related increase in crash risk. 

Option 2 received the highest overall ranking among the viable alternatives (see Evaluation Matrix 

in Table 5-24).  Based on these findings, Option 2 (SPUI) was determined to be the Recommended 

Alternative for the NW 27th Avenue Interchange. 
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Table 5-24 

NW 27TH Avenue Interchange - Evaluation Matrix 

  

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

OPTIONS 

REMARKS 
Option 1 

(TDI) 
Option 2 

(SPUI) 
Option 3 

(DDI) 

1 Construction Cost (including Design/CEI) 
3 1 2 Construction cost for SPUI is considerably higher than 

the other alternatives. 
 ($26.2M)   ($43.7M)   ($35.8M)  

2 Right of Way Cost/Business Damages 
3 2 2 

Right of way costs comparable among all alternatives. 
($1.1M) ($1.8M) ($1.8M) 

3 Safety  3 2 1 

The DDI rated lower on safety due to high speed 
differential between the prevailing design speed (45 
mph) along NW 27th Avenue and the design speed (25 
mph) maneuvering through the DDI.  This high speed 
differential may increase crash risk along NW 27th 
Avenue particularly during off peak periods when 
typical operating speeds are higher.  In addition, NW 
27th Avenue is a designated corridor for premium 
transit with future potential for BRT or Light Rail 
Transit.  Construction of a DDI interchange would not 
be favorable for these future premium transit 
services. 

4 Traffic Control / MOT (preliminary) 2 2 2 During Construction 

5 Environmental Impacts 3 3 2 
Option 3 has a larger footprint compared to Options 
1 and 2. 

6 
Traffic Operations 
(see note 1) 

1 2 3 
Options 2 (LOS E) and Option 3 (LOS D) provide 
acceptable  traffic  operating  conditions  at  terminal 
intersections. TDI operates at LOS F. 

TOTALS N/A1 12 12   

NOTES      

 1. Option 1 is considered to be fatally flawed since acceptable LOS cannot be achieved.  
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5.6 Golden Glades Interchange 

The GGI Ultimate Build Alternative represents the master plan to improve operations, safety and 

mobility within the GGI and provide a system-to-system connection between the new SR 826 

express lanes and the I-95 express lanes.  The following improvements are included in the GGI 

Ultimate Build Alternative (See Figure 5-41): 

1. Reconstruct SR 826 between NW 17th Avenue and GGI to accommodate express lanes; 

2. Provide a connection between proposed express lanes along SR 826 and 95 Express lanes 

to and from the north; 

3. Provide a new ramp for SR 9/SR 7/US 441 northbound to I-95 northbound that merges with 

the SR 826 eastbound to I-95 northbound flyover ramp; 

4. Provide direct express lane connection from Turnpike southbound to 95 Express southbound; 

5. Provide an auxiliary lane along I-95 northbound between Golden Glades Interchange and 

Miami Gardens Drive; 

6. Widen the existing 95 Express flyover ramps from one to two lanes in each direction north of 

Golden Glades Interchange. This will include the widening of I-95 Northbound and 

Southbound from South of NE 183rd Street/ Miami Gardens Drive to the Golden Glades 

Interchange; 

7. Widen SR 826 connector to NW 167th Street to accommodate two lanes from SR 826 

eastbound to NW 167th Street eastbound; 

8. Combine and realign the I-95 northbound to SR 7/US 441 northbound and NW 167th Street 

eastbound exit ramps; 

9. Replace SR 7/US 441 northbound bridge and provide pedestrian access to NW 2nd Avenue 

and NW 167th Street intersection; and 

10. Reconstruct I-95 southbound from South of NW 140th Street to Golden Glades Interchange to 

accommodate express lanes connection from Turnpike southbound to 95 Express 

southbound. This will involve the pedestrian bridge across I-95 just south of NW 147th Avenue 

and modifications to the 95 Express southbound tolling point.   
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Figure 5-41 

Golden Glades Interchange Ultimate Build Alternative 
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6.0 DESIGN DETAILS OF RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 

6.1 Typical Section Package 

The Recommended Alternative for the SR 826 mainline section includes: 

 Three 12-ft. general purpose lanes in each direction. 

 Two 12-ft. express lanes in each direction to the left of the general purpose lanes separated by 

a 4-ft. painted buffer with tubular delineators.  The express lanes are intended to serve long 

distance trips.  At the eastern limits of the project, the express lanes will connect to the I-95 

express lanes (north) at the Golden Glades Interchange.  A new direct system-to-system ramp 

will connect the SR 826 express lanes to the I-95 express lanes to/from the north.  At the 

southern project limits, the express lanes will connect to the planned SR 826 north-south 

express lanes system that is currently under construction.  

 One 12-ft. auxiliary lane in each direction.  The auxiliary lane is typically introduced as a lane 

added at an upstream interchange followed by a lane drop at the adjacent downstream 

interchange. 

The proposed typical section packages for the Recommended Alternative are contained in 

Appendix I as well as provided in the PD&E conceptual design plans prepared under separate 

cover. 

6.2 Interchange Concepts 

6.2.1 NW 154th Street Interchange 

The Recommended Alternative proposes to keep the partial cloverleaf configuration with the 

southbound exit loop ramp but the ramp will be realigned to accommodate a new two-lane CD 

roadway that includes a braided ramp system and a new exit ramp to I-75 from NW 154th Street.  

The braided ramp system will alleviate the southbound weaving section between traffic accessing 

southbound SR 826 and traffic accessing I-75.  Improvements will also include additional lanes at 

the terminal intersections on both the east and west side of the interchange and NW 154th Street 

will be widened to provide one additional westbound lane through the interchange.  The 

Recommended Alternative for the NW 154th Street Interchange is shown in Figure 6-1. 

6.2.2 NW 67th Avenue Interchange 

A new Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) is proposed at the SR 826/NW 67th Avenue 

Interchange.  The existing SR 826 overpass bridge will be replaced and the SR 826 mainline will 

be raised about 2 ft. to provide the required 16.5 ft. vertical clearance over NW 67th Avenue.  Three 

left-turn lanes will be provided for the eastbound, westbound and southbound movements to 

improve traffic operations and safety at the signalized intersections.  A single U-turn lane will be 

provided on the westbound approach to improve access to the businesses along the eastbound 

frontage road.  The NW 67th Avenue Interchange concept is shown in Figure 6-2. 

6.2.3 NW 57th Avenue Interchange 

This interchange maintains a Tight Diamond configuration.  The existing bridge will be replaced 

and additional lanes will be added at the terminal intersections to improve traffic operations.  U-

turn lanes will be provided on the eastbound and westbound approaches.  Three left-turn lanes will 

be provided for the westbound approach and NW 57th Avenue will be widened through the 

interchange to provide one additional lane in each direction.  The Recommended Alternative for 

the NW 57th Avenue Interchange is shown in Figure 6-3. 

6.2.4 NW 47th Avenue Interchange 

This interchange maintains a Tight Diamond configuration.  The existing bridge will be replaced 

and additional lanes will be added at the terminal intersections to improve traffic operations.  NW 

47th Avenue will be widened through the interchange to provide one additional lane in each direction 

and U-turn lanes will be provided on the eastbound and westbound approaches.  The NW 47th 

Avenue Interchange concept is shown in Figure 6-4. 
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6.2.5 NW 37th Avenue Interchange 

This interchange maintains a Tight Diamond configuration.  The existing bridge will be replaced 

and additional lanes will be added at the terminal intersection to improve traffic operations.  A single 

U-turn lane will be provided on the westbound approach.  The NW 37th Avenue Street Interchange 

concept is shown in Figure 6-5. 

6.2.6 NW 27th Avenue Interchange 

A new Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) is proposed at the SR 826/NW 27th Avenue 

Interchange.  The existing SR 826 overpass bridge will be replaced and the SR 826 mainline will 

be raised to provide the required 16.5 ft. vertical clearance over NW 27th Avenue.  Three left-turn 

lanes will be provided for the eastbound and westbound movements.  Free-flow right-turn lanes 

will be provided for the northbound and southbound approaches.  The Recommended Alternative 

for the NW 27th Avenue Interchange is shown in Figure 6-6. 

6.2.7 NW 17th Avenue Interchange 

This interchange maintains a Tight Diamond configuration.  The existing bridge will be replaced 

and additional lanes will be added at the terminal intersection to improve traffic operations.  U-turn 

lanes will be provided on the eastbound and westbound approaches.  The NW 17th Avenue Street 

Interchange concept is shown in Figure 6-7. 

6.2.8 NW 12th Avenue Interchange 

This interchange will maintain the existing configuration with partial access from the east only.  The 

eastbound on-ramp to SR 826 will be removed as part of the GGI Interim improvements (FPID: 

428358-8).  The existing bridge will be replaced and additional lanes will be added at the terminal 

intersection to improve traffic operation. A U-turn lane will be provided on the eastbound approach.  

The NW 12th Avenue Interchange concept is shown in Figure 6-8. 

 

6.2.9 Golden Glades Interchange 

The GGI Ultimate Build Alternative represents the master plan to improve operations, safety and 

mobility within the GGI and provide a system-to-system connection between the new SR 826 

express lanes and the I-95 express lanes.  The following improvements are included in the GGI 

Ultimate Build Alternative (See Figure 6-9): 

1. Reconstruct SR 826 between NW 17th Avenue and GGI to accommodate express lanes; 

2. Provide a connection between proposed express lanes along SR 826 and 95 Express lanes 

to and from the north; 

3. Provide a new ramp for SR 9/SR 7/US 441 northbound to I-95 northbound that merges with 

the SR 826 eastbound to I-95 northbound flyover ramp; 

4. Provide direct express lane connection from Turnpike southbound to 95 Express southbound; 

5. Provide an auxiliary lane along I-95 northbound between Golden Glades Interchange and 

Miami Gardens Drive; 

6. Widen the existing 95 Express flyover ramps from one to two lanes in each direction north of 

Golden Glades Interchange; 

7. Widen SR 826 connector to NW 167th Street to accommodate two lanes from SR 826 

eastbound to NW 167th Street eastbound; 

8. Combine and realign the I-95 northbound to SR 7/US 441 northbound and NW 167th Street 

eastbound exit ramps; 

9. Replace SR 7/US 441 northbound bridge and provide pedestrian access to NW 2nd Avenue 

and NW 167th Street intersection; and 

10. Reconstruct I-95 southbound from Opa-Locka Boulevard to Golden Glades Interchange to 

accommodate express lanes connection from Turnpike southbound to 95 Express 

southbound. 
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Figure 6-9 

Golden Glades Interchange Ultimate Alternative 
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6.3 Design Variations and Exceptions 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

Between I-75 and the GGI, all of the existing design exceptions and most of the design variations 

will be corrected.  The Recommended Alternative typical section for the SR 826 mainline will 

include the following design variations: 

Shoulder Width – The following locations along SR 826 will have a 10-ft. shoulder width: 

 Location 1 - Station 461+85 to 465+00 in the southbound direction outside shoulder (distance 

of 315 ft.), within the I-75/SR 826/SR 924 Interchange 

 Location 2 – Station 457+00 to 470+00 in the northbound direction inside shoulder (distance 

1,300 ft.), between I-75 and NW 154th Street 

 Location 3 – Station 457+00 to 469+25 in the southbound direction inside shoulder (distance of 

1,225 ft.), between I-75 and NW 154th Street 

 Location 4 - Station 477+29 to 485+00 in the northbound direction outside shoulder (distance 

of 771 ft.), between north of I-75 and NW 154th Street 

 Location 5 - Station 491+50 to 503+00 in the northbound direction outside shoulder (distance 

of 1,150 ft.), just south of NW 154th Street  

According to Volume I, Chapter 2, Table 2.3.1 of the PPM, the required minimum inside and outside 

shoulder width is 12 ft. for freeways with six or more lanes without shoulder gutter.  According to 

Chapter 8 of the 2004 AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, Page 

505 and 814, it is required to provide a minimum inside and outside shoulder width of 10 ft. for 

freeways with six or more lanes.  Where auxiliary lanes are provided along the freeway segment, 

the adjacent shoulder minimum width is 6 ft. 

The design variations are necessary in order to accommodate the SR 826 proposed typical section 

within the existing I-75/SR 826/SR 924 Interchange bridge piers without reconstructing the bridges 

over SR 826.  The design variations are also necessary in order to avoid additional right-of-way 

impacts, multiple roadway deflections and major shifts of the corridor alignment.  Avoiding multiple 

roadway deflections maintains the integrity of the design. 

Border Width – The border width along the freeway section will vary between 14 and 67 ft.  

According to Volume I, Chapter 2, Table 2.5.3 of the PPM, the required border width is 94 ft. for 

freeways and interchange ramps.  AASHTO does not provide border width criteria for freeways. 

The border width along NW 167th Street is approximately 7 ft. and the required border width is 10 

ft. for arterial collectors with bicycle lanes at curb or curb and gutter.  

There are multiple locations that will require a border width design variation (see Table 6-1).  

Therefore, this PD&E study prepared a corridor-wide design variation.  Border width is measured 

from the edge of the outside traffic lane to the limited access right-of-way line.  The design variation 

is required in order to avoid impacts to adjacent communities, interchanges, frontage roads and to 

avoid right-of-way acquisition.  Border width is intended to accommodate design components such 

as signing, lighting, drainage features, guardrail, fencing and clear zone.  Border width also 

provides space for construction, corridor maintenance, permitted public utilities and noise walls.     

The proposed restricted border width will not affect the ability to provide adequate signing, noise 

walls, drainage and lighting, and will provide ample space for construction and maintenance 

access.  Barrier wall and guardrail systems will be utilized for the areas of reduced border width to 

provide adequate protection where proper clear zone widths cannot be obtained.  Therefore, this 

design variation will not adversely affect the safety and operational characteristics of this facility. 

Bicycle Lane – There will be no bike lane on NW 167th Street frontage road on the right side.  

According to Volume I, Chapter 8, Section 8.4.1 of the PPM, the required bicycle width is 7 ft. for 

roadways within one-mile of an urban area.  AASHTO does not provide bicycle lane width criteria.  

Sidewalk – There will be a 5-foot sidewalk on NW 167th Street frontage road on the right side.  

According to Volume I, Chapter 8, Section 8.3.1 of the PPM, the required sidewalk width is 6 ft. if 

the sidewalk is located adjacent to the curb.  According to Chapter 4 of the 2004 AASHTO, A Policy 

on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, Page 4-56, where sidewalks are placed adjacent 

to the curb, the widths should be approximately 2 feet wider than the minimum required.   
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Table 6-1 
Design Variations for Recommended Alternative – SR 826 

Design 
Element 

Location/ 
Description 

Existing 
(ft.) 

Proposed 
(ft.) 

Comment 

1 
Shoulder 

Width  
(SR 826) 

1. Sta. 461+85 to 465+00 
(SB Outside) 

2. Sta. 457+00 to 470+00 
(NB Inside) 

3. Sta. 457+00 to 469+25 
SB Inside) 

4. Sta. 477+29 to 485+00 
(NB Outside) 

5. Sta. 491+50 to 503+00 
(NB Outside) 

10 10 

Maintain Existing to 
accommodate SR 826 
proposed typical section 
within existing I-75/SR 
826/SR 924 Interchange 
bridge piers without 
reconstructing the bridges 
over SR 826. Avoid ROW 
impacts, multiple roadway 
deflections and major 
shifts on the horizontal 
alignment. 

2 
Border 
Width 

(SR 826) 

1. I-75 – NW 154 St. 
2. NW 154 St. – NW 67 Av 
3. NW 67 Av – NW 57 Av 
4. NW 57 Av – NW 47 Av. 
5. NW 47 Av – NW 42 Av 
6. NW 42 Av – NW 37 Av 
7. NW 37 Av – NW 32 Av 
8. NW 32 Av – Ped Bridge 
9. Ped Bridge – NW 27 Av 
10. NW 27 Av – NW 22 Av 
11. NW 22 Av – NW 17 Av 
12. NW 17 Av – NW 12 Av 

(NB) 14 
ft. – 67 ft. 

(SB)14 ft. 
– 67 ft. 

94 ft. Required 

3 

Border 
Width 

(NW 167th 
Street) 

670 ft. east of NW 25th Ave. 
to 230 ft. west of NW 17th 
Ave. (frontage road on the 
right side) 

9 ft. (+/-) 7 ft. 10 ft. Required 

4 

Bicycle 
Lane 

(NW 167th 
Street) 

670 ft. east of NW 25th Ave. 
to 230 ft. west of NW 12th 
Ave. (frontage road on the 
right side) 

None None 7 ft. Required 

5 
Sidewalk 
(NW 167th 

Street) 

670 ft. east of NW 25th Ave. 
to NW 17th Ave. (frontage 
road on the right side) 

None 5 ft. 6 ft. Required 

Golden Glades Interchange 

Based on the Recommended Alternative for the GGI, it is anticipated that the following design 

variations and exceptions will be necessary in order to implement the proposed improvements.  

These will result in reduced right-of-way needs as well as potential cost savings without 

compromising safety.  Table 6-2 and Table 6-3 summarize the design variations and exceptions 

identified for the Recommended Alternative.  The location of the design variations and exceptions 

are depicted in Figure 6-10. 
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Table 6-2 
Design Variations for Recommended Build Alternative – GGI Ultimate 

 

Design 
Element 

Location / Description Existing Proposed Criteria Comments 

1 
Shoulder 

Width 

A. 10-ft min inside shoulder widths 
along  I-95 Southbound 
mainline north of GGI 

10-ft 10-ft 

PPM: 12-ft 
Maintain Existing Condition to minimize R/W impacts 
to SFRC and adjacent residential properties 

AASHTO: 10-ft 

B. 6-ft min inside shoulder width 
along I-95 express lanes ramp 

6-ft 6-ft 

PPM: 8-ft 

Maintain existing condition to minimize R/W impacts 

AASHTO: 4-ft 

C. 10-ft min outside shoulder 
width along I-95 NB mainline 
north of Golden Glades 

5.16-ft to 12-ft 10-ft to 12-ft 

PPM: 12-ft 
Minimize R/W impacts to adjacent residential 
properties 

AASHTO: 10-ft 

D. 8-ft to 10-ft outside shoulder 
width along I-95 express lanes 
ramp 

8-ft 8-ft to 10-ft 

PPM: 12-ft 
Required to construct improvements with minimal 
R/W impacts to SFRC and adjacent residential 
properties 

AASHTO: 8-ft 

2 
Horizontal 
Alignment 

A. Reduced horizontal curvature 
along I-95 NB 

R1= 1396.69-ft 
R2= 1873.86-ft 

R1= 1425-ft 
R2= 1780-ft 

PPM: 1910-ft 

Minimize R/W impacts to adjacent residential and 
commercial properties 

AASHTO: 1090-ft 

3 
Vertical 

Clearance 

A. Reduced Vertical Clearance for 
Turnpike Connector NB ramp 
over I-95 SB 

16.25-ft 16-ft 

PPM: 16.5-ft 

Preserve existing resources 

AASHTO: 14-ft 
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Table 6-3 
Design Exceptions for Recommended Alternative – GGI Ultimate 

       

Design 
Element 

Location / Description Existing Proposed Criteria Comments 

4 
Lane  
Width 

A. 11-ft Lanes widths along I-95 
mainline North of GGI 

11-ft to 12-ft 11-ft 

PPM: 12-ft 

Reduced lane with to minimize R/W impacts. 
Consistent with existing I-95 lane width 

AASHTO: 12-ft 

B. 11-ft Lanes widths along I-95 
SB express lanes north of GGI 

12-ft 11-ft 

PPM: 12-ft 

AASHTO: 12-ft 

5 
Shoulder 

Width 

A. 4-ft min inside shoulder widths 
along I-95 SB mainline  

4-ft to 8-ft 4-ft to 8-ft 

PPM: 12-ft 

Maintain existing condition to avoid R/W impacts to 
SFRC 
 

AASHTO: 10-ft 

B. 8-ft min inside shoulder widths 
along I-95 NB mainline  

8-ft to 9-ft 8-ft to 9-ft 

PPM: 12-ft 

AASHTO: 10-ft 

C. 6-ft min outside shoulder width 
along I-95 SB mainline north of 
Golden Glades 

6-ft to 8.7-ft 6-ft to 8-ft 

PPM: 12-ft 

Reduced shoulder widths to avoid R/W impacts to 
SFRC 
 

AASHTO: 10-ft 

D. 6-ft min outside shoulder width 
along I-95 express lanes ramp 

8-ft 6-ft 

PPM: 12-ft 

AASHTO: 8-ft 

6 
Stopping 

Sight 
Distance 

A. Reduce Stopping Sight 
distance for one curve along I-
95 SB mainline 

374-ft 447-ft 

PPM: 645-ft 
Required for widening along I-95 SB without impacts 
to 95 Express flyover piers 

AASHTO: 570-ft 

 

 

.  
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Figure 6-10 

GGI Design Variations and Exceptions 
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6.4 Design Traffic Volume 

6.4.1 Traffic Characteristics 

Extensive research along with consultation with District staff, the FDOT Central Office, the Florida 

Turnpike Enterprise and the FHWA was conducted to establish the appropriate design hour factor 

(K30), directional distribution factor (D30), and truck factor (T24) for the SR 826 PD&E Study.  The 

results of this research were documented in the Assessment of Traffic Factors Report, February, 

2012 which is contained in the SIMR, a companion document to this report.  The recommendations 

from the Report for SR 826 from I-75 to the GGI are shown in Table 6-4. 

Table 6-4 
Traffic Factors 

 

Road Segment K30 D30 T24 

SR 826 from I-75 to West of NW 67th Avenue  7.10% 54.0% 7.0% 

SR 826 from East of NW 67th Avenue to GGI  8.00% 54.0% 7.0% 

NW 154th Street 9.00% 65.0% 5.0% 

NW 67th Avenue 9.00% 66.6% 5.0% 

NW 57th Avenue 9.00% 67.1% 5.0% 

NW 47th Avenue 9.00% 67.1% 4.0% 

NW 42nd Avenue 9.00% 67.1% 4.0% 

NW 37th Avenue 9.00% 64.3% 3.5% 

NW 32nd Avenue 9.00% 64.8% 4.0% 

NW 27th Avenue 9.00% 65.7% 4.5% 

NW 22nd Avenue 9.00% 63.4% 3.5% 

NW 17th Avenue 9.00% 58.4% 3.5% 

NW 12th Avenue 9.00% 67.1% 3.5% 

 

 

6.4.2 Recommended Alternative – Year 2040 Conditions 

The following sections describe the road network and traffic operations assessment for the 2040 

Recommended Alternative.  Detailed analysis and screening of various Build Alternatives 

considered are contained in Section 5.0 of this report and the SIMR. 

6.4.3 Recommended Alternative – Year 2040 Road Network 

Figure 6-11 shows the road network for the Recommended Alternative (ultimate 2040 

improvements).  Conceptual roadway plans for the Recommended Alternative are available under 

separate cover.  

6.4.4 Recommended Alternative – Future Traffic Forecast 

A unified and consistent travel demand forecasting process was adopted to service the needs for 

three adjoining PD&E Studies along SR 826 extending from SR 836 to the GGI.  The forecasting 

methodology along with traffic forecasts for the No Build and Build Alternatives for each design 

year are contained in the SIMR.  Figure 6-12 depicts the traffic assignments on the 2040 road 

network for the Recommended Alternative. 

6.4.5 Recommended Alternative – Level of Service Analysis 

Level of Service (LOS) analyses were performed for the Recommended Alternative using two 

procedures: 1) Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) procedures and 2) microsimulation analysis using 

CORSIM models.  The application of these two procedures is discussed below. 

HCM Analysis 

Traffic operation analyses were first conducted for the Recommended Alternative in accordance 

with procedures contained in the HCM, 2000 Edition.  Freeway segments were analyzed using the 

Highway Capacity Software (HCS), Version 5.4 and arterial intersections were analyzed using 

Synchro Version 7.0.  Freeway sections were segmented into basic freeway segments, on-ramps, 
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off-ramps, and weaving sections per the HCM procedures.  Separate analyses were conducted for 

the general purpose lanes and the express lanes.  The following were assumed in the analyses: 

 Mainline free flow speed = 60 mph (general purpose and express lanes); 

 Diagonal off-ramps, free flow speed = 45 mph; 

 Loop ramps, free flow speeds = 35 mph; 

 System to System direct connect ramps = 50 mph; 

 Peak hour trucks = 4% for SR 826 mainline; varies 2% - 3% for arterials; 

 Peak hour factor = varies 0.92% - 0.95%; 

 Passenger car equivalents for trucks = 1.5; 

 Driver population factor = 1.00; and 

 Signal timings optimized with maximum cycle lengths = 180 seconds. 

The results of the HCM analyses are summarized in Table 6-5 for the mainline LOS, and Table 6-

6 for the intersections.  Figure 6-12 summarizes the traffic assignments along with the 2040 LOS 

for mainline and intersections.  The results are discussed below. 

SR 826 Freeway Segments - 2040:  SR 826 (from I-75 to the GGI) was segmented into a total of 

94 freeway segments (merge, diverge, basic and weaving segments) consistent with HCM criteria.  

The operations analyses indicate that all segments of the express lanes on SR 826 are expected 

to operate at LOS D or better.  All freeway segments along the general purpose lanes are expected 

to operate within acceptable LOS E standard, except for the following: 

 EB SR 826 between NW 27th Avenue off-ramp and NW 27th Avenue on-ramp – AM and PM; 

 WB SR 826 east of Turnpike NB on-ramp – AM and PM; 

 WB SR 826 between Turnpike NB on-ramp and I-95 NB on-ramp – PM; 

 WB SR 826 at I-95 NB on-ramp – AM and PM; 

 WB SR 826 between I-95 NB on-ramp and Turnpike SB on-ramp – AM and PM; 

 WB SR 826 between Turnpike SB on-ramp and NW 12th Avenue off-ramp – PM Peak; 

 WB SR 826 at NW 12th Avenue off-ramp – AM and PM; 

 WB SR 826 between NW 27th Avenue off-ramp and NW 27th Avenue on-ramp – PM; 

 NB SR 826 south of I-75 NB off-ramp – PM Peak; 

 NB SR 826 at I-75 NB off-ramp – PM Peak; and 

 NB SR 826 at Gratigny WB/CD Road on-ramp – PM Peak. 

I-95 Freeway Segments – 2040:  I-95 and mainline (General Purpose + Express Lanes) was 

segmented into a total of 35 freeway segments (merge, diverge, basic and weaving segments) 

consistent with HCM criteria.  The operations analyses indicate that all segments along the I-95 

Express Lanes are expected to operate at LOS D or better.  All freeway segments along the I-95 

General Purpose lanes are expected to operate within acceptable LOS E standard, except for the 

following: 

 I-95 NB south of Opa Locka Boulevard on-ramp – PM Peak; 

 I-95 NB between NW 151st Street off-ramp and I-95 express lanes on-ramp – PM Peak; 

 I-95 NB between I-95 express lanes on-ramp and Turnpike NB off-ramp – PM Peak; 

 I-95 NB between Turnpike NB off-ramp and NW 167th Street/SR 826 EB off-ramp – PM Peak; 

 I-95 NB at  NW 167th St/SR 826 EB off-ramp – PM Peak; 

 I-95 NB between SR 826 EB on-ramp and NW 167th St/NW 2nd Ave on-ramp – PM Peak; 

 I-95 NB at  NW 167th St/NW 2nd Ave on-ramp – PM Peak; 

 I-95 NB between NW 167th St/NW 2nd  Ave on-ramp and Miami Gardens Drive off-ramp – PM; 

 I-95 NB at Miami Gardens Drive off-ramp – PM Peak; 

 I-95 NB between I-95 express lanes off-ramp and Miami Gardens Drive on-ramp – PM Peak; 

 I-95 NB at Miami Gardens Drive on-ramp – AM and PM Peaks; 

 I-95 NB north of Miami Gardens Drive on-ramp – AM and PM Peaks; 
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 I-95 SB south of Miami Gardens Drive off-ramp – AM Peak; 

 I-95 SB at Miami Gardens Drive off-ramp – AM Peak; 

 I-95 SB at Turnpike SB/SR 826 EB off-ramp – AM Peak;  

 I-95 SB at NW 151st Street on-ramp – AM Peak; and 

 I-95 SB between NW 151st St. on-ramp and Opa Locka Boulevard off-ramp – AM and PM 

Peaks. 

GGI Ramp System – 2040: Capacity checks were conducted for the system of ramps within the 

Golden Glades Interchange.  A total of 57 roadway segments were identified within the GGI Ramp 

System.  These roadways provide connectivity to/from SR 826, I-95, Florida’s Turnpike and SR 7.  

The operations analyses indicate that all the roadway segments within the GGI Ramp System are 

expected to operate within capacity (LOS E of better), except for the following: 

 Ramp connection from I-95 SB to Turnpike NB – AM and PM Peaks; 

 Ramp connection from I-95 SB on-ramp between SR 826 EB off-ramp – PM Peak; 

 Ramp connection from Turnpike SB  to I-95 SB south of I-95 SB express lanes off-ramp –  PM; 

 Ramp connection from I-95 NB/Turnpike NB to SR 826 WB – PM Peak; 

 Ramp connection from SR 826 EB to I-95 NB at SR 9 on-ramp – PM Peak; 

 Ramp connection from SR 7 WB between I-95 SB off-ramp and SR 9 on-ramp – AM Peak; and 

 Ramp connection from SR 7 WB between SR 9 on-ramp and SR 9 off-ramp – PM Peak. 

Intersections - 2040:  The LOS analyses for year 2040 indicate all terminal intersections along SR 

826 and I-95 and other project intersections are expected to operate within acceptable LOS E 

standard, or better, except for the following: 

Terminal Intersections 

 NW 167th Street at I-95 NB Ramp – AM and PM Peaks; 

 NW 7th Avenue Extension at Turnpike NB – AM and PM Peaks; 

 I-95 at Miami Gardens Drive, NB Terminal Intersection – PM Peak; and 

 I-95 at Miami Gardens Drive, SB Terminal Intersection – AM and PM Peaks. 

Other Project Intersections 

 NW 7th Avenue Extension at NW 7th Avenue – AM and PM Peaks; 

 NW 7th Avenue Extension at NW 2nd Avenue – AM and PM Peaks; 

 NW 57th Avenue at NW 173rd Street – AM and PM Peaks; 

 NW 57th Avenue at NW 165th Street – PM Peak; and 

 NW 67th Avenue at NW 169th Street – AM Peak. 

CORSIM Analysis 

A CORSIM model was developed and calibrated for the 2040 Recommended Alternative following 

the FHWA’s Traffic Analysis Toolbox Volume IV: Guidelines for Applying CORSIM Microsimulation 

Modeling Software.  The model was developed to cover a four hour time period during both AM 

(6:30 to 10:30) and PM (3:30 to 7:30) peaks.  The four-hour duration of the model accounted for a 

2-hour peak period + one hour shoulder before and after the peak period.  Analyses were 

conducted using 15-minute time intervals.  Traffic volumes for the 15-minute time intervals were 

estimated based on the traffic flow profiles observed from traffic counts collected for the project.   

Fifteen-minute traffic volume distribution factors were developed from traffic data gathered along 

SR 826 and I-95 mainline.  These distribution factors were applied to the peak hour volumes to 

generate 15-minute input volumes for the CORSIM model.  The development of the CORSIM 

models is documented in detail in the CORSIM Model Manual, a supporting document to the SIMR. 

The lane schematics shown in Figure 6-13 and Figure 6-14, which summarize the results from the 

CORSIM analysis, provide color coded graphics depicting the approximate speed range along 

segments of the network (these are for information purposes only).  The lane schematics also 

include approximate LOS conditions per HCM 2000 thresholds.  Table 6-7 compares network-wide 

“measures of effectiveness” (MOEs) for the No Build and Recommended Alternative and 

discussion of the results follow.  The No Build CORSIM analysis is contained in the SIMR.  



NW 154 St

NW 77 Ct

C/D Road
NW 167 St

NW 167 St

NW 67 Ave

NW 169 St

NW 77 Ave

Windmill 
Gate Rd

Matchline A

< 4

1 >

1 >

< 2

< 3

2 >

1 > 1 >

< 2

3 >

< 3
< 5

< 1

1 >

5 >

< 3
< 1

< 1

< 2

< 5

< 3

1 >
< 1

1 >

2 >

1 >

1 > 1 >
3 >

4 >

4 > < 4

< 1< 2

1 >

1 >

< 44 >
3 >

3 > < 3

< 1
1 >

< 1
1 >

< 11 >

1 >1 >

2 > < 2
3 > < 3

< 22 >
< 5

5 > 4 >2 > 2 >

< 1 < 1

< 1
< 3

N. T. S.

AADT000,000
3 >

Legend

Signalized Intersection

Mainline/Ramp Lanes

Intersection Lane Configuration

Express Lanes

Unsignalized Intersection

!+#$75

Figure 6-11Recommended Alternative NetworkSR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
From SR 93/I-75 to Golden Glades Interchange

ETDM NO: 11241
FM.: 418423-1-22-01

RS&H, Inc.
6161 Blue Lagoon Drive, Suite 200

Miami, Florida 33126 Sheet 1 of 6



NW
 57

 Av
e

NW
 47

 Av
e

NW
 42

 Av
e

NW
 37

 Av
e

NW
 32

 Av
e

NW 167 St

NW 167 St NW 167 St

NW 167 St

NW 173 St

NW 165 St

NW 171 St

St. Thomas University

NW 173 St

Ma
tch

lin
e A

Ma
tch

lin
e B

1 >

< 1< 1

4 >

< 4

1 >

2 >

1 >

< 1< 1

< 4

4 > 4 >

< 4

1 >

3 >

< 3

< 1 < 1

1 >

< 4

4 >

2 >

< 2 < 2

4 >

< 4

2 >

2 >

< 2
2 >

< 2
2 >

< 3

3 >
< 2
2 >

< 3

3 >
< 2
2 >

< 2
2 >

< 2
2 >

N. T. S.

AADT000,000
3 >

Legend

Signalized Intersection

Mainline/Ramp Lanes

Intersection Lane Configuration

Express Lanes

Unsignalized Intersection

Figure 6-11Recommended Alternative NetworkSR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
From SR 93/I-75 to Golden Glades Interchange

ETDM NO: 11241
FM.: 418423-1-22-01

RS&H, Inc.
6161 Blue Lagoon Drive, Suite 200

Miami, Florida 33126 Sheet 2 of 6



NW 175 St

NW 160 St

NW 167 St

NW 167 St

NW 167 St

NW 167 St

NW
 27

 Av
e

NW
 22

 Av
e

NW
 17

 Av
e

NW
 12

 Av
e

Ma
tch

lin
e B

Ma
tch

lin
e C

< 4

4 >

< 1

< 1

1 >
1 >

< 4

4 >

< 4

4 >

< 1 < 1

1 > 1 >

< 1

3 >

< 3

< 2

2 >

< 1
5 >

< 4

3 >
< 2
2 >

< 2
2 > 1 > 1 >

< 2 < 1< 3

3 > 3 > 4 >

< 3 < 4

N. T. S.

AADT000,000
3 >

Legend

Signalized Intersection

Mainline/Ramp Lanes

Intersection Lane Configuration

Express Lanes

Unsignalized Intersection

Figure 6-11Recommended Alternative NetworkSR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
From SR 93/I-75 to Golden Glades Interchange

ETDM NO: 11241
FM.: 418423-1-22-01

RS&H, Inc.
6161 Blue Lagoon Drive, Suite 200

Miami, Florida 33126 Sheet 3 of 6



Op
a L

oc
ka

 Bl
vd

NW
 15

1s
t S

t

NW 7th Ave

NW 6th Ct

NW 6th Ave

Matchline AA

1 >
< 1

2 >
< 2 < 1

1 >

1 >

< 1

4 >

< 4

5 >

< 4 < 5

5 >

< 1

1 >

N. T. S.

AADT000,000
3 >

Legend

Signalized Intersection

Mainline/Ramp Lanes

Intersection Lane Configuration

Express Lanes

Unsignalized Intersection

!+#$95

Figure 6-11Recommended Alternative NetworkSR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
From SR 93/I-75 to Golden Glades Interchange

ETDM NO: 11241
FM.: 418423-1-22-01

RS&H, Inc.
6161 Blue Lagoon Drive, Suite 200

Miami, Florida 33126 Sheet 4 of 6



NW 2nd Ave NW 2nd Ave

NW 7th Ave

NW
 16

7th
 S

t

NW
 17

1s
t S

t

Golden Glades
Park and Ride

Matchline C

Matchline BB

Golden Glades
Park and Ride

Ma
tch

lin
e A

A

NW 7th Ave

NW 4th Ave

NW 7th Ave Ext

< 43 >2 >

< 2

< 1
< 5 < 2 < 2

< 1

< 11 >

< 1

1 >

< 1

< 1< 1
< 2

< 2

< 2
2 >

< 1
< 2

< 1

< 3
< 3

3 >

< 3

< 3

< 1
 >

< 3
2 >

1 >

2 >

4 >
< 4

1 >
< 1

< 2

3 >
3 >

< 3

1 >

1 >
< 3

 >
1 >

1 >< 1 >
2 >

1 >

1 >

< 1

< 1

< 1

< 1

< 2

2 >

2 >
< 2

< 1
 >

< 4

5 >
< 2
1 >

2 >

2 >

< 3 >

2 >

4 >
< 4

< 22 >
< 2

1 >

2 >

< 3
3 >

2 >
< 3

1 >

< 1

1 > < 1

1 >

1 >

1 >

1 >

< 5

N. T. S.

AADT000,000
3 >

Legend

Signalized Intersection

Mainline/Ramp Lanes

Intersection Lane Configuration

Express Lanes

Unsignalized Intersection

!+#$95

UV7

UV9

Figure 6-11Recommended Alternative NetworkSR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
From SR 93/I-75 to Golden Glades Interchange

ETDM NO: 11241
FM.: 418423-1-22-01

RS&H, Inc.
6161 Blue Lagoon Drive, Suite 200

Miami, Florida 33126 Sheet 5 of 6



NE 6th Ave

Mi
am

i G
ard

en
s D

r

Matchline BB

< 4

4 >

< 22 >

< 1

1 >

< 11 >

2 >
< 2

< 4

4 >

< 1

< 1

4 >
< 4

4 >
< 4

N. T. S.

AADT000,000
3 >

Legend

Signalized Intersection

Mainline/Ramp Lanes

Intersection Lane Configuration

Express Lanes

Unsignalized Intersection

!+#$95

Figure 6-11Recommended Alternative NetworkSR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study
From SR 93/I-75 to Golden Glades Interchange

ETDM NO: 11241
FM.: 418423-1-22-01

RS&H, Inc.
6161 Blue Lagoon Drive, Suite 200

Miami, Florida 33126 Sheet 6 of 6



 

 
 6-26 

 

Preliminary Engineering Report 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 
FM #: 418423-1-22-01 / FAP #: 4751 146 P / ETDM #: 11241 

 

Table 6-5 
Recommended Alternative 2040 LOS – Mainline 

 
 

 

 

AM PM

on ramp
SR 826 Eastbound/Northbound mainline E F

I-75 NB Off Ramp major diverge NO YES

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C D

Grtny EB/NW 154th St Off Ramp major diverge NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C D

I-75 SB/NW 138th St On Ramp on ramp C D

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D E

Gratigny WB C-D Rd On Ramp on ramp D F

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C D

SR 826 NB Exp Lane On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C D

NW 154th Street On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C D

SR 826 EB Exp Lane Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C D

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp major diverge NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D D

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C D

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D D

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D D

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E D

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D D

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E E

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E D

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline F E

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E D

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D D

SR 826 EB Exp Lane On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline D D

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E D

SR 826 EB CD Rd Off Ramp major diverge NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline E D

NW 167th St Off Ramp major diverge NO NO

SR 826 EB/NB mainline C B

SR 826 EL NB/EB mainline D D

I-75 NB EL On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EL NB/EB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 GP Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EL NB/EB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 GP On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EL NB/EB mainline C C

SR 826 GP Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EL NB/EB ramp roadway NO NO
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Ramp
on ramp,  off ramp, 

mainline
AM PM

LOS

SR 826 Westbound/Southbound ramp roadway YES YES

Turnpike NB On Ramp major merge NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E F

I-95 NB On Ramp on ramp F F

SR 826 WB/SB mainline F F

Turnpike SB On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E F

NW 12th Avenue Off Ramp off ramp F F

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D D

SR 826 WB Exp Lane Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D D

NW 17th Avenue Off Ramp off ramp C C

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D D

NW 17th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D E

NW 27th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E F

NW 27th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D E

NW 37th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E E

NW 37th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D D

NW 47th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D E

NW 47th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D D

NW 57th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D D

NW 57th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D C

NW 67th Avenue Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D D

NW 67th Avenue On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D C

SR 826 WB Exp Lane On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D C

SR 826 SB Exp Lane Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D D

NW 154th Street/I-75 Off Ramp major diverge NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D C

NW 154th Street On Ramp major merge NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline D C

Grtny EB/NW 138th St Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E C

NW 122th St Off Ramp off ramp E C

SR 826 WB/SB mainline E C

I-75 SB On Ramp major merge NO NO

SR 826 Westbound/Southbound mainline E C

SR 826 EL NB/EB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB GP On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EL NB/EB mainline C C

SR 826 WB/SB GP Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EL NB/EB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB/SB GP On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EL NB/EB ramp roadway NO NO

I-75 SB EL On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EL NB/EB mainline D D

W
e

s
tb

o
u

n
d

/S
o

u
th

b
o

u
n

d
 S

R
 8

2
6

S
R

 8
2

6
 W

B
/S

B
 

E
x

p
re

s
s



 

 
 6-27 

 

Preliminary Engineering Report 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 
FM #: 418423-1-22-01 / FAP #: 4751 146 P / ETDM #: 11241 

 

Table 6-5 (Continued) 

Recommended Alternative 2040 LOS – Mainline 

 

 

  
AM PM

Description

Over Capacity?

Major Merge

Major Diverge

Ramp Roadway
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Ramp
on ramp,  off ramp, 

mainline
AM PM

LOS

I-95 NB mainline D F

Opa Locka Blvd On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB mainline D E

NW 151st Street Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB mainline D F

I-95 ML On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB mainline D F

Turnpike NB Off Ramp major diverge NO NO

I-95 NB mainline E F

NW 167 St/SR 826 EB Off Ramp off ramp E F

I-95 NB mainline C D

SR 826 EB On Ramp major merge NO NO

I-95 NB mainline D F

NW 167 St/NW 2 Ave On Ramp on ramp B F

I-95 NB mainline E F

Miami Gardens Drive Off Ramp off ramp E F

I-95 NB mainline D E

I-95 ML Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB mainline E F

Miami Gardens Drive On Ramp on ramp F F

I-95 NB mainline F F

I-95 ML NB mainline C D

I-95 GP Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 ML NB ramp roadway NO NO

PNR Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 ML NB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 ML NB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 GP On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB mainline C D

I-95 SB mainline F E

Miami Gardens Drive Off Ramp off ramp F E

I-95 SB mainline D D

I-95 ML Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB mainline D D

Miami Gardens Drive On Ramp on ramp C C

I-95 SB mainline E D

SR 826/Turnpike Off Ramp major diverge YES NO

I-95 SB mainline C C

SR 7 On Ramp on ramp D C

I-95 SB mainline D D

NW 167 St On Ramp on ramp D D

I-95 SB mainline D D

TurnpikeSB/SR 826 EB On Ramp major merge NO NO

I-95 SB mainline D E

I-95 ML Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB mainline E E

NW 151st Street On Ramp on ramp F D

I-95 SB mainline F F

Opa Locka Blvd Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB mainline E D

I-95 ML SB mainline C C

I-95 GP Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 ML SB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 WB Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 ML SB ramp roadway NO NO

Turnpike to SB I-95 On ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 ML SB ramp roadway NO NO

PNR On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 ML SB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 GP Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 ML SB mainline D D
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Turnpike NB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB On Ramp ramp roadway YES YES

Turnpike NB ramp roadway NO YES

SR 826 EB Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

Turnpike NB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

Turnpike NB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB On Ramp major merge NO NO

Turnpike NB mainline D D

Turnpike SB mainline D D

SR 826 WB/I-95 SB Off Ramp major diverge NO NO

Turnpike SB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EB On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

Turnpike SB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 WB On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

Turnpike SB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

Turnpike SB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB to TPK NB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB/Turnpike NB Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB to TPK NB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB On Ramp ramp roadway NO YES

I-95 NB to TPK NB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB to TPK SB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 826 EL WB Exit ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB to TPK SB ramp roadway NO YES

Turnpike SB On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB to TPK SB ramp roadway NO NO

827 EB to PNR Connection ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB to TPK SB ramp roadway NO NO

NW 12 Ave ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB to TPK SB ramp roadway NO NO

NW 7 Ave ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB to TPK SB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

PNR On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

Turnpike NB Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 9/PNR ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB On Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 NB ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 SB Off Ramp ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway YES NO

SR 9 ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO YES

NW 167 St ramp roadway NO NO

SR 7 EB ramp roadway NO NO

826 EB to I-95 NB Flyover ramp roadway NO NO

826 EB to I-95 SB Connection ramp roadway NO NO

826 EB to I-95 NB Flyover ramp roadway NO NO

SR 9 EB ramp roadway NO YES

826 EB to I-95 NB Flyover ramp roadway NO NO

NW 167th Street ramp roadway NO NO

I-95 NB/SR 9 to NW 167 St ramp roadway NO NO

Exit to NW 171st Street ramp roadway NO NO

NW 12th Exit to PNR Connection ramp roadway NO NO
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Table 6-6 
Recommended Alternative 2040 LOS – Intersections 

 

Ramp Terminal Intersection 
LOS AM 

Peak 
LOS PM 

Peak 

NW 154th Street at SR 826 SB Ramps C C 

NW 154th Street at SR 826 NB Ramps D C 

NW 67th Avenue at SR 826  C E 

NW 57th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps D E 

NW 57th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps D E 

NW 47th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps C D 

NW 47th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps D D 

NW 37th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps C C 

NW 37th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps D D 

NW 27th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps D E 

NW 17th Avenue at SR 826 EB Ramps D E 

NW 17th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps D D 

NW 12th Avenue at SR 826 WB Ramps D C 

NW 151st Street at I-95 SB Ramp WBL B C 

NW 151st Street at I-95 NB Ramp D C 

NW 167th Street at I-95 NB Ramps F F 

NW 7th Avenue at Turnpike SB Connector Ramps C C 

NW 7th  Avenue Extension at Turnpike NB F F 

Miami Gardens Drive at I-95 SB Ramps F F 

Miami Gardens Drive at I-95 NB Ramps E F 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other Project Intersections 
LOS AM 

Peak 
LOS PM 

Peak 

NW 154th Street at NW 77th Court D E 

NW 67th Avenue at Windmill Gate Drive A C 

NW 67th Avenue at NW 169th Street F E 

NW 57th Avenue at NW 165th Street C F 

NW 57th Avenue at NW 173rd Drive F F 

NW 47th Avenue at NW 173rd Drive D C 

NW 42nd Avenue at NW 167th Street EB C C 

NW 42nd Avenue at NW 167th Street WB  C B 

NW 37th Avenue at NW 171 Street C B 

NW 37th Avenue at St Thomas University A B 

NW 32nd Avenue at NW 167th Street EB B C 

NW 32nd Avenue at NW 167th Street WB C B 

NW 27th Avenue at NW 160th Street A C 

NW 27th Avenue at NW 175th Street C D 

NW 22nd Avenue at NW 167th Street EB B C 

NW 22nd Avenue at NW 167th Street WB B B 

NW 12th Avenue at NW 167th Street EB C C 

NW 151st Street at NW 7th Avenue D C 

NW 7th Avenue at GGI Park and Ride C D 

NW 7th Avenue Extension at NW 7th Avenue F F 

NW 7th  Avenue Extension at NW 2nd Avenue F F 
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RS&H, Inc. 2040 No Build CORSIM
AM Peak Hour MOE’s

SR 826 Lane Schematic
6-13

1 of 5

3390 3389 3387 3386 3385 3384 3383 3399 3382 3381 3380 3379 3378

Distance (ft) 1300 1560 1570 1570 550 550 1499 950 950 1050 1050 1466 1309 1834 543 780 1985 1402 1066 967 1883

Speed (mph) 47 53 53 53 52 52 45 42 51 51 53 58 60 59 55 48 61 61 56 52 61

Level of Service C B B B B C D D D D D C D D D D C C C C C

Density (veh/ln/mi) 25 17 17 17 18 24 34 34 28 30 29 28 28 28 31 30 22 22 26 28 22

Entry From
I-75 SB Exit To Exit To Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From
4412 vph NW 122 St Gratigny I-75 NB NW 154 St NW 154 St NW 67 Ave NW 67 Ave NW 57 Ave

590 vph 991 vph 1340 vph 1960 vph 729 vph 1309 vph 1010 vph 1061 vph
11

1 10
2 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Simulated Volumes 5 6770 3 2773 3 2773 3 2775 3 3182 3 4279 3 4937 3 5897 3 5901 3 4679 3 4678 3 5170 3 3 5175 3 5172 3 5170 3 4074 3 4078 3 4750 3 4754 3 4061 3
Demand Volumes 8462 4050 4050 4050 4640 6290 7281 8621 8621 6661 6661 7390 5175 7390 7390 7390 6081 6081 7091 7091 6030

7390

Simulated Volumes 1099 1099
Demand Volumes 2753 2753 1650 1650

3300 3300
Entry From I-75 SB EL
1650 vph

Speed 51 51 51 52
Density 26 26 21 21

Speed 52 47 45 49 53 51
Density 29 31 32 29 28 32

3101 3101 1531 1531 1531 1531
3101 3101 1525 1524 1527 1527

Exit to I-75 NB EL
1570 vph

Demand Volumes 6460 7851 7851 4350 2971 4500 5601 5601 5691 6301 6301 6301 6301 6301 5231 5231 6540 6540 5691
Simulated Volumes 4 5503 4 6381 4 6263 4 3339 3 2101 3 3570 3 3 4193 3 4114 3 4097 3 4424 3 4355 3 4250 4 4191 3 4136 3 3267 3 3145 3 4003 3 3980 3 3398

3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 9 9 9 1 9 9 9

9 9

Entry From Exit To Exit To Entry From Entry From Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To
NW 122 St I-75 NB Gratigny EB/NW 154 St I-75 SB Gratigny WB NW 154 St NW 67 Ave NW 67 Ave NW 57 Ave
1391 vph 3501 vph 1379 vph -4500 vph 90 vph 610 vph 1070 vph 1309 vph 849 vph

Distance (ft) 900 1300 1300 1900 1500 1501 1500 1051 1050 1200 725 1023 1831 891 997 1420 1803 1195 1219 1102

Speed (mph) 43 33 30 40 32 16 19 23 22 20 19 20 22 20 18 11 9 10 14 11

Level of Service E E E C C F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F

Density (veh/ln/mi) 40 41 38 22 24 62 94 98 102 104 103 108 100 80 80 123 136 108 76 110

3145 3146 3147 3149 3150 3152 3153

SR 826 - NORTHBOUND / EASTBOUND
Node Number Freeway Geometric Coloring Freeway LOS Coloring

Density (Veh/LN/Hour) Density (Veh/Mi/Ln)

20 Density above 75 LOS A to C < 20
20 - 30 Density above 55 LOS D 20 - 35
30 - 45 Density above 43 LOS E 35 - 55
45 LOS F  > 55

900 Demand volume highlighted if  simulated falls below  = 90%
809 Simulated volume

Density Calculations from CORSIM not equivalent to calculations from HCM
LOS Letter Grades based on density ranges specif ied in HCM

and above

and below
Speed (mph)

511

LEGEND

3158

SR 826 - WESTBOUND / SOUTHBOUND

3148 3151 3154 3155 3156 3501 3502 3503 3504 3505 3506 3507 3508

5140

3388 3731 3730 3729 3728 3727

5240 52415137 5138

5470537053715372 5469

5242 5243

3726 3725 3724



RS&H, Inc. 2040 No Build CORSIM
AM Peak Hour MOE’s

SR 826 Lane Schematic 2 of 5

Distance (ft) 1217 1227 1249 1744 1503 1137 1222 1421 1540 1081 1152 1500 1439 1197 1138 1535 1264 1152 1169 1225 922 508 123

Speed (mph) 61 57 58 61 61 54 54 59 60 57 57 61 60 59 61 62 62 62 62 58 47 44 37

Level of Service C C C C C D D C C C C C C C B B B B B C C C D

Density (veh/ln/mi) 22 25 23 22 22 29 29 25 23 26 24 23 24 21 18 18 18 18 19 22 28 24 33

Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Exit To Entry From Entry From Entry From
NW 57 Ave NW 47 Ave NW 47 Ave NW 37 Ave NW 37 Ave NW 27 Ave NW 27 Ave NW 17 Ave NW 17 Ave NW 12 Ave HEFT I-95 NB NW 167 St

961 vph 801 vph 890 vph 719 vph 739 vph 729 vph 850 vph 520 vph 299 vph 760 vph 594 vph 1869 vph 2204 vph

9 9 9
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 9 9

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 10
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 9

Simulated Volumes 3 4062 3 4702 3 4700 3 4143 3 4139 3 4765 3 4766 3 4255 3 4262 3 4757 3 4757 3 4338 3 4336 3 4900 4 4897 4 4552 4 4553 4 4765 4 4766 4 5292 3 4881 3 3159 1 1207
Demand Volumes 6030 6991 6991 6190 6190 7080 7080 6361 6361 7100 7100 6371 6371 7221 7221 6701 6701 7000 7000 7760 7166 5297 3093

SR 826 - WESTBOUND / SOUTHBOUND

Demand Volumes 5691 6991 6991 6451 6451 7671 7671 7180 7180 8341 8341 7481 7481 8470 8470 7871 7871 9111 9111 4687 4687 2090
Simulated Volumes 3 3364 3 3955 3 3916 3 3577 3 3539 4 4157 3 4086 3 3728 3 3604 3 4234 3 4159 3 3657 3 3578 4 4068 4 3983 4 3621 4 3568 4 4547 3 4545 3 2278 3 2280 2 995 2

2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 1 1
1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1

9 9 1 9 9 9 1 1 1 1 1 9
9 9 10

Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To
NW 57 Ave NW 47 Ave NW 47 Ave NW 37 Ave NW 37 Ave NW 27 Ave NW 27 Ave NW 17 Ave NW 17 Ave  Exit To NW 167 St
1300 vph 540 vph 1220 vph 491 vph 1161 vph 860 vph 989 vph 599 vph 1240 vph I-95 SB/SR 7 2597 vph

4424 vph

Distance (ft) 1589 1240 1247 1362 1570 1071 1351 1292 1675 1038 1281 1278 1168 1468 1377 1297 1201 1214 1405 924 917 505

Speed (mph) 10 15 18 11 11 17 29 32 28 23 24 21 19 16 14 10 9 11 16 54 52 62

Level of Service F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F B B A

Density (veh/ln/mi) 117 87 77 116 117 91 73 86 92 96 95 107 112 93 90 117 115 90 60 14 11 5

SR 826 - NORTHBOUND / EASTBOUND
Node Number Freew ay Geometric Coloring Freeway LOS Coloring

Density (Veh/LN/Hour) Density (Veh/Mi/Ln)
Speed (mph)

20 Density above 75 LOS A to C < 20
20 - 30 Density above 55 LOS D 20 - 35
30 - 45 Density above 43 LOS E 35 - 55
45 LOS F  > 55

900 Demand volume highlighted if  simulated falls below  = 90%
809 Simulated volume

511

and below

and above

LEGEND

35303524 3525 3526 3527 3528 35293518 3519 3520 3521 3522 35233512 3513 3514 3515 3516 351735113508 3509 3510

3703 37023708 3707 3706 3705 37043718 37173721 3720 37093715 3714 3713 3712 3711 371037163724 3723 3722 3719
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RS&H, Inc. 2040 No Build CORSIM
AM Peak Hour MOE’s
I-95 Lane Schematic 3 of 5

335 333 332 331 330 329 328 326 325 324 323 322

Distance (ft) 1238 975 1087 772 975 942 850 965 737 888 692 1149 579 398 294 737 777 912 1350 1484 1367 469 507 1581 350

Speed (mph) 56 47 39 52 41 20 12 14 15 14 13 11 9 11 15 22 23 18 19 23 27 33 36 30 38

Level of Service D E E D E F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F

Density (veh/ln/mi) 31 38 41 33 42 79 107 103 101 93 108 106 127 116 83 71 67 86 97 90 67 59 53 61 55

600 ft XXX  ft XXX  ft

Entry From Exit To
Exit To Entry From Entry From Exit To MGD MGD
Opa Locka Blvd NW 151 St HEFT SB Entry From Entry From SR 7 SB/NW 167 St 1005 vph 1665 vph

1081 vph 803 vph 6014 vph NW 167 St SR 7 SB 3182 vph
568 vph 1565 vph

9 10 9 9
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9 9 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2

Simulated Volumes 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 4045 4 5646 9 5695 3
Demand Volumes 4 6985 4 7740 4 7739 4 6880 4 4 8225 4 8227 3 4624 3 4623 3 4620 3 4328 3 4329 3 3353 3 3375 3 3399 3 6376 4 6400 4 6419 4 6460 3 6546 4 6646 4 5538 9 4346 6011 6011

9612 10693 10693 9890 8225 11845 11845 5831 5831 5831 5263 5263 3698 3698 3698 6880 6880 6880 6880 6880 6880 5875 Exit To I-95 SB EL
11845 1529 vph

Exit To I-95 SB EL
1955 vph

Simulated Volumes 2457 2456 2455 1106 1016 1016 1015 1014 1015 1014 1014 1014 1016 1017 1018 1017 1020 1018 1018 2541 2540
Demand Volumes 3057 3057 3057 1104 1106 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 1014 2543 2543

1104
Entry From PNR

90 vph
Speed 66 65 61 56 58 63 63 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 65 65 66 65 61 55 65
Density 18 18 20 18 9 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 16 22 19

I-95 - SOUTHBOUND

Speed 67 68 64 60 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 64 64 64 64 63 63 59 57 59 62
Density 19 18 19 20 17 17 17 17 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 17 18 18 17

Exit to PNR
75 vph

Demand Volumes 2531 2531 2531 2531 1128 1128 1128 1128 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 2293 2293
Simulated Volumes 2533 2530 2528 2527 1136 1135 1135 1136 1061 1062 1061 1061 1062 1062 1063 1062 1062 1063 1058 1058 1059 2171 2173

Entry from I-95 NB EL Entry from I-95 NB EL
1402 vph Exit to Turnpike NB 1240 vph

8736 8736 8736 2734 vph
Demand Volumes 6579 7999 7999 7334 9 8689 5 8688 5 8684
Simulated Volumes 4 6569 4 7972 5 7955 4 7318 4 4 4 6002 5580 5580 5580 4332 4332 4332 6923 7823 7823 7823 7823 7823 7823 6992

3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 5954 3 5568 3 5570 3 5567 3 4353 3 4352 3 4349 3 6014 4 7175 4 7175 4 7174 4 7175 4 7180 4 7179 4 6395 5752 7128
2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5286 3 6462
1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

9 1 9 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
9 9 9

Entry From Exit To Exit To Exit To
Opa Locka Blvd NW 103 St NW 167 St SR 7 NB Entry From Entry From Exit To Entry From

1420 vph 665 vph 422 vph 1248 vph SR 826 EB/SR 9 NW 2 Ave MGD MGD
2591 vph 900 vph 831 vph 1376 vph

200 ft
Distance (ft) 1242 1094 1248 518 1635 286 841 931 364 1223 1099 849 329 352 116 1464 426 715 1239 1692 1311 588 1264 1264

Speed (mph) 54 49 47 45 41 40 43 46 52 51 51 56 57 57 51 52 56 56 56 52 50 55 49 49

Level of Service D D E E E E E E D D D C C C D D D D D D D C D D

Density (veh/ln/mi) 32 35 36 42 43 41 38 38 34 34 33 25 24 24 28 31 31 31 31 33 33 23 31 31

154 155 156 158 159 161 165 166

I-95 - NORTHBOUND
Node Number Freeway Geometric Coloring Freeway LOS Coloring

Density (Veh/LN/Hour) Density (Veh/Mi/Ln)
Speed (mph)

20 Density above 75 LOS A to C < 20
20 - 30 Density above 55 LOS D 20 - 35
30 - 45 Density above 43 LOS E 35 - 55
45 LOS F  > 55

900 Demand volume highlighted if  simulated falls below  = 90%
809 Simulated volume

Density Calculations from CORSIM not equivalent to calculations from HCM
LOS Letter Grades based on density ranges specif ied in HCM

129012891288 279 2801214 1215 278 283 284281 2821291

186

1211 1212 12021201 1203

178

1213

181 182 185

and below

and above

LEGEND

416

336

406429430

334

174 179 180

511

172

262

177

497

1292 261 263258

14021403403405

321 320 319 318 317 309

1312 1311 13101314 1313

310311316 315 314 312

187 188

5335 5334 5333 432 417

157 167 168 170 171

1401 401 499 498
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RS&H, Inc. 2040 No Build CORSIM
AM Peak Hour MOE’s
I-75 Lane Schematic 4 of 5

Distance (ft) 1379 992 462 909 925 748 453 594 1100 1070 1100 1070 1040 1094 441 1396 1292 1282 1272 1254 1187 1149

Speed (mph) 37 24 25 36 27 66 56 58 52 63 53 67 68 66 61 53 49 29 20 17 18 24

Level of Service F F F E F A B B C C C B B B B C D F F F F F

Density (veh/ln/mi) 50 61 72 39 51 7 14 13 25 21 20 14 14 15 16 24 34 48 70 84 87 80

Exit To
Exit To Entry From Hialeah Gardens Dr
SR 826 SB Hialeah Gardens Dr 2540 vph

Exit To 4942 vph 3491 vph
Entry From Entry From SR 826 NB
SR 826 NB SR 826 SB 1099 vph 10 9 1 1 1 1 1 1

860 vph 440 vph 9 1 9 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
815 ft 630 ft 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3

9 9 9 1 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
1 1 1 1 508 1 1383 1 1403 2 5354 3 5379 4 5396 3 3001 3 3003 3 3003 4 3003 4 5328 4 5 5 7425 6 7450 5 7536 5 7633 5
2 2 2 2 730 1829 1829 6771 6771 6771 3280 3280 3280 3280 5820 8741 9 8740 9 8192 8192 8192 8192

Simulated Volumes 5934 3 5919 3 5180 3 5167 3 9521 9521
Demand Volumes 7311 7311 6451 6451 4985

6011 Exit to Entrance From WB Gratigny Ext Entry From SU Lanes
Entry From SR 826 SB SU Lanes 270 vph 1329 vph
Gratigny Ext

Simulated Volumes 5281 vph 1656 1655 1388 1389 1388 1388 1 1387 1387 1387 1387 1389 1390 2707 2709
Demand Volumes 1650 1650 1380 1380 1380 1380 1380 1380 1380 1380 1380 1380 2710 2710

Speed (mph) 53 55 63 63 63 63 63 64 64 64 64 62 59 66
Density (veh/ln/mi) 30 18 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 22 20

Gratigny Parkway Eastbound I-75 Southbound

Speed (mph) 55 63 65 64 64 63 63 63 63 64 68 68
Density (veh/ln/mi) 27 16 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 12 11 11

Entry from
SR 826 NB SU Lanes

Demand Volumes 1570 1570 1400 1400 1400 1400 1400 1400 1400 1641 1641 1641
Simulated Volumes 1576 1576 1402 1402 1402 1401 1401 1402 1400 1606 1 1604 1 1604 1

2 2 2
Exit to R 826 SB Exit to WB Gratigny Ext Exit to WB Gratigny Ext Exit To

980 vph 1621 vph 170 vph I-75 NB SU Lanes
-242 vph

Demand Volumes 4640 4640 4290 9 3310 3310 3310 2810 2810 2810
Simulated Volumes 3 4642 3 4641 3 4264 3 3298 3 3298 2 3296 2 2787 3 2788 9 2787 1189 1189 1189 1189 1189 5012 5012 5012 4770 6740 6740 6740

2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1155 2 1152 2 1153 2 1153 2 1153 2 4220 5 4226 5 4228 5 4029 4 5651 5 5658 5 5661
1 1 1 1 1 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 4 3 4 4

9 9 3 3 3 2 3 3
200 ft 10 2 2 2 1 2 2

Exit To Exit to 11 1 1 1 9 1 1
SR 826 NB NW 138 St 10

350 vph 500 vph Entry From
SR 826 Entry From
3823 vph Hialeah Gardens Dr

1970 vph

Distance (ft) 1162 1265 1179 457 645 747 592 617 1070 1382 1382 585 820 583 1250 1254 849 1707 1469 1464 1458

Speed (mph) 66 63 62 66 66 65 67 67 59 66 68 68 68 67 63 67 67 67 62 67 67

Level of Service C C C B B B B B B A A A A A B B B B B B B

Density (veh/ln/mi) 23 22 20 16 16 15 13 13 15 8 8 8 8 8 13 12 12 14 15 16 16

Gratigny Parkway Westbound I-75 Northbound
511 Node Number Freeway Geometric Coloring Freeway LOS Coloring

Density (Veh/Mi/Ln) Density (Veh/Mi/Ln)

20 and below Density above 75 LOS A to C < 20
20 - 30 Density above 55 LOS D 20 - 35
30 - 45 Density above 43 LOS E 35 - 55
45 and above LOS F  > 55

900 Demand volume highlighted if  simulated falls below  = 90%
809 Simulated volume

Density Calculations from CORSIM not equivalent to calculations from HCM
LOS Letter Grades based on density ranges specified in HCM

1389393 392 391 1390 390 389 1388 388 387 386 376 375

5363 5362 5361 5360 5359

1384 384 383 382 381 380385

5354 5353

379 378 377

5151

5358 5357 5356 5355

5146 5147 5148 5149 5150 5157

5352 5351 5350 5349

1130

5158

120 121 122 123 124 1124 125 1125 126

5152 5153 5154 5155 5156

127 128 129 130 1230 137

Speed (mph)

LEGEND

131 132 133 134 135 136
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RS&H, Inc. 2040 No Build CORSIM
AM Peak Hour MOE’s

Turnpike Lane Schematic 5 of 5
6-13

Distance (ft) 1195 1189 1273 1225 698 1056

Speed (mph) 61 57 61 56 41 43

Level of Service C B B B C C

Density (veh/ln/mi) 22 19 16 19 24 25

Entry From Exit To 
SR 826 SB Entry From SR 826 WB/SB
1894 vph SR 826 NB 2202 vph

630 ft 872 vph
1 1 1 10
2 2 2 9 1
3 4024 3 3 1 9 1 2

Simulated Volumes 4387 4024 4 4026 2 2174 1 1407 2 3361 3
Demand Volumes 4387 4387 2493 1621 3823

TURNPIKE - NORTHBOUND

Demand Volumes 6880 6880 6880 1265 1265 3861
Simulated Volumes 3 3720 3 3722 3 3720 1 678 1 679 1 1966

2 2 2 9 9
1 1 1 10

Exit To Entry From
SR 826 SB SR 826 EB
5615 vph 2596 vph

Distance (ft) 1195 1217 1233 1637 1061 233

Speed (mph) 7 6 7 53 59 47

Level of Service F F F B B B

Density (veh/ln/mi) 147 150 138 13 11 20

Node Number Freeway Geometric Coloring Freeway LOS Coloring

Density (Veh/Mi/Ln) Density (Veh/Mi/Ln)
Speed (mph)

20 Density above 75 LOS A to C < 20
20 - 30 Density above 55 LOS D 20 - 35
30 - 45 Density above 43 LOS E 35 - 55
45 LOS F  > 55

TURNPIKE - SOUTHBOUND
900 Demand volume highlighted if simulated falls below  = 90%
809 Simulated volume

Density Calculations from CORSIM not equivalent to calculations from HCM
LOS Letter Grades based on density ranges specif ied in HCM

4108 4107 4106 4105 4104

4306

41024103

4307
511

4301 4302 4303 4304 4305

and below

and above

LEGEND



RS&H, Inc. 2040 No Build CORSIM
PM Peak Hour MOE’s

SR 826 Lane Schematic 1 of 5

3390 3389 3387 3386 3385 3384 3383 3399 3382 3381 3380 3379 3378

Distance (ft) 1300 1560 1570 1570 550 550 1499 950 950 1050 1050 1466 1309 1834 543 780 1985 1402 1066 967 1883

Speed (mph) 45 53 53 54 52 52 47 45 51 52 53 59 61 60 57 53 62 61 56 55 61

Level of Service C B B B B C D D C C C C C C C C C C C C C

Density (veh/ln/mi) 26 15 16 15 16 22 30 29 26 26 25 24 25 25 26 25 21 21 25 25 21

Entry From
I-75 SB Exit To Exit To Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From
3612 vph NW 122 St Gratigny I-75 NB NW 154 St NW 154 St NW 67 Ave NW 67 Ave NW 57 Ave

481 vph 809 vph 1100 vph 1610 vph 600 vph 820 vph 1059 vph 749 vph
11

1 10
2 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Simulated Volumes 5 6533 3 2511 3 2514 3 2511 3 2847 3 3880 3 4507 3 5323 3 5326 3 4106 3 4108 3 4585 3 3 4589 3 4586 3 4585 3 3804 3 3805 3 4520 3 4521 3 3950 3
Demand Volumes 7081 3469 3469 3469 3950 5401 6210 7310 7310 5700 5700 6300 4588 6300 6300 6300 5480 5480 6539 6539 5790

6300

Simulated Volumes 1031 1032
Demand Volumes 2619 2615 1450 1450

3020 3020
Entry From I-75 SB EL
1570 vph

Speed 52 51 51 52
Density 25 25 20 20

Speed 52 46 48 46 42 38
Density 32 36 35 38 45 51

3300 3300 1650 1650 1650 1650
3300 3300 1654 1653 1648 1647

Exit to I-75 NB EL
1650 vph

Demand Volumes 7830 9530 9530 5260 3570 5220 6560 6560 6670 7390 7390 7390 7390 7390 6180 6180 7089 7089 6030
Simulated Volumes 4 4696 4 5298 4 5264 4 2918 3 1935 3 3519 3 3 4242 3 4191 3 4213 3 4716 3 4667 3 4562 4 4500 3 4461 3 3584 3 3506 3 4235 3 4207 3 3496

3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 9 9 9 1 9 9 9

9 9

Entry From Exit To Exit To Entry From Entry From Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To
NW 122 St I-75 NB Gratigny EB/NW 154 St I-75 SB Gratigny WB NW 154 St NW 67 Ave NW 67 Ave NW 57 Ave
1700 vph 4270 vph 1690 vph -5220 vph 110 vph 720 vph 1210 vph 909 vph 1059 vph

Distance (ft) 900 1300 1300 1900 1500 1500 1500 1051 1050 1200 725 1023 1840 891 997 1420 1803 1195 1219 1102

Speed (mph) 15 15 21 18 17 14 13 14 14 14 16 19 20 18 17 26 22 19 21 17

Level of Service F F F F E F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F

Density (veh/ln/mi) 83 70 48 47 37 72 106 115 115 112 107 106 106 89 83 88 98 92 72 108

3145 3146 3147 3149 3150 3152 3153

SR 826 - NORTHBOUND / EASTBOUND
Node Number Freeway Geometric Coloring Freeway LOS Coloring

Density (Veh/LN/Hour) Density (Veh/Mi/Ln)

20 Density above 75 LOS A to C < 20
20 - 30 Density above 55 LOS D 20 - 35
30 - 45 Density above 43 LOS E 35 - 55
45 LOS F  > 55

900 Demand volume highlighted if simulated falls below  = 90%
809 Simulated volume

Density Calculations from CORSIM not equivalent to calculations from HCM
LOS Letter Grades based on density ranges specif ied in HCM

and above

and below
Speed (mph)

511

LEGEND

3158

SR 826 - WESTBOUND / SOUTHBOUND

3148 3151 3154 3155 3156 3501 3502 3503 3504 3505 3506 3507 3508

5140

3388 3731 3730 3729 3728 3727

5240 52415137 5138

5470537053715372 5469

5242 5243

3726 3725 3724
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RS&H, Inc. 2040 No Build CORSIM
PM Peak Hour MOE’s

SR 826 Lane Schematic 2 of 5

Distance (ft) 1217 1227 1249 1744 1503 1137 1222 1421 1540 1081 1152 1500 1439 1197 1138 1535 1264 1152 1169 1225 922 508 123

Speed (mph) 61 56 58 61 60 50 52 58 59 52 50 60 59 57 60 62 62 61 61 56 43 43 38

Level of Service C C C C C E D C C D D C C C C C C C C C D C D

Density (veh/ln/mi) 22 27 24 23 24 35 32 28 26 34 33 27 28 25 21 20 20 21 22 25 34 27 30

Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Exit To Entry From Entry From Entry From
NW 57 Ave NW 47 Ave NW 47 Ave NW 37 Ave NW 37 Ave NW 27 Ave NW 27 Ave NW 17 Ave NW 17 Ave NW 12 Ave HEFT I-95 NB NW 167 St
1200 vph 590 vph 1270 vph 490 vph 1160 vph 861 vph 991 vph 700 vph 441 vph 900 vph 815 vph 2560 vph 3674 vph

9 9 9
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 9 9

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 10
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 9

Simulated Volumes 3 3946 3 4748 3 4751 3 4251 3 4252 3 5108 3 5115 3 4710 3 4714 3 5467 3 5473 3 4881 3 4885 3 5531 4 5532 4 5044 4 5042 4 5345 4 5343 4 5937 3 5260 3 3477 1 1144 1
Demand Volumes 5790 6990 6990 6400 6400 7670 7670 7180 7180 8340 8340 7479 7479 8470 8470 7770 7770 8211 8211 9111 8296 5736 2062

SR 826 - WESTBOUND / SOUTHBOUND

Demand Volumes 6030 6990 6990 6190 6190 7081 7081 6361 6361 7100 7100 6370 6370 7219 7219 6790 6790 7960 7960 4191 4191 1601
Simulated Volumes 3 3458 3 3970 3 3924 3 3423 3 3346 4 3914 3 3861 3 3411 3 3315 3 3838 3 3817 3 3417 3 3414 4 3896 4 3869 4 3630 4 3627 4 4620 3 4611 3 2310 3 2310 2 904 2

2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 1 1
1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1

9 9 1 9 9 9 1 1 1 1 1 9
9 9 10

Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To Entry From Exit To
NW 57 Ave NW 47 Ave NW 47 Ave NW 37 Ave NW 37 Ave NW 27 Ave NW 27 Ave NW 17 Ave NW 17 Ave  Exit To NW 167 St

960 vph 800 vph 891 vph 720 vph 739 vph 730 vph 849 vph 429 vph 1170 vph I-95 SB/SR 7 2590 vph
3769 vph

Distance (ft) 1589 1240 1247 1362 1570 1071 1351 1292 1675 1038 1281 1278 1168 1468 1377 1297 1201 1214 1405 924 917 505

Speed (mph) 16 19 24 22 19 17 19 15 13 13 12 9 9 10 10 8 9 11 17 10 13 60

Level of Service F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F F A

Density (veh/ln/mi) 116 96 83 108 117 102 92 123 132 127 124 140 138 108 99 118 108 84 55 82 45 5

 

SR 826 - NORTHBOUND / EASTBOUND
Node Number Freeway Geometric Coloring Freeway LOS Coloring

Density (Veh/LN/Hour) Density (Veh/Mi/Ln)
Speed (mph)

20 Density above 75 LOS A to C < 20
20 - 30 Density above 55 LOS D 20 - 35
30 - 45 Density above 43 LOS E 35 - 55
45 LOS F  > 55

900 Demand volume highlighted if  simulated falls below  = 90%
809 Simulated volume

Density Calculations from CORSIM not equivalent to calculations from HCM
LOS Letter Grades based on density ranges specified in HCM

511

and below

and above

LEGEND

35303524 3525 3526 3527 3528 35293518 3519 3520 3521 3522 35233512 3513 3514 3515 3516 351735113508 3509 3510

3703 37023708 3707 3706 3705 37043718 37173721 3720 37093715 3714 3713 3712 3711 3710 370137163724 3723 3722 3719

6-14



RS&H, Inc. 2040 No Build CORSIM
PM Peak Hour MOE’s
I-95 Lane Schematic 3 of 5

335 333 332 331 330 329 328 326 325 324 323 322

Distance (ft) 1238 975 1087 772 975 942 850 965 737 888 692 1149 579 398 294 737 777 912 1350 1484 1367 469 507 1581 350

Speed (mph) 57 50 47 56 48 36 54 58 57 56 58 56 59 57 51 13 14 11 9 8 7 7 4 7 7

Level of Service C D D C D E C B B B B B A A A F F F F F F F F F F

Density (veh/ln/mi) 24 31 29 25 31 38 21 16 17 15 14 12 6 6 7 62 59 75 105 120 113 118 127 93 99

600 f t XXX  ft XXX  ft

Entry From Exit To
Exit To Entry From Entry From Exit To MGD MGD
Opa Locka Blvd NW 151 St HEFT SB Entry From Entry From SR 7 SB/NW 167 St 928 vph 1539 vph

1470 vph 741 vph 5394 vph NW 167 St SR 7 SB 3365 vph
951 vph 1337 vph

9 10 9 9
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9 9 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2

Simulated Volumes 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 1166 4 1622 9 1633 3
Demand Volumes 4 5504 4 6543 4 6545 4 5719 4 4 7046 4 7043 3 3065 3 3065 3 3065 3 2563 3 2562 3 1451 3 1452 3 1452 3 3116 4 3117 4 3116 4 3114 3 3108 4 3116 4 2573 9 3976 5515 5515

7962 9432 9432 8691 7045 10634 10634 5240 5240 5240 4289 4289 2952 2952 2952 6317 6317 6317 6317 6317 6317 5389 Exit To I-95 SB EL
10634 1413 vph

Exit To I-95 SB EL
1943 vph

Simulated Volumes 2207 2205 2205 883 799 798 799 798 798 798 797 799 797 798 798 797 795 794 794 2199 2203
Demand Volumes 2825 2825 2825 881 882 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 2210 2210

881
Entry From PNR

83 vph
Speed 66 66 62 59 60 63 64 64 64 64 64 64 65 65 65 65 66 66 66 61 39 52
Density 17 17 18 15 7 13 13 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 13 39 32

I-95 - SOUTHBOUND

Speed 60 55 41 34 60 65 65 64 65 64 64 64 64 64 64 63 63 63 63 59 56 58 61
Density 32 38 50 51 24 23 22 23 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 22 22 23 24 23 21

Exit to PNR
96 vph

Demand Volumes 3237 3237 3237 3237 1444 1444 1444 1444 1348 1348 1348 1348 1348 1348 1348 1348 1348 1348 1348 1348 1348 2935 2935
Simulated Volumes 3233 3232 3236 3237 1451 1451 1452 1452 1351 1350 1352 1350 1350 1351 1351 1353 1355 1358 1358 1359 1360 2618 2619

Entry from I-95 NB EL Entry from I-95 NB EL
1794 vph Exit to Turnpike NB 1588 vph

11177 11177 11177 3499 vph
Demand Volumes 9064 10233 10233 9383 9 7606 5 7602 5 7604
Simulated Volumes 4 5222 4 6390 5 6369 4 5834 4 4 4 7678 7138 7138 7138 5543 5543 5543 7563 8965 8965 8965 8965 8965 8965 7901

3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 5204 3 4857 3 4857 3 4863 3 3795 3 3797 3 3797 3 5529 4 7037 4 7038 4 7039 4 7044 4 7049 4 7052 4 6235 6313 8076
2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4980 3 5950
1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

9 1 9 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
9 9 9

Entry From Exit To Exit To Exit To
Opa Locka Blvd NW 103 St NW 167 St SR 7 NB Entry From Entry From Exit To Entry From

1169 vph 850 vph 540 vph 1595 vph SR 826 EB/SR 9 NW 2 Ave MGD MGD
2020 vph 1402 vph 1064 vph 1763 vph

200 ft
Distance (ft) 1242 1094 1248 518 1635 286 841 931 364 1223 1099 849 329 352 116 1464 426 715 1239 1692 1311 588 1264 1264

Speed (mph) 10 10 11 12 16 23 21 48 55 55 54 56 57 57 50 50 56 56 56 52 49 56 52 52

Level of Service F F F F F F F D D D D C C C C D D D D D D C C C

Density (veh/ln/mi) 131 129 118 126 94 70 76 33 29 29 28 22 22 22 28 32 31 31 32 34 35 22 28 28

154 155 156 158 159 161 165 166

I-95 - NORTHBOUND
Node Number Freew ay Geometric Coloring Freew ay LOS Coloring

Density (Veh/LN/Hour) Density (Veh/Mi/Ln)
Speed (mph)

20 Density above 75 LOS A to C < 20
20 - 30 Density above 55 LOS D 20 - 35
30 - 45 Density above 43 LOS E 35 - 55
45 LOS F  > 55

900 Demand volume highlighted if simulated falls below  = 90%
809 Simulated volume

Density Calculations from CORSIM not equivalent to calculations from HCM
LOS Letter Grades based on density ranges specified in HCM

129012891288 279 2801214 1215 278 283 284281 2821291

186

1211 1212 12021201 1203

178

1213

181 182 185

and below

and above

LEGEND

416

336

406429430

334

174 179 180

511

172

262

177

497

1292 261 263258

14021403403405

321 320 319 318 317 309

1312 1311 13101314 1313

310311316 315 314 312

187 188

5335 5334 5333 432 417

157 167 168 170 171

1401 401 499 498
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RS&H, Inc. 2040 No Build CORSIM
PM Peak Hour MOE’s
I-75 Lane Schematic 4 of 5

Distance (ft) 1379 992 462 909 925 748 453 594 1100 1070 1100 1070 1040 1094 441 1396 1292 1282 1272 1254 1187 1149

Speed (mph) 62 64 66 65 56 52 41 38 35 28 33 42 48 48 45 39 32 35 51 63 65 65

Level of Service B B B B B C E D F F E E E E E E F E D C C C

Density (veh/ln/mi) 18 14 15 13 14 23 35 32 47 62 42 43 37 36 38 41 49 40 28 22 21 22

Exit To
Exit To Entry From Hialeah Gardens Dr
SR 826 SB Hialeah Gardens Dr 1612 vph

Exit To 4941 vph 2211 vph
Entry From Entry From SR 826 NB
SR 826 NB SR 826 SB 1099 vph 10 9 1 1 1 1 1 1
1039 vph 359 vph 9 1 9 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2

815 ft 630 ft 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
9 9 9 1 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4

1 1 1 1 1315 1 2153 1 2177 2 6519 3 6560 4 6604 3 5016 3 5058 3 5100 4 5139 4 6694 4 5 5 7114 6 7148 5 7175 5 7192 5
2 2 2 2 1620 2719 2719 7660 7660 7660 5449 5449 5449 5449 7061 7340 9 7337 9 7471 7471 7471 7471

Simulated Volumes 3702 3 3697 3 3104 3 3104 3 7710 7710
Demand Volumes 4639 4639 3600 3600 2937

3241 Exit to Entrance From WB Gratigny Ext Entry From SU Lanes
Entry From SR 826 SB SU Lanes 169 vph 239 vph
Gratigny Ext

Simulated Volumes 1621 vph 1576 1575 1407 1408 1408 1407 1 1406 1405 1406 1405 1406 1405 1639 1639
Demand Volumes 1569 1569 1400 1400 1400 1400 1400 1400 1400 1400 1400 1400 1640 1640

Speed (mph) 57 59 63 63 63 63 63 64 64 64 64 62 62 67
Density (veh/ln/mi) 28 17 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 23 13 12

Gratigny Parkway Eastbound I-75 Southbound

Speed (mph) 54 63 66 65 64 64 63 63 63 60 66 66
Density (veh/ln/mi) 30 18 21 21 21 21 22 22 22 20 18 18

Entry from
SR 826 NB SU Lanes

Demand Volumes 1650 1650 1380 1380 1380 1380 1380 1380 1380 2710 2710 2710
Simulated Volumes 1650 1653 1366 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 1368 2359 1 2360 1 2360 1

2 2 2
Exit to R 826 SB Exit to WB Gratigny Ext Exit to WB Gratigny Ext Exit To

801 vph 2550 vph 270 vph I-75 NB SU Lanes
-1329 vph

Demand Volumes 7310 7310 6890 9 6089 6089 6089 5680 5680 5680
Simulated Volumes 3 6202 3 6199 3 5832 3 5154 3 5153 2 5154 2 4776 3 4777 9 4781 3130 3130 3130 3130 3130 6499 6499 6499 5170 8280 8280 8280

2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2576 2 2579 2 2578 2 2580 2 2578 2 4640 5 4642 5 4644 5 3661 4 5837 5 5841 5 5842
1 1 1 1 1 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 4 3 4 4

9 9 3 3 3 2 3 3
200 ft 10 2 2 2 1 2 2

Exit To Exit to 11 1 1 1 9 1 1
SR 826 NB NW 138 St 10

420 vph 409 vph Entry From
SR 826 Entry From
3369 vph Hialeah Gardens Dr

3110 vph

Distance (ft) 1162 1265 1179 457 645 747 592 617 1070 1382 1382 585 820 583 1250 1254 849 1707 1469 1464 1458

Speed (mph) 60 50 51 57 59 61 63 61 42 58 65 66 66 64 63 66 65 67 62 67 67

Level of Service E E E D D C C C E C B B B C B B B B B B B

Density (veh/ln/mi) 36 40 36 30 29 26 25 27 39 22 20 20 20 20 15 14 14 13 17 17 17

Gratigny Parkway Westbound I-75 Northbound
511 Node Number Freeway Geometric Coloring Freeway LOS Coloring

Density (Veh/Mi/Ln) Density (Veh/Mi/Ln)

20 and below Density above 75 LOS A to C < 20
20 - 30 Density above 55 LOS D 20 - 35
30 - 45 Density above 43 LOS E 35 - 55
45 and above LOS F  > 55

900 Demand volume highlighted if simulated falls below  = 90%
809 Simulated volume

Density Calculations from CORSIM not equivalent to calculations from HCM
LOS Letter Grades based on density ranges specif ied in HCM

1389393 392 391 1390 390 389 1388 388 387 386 376 375

5363 5362 5361 5360 5359

1384 384 383 382 381 380385

5354 5353

379 378 377

5151

5358 5357 5356 5355

5146 5147 5148 5149 5150 5157

5352 5351 5350 5349

1130

5158

120 121 122 123 124 1124 125 1125 126

5152 5153 5154 5155 5156

127 128 129 130 1230 137

Speed (mph)

LEGEND

131 132 133 134 135 136
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RS&H, Inc. 2040 No Build CORSIM
PM Peak Hour MOE’s

Turnpike Lane Schematic 5 of 5
6-14

Distance (ft) 1195 1189 1273 1225 698 1056

Speed (mph) 61 56 61 56 44 41

Level of Service C B B C C D

Density (veh/ln/mi) 22 20 17 20 21 29

Entry From Exit To 
SR 826 SB Entry From SR 826 WB/SB
2403 vph SR 826 NB 3674 vph

630 ft 1009 vph
1 1 1 10
2 2 2 9 1
3 4054 3 3 1 9 1 2

Simulated Volumes 5537 4049 4 4049 2 2257 1 1323 2 3654 3
Demand Volumes 5537 5537 3134 2125 5799

TURNPIKE - NORTHBOUND

Demand Volumes 7106 7106 7106 1305 1305 3895
Simulated Volumes 3 5560 3 5559 3 5554 1 1019 1 1021 1 2426

2 2 2 9 9
1 1 1 10

Exit To Entry From
SR 826 SB SR 826 EB
5801 vph 2590 vph

Distance (ft) 1195 1217 1233 1637 1061 233

Speed (mph) 23 14 16 53 43 14

Level of Service F F F B C F

Density (veh/ln/mi) 64 102 87 19 26 89

Node Number Freeway Geometric Coloring Freeway LOS Coloring

Density (Veh/Mi/Ln) Density (Veh/Mi/Ln)
Speed (mph)

20 Density above 75 LOS A to C < 20
20 - 30 Density above 55 LOS D 20 - 35
30 - 45 Density above 43 LOS E 35 - 55
45 LOS F  > 55

TURNPIKE - SOUTHBOUND
900 Demand volume highlighted if  simulated falls below  = 90%
809 Simulated volume

Density Calculations from CORSIM not equivalent to calculations from HCM
LOS Letter Grades based on density ranges specif ied in HCM

4108 4107 4106 4105 4104

4306

41024103

4307
511

4301 4302 4303 4304 4305

and below

and above

LEGEND
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Table 6-7 
2040 Comparison No Build vs. Build 

 

2040 AM PEAK PERIOD – NETWORK 

MOE Location No Build Build Comments 

Vehicle-Miles Travelled Network-wide 1,066,700 1,234,100 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Vehicle-Hours Delay Time Network-wide 28,900 18,300 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Average Speed (mph) Network-wide 22 31 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

2040 AM PEAK PERIOD - I-95 SOUTHBOUND 

Average Speed I-95 GP 
Lanes 

I-95 SB Links 22 42 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Average Travel Time I-95 
GP Lanes (minutes) 

I-95 SB Links 11 6 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Throughput  (vehicles) 
Traffic Exiting 
South  of NW 151st 
St 

10,164 11,051 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

2040 AM PEAK PERIOD - SR 826 EASTBOUND 

Average Speed SR 826 GP 
Lanes 

SR 826 EB Links 17 52 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Average Travel Time SR 
826 GP Lanes (minutes) 

SR 826 EB Links 36 12 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Throughput  (vehicles) 
Traffic Exiting East 
of NW 17th Ave 

4,512 8,279 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2040 PM PEAK PERIOD – NETWORK-WIDE 

MOE Location No Build Build Comments 

Vehicle-Miles Travelled Network-wide 1,133,000 1,389,100 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Vehicle-Hours Delay 
Time 

Network-wide 29,800 21,600 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Average Speed (mph) Network-wide 23 30 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

2040 PM PEAK PERIOD - I-95 NORTHBOUND 

Average Speed I-95 GP 
Lanes 

I-95 NB Links 25 32 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Average Travel Time I-95 
GP Lanes (minutes) 

I-95 NB Links 10 8 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Throughput  
Traffic Exiting North  
of Miami Gardens Dr 

8,324 8,884 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

2040 PM PEAK PERIOD - SR 826 WESTBOUND 

Average Speed SR 826 
GP Lanes 

SR 826 WB Links 52 57 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Average Travel Time SR 
826 GP Lanes (minutes) 

SR 826 WB Links 12 11 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 

Throughput  
Traffic Exiting South 
of I-75 

9,279 9,474 
Preferred 
Alternative Superior 
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The CORSIM results for the Recommended Alternative indicate relatively good operating 

conditions along SR 826.  Operating speeds throughout most of the SR 826 general purpose lanes 

are expected to be above 45 mph during both AM and PM peak periods in 2040.  Results indicate 

that the express lanes will operate at approximately 60 mph during peak periods.   

The CORSIM results also show relatively good operating conditions along much of I-95 with 

operating speeds above 45 mph in the general purpose lanes.  The express lanes on I-95 show 

good operating conditions with operating speeds of approximately 60 mph throughout.       

Notwithstanding, some segments of SR 826 and I-95 will continue to experience substandard 

operating conditions.  Inspection of the lane schematics in Figures 6-14 and 6-15 indicate that the 

most notable areas of congestion along SR 826 and I-95 are: 

 EB SR 826, general purpose lanes between NW 17th Avenue and off-ramp to I-95 SB: The 

results indicate that operations along this segment of SR 826 are expected to be at LOS E/F 

conditions during both AM and PM peak periods in the design year 2040.  Average operating 

speeds are expected to range from approximately 25 to 40 mph along this segment during 

these peak periods. 

 SB I-95, general purpose Lanes from Turnpike on-ramp to Opa Locka Boulevard off-ramp:  The 

results indicate that operations within this segment are expected to be at LOS F conditions 

during the AM peak period with operating speeds ranging from approximately 20 - 40 mph. 

 NB I-95, general purpose lanes from Opa Locka Boulevard to off-ramp to Turnpike:  The results 

indicate that operations within this segment are expected to be at LOS F conditions during the 

PM peak period with operating speeds ranging from approximately 15 - 30 mph. 

Comparison of System-Wide MOEs 

Table 6-7 compares the system-wide performance measures (Measures of Effectiveness, MOEs) 

for the No Build Alternative and the Recommended Alternative.  These performance measures 

may be used to assess the relative performance of the No Build Alternative vs. the Recommended 

Alternative at the network-wide level.  The results from the comparative assessment indicate that 

the Recommended Alternative generates better operating conditions for all MOEs considered for 

both the AM and PM peak periods along SR 826 and on I-95.  In the Recommended Alternative, 

average operating speeds along I-95 SB increase by approximately 22 mph (from 20 mph to 42 

mph) and throughput increases by approximately 850 vehicles (8.3% above No Build).  In the 

northbound direction along I-95, average operating speeds show an increase of approximately 5 

mph (from 27 mph to 32 mph) and throughput increases by approximately 300 vehicles (3.5% 

above No Build). 

SR 826 shows similar improvements in the Recommended Alternative when compared to the No 

Build Alternative.  On eastbound SR 826, average operating speeds increase from 17 mph (No 

Build) to 53 mph (Recommended Alternative).  Throughput along EB SR 826 increases by 

approximately 85% - from 4,547 (No Build) to 8,438 (Recommended Alternative).  Modest 

improvements are shown along WB SR 826 – Average speeds increase from 56 mph to 58 mph 

and throughput increases from 9,152, to 9,309.  At the network-wide level, the Recommended 

Alternative shows better overall operating conditions with respect to total vehicle-miles travelled 

(15% increase in AM peak and 23% increase in PM peak); total vehicle-hours of delay (38% 

decrease in AM peak and 25% decrease in PM peak) and overall average operating speeds (9 

mph increase in AM peak and 7 mph increase in PM peak).  These results demonstrate that the 

Recommended Alternative provides overall better traffic operating conditions when compared to 

the No Build Alternative. 

6.5 Right-of-Way Needs and Relocation 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

Right-of-way needs for the Recommended Alternative are limited to the interchange modifications 

as shown on Figures 6-1 through 6-6.  The interchange modification will impact a total of 108 

properties.  The majority of impacts will be for lane additions at ramp terminal intersections with 

only one anticipated full acquisition with relocation at the NW 27th Avenue Interchange.  A parcel 

is generally considered a full acquisition if the construction impact limits encroach on a structure, 
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remove all reasonable access, or require more than 20 percent of the parcel.  The estimated right-

of-way needs for the Recommended Alternative are summarized in Appendix D. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

The GGI Ultimate requires right-of-way acquisition along the west side of I-95, to accommodate 

the proposed improvements along the Turnpike Connector and I-95 southbound. The reduced 

roadway footprint will impact 18 properties and 14 single family homes require full acquisition. 

A Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (CSRP) was prepared by the FDOT District Six Right-of-Way 

Department. The FDOT will carry out a Right-of-Way and Relocation Program in accordance with 

Florida Statute 339.09 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 

Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646 as amended by Public Law 100-17). A summary of 

relocations for the proposed GGI improvements is contained in Appendix D. 

6.6 Costs Estimates 

The estimated construction costs for the Recommended Alternative were developed using a 

combination of the FDOT Long Range Estimate (LRE) and Basis of Estimates for individual pay 

items.  The unit costs for the pay items were obtained from the FDOT Historical Average Item Unit 

Cost for Miami-Dade County.  Right-of-Way costs for the SR 826 Recommended Alternative were 

estimated from conceptual design plans and are primarily for interchange modifications.  The FDOT 

District Six Right-of-Way Office is preparing the official right-of-way cost estimate.  The right-of-

way cost for the GGI Ultimate was prepared by the FDOT based on the conceptual design plans 

for the Recommended Alternative.  The cost includes property, support, relocation of personal 

property/signs and administrative costs. 

This cost is preliminary in nature and will be refined as the project enters subsequent phases.  

FDOT estimated Preliminary Engineering (PE) costs and Construction Engineering and Inspection 

(CEI) service costs as a percentage of the total construction cost. PE cost was estimated at 8% of 

the total construction cost, which includes preliminary engineering fees, final engineering design 

fees, legal fees, administration fees and post design services. CEI cost was estimated at 8%.  Table 

6-8 summarizes the preliminary cost estimates for the SR 826 mainline and Table 6-9 contains the 

preliminary costs for the GGI Ultimate.  The itemized cost estimates are contained in Appendix F. 

6.7 Schedule 

The Public Hearing for this PD&E study was conducted on November 18, 2014 at St. Thomas 

University, and Location Design Concept Acceptance from FHWA is anticipated by September 

2016.  No specific schedule has been set for the construction of the proposed improvements.  The 

initial FDOT implementation plan is to use a design-bid-build contract method.  The SR 

826/Palmetto Expressway between I-75 and NW 17th Avenue will be divided into six construction 

segments while the GGI Ultimate will be implemented in four segments.  Currently, the FDOT 

District 6 has included funding for the design phase in the current 5-year work program.  Funding 

for right-of-way and construction is included in the MPO LRTP as Priority II and Priority III projects, 

respectively. 

6.8 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

The Florida Statute Title XXIII, Chapter 316, Section 316.091, prohibits pedestrians and bicycles 

from operating and/or traveling on any limited access facilities. As such, no pedestrian or bicycle 

facilities are planned as part of the proposed improvements under the Recommended Alternative 

along the expressways (SR 825, I-95, and Florida’s Turnpike) and ramp connectors within the 

interchange area. 

Along SR 826, each interchange will be reconstructed and all signalization equipment upgraded 

with enhancements to pedestrian features including the addition and/or restriping of existing 

crosswalks.  Any pedestrian facilities that are not compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA) will be upgraded to meet the ADA standards.  In addition, the one-way frontage road (NW 

167th Street) will be improved with curb and gutter, continuous 6-ft. sidewalk and a 4-ft. bike lane 

between NW 67th Avenue and NW 17th Avenue.  The existing pedestrian overpass just west of NW 

27th Avenue will be impacted by the Recommended Alternative but will be replaced in kind.  



 

 
 6-48 

 

Preliminary Engineering Report 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 
FM #: 418423-1-22-01 / FAP #: 4751 146 P / ETDM #: 11241 

 

Table 6-8 
Preliminary Cost Estimates – SR 826 Recommended Alternative 

 

COST SUMMARY 

Component Segment 1 Segment 2 Segment 3 Segment 4 Segment 5 Segment 6 Total 

Construction Cost $88,631,874 $77,775,752 $45,404,707 $51,852,323 $55,829,340 $55,757,461 $375,251,458 

Right-of-Way Cost $22,457,000 $6,847,600 $14,262,900 $2,371,000 $632,000 $5,981,200 $52,551,700 

Engineering Design $7,090,550 $6,222,060 $3,632,377 $4,148,186 $4,466,347 $4,460,597 $30,020,117 

CEI $7,090,550 $6,222,060 $3,632,377 $4,148,186 $4,466,347 $4,460,597 $30,020,117 

Contingency $4,431,594 $3,888,788 $2,270,235 $2,592,616 $2,791,467 $2,787,873 $18,762,573 

Total $129,701,568 $100,956,260 $69,202,596 $65,112,311 $68,185,501 $73,447,728 $506,605,965 

 

 
Table 6-9 

Preliminary Cost Estimates – GGI Ultimate 
 

 
COST SUMMARY 

Component Sequence 1 Sequence 2 Sequence 3 Sequence 4 Sequence 5 Sequence 6 Total 

Construction Cost 
(includes Right-of-Way) 

$56,926,429 $117,398,846 $30,483,307 $22,540,244 $38,088,044 $68,534,820 $333,971,690 

Engineering Design $4,554,114 $9,391,908 $2,438,665 $1,803,220 $3,047,043 $5,482,786 $26,717,735 

CEI $4,554,114 $9,391,908 $2,438,665 $1,803,220 $3,047,043 $5,482,786 $26,717,735 

Contingency $2,846,321 $5,869,942 $1,524,165 $1,127,012 $1,904,402 $3,426,741 $16,698,584 

Total $68,880,979 $142,052,604 $36,884,801 $27,273,695 $46,086,533 $82,927,132 $404,105,744 

 
Notes 
Engineering Design = 8% of Project Costs 
Construction Engineering & Inspection (CEI) = 8% of Project Costs 
Contingency = 5% of Construction Cost  
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6.9 Utility Impacts 

There are approximately 25 utility crossings noted within the study limits, most commonly found in 

and around interchanges and overpasses.  Seven utility companies could potentially be impacted 

by the proposed improvements or will require further coordination during the design and 

construction phases.  Table 6-10 shows an approximate number of potential impacts for utility 

company facilities.  Coordination with the utility companies described in this section will continue 

during the design phase.   Further refinement of the proposed design and utility field verification 

will be carried out during the final design phase.  Special construction equipment and techniques 

may be utilized to avoid utility conflicts. In unique locations, where special construction equipment 

and techniques cannot avoid utility relocations, the need and cost of the utility relocation will be 

determined during the design phase.  

As previously mentioned in Section 2.12, Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) currently owns and 

operates two gas transmission mains along Florida’s Turnpike and SR 826 connecting to local 

distribution facilities in the Opa-Locka area.  These mains consist of an 18-in. pipe and a 24-in. 

pipe installed in an easement within Florida’s Turnpike which terminates approximately 145-ft. 

north of SR 826.  The portions of the gas mains which continue to the west within the SR 826 were 

originally installed and granted a permit by the FDOT allowing them to be placed within the FDOT’s 

Right-of-Way.  The 24-in. FGT gas main runs along the westbound NW 167th Street while the 18-

in. FGT gas main crosses beneath SR 826 and runs along eastbound NW 167th Street within the 

embankment between SR 826 and NW 167th Street.  At or about the interchange of NW 67th 

Avenue, the 24-in. line crosses beneath SR 826 and runs along eastbound NW 167th Street 

adjacent to the 18-in gas main. 

On August 21, 2013 the Florida Department of Transportation entered into a global settlement 

agreement with Florida Gas Transmission regarding potential impacts to FGT facilities (on a 

statewide basis) and guidance procedures to address their disposition within FDOT Right-of-ways. 

Under permitted scenario’s which is the case for the facilities located within the FDOT’s R/W along 

SR 826 and its frontage roads along NW 167th Street: if relocation is warranted, alternative space 

for the relocation of the facility within the FDOT’s R/W is accommodated where practical.  In the 

event that suitable space is not available within existing R/W; the FDOT is responsible for acquiring 

suitable replacement R/W and FGT is responsible for the relocation cost of those facilities to the 

available right-of-way.  In the event that the FDOT cannot secure the R/W, FGT has the ability to 

secure the R/W on FDOT’s behalf including use of condemnation rights through the federal eminent 

domain process.  FGT has this ability through the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 

issuance of a certificate of public convenience and necessity. 

The Recommended Alternative for SR 826 and the GGI Ultimate is anticipated to result in both the 

existing 18-in. and 24-in. gas mains being relocated to a more accessible location.  Based on 

coordination with FGT, the replacement route must have unencumbered and unobstructed space 

of 30 ft. plus the width of the pipe plus 25 ft. of temporary work space for the line.  Also, it is 

customary to have both lines on the same side of the roadway running parallel to one another 

separated by 15 ft. which will require a total 70-ft. wide utility corridor. 

The Recommended Alternative footprint including the 18-in. and 24-in. drainage pipes along NW 

167th Street occupies the entire SR 826 right-of-way.  Relocation of the FGT gas mains will require 

right-of-way acquisition. As part of this PD&E Study, potential routes were identified and evaluated 

for the relocation of the existing 24-in. and 18-in. gas mains (Refer to the Florida Gas Transmission 

Utility Relocation Assessment Memorandum, Appendix C).  The FDOT will work with FGT to 

address the final disposition of the gas mains.  As per the FGT Global Settlement Agreement with 

the FDOT, FGT is responsible for the pipe installation cost while the FDOT is responsible for the 

right-of-way cost.  The FDOT District Six Utility Office will maintain coordination with all the utility 

providers throughout subsequent final design phase regarding any potential impacts. 

6.10 Temporary Traffic Control Plan 

Proper traffic control will be critical in order to minimize impacts to the community and construction 

cost.  Care should be taken to ensure the safety and mobility of both vehicular and pedestrian 

traffic, and impacts to transit and businesses should be minimized.  As part of this PD&E Study, a 

preliminary traffic control plan has been developed for the construction of the proposed 

improvements under the Recommended Alternative.  Due to the high traffic volume along the 

freeways and interchange ramps, the existing number of travel lanes should be maintained during 
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each construction phase.  However, temporary lane closures may be required in some locations 

such as overhead construction over existing roadway and should be limited to off-peak hours.  

Traffic Control Concept Plan sheets for roadway and bridges are contained in Appendix E. 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

The preliminary plan for project implementation for the SR 826 Recommended Alternative is a 

conventional design-bid-build contract.  The SR 826 improvements from I-75 to NW 17th Avenue 

will be implemented in six construction segments: 

Segment 1 - From: I-75 (MP 15.354) To: North of Canal C-8 Bridge (MP 16.854) 

Segment 2 -  From: North of Canal C-8 Bridge (MP 16.854) To: East of NW 67th Avenue (MP 

18.117) 

Segment 3 - From: East of NW 67th Avenue (MP 18.117) To: East of NW 57th Avenue (MP 19.080) 

Segment 4 - From: East of NW 57th Avenue (MP 19.080) To: East of NW 42nd Avenue (MP 20.500) 

Segment 5 - From: East of NW 42nd Avenue (MP 20.500) To: East of NW 32nd Avenue (MP 21.500) 

Segment 6 - From: East of NW 32nd Avenue (MP 21.500) To: West of NW 17th Avenue (MP 22.255) 

Below is a general description of a traffic control concept for the SR 826 Recommended Alternative; 

traffic control typical sections are also contained in Appendix E. 

Phase 1 

1. Shift eastbound travel lanes onto the existing shoulder, and reduce the shoulder widths and 

travel lanes to maintain the existing number of lanes. 

2. Install temporary concrete barrier wall along the outside shoulder and begin temporary 

widening. 

3. Reduce the frontage road from 2 lanes to 1 lane in each direction.  

4. Shift the frontage road traffic to the outside. 

5. Install temporary concrete barrier wall on the frontage road. 

6. Begin construction of the proposed typical section for the frontage road. 

Phase 2 

1. Shift eastbound travel lanes onto the temporary pavement constructed under Phase 1. 

2. Shift westbound travel lanes onto the existing pavement section previously used for 

eastbound traffic as detailed in Phase 1. 

3. Begin construction of the ultimate westbound lanes. 

4. Shift frontage road traffic onto the pavement section constructed under Phase 1. 

5. Install barrier wall and continue construction of the proposed typical section for the frontage 

road. 

Phase 3 

1. Shift eastbound and westbound lanes onto the newly constructed mainline section under 

Phase 2. 

2. Begin construction of the ultimate eastbound lanes. 

3. Open frontage roads to all traffic including pedestrian and bicycle traffic. 

Final Phase 

1. Open General Use Lanes for eastbound and westbound traffic 

2. Stripe out Express Lanes until all segments of the corridor are complete (Alternative 2 

only). 
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Table 6-10 
Recommended Alternative Potential Utility Impacts 

 

 
 

Utility Agency Owner Facilities Contact Person Phone Master Agreement 

1 AT&T Florida Telecommunications Steve Massie 305-222-8745 Yes 

2 AT&T Long Distance Telecommunications Craig Petrie 407-578-8000 Yes 

3 Buckeye Pipe Line Company  Beth Auman 610-904-4409 Yes 

4 City of Hialeah-Department of Water and Sewers Water & Sewer Cesar Castillo 305-556-2542 Yes 

5 City of Miami Gardens Storm Sewer Mariana Pitiriciu 305-622-8000 Yes 

6 City of North Miami Water & Sewer Wisler Pierre-Louis 305-895-9838 Yes 

7 City of North Miami Beach Public Utilities Water & Sewer Karim Rossy 305-948-2967 Ext. 7962 Yes 

8 Comcast Cable Cable TV Leonard Maxwell-Newbold 954-447-8405 Yes 

9 Fiberlight LLC. Telecommunications Troy Gaeta 786-271-5149 Yes 

10 Florida City Gas Gas – Distribution Michael Alexander 305-835-3632 Yes 

11 FDOT- District 6 – ITS ITS Thomas Miller 305-470-5757 Yes 

12 Florida Turnpike Enterprise - ITS ITS Rafael Sena 954-934-1624 Yes 

13 Florida Gas Transmission Company Gas – Transmission Joseph Sanchez 407-838-7171 Yes 

14 FPL - Distribution Electric Angel Vargas 305-442-5129 Yes 

15 FPL – Transmission Electric George Beck 561-904-3604 Yes 

16 FPL Fibernet LLC Telecommunications Danny Haskett 305-552-2931 Yes 

17 Level 3 Communications LLC Telecommunications Rick Miller 720-888-4968 Yes 

18 Verizon Business (f.k.a MCI) Telecommunications John McNeil 904-355-0187 Yes 

19 Miami-Dade County Water & Sewer Water & Sewer Patrick Chong 786-268-5255 Yes 

20 Miami-Dade County Traffic Signalization Vishnu Rajkumnr 305-375-2090 Yes 

21 Suburban Propane Gas - Distribution Sullivan Palerno 305-891-8393 Yes 

22 Systems Integration & Maintenance, INC  Micheal Collier 305-624-1113 Ext. 102 Yes 

23 TECO Peoples Gas-South Florida Gas – Distribution Yvonne Goldman 954-453-0824 Yes 

24 Town of Miami Lakes Water & Sewer Hiram Siaba 305-364-6100 Ext. 240 Yes 

25 XO Communications Telecommunications Tony Kowaleski 305-356-3160 Yes 
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Golden Glades Interchange 

The implementation of the GGI Ultimate improvements could use a combination of design-bid-build 

and design-build and is anticipated to be implemented in four segments as follows: 

Segment 1: SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Reconstruction:  This involves the reconstruction of 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway from NW 17th Avenue to Florida’s Turnpike.  It is a continuation of 

the improvements from the adjacent PD&E project and will accommodate the express lanes 

connection from SR 826/ to I-95 to and from the north only.  The construction under this stage will 

integrate the three lane exit ramp from SR 826 eastbound to I-95 northbound and southbound 

previously built as part of the interim improvements. 

Segment 2: SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Express Lanes Connection to I-95:  This involves 

the construction of direct express lane connections between SR 826 and I-95 to and from the north 

only. It also includes widening of the existing 95 express flyover ramps from one to two lanes in 

each direction north of the merge/diverge locations with the new SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

managed lanes flyover ramps. 

Segment 3: Interchange Ramps Reconstruction & I-95 NB Widening: This involves 

construction of a new ramp for the SR 9/SR 7/US 441 northbound to I-95 northbound movement 

that merges with the SR 826 eastbound to I-95 northbound flyover ramp previously built under the 

interim improvements before joining I-95 as a two-lane on-ramp.  The additional lane from the on-

ramp will be carried as an auxiliary lane along I-95 northbound between the Golden Glades 

Interchange and Miami Gardens Drive to increase capacity along mainline.  Other improvements 

include combination and realignment of the I-95 northbound to SR 7/US 441 northbound and NW 

167th Street eastbound exit ramps and replacement of the SR 7/US 441 NB ramp over I-95. 

Segment 4: Turnpike SB Express Lane Connector and I-95 SB Reconstruction   This involves 

construction of a direct express lane connection between Florida’s Turnpike and I-95 southbound 

express lanes and reconstruction of I-95 southbound lanes between Opa-Locka Blvd and Golden 

Glades to accommodate a new ramp.  The entrance to the I-95 express lanes from the general use 

lanes will be relocated approximately 1,200-ft south and the pedestrian bridge across I-95 just 

south of NW 151st Street will be replaced due to the widening of the I-95 southbound lanes.  The 

construction under this stage will also maintain the alignment of the Turnpike Connector at-grade 

lanes between the Turnpike mainline and the Park and Ride Flyover Ramp previously built as part 

of the interim improvements.  See Appendix E for conceptual bridge construction MOT plans. 

6.11 Drainage 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

The proposed improvements for the Recommended Alternative will require major drainage 

improvements along the freeways and interchange ramps, including new drainage structures, 

pipes, and stormwater treatment facilities.  In addition to the existing stormwater management 

facilities that will be impacted from reconstruction, the project will result in an increase in 

impervious area.  The following are excerpts from the Preliminary Drainage Report, June 2014 

which is a companion document to this report.  

Post-Development 1 has a total drainage area estimated at 43.25 acres. From north of the SR 

826/SR 924 Interchange the collection system will consist of exfiltration trenches, inlets and gravity 

pipes that will drain south toward the east wet detention pond that discharges to the Grahams Dairy 

Canal, and the west dry detention pond that discharges to the C-8 Canal.  The existing control 

structures for these two ponds will be adjusted to provide the required water quality volume, and 

limit the post-development to the pre-development discharge.  From the NW 154th Street 

Interchange to the culvert that links the C-8 Canal with Graham’s Dairy Canal the collection system 

will consist of exfiltration trenches, inlets and gravity pipes that will drain to the infield dry ponds of 

the NW 154th Street Interchange.  The control structures will be modified to accommodate the 

increase in impervious areas and satisfy the water quality volume requirement, and the pre/post 

discharge requirement. Post development Basin 1 will be drained by 7,600 ft. through exfiltration 

trenches.  The required exfiltration trenches length is 6,289 ft. 

Post-Development Basin 2 starts at the NW 154th Street Interchange and ends at the C-8 Canal 

crossing.  This basin is bordered to the east by the Don Shula’s Golf Course and to the east by the 

C-8 Canal.  The western most limit is on NW 154th Street (at the extent of the roadway restoration) 

where a 36-in. exfiltration trench drains via overflow weir #5 into Basin 1.  The tributary area 
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includes NW 77th Avenue frontage road.  The proposed drainage system will be drained by a 

continuous exfiltration trench of 36-in. French drains which will discharge to the C-8 Canal.  To 

accommodate the widening and the inclusion of the southbound/westbound ramp that connects 

SR 826 with SR 924, the Peter’s Pike Canal will be shifted to the west.  The minimum canal width 

of 50-ft. will be maintained where feasible, and double barrels 20-ft. x10-ft. will be installed at the 

encroachment area.  The average ground elevation is around +6.75, and the October groundwater 

level is around +3.30 NGVD (+1.80 NAVD).  Within this drainage basin a total of two percolation 

tests were performed (P-4, P-5), and the average percolation rate is 1.01x10-4 cfs/ft2/ft. of head.  

This percolation rate is considered to be average.  The controlling design factor for this basin is the 

depth to the water table.  The total drainage area is 12.67 acres, of which 11.00 acres are 

impervious, and 0.72 acres are pervious.  The exfiltration trench proposed will be 5 ft. wide and will 

have a 36-in. diameter perforated pipe.  The overflow points will be to the C-8 Canal.  The 

controlling weir elevation will be set at +4.50 (NAVD) or top of trench.  One control structure will be 

provided.  The required length of exfiltration trenches per water quality standard is 3,341 ft.  The 

maximum length provided is 1,690 ft. as per site constraint. 

Post-Development Basin 3 starts at the C-8 Canal crossing and ends at the NW 67th Avenue 

Interchange.  The total drainage area is estimated at 44.99 acres, of which 36.31 acres are 

impervious and 8.41 acres are pervious.  The drainage area includes the east frontage road of NW 

77th Avenue, and the south frontage road (NW 167th Street).  The expressway will be widened to 

the full extent of the available right-of-way.  The drainage system will consist of inlets and pipes 

discharging into a dry detention swale located on the north side and west side of SR 826. 

This swale will be located on the available right-of-way of the west extension of the north frontage 

road (NW 167th Street).  From NW 67th Avenue to the C-8 Canal that extension was never 

constructed but the available land is still zoned as right-of-way.  This dry detention swale has a 

bottom area of 5 acres which will be set at +3.00 (NAVD) or 1 ft. (or greater) above the October 

ground water elevation of about +3.30 NGVD (+1.80 NAVD).  Within this drainage basin a total of 

four percolation tests were performed and the average percolation rate is 1.13x10-4 cfs/ft2/ft of head.  

The dry detention swale is stage controlled at elevation +4.00 before overflowing to the south into 

an exfiltration trench that outfall to the C-8 Canal.  The controlling elevation for the exfiltration 

trenches will be set at +4.00.  The exfiltration trench proposed will be 5 ft. wide and will have a 36-

in. diameter perforated pipe.  One control structure will be provided.  The required length of 

exfiltration trenches per water quality standard is 6,712 ft.  The maximum length provided is 6,120 

ft. as per site constraint.  The required water quality will be provided by the combined detention 

volume in the dry swale and the exfiltrated volume in the trenches. 

Post-Development Basin 4, 5 and 6 start at the NW 67th Avenue Interchange and ends at the 

NW 27th Avenue Interchange.  From NW 67th Avenue to NW 27th Avenue a drainage system 

consisting of inlets and tertiary gravity pipes will drain to a secondary system of large diameter 

pipes that will drain toward a main collector pipe placed along NW 47th Avenue.  The secondary 

pipes are divided into two laterals placed along NW 167th Street.  The sizes of these laterals vary 

from 54-in. to 72-in.  Along NW 47th Avenue and NW 42nd Avenue, the east and west laterals flow 

into elliptical pipes of 121-in. x 77-in. gravity mains that convey the runoff south toward a stage 

control wet pond of 19.20 acres which will be referred to as “Pond A”.  The total tributary area from 

NW 57th Avenue to NW 27th Avenue is 111.39 acres, of which 98.39 acres are impervious, and 

13.00 acres are pervious. 

Pond A is located just north of the Opa-Locka airport, north of the C-8 Canal, on airport property 

that is currently not used.  This pond will straddle portions of a large tract of land grouped under 

Miami-Dade county folio number 34-2117-004-0010, and 34-2118-001-0730. Pond A has ample 

storage to satisfy the water quality and quantity. The control structures will consist of two control 

structures fitted with “V” notches sized to recover the pond volume in 24 hours. The broad crest 

weirs will be set at elevation +4.75 to provide a detention volume of 70.20 Ac-ft. which exceeds the 

required 24.48 Ac-ft.  A total of four “V” notches with a central angle of 50 degrees are needed to 

bleed the 0.50 in. volume.  The invert of these “V” notches will be set at the pond water surface 

elevation of +1.50 (NAVD). 

On the north frontage road near the intersection at NW 67th Avenue, there is a contamination site 

at the Mobile gas station.  As a result, 300 ft. of potential exfiltration trench will need to be replaced 

with solid pipe as per Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources (DRER).  There is 

another contamination site at the Potemkin Chevrolet car dealership near the south frontage road 

intersection with NW 57th Avenue.  Similarly, 400 ft. of potential exfiltration trenches were replaced 

with solid pipe.  More exfiltration trenches could be reduced to solid pipes after a contamination 
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extent survey is performed.  However, the 400 ft. proposed reduction at each contamination site 

per the DRER database is conservative and could be adjusted. 

Post-Development Basin 7 starts at the NW 27th Avenue Interchange and ends at the NW 17th 

Avenue Interchange.  The drainage area includes the south and north frontage road of NW 167th 

Street.  The average ground elevation is around +4.50, and the October groundwater level is 

around +2.50 NGVD (+1.00 NAVD).  Within this drainage basin a total of four percolation tests 

were performed (P-23, P-24, P-25, P-26), and the average percolation rate is 1.68x10-4 cfs/ft2/ft of 

head.  This percolation rate is considered to be average. 

The total drainage area is 36.00 acres of which 33.22 acres are impervious, and 2.78 acres are 

pervious.  There is a superfund contaminated site that prohibits the use of wet ponds or exfiltration 

trenches within a 1 mile radius of that site.  The drainage sub-basin from NW 22nd Avenue to NW 

17th Avenue lies entirely inside the exclusion radius.  The overflow points will be to the Spur 2 Canal 

via two control structures with weir set at elevation +3.00.  The required length of exfiltration 

trenches per water quality standard is 9,692 ft.  The provided length is 4,400 ft. 

C-8 Canal 

The widening of SR 826 mainline will encroach on the C-8 Canal right-of-way at two locations 

around NW 154th Street.  The first location starts at Sta. 575+57 and ends at Sta. 597+52.  It is 

located just north of the I-75 Interchange, and south of the NW 154th Street Interchange.  A double 

barrel culvert 20-ft. x 10-ft. will be laid within this limit.  The overall length is 2,222 ft.  At around 

Sta. 578+26, a junction box will be constructed to link the 20-ft. x 10-ft. double barrel culvert with 

an existing 72-in. culvert that links the Peter Pike Canal with the Graham’s Dairy Canal.  The 

second canal encroachment occurs at the new southbound exit ramp that leads to NW 154th Street 

and I-75.  A double barrel culvert 20-ft. x 10-ft. of 481 ft. in length will be installed.  The endwalls 

will be located at Sta. 611+25 and at Sta. 615+99. 

The SFWMD in the “Permit Information Manual – Volume V” states that the allowable head loss 

through a proposed culvert shall be limited to one-tenth of a foot or less.  Furthermore the crown 

of the culvert must allow the district’s floating equipment to pass.  The culvert must be set in such 

a manner to allow the passage of a boat having an 8 ft. wide deck, with the deck being 2 ft. above 

the seasonal high optimum water surface elevation of the canal, with a minimum of 2 ft. of clearance 

from the boat to the culvert walls on either side.  The invert of the culvert must be set ½ ft. above 

the design canal bottom, and provide also a minimum water depth of 5 ft. as measured from the 

seasonal low water elevation. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

The project area was divided into six main drainage systems. System limits were determined using 

existing drainage divides, which included changes in elevation, transportation facilities and water 

bodies. The naming convention was chosen so that the first two characters represent the receiving 

water body followed by an abbreviation of the general location of the system.  The Recommended 

Alternative for the GGI Ultimate increases the impervious area by approximately 12.5 acres and 

8.2 acres in the Basin C-8 and Basin C-9, respectively.  Using the SFWMD water quality criteria, 

this will require 1.48 ac-ft. of treatment in Basin C-8 and 0.88 ac-ft. of additional treatment in Basin 

C-9. A summary of the drainage analysis for each basin is described below.  

 

System C8_I95-S  

Most of the proposed roadway work within Drainage System C8_I95-S, under the Ultimate Build 

Alternative, is focused on the southbound lanes of I-95. Impervious area (pavement) is being added 

in order to provide direct managed lane connections between Florida’s Turnpike and I-95 Express 

southbound managed lanes.  The new pavement will add 2.0 Acres of impervious area and 

increase the roadway footprint towards the west. Preliminary calculations indicate that 0.21 Ac-ft. 

of additional dry-retention will be needed to meet water quality requirements.  Several parcels, in 

the vicinity of NW 6th Court between NW 146th Street and NW 151st, will be acquired to 

accommodate the roadway improvements.  A review of the proposed roadway geometry suggests 

that 1.8 Acres will be available for storm water treatment in the area where parcels will be acquired.  

This area can be used to accommodate a dry-retention pond with a bottom area of 1.2 Acres and 

a depth of 1.0 ft. to provide a dry-retention treatment volume of 1.2 Ac-ft.  The pond would provide 

1.0 Ac-ft. of surplus treatment since only 0.2 Ac-ft. of treatment is required for this system.  Surplus 

treatment provided in this pond could be used to compensate for required treatment in adjacent 

systems that also outfall into the C-8 Canal.  This pond will need to be connected to the system 
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trunk line in order to provide an outfall for overflows into the pond.  A connection will have to be 

made to the trunk line before it crosses to the east side of I-95 in order to avoid needing to Jack & 

Bore or needing to open trenching across both lanes of I-95. It is anticipated that the surface 

drainage for the roadway can be accomplished by extending the existing closed pipe system and 

placing inlets as needed to control the spread.  A note is made that contamination has been 

identified in the general vicinity of the proposed dry-retention pond.  The site is identified as Jimmy’s 

Shell located at 14601 NW 7th Avenue and it poses a minimal potential of environmental impacts 

if dewatering is needed during construction activities.   

 

System C8_PR  

Roadway improvements proposed within Drainage System C8_PR, under the Ultimate Build 

Alternative, are geared towards providing a direct connection between SR 9 and I-95 in the 

northbound direction as well as widening the I-95 connector to facilitate movements from the 

Turnpike and SR 826 onto I-95 southbound.  The new pavement will add 2.3 Acres of impervious 

area. Preliminary calculations indicate that 0.24 Ac-ft. of dry-retention will be needed to meet water 

quality requirements.  The required treatment can be provided through compensation in System 

C8_I95, which outfalls into the same receiving water body and is anticipated to have surplus 

treatment capacity when the Ultimate Build Alternative is constructed. In the event that surplus 

treatment is not available in C8_I95 or a nearby system, a 1-ft ditch block can be provided before 

runoff enters the Municipal Parking facility’s piped drainage system.  This would result in the 

retention of runoff within the southbound and northbound lanes of SR-9. Two small dry-retention 

ponds would be created that would have a combined bottom area of 1.6 Acres and a treatment 

volume of 1.6 Ac-ft., which exceeds the treatment volume of 0.24 Ac-ft required for this drainage 

system. A surplus of 1.36 Ac-ft. would be available to be used as compensation in an adjacent 

system.  Excess runoff into the ponds would overtop the ditch block and outfall through the 

Municipal Parking facility’s piped drainage system.  The minor stage, created in the retention 

ponds, is not anticipated to impact the existing roadway base clearance since the roads in this area 

are several feet above the existing ground level.  

System C8_GGI  

Proposed roadway improvements within Drainage System C8_GGI, under the Ultimate Build 

Alternative, facilitate connections between the major roadways within this drainage system. A new 

flyover ramp to connect SR 826 eastbound to I-95 northbound as well as various widening and 

roadway realignments are being provided to meet this goal.  The Ultimate Build Alternative will add 

6.0 Acres of impervious area to the drainage system.  This will require 0.63 Ac-ft of dry-retention 

to meet water quality.  In the southern end of the project, improvements to the I-95 southbound 

lanes will move the travel lanes towards the west, which will result in the double 72-inch outfall 

pipes, and corresponding manholes, being in the travel lanes.  Relocation of the double 72-inch 

outfall pipes (approximately 1,400-ft) is recommended to avoid having manholes in the travel lanes.  

Likewise, in the northern end of the drainage system, a portion of the 54-inch trunk line 

(approximately 2,800-ft) will also need to be relocated for the same reason since the I-95 

northbound lanes will be shifted towards the east to create a median area that will accommodate 

the managed lanes.    

The control elevation for one of the existing dry-ponds, near the proposed flyover ramp, can be 

raised by 0.5-ft to increase the treatment volume from 0.95 Ac-ft. to 1.67 Ac-ft. in order to provide 

0.72 Ac-ft. of treatment volume, exceeding the required volume needed.  The dry pond is identified 

as Area 20 in the plans for project 87270-3419.  A ditch block is currently being used to provide the 

control elevation.  It can be raised by adding more earth to the ditch block and providing a concrete 

topping per SFWMD requirements.  During final design, a detailed infiltration analysis will be 

required to ensure the pond recovers within 24-hours using the in-situ soil since an exfiltration 

trench to aid in pond recovery will not be allowed because the dry pond is within the Anodyne 1-

mile buffer. The roadway base clearance is not anticipated to be impacted by the minor stage 

increase in Area 20.   

An alternative approach to meet water quality requirements for this drainage system, under the 

Ultimate Build Alternative, is to provide a dry retention pond within the infield area that will be 

created between NW 7th Ave and the I-95 ramp. This approach would require a careful review of 

existing contamination since the adjacent parcels in this area are currently industrial.  Should 

contamination be identified in the immediate area, a dry retention pond poses a potential of 

displacing the contamination plume.     
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System C8_I95-N 

Under the Ultimate Build Alternative, within Drainage System C8_I95-N, proposed roadway 

improvements provide an additional lane in each direction for the I-95 express lanes located 

between the northbound and southbound lanes of the I-95 mainline.  The express lanes are 

accommodated by shifting out the mainline by approximately 14-ft on the west side and 19-ft on 

the east side.  The Ultimate Build Alternative will add 2.2 Acres of impervious area to the drainage 

system.  In order to meet water quality, 0.23 Ac-ft. of dry-retention will be needed to account for 

the increase in impervious area and 0.18 Ac-ft. will be needed to offset encroachments into the 

existing retention area for a total of 0.41 Ac-ft. of dry-retention needed for this drainage system.  

Proposed roadway improvements will greatly reduce or eliminate the existing swales being used 

for conveyance. A drainage trunk line (approximately 2,500-ft of 42-inch) will be needed to replace 

the function of the swales. Preliminary calculations indicate that the required 0.41-Ac-ft of dry-

retention can be provided by installing 2,000-ft of 20-ft deep exfiltration trench in series with the 

new trunk line.  The use of exfiltration trench in this drainage basin is acceptable because there is 

limited R/W available for a dry pond, the drainage system is outside of the 1-mile Anodyne 

contamination buffer and the anticipated exfiltration rate is 1.7E-05 cfs/ft2-ft of head.   

 

System C9_GGI  

Proposed roadway improvements within Drainage System C9_GGI, under the Ultimate Build 

Alternative, facilitate connections between the major roadways within this drainage system. A new 

flyover ramp to connect SR 826 eastbound to I-95 northbound as well as widening of the Turnpike 

connector to I-95 southbound are being provided to meet this goal.  The Ultimate Build Alternative 

will add 7.3 Acres of impervious area to the drainage system. This will require 0.78 Ac-ft. of dry-

retention to meet water quality.    

Proposed right-of-way acquisition of the warehouse area located in the Sunshine Industrial Park 

found in the southwest quadrant of the Golden Glades Interchange (GGI) can provide an 

appropriate location for water quality treatment. The proposed right-of-way acquisition area is part 

of Interim Build Alternative 4, which will be used to provide for the NW 12th Avenue on-ramp to SR 

826 that continues connecting to I-95 southbound. This potentially acquired area can 

accommodate a 4.2-Acre dry-retention pond.  A depth of 0.5-ft can yield 2.10 Ac-ft. of dry-retention 

treatment in the pond, thereby providing surplus treatment since only 0.78 Ac-ft. of treatment is 

required for this system.  Surplus treatment provided in this pond could be used to compensate for 

required treatment in adjacent systems that also outfall into the C-9 Canal. 

In order to get runoff from SR 826 to the proposed pond, trunk lines along both sides of SR 826 

will need to be extended (Approximately 1000-ft) and increased in size from 24-inch to 36-inch  

pipes. The north trunk line would need to cross under SR 826 and connect to the south trunk line 

before reaching the SR 826/I-95 ramp. The final discharge point, of the extended southern trunk 

line, would then be on the eastern side of the pond by the SR 826/I-95 ramp. Excess runoff into 

the pond could be discharged using the existing 24-inch x 28-inch cross drain under SR 826 and 

then continue to flow north along the outside western Turnpike swale towards the Turnpike Toll 

Plaza and eventually into the C-9 Canal.   

The required treatment volume for this drainage system can also be provided by creating a dry-

retention pond in the FDOT owned vacant lot, folio 34-2112-000-0083, located just north of the 

railroad and bordered by both the SR 826 and Turnpike Connectors.  This vacant lot can 

accommodate a 3.6-Acre dry-retention pond while avoiding impacting the Intelligent Transportation 

System (ITS) existing building on the site.  A depth of 0.5 ft will yield 1.80 Ac-ft of dry-retention 

treatment in the pond thereby providing surplus treatment for this system.  As mentioned before, 

available surplus treatment could be used to compensate for required treatment in adjacent 

systems that also outfall into the C-9 Canal. The aforementioned vacant parcel has been used in 

the recent past as a debris staging area to facilitate disaster recovery after hurricanes. If the parcel 

is used as a stormwater treatment pond, it will no longer be available for use as a debris staging 

area.   

In order to get runoff from SR 826 to the proposed pond, trunk lines will be needed along both 

sides of the roadway to get the runoff to the Turnpike Connector infield area.  The trunk line on the 

north side will need to cross under the SR 826 mainline with a 42-inch culvert (Approximately 300-

ft).  The trunk line on the south side will need to cross under the SR 826/I-95 ramp with a 42-inch 

culvert (Approximately 150-ft).  A 54-inch culvert (Approximately 250-ft) will need to be installed 

under the Turnpike Connector to get the runoff from the infield area to the pond.  Given the relative 

height of the roadways to the surrounding ground, the Jack & Bore installation method will likely be 
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the most economical way to install the needed culverts.   Excess runoff into the pond can be 

discharged using the existing culverts to convey runoff towards the Turnpike Toll Plaza and into 

the C-9 Canal. A review of plans for proposed improvements to the Turnpike Toll Plaza (FPID 

415462-2-52-02) indicates that the existing 36-inch culvert, used as this systems outfall, will remain 

in operation after the improvements are constructed.  

 

System C9_TPK 

Proposed roadway improvements within Drainage System C9_TPK, under the Ultimate Build 

Alternative, focus on widening the Turnpike connector to I-95 southbound.  The Ultimate Build 

Alternative will add 0.9 Acres of impervious area to the drainage system.  This will require 0.09 

Ac-ft. of dry-retention to meet water quality.  The treatment volume requirement for this system 

can be met by providing compensating treatment in Drainage System C9_GGI, which has surplus 

capacity in its dry retention pond.   

 

6.12 Bridge Analysis 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

6.12.1 Proposed Bridge Configuration 

Based on the Recommended Alternative, PD&E Preliminary Concept Plans were prepared to 

illustrate proposed bridge configurations at each interchange.  Additionally, the Concept Plans 

provides typical sections for all Recommended Alternative bridge configurations.  The PD&E 

Preliminary Concept Plans prepared as part of this study are provided under separate cover.  Below 

is a description of the proposed bridge configuration at each location followed by a series of tables 

summarizing the bridge lengths and proposed superstructure depths. 

6.12.2 New Braided Ramp over NW 154th Street On-Ramp 

The purpose of this braided ramp bridge is to convey the traffic to I-75 westbound over the SR 826 

SB on-ramp from NW 154th Street.  This ramp is to be 30-ft. 1-in. in width (out-to-out) with 32-in. F-

Shape traffic railings along each edge, 6-ft. outside and inside shoulders, and a 15-ft. travel lane.  

The profile for this new bridge is set to comply with the minimum vertical clearance of 16.5-ft.     

The assumed bridge configuration is a two-span bridge with multiple continuous steel girders, 

vertical face MSE wall type abutments, and a two-column straddle pier.  The straddle pier extends 

past the bridge on both sides, to the west, to clear the on-ramp barrier and to the east, to comply 

with the PPM requirement of 16-ft. to the edge of the travel lane.  The orientation of the abutments 

vary to accommodate required horizontal clearances as well as to meet the minimum length 

requirements for end spans of continuous bridges given in the 1985 AISC Moments Shears and 

Reactions for Continuous Highway Bridges, which is a ratio of 1/1.7 times the large span length.  

Given the long span lengths (Span 1 at its longest point is over 200 ft.) and the tight vertical profiles 

of the intersecting ramps, utilizing continuous steel girders over concrete beams was the preferred 

choice.  See Table 6-11 for the overall bridge length, span lengths, and superstructure depth.  

Location Hydraulics are not applicable to this bridge site. 

6.12.3 NW 154th Street over Canal C-8 (Existing Bridge Nos. 870538 & 870538) 

The existing westbound bridge will be widened to the north to add an additional travel lane over 

Canal C-8, increasing the number of lanes from three to four.  The anticipated width of the widened 

portion is approximately 9 ft., and the overall bridge width (out-to-out) is approximately 57-ft. 6 in.  

This width will accommodate four 11-ft. lanes, an F-Shape barrier along the south edge, and a 

raised pedestrian sidewalk and barrier along the north edge.   

The existing eastbound bridge will be widened to the south to add an additional travel lane over 

Canal C-8, increasing the number of lanes from three to four.  The anticipated width of the widened 

portion varies from about 13 ft. on the west end to 22.5 ft. on the east end; the overall bridge width 

(out-to-out) is 62.5 ft. on the west end and 72 ft. on the east end.  This width will accommodate two 

11-ft. through lanes, two varying width turn lanes for the SB SR 826, an F-Shape barrier along the 

north edge, and a raised pedestrian sidewalk and barrier along the south edge.   

The existing structures are single span, 23-ft. long cast-in-place conventionally reinforced concrete 
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slab bridges.  The slab thicknesses are 1-ft. 3-in. and the bridges have been widened once before.  

This depth of structure will be maintained and the profiles for the widening are set to comply with 

the FDOT PPM minimum vertical clearance; two feet between the design flood stage and the low 

member to allow the majority of debris to pass without causing damage to the structure.  The 

existing approach slabs are 20-ft. wide and that width will be maintained across the widened 

portions of the bridges.  Because Canal C-8 is controlled and slow moving, there is little to no 

concern for dynamic hydraulic effects such as tidal and scour.  Currently bulkhead walls are in 

place around the end bents to retain the soil and guide the water flow.  These walls will be extended 

to contain the bride widening. 

6.12.4 New Ramp over NW 154th Street 

The existing ramp carrying SB SR 826 dedicated traffic to I-75 West (Bridge No. 870768) shall be 

relocated, prompting the need for a bridge replacement.  This replacement ramp, will be located 

west of the existing structure and is 43-ft. 1-in in width (out-to-out) with 32-in. F-Shape traffic railings 

along each edge, 6-ft. inside shoulder, two 12-ft. travel lanes, and 10-ft. outside shoulder.   

The profile for this new bridge is set to comply with the minimum vertical clearance of 16.5 ft.  The 

assumed bridge configuration is a two span bridge with Florida I Beams (FIBs), spill through 

abutments with slope protection and a partial height retaining wall (on the south end only), and a 

multi-column pier.  The pier shall be aligned with the existing pier of the sister bridge (carrying the 

mainline) which also corresponds to the centerline of NW 154th Street.  Similarly, the abutments 

shall be aligned with the abutments of the sister bridge at both ends to maintain the clearances 

necessary for the existing lanes of traffic and sidewalks.  See Table 6-11 for the overall bridge 

length, span lengths, and superstructure depth.  Location Hydraulics are not applicable to this 

bridge site. 

6.12.5 SR 826 over NW 154th Street (Existing Bridge No. 870468) 

The existing bridge carrying SR 826 over NW 154th Street shall be widened on both sides to 

accommodate the additional lanes and traffic delineators associated with the Recommended 

Alternative improvements.  The new bridge width varies from 182 ft. 4 ½ in. at the south end to 180 

ft. 2½ in. at the north end.  The opposing directions of traffic are separated by a median barrier that 

runs along the centerline of construction for SR 826.  The inside and outside shoulders in both 

directions are 10-ft. wide and a 32-in F-Shape traffic railing will exist along the exterior edges. 

The anticipated width of the outside widening varies and shall be approximately 27 ft. wide in the 

northbound direction, and approximately 16 ft. wide in the southbound direction.  Upon completion, 

the bridge will accommodate ten travel lanes – six in the northbound direction, including an on-

ramp lane and four in the southbound direction.   

The existing structural configuration is a two span bridge with AASHTO beams, spill through 

abutments with slope protection and a partial height retaining wall (on the south end only), and a 

multi-column pier.  The bridge is crowned at the centerline and slopes down toward the outside 

edges.  The vertical clearance will be improved to meet the FDOT minimum standard by replacing 

the existing exterior beams with shallower beams.  The widening components and materials shall 

match the existing, except that FIB’s will be used instead of AASHTO beams because the shorter 

stature of the beams.  See Table 6-11 for the overall bridge length, span lengths, and 

superstructure depth.  Location Hydraulics are not applicable to this bridge site.     

 6.12.6 SR 826 over Canal C-8 (Existing Bridge Nos. 870102 & 870252) 

The combination of bridge age, insufficient vertical clearance, and the Recommended Alternative 

cross slope at this location, warrants bridge replacement.  The replacement bridges are twin 

structures, each carrying a single direction of SR 826 traffic.  The northbound bridge is 99-ft. 1-in. 

in width (out-to-out) with 32-in F-Shape traffic railings along each edge, 10-ft. outside and inside 

shoulders, and a 4-ft. buffer separating five 12-ft. general use lanes from one 12-ft. express lane.  

The southbound bridge varies in width from 102-ft. 11 ¾-in. to 101-ft. 5 ¾-in. (out-to-out) with 32-

in. F-Shape traffic railings along each edge, 10-ft. outside and inside shoulders, and two traffic 

buffers, one separating four 12-ft. general use lanes from the express lanes, and the other between 

the two 12-ft. express lanes.  The average gap between the twin structures is 3’-0”.   

The assumed bridge configurations are three span deck slab bridges with spill through end bents, 

sand-cement riprap, and either pile bents or multi-column piers.  All substructure units are 
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anticipated to be parallel and situated nearly 90° from the centerline of construction for SR 826.  

The location of the abutments and piers coincide with the current location of these components.  

See Table 6-11 for the overall bridge length, span lengths, and superstructure depth.  Because 

Canal C-8 is controlled and slow moving, there is little to no concern for dynamic hydraulic effects 

such as tidal and scour.  The profiles for these new bridges are set to comply with the FDOT PPM 

minimum vertical clearance; two feet between the design flood stage and the low member to allow 

the majority of debris to pass without causing damage to the structure. 

6.12.7 SR 826 over NW 67th Avenue (Existing Bridge No. 870259) 

The combination of bridge age, insufficient vertical clearance, and the Functionally Obsolete status 

of the existing bridge, warrants a bridge replacement.  The Recommended Alternative includes a 

Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) at NW 67th Avenue.  In order to economically facilitate the 

non-symmetric SPUI roadway layout underneath the bridge, the existing single structure is 

replaced with twin structures, each carrying a single direction of SR 826 traffic.  This configuration 

eliminates unnecessary bridge length in the northwest and southeast quadrants of the interchange.  

The cross sections of the replacement bridges are identical; mirrored with a 0.02 ft/ft slope toward 

the outsides.  Each bridge is 87-ft. 1-in. width (out-to-out) with 32-in. F-Shape traffic railings along 

each edge, 10-ft. outside and inside shoulders, and a 4-ft. buffer separating the three 12-ft. general 

use lanes from the two 12-in express lanes.  The gap between the twin structures is 2ft. 11-in.  The 

profile for these new bridges is set to comply with the minimum vertical clearance of 16-5 ft.  

The assumed bridge configuration for each structure is a three span bridge with multiple continuous 

steel girders, vertical face MSE wall type abutments, and multi-column straddle piers.  All 

substructure units are anticipated to be parallel and situated 90° from the centerline of construction 

for SR 826.  The location of the bridge abutment at the northwest corner is controlled by the 

required end span length.  This span is longer than what is necessary for horizontal clearance in 

order to meet the minimum length requirement for end spans of continuous bridges given in the 

1985 AISC Moments Shears and Reactions for Continuous Highway Bridges, which is a ratio of 

1/1.7 times the center span length.  The location of the bridge abutments at the remaining three 

corners is governed by the FDOT PPM for minimum horizontal clearance from inside traffic lane to 

bridge abutments, which is 6 ft. from the edge line of traffic lane to the MSE wall for urban curb and 

gutter.  Traffic barriers are used to shield the MSE walls where 6-ft. horizontal clearance is not met.   

The piers extend past the bridge to the north for the westbound bridge and to the south for the 

eastbound bridge so that all of the columns are positioned inside the proposed traffic islands while 

honoring the PPM requirements of 6-ft. to the edge of inside traffic lane and 16 ft. to the edge of 

the travel lane.  See Table 6-11 for the overall bridge lengths, span lengths, and superstructure 

depths.  The selection of steel girders is based on a comparison of required structural depths for 

concrete FIB’s and steel beams for the specific span lengths.  A summary of this comparison can 

be found in Table 6-12.  Location Hydraulics are not applicable to this bridge site. 

6.12.8 SR 826 over NW 57th Avenue (Existing Bridge No. 870253) 

The combination of bridge age, insufficient vertical clearance, and the Functionally Obsolete status 

of the existing bridge, warrants a bridge replacement.  The proposed cross section for the 

replacement bridge is crowned in the middle with a 0.02 ft/ft slope toward the outsides.  The bridge 

is 177 ft. 1 in. in width (out-to-out) with 32-in.  F-Shape traffic railings along the outside edges and 

a median barrier down the center.  Both directions of traffic have a 10-ft. outside shoulder and a 

12-ft. inside shoulder.  A 4-ft. buffer separates the three 12-ft. general use lanes from the two 12-

ft. express lanes in each direction.  The profile for this new replacement bridge is set to comply 

with the minimum vertical clearance of 16.5 ft.   

The assumed bridge configuration is a three span bridge with multiple steel girders, vertical face 

MSE wall type abutments, and multi-column piers.  All substructure units are anticipated to be 

parallel and situated nearly 90° from the centerline of construction for SR 826 (this angle varies 

slightly due to the horizontal curvature of the alignment).  The locations of the bridge abutments 

are dictated by the proximity of the approach inside corner of the U-turn ramps at either end.   Traffic 

barriers are used to shield the MSE walls where 6-ft. horizontal clearance is not met, as required 

by the PPM.  The piers are situated within proposed traffic islands and positioned to honor the PPM 

requirements of six feet to the edge of inside traffic lane and 16-ft. to the edge of the travel lane.  

See Table 6-11 for the overall bridge length, span lengths, and superstructure depth. 

The selection of steel girders is based on a comparison of required structural depths for concrete 
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FIB’s and steel beams for the specific span lengths.  A summary of this comparison can be found 

in Table 6-13.  Location Hydraulics are not applicable to this bridge site. 

6.12.9 SR 826 over NW 47th Avenue (Existing Bridge Nos. 870051 & 870251) 

The combination of bridge age, insufficient vertical clearance, and the Functionally Obsolete status 

of the existing bridge, warrants a bridge replacement.  The replacement bridges are twin structures, 

each carrying a single direction of SR 826 traffic.  The cross section of the replacement bridges is 

identical; mirrored with a 0.02 ft/ft slope toward the outsides.  Each bridge is 87-ft. 1-in. in width 

(out-to-out) with 32-in. F-Shape traffic railings along each edge, 10-ft. outside and inside shoulders, 

and a 4-ft. buffer separating the three 12-ft. general use lanes from the two 12-ft. express lanes.  

The gap between the twin structures is 2-ft 11-in.  The profile for these new replacement bridges 

is set to comply with the minimum vertical clearance of 16.5 ft.   

The assumed bridge configuration for each structure is a three span bridge with FIBs, vertical face 

MSE wall type abutments, and multi-column piers.  All substructure units are anticipated to be 

parallel and situated nearly 90° from the centerline of construction for SR 826 (this angle varies 

slightly due to the horizontal curvature of the alignment).  The locations of the bridge abutments 

are dictated by the proximity of the approach inside corner of the U-turn ramps at either end.  Traffic 

barriers are used to shield the MSE walls where 6-ft. horizontal clearance is not met.  The piers 

are oriented such that the columns are positioned inside the proposed traffic islands while honoring 

the PPM requirements of 6 ft. to the edge of inside traffic lane and 16 ft. to the edge of the travel 

lane.  See Table 6-11 for the overall bridge lengths, span lengths, and superstructure depth.    

Location Hydraulics are not applicable to this bridge site. 

6.12.10 SR 826 over NW 42nd Avenue (Existing Bridge No. 870249) 

At the non-interchange overpasses, the general intent is to reuse and widen the existing bridges 

as much as reasonably possible.  However, at this location it was deemed best to classify this 

bridge as a replacement primarily for the following reasons: (1) cracks and spalls on the beams, 

(2) widening will require Design Variation due to vertical clearance, and (3) widening with steel will 

violate the Structures Design Guidelines Section 7.6 - Widening Rules.  In addition, the proposed 

widening will be 46 ft. (89 %) in each direction.  Therefore, the combination of bridge age, bridge 

condition, percent widening, insufficient vertical clearance, and the Functionally Obsolete status of 

the existing bridge, warrants a bridge replacement.  

The proposed cross section for the replacement bridge is crowned in the middle with a 0.02 ft/ft 

slope toward the outsides.  The bridge is 201-ft. 1-in. in width (out-to-out) with 32-in. F-Shape traffic 

railings along the outside edges and a median barrier down the center.  Both directions of traffic 

have a 10-ft. outside shoulder and a 12-ft. inside shoulder.  A 4-ft. buffer separates the four 12-ft. 

general use lanes (3 travel lanes and one on/off ramp lane) from the two 12-ft. express lanes in 

each direction.  The profile for this new replacement bridge is set to comply with the minimum 

vertical clearance of 16.5 ft.   

The assumed bridge configuration is a single span bridge with FIBs and vertical face MSE wall 

type abutments.  Each bridge abutment is parallel to the nearest lane line underneath the bridge 

and is situated nearly 90° from the centerline of construction for SR 826.  The locations of the 

abutments are dictated by the FDOT PPM for minimum horizontal clearances for urban curb and 

gutter: 6 ft. from the MSE wall to the edge of inside traffic (auxiliary) lanes to the north and south 

and 16 ft. from the MSE wall face to the edge of the travel (thru) lanes beneath the bridge.  See 

Table 6-11 for the overall bridge length and superstructure depth.  Location Hydraulics are not 

applicable to this bridge site. 

6.12.11 SR 826 over NW 37th Avenue (Existing Bridge No. 870234) 

The combination of bridge age, insufficient vertical clearance, and the Functionally Obsolete status 

of the existing bridge, warrants a bridge replacement.  The proposed cross section for the 

replacement bridge is crowned in the middle with a 0.02 ft/ft slope toward the outsides.  The bridge 

is 177-ft. 1-in in width (out-to-out) with 32-in. F-Shape traffic railings along the outside edges and 

a median barrier down the center.  Both directions of traffic have a 10-ft. outside shoulder and a 

12-ft. inside shoulder.  A 4-ft. buffer separates the three 12-ft. general use lanes from the two 12-

ft. express lanes in each direction.  The profile for this new replacement bridge is set to comply 

with the minimum vertical clearance of 16.5 ft.   
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The assumed bridge configuration is a two span bridge with FIBs and vertical face MSE wall type 

abutments.  Each bridge abutment is parallel to the nearest lane line underneath the bridge and is 

skewed approximately 2° from the centerline of construction.  The locations of the bridge abutments 

and pier are dictated by the PPM for minimum horizontal clearances for urban curb and gutter: 6 

ft. from the MSE wall to the edge of inside traffic (auxiliary) lanes and 16 ft. from the MSE wall face 

to the edge of the travel (thru) lanes.  See Table 6-11 for the overall bridge length, span lengths, 

and superstructure depth.  Location Hydraulics are not applicable to this bridge site. 

6.12.12 SR 826 over NW 32nd Avenue (Existing Bridge Nos. 870048 & 870248) 

At this location it was deemed best to classify this bridge as a replacement primarily for the following 

reasons: (1) cracks and spalls on the beams, (2) widening will require Design Variation due to 

vertical clearance and Design Exception due to lateral clearance, and (3) widening with steel will 

violate the Structures Design Guidelines Section 7.6 - Widening Rules.  In addition, the proposed 

widening will be 46 ft. (89 %) in each direction.  Therefore, the combination of bridge age, bridge 

condition, percent widening, insufficient vertical and lateral clearance, and the Functionally 

Obsolete status of the existing bridge, warrants a bridge replacement. 

The proposed cross section for the replacement bridge is crowned in the middle with a 0.02 ft/ft 

slope toward the outsides.  The bridge is 201 ft. 1 in. in width (out-to-out) with 32-in. F-Shape traffic 

railings along the outside edges and a median barrier down the center.  Both directions of traffic 

have a 10-ft. outside shoulder and a 12-ft. inside shoulder.  A 4-ft. buffer separates the four 12-ft. 

general use lanes (3 travel lanes and one on/off ramp lane) from the two 12-ft. express lanes in 

each direction.  The profile for this new replacement bridge is set to comply with the minimum 

vertical clearance of 16.5 ft.  

The bridge configuration is a single span bridge with FIBs and vertical face MSE wall type 

abutments.  Each bridge abutment is parallel to the nearest lane line underneath the bridge and is 

skewed roughly 6° from the centerline of construction.  The locations of the bridge abutments are 

dictated by the PPM for minimum horizontal clearances for urban curb and gutter: 6 ft. from the 

MSE wall to the edge of inside traffic (auxiliary) lanes to the north and south and 16 ft. from the 

MSE wall face to the edge of the travel (thru) lanes beneath the bridge.  See Table 6-11 for the 

overall bridge length and superstructure depth. 

6.12.13 Pedestrian Bridge over SR 826 (Existing Bridge No. 879004) 

The current substructure locations interfering with the Recommended Alternative roadway 

alignment, warrants a bridge replacement.  A replacement structure design has not yet been 

identified, but shall comply with the FDOT Structures Design Guidelines (SDG) and PPM as well 

as the AASHTO Load Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) Bridge Design Specifications and the 

AASHTO Guide Specifications for the Design of Pedestrian Bridges.  The replacement structure 

shall include the following elements: 

 Two girder or box type superstructure (concrete or steel); 

 Single column piers; 

 Clear width equal to or greater than 12 ft.; 

 Fully enclosed pedestrian bridge fence / railing combination; 

 Vertical and horizontal clearances that comply with the PPM; and 

 Bridge Lighting. 

6.12.14 SR 826 over NW 27th Avenue (Existing Bridge No. 870239) 

The combination of bridge age, insufficient vertical clearance, and the Functionally Obsolete status 

of the existing bridge, warrants a bridge replacement.  The Recommended Alternative includes a 

Single Point Urban Interchange for NW 27th Avenue.  In order to economically facilitate the non-

symmetric SPUI roadway layout underneath the bridge, the existing single structure is replaced 

with twin structures, each carrying a single direction of SR 826 traffic.  This configuration eliminates 

unnecessary bridge length in the northwest and southeast quadrants of the interchange. 

The cross sections of the replacement bridges are identical; mirrored with a 0.02 ft/ft slope toward 

the outsides.  Each bridge is 87 ft. 1 in. in width (out-to-out) with 32-in. F-Shape traffic railings along 

each edge, 10-ft. outside and inside shoulders, and a 4-ft. buffer separating the three 12-ft. general 

use lanes from the two 12-ft. express lanes.  The gap between the twin structures is 2 ft. 11 in..  



 

 
 6-62 

 

Preliminary Engineering Report 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 
FM #: 418423-1-22-01 / FAP #: 4751 146 P / ETDM #: 11241 

 

The profile for these new replacement bridges is set to comply with the minimum vertical clearance 

of 16.5 ft.  

The assumed bridge configuration for each structure is a three span bridge with multiple continuous 

steel girders, vertical face MSE wall type abutments, and multi-column straddle piers.  All 

substructure units are anticipated to be parallel and situated nearly 90° from the centerline of 

construction for SR 826.  The locations of the bridge abutments at the northeast and southwest 

corners are controlled by the FDOT PPM for minimum horizontal clearance from inside traffic lane 

to bridge abutments, which is six feet from the edge line to the MSE wall for urban curb and gutter.  

The locations of the bridge abutments at the northwest and southeast corners are controlled by the 

required end span lengths.  These spans are longer than what is necessary for horizontal clearance 

in order to meet the minimum length requirement for end spans of continuous bridges given in the 

1985 AISC Moments Shears and Reactions for Continuous Highway Bridges, which is a ratio of 

1/1.7 times the center span length.   

The piers extend past the bridge to the north and south so that the end columns are positioned 

inside the proposed traffic islands while honoring the PPM requirements of 6 ft. to the edge of 

inside traffic lane and 16 ft. to the edge of the travel lane.  See Table 6-11 for the overall bridge 

lengths, span lengths, and superstructure depths. 

The selection of steel girders is based on a comparison of required structural depths for concrete 

FIB’s and steel beams for the specific span lengths.  A summary of this comparison can be found 

in Table 6-12.  Location Hydraulics are not applicable to this bridge site. 

6.12.15 SR 826 over NW 22nd Avenue (Existing Bridge No. 870035) 

At this location it was deemed best to classify this bridge as a replacement for the following reasons: 

(1) cracks and spalls on the beams, (2) widening will require Design Variation due to vertical 

clearance, and (3) widening with steel will violate the Structures Design Guidelines Section 7.6 - 

Widening Rules.  In addition, the proposed widening will be 34 ft. (53 %) in each 

direction.  Therefore, the combination of bridge age, bridge condition, percent widening, insufficient 

vertical clearance, and the Functionally Obsolete status of the existing bridge, warrants a bridge 

replacement. 

The proposed cross section for the replacement bridge is crowned in the middle with a 0.02 ft/ft 

slope toward the outsides.  The bridge is 201 ft. 1 in. in width (out-to-out) with 32-in. F-Shape traffic 

railings along the outside edges and a median barrier down the center.  Both directions of traffic 

have a 10-ft. outside shoulder and a 12-ft. inside shoulder.  A 4-ft. buffer separates the four 12-ft. 

general use lanes (3 travel lanes and one on/off ramp lane) from the two 12-ft. express lanes in 

each direction.  The profile for this new replacement bridge is set to comply with the minimum 

vertical clearance of 16.5 ft.   

The assumed bridge configuration is a three span bridge with multiple continuous steel girders, 

vertical face MSE wall type abutments, and multi-column piers.  Although traffic is confined to 

beneath the center span, a three span structure was chosen in order to efficiently meet the 

minimum vertical clearance requirement of 16’-6”.  The combination of the vertical profile of SR 

826 and required length of the main span (over 140’) preclude the use of a standard, simply 

supported concrete or steel beam.   

All substructure units are anticipated to be parallel and situated 90° from the centerline of 

construction for SR 826.  The locations of the bridge abutments are controlled by the required end 

span lengths.  The end spans lengths were chosen to meet the minimum length requirement for 

end spans of continuous bridges given in the 1985 American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) 

Moments Shears and Reactions for Continuous Highway Bridges, which is a ratio of 1/1.7 times 

the center span length.  The locations of the piers are dictated by the FDOT PPM for minimum 

horizontal clearances for urban curb and gutter which is 16 ft. to the edge of the travel (thru) lanes 

beneath the bridge.  See Table 6-11 for the overall bridge length, span lengths, and superstructure 

depth.  Location Hydraulics are not applicable to this bridge site. 

6.12.16 SR 826 over NW 17th Avenue (Existing Bridge Nos. 870254 & 870104) 

Since the bridge is currently functionally obsolete, widening of the bridge is required in order to 

meet current standard roadway requirements.   A complete bridge replacement is recommended 

in order to provide a new span arrangement that enables the proposed U-turn below the end spans 
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and to provide the required minimum vertical clearance of 16.5 ft.  The proposed profile is about 

2.5 ft. higher than the exiting. 

The proposed structure is a three span bridge with equal spans of 108 ft.  The proposed bridge 

typical section will consist of four (4) 12 ft. lanes in each direction, with 12-ft. outside shoulders, 8-

ft. inside shoulders, two (2) 1-ft. 6.5-in type F barrier and a 2-ft. median barrier.  In order to facilitate 

MOT construction phases and avoid traffic over a longitudinal bridge joint, the two existing bridges 

will be replaced by a single structure.  A slightly wider structure than required is proposed to 

facilitate MOT phasing and as a result 12-ft. outside shoulders will be provided. The proposed out 

to out bridge width will be 173 ft.-1 in. 

Two possible superstructure types for the proposed bridge are Steel Plate Girder and Prestressed 

Concrete Girders.  Each alternative will likely use about 18 lines of girders spaced at 9’-9”.  In the 

State of Florida, prestressed beams tend to be the most economical superstructure type and offer 

low maintainability costs.  Since there are no geometric constraints that will require steel plate 

girders, prestressed concrete girders are the preferred choice. The proposed bridge typical section 

will consist of 18 lines of FIB-45 Girders spaced at 9’-9”. 

6.12.17 SR 826 over NW 12th Avenue (Existing Bridge Nos. 870250 & 870050) 

The bridge is functionally obsolete, and widening the bridge is required to meet current standard 

roadway requirements.  Additionally, a gap will be required in between the two bridges to make 

room for the proposed express lanes connector ramp between I-95 and SR 826.  A bridge 

replacement is recommended in order to allow for the proposed shift in the horizontal alignment 

and to provide the required minimum vertical clearance of 16.5 ft. over the road below and to 

provide room for the proposed Texas U-Turn lane under the western end of the bridge. 

The proposed structure is a two (2) span bridge with a total bridge length of 227 feet. The proposed 

bridge typical section will consist of four (4) 12’-0” lanes in the westbound direction and five (5) 12’-

0” lanes in the eastbound direction, with 12’-0” outside shoulders, 10’-0” inside shoulders, and 1’-

6½” type F barriers at each edge.  The proposed out to out bridge width will be 73’-1” for the 

westbound bridge and 85’-1” for the eastbound bridge. Underdeck lighting in accordance with 

section 7.3.1 of the PPM shall be provided. 

Two (2) possible superstructure types were identified for the proposed bridge: Steel Plate Girder 

and Prestressed Concrete Girders.  Each alternative will likely use 10 lines of girders spaced at 8’-

8”. Generally speaking, in the State of Florida, prestressed beams tend to be the most economic 

superstructure type and offer low maintainability costs.  Therefore, for a straight, single span bridge 

without any superstructure depth constrains, prestressed concrete girders are the preferred option. 

The standard prestressed concrete beam in the state is the Florida I Beam (FIB) Girder. The 

proposed bridge typical section can consist of either:  8 lines of FIB-54 Girders spaced at 8’-8” or 

FIB 45 Girders at a maximum spacing of 6’-0” can be used.  Two Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) 

phases will be required to complete the work in phases with minimal impact to traffic. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

A comprehensive analysis of the existing bridge conditions and proposed improvements for each 

bridge structure was conducted as part of the GGI PD&E study.  There are twenty eight (28) bridge 

structures along the major roadway segments and interchange ramps within the GGI study limits.  

As part of this study, each bridge was evaluated to determine if the bridge needed to be replaced, 

widened and/or remain in place.  This assessment was based on the proposed roadway geometrics 

and alignment, horizontal and vertical clearance requirements and structural condition.  Where 

practical, widening or retrofitting the existing structures was recommended instead of replacing 

them.  However, there are several structures where the proposed improvement cannot be 

accommodated and as such, the existing bridges will have to be replaced. 

The proposed improvements under the Recommended Ultimate Build Alternative involve one 

bridge widening and five bridge replacements. A new flyover bridge structure for the proposed SR 

826 express lanes connection to the I-95 express lanes will be constructed along with a new direct 

connection ramp for southbound Turnpike to southbound I-95 express lanes.  The detailed bridge 

analysis and recommendations are provided in the Bridge Analysis Reports for both the Interim 

and Ultimate conditions, both are companion documents to the GGI PD&E Study. A summary of 

the bridge widening and five bridge replacements is included below: 
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6.12.18 SR 7/US 441 (Bridge #870243) Over I-95 

Replacement of this bridge is recommended in order to allow for an offset in the proposed 

horizontal alignment that would enable strengthening and lengthening of Pier No. 43 supporting 

the overhead I-95 flyover. A steel plate girder superstructure is the preferred alternative.  To 

minimize impacts to the roadway profile, spans one and two will be continuous and have a total 

superstructure depth of 90 inches while spans three and four will also be continuous and have a 

total superstructure depth of 56 inches. 

6.12.19 New SR 826 Connector Ramp to I-95 

A new flyover ramp is proposed for direct system interchange between SR-826 EB Express Lanes 

and the I-95 NB Express Lanes.  The two new ramps will take off as one along SR 826 and will 

break from grade line east of NW 17th Avenue.  The ramp will be supported on MSE wall retained 

fill to just east of NW 12th Avenue at which point the new fly over structure will begin. The ramp 

connecting EB 826 to NB I-95 will cross over Florida’s Turnpike Connector, SFRC Railroad, 

Florida’s Turnpike Extension, I-95 SB Connector to Turnpike, SR-7/US-441 SB/NB and I-95 SB 

roadway and under the I-95 flyover. The ramp connecting I-95 SB Express Lanes to SR-826 WB/ 

Palmetto Expressway Express Lanes will cross over I-95 SB roadway, I-95 SB Connector to 

Turnpike, SR-7/US-441 SB/NB, SFRC Railroad, Florida’s Turnpike Extension and Florida’s 

Turnpike Connector. 

Steel box girders are the preferred option. Three (3) boxes would be required on the segment along 

SR 826 before the ramp splits into two; two (2) boxes would be required on each ramp thereafter. 

The maximum span length will be 215’-0”. The depth of the proposed steel plate girders will be 

approximately 72 inches. 

The NB ramp will meet the existing flyover approximately at Pier 36.  Even though only one line of 

additional girders will be required for the widening of the ramp, three (3) and two (2) lines of new 

FIB girders will be required at spans 36 and 37 respectively in order to provide the additional width 

required to accommodate a connection with the NB ramp over pier 36.  Similarly the SB ramp 

depart the flyover ramp at pier 33 and two additional lines of girders will be required at spans 33 

and 34. 

At the existing flyovers where the ramp connects, strengthening of the existing piers will be required 

in order for the existing piers to adequately carry the proposed additional loads. The pier 

strengthening will include widening the columns, widening and extending the pile caps, providing 

additional piles and retrofit of the pile cap as well as additional cap post-tensioning. 

6.12.20 SR 91/ Florida Turnpike Connector to 167th Street (Bridge #870642) 

Widening or replacement of this bridge is required in order to provide an additional traffic lane in 

the southbound direction.  

Replacement of the bridge with a new two (2) span structure with spans of 112’-6” and 50’-0”and 

an overall length of 162’-0” is recommended.  The location of the proposed end bents and 

intermediate pier was dictated by the existing pier locations in order to avoid conflicts during 

construction. Alternatively a single span bridge was considered but not used because it would 

result in a higher roadway profile.  

Two possible superstructure types were identified for the proposed bridge: Steel Plate Girder and 

Prestressed Concrete Girders.  Each alternative would most likely use 16 lines of girders spaced 

at 8’-9”. Even though in the State of Florida prestressed beams tend to be the most economic 

superstructure type and offer low maintenace costs, Steel Plate Girders are recommended to keep 

the superstructure depth to a minimum and provide the minimum required vertical clearances over 

the SFRC tracks while minimizing the impact to the vertical profile of the roadway.   

6.12.21 SR 7 Over I-95 Connector Ramp (Bridge #870040) 

The proposed bridge will carry two 12’-0” lanes with 6’-0” left  and 10’-0”  right shoulder providing 

clear roadway 40’-0” and 43’-1” out to out. The proposed bridge profile will be raised to provide 16’-

6” minimum vertical clearance to I-95 roadway. The proposed bridge can have only 3 long spans 

with skewing the piers parallel to I-95. The superstructure consists of FIB 36 and 45 with 8 ½” cast 

in place concrete deck. The frame piers with cap will accommodate 43-1” deck.  
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6.12.22 Southbound Turnpike to 167th Street Connector over SR 7 and SR 9 (Bridge 

#870046) 

The existing bridge has an Inventory Rating greater than one and qualifies for bridge widening as 

per Structures Design Guidelines (SDG) criteria. This widening does not meet the criteria for “Major 

Widening” set forth in section 7.2.1 of the Structures Design Guidelines and therefore is classified 

as a “Minor Widening”. Also, since the existing bridge uses AASHTO type beams, per section 7.6 

of The Structures Design Guidelines, the only superstructure type that can be considered for this 

widening would be Florida I- Beams (FIB). AASHTO beams matching the existing beams could be 

used contingent upon district approval. Beams are flared at span 1 to avoid having a large overhang 

due to the flaring of the deck at this span. 

 

The modification to bridge involves the 19’-2” outside widening of southbound (to facilitate one 

additional lane and improvement to shoulder width) to 167th Street in North Miami Beach.  

6.12.23 New Bridge SR 9 over I-95 to 167th Street 

This alternative provides a new ramp connecting SR 9 to 167th Street. The new ramp would be a 

second level facility carrying one lane of traffic over the I-95 main line.   The proposed bridge would 

have 2 spans of 141’-0” & 162’-0” in length. The proposed bridge typical section consists of a 6-ft 

outside shoulder, a 6-ft inside shoulder, a 15-ft lane and two – Traffic Railing Barriers (42” F-shape). 

The vertical alignment has been set to provide the minimum vertical clearance over roadway of 

16.5-ft.  The out to out bridge width will be 30’-1”.   

As part of the bridge analysis conducted, three (3) options were evaluated: FIB Girders,   steel 

plate girders, steel box girders. The feasibility of each alternative was analyzed considering several 

factors including span lengths, bridge widths, and curvature of the ramps.   

Florida I- Beam is the standard superstructure system for prestressed concrete bridges in Florida. 

For standard bridges, experience has shown that prestressed beams tend to be the most economic 

superstructure type and offer low maintenance costs. One of the limitations of prestressed concrete 

girders is that they are straight and cannot follow the geometry of the curve. Due to the curvature 

of the ramp, the required deck overhang exceeds the maximum allowed in AASHTO for the use of 

the published beam distribution factors and results in unfavorable designs and increased 

construction costs for FIB.  

Both, steel plate girders and box girders were identified as viable options with steel box girders 

selected as the recommended alternative. 
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Table 6-11 
Recommended Bridge Structure Treatment 

 

Concept 
Bridge 

Number 

      
Bridge Length 

Along CL  
Const. (ft) 

Span 1  
Max Length 

(ft) 

Span 2  
Max Length 

(ft) 

Span 3  
Max Length 

(ft) 

Interchange 
Preference 

Superstructure  
Type 

Structure  
Depth (ft) 

Description Bridge Bridge 

of Location Disposition Number 

      

1 Braided Ramp over On-Ramp New 000001 314.40 202.43 147.03 -- Grade Cross Steel Beam 7.35 

2 NW 154th Street WB over Canal C-8  Widening 870538 23.00 23.00 -- -- Over Water Slab 1.25 

3 NW 154th Street EB over Canal C-8  Widening 870539 23.00 23.00 -- -- Over Water Slab 1.25 

4 Ramp over NW 154th Street Replace 000002 180.57 90.73 89.84 -- Grade Cross Concrete Beam 4.71 

5 SR 826 Over NW 154th Street Widening 870468 179.85 90.18 89.67 -- Grade Cross Concrete Beam 5.30 

6 SR 826 NB Over Canal C-8 Replace 000003 89.87 29.94 30.00 29.93 Over Water Slab 1.38 

7 SR 826 SB Over Canal C-8 Replace 000016 89.87 29.94 30.00 29.93 Over Water Slab 1.38 

8* SR 826 WB Over NW 67th Ave Replace 000004 388.80 89.49 142.92 156.39 SPUI Steel Beam 6.63 

9* SR 826 EB Over NW 67th Ave Replace 000005 388.67 137.06 142.92 108.69 SPUI Steel Beam 6.27 

10 SR 826 Over SR 823/NW 57th Ave Replace 000006 352.94 97.26 157.64 98.04 TDI Steel Beam 6.17 

11 SR 826 WB Over NW 47th Ave Replace 000007 297.10 68.00 117.06 112.04 TDI Concrete Beam 6.18 

12 SR 826 EB Over NW 47th Ave Replace 000008 280.27 103.98 117.06 59.23 TDI Concrete Beam 6.18 

13 SR 826 Over NW 42nd Ave Replace 000009 142.18 142.18 -- -- N/A Concrete Beam 7.55 

14 SR 826 Over NW 37th Ave Replace 000010 216.84 123.04 93.80 -- TDI Concrete Beam 6.54 

15** SR 826 Over NW 32nd Ave Replace 000011 144.47 144.47 -- -- N/A Concrete Beam 7.65 

16 Pedestrian Bridge Over SR 826 Replace 000012 TBD TBD TBD TBD Grade Cross TBD TBD 

17* SR 826 WB Over SR 817/NW 27th Ave Replace 000013 440.05 108.8 184.96 146.3 SPUI Steel Beam 7.40 

18* SR 826 EB Over SR 817/NW 27th Ave Replace 000014 427.22 133.50 184.96 108.8 SPUI Steel Beam 7.40 

19 SR 826 Over NW 22nd Ave Replace 000015 306.10 82.75 140.60 82.75 N/A Steel Beam 5.95 

20** SR 826 Over NW 17th Ave Replace 000016 324.00 108.00 108.00 108.00 TDI Concrete Beam 6.15 

21 SR 826 EB Over NW 12th Ave Replace 000017 107.00 107.00 -- -- Half Diamond Concrete Beam 6.17 

22 SR 826 WB Over NW 12th Ave Replace 000018 107.00 107.00 -- -- Half Diamond Concrete Beam 6.17 

Notes:           

* One existing bridge – replaced with two proposed bridges    

**  Two existing bridges – replaced with one proposed bridge   
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Table 6-12 
Single Point Urban Interchange Structure Depth Comparison 

 
 

Concrete Superstructure 

Concept 

Bridge 

Number 

  

Description 

of Location 

  

Lt./Rt. 

Bridge 

Length 

 (ft) 

Bridge 

Width 

(ft) 

Span 

1 

Length 

(ft) 

Span 

2 

Length 

(ft) 

Span 

3 

Length 

(ft) 

Type 

of  

FIB 

Beams2 

Beam 

Spa1 

(ft) 

Number 

of  

Beams2 

Struct 

Depth 

(FIB) 

(ft) 

Struct 

Depth (Per 

AASHTO) 

(ft) 

Cap 

Flange 

Depth3 

(ft) 

Distance 

from PGL 

to Outboard 

Beam (ft) 

Cross 

Slope 

(2%) 

(ft) 

Final 

Struct. 

Depth 

(ft) 

Assumptions 

8 SR 826 WB Over NW 67th Ave Lt. 388.80 87.08 89.49 142.92 156.39 72 9 10 6.96 7.04 2.50 45.54 -0.91 10.45 3 Span Conc. 

9 SR 826 EB Over NW 67th Ave Rt. 388.67 87.08 137.06 142.92 108.69 63 8.75 11 6.21 6.44 2.50 45.54 -0.91 9.84 3 Span Conc. 

17 SR 826 WB Over NW 27th Ave Lt. 440.05 87.08 108.80 184.96 146.29 84 7 13 7.96 8.32 2.50 45.54 -0.91 11.73 3 Span Conc. 

18 SR 826 EB Over NW 27th Ave Rt. 427.22 87.08 133.46 184.96 108.80 84 7 13 7.96 8.32 2.50 45.54 -0.91 11.73 3 Span Conc. 

 
 

Steel Superstructure 

Concept 
Bridge 

Number 

  
Description 
of Location 

  

Lt./Rt. 
Bridge 
Length 

(ft) 

Bridge 
Width  

(ft) 

Span 
1 

Length 
(ft) 

Span 
2 

Length 
(ft) 

Span 
3 

Length 
(ft) 

Struct. Depth 
(Comp Sect. 
Per AASHTO) 

Struct. Depth 
(Girder Only 
Per AASHTO) 

Cap 
Depth 

Str/Int4 
(ft) 

Distance from 

PGL 

to Outboard 
Beam (ft) 

Cross 
Slope 
(2%) 
(ft) 

Final 
Struct. 
Depth 

(ft) 

Assumptions 

8 SR 826 WB Over NW 67th Ave Lt. 388.80 87.08 89.49 142.92 156.39 5.00 4.22 0.50 45.54 -0.91 6.63 3 Span Continuous Steel 

9 SR 826 EB Over NW 67th Ave Rt. 388.67 87.08 137.06 142.92 108.69 4.57 3.86 0.50 45.54 -0.91 6.27 3 Span Continuous Steel 

17 SR 826 WB Over SR 817/NW 27th Ave Lt. 440.05 87.08 108.80 184.96 146.29 5.92 4.99 0.50 45.54 -0.91 7.40 3 Span Continuous Steel 

18 SR 826 EB Over SR 817/NW 27th Ave Rt. 427.22 87.08 133.46 184.96 108.80 5.92 4.99 0.50 45.54 -0.91 7.40 3 Span Continuous Steel 

Notes:              

1. Based on Slightly/Moderately Aggressive Environment for superstructure          

2. Based on FDOT FIB charts                

3. This depth assumes Straddle Inverted-T bent caps.            

4. This depth is to give 6" of additional structure depth for a Straddle and/or Integral Cap.        

5. Bridges with span lengths > 170' are Category 2 Structures per PPM 26.3.2.         

6. Per 1985 AISC Moments Shears and Reactions for Continuous Highway Bridges, allowable end span length should not be less than: 1/1.7 = 0.588.   
7. FIB's that do not meet AASHTO depth ratios are anticipated to meet deflection criterion.       
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Table 6-13 
Tight Diamond Interchange Structure Depth Comparison 

 

Concrete Superstructure 

Concept 

Bridge 

Number 

  

Description 

of Location 

  

Bridge 

Length 

 (ft) 

Bridge 

Width 

(ft) 

Span 

1 

Length 

(ft) 

Span 

2 

Length 

(ft) 

Span 

3 

Length 

(ft) 

Type 

of  

FIB 

Beams2 

Beam 

Spa1 

(ft) 

Number 

of  

Beams2 

Struct 

Depth 

(FIB) 

(ft) 

Struct 

Depth (Per 

AASHTO) 

(ft) 

Cap 

Flange 

Depth3 

(ft) 

Distance 

from PGL 

to Outboard 

Beam (ft) 

Cross 

Slope 

(2%) 

(ft) 

Final 

Struct. 

Depth 

(ft) 

Assumptions 

10 SR 826 Over SR 823/NW 57th Ave 352.94 177.08 97.26 157.64 98.04 72 9 20 6.96 7.09 0.00 45.54 -0.91 8.00 3 Span Conc. 

 

Steel Superstructure 

Concept 
Bridge 

Number 

  
Description 
of Location 

  

Bridge 
Length 

(ft) 

Bridge 
Width  

(ft) 

Span 
1 

Length 
(ft) 

Span 
2 

Length 
(ft) 

Span 
3 

Length 
(ft) 

Struct. Depth 
(Comp Sect. 
Per AASHTO) 

Struct. Depth 
(Girder Only 
Per AASHTO) 

Cap Depth 
Str/Int4 

(ft) 

Distance from 

PGL 

to Outboard 
Beam (ft) 

Cross 
Slope 
(2%) 
(ft) 

Final 
Struct. 
Depth 

(ft) 

Assumptions 

10 SR 826 Over SR 823/NW 57th Ave 352.94 177.08 97.26 157.64 98.04 5.04 4.26 0.00 45.54 -0.91 6.17 3 Span Continuous Steel 

Notes:             

1. Based on Slightly/Moderately Aggressive Environment for superstructure         

2. Based on FDOT FIB charts             

3. FIB's that do not meet AASHTO depth ratios are anticipated to meet deflection criterion.      
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6.13 Special Features 

6.13.1 Noise Barriers 

As described in Section 5.4.10.10 Noise Impacts, a Noise Study Report was performed in 

accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations Title 23, Part 772, Procedures for Abatement of 

Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise and Title XXVI Chapter 335.17 of the Florida 

Statutes using the methodology established in the FDOT’s PD&E Manual, Part 2 Chapter 17 (May 

24, 2011).  Traffic noise levels were predicted at noise sensitive sites for existing conditions and 

the design year No-Build and Recommended/Ultimate Build Alternatives.  Predicted design year 

traffic noise levels for the Recommended/Ultimate Build Alternative were compared to the FDOT’s 

NAC and to the noise levels predicted for the existing conditions to assess potential noise impacts 

associated with the proposed improvements.  In accordance with FHWA requirements, noise 

abatement in the form of noise barriers was considered for all noise sensitive locations where 

design year traffic noise levels were predicted to equal or exceed the FDOT NAC or where or will 

experience a substantial noise increase [i.e., greater than 15 dB(A) over existing levels].  A 7-dB(A) 

noise level reduction for one or more impacted receptors with a minimum reduction of 5.0 dB(A) 

was used as the noise reduction design goal for the development and evaluation of noise barriers.  

FDOT’s cost guideline of $42,000 per benefited receiver site was used to determine the cost 

reasonableness. For details, please refer to the Noise Study Reports submitted under separate 

cover as part of this PD&E study. 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

Table 6-14 summarizes the results of the noise barrier analyses and recommendations for each of 

the 17 locations where barriers were evaluated.  Noise barriers at four locations (E-1W/N, D-2S, 

E-3S, and E-4N) which encompasses 11 of the 18 residential communities and the two community 

pools impacted by traffic noise are recommended for further consideration and public input. The 

recommended noise barriers are expected to reduce traffic noise by at least 5 dB(A) at 400 

residences along the project corridor including 240 of the 499 impacted residences.  The estimated 

cost of these barriers is $8,905,200 or $22,263 per benefited receptor.   

Noise Barriers were not recommended for further consideration at the 11 remaining locations 

evaluated for noise barriers (E-5N, E-6S, E-7N, E-8S, E-9N, E-10S, E-11S, E-12AE, E-12BE, E-

13N, and E-14S).  Noise barriers at seven of the residential areas and four special land use areas 

were determined to not be feasible and/or cost reasonable.  At these locations either the cost to 

construct noise barriers exceeded FDOT’s reasonable cost criteria of $42,000 per benefited site 

and/or noise barriers were unable to reduce noise levels by the FDOT’s noise reduction design 

goal [7.0 dB(A) for at least one benefitted receptor].  However, the feasibility of 14-foot-tall shoulder 

mounted noise barriers on MSE walls is recommended to be reevaluated during the final design 

phase at locations E-5N and E-11S as well as at E-1W/N as noted in Table 6-14.  A 14-foot shoulder 

mounted noise barrier will maximize the number of impacted and benefited residences at these 

locations.  Currently, the maximum height of a shoulder mounted noise barrier is 8 feet on a MSE 

Wall.  Therefore, the use of 14-foot-tall shoulder mounted noise barriers on MSE walls were not 

recommended for further consideration at this time.  Based on the noise analyses performed to 

date, there appears to be no apparent solutions available to mitigate the noise impacts at these 

locations representing 259 residences or at the four special land use areas where noise barriers 

were not recommended.  The traffic noise impacts to these noise sensitive sites are an unavoidable 

consequence of the project. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

Table 6-15 summarizes the results of the noise barrier analyses and recommendations for each of 

the nine locations where barriers were evaluated.  Noise barriers at three locations are 

recommended for further consideration and public input (I-95E5, I-95W1, and I-95W2).  The 

recommended noise barriers are expected to reduce traffic noise by at least 5 dB(A) at 144 

residences along the project corridor including 140 of the 276 impacted residences.  The estimated 

cost of these barriers is $4,828,500 or $33,531 per benefited receptor.   

Noise Barriers were not recommended for further consideration at the six remaining locations 

evaluated for noise barriers (I-95E1, I-95E2, I-95E3, I-95E4, SR-7W1, and FTW1).  Noise barriers 

at four of the residential areas and two special land use areas were determine to not be feasible or 

cost reasonable.  At these locations either the cost to construct noise barriers exceeded the FDOT’s 

reasonable cost criteria of $42,000 per benefited site and/or noise barriers were unable to reduce 
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noise levels by the FDOT’s noise reduction design goal [7.0 dB(A) for at least one benefitted 

receptor].  Based on the noise analyses performed to date, there appears to be no apparent 

solutions available to mitigate the noise impacts at these locations representing 136 residences or 

at the three special land use areas where noise barriers were not recommended.  The traffic noise 

impacts to these noise sensitive sites are an unavoidable consequence of the project.   

Noise Barrier Commitment 

The FDOT will reevaluate the construction of feasible noise abatement measures at the locations 

where noise barriers have been recommended for further consideration during the final design 

phase, contingent upon the following conditions: 

 Detailed noise analyses during the final design process supports the need for abatement; 

 Reasonable cost analyses indicate that the economic cost of the barrier(s) will not exceed 

the cost reasonable criterion;  

 Safety and engineering aspects as related to the roadway user and the adjacent property 

owner have been reviewed and any conflicts or issues resolved; 

 Community input regarding desires, types, heights, and locations of barriers has been 

solicited by the FDOT; and 

 Any other mitigating circumstances found in Part 2, Chapter 17 of the PD&E Manual have 

been analyzed. 

The noise abatement measures for the identified locations will be constructed if found feasible 

based on the contingencies listed above.  If, during the final design phase, any of the contingency 

conditions listed above cause abatement to no longer be considered reasonable or feasible for a 

given location(s), such determination(s) will be made prior to requesting approval for construction 

advertisement.  Commitments regarding the exact abatement measure locations, heights, and type 

(or approved alternatives) will be made during project reevaluation and at a time before the 

construction advertisement is approved. 

 

6.13.2 Intelligent Transportation Systems 

SR 826 and the Golden Glades Interchange are currently monitored, analyzed and managed from 

the FDOT District Six Transportation Management Center (TMC) using SunGuideSM software to 

control and monitor the existing Intelligent Transportation Management (ITS) components.  The 

Recommended Alternative will include ITS elements to support traffic management and operations 

of the express lanes on SR 826.  In addition, Ramp Metering Signals will be installed at the 

interchange ramps along the SR 826 corridor.  Following is a description of the existing ITS features 

within the project study area and potential impacts on them for the proposed improvements as part 

of the Recommended Alternative.  All relocated devices and communications infrastructure will be 

optimally located, configured, integrated, and tested from the District Six SunGuide TMC. 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

Pan-Tilt-Zoom (PTZ) Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) cameras: Within the study limits, the 

District Six SunGuideSM TMC operates nine (9) CCTV cameras located at interchanges.  It is 

anticipated that each of these camera locations will be affected by the Recommended Alternative 

and will most likely require relocation. 

Dynamic Message Signs (DMS): The District Six SunGuideSM TMC currently operates six (6) 

general purpose lane DMSs.  The overhead trusses will be relocated due to the widening of the 

SR 826 mainline. 

Vehicle Detection System: Within the study limits, the District Six SunGuideSM TMC currently 

operates fifty (50) MVDS sensors along SR 826.  There are no loop detectors within the study 

corridor.  The recommended widening of SR 826 will impact the poles that contain the MVDS 

sensors. 

  



 

 
 6-71 

 

Preliminary Engineering Report 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study 
FM #: 418423-1-22-01 / FAP #: 4751 146 P / ETDM #: 11241 

 

Table 6-14  

Noise Barrier Evaluation Summary and Recommendations – SR 826 
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NW 154
th

 

Street/Miami Lakes 

Drive to NW 67
th 

Avenue 

 
West/North of SR 826 

Oak Place, Royal Lake 

Estates, Palm Springs North, 

etc. (+Seven Other 

Communities) 

 
Residential (Activity Category B) 

 
E-1W/N 

 
CD7-E1W/N 

Ground Mounted 20 4,780 1640+50 1686+00  
84 

 
8.2 (14.8) 

 
72 

 
24 

 
96 8.6 

 
$3,084,000 

 
$32,125 

Yes (14-foot-tall Shoulder 

Mounted Noise Barriers will be 

Reevaluated in the Final Design 

Phase) 

 
Yes 

Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall) 8 900 1683+00 1692+00 

 
 
 
 
East/South of SR 826 

 

 
Loch Ness, Lake Paseos at 

Miami Lakes, and Fountain 

Park Village Homes 

 
Residential (Activity Category B) 

 
E-2S 

 

 
CD9-E2S 

Ground Mounted 20 2,350 1640+80 1665+75  

 
98 

 

 
9.4 (15.0) 

 

 
98 

 

 
124 

 

 
222 8.6 

 

 
$3,216,000 

 

 
$14,486 

 

 
Yes 

 

 
Yes 

Ground Mounted 20 1,310 1666+25 1679+40 

Recreational Area - Two 

Community Pools (Activity 

Category C); Incidentally 

Benefited; Special Land 

Uses 

E-2SA Ground Mounted 20 1,280 1680+00 1692+80 

E-2SB Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall & Bridge) 8 1,050 1685+50 1696+00 

Don's Shula's Golf Club (Tee 

Box and Green #13) 

Recreational Area - (Activity 

Category C) 

 
E-12AE 

 
CD3-E12AE 

 
Ground Mounted 

 

22 
 

1,040 
 

1617+00 
 

1627+00 
1 (Special 

Land Use) 

 
6.8 (8.4) 

 
2 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
$686,400 

 
-
-
- 

 
No 

 
No 

Don's Shula's Golf Club (Tee 

Box #15) 

Recreational Area - (Activity 

Category C) 

 
E-12BE 

 
CD1-E12BE 

 
Ground Mounted 

 

22 
 

800 
 

1637+00 
 

1645+00 
1 (Special 

Land Use) 

 
5.2 (5.2) 

 
1 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
$528,000 

 
-
-
- 

 
No 

 
No 

 
 
 

NW 67
th 

Avenue to 

NW 57
th 

Avenue 

 
North of SR 826 

 
 
 

South of SR 826 

 

Dade Christian School 
Recreational Area - (Activity 

Category C) 

 

E-13N 
 

CD1-E13N 
 

Ground Mounted 
 

22 
 

700 
 

1707+20 
 

1714+20 
1 (Special 

Land Use) 

 

6.1 (9.8) 
80% of Impact 

Area 

Benefited 

 

--- 
 

--- 
 

--- 

 

$462,000 
 

-
-
- 

 

No 
 

No 

 

 
Windmill Gate 

 

 
Residential (Activity Category B) 

 

 
E-3S 

 
CD12-E3S 

Ground Mounted 20 1,520 1697+00 1712+20  
21 

 
7.8 (10.5) 

 
19 

 
12 

 
31  

7.2 

 
$1,080,000 

 
$34,839 

 
Yes 

Yes (See Alternative 

Conceptual Design for E-3S) Shoulder Mounted 8 700 1696+00 1703+00 

 
CD11-E3S 

Ground Mounted 20 1,360 1697+00 1710+60  
21 

 
7.2 (10.6) 

 
17 

 
9 

 
26  

7.3 

 
$996,000 

 
$38,308 

 
Yes 

Yes - Alternative Conceptual 

Design for E-3S (Avoid Access 

Issues and Visual Impacts to a 

Commercial Property) 
Shoulder Mounted 8 750 1696+50 1704+00 

 

 
NW 57

th 
Avenue to 

NW 47
th 

Avenue 

 
 

North of SR 826 

 
Carol City Red Road Manor, 

Palmetto Park Estates, 

Palmetto Gardens and 

Barbella Addition 

 
 
Residential (Activity Category B) 

 
 

E-4N 

 
 

CD2-E4N 

Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall) 8 860 1750+00 1758+60  
 

98 

 
 

5.1 (8.9) 

 
 

51 

 
 

0 

 
 

51 

 
 
7.0 

 
 

$1,525,200 

 
 

$29,906 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 
Shoulder Mounted 14 2,200 1759+80 1782+00 

Shoulder Mounted 14 540 1782+65 1788+00 

Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall) 8 700 1788+00 1795+00 

 

 
NW 47

th 
Avenue to 

NW 37
th 

Avenue 

 
North of SR 826 

 
Carol City Revised Plat 

 
Residential (Activity Category B) 

 
E-5N 

 
CD1-E5N 

Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall) 8 800 1834+00 1842+00  
27 

 
2.7 (4.4) 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0  

0.0 

 
$321,600 

 
-
-
- 

No (14-foot-tall Shoulder Mounted 

Noise Barriers will be Reevaluated 

in the Final Design Phase) 

 
No 

Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall) 8 540 1842+65 1848+00 

 
South of SR 826 

 
Venetian Acres 

 
Residential (Activity Category B) 

 
E-6S 

 
CD1-E6S 

 
Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall) 

 
8 

 
900 

 
1803+00 

 
1812+00 

 
9 

 
2.1 (2.4) 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0 

 
$216,000 

 
-
-
- 

 
No 

 
No 

 
 

 
NW 37

th 
Avenue to 

NW 27
th 

Avenue 

 
North of SR 826 

 
Golden Glades Park 

 
Residential (Activity Category B) 

 
E-7N 

 
CD1-E7N 

Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall) 8 670 1886+00 1893+00  
9 

 
2.4 (3.2) 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0  

0.0 

 
$470,400 

 
-
-
- 

 
No 

 
No 

Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall) 8 1,290 1893+65 1906+50 

 

 
 

South of SR 826 

 
Pine Tree Park 

 
Residential (Activity Category B) 

 
E-8S 

 
CD7-E8S 

Ground Mounted 22 580 1880+50 1886+30  
27 

 
5.8 (9.7) 

 
17 

 
0 

 
17  

8.6 

 
$884,400 

 
$52,024 

 
No 

 
No Ground Mounted 22 600 1886+90 1892+90 

Ground Mounted 22 160 1893+60 1895+20 

Golden Glades Elementary 

School 

Recreational Area - (Activity 

Category C) 

 
E-14S 

 
CD2-E14S 

Ground Mounted 22 580 1893+60 1899+40 1 (Special 

Land Use) 

 
4.7 (5.2) 

 
--- 

 
--- 

 
---  

--- 

 
$501,600 

 
-
-
- 

 
No 

 
No 

Ground Mounted 22 180 1900+00 1901+80 

 
 
 
 
 

NW 27
th 

Avenue to 

NW 17
th 

Avenue 

 

 
 

North of SR 826 

 

 
 

Westwood Manor Estates 

 

 
 
Residential (Activity Category B) 

 

 
 

E-9N 

 

 
 

CD9-E9N 

Ground Mounted 22 200 1909+40 1911+40  

 
 

24 

 

 
 

6.4 (10.3) 

 

 
 

20 

 

 
 

0 

 

 
 

20 

 

 
 
6.8 

 

 
 

$1,123,200 

 

 
 

$56,160 

 

 
 

No 

 

 
 

No 

Ground Mounted 22 140 1911+60 1913+00 

Ground Mounted 22 640 1913+60 1920+00 

Ground Mounted 22 340 1920+60 1924+00 

Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall) 8 1,050 1909+50 1920+00 

 

South of SR 826 NW 27
th 

Avenue Heights 

 

Residential (Activity Category B) 
 

E-10S 
 

CD6-E10S 
 

Ground Mounted 
 

22 
 

350 
 

1909+00 
 

1912+50 
 

5 
 

4.6 (8.1) 
 

2 
 

0 
 

2 
 

8.1 
 

$231,000 
 

$115,500 
 

No 
 

No 

 
South of SR 826 

 
Bunche Park Subdivision 

 
Residential (Activity Category B) 

 
E-11S 

 
CD1-E11S 

Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall & Bridge) 8 175 1918+00 1920+75  
97 

 

2.7 (4.6) 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0 

 
$888,000 

 
--- 

No (14-foot-tall Shoulder Mounted 

Noise Barriers will be Reevaluated 

in the Final Design Phase) 

 
No Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall & Bridge) 8 2,325 1921+45 1944+70 

Shoulder Mounted (MSE Wall & Bridge) 8 1,200 1948+00 1960+50 
Conceptual noise barrier design recommended for further consideration and public input. 

Conceptual noise barrier design not recommended for further consideration and public input. Conceptual noise barrier design that does not meet FDOT's reasonable cost criteria and noise reduction design goal of at least a 7.0 dB(A) reduction for at least one impacted receptor site. 
 

During the Final Design Phase, it is recommended that the feasibility of 14-foot-tall shoulder mounted noise barriers be reevaluated since this alternative maximizes the number of impacted and benefited residences at this location; Currently, the maximum height of a shoulder mounted noise barrier on MSE Wall is 8 feet. 
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Note: * = Although these noise barriers do not meet FDOT’s reasonableness criteria, they are replacing existing noise barriers and are therefore recommended for construction. 

 

Table 6-15 
Noise Barrier Evaluation Summary and Recommendations - GGI 

Location 

C
o

m
m

u
n

it
y
/S

it
e
 

N
a
m

e
 Type of Noise Sensitive 

Site (Noise Abatement 
Criteria Activity 

Category) 

R
e
c
o

m
m

e
n

d
e

d
 N

o
is

e
 B

a
rr

ie
r 

C
o

n
c

e
p

tu
a

l 
D

e
s
ig

n
 

Barrier Type H
e
ig

h
t 

  
 (

fe
e
t)

 

L
e

n
g

th
  
 (

fe
e
t)

 

Begin 
Station 
Number 

End 
Station 
Number N

u
m

b
e
r 

o
f 

Im
p

a
c
te

d
 R

e
c
e
p

to
rs

 

A
v
e
ra

g
e

 N
o

is
e
 R

e
d

u
c

ti
o

n
 f

o
r 

Im
p

a
c
te

d
 R

e
c
e
p

to
rs

 [
d

B
(A

)]
 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

Im
p

a
c
te

d
 a

n
d

 

B
e
n

e
fi

te
d

 R
e
c
e
p

to
rs

 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

N
o

t 
Im

p
a

c
te

d
 B

u
t 

B
e
n

e
fi

te
d

 R
e
c
e
p

to
rs

 

T
o

ta
l 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

B
e
n

e
fi

te
d

 

R
e
c
e
p

to
rs

 

A
v
e
ra

g
e

 N
o

is
e
 R

e
d

u
c

ti
o

n
 f

o
r 

a
ll

 B
e
n

e
fi

te
d

 R
e
c
e
p

to
rs

 [
d

B
(A

)]
 

Estimated 
Cost 

Estimated 
Cost/Site 
Benefited O

p
ti

m
a
l 

N
o

is
e
 B

a
rr

ie
r 

D
e
s
ig

n
 

M
e

e
ts

 F
D

O
T

's
 R

e
a
s
o

n
a

b
le

 

N
o

is
e
 A

b
a

te
m

e
n

t 
C

o
s

t 
C

ri
te

ri
a
 

o
f 

$
4
2
,0

0
0
 p

e
r 

B
e
n

e
fi

te
d

 

R
e
c
e
p

to
r 

S
it

e
 

N
o

is
e
 B

a
rr

ie
r 

R
e
c
o

m
m

e
n

d
e

d
 

fo
r 

F
u

rt
h

e
r 

C
o

n
s
id

e
ra

ti
o

n
 a

n
d

 

C
o

m
m

u
n

it
y
 I
n

p
u

t 

East side of I-95 – 
NW 135th Street to NW 151st 

Street. 

Nichol’s 
Heights, 

Brandon Park 

Residential 
(Activity Category B) 

I-95E1-CD1 Structure (Bridge) 8 215 
499+50 
(I-95) 

501+65 
(I-95) 

7 0.4 0 0 0 N/A $51,600 N/A No No 

East side of I-95 – 
NW 151st Street to NW 157th 

Street. 

Brandon Park, 
Biscayne 
Gardens 

Residential 
(Activity Category B) 

I-95E2-CD2 

Structure (Bridge) 8 215 
547+85 
(I-95) 

550+00 
(I-95) 

10 1.2 0 0 0 N/A $637,800 N/A No No Structure (Bridge) 8 160 
561+55 
(I-95) 

563+15 
(I-95) 

Ground 22 830 
565+85 
(I-95) 

574+25 
(I-95) 

East side of I-95 - NW 159th 
Street. 

Evangel 
Church 

playground 

Playground 
(Activity Category C) 

I-95E3-CD1 Ground 12 810 
565+85 
(I-95) 

574+15 
(I-95) 

1 7.1 1 0 1 7.1 $291,600 
See  

Table 5-5 
No No 

East side of I-95 - NW 165th 
Street Road. 

Small World 
Montessori 
playground 

Playground 
(Activity Category C) 

I-95E4-CD1 Ground 22 1,400 
1582+00 
(NB I-95) 

1597+00 
(NB I-95) 

1 2.8 0 0 0 N/A $924,000 N/A No No 

East side of I-95 – 
NW 171st Street to NW 183rd 

Street. 

Parkway 
Estates, 

Pineapple 
Plantation, 
Highland 
Manor 

Residential 
(Activity Category B) 

I-95E5-CD4 

Ground 20 3,570 
1624+70 

(I-95) 
34+15 
(I-95) 

111 8.1 108 4 112 8.0 $2,894,400 $25,843 Yes Yes 

Ground 16 150 
34+15 
(I-95) 

35+65 
(I-95) 

Structure (MSE) 12 1740 
35+65 
(I-95) 

52+70 
(I-95) 

Structure (MSE) 10 100 
52+70 
(I-95) 

53+70 
(I-95) 

Structure (MSE) 8 100 
53+70 
(I-95) 

54+70 
(I-95) 

West side of I-95 - north of 
Opa Locka Boulevard to NW 
151st Street. 

Nichol’s 
Heights, 

Brandon Park 

Residential 
(Activity Category B) 

I-95W1-CD3 

Structure (MSE) 14 860 512+20 520+80 

47 4.0 31 0 31 5.9 $1,386,600 $44,729 No* Yes* Structure (Bridge) 8 160 520+80 522+40 

Structure (MSE) 14 2,350 522+40 545+90 

West side of I-95 - NW 151st 
Street to Biscayne Canal. 

Brandon Park 
Residential 

(Activity Category B) 
 I-95W2-CD3 

Structure (MSE) 8 320 549+80 553+00 

9 3.6 1 0 1 5.7 $547,500 $547,500 No* Yes* 

Structure (MSE) 10 200 553+00 555+00 

Structure (MSE) 12 200 555+00 557+00 

Structure (MSE) 14 440 557+00 561+40 

Structure (Bridge) 8 160 561+40 563+00 

Structure (MSE) 14 275 563+00 565+75 

West side of SR 7/ 
US 441 – NW 155th Lane to 
NW 157th Street. 

Parkway 
Towers 

Residential 
(Activity Category B) 

SR-7W1 -CD1 Ground 22 400 
N/A 

(NW 155th 
Lane) 

N/A 
(NW 157th Street) 

87 1.5 3 0 3 5.9 (6.3) $264,000 $88,000 No No 

West side of Florida’s Turnpike 
–  

SR 826 to NW 168th Drive.  

Cloverleaf 
Estates 

Residential 
(Activity Category B) 

FTW1-CD1 Ground 22 350 142+70 146+10 6 4.1 3 0 3 5.2  $231,000 $77,000 No No 
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Fiber Optic Communication System: Fiber Optic (FO) infrastructure is already in place for the 

currently deployed ITS equipment. The FDOT has a seventy-two (72) strand FO backbone along 

the study corridor.  The FDOT typically provides a FO connection to their CCTV cameras, MVDS 

sensors and DMSs.  The current FO backbones will have to be relocated or modified as part of the 

modified locations to CCTV cameras, MVDS sensors and DMSs. 

A detailed evaluation of the proposed ITS conflict should be done during the final design phase to 

identify any ITS conflict and potential modification or replacement of any dynamic message sign 

structure. A detailed ITS plans component will be required as part of the final design. In addition, 

coordination with regional partners (FDOT-D6, FDOT-D4 and FTE) will be required to ensure that 

the project does not adversely impact the ITS operations during construction. 

Express Lanes Operations 

In order to help maintain free-flow traffic conditions, the express lanes system will operate based 

on congestion pricing rules.  As traffic density in the express lanes increases, tolls will be raised 

accordingly to encourage free-flow conditions.  The new ITS supporting the express lanes will 

primarily be developed based upon the concepts and technologies currently implemented as part 

of the I-95 Express Lanes project, taking into account lessons learned thus far from that 

deployment.  

The SR 826 express lanes system will consist of tolling zones within the study area that will be 

consistent with the SR 826 N-S express lanes and the I-95 express lanes systems. Each segment 

will consist of a tolling gantry subsystem.  SunPass® transponders will be immediately charged 

and read by a toll reader with antenna as the Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) equipped with the 

transponder passes under each tolling zone gantry.  A Toll Amount sign including a Toll Amount 

Dynamic Message Sign (DMS) and a Lane Status sign, including the Lane Status DMS, will be 

located on the general purpose lanes just upstream of each segment’s entry point. The DMS will 

display the cost of using the immediate express lanes to potential patrons in the general purpose 

lanes.  As the SOV approaches the express lanes’ entry point from the general purpose lanes they 

will be charged the toll amount associated with the segment in which they entered until the next 

gantry which will be located at the next express lanes exit.  A Gantry Toll Continuation structure 

with static signs will be provided at each continuation point and will be located just upstream of the 

express lanes exit points.  If the SOV chooses to continue on the express lanes for the next 

segment, they will be charged at the Gantry Toll Continuation structure location the additional 

associated toll amount for the next segment. 

The FDOT is currently evaluating two different tolling strategies that will impact the proposed 

locations of the Toll Amount Signs, Gantry Toll Continuation structure, and Lane Status Signs. 

 Trip-Based: This tolling strategy is a destination based strategy, where the motorists are 

informed of toll amounts to specific destination that may or may not include multiple 

segments. With this strategy, motorists are informed of a toll amount for trip and may not be 

informed of toll amounts for all exits.  The Toll Amount DMS and Lane Status DMS are all 

placed in the general purpose lanes only. 

 Segment-Based: This tolling strategy provides toll amounts on a segment by segment basis 

and the motorist will need to tally up all the segment tolls to determine the toll for their entire 

trip.  With this strategy, motorists are informed of a toll amount for each segment as they 

enter the express lanes and also informed of the next segment before each egress of the 

express lanes.  The Toll Amount DMS and Lane Status DMS are all placed in the general 

purpose lanes and additional Toll Amount DMS are placed in the express lanes. 

The SMART Tolling Software (STS), currently under development, will be used to generate the toll 

amounts and control the Toll Amount DMS and the Lane Status DMS displays.  The STS will 

interface with the FTE system by providing the FTE tolling system with the toll amount updates.  

The FTE system will manage SunPass® accounts and will also provide customer service to the 

SunPass® system users.  FTE’s Toll Violation Processing System (VPS) will compare images 

received from the roadway cameras installed on the gantries against the license plate list received 

to determine system violators.  FTE will also operate and troubleshoot the toll equipment mounted 

on the gantries throughout the SunWatch Operations Center. 

The Conceptual ITS Plans supporting the Recommended Alternative will consist of the following 

ITS field technology components: 
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 Toll Amount DMS:  Toll Amount DMS are described by one-line, six-character DMS placed 

within the static sign.  There will be a maximum of two Toll Amount DMS located in the static 

toll amount sign.  Proposed locations of those signs are depicted in Appendix H.  The Toll 

Amount DMS will be located at approximately the ¾ mile and ¼ mile locations along the 

general purpose lanes upstream from the ingress to the express lanes. These 

quantities/distances will also be required within the express lanes prior to the egress points 

should the FDOT select Segment-Based Tolling strategy.   

These DMS signs will be interconnected with the SMART SunGuide TMC. The SMART 

SunGuide TMC will control the Toll Amount DMS by displaying an appropriate toll amount 

based on the STS system.  The purpose of the toll amount DMS is to provide appropriate 

information that enables motorists to make informed, real time decisions on whether to use 

the facility or continue on the general purpose lanes. 

 Lane Status DMS: A Lane Status DMS includes a lane status one-line, eighteen-character 

DMS located at the bottom of the guide signs for entering the express lanes.  These DMS 

signs will be interconnected with the SMART SunGuide TMC.  The SMART SunGuide TMC 

will control the Lane Status DMS by displaying an appropriate toll amount based on the STS 

system. The Lane Status DMS will be attached to three guide signs per entrance; 1 mile, ½ 

mile, and at the entrance ramp to the express lanes.  The static portion of the sign is to 

inform the driver on the distance to the next ingress point.  The purpose of the Lane Status 

DMS is to display the availability of the express lanes, as well as support operational 

strategies.  These include posting “Congested” when travel speeds drop below 45 MPH. 

 DMS: DMS are described by the three-line, full matrix typical freeway electronic message 

signs.  DMS are primarily used to disseminate travel related information to the drivers in the 

express and general purpose lanes.  DMS will be used to convey general traffic information 

to all motorists along SR 826 including the express lanes users.  Information displayed on 

the DMS may include traffic congestion messages, incidents (whether in the general 

purpose lanes or the express lanes), road closures (for general purpose lanes and express 

lanes), Amber and Silver alerts, evacuations, and special events.  The existing DMS signs 

structures within the corridor will be impacted by the Recommended Alternative roadway 

improvements.  The impacted DMS signs will be placed on new structures near their existing 

locations.  The SR 826 N-S Express Lanes project will add one DMS within the project area 

at the NW 154th Street SB on-ramp to SR 826.  Also, there will be a need for additional DMS 

in the general purpose lanes prior to the ingress of the express lanes to provide additional 

incident information within the express lanes. 

 Ramp Metering Signals:  Ramp Signals are traffic signals placed along on-ramps that help 

distribute the platoon of vehicles released from traffic signals to improve traffic flow and 

reduce incidents along the mainline. They include a signal head with red/green ball 

indicators, controllers/cabinets, mainline detectors, queue detectors, presence detectors, 

and passage detectors.  Candidate on-ramp locations include: 

o NW 67th Avenue; 

o NW 57th Avenue; 

o NW 47th Avenue; 

o NW 37th Avenue; 

o NW 27th Avenue; and 

o NW 17th Avenue. 

 Road Toll Collection Site: The Road Toll Collection (RTC) site will consist of toll equipment 

that uses radio frequency toll antennas that recognize vehicle SunPass® transponders as 

they pass underneath an overhead tolling gantry structure. An existing SunPass® 

transponder mounted on the vehicle’s windshield will transmit a unique identifier to the 

antenna mounted on the tolling gantry (one reader/antenna per travel lane).  This information 

will be received by a reader system located in an adjacent roadside cabinet located within 

the protected SR 826 right-of-way. The RTC site will also accommodate current FTE toll 

collection systems as well as upgrades to the ‘Mini’ toll tag readers and ‘Toll By Plate’ 

systems. 

 Lane Control Unit: Lane Control Unit (LCU) is the roadside controller or computer that 

receives and records all express lanes transactions from the RTC site.  The LCU will send 

the transaction data to the existing Patron Account System (PAS) Lane Loader located at 

the FTE Tolls Data Center over the express lanes communications network. The LCU will 

be located in a tolling cabinet within the protected SR 826 right-of-way. 
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 Violation Enforcement System Cameras: High speed, high resolution cameras will be 

used to record a vehicle’s license plate number for invalid or missing transponder accounts. 

This system will be operated by FTE. There will be one Violation Enforcement System (VES) 

camera per travel lane at each Tolling Gantry. A VES processor and other ancillary 

equipment could be located in the same cabinet as the RTC equipment above. 

 Closed Circuit Television Cameras: Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) cameras are 

operated by SunGuide TMC to monitor traffic within the corridor. Some of the existing CCTV 

cameras within the corridor will be impacted by the proposed roadway improvements. The 

impacted CCTV cameras will be relocated to strategic locations to facilitate that traffic along 

both the general purpose lanes and the express lanes is monitored and to provide video 

feeds that can viewed by the TMC Operators. 

 Traffic Detectors: The roadway improvements will impact most of the existing 50 MVDS. 

Impacted vehicle detectors will be strategically placed to automatically identify and detect 

incidents along the general purpose lanes.  Additional MVDS will be deployed at specific 

locations (approximately every 1/3 mile) along the express lanes system to support the toll 

setting functions. The MVDS system also measures vehicle presence and captures traffic 

data such as speed, volume, and occupancy in up to eight lanes. 

 Enforcement Beacons: Beacons will be placed at each Tolling Gantry structure in a 

manner allowing a Florida Highway Patrol (FHP) officer to view it downstream from the 

tolling point. When High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV 3+), other registered vehicles, and 

vehicles that do not have a transponder and are not registered pass beneath the gantry, the 

enforcement beacon will flash. This will allow FHP to know when either a true toll violation 

or a registered vehicle has passed beneath the gantry. If the vehicle is a true violator, or a 

rental car customer, then FHP will allow the vehicle to continue, and FTE’s VES will process 

that vehicle. If a decal is showing on the windshield then FHP can determine if the vehicle 

is registered and then can determine whether or not the vehicle meets occupancy 

requirements. 

 Fiber Optic Communication Infrastructure: The express lanes communications network 

will leverage the existing FDOT fiber optic communications backbone infrastructure along 

the SR 826 corridor.  A considerable amount of the existing fiber optic communications will 

be impacted by the proposed roadway realignment and will need to be relocated. 

Golden Glades Interchange 

Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) cameras: CCTV cameras currently provide coverage on the 

major roadways within GGI and enables traffic monitoring and early incident detection capabilities. 

Within the study limits, the existing cameras are located along the following major roadways: 

 I-95 – eight (8) CCTVs; 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway – one (1) CCTV close to NW 17th Avenue and one (1) at the 

merger/diverge point of SR 826, Florida’s Turnpike and I-95 southbound; and 

 Turnpike Connector – one (1) CCTV near Park and Ride area and one (1) CCTV at Turnpike 

Connector overpassing the SR 826 Connector.  

The proposed widening as part of the Recommended Interim Build Alternative may potentially 

impact the existing CCTVs along southbound I-95 near NW 151st Street, Biscayne Canal and Park 

and Ride. The CCTV near the Park and Ride area along the Turnpike Connector as well as the 

CCTV along the SR 826 eastbound may be impacted by the proposed widening along these 

roadways. These cameras will have to be relocated as part of the proposed improvements. The 

CCTV on the northbound side of the Turnpike will not be impacted. In addition, new CCTV cameras 

may be required to obtain 100% coverage of the new roadway configuration within the interchange. 

Dynamic Message Signs (DMS): DMSs are currently deployed along the corridor to inform 

motorists of current traffic conditions and incidents such as crashes, disabled vehicles, road work, 

car fires, hazmat spills, evacuations and AMBER alerts. Within the study limits, the existing DMSs 

are located along the following major roadways: 

 I-95 – 4 DMSs; 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway – none; and 
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 Turnpike Connector – none. 

The proposed widening along the I-95 southbound lanes as part of the Recommended Interim Build 

Alternative may potentially impact 2 existing DMSs along southbound I-95 close to the express 

lane entrance and will be relocated as part of the project.  

Vehicle Detection System: Microwave Vehicle Detection System (MVDS) sensors are part of the 

District Six Vehicle Detection System. These devices are non-intrusive, mounted on poles along 

the shoulders and collect volume, occupancy, average speed and long vehicle count data. Within 

the study limits, the existing MVDSs are located along the following major roadways: 

 I-95 – 8 MVDSs; 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway – 6 MVDSs; and 

 Turnpike Connector – 1 MVDS.  

The proposed widening along the I-95 southbound lanes as part of the Recommended Interim Build 

Alternative may potentially impact 2 existing MVDSs on southbound I-95 near the Park and Ride 

area and will be relocated as part of the project. In addition, new MVDS may be required to obtain 

100% coverage of the new roadway configuration within the interchange.  

ITS Hubs:  There are two ITS hubs located within the project study area: Whatley Plaza Hub and 

the Park and Ride Hub. As part of the proposed improvements, no relocation or modification of the 

existing hub is anticipated for the Whatley plaza hub. However, due to widening and reconstruction 

of the Turnpike Connector southbound lanes, the ITS hub within the Park and Ride area will have 

to be relocated south to the vacant area just north of the park and ride flyover bridge. 

Ramp Metering Signals (RMS): There are three ramp metering signals within the project area. 

These ramp metering signals are located on the I-95 access ramps at NW 151st street to 

southbound I-95, NW 167th street to southbound I-95 and NW 2nd avenue to I-95 northbound. 

None of the RMSs will be impacted due to the proposed improvements as part of the 

Recommended Interim Build Alternative. 

Fiber Optic Communication System: Fiber Optic (FO) infrastructure is already in place for the 

currently deployed ITS equipment. The current FO backbones will have to be relocated or modified 

as part of the modified locations to CCTV cameras, MVDS sensors and DMSs. 

A detailed evaluation of the proposed ITS conflict should be done during the final design phase to 

identify any ITS conflict and potential modification or replacement of any dynamic message sign 

structure. A detailed ITS plans component will be required as part of the final design. In addition, 

coordination with regional partners (FDOT-D6, FDOT-D4 and FTE) will be required to ensure that 

the project does not adversely impact the ITS operations during construction. 

6.13.3 Cost Risk Analysis 

Cost Risk Analysis (CRA) workshops were conducted as part of this PD&E Study in October 2012, 

April 2015 and June 2016. The purpose of the cost risk analyses is to manage the project risks 

related to performance, cost and schedule for the various project alternatives.  During the CRA 

workshop, key risks to the project were identified and quantified.  The discussion revolved around 

144 risk and uncertainty items dealing with all aspects of the project, including: schedule, design, 

structures and geotechnical, right-of-way, utilities, construction, traffic management and 

maintenance, environmental and drainage, management and funding, contracting and 

procurement, and public and local government risks. The top ten cost risks factors identified 

together with the targeted mitigation strategies from the June 2016 workshop are shown in Table 

6-16. 

6.13.4 Value Engineering Summary 

A Value Engineering (VE) Study was conducted from December 10 to December 14, 2012 for the 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Recommended Alternative and from February 11 to February 15, 

2013 for the GGI Recommended Ultimate Alternative.  The purpose of the Value Engineering 

Studies is to ensure that the project objectives are addressed and the project remains cost 

effective, constructible, and makes the most efficient use of existing resources. Tables 6-17 and 6-

18 summarize the Study Team’s responses to the VE Team’s recommendations. These 

recommendations are detailed in the Value Engineering Report.  The detailed responses to each 

of the Value Engineering recommendations are provided in Appendix J.
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Table 6-16 
Targeted Mitigation Strategies for Top Cost Risks 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

Risk ID Risk Name Mitigation Strategy 

ENV. 14 
Additional dewatering cost 

due to contamination 

Use design elements that minimize the use of excavation in these 

areas. Reuse as much subsurface infrastructure as possible. 

DES.17 

Construction packaging 

and phasing complicated 

by lack of logical 

segmentation breaks 

Every effort will be made to minimize this risk.  However, due to the 

FGT gas lines that run along both sides of SR 826, the initial plan to 

implement the project in two construction contracts using a design-

bid-build delivery method to enable phased operations of the Express 

Lanes.  Logical segments will be utilized. 

DES.05 
Change in Design 

Standards 

Avoid schedule delays in general to the project to reduce probability 

of changes in standards, and seek variations from new standards if 

changes create excessive burden on the project. 

ROW.06 

Opportunity for ROW 

savings associated with 

drainage pond 

The opportunity to transfer or acquire the land is under evaluation 

with ongoing coordination with Miami Dade Aviation Department. 

UTL.04 

Utility relocation costs may 

be responsibility of project 

– Federal vs. State 

Funding 

All UAO(s) owning major facilities within the area of the Project have 

Master Agreements with the Department. Coordination with the utility 

agencies will continue throughput the project.  FDOT is working with 

FGT regarding the disposition of the gas mains along the corridor. 

DES.01 
Changes in Design from 

SPUI to TDI 

An extensive comparative analysis has been completed for TDI, SPUI 

and DDI at each interchange. This analysis was conducted in order to 

confirm that the recommended interchange type was a logical 

selection. 

ENV.13 
Change in 30-acre wet 

pond location 

Secure rights to the 30-acre parcel as soon as possible.   FDOT is 
preparing a Conceptual Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) and 
has met with MDAD (Airport) and DTPW (Public Works).  Drainage 
options will be further evaluated during design. 

ENV.23 

Box culvert on NW 154th 

Street and I-75 

Interchange Peter’s Pike 

Canal 

A detailed analysis has been conducted as part of a Bridge Hydraulic 

Report along with extensive coordination with Miami-County 

Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources (DRER). 

ENV.27 

Drainage cost savings 

from only treating 

additional impervious area 

Coordination with SFWMD has resulted in a cost effective drainage 

concept for the project. 

DES.19 
Additional Tolling/ITS 

Items 

Project coordination is ongoing with FDOT Transportation 

Management Center (TMC) to identify ITS impacts and needs.  The 

ConOps and the PSEMP have been developed to define approaches 

and help mitigate risk.  These documents will be updated during the 

design phase as policy and technological changes warrant. 

Golden Glades Interchange Ultimate 

Risk ID Risk Name Mitigation Strategy 

DES.04 Pavement Section Design 
Collect geotechnical data early and develop proposed pavement 

sections as early as possible. 

DES.05 
Changes in design 

standards 

Avoid schedule delays in general to the project as this reduces 

probability of changes in standards, and seek variations from new 

standards if changes create excessive burden on the project. 

UTL.04 

Utility relocation costs may 

be responsibility of project 

– Federal vs. State 

Funding 

All UAO(s) owning major facilities within the area of the Project have 

Master Agreements with the Department. Coordination with the utility 

agencies will continue throughput the project.  FDOT is working with 

FGT regarding the disposition of the gas mains along the corridor. 

ROW.07 

Higher real estate cost due 

to development, 

annexation, rezoning or 

other changes 

ROW acquisition will be expedited. 

DES.12 

Replace full bridge 

(870041) in 3A rather than 

just end span to avoid 

throw away cost 

This recommendation was incorporated. The Recommended Interim 

Build Alternative includes the replacement of the SR 826 connector 

bridge over I-95 (870041). 

DES.03 

Design exceptions and 

variations are not 

approved by FHWA 

Coordination with FHWA is ongoing and all design exceptions and 

variations will be approved in advance of the next phase for the 

project. 

ENV.14 
Additional dewatering cost 

due to contamination 

Use design elements that minimize the use of excavation in these 

areas. Reuse as much subsurface infrastructure as possible. 

ENV.23 
Box culvert replacement – 

NW 17th Avenue Bridge 
Evaluate box culvert retrofit solutions in lieu of replacement. 

MGT.04 

Pressure to deliver project 

on an accelerated 

schedule 

Every effort will be made to minimize this risk.  However, due to the 

FGT gas lines that run along both Florida’s Turnpike and both sides 

of SR 826, the initial plan to implement certain project segments is by 

using a design-bid-build delivery method.  Also, this risk is lower with 

the GGI Ultimate 

UTL.01 
Utility relocation may not 

happen on time 

All UAO (s) owning utilities within the project area have been 

contacted and coordination will continue through subsequent phases. 
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Table 6-17 
Value Engineering Summary – SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

 

Number 
Value Engineering 
Recommendation 

Status Reason 

1 

NW 57th Avenue 
Bridge/Interchange:  

Value Engineering 
Alternative No. 1 - Use a 
Diverging Diamond 
Interchange and reduce the 
size of the bridge. 

Rejected 

A comprehensive comparative analysis was 
conducted at NW 154th Street, NW 67th 
Avenue, NW 57th Avenue and NW 27th Avenue 
to evaluate a Tight Diamond Interchange (TDI), 
Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) and 
Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) at each 
location.  The analysis considered traffic 
operations (LOS), safety (vehicular, bicycle 
and pedestrian; driver expectancy, design 
speed variation and truck maneuverability); 
right-of-way impacts; environmental impacts; 
costs (construction and right-of-way) and 
benefit-to-cost ratio.  Based on the 
comparative analysis, the following are the 
recommendations: 

 NW 154th Street – Existing Partial 
Cloverleaf Interchange 

 NW 67th Avenue – SPUI 

 NW 57th Avenue – TDI (Reduces size 
of bridge from original 
recommendation of SPUI) 

 NW 27th Avenue – SPUI 
 

 

2 

NW 67th Avenue 
Bridge/Interchange:  

Value Engineering 
Alternative No. 3 - Use a 
Diverging Diamond 
Interchange and reduce the 
size of the bridge. 

Rejected 

3 

NW 27th Avenue 
Bridge/Interchange:  

Value Engineering 
Alternative No. 4 - Use a 
Diverging Diamond 
Interchange and reduce the 
size of the bridge. 

Rejected 

4 

NW 154th Street 
Bridge/Interchange:  

Value Engineering 
Alternative No. 6 - Use a 
Diverging Diamond 
Interchange and reduce the 
size of the bridge. 

Rejected 

See response to 1, 2 and 3.  Improvements 
can be made to the existing Parcel Cloverleaf 
Interchange to provide LOS D in Design Year 
2014 with the least costs.  TDI and DDI will 
require reconstruction of existing bridge over 
NW 154th Street along with a large segment of 
the SR 826 mainline. 
 

4 continued 

If Value Engineering 
Alternative No. 6 cannot be 
Implemented, then: 

Value Engineering 
Alternative No. 5 – Widen 
the existing bridge to include 
the ramp bridge 
 

Rejected 

In accordance with AAHSTO, the minimum 
gore-to-gore spacing is 800 feet.  The spacing 
between the gore for the off-ramp (Loop 
Ramp) to NW 154th Street and the gore for the 
new off-ramp to I-75 will be less than 800 feet 
with the VE alternative.  In addition, the VE 
alternative will eliminate the collector-
distributor concept, thus creating additional 
weaving on the mainline.  

 
The implementation of the VE alternative will 
require that the exit to NW 154th Street be 
located after the bridge (high point) which is 
the backside to a crest curve that will be a 

Number 
Value Engineering 
Recommendation 

Status Reason 

safety issue due to the close proximity of the 
mainline gore area. 

 
The potential vertical differential needed for the 
proposed exit to I-75 and the exit to NW 154th 
Street could not be obtainable with the VE 
alternative. 
 

5 

NW 47th Avenue 
Bridge/Interchange:  

Value Engineering 
Alternative No. 7 - Use a 
Diverging Diamond 
Interchange and reduce the 
size of the bridge. 

Rejected 

Based on the results of the traffic analysis, a 
TDI will provide a LOS D in Design Year 2014 
at the least total cost including construction 
and right-of-way.  For the same conclusions 
listed in responses to 1, 2 and 3, the TDI is 
recommended at this location. 
 

6 

NW 22nd Avenue, NW 32nd 
Avenue and NW 42nd Avenue 
Bridges/Grade Separations: 

Value Engineering 
Alternative No. 8 – Utilize the 
existing bridges, if possible. 

Rejected 

It is our general intent to reuse and widen the 
existing bridges as much as reasonably 
possible.  However, at these locations it was 
deemed best to classify these bridges as 
replacements due primarily to the following 
reasons:  all three bridge locations have cracks 
and spalls on the beams, all three bridge 
locations will require Design Variations due to 
vertical clearance, NW 32nd Avenue and NW 
22nd Avenue bridges will require Design 
Exceptions due to lateral clearance, and 
widening with steel will violate the Structures 
Design Guidelines Section 7.6 - Widening 
Rules.  At these locations the proposed 
widening is as follows: 
NW 42nd Avenue: 46 feet (89%) in each 
direction 
NW 32nd Avenue: 46 feet (89%) in each 
direction 
NW 22nd Avenue: 34 feet (53%) in each 
direction 
 

7 

Pump Station: 

Value Engineering 
Alternative No. 9 – Eliminate 
the pump station and use a 
weir or drop box with gravity 
flow. 

Accepted 

The proposed pump station alternative was 
decided to have a fatal flaw.  In coordination 
with the SFWMD, the alternative will not be 
approved for permits due to the potential of 
substantially increased concentrated flow to 
the C-8 Canal and potential flooding to Opa 
Locka Airport. 
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Table 6-18 
Value Engineering Summary – Golden Glades Interchange 

 

Number 
Value Engineering 

 Recommendation 
Status Reason 

1A 

Make SB I-95 to SR 

826/Palmetto 

Expressway WB, a two 

lane general use ramp 

and EB SR 826/Palmetto 

Expressway to NB I-95, a 

two lane general use 

ramp and eliminate the 

proposed Ultimate EB 

SR 826/Palmetto 

Expressway express 

lane flyover. 

Rejected 

The system-to-system flyover ramps connecting the 

proposed SR 826 express lanes and the existing I-95 

express lanes to and from the north is part of the 

District’s long-term goal of providing a network of express 

lanes throughout the region. The express lane network 

will also serve as the back-bone of a proposed bus rapid 

transit (BRT) system with express feeder bus services 

running north-south along SR 7/US 441 and SR 817 

(University Drive), and east-west along SR 820 

(Hollywood/Pines Boulevard). 

Elimination of the EB SR 826 express lane flyover as 

proposed by the VE Alternative 1A will disrupt the 

continuity and operations of the express lanes system. In 

addition, the lack of continuity will make it less attractive 

for use as a BRT network to promote transit usage and 

congestion management throughout the South Florida 

region. 

Based on the above evaluation, it is recommended to 

maintain the PD&E alternative which provides system-to-

system flyover ramps connecting the proposed SR 

826/Palmetto express lanes and the existing I-95 express 

lanes to and from the north. 

1B 

Revise the EB SR 

826/Palmetto 

Expressway to NB I-95 

ramp alignment. 

Rejected 

The proposed improvements under this VE 

recommended alternative realigns the ramp to touch 

down within the median of I-95 just south of the Jackson 

Memorial Medical Center emergency access. In order to 

implement this alternative, the I-95 northbound lanes will 

have to be reconstructed and shifted east approximately 

39-ft to accommodate the express lanes with 6-ft 

shoulders on each side in addition to six general purpose 

travel lanes. This will require additional right-of-way from 

the Jackson North Medical Center and the existing 

emergency helipad adjacent to the limited access right of 

way to accommodate the roadway footprint. The right of 

way acquisition will significantly impact the emergency 

access and operations of this hospital. 

Based on the above evaluation, it is recommended that 

the VE alternative be dropped from further evaluation due 

Number 
Value Engineering 

 Recommendation 
Status Reason 

to the above stated constraints. 

2 

Make SB and NB I-95 to 

EB and WB SR 

826/Palmetto 

Expressway, two lane 

general use ramps and 

eliminate the Interim 

general use ramp to NB 

I-95 

Rejected 

This VE recommended alternative will require entrance 
and exit points to the flyover ramps between NW 27th 
Avenue and NW 17th Avenue. As such residents and 
businesses wishing to go from SR 826/Palmetto 
Expressway EB to I-95 NB will have to travel to NW 27th 
Avenue to make a U-turn in order to access the flyover 
ramps and likewise in the reverse direction. This will 
significantly impact the access for residents from Scott 
Lakes and Bunche Park as well as the businesses within 
the Sunshine Industrial Park who will be forced to use the 
current circuitous routes for these movements.  
In addition, the additional access point to the flyover 

ramp will create a weaving condition between SR 

826/Palmetto Expressway EB to I-95 NB and SR 

826/Palmetto Expressway EB to I-95 SB movements. 

This will potentially degrade traffic operations and safety 

in both the proposed express lanes and general use 

lanes along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway. 

Based on the above evaluation, this VE Alternative is 

recommended to be dropped from further evaluation due 

to the potential access impacts to the residents and 

businesses as well as the potential adverse impacts to 

traffic operations and safety. 

3 

Replace as much of the 

structure with retaining 

walls, fill and pavement 

as possible. 

Rejected 

Generally, MSE walls with heights in excess of 45-ft are 

avoided due to the special design requirements. This VE 

alternative proposes to eliminate a couple of bridge 

spans and replace them with MSE walls that are over 50-

ft high and only 36-ft 1-inch wide. This will require a Bin 

Wall Special design since the strap lengths are 

constricted and not long enough. In addition, the location 

of these walls will restrict access road to the FDOT ITS 

facility and hurricane debris staging area as well as the 

industrial property located within the heart of the 

interchange. 

Based on the above evaluation, it is recommended to 

maintain the PD&E alternative which provides continuous 

bridge structures for the flyover ramps connecting the 

proposed SR 826/Palmetto Expressway express lanes 

and the I-95 express lanes. 
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Number 
Value Engineering 

 Recommendation 
Status Reason 

 

4 

SR 826 Reconstruction: 

Eliminate the NW 12/13 

Avenue connection to SB 

I-95 

Rejected 

The recommendations presented in the VE Alternative 

which eliminates the NW 12th Avenue on-ramp was 

evaluated as one of the Build Alternatives during the GGI 

PD&E Study. As part of the on-going public involvement 

process, several meetings and discussions were held 

with the City of Miami Gardens, adjacent residents and 

business owners within the Sunshine Industrial Park. The 

City of Miami Gardens and the business owners 

requested for the inclusion of the NW 12th Avenue on 

ramp as well as Texas U-turns at both NW 12th Avenue 

and NW 17th Avenue as part of the project as a mitigation 

strategy to address the business community’s circulation 

and access concerns. The Department has committed to 

include these improvements as part of the project. 

This VE Alternative is recommended to be dropped from 

further evaluation since the improvements are required in 

order to receive the MPO approval and local support for 

the project. 

5 

SR 826 Reconstruction: 

Use retaining walls and 

fill to eliminate the R/W 

take and provide new 

property access 

Rejected 

This VE Alternative eliminates the NW 12th Avenue on-

ramp from the project. As mentioned in the previous 

response, the City of Miami Gardens and the business 

owners requested for the inclusion of the NW 12th 

Avenue on ramp as well as Texas U-turns at both NW 

12th Avenue and NW 17th Avenue as part of the project 

as a mitigation strategy to address the business 

community’s circulation and access concerns The 

Department has committed to include these 

improvements as part of the project. 

This VE Alternative is recommended to be dropped from 

further evaluation since the improvements are required in 

order to receive the MPO approval and local support for 

the project. 

6 

Turnpike Connector 

Reconstruction: 

Eliminate or reduce the 

SB ramp with walls, fill 

and pavement. 

Accepted 

This VE Alternative recommends replacing some spans 

of the proposed Turnpike Connector SB express lanes 

connector flyover bridge with fill retained with MSE Walls. 

The maximum fill height proposed in these sections is 40-

ft which is less than the 45-ft threshold for MSE Walls. 

The study team will further evaluate the use of MSE walls 

at the recommended sections to determine the feasibility 

and identify any constructability issues. 

 

6.14 Access Management 

SR 826 is a limited access facility with an Access Class 1, Area Type 1, under the FDOT Access 

Management Classification System.  Based on the access and type, the minimum interchange 

spacing allowed is one mile per the PPM, Volume 1, Chapter 1, Table 1.8.1.  There are ten 

interchanges within the study limits.  The interchange spacing complies with the FDOT Access 

Management Guideline Rule 14.97 at seven of the interchanges (see Table 6-19).  No access 

management modifications are proposed as part of the recommended alternative. 

As part of the GGI Interim Improvements (FPID 428358-1), the SR 826 eastbound on-ramp from 

NW 12th Avenue will be relocated to the east and will merge with the SR 826 eastbound to I-95/US 

441 southbound off-ramp.  Traffic wanting to continue along SR 826 eastbound to NW 7th Avenue 

Extension from NW 12th Avenue can no longer use this ramp.  In this case, drivers will need to 

access SR 826 through the NW 17th Avenue Interchange.  U-turn lanes will be provided on both 

approaches to NW 17th Avenue and on the eastbound approach at NW 12th Avenue. 

Access to and from the frontage roads will remain relatively the same along the corridor.  The 

Recommended Alternative will include interchange improvements that will slightly modify the 

frontage roads at the intersections.  No existing access points along the frontage roads will be 

permanently impacted.  U-turn lanes will be provided at NW 67th Avenue, NW 57th Avenue, NW 

47th Avenue, NW 37th Avenue, NW 17th Avenue and NW 12th Avenue to improve access to 

businesses located on each side of SR 826. 

Ramp Metering 

Ramp Signals will be placed along on-ramps in order to help distribute the platoon of vehicles 

released from traffic signals to improve traffic flow and reduce incidents along the mainline. On-

ramp locations are included in Section 6.13.2, Ramp Metering Signals.  

Express Lanes Access Points 

The Recommended Alternative proposes access points at selected locations along the corridor to 

enter and exit the express lanes system. The preliminary access points along SR 826 will be 
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constructed at the following locations:  

 Eastbound ingress just west of NW 67th Avenue.  This access point would service vehicles 

wanting to enter the express lanes system from the SR 826 upstream interchanges NW 

103rd Street, NW 122nd Street, I-75 and NW 154th Street including vehicles and transit 

busses coming from the Town of Miami Lakes. 

 Eastbound egress at NW 17th Avenue.  This access point would service vehicles wanting to 

exit the express lanes system from SR 826 eastbound to SR 91 (Florida’s Turnpike), US 

441, NW 167th Street, SR 9, I-95 southbound and I-95 northbound to Miami Gardens Drive 

(SR 860) and Ives Dairy Road.  At this point, one express lane is released to the general 

purpose lanes and the second one continues east connecting to the northbound I-95 

express lanes system. 

 Westbound ingress at NW 12th Avenue.  This access point would service vehicles wanting 

to enter the express lanes system from SR 91 (Florida’s Turnpike), US 441, NW 167th Street, 

SR 9, I-95 northbound and I-95 southbound from Ives Dairy Road and Miami Gardens Drive.  

At this location, one express lane will come from the southbound I-95 express lanes system 

becoming the two SR 826 westbound express lanes system.   

 Westbound egress just west of NW 67th Avenue.  This access point would service vehicles 

wanting to exit the express lanes system to access the SR 826 downstream interchanges 

NW 154th Street, I-75, NW 122nd Street and NW 103rd Street including vehicles and transit 

busses with the Town of Miami Lakes as their destination.  

 Westbound/Southbound ingress just north of NW 154th Street.   This access point would 

service vehicles wanting to enter the express lanes system from the SR 826 upstream 

interchanges NW 12th Avenue, NW 17th Avenue, NW 27th Avenue, NW 37th Avenue, NW 

47th Avenue, NW 57th Avenue and NW 67th Avenue including vehicles and transit busses 

coming from the Town of Miami Lakes.  This access point is the end of the SR 826 East-

West express lanes system project.  

 Westbound/Southbound ingress just north of NW 154th Street.   This access point will service 

vehicles wanting to enter the express lanes system from the SR 826 upstream interchanges: 

NW 17th Avenue, NW 27th Avenue, NW 37th Avenue, NW 47th Avenue, NW 57th Avenue and 

NW 67th Avenue.  This access point is the end of the SR 826 East-West express lanes 

system project.  

Table 6-19 
Access Management/Interchange Spacing 

 

Cross Street 
Mile 
Post 

Current Spacing to 
Next Interchange 

(Miles) 

Complies with 
Interchange Spacing? 

I-75 15.380 1.0 Yes 

NW 154th Street 16.400 1.6 Yes 

NW 67th Avenue 18.002 1.0 Yes 

NW 57th Avenue 19.011 1.0 Yes 

NW 47th Avenue 20.043 1.0 Yes 

NW 37th Avenue 21.047 1.0 Yes 

NW 27th Avenue 22.051 1.0 Yes 

NW 17th Avenue 23.060 0.4 Yes 

NW 12th Avenue 23.484 0.7 No 

Golden Glades Interchange  24.152 - No 
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6.15 Conceptual Design Plans 

The conceptual layouts include typical sections, horizontal and vertical alignments, bridge 

improvements and right-of-way impacts for the Recommended Alternative and are provided in the 

PD&E Conceptual Design Plans prepared for this study, available under separate cover.  

6.16 List of Technical Reports Completed for the Project 

Below is a list of technical reports that have been prepared for the PD&E Study. The Bridge 

Analysis Report is included in Appendix E, the remaining reports are available under separate 

cover and are on file at the FDOT, District Six office.  

Environmental Technical Studies 

 Water Quality Impact Evaluation Checklist – SR 826 & GGI 

 Endangered Species Biological Assessment – SR 826 & GGI 

 Wetland Evaluation Technical Memorandum – SR 826 & GGI 

 Noise Study Report – SR 826 & GGI 

 Air Quality Technical Memorandum – SR 826 & GGI 

 Contamination Screening Evaluation Report – SR 826 & GGI 

 Cultural Resource Assessment Survey – SR 826 & GGI 

 Section 106 Evaluation  

Engineering Technical Studies 

 Design Traffic Technical Memorandum – SR 826 & GGI 

 Systems Interchange Modification Report 

 Preliminary Drainage Report – SR 826 

 Stormwater Management Report - GGI 

 Bridge Hydraulics Recommendations Report – SR 826 

 Offsite Pond Study – SR 826 

 Bridge Analysis Report – GGI Interim and Ultimate  

 Pavement Type Selection Report – SR 826 

 Preliminary Geotechnical Report for Roadways – SR 826 

 Value Engineering Study Report – SR 826 & GGI 

 Cost and Schedule Risk Assessment Report 

 Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan – SR 826 & GGI 

 Florida Gas Transmission Utility Relocation Assessment Memorandum 
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020-CCTV I-95 at Opa Locka Boulevard

021-CCTV I-95 at Northwest 151st Street

022-CCTV I-95 at US-441

023-CCTV I-95 at US-441

024-CCTV I-95 at Northwest 168th Street

025-CCTV I-95 at Northwest 168th Street

026-CCTV I-95 at Northeast 2nd Avenue

027-CCTV I-95 at Miami Gardens Drive

038-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder MM 11.46

039-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder MM 11.78

040-CCTV I-95 SB Right Shoulder

041-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder

042-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder MM 12.35

043-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder

044-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder

045-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder MM 14.17

046-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder

047-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder  MM 14.64

048-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder MM 14.83

049-CCTV I-95SB Right Shoulder

061-CCTV I-95 NB NW 135th St

062-CCTV I-95 at Northwest 159th Street

069-CCTV I-95 SB NW 135th St

070-CCTV I-95 SB NW 151st St

077-CS I-95 AT NW 135 ST

082-CS CS-082 RMS 12 - I-95 SB AT Miami 
Gardens

083-CS RMS 13 - I-95 SB AT US 441 SB

089-CS RMS 9 - I-95 NB AT Miami Gardens

117-CCTV SR-826 at Northwest 122th Street

118-CCTV SR-826 at I-75

119-CCTV SR-826 at Northwest 154th Street

120-CCTV SR-826 at Northwest 163rd Street

121-CCTV SR-826 at Northwest 67th  Avenue

122-CCTV SR-826 at Northwest 57th  Avenue

123-CCTV SR-826 at Northwest 44th  Avenue

124-CCTV SR-826 at Northwest 37th  Avenue

125-CCTV SR-826 at Northwest 24th  Avenue

126-CCTV SR-826 at Northwest 17th  Avenue

127-CCTV SR-826 at Florida's Turnpike

128-CCTV SR-826 at Florida's Turnpike

129-CCTV SR-826 at Northeast 2nd  Avenue
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$�����!�-�������� I-95 NORTH OF OPA-LOCKA BLVD (MM 10.02)
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DS-0080BN I-95 SOUTH OF NW 131 ST (MM 10.51)
DS-0084AN I-95 NORTH OF OPA-LOCKA BLVD (MM 10.02)
DS-0086AS South of NW 143RD ST
DS-0092N I-95 NORTH OF NW 151 ST
DS-0093S I-95 NORTH OF NW 151 ST (MM 12.05)
DS-0094S I-95 SB South of NW 165 ST
DS-0095N I-95 NORTH OF PARK & RIDE (MM 12.55)
DS-0096S I-95 SB South of NW 167 ST
DS-0097S I-95 SB North of NW 169 ST
DS-0098N I-95 SOUTH OF US 441 (MM 12.97)
DS-0099N I-95 SOUTH OF US 441 (MM 13.28)
DS-0100N I-95 NORTH OF US 441 (MM 13.02)
DS-0101S I-95 at US-441
DS-0102S I-95 South of Miami Grdns DR
DS-0103N I-95 SOUTH OF MIAMI GRDNS DR (MM 13.60)
DS-0079N I-95 SOUTH OF NW 131 ST (MM 10.28)

DS-0080AN I-95 SOUTH OF NW 131 ST (MM 10.51)
DS-0081S I-95 SB at NW 129 ST
DS-0082S I-95 SB South of NW 135 ST
DS-0083N I-95 SOUTH OF NW 135 ST (MM 10.75)

DS-0084BN I-95 NORTH OF OPA-LOCKA BLVD (MM 10.02)
DS-0085AN I-95 NORTH OF OPA_LOCKA BLVD
DS-0088S I-95 SB at NW 146 ST
DS-0089N I-95 SOUTH OF NW 151 ST (MM11.55)
DS-0091S I-95 SB South of NW 151 ST
DS-0093N I-95 NORTH OF BISCAYNE CANAL (MM
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DS-1497N SR-826 NB South of NW 122 ST
DS-1498S SR-826 SB South of NW 122 ST
DS-1499S SR-826 SB North of NW 122 ST
DS-1500N SR-826 NB North of NW 122 ST
DS-1500S SR-826 SB South of NW 154 ST
DS-1501N SR 826 SOUTH OF NW 154 ST
DS-1502S SR 826 NORTH OF NW 154 ST
DS-1503N SR 826 NORTH OF NW 154 ST
DS-1504S SR 826 NORTH OF NW 154 ST
DS-1505N SR 826 NORTH OF NW 154 ST
DS-1506W SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE
DS-1507E SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE
DS-1508W SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE
DS-1509E SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE
DS-1510W SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE
DS-1511E SR 826 WEST OF NW 67 AVE
DS-1512W SR 826 AT NW 67 AVE
DS-1513E SR 826 AT NW 67 AVE
DS-1514W SR 826 EAST OF NW 67 AVE
DS-1515E SR 826 EAST OF NW 67 AVE
DS-1516W SR 826 EAST OF NW 67 AVE
DS-1517E SR 826 EAST OF NW 67 AVE
DS-1518W SR 826 WEST OF NW 57 AVE
DS-1519E SR 826 WEST OF NW 57 AVE
DS-1520W SR 826 EAST OF NW 57 AVE
DS-1521E SR 826 EAST OF NW 57 AVE
DS-1522W SR 826 EAST OF NW 57 AVE
DS-1523E SR 826 EAST OF NW 57 AVE
DS-1524W SR 826 WEST OF NW 47 AVE
DS-1525E SR 826 WEST OF NW 47 AVE
DS-1526W SR 826 EAST OF NW 47 AVE
DS-1527E SR 826 EAST OF NW 47 AVE
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Golden Glades Interchange Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study will 

focus on the development and evaluation of alternatives for a new system-to-system 

connection from SR 826/Palmetto Expressway eastbound to I-95 northbound and the 

feasibility of increasing the capacity of the southbound movement of the Turnpike to I-95 

southbound to address traffic operations and safety issues and enhance multimodal (transit 

and freight) use.  The study will also evaluate the connectivity of a potential managed lanes 

system for SR 826/Palmetto Expressway and how it will connect to the existing 95 Express 

Managed Lanes system. The managed lanes along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway are 

currently being evaluated under a separate and adjacent PD&E Study (FPID: 418423-1-22-

01.)  The PD&E concepts developed in the GGI PD&E Interchange will be utilized to support 

the managed lanes concepts being developed under the SR 826 mainline PD&E Study, as 

well as to establish an Ultimate Master Plan for the interchange. Figure 1 shows the project 

study area. 

As part of the PD&E study, twenty (20) Utility Agency Owners (UAOs) known to have 

operations within the project corridor were contacted to obtain information on their 

respective facilities within the project's study limits. A letter explaining the project together 

with aerial plans was sent to the various UAOs, requesting feedback on their respective 

existing and/or planned facilities within the study area. This memo outlines the utility 

assessments within the project limits and the potential impacts due to the proposed 

improvements under the recommended alternative. 
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2.0 UTILITY CONTACTS 

The latest list of Utility Agency Owners (UAO) and utility contacts data obtained from 

Sunshine State One Call (SSOCOF) Tickets No. 173201199-000 & 1732011145-000 dated 

June 21, 2012 are tabulated in Table 1 below. 

20 Utility Agency Owners (UAOs) have operations within the project study area. All the 

utility companies contacted have responded; four (4) of the twenty (20) UAO’s contacted 

responded that they have no facilities within the project limits and are listed below: 

City of Miami Gardens 

Florida City Gas  

AT&T Long Distance 

XO Communications 

Table 1   

Existing Utility Agencies/Owners 

# Utility Companies Facilities Contact Person 
Phone 

Number 

Master 

Agreement 

1 AT&T Florida Telecommunications Steve Massie 305-222-8745 Yes 

2 AT&T Long Distance Telecommunications Craig Petrie 407-578-8000 Yes 

3 Comcast Cable TV 
Leonard Maxwell-

Newbold 
954-447-8405 Yes 

4 City of North Miami Water & Sewer Aleem Ghany 305-895-9833 Yes 

5 City of North Miami Beach Water & Sewer Karim Rossy 305-948-2980 Yes 

6 City of Miami Gardens Storm Sewer Mariana Pitiriciu 305-622-8000 Yes 

7 Fiberlight LLC Telecommunications Troy Gaeta 786-271-5149 Yes 

8 Florida City Gas Gas – Distribution Michael Alexander 305-691-8710 Yes 

9 FDOT District Six – ITS ITS Thomas Miller 305-470-5832 Yes 

10 Florida’s Turnpike - ITS ITS Rafael Sena 954-934-1624 Yes 

11 Florida Gas Transmission Gas – Transmission Joseph Sanchez 407-838-7171 Yes 

12 FPL FiberNet Telecommunications Danny Haskett 305-552-2931 Yes 

13 FPL – Distribution Electric Angel Vargas 305-442-5129 Yes 

14 FPL – Transmission Electric George Beck 561-904-3604 Yes 

15 Level3 Communications LLC Telecommunications Jake Jacobson 954-217-6773 Yes 

16 Verizon Business (f.k.a. MCI) Telecommunications John McNeil 904-355-0187 Yes 

17 Miami Dade Co. Water & Sewer Water & Sewer Patrick Chong 786-268-5255 Yes 

18 Miami Dade Co Traffic Signalization  Vishnu Rajkumnr 305-375-2090 Yes 

19 TECO Peoples Gas Gas – Distribution Angel Quant 954-453-0805 Yes 

20 XO Communications  Telecommunications  Anthony Kowaleski 305-356-3160 Yes 
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3.0 EXISTING UTILITIES & POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

3.1  AT&T Florida 

AT&T Florida operates the following facilities within the project limits: 

A duct bank with 12- 4" PVC ducts crossing SR-826 at NW 17th Avenue. These 

facilities may be impacted by the proposed widening of the SR-826 WB frontage road 

to accommodate a right turn at NW 17th Avenue. 

A 1- 4” PVC duct running along the south side of NW 167th Street (EB Frontage Rd.) 

from west of NW 17th Avenue to NW 15th Avenue.  These facilities may be impacted 

by the proposed drainage along the SR-826 EB frontage road. Coordination with 

AT&T Florida is needed to adjust the duct to install drainage. 

A 6-4” PVC duct bank running along the north side of NW 167th Street (WB Frontage 

Rd.) from west of NW 17th Avenue to NW 12th Avenue, then turning north along the 

east side of NW 12th Avenue. These facilities may be impacted by the proposed 

widening and drainage of the SR 826 WB frontage road.   

A 4-4” duct bank crossing SR-826 at NW 12th Avenue.  These facilities may be 

impacted by the proposed widening of the bridge over NW 12th Avenue.  This conflict 

should be further analyzed, horizontal and vertical (vvh) location of the duct bank 

should be determined and considered during the final design of the bridge 

foundation.  

A 2-4” PVC ducts running along the south side of NW 167th Street (EB Frontage Rd.) 

from NW 12th Avenue to east of NW 10th Avenue.  These facilities may be impacted 

by the proposed new three-lane off-ramp from SR 826 EB to I-95 NB and SB.  

BFO cables running along the east side of NW 6th Avenue within the limits of the 

project. These facilities should not be impacted by the proposed improvements under 

the recommended alternative.  

BFO cables running along the east side of NW 7th Avenue within the limits of the 

project. These facilities may be impacted by the proposed reconstruction of the SB 

Off-Ramp from the Turnpike Connector SB to SR 7/US 441. 

BFO running along NW 7th Avenue north to SR-7 across the Municipal Parking Lot.  

This facility may be impacted by the proposed reconstruction of the SB Off-Ramp to 

SR-7. AT&T will adjust/relocate this fiber optic to accommodate proposed 

improvements under the recommended alternative. 
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3.2 Comcast 

Comcast operates the following facilities within the project limits: 

Overhead fiber optic cable attached to FPL poles running along the south side of NW 

167th Street (EB Frontage Rd.) from NW 10th Avenue to the east side of NW 7th 

Avenue, then running south along the east side of NW 7th Avenue attached to FPL 

Transmission pole line. These facilities could be impacted by proposed SR-826 EB on-

ramp to I-95 NB and SB.  Comcast will transfer their facilities following the relocation 

of FPL power poles. 

Overhead fiber optic cable attached to FPL poles running north along the west side of 

NW 6th Avenue and continuing along NW 165th Street within the limits of this 

project. These facilities should not be impacted by the proposed improvements under 

the recommended alternative.  

Overhead coaxial cable attached to FPL poles on NW 7th Avenue Extension east of 

Florida’s Turnpike. This facility should not be impacted by the proposed 

improvements under the recommended alternative.  

3.3 City of North Miami Water & Sewer Department 

City of North Miami Water & Sewer Department owns and maintains the following facilities: 

An 8” CI Force Main crossing I-95 at North Biscayne River Drive. This line may be 

impacted by the proposed widening of SB I-95. This conflict should be further 

analyzed, horizontal and vertical (vvh) location of the force main should be 

determined and considered during final design. If the forced main is encased, then 

the casing should be extended west beyond the southbound I-95 widening. 

A 4” FM on NW 167th Street east of NW 2nd Avenue.  This line will not be impacted 

by the proposed improvements under the recommended alternative.  

3.4 City of North Miami Beach 

City of North Miami Beach operates a number of large water and wastewater facilities within 

the limits of the project including: 

16” WM crossing I-95 at NW 159th Street. This line may be impacted by the 

proposed widening of I-95 SB lanes and the proposed relocation of the off-ramp from 

the Turnpike Connector SB to SR 7/US 441. If water main is encased, then casing 

should be extended beyond southbound I-95 widening. 

18” WM running along NW 7th Avenue and crossing SR-826 west of the SB Turnpike 

Connector to a point at approximately NW 170th Terrace and then turning east and 

crossing Florida’s Turnpike.  This line could be impacted by the proposed widening of 

the Turnpike Connector, the SR-826 SB Ramp to I-95 and the SR-826 EB to I-95 NB 

flyover ramp. This conflict should be further analyzed, horizontal and vertical (vvh) 
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location of water main should be determined and considered during the final design. 

At SR 826/ Palmetto Expressway southbound to I-95 ramp, the 18” water main will 

be under a proposed MSE wall. If the line is not currently encased at this location 

then a steel casing must be added.  

12” WM running along the north side of NW 167th Street (WB Frontage Rd.).  This 

line should not be impacted by the proposed improvements under the recommended 

alternative.

12” WM running along the south side of NW 167th Street (EB Frontage Rd.) from NW 

17th Avenue to NW 10th Avenue.  This line may be impacted by the proposed new 

three-lane off-ramp from SR 826 EB to I-95 NB and SB and potential proposed 

drainage along south side of NW 167th Street.  

6” WM along NW 6th Avenue from NW 159th Street to NW 161st Street within the 

limits of this project.  This line should not be impacted by the proposed 

improvements under the recommended alternative.  

12” WM crossing I-95 at NW 151st Street.  This line should not be impacted by the 

proposed improvements under the recommended alternative. 

6” WM on North Biscayne River Drive and NW 157th Avenue.  These facilities may be 

impacted by the I-95 SB widening and the proposed new off-ramp from the Turnpike 

Connector SB to SR 7/US 441. 

3.5 Florida Power & Light Co. (Distribution) 

Florida Power & Light Co. (Distribution) operates the following facilities within the project 

limits: 

13 kV underground conduit crossing SR-826 on the west side of NW 17th Avenue.  

This facility should not be impacted by the proposed improvements under the 

recommended alternative. 

13 kV overhead electric (OE) running along the south side of NW 167th Street (EB 

Frontage Rd.) from NW 10th Avenue to the east side of NW 7th Avenue, then 

running south along the east side of NW 7th Avenue attached to FPL Transmission 

pole line.  These facilities could be impacted by the proposed new three-lane off-

ramp from SR 826 EB to I-95 NB and SB.  FPL Distribution to follow FPL 

Transmission relocation scheme.  

13 kV OE attached to FPL-Transmission power poles on NW 7th Avenue and crossing 

SR-826 west of Turnpike Connector. This overhead crossing will be impacted by the 

proposed SR-826 EB to I-95 NB Flyover Ramp.  FPL Distribution to follow FPL 

Transmission relocation scheme.  
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23 kV OE attached to FPL-Transmission power poles crossing I-95 at NW 2nd 

Avenue.  This line will not be impacted by the proposed improvements under the 

recommended alternative.  

13 kV OE crossing I-95 at NW 157th Street.  This facility may be impacted by the 

proposed relocation of the off-ramp from the Turnpike Connector SB to SR 7/US 441.  

FPL to relocate underground via directional bore.  

13 KV OE running north along the west side of NW 6th Avenue and continuing along 

NW 165th Street within the limits of this project.  These facilities should not be 

impacted by the proposed improvements under the recommended alternative.  

3.6 Florida Power & Light Co. (Transmission) 

Florida Power & Light Co. (Transmission) operates the following facilities within the project 

limits: 

A 138 kV OE along NW 7th Avenue crossing SR-826 west of the Turnpike Connector 

running north to a point on the west side of the WB Ramp to SR-826, then turning 

northeast and crossing the Turnpike Connector to continue along the east side of 

Florida’s Turnpike.  This overhead crossing will be impacted by the proposed new 

three-lane off-ramp from SR 826 EB to I-95 NB and SB and the Flyover Ramp to I-95 

NB. Clearance between existing OE and proposed flyover ramp should be further 

analyzed.  FPL may relocate a portion of this line using taller concrete spun poles.  

138 kV OE line along the east side of NW 7th Avenue running south of SR-826 and 

crossing the Miami-Dade Municipal Parking Lot and continuing along NW 7th Avenue 

south within the limits of this project.   This line may be impacted by the proposed 

SR-826 EB Ramp to I-95 SB.  

A 138 kV OE along NW 2nd Avenue crossing I-95. This line should not be impacted 

by the proposed improvements under the recommended alternative.  

3.7 FPL FiberNet 

FPL FiberNet operates the following facilities within the project limits: 

BFO cable crossing SR-826 at NW 17th Avenue.  This facility may be impacted by the 

proposed widening of the SR-826 WB frontage road to accommodate a right turn at 

NW 17th Avenue.  This conflict should be further analyzed, horizontal and vertical 

(vvh) location of the BFO line should be determined and considered during the final 

design.

BFO cable running along the north side of NW 167th Street (EB Frontage Rd.) from 

NW 17th Avenue to NW 10th Avenue, turning south on NW 10th Avenue.  This 

facility could be impacted by the proposed relocation of the NW 12th Avenue on-

ramp.  This conflict should be further analyzed, horizontal and vertical (vvh) location 

of the BFO line should be determined and considered during the final design. 
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3.8 Level 3 Communications 

Level 3 Communications maintains the following facilities: 

BFO cable inside a 3” conduit crossing SR-826 at NW 17th Avenue.  This facility may 

be impacted by the proposed widening of the SR-826 WB frontage road to 

accommodate a right turn at NW 17th Avenue.  This conflict should be further 

analyzed, horizontal and vertical (vvh) location of the BFO line should be determined 

and considered during the final design. 

BFO cable inside a 3” conduit crossing SR-826 at NW 12th Avenue.  This facility may 

be impacted by the proposed bridge widening over NW 12th Avenue.  

3.9 FiberLight LLC 

FiberLight LLC owns fiber optic cables within the limits of the project.  FiberLight leases 

conduit space from Level 3 Communications.  They do not have stand-alone facilities within 

the project.  Level 3 will perform the relocation of conduit in conflict and FiberLight LLC will 

perform the splicing and transferring of their fiber optic cable.   

3.10 Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department 

Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department operates the following utilities facilities within the 

project limits: 

24” WM running along west side of NW 17th Avenue and crossing SR-826.  This 

facility may be impacted by the widening of the SR-826 WB frontage road to 

accommodate a right turn at NW 17th Avenue.   

10” CI FM running along NW 17th Avenue and crossing SR-826.  This facility may be 

impacted by the widening of the SR-826 WB frontage road to accommodate a right 

turn at NW 17th Avenue.   

8” CI WM running along NW 12th Avenue and crossing SR-826.  This line may be 

impacted by the proposed widening of the bridge over NW 12th Avenue. This conflict 

should be further analyzed, horizontal and vertical (vvh) location of the water line 

should be determined and considered during the final design. 

16” WM running along NW 7th Avenue within the limits of this project.  This line may 

be impacted by the proposed relocation of the off-ramp from the Turnpike Connector 

SB to SR 7/US 441.  

12” CI FM running along NW 7th Avenue within the limits of this project.  This line 

may be impacted by the proposed relocation of the off-ramp from the Turnpike 

Connector SB to SR 7/US 441.  
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72” Pre-stressed Concrete Cylinder Pipe (PCCP) FM running along the north bank of 

the SFWMD C-8 Biscayne Canal crossing beneath I-95 encased in an 108-in steel 

casing with an existing conflict manhole structure at the crossing of the dual 72-inch 

drainage outfall pipes discharging to the C-8 Canal adjacent to southbound I-95.  

Miami-Dade WASA has current plans to slip line this pipe through a Design Build 

project to repair and reinforce the line.  The proposed relocation of the dual 72-inch 

drainage trunk line will require the installation of a conflict box similar to the exiting 

conflict box in service today.  It is not anticipated that the 72-inch FM will need to be 

relocated, however vibration monitoring will be necessary due to adjacent pile 

driving operation from bridge widening and potential vibrations due to construction 

work associated with the drainage line installation crossing the existing FM route. 

3.11 Florida Gas Transmission Company 

Florida Gas Transmission Company operates the following utilities facilities within the project 

limits: 

An 8” steel high pressure natural gas line that interconnects between two (2) 

existing valve stations. No impacts are anticipated to this 8” gas line from the 

proposed improvements. 

A 24” steel high pressure natural gas transmission line along the north side of NW 

167th Street (WB Frontage Rd.). This facility may be impacted by the widening of 

the SR-826 WB frontage road to accommodate a right turn at NW 17th Avenue.  

An 18” steel high pressure natural gas transmission line along the south side of EB 

SR-826/Palmetto Expressway.  A segment of this line east of NW 17th Avenue will be 

impacted by the proposed new three-lane off-ramp from SR 826 EB to I-95 NB and 

SB.   

Attachment A includes a summary of the coordination effort with FGT that was done 

during the study. A Florida Gas Transmission Utility Relocation Assessment 

Memorandum was also prepared as part of the study to evaluate the feasibility of 

relocation the existing 18-inch gas main onto alternate corridor routes to avoid conflict with 

the proposed widening along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway. 

3.12 Verizon Business Solution 

Verizon Business Solution (f.k.a. MCI) owns and operates BFO cables inside one (1) 4” PVC 

conduit running along the south side of the SFRC right-of-way and crossing the Turnpike 

Connector. This facility may be impacted by the proposed SR-826 EB to I-95 NB flyover 

ramp and the SR-826 SB ramp to I-95.  This conflict should be further analyzed, horizontal 

and vertical (vvh) location of the conduit should be determined and considered during final 

design.
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3.13 Florida Department of Transportation – District Six ITS 

Florida Department of Transportation – District Six ITS maintains a number of fiber optic 

cables along the south side of SR-826 EB crossing the Turnpike connector and on both sides 

of I-95 within the limits of this project.  The fiber optic cable supports the intelligent 

transportation system field devices such as cameras and dynamic message signs and it 

includes a number of control cabinets and pull boxes. The fiber optic cables may be 

impacted by the proposed new three-lane off-ramp from SR 826 EB to I-95 NB and SB and 

proposed SR-826 EB to I-95 NB Flyover Ramp and the widening of the Turnpike Connector. 

In addition, the ITS Hub located on the Park and Ride east lot will also be impacted by the 

widening of the Turnpike Connector. This conflict should be further analyzed, horizontal and 

vertical (vvh) location of the buried fiber optic cables should be determined and considered 

during final design.  

3.14 Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise – ITS 

The Florida Turnpike Enterprises, Traffic Management Center at the Turnpike Operations 

Center in Pompano Beach (mile post 65) operates several Intelligent Transportation System 

(ITS) field devices such as closed circuit television cameras and dynamic message signs to 

enhance safety, services and traffic flow and monitors traffic along the project corridor. 

These ITS devices are supported by a buried fiber optic (BFO) line that runs along the east 

side of the Florida’s Turnpike.  

The BFO cable may be impacted within the interchange areas due to the addition of an 

auxiliary lane along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway eastbound from the Turnpike Connector 

overpass to the NW 7th Avenue intersection and the widening of the Florida’s Turnpike 

northbound on-ramp from SR 826. The buried junction box and cables will also need to be 

extended and/or relocated during construction of the proposed widening.  

3.15 Miami Dade County Traffic Division 

Miami Dade County Traffic Division maintains traffic signals, loops and control devises at all 

major intersection along SR-826/Palmetto Expressway and I-95.  These facilities may be 

impacted by the proposed bridge widening and arterial improvements along the projects 

corridor. 
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3.16 TECO Peoples Gas 

TECO Peoples Gas operates the following facilities within the project limits: 

A 4" Steel gas line crossing SR-826 at NW 17th Avenue. This line may be impacted 

by the widening of the SR-826 WB frontage road to accommodate a right turn at NW 

17th Avenue. 

A 2" Steel gas line crossing SR-826 at NW 12th Avenue. This line may be impacted 

by the proposed bridge widening over NW 12th Avenue.  This conflict should be 

further analyzed, horizontal and vertical (vvh) location of the gas line should be 

determined and considered during the final design of the bridge foundation.   

A 6” gas line running along the north side of NW 167th Street (WB Frontage Rd.) 

along the limits of this project.  This gas line may be impacted by the widening of the 

SR-826 WB frontage road to accommodate a right turn at NW 17th Avenue. 

A 4” Steel gas line running along the south side of NW 167th Street (EB Frontage 

Rd.) from NW 15th Avenue to the east side of NW 7th Avenue, then running south 

along NW 7th Avenue.  These facilities could be impacted by the proposed new 

three-lane off-ramp from SR 826 EB to I-95 NB and SB. This conflict should be 

further analyzed, horizontal and vertical (vvh) location of the gas line should be 

determined and considered during the final design.  

A 4” gas line on NW 6th Avenue continuing north along NW 165th Street within the 

limits of this project.  These facilities should not be impacted by the proposed 

improvements under the recommended alternative.  

A 4” Steel line running along the south side of NW 7th Avenue Extension east of 

Florida’s Turnpike.  This gas line should not be impacted by the proposed 

improvements under the recommended alternative.   

Utility Impact Assessment Memorandum 
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4.0 SUMMARY

This is a preliminary evaluation of potential utility conflicts within the project corridor based 

on proposed improvements under the recommended alternative; additional conflicts may be 

identified during final design due to proposed drainage, lighting, signals, MOT, etc.  All UAOs 

facilities appeared to be located on FDOT’s right-of-way by permits with the exception of 

Verizon Business Solution (f.k.a. MCI) one (1) 4” PVC conduits located on SFRC right-of-

way. No utility easement have been identified a along the corridor. All UAO(s) owning major 

facilities within the area of the Project have Master Agreements with the Department; this 

should expedite the coordination process eliminating the need for individual work 

agreements.

In addition, on August 21st, 2013 the Florida Department of Transportation entered into a 

global settlement agreement with Florida Gas Transmission regarding potential impacts to 

FGT facilities (on a statewide basis) and guidance procedures to address their disposition 

within FDOT Right of Ways. Under permitted scenario’s which is the case for the facilities 

located within FDOT’s R/W along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway and its frontage roads along 

NW 167th Street: if relocation is warranted, alternative space for the relocation of the 

facility within FDOT’s R/W is accommodated where practical. In the event that suitable 

space is not available within existing R/W; FDOT is responsible for acquiring suitable 

replacement R/W and FGT is responsible for the cost of relocation of those facilities to the 

available right of way. In the event that FDOT cannot secure the R/W, FGT has the ability to 

secure the R/W on FDOT’s behalf including use of condemnation rights through the federal 

eminent domain process. FGT has this ability through the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (FERC) issuance of a certificate of public convenience and necessity. 

It is anticipated that the proposed widening of the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway mainline 

together with the construction of a three lane off-ramp for SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

eastbound to I-95 northbound and southbound and the relocation of the NW 12th Avenue 

on-ramp will result in the existing 18-inch gas main being further buried behind proposed 

retaining walls and in several cases fall beneath the mainline expressway travel lanes. 

These conditions will restricts access to the gas main under emergency situations. As such, 

relocation of the existing 18-inch gas main along the south side of SR 826/palmetto 

Expressway to a more accessible location will be required. As part of this PD&E Study, 

several potential routes were identified and evaluated for the relocation of the existing 18-

inch gas main (Refer to the Florida Gas Transmission Utility Relocation Assessment 

Memorandum). Three routes were recommended for further evaluation during the final 

design phase of this project. The FDOT will coordinate with Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) 

to address the final disposition of the 18-inch gas main, prepare the necessary engineering 

and environmental documentation for approval and obtain funding for the construction and 

operation of the new 18-inch gas line.  
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The FDOT District Six Utility Office will maintain coordination with all the utility providers 

throughout the subsequent final design phase regarding any potential impacts.  Based on 

early coordination with the utility owners, no significant impacts to the utility services or 

disruptions of services to area businesses are expected to occur. Given the fact that this 

project will be likely funded with federal funds and that portions of the work are along I-95 

those utility relocations located along I-95 may be compensable.  Funding should be 

programmed in the event. Amount of funding will be determined as the study progresses. A 

preliminary estimate of the potential utility impacts cost is provided in Attachment B.

Utility Impact Assessment Memorandum

ATTACHMENT A

PD&E Study for Golden Glades Interchange

From SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Eastbound to I- 95 Northbound 
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Utility Coordination Meeting with Florida Gas Transmission 
 (FM#s 428358-1 thru -5) 

November 12, 2013 

Attendees

Name Firm/Agency E-Mail Telephone No. 

Tony Soto FDOT Tony.Soto@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5232 

Dat Huynh FDOT Dat.Huynh@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5217 

Tom Bane (by phone) FDOT Thomas.Bane@dot.state.fl.us 850-414-4379 

Ozzie Sanchez FDOT Ozzie.Sanchez@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5235 

Javier Bustamante FDOT Javier.Bustamante@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5470 

Laura Palmberg FDOT Laura.Palmberg@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5479 

Alejandro Casals FDOT Alejandro.Casals@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5473 

Will Sloup (by phone) FDOT-FTE William.Sloup@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3080 

Henry Pinzon (by phone) FDOT-FTE Henry.Pinzon@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3802 

Jim Kervin (by phone) FDOT- FTE James.Kervin@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3007 

Mike Van Der Heyden 
(by phone) 

Turnpike Mike.Vanderheyden@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3440 

Becky Bolan (by phone) Turnpike Rebecca.Bolan@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3416 

Dave Shellhouse FGT Dave.Shellhouse@sug.com 407-838-7122 

Joseph E. Sanchez FGT Joseph.E.Sanchez@sug.com 407-838-7171 

David Parham FGT David.Parham@sug.com 407-838-7112 

Terry Coleman FGT R/W Terry.Coleman@energytransfer.com 407-838-7054 

Adam Broad FGT Adam.Broad@energytransfer.com 713-989-2057 

Robert T. Carballo Stantec Robert.Carballo@Stantec.com 305-445-2900 

Dave Clarke Stantec Dave.Clarke@Stantec.com 305-445-2900 

Raul Salazar Stantec Raul.Salazar@Stantec.com 305-445-2900 

Julieta Manso RS&H Julieta.Rivero@RSandH.com 786-388-0234 

Sam Gonzalez RS&H Sam.Gonzalez@RSandH.com 786-388-0234 

Godfrey Lamptey Stantec Godfrey.Lamptey@Stantec.com 305-445-2900 

Existing FGT Pipe Lines 

Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) has two existing gas pipe lines which run south along the 
Florida’s Turnpike Mainline spur to the Golden Glades Interchange (GGI) and then west along 
State Road (S.R.) 826/Palmetto Expressway.  The gas lines are buried in the road 
embankments. 

A 24” line runs on the west side of the Turnpike and then on the north side of the S.R. 826 
westbound (WB) frontage road which is on the north side of S.R. 826.  The 24” line is near the 
right of way (ROW) line.  (At or about the interchange with NW 67 Avenue, the 24” line moves to 
the south side of S.R. 826.) 

An 18” line runs on the west side of the Turnpike.  The line crosses under the Turnpike’s 
Connector (at approximately station 140+00) to the east side of the Turnpike’s Connector and 
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then proceeds along the south side of the S.R. 826 eastbound (EB) frontage road to S.R. 93/I-
75.  This line is further inside the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)’s ROW than the 
24” line is, because it is between S.R. 826 and the EB frontage road which is on the south side 
of S.R. 826. 

Statewide Settlement Agreement

Relatively recently (August 2013), FDOT signed a statewide settlement agreement, also called 
the ‘global settlement agreement’ (GSA), with FGT which gives FGT discretion to determine if 
the department's improvements would impact FGT’s facilities.  FDOT will provide FGT 90% 
plans or something equivalent for each FDOT project which may impact FGT lines; FGT will 
reply in no more than 90 days to indicate whether or not the project will impact the lines.  Tony 
Soto is the point of contact between FDOT District Six (D6) and FGT for matters relating to the 
GSA. 

‘Suitable replacement right of way’ for relocating a single FGT gas line must include 15’ 
completely clear on both sides of the line for access to the pipe and 25’ on one side for 
temporary room for construction of FGT’s work.  FGT’s need for space will be the greatest when 
it is constructing the pipe line.  Once the new pipe is in the ground, FGT will not need as much 
space, unless FGT needs to do an upgrade or address a defect in the pipe.  FGT still needs 
access to the pipe line so FGT can operate and maintain the line. 

If the cost to relocate FGT’s line is over $31.4 million, FGT would have to do a ‘7c’ filing and go 
through a three-year process.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) will not pay for a 
second relocation of a line for which it already paid for one relocation. 

FDOT Projects 

FDOT Financial Management (FM) project number 428358-1 would construct a new 
interchange ramp to provide a direct connection from EB S.R. 826/Palmetto Expressway to 
northbound (NB) S.R. 9A/I-95 and make other improvements to S.R. 826 at the interchanges 
between NW 12 Avenue and NW 17 Avenue.  This project also is called the ‘interim 
improvement’ (or phase 1) project for the GGI.  Dat Huynh is FDOT’s project manager (PM) for 
this project, which is at the project development and environment (PD&E) study stage.  This 
project has funding for construction in fiscal year (FY) 2016/17.  FDOT wants to finalize the 
PD&E study and ‘tie down’ what to do in this area, get environmental approvals and proceed 
with a Request for Proposals (RFP) package for a design-build project. 

Mike Van Der Heyden is the PM for the Florida Turnpike Enterprise (FTE) interchange 
improvement project FM# 423373-2 for improvements on the Turnpike Mainline spur at mile 
post (MP) 0X in the GGI.  This project would widen the connection from the southbound (SB) 
Turnpike to SB I-95 from one to two lanes.  This project is being coordinated with FM# 428358-
1.  It also has funding for construction in FY 2016/17. 

Dat Huynh is the PM for D6’s PD&E study under FM# 418423-1, which may lead to 
reconstruction of S.R. 826 from S.R. 93/I-75 to the GGI.  It would ‘re-work’ multiple ramps and 
add express lanes connecting SB I-95 to WB S.R. 826, EB S.R. 826 to NB I-95 and SB 
Turnpike to SB I-95.  This project also includes the GGI ‘ultimate improvements.’  It is not 
funded for design or construction.  FDOT is trying to design the interim improvements so that 



3

they will not be ‘thrown away’ by the ultimate improvements project, but instead the ultimate 
improvements will build on the interim improvements as much as possible.  One ramp in the 
interim project is almost the way it would be in the ultimate project. 

Dat Huynh also is the PM for D6’s project under candidate FM# 418423-5 for the future design 
and construction.  This ‘Palmetto East-West’ project may add express lanes to S.R. 826 from 
NW 154 Street to NW 17 Avenue.  This candidate project is not funded. 

FDOT’s consultant Stantec is doing the PD&E study on the interim improvements.  FDOT’s 
consultant RS&H is doing the PD&E studying for the ultimate improvements and the east-west 
project. 

Impact to FGT 24” Line 

FDOT does not expect the interim improvement project to require re-routing of FGT’s 24” line 
because that project will not do much work on the north side of S.R. 826.  There will be some 
work on drainage structures, including adding flumes for drainage around the pipe line.  Also the 
project will widen the road slightly to extend a right turn lane at an intersection and add sidewalk 
for connectivity.  This will place some pavement over the current location of the pipe line.  Under 
the terms of the GSA, FGT will decide whether or not the 24” line will be affected by the interim 
project. 

Dave Shellhouse said that FGT would be reasonable.  The location where the 24” line will be 
covered by the widened pavement is small and isolated, so FGT may not relocate that line for 
that pavement addition. 

The ultimate project and/or the Palmetto East-West project may construct pavement over the 
current location of the 24” line. 

Impact to FGT 18” Line 

FDOT expects that the interim improvement project would require re-routing of FGT’s 18” line.  
At an earlier meeting D6 gave FGT concept drawings for this project so FGT could look at the 
potential impact to their line. 

Mr. Shellhouse reported that FGT looked at the drawings but they don’t show all the conflicts.  
FGT asked for 90% plans or the equivalent.  The changes that can be made to the plans until 
the point of 90% plans can impact utilities such as FGT’s facilities.  However, FGT is committed 
to work with FDOT. 

The drawings show a conflict between the interim improvement project and the 18” line, so that 
line needs to move.  The GSA indicated that the replacement route must have unencumbered 
and unobstructed space of 30’ plus the width of the pipe plus 25’ of temporary work space for 
the line, but the agreement did not contemplate the challenges of re-routing a line in the highly 
urban conditions found at this location. 

A consultant’s surveyor is working at the location of the interim project to get the exact locations 
of the FGT line through subsurface utility exploration.  Eventually they will survey the entire GGI 
to include a Digital Terrain Model (DTM).  They should have select surveyed cross-sections 
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(maybe eight of them) by early December 2013; some locations will have the gas line 
incorporated.  With that information FDOT can refine its preliminary drawings for these locations 
reflecting the actual location of the line. 

Robert Carballo indicated that there must be a realistic timeline for relocating the gas line.  If the 
whole line must be re-routed, the process could take three or four years. 

The ultimate project and/or the Palmetto East-West project may construct pavement over the 
relocated 18” line, depending on where it is relocated. 

Considering Interim and Ultimate Improvements 

FGT has a concern about the uncertainty of what impact the ultimate improvements may have 
to FGT’s lines.  If FGT had more certainty about the long-term solution, it would be easier for 
FGT to work within constraints for a temporary solution.  FGT understands that it is important to 
address safety and other issues by doing the interim improvements, but this may require making 
improvements that will not be compatible with the ultimate improvements.  FGT is concerned 
that they will have to abandon the new line in place for the ultimate improvements.  It is a 
‘balancing act.’  FGT wants to ‘set the stage’ to make interim improvements that will make the 
future improvements easier for everyone.  Can the PD&E study work on a utility issue that is not 
also a road issue?  FGT is not the only utility at the project location. 

FDOT and FGT could go straight to a ‘global solution’ which would move FGT’s pipe lines out of 
the way of all FDOT’s planned projects on S.R. 826.  The other option is to find space within 
which FGT could re-route the 18” pipe line, but in the future that temporary fix may be scrapped 
when FGT and FDOT go to the global solution.  FGT started looking at alternatives for the 
global solution.  However, the information FGT has on the ultimate project is very preliminary 
and conceptual.  FGT looked for green space where its lines may be re-routed. 

Mr. Soto said that FDOT welcomes FGT’s ideas for corridors that will work for all the parties.  
Though not funded now, the ultimate project can happen when funds become available.  This 
has happened for other large projects previously. 

Mr. Carballo suggested that there may need to be an interim solution for the interim project with 
a parallel discussion of what will be needed for the ultimate project. 

Mr. Huynh said that part of the gas line might have to be re-done later.  FDOT and FGT would 
work the cost of that into a future agreement.  FDOT wants to move forward with its funded 
(interim) project and not tie those improvements to the unfunded (ultimate) project.  Look at the 
alternative corridors for re-routing the 18” line and the costs for both ROW and relocation of the 
gas line for each.  FDOT and FGT will ‘keep everything on the table’ and work out an agreement 
that satisfies all parties. 

Mr. Shellhouse said to consider all the options, and look at the cost of making improvements 
that may be ‘lost’ eventually due to the ultimate project.  Probably FGT needs an agreement for 
preliminary engineering, but they have not yet gone to the point of an engineering team.  FGT 
could have conceptual discussions but not agree to anything yet.  This is a very specialized 
project and may need a unique solution.  FGT would have a shared cost for looking at the 
ultimate project; this is not covered by the GSA.  Tom Bane could not say if FDOT could 
reimburse FGT for looking at the ultimate project. 
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FGT is open to ‘cost-neutral’ solutions.  This may require cost sharing.  Look for the ‘middle 
ground’ when reaching a ‘one-off,’ separate agreement between FGT and FDOT for this project.  
Mr. Bane said that the fact that FDOT and FGT have the GSA doesn’t mean that the parties 
can’t ‘cut a better deal.’  Mr. Shellhouse said that the GSA ‘provides guidance’ as FDOT and 
FGT work together.  FGT really appreciates FDOT’s ‘can-do’ attitude shown in multiple districts, 
making it great to work with FDOT. 

Considering ROW and Easement Acquisition 

Mr. Shellhouse said that Florida Secretary of Transportation Ananth Prasad wanted FDOT to 
have unfettered access to FGT’s pipe line locations so he agreed that FDOT would provide 
suitable space to relocate FGT’s lines.  This may require ROW acquisition in the corridor for the 
pipe line.  The obligations are different depending on whether the pipe line is on the ROW by 
permit or by easement. 

The 18” line is there by permit now, so for the re-routing FGT would pay the construction cost 
for the new pipe and FDOT would pay the cost for suitable replacement ROW.   

Mr. Shellhouse said that FGT can’t ask FDOT to acquire an easement if FGT’s line is there by 
permit, but FDOT can acquire ROW for FGT to continue to operate by permit.  For a project in 
another FDOT district, houses need to be acquired to make room for a gas line.  Another project 
required FGT to move a pipe line out of the road’s ROW entirely.  The GSA contemplated FDOT 
acquiring the ROW but FDOT and FGT can consider the situation.  FGT is acquiring the ROW 
at S.R. 694/Gandy Boulevard in FDOT District Seven. 

Mr. Soto said that FDOT can acquire ROW and give FGT a permit to have a line on that ROW.  
However, FDOT cannot obtain an easement and have FGT install a line there by easement. 

Mr. Bane said that FDOT can acquire ROW for FDOT’s transportation facility.  Also FDOT can 
acquire land for utilities, but can’t condemn property just to give an exclusive easement to a 
utility.  FGT could obtain an easement itself.  FGT cannot impact previously permitted facilities 
to install their permitted facility. 

Mr. Soto said that FDOT works extensively with utilities to minimize impacts.  The department 
works within constraints to avoid major impacts, and usually does not acquire right of way for 
utilities.  FGT and FDOT are in ‘uncharted territory’ under the new settlement agreement.  If D6 
finds a suitable alternative corridor for a pipe line with no obstructions but asphalt, would that be 
a feasible alternative for FGT even if FDOT does not own the ROW? 

Mr. Shellhouse said that FGT won’t say that it wouldn’t consider any particular alternative.  
Consider the cost of constructing miles of new pipe line if the re-routing makes a long ‘detour’ 
from the current line.  (Tony Soto said that the new line could stay close to the current line.  The 
new route would have to be in an urban corridor; rural corridors are miles away.)  FGT and 
FDOT can have a frank discussion on the ‘balance of costs.’  One alternative route may cost 
less for ROW acquisition but cost more for pipe line construction.  FDOT might bear some of the 
increased pipe construction costs.  (Mr. Huynh said that FDOT and FGT need to know the costs 
for acquiring the ROW and for relocating the pipe line so they can consider those costs and 
move forward.)  It takes time to understand the value of getting the line out of the way and the 
value to acquire ROW for relocating the line off the road entirely. 
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FGT and FDOT can compromise to find a ‘win-win’ solution.  No one document (such as the 
global settlement) can contemplate every situation.  FGT and FDOT can work through issues to 
reach good solutions. 

Alternative Corridors for 18” Line 

FDOT is acquiring ROW near the GGI for the interim project, so there will be room for the FGT 
line in the eastern part of the project, but room must be found for the rest of the length of the 
project to fit the re-routed line until it can ‘tie back in’ (connect) to the existing line.  Mr. Carballo 
said that it makes more sense to tie the new line in to the existing line past the box culvert near 
NW 17 Avenue, but the parties will need to look at the alternatives. 

Mr. Carballo reported that Stantec looked at some alternative corridors on which the 18” line 
could be re-routed.  On a large map of the project area provided at the November 12 meeting, a 
green line shows an alternative route along the S.R. 826 EB frontage road ROW and a yellow 
line shows a route along NW 165 Street.  A pink line shows an alternative route along a rail 
spur, but the ROW is as narrow as 15’ along this route.  A blue dimension line runs roughly 
parallel to but south of the EB frontage road; this line runs through parking lots and buildings.  
The legend for the map does not show that the blue line indicates an alternative route. 

FDOT has not yet done survey on the alternative corridors for re-routing the gas line, but could 
do such survey on a route found to be feasible.  Also ‘preliminary locates’ could be done for 
decision making purposes. 

Mr. Huynh said that the interim project’s PD&E study will document the most feasible route for 
re-routing the gas line and notify residents of the impacts. 

EB Frontage Road 

One alternative corridor would move the 18” line further south on FDOT’s ROW between S.R. 
826 and the EB frontage road.  Instead of being under the embankment on the south side of 
S.R. 826, the line would run just north of the EB frontage road.  This would require addressing 
some engineering challenges.  Construction of a gas line typically is done using long segments 
of welded pipe installed at one time but work in an urban corridor may require alternative 
methods of construction. 

A canal near the NW 17 Avenue interchange has a box culvert.  It would make sense to use a 
horizontal directional drill there and also at the NW 12 Avenue interchange so as to maintain 
traffic flow.  The line would go 10’ under the box culvert, using ‘jack and bore.’  (Someone from 
FGT said that 3’ to 5’ under is standard.)  In between those locations the ‘cut and cover’ (or 
‘drag section’) method could be used with 40’ sections of pipe so the trench will not have to be 
left open. 

This is a very constrained location.  What would it take to make the line fit?  If the frontage road 
were reduced to one lane there would be 25’ available.  (FDOT needs to keep at least one lane 
open on the frontage road.)  Possibly the project could install temporary walls, or sheet piling in 
embankments, to make a series of 40’ x 100’ pit areas for pipe line construction, with directional 
drilling done between them.  The work would be 10’ from the existing gas line. 
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FGT looked at the conceptual drawings for this alternative route.  Mr. Shellhouse said that 
typically FGT needs a 200’ by 200’ pit for drilling so there is enough space for the equipment. 

Someone else from FGT (possibly David Parham) said that possibly they could use a 100’ x 
300’ pit if they reconfigure the equipment.  Space is needed for a ‘lay down’ area in which to 
fabricate pipe to insert into the drill hole.  It takes a day to prepare an 18” weld, including making 
the weld, letting it cool and x-raying it. 

FGT has a concern with directional drilling.  FGT will use this method where it has to be used, 
for example, for a canal or to cross a road, but it cannot be done for an indefinite linear distance.  
There is a minimum length for the drill.  The depth of the drilling depends on the length of the 
drill and under what material the drilling is being done.  FGT would need core samples to 
determine the strata at the drilling location.  Wherever FGT does not have to do directional 
drilling, FGT will use an ‘open cut’ method. 

FGT understands that FDOT wants to minimize the impact on traffic, but it is important not to 
put the pipe line under an active road.  Putting a pipe line under an active road is different than 
putting the line under a parking lot.  The clear space should be 30’. 

Mr. Shellhouse said that this route is ‘not an option.’  Mr. Carballo suggested further analysis. 

NW 165 Street 

Another alternative corridor Stantec considered runs along NW 165 Street, which has 60’ to 70’ 
of city-owned ROW.  (Mr. Soto mentioned that urban ROW tends to be about 50’; this street is 
an exception.)  All the existing utilities are on one side of the road.  The pipe line could come 
back up along a canal and tie in to the existing line along S.R. 826. 

Mr. Shellhouse said that FGT has not yet looked at the NW 165 Street corridor but it ‘is an 
option.’  Part of the ROW is covered with the active road, which probably would make re-routing 
the gas line in the ROW problematic, but FGT will look at it. 

Blue Line 

Mr. Shellhouse suggested that there would be a better replacement space for the 18” line if 
FDOT acquired some of the privately owned ROW currently used by businesses along the 
frontage road.  Later in the meeting he said that FGT doesn’t expect FDOT to acquire portions 
of businesses’ parking lots along this road. 

Javier Bustamante said that the business damages to the property would be reduced by using 
an easement.  The decision depends on the schedule and if FDOT would want the ROW to be a 
multi-utility corridor.  If FDOT wants to acquire an easement, FDOT has to prove to the courts 
that there is a transportation necessity for the easement.  (Mr. Soto said that the agreement 
impacts the FDOT project so there is a transportation need.)  Another option is for FGT to 
acquire an easement. 

Mr. Carballo said that a permanent easement costs 90% to 100% as much as acquiring ROW 
outright.  The land along the south side of S.R. 826 includes recently constructed parking for a 
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car dealership, among other operational parking lots.  If FDOT acquired this ROW, FDOT would 
have to lease the parking lots back to the companies for their use.  If FDOT acquired parking 
lots it also would have to acquire houses.  There is an historic arch on the south side of S.R. 
826 at NW 13 Avenue which must be protected, so the pipe line must stay away from the arch’s 
foundation. 

Mr. Shellhouse said that the ‘blue line’ (on the map) ‘is an option.’ 

North Side of S.R. 826 

Another possibility would be to move the 18” line to the north side of S.R. 826.  Mr. Shellhouse 
said that usually if FGT has multiple lines running along a road, they are on one side of the 
road.  It is unusual for FGT to have lines on both sides of a road, as they do along S.R. 826 
here.  Typically FGT keeps its lines 15’ apart from each other.  FGT would not object to putting 
the 18” and 24” lines together in a wider easement.  For two pipes, FGT would need a 60’ 
easement.  Also FGT would have to reconfigure the ‘interconnects’ if the 18” line were to be 
moved to the north side of S.R. 826.  The line still would need a ‘tie-in’ to the Opa-Locka 
Distribution Center. 

Biscayne Canal 

Mr. Huynh said that the Biscayne Canal runs to the Opa-Locka Airport.  This canal runs roughly 
for the length of the interim project and has green land; however, it is further away from S.R. 
826 and not on FDOT’s ROW.  FDOT has not looked at the Biscayne Canal yet as a possible 
alternative route for the FGT 18” line. 

HEFT 

Mr. Shellhouse said that another option would be to move the pipe line further west.  S.R. 
821/Homestead Extension of Florida’s Turnpike (HEFT) is in a less developed area so it would 
be easier to acquire space along it.  Mr. Carballo indicated that even if the pipe line were re-
routed down the HEFT, the line would have to connect to an urban area to provide service to 
areas such as the Opa-Locka Airport. 

Action Items 

FGT 

 FGT will look at the drawings for the interim project and see if that project would require 
relocating the 24” gas line. 

 FGT will continue to look for a ‘global solution’ to get FGT’s lines out of the S.R. 826 
corridor, taking into account the S.R. 826 typical sections information for the Palmetto 
East-West project that FDOT gave FGT at the November 12 meeting. 

 FGT will do an ‘AFE’ to do preliminary engineering. 
 Mr. Shellhouse will consult with FGT about possible cost sharing with FDOT for FGT 

looking at the ultimate improvements. 
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 Mr. Carballo suggested that FGT evaluate the alternative route along the EB frontage 
road and say why the 18” line can or cannot be re-routed there.  Indicate what are FGT’s 
restrictions and costs such as fitting equipment in the work area and doing dewatering 
and decontamination of the water.  A thorough analysis will provide information for 
making decisions on costs. 

 FGT will look at the space requirements for their drilling pits. 
 FGT will look at the alternative route along NW 165 Street, including driving along the 

route to understand the layout there. 
 FGT will start ‘engineering’ associated with the blue line and look at construction costs. 
 Mr. Shellhouse will reply in about a week about the schedule for FGT’s preliminary 

evaluation.

FDOT 

 FDOT will look at the ROW costs for the blue line (property adjacent to the S.R. 826 EB 
frontage road). 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 1:15 PM. 
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DATE: October 17, 2013 REVISION (1)

TO: Dat Huynh, P.E., FDOT Project Manager

FROM: Robert Carballo, P.E. Project Manager

PROJECT:    PD&E Study for Golden Glades Interchange 
From SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Eastbound to SR 9A/I-95 Northbound

         Financial Project ID: 4283581-22-01; ETDM No.: 11300 

Miami-Dade County, Florida

COPY TO: Tony Soto – FDOT District Utility Manager

All attendees 
Project correspondence file

SUBJECT: MEETING WITH FLORIDA GAS TRANSMISSION September 24th 2013

A Coordination Meeting was held on Tuesday, September 24th, 2013 with representatives 
from Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) at their office (2405 Lucien Way, Suite 200 Maitland, Fl.  
32751-5100) to discuss the accommodation of their existing facilities on the above 

referenced project. The following individuals were present at this meeting: 

Attendees

Name Firm/Agency E-mail Tel. No.

Dave Shellhouse FGT dave.Shellhouse@sug.com 407 838 7122

Joseph E. Sanchez FGT joseph.e.sanchez@sug.com 407 838-7171

David Parham FGT david.parham@sug.com 407 838-7112

Beth Porter FGT Right of Way bporter.rightofway@comcast.net 352-308-7504

Terry Coleman FGT Right of Way terry.coleman@sug.com 407-838-7054

Adam Broad FGT adam.broad@energytransfer.com 713-989-2057

Doug Mulhausen FGT
douglas.mulhausen@ 

energytransfer.com
407-838-7118

Robert T. Carballo Stantec robert.Carballo@stantec.com 305-445-2900

Dave Clarke Stantec dave.clarke@stantec.com 305-445-2900

The following is a summary of what was discussed; 
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1. Introductions 

2. The purpose of this meeting was a follow up with FGT from the last meeting held with 

Mr. Joseph Sanchez and Mr. David Parham which occurred on February 21st 2013 for
the above referenced project. In order to bring all of the current meeting 

participants up to speed with the project, the following was discussed.

3. The current study being developed provides improvements to addresses interim 

needs (2030 Traffic) within the Golden Glades Interchange (GGI) from NW 17th

Avenue to NE 2nd Avenue.  The interim project’s primary goal is to address the 

movement from Eastbound SR 826/Palmetto Expressway to Northbound I-95.  The 
project also addresses the connection from Florida’s Turnpike (FL TPK) to southbound 
I-95 which currently transitions from two lanes down to one as it connects with the 

eastbound to southbound ramp lanes coming from SR 826/Palmetto Expressway.
These two lanes will be continued at grade and the alignment shifted to the west to 
accommodate a future direct connection from FL TPK to the southbound express 

lanes along I-95 which will be part of the ultimate improvements to the interchange.
The embankment along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway will be cut back and Texas U-

turns will be provided at the interchanges of NW 12th and NW 17th Avenue 
respectively.  The existing bridges at these locations will remain as part of the interim 
improvement project (This is a new feature from what was presented on the 

February 21st 2013). These will however be reconstructed as part of the Ultimate 
Improvements and the reconstruction of the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway being 

studied under an adjacent PD&E Study.  That Study is looking to reconstruct SR 
826/Palmetto Expressway from I-75 to the Golden Glades Interchange.  Those 
improvements are considering the inclusion of express lanes in each direction to 

address 2040 traffic capacity needs. Mr. Carballo suggested that FGT should meet 
with FDOT’s Project Manager Dat Huynh and the department’s consultant RS&H to 

discuss the project and offered to facilitate this meeting.  FGT agreed.  

4. Mr. Carballo indicated that a public hearing was currently scheduled in the 1st

quarter of next year for the Ultimate project.  For the Ultimate project the GGI study 
team is developing additional improvements at the Golden Glades interchange to 

connect the Palmetto Express Lanes to I-95 (to and from the north) as well as other 
additional improvements.  Mr. Carballo explained that the ultimate project is not 
currently funded (estimated cost approximately $1 billion).

5. Mr. Carballo indicated that the interim project referenced above is currently 
scheduled to be funded at a cost of around $170 Million including right-of-way 

costs. This project is going to be presented to the public at a public hearing which is 
scheduled to occur on October 2nd, 2013; with anticipated Location Design 
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Concept Acceptance (LDCA) from FHWA by January 2014.  It is the Departments 
intent to commence the development of a Design Build (D/B) Criteria package (for 
the interim project) in November of this year.  The interim project is tentatively 

scheduled to be advertised in October 2016, with a letting in May of 2017 and 
completed sometime in the summer of 2019. These dates may shift slightly.

6. The department is also evaluating the reconstruction of the Golden Glades Park 
and Ride Facility.  It will be transformed into a Multimodal Transportation Facility with 

expanded Bus Terminal, a Parking Garage and reconfigured surface parking. The 
east Park and Ride Lot will be reconfigured as a Truck and Travel Center. Both of 

these projects are part of another project to be let as a separate design build to be 
completed around the same time as the proposed interim GGI improvements.

7. FGT currently has an existing 8”, 18” and 24” natural gas line within the proposed 
project limits.  Roadway as built plans reflect an existing 6” gas line service on the 
south side of eastbound SR 826/Palmetto Expressway running south west to the 

property located at NW 167th Street (eastbound frontage road) and NW 7th Avenue.  
This gas line was not identified on FGT’s original green line mark ups.  Mr. Joseph 

Sanchez confirmed that this line does not belong to them since they do not own 
distribution service in this area and suggested that it may belong to TECO gas.  

8. Both the existing 18” and 24” FGT gas mains along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 
where originally installed by permit.  FGT currently holds an easement beginning 

approximately 145 feet north of SR 826/Palmetto Expressway.  During the meeting 
held with FGT on February 21st 2013, the potential need to relocate the existing 18” 
gas main away from the proposed MSE walls and into the Right of Way along 

eastbound NW 167th Avenue was discussed and FGT was going to evaluate the 
potential relocation of the 18 inch line as part of the interim project.  They were also 

going to discuss internally the potential impacts associated with their facilities as 
part of the ultimate improvements along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway. Mr. Sanchez 
indicated that FGT had not finalized their evaluation.

9. The global settlement agreement recently executed between FDOT and FGT 

regarding potential impacts to FGT facilities within FDOT R/W’s was then discussed
(See Attached Excerpt of Agreement for FGT Facilities in FDOT R/W under permit).
Per the agreement, FGT has 90 days after receipt of 90% plans or their equivalent for 

proposed FDOT improvements to determine whether relocation of their facilities is 
required.  The agreement also describes the required space for a single relocated 
pipe line Diameter) which would be 15-feet unencumbered and free of 

obstructions measured from the outside of pipe line on both sides plus an additional 
25-feet temporary workspace on one side.  Mr. Parham indicated that FGT would 



Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
901 Ponce de Leon Boulevard Suite 900
Coral Gables FL 33134
Tel: (305) 445-2900
Fax: (305) 445-3366

Meeting Notes, Page 4

need to follow the agreement in reviewing the plans.  Mr. Carballo stated that 
during the PD&E and D/B criteria package process 90% construction plans are not 
typically developed.  Mr. Carballo added that FDOT District 6 wanted FGT to know 

that they have always maintained a good working relationship with FGT and 
wanted to continue that relationship.  Since 90% would not be available, FDOT 

District 6 wishes to rely on the working relationship to continue with the current 
interim projects and work towards the “equivalent” of a 90% plans as mentioned in 
the global agreement.  He further went on to state that the department was in the 

process of scoping a full survey of FGT’s gas line (including DTMs and soft digs) as 
part of the D/B criteria package development from approximately 100-ft west of 

NW 17th Avenue to the project terminus at Turnpike.  FGT requested to have 
personnel in the field as soft digs are being performed.  This will assist in evaluating 
potential impacts to FGT’s facilities.  He also suggested that some phase review 

procedures could be developed with FGT to provide comments on the design 
during the D/B criteria package development process.  This would assist in helping 
FGT evaluate potential issues and serve in the spirit of equivalent information to 

allow FGT to make its determinations without the necessity of a 90% set of plans.  Mr.
Sanchez said that FGT could look at areas based on the PD&E documents and 

identify conflicts and constraints at certain locations. Mr. Sanchez went on to say 
that FGT can also work with FDOT District 6 to develop instructions to the bidders that 
would be part of and included in the RFP language to summarize this coordination 

effort so that any agreements and understanding do not change.  As for making a 
final determination of whether or not a relocation; would be required, Mr. Sanchez 

said that FGT would still require 90% plans per the global agreement. Mr. Carballo 
stated that there is time before the project goes to construction for FGT and FDOT 
District 6 to work together in developing a solution.

10. Mr. Carballo indicated that the preliminary concept as presented today (on 36”x72”

roll plot) has not significantly changed since the last meeting (2/21/13) and 
potentially impacts to FGT’s existing 18” gas line currently running east-west, within 
the existing swale between EB SR 826 and NW 167th Street. Mr. Carballo stated that 

additional R/W was identified for acquisition (south of EB NW 167th Street and NW 7th

Avenue) for the proposed NW 12th Avenue ramp relocation and will also serve to 

support additional drainage storage for the project as presented on February 21st

2013.  Mr. Carballo explained that there is an existing contamination zone with a 
plume which prohibited the use of exfiltration trench within this interchange.  

Therefore the design was modified to include solid pipe which will pipe storm water 
runoff to the newly acquired drainage retention area.  FGT requested a copy of the 
environmental document that shows the limits of the contamination which could

impact any proposed relocation work.  
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11. The proposed NW 12th Avenue ramp and widening will result in the existing 18” gas 
line being buried under the proposed MSE wall. Mr. Sanchez indicated that FGT 
would not typically allow a line to remain in that condition.  Mr. Carballo suggested 

that if this was the case the 18” FGT gas line could be relocated from under the 
proposed MSE wall to the property identified for acquisition along EB NW 167th Street

east of NW 10th Avenue. This proposed R/W (property currently for sale) will provide 
an unencumbered space. Beyond this point the line would have to transition along 
the existing frontage road to connect to the existing line as previously discussed in 

our prior meeting with FGT. At NW 12th and 17th Avenue Mr. Carballo pointed out 
that the existing 18” gas line is already within an existing embankment and currently 

represents a constraint to FGT that does not provide an unobstructed area.  At NW 
12th Avenue, improvements would include a retaining wall to hold back the existing 
embankment.  Mr. Carballo suggested a possible solution where the gas line is 

currently under the existing embankment as it is today but relocated outside of the 
proposed retaining wall.  Mr. Sanchez added that the existing 18” gas line would 
have to be removed from under the existing embankment and did not think FGT 

would allow this condition to remain. Mr. Carballo explained that there are 
significant challenges with land lock due to existing build out which would make it 

difficult to find the unencumbered space to relocate the 18” gas line.  The 
Mercedes-Benz of Miami located on the south side of EB NW 167th Street would be a 
very expensive acquisition.  Mr. Broad discussed the possibility of installing the gas 

line through horizontal directional drilling due to the constrained conditions along 
the frontage road.  This would need to be evaluated further. FGT requested a 

timeline of when this new R/W will be purchased and available.

12. Mr. Parham indicated that FGT would want 90% plans for review and asked if the roll 

plot being used today was for review.  Mr. Carballo indicated he was not sure if the 
90% requirement or equal considered PD&E and D/B criteria development projects.  

Mr. Carballo reaffirmed that the intent of this and other meetings is to work towards 
the “equivalent” of 90% plans to address any and all of FGT’s concerns. According 
to Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Dave Shellhouse sat in on the negotiations of the global 

agreement and can better address the equivalent of 90% plans. Mr. Adam Broad 
asked if there were existing impacts to the 24” gas line located along WB NW 167th

Street on the north side of WB SR 826.  Mr. Carballo explained that resurfacing and 
sidewalk improvements will take place and design considerations to avoid impact 
to the 24” gas line would be taken. In placing drainage pipe and inlets near the 

gas main we may need to develop special details that flume the drainage away 
from the curb towards manholes placed in the travel lanes.  This will need to be 
developed as part of the evaluation and D/B criteria package.  
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13. Mr. Broad also inquired about relocating the 18” gas line to the north side in what 
appeared to be an open swale area on the roll plot.  However, this area is actually 
embankment and initially does not seem feasible.  

14. Mr. Carballo asked FGT how much time they would require to relocate the existing 

18” gas line and what space is required for construction.  According to Mr. Broad, 
design, permitting and relocation would take about 18-24 months after receipt of 
90% plans and require a 25-feet temporary work space in addition to the permanent 

location envelop. If required, FGT would prefer to relocate prior to any construction 
of the FDOT project and perform the design internally. Horizontal directional drill is 

not a preferred method of installation because if there is a problem with the gas line 
FGT will have to re-drill but it may be possible in tight areas.  As for the 
abandonment of the existing gas line, FGT prefers the use of water and nitrogen 

more so than then grout filled.  Contamination is a concerned when FGT is 
relocating which will require an Environmental assessment.  Mr. Carballo added that 
a Phase II Environmental assessment will be done as part of the D/B Criteria 

Package.

15. A preliminary discussion regarding the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) Permitting requirements were discussed and the level of effort and time 
frame based on the cost of the relocation.  In the prior meeting with FGT a dollar 

amount of $31.4 million was the trigger amount to require a 7c filing.  This was again 
confirmed by Mr. Sanchez (This could extend the process up to 3 years).  The Prior 
Notice Filing threshold is from $11 million dollars up to $31.4 million dollars. The Prior 
Notice filing is a 90 period. A Land Owner Objection during the Prior Notice Phase 
will trigger an automatic upgrade to a 7C filing.

16. As for the 24” gas line running along the west side of the FL TPK connector, Mr. 

Carballo explained that 15’ easement did not appear to be impacted by the 
proposed improvements.  The improvements along the Turnpike Connector to 
Southbound I-95 would utilize a retaining wall system in the area and outside of 

FGT’s easement. Mr. Sanchez indicated that FGT would review this as well and 
confirm.  The line crosses beneath the ramp from Southbound Turnpike to 

Westbound SR 826/Palmetto Expressway.   

17. Mr. Dave Shellhouse joined the meeting and Mr. Carballo provided an overview of 

both the interim and ultimate for his benefit.  With regards to the global agreement, 
Mr. Carballo stated that he did not know if PD&E and DB projects were considered.  
Mr. Shellhouse stated that PD&E and DB projects were absolutely considered and 

are an important driver of the time lines established in the Global Settlement for 
evaluations and decisions on conflicts.  Mr. Shellhouse went on to say that DB 

Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
901 Ponce de Leon Boulevard Suite 900
Coral Gables FL 33134
Tel: (305) 445-2900
Fax: (305) 445-3366

Meeting Notes, Page 7

projects in general, due to their accelerated schedule do not accommodate FGT’s
process which is why 90% plans are required before a determination on relocation is 
made.  Mr. Shellhouse went on to say that FGT cannot allow the 18” gas line to 

remain in the embankment in the interim west of NW 12th street which constrains FGT 
and would interfere with their maintenance and perform maintenance on the line.

18. Mr. Carballo asked if FGT would accept an interim relocation within a narrow strip.
Mr. Shellhouse said they would have to see details on the proposals and discuss 

internally to provide comments.  Mr. Shellhouse said that due to the ultimate 
improvement project, FGT is internally discussing a possible global solution.  

19. Mr. Carballo stated that the challenge of the new global agreement would be 
allowing the interim improvements to be built today with some constraints to FGT 

and provide traffic relief in the area which currently has approximately 400,000 
vehicles today.  Mr. Shellhouse added that it is not FGT intent to stop the project but 
was unable to say that FGT can live within the constraints identified.  Mr. Shellhouse 

agreed to continue to meet and work with FDOT District 6 to solve this challenge.
He indicated that FGT would accept the PD&E concept plan on the role plot 

provided and conduct a review to identify constraints officially and provide possible 
solutions within 30 days.  Mr. Shellhouse also indicated that FGT would like for FDOT 
to evaluate potential alternate routes within the existing and/or new Right of Way or 

obtaining some potential easement rights that could be obtained if needed.  He 
indicated that the cost of relocating the line was a shared responsibility with FGT 

paying for the relocated line and FDOT being responsible for obtaining property to 
place the line if it needed to be relocated.  He stated that this has potential costs to 
both FDOT and FGT and that is why the agreement was drafted as a shared risk.  He 

indicated that FGT would work with FDOT toward a beneficial solution.

Action Items:

1. FDOT to facilitate a meeting with FGT and RS&H to discuss to the ultimate project.
2. FDOT to notify FGT when soft digs are being performed so that FGT can be on site.

3. FDOT to send out invite for next meeting with a tentative date of October 24th, 2013
(Subsequent to the meeting the future meeting date was established to be 
November 12, 2013 at FDOT).

4. FDOT to provide FGT a timeline of when the new R/W will be purchased and 
available at EB NW 167th Street and NW 7th Avenue. Find out if R/W can be 

purchased early for FGT’s use.
5. Stantec to provide PDF’s of roll plot used during the meeting and environmental 

study which shows contamination plume. At the meeting a hard copy of the roll 



Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
901 Ponce de Leon Boulevard Suite 900
Coral Gables FL 33134
Tel: (305) 445-2900
Fax: (305) 445-3366

Meeting Notes, Page 8

plot was provided to FGT along with two copies of the latest project concept plans 
for their review and reference.

6. FGT to review current improvement for interim improvements prior to next meeting

tentatively scheduled for October 24th 2013 (Subsequent to the meeting the future 
meeting date was established to be November 12, 2013 at FDOT).

7. FDOT to review interim improvements for possible corridor where FGT can relocate 
the 18” gas line from under the embankment and MSE wall as an alternative if it is 
decided that the line cannot be located within the existing Right of Way.

8. FGT to provide a schedule breakdown of the 18-24 months required for design and 
relocation of a gas line to determine how activities in a DB schedule can be 

overlapped.  
9. FGT to provide feedback on horizontal separation from other underground utilities.

These notes accurately reflect the matters discussed and/or agreed-to at the 

referenced meeting, as recorded by the author. You are requested to review these 

meeting notes and provide your comments and proposed corrections to us within 72 

hours of your receipt hereof. These notes will be published to FDOT and/or others, as 

required, after the above referenced 72-hour period.
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DATE: March 6, 2013 REVISION (1)

TO: Dat Huynh, P.E., FDOT Project Manager

FROM: Robert Carballo, P.E. Project Manager

PROJECT:    PD&E Study for Golden Glades Interchange 
From SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Eastbound to SR 9A/I-95 Northbound

         Financial Project ID: 4283581-22-01; ETDM No.: 11300 
Miami-Dade County, Florida

COPY TO: All attendees 
Project correspondence file

SUBJECT: MEETING WITH FLORIDA GAS TRANSMISSION FEBRUARY 21, 2013

A Coordination Meeting was held on Thursday, February 21st, 2013 with Florida Gas Transmission 
(FGT) to discuss the accommodation of their existing facilities of the above referenced project. The 
following individuals were present at this meeting: 

Attendees

Name Firm/Agency E-mail Tel. No.

Joseph E. Sanchez FGT joseph.e.sanchez@sug.com 407 838-7171

David Parham FGT david.parham@sug.com 407 838-7112

Robert T. Carballo C3TS Stantec Robert.Carballo@stantec.com 305-445-2900

Raul Salazar C3TS Stantec Rauls@c3ts.com 305-445-2900

Dave Clarke C3TS Stantec dave.clarke@stantec.com 305-445-2900

Pedro Ugas C3TS Stantec/Hadonne pedrou@hadonne.com 305 226 1188

The following is a summary of what was discussed;

1. Mr. Robert Carballo began by explaining that the purpose of this meeting was a follow up to 

the last meeting that occurred last fall for the above referenced project. Mr. Carballo 

explained that another consultant (RS&H) was currently working on a study that would 

address improvements along SR 826 from I-75 to Golden Glades Interchange (GGI) for 

ultimate taffic needs (2040).  The project also addresses an express lane connection from 
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southbound Florida’s Turnpike to southbound I-95. The current study that is being 

developed address interim needs (2030 Traffic) with the GGI from NW 17th Avenue to NE 

2nd Avenue.  Mr. Carballo explained that the larger project is not currently funded, but the 

above referenced interim project is currently funded, and scheduled to open in 2018.  Mr. 

Carballo indicated that this project will be let as a design build (D/B) project at an estimated 

cost of $155 million.

2. Mr. Carballo said that during the last meeting with FGT, the proposed NW 12th Avenue 

Ramp was being removed as part of the near term interim improvements due to the limited 

available Right of Way (R/W).  Mr. Carballo stated that after further evaluation, additional 

R/W was being acquired (south of NW 167th St) for the proposed NW 12th Avenue Ramp to 

remain and serve as to support additional drainage storage for the project. Mr. Carballo 

explained that there is an existing contamination zone with a plume which prohibited the use 

of exfiltration trench within this interchange.  Therefore the design was modified to include 

solid pipe which will pipe storm water runoff to the newly acquired drainage retention area.  

FGT currently has an existing 6”, 8”, 18” and 24” natural gas line within the proposed project 

limits.  The 18” gas line currently runs east west, within the existing swale between SR 826 

and NW 167th Street.  The proposed NW 12th Avenue ramp and widening will result in the 

existing 18” gas line being buried under the proposed MSE wall and will have to be 

relocated per UAM.  Mr. Carballo suggested that FGT can investigate relocating the existing 

18” gas line from under the MSE wall to the newly acquired R/W along NW 167th Street.

3. Mr. Joseph Sanchez stated that FGT has to keep both the existing 18” and 24” gas lines 

active and cannot reduce down to one line in service.  Mr. Sanchez went on to say that FGT 

has to examine the overall big picture with regards to the 18” and 24” gas line and the 

longer term corridor improvements.  Mr. Sanchez informed all that depending on the scope 

and cost of the relocation project will determine how FGT has to file with the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (FERC) who regulates construction and relocation of natural gas 

pipe lines.  If the estimated project cost is less than $31.4 million, then a Prior Notice Filing 

(45 days) would apply.  However if the estimated cost is above $31.4 million, then a 7c filing 

would be triggered.  Mr. Sanchez added that the 7c filing would involve comprehensive 

environmental impact assessment, public notifications, meetings etc. and can take up to 3 

years.  Mr. Carballo added that from a scheduled stand point, the Location Design Concept 

Acceptance (LDCA) for the interim improvements will occur by the end of the summer after 

which C3TS Stantec will begin the design criteria package. There is a Public hearing 

scheduled this coming June 2013.

Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
901 Ponce de Leon Boulevard Suite 900
Coral Gables FL 33134
Tel: (305) 445-2900
Fax: (305) 445-3366

Meeting Notes, Page 3

4. Next item discussed was regarding how the existing gas lines that would no longer be in 

service within the project limits will be addressed.  Mr. Sanchez stated that FGT will have 

these existing lines grout filled and/or removed.  

5. Mr. Carballo asked if FGT would have the relocated gas line work done by the D/B

Contractor through a JPA. FGT responded that they will perform the design and 

construction for the relocation of the gas lines and have the D/B contractor remove the 

existing gas lines. FGT stated that they will have an in house team to manage the overall 

relocation, but will eventually sub out the design portion of the work.  Mr. Carballo informed 

FGT that they will need to provide a preliminary concept for the interim relocation of the 18” 

gas line along SR 826.  Mr. Sanchez said that FGT will look into interim or ultimate 

depending on what directive is received from upper management. Mr. Sanchez added that 

if FGT does not look at the ultimate, they can address the interim without filing for a 7c if the 

estimated cost is less than $31.4 million.

6. Mr. Sanchez asked Mr. Carballo if he knew the schedule for the improvements which 

extends from SR 826 to I-75.  Mr. Carballo responded that the LDCA for that portion will 

occur in 2014 with construction to begin sometime in 2020 or 2021.

7. Mr. Carballo informed FGT that bigger scale drawings were available and would be provided 

to FGT so that they can further investigate the interim relocation concept.  Mr. Sanchez 

stated that FGT currently has three soft digs on the existing 18” gas line and would provide 

this information.  Mr. Carballo said that C3TS Stantec would use this information to adjust 

the line work for the existing gas line.

8. Mr. Pedro Ugas informed FGT that the existing gas lines within the Turnpike R/W to the 

north are there by permit.  Mr. Sanchez said that FGT has an easement near this area and 

would provide these documents.

9. FGT stated that they would not be able to fully commit to this interim project by 2014, but 

will be able to perform some conceptual work and coordination.

Action Items:

1. Mr. Sanchez to provide soft digs on the existing 18” gas line.



Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
901 Ponce de Leon Boulevard Suite 900
Coral Gables FL 33134
Tel: (305) 445-2900
Fax: (305) 445-3366
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2. C3TS Stantec to adjust the line work for the existing gas line based on soft digs from FGT.
3. C3TS Stantec to provide notification to FGT for public notice.

These minutes accurately reflect the matters discussed and/or agreed-to at the referenced meeting, as 
recorded by the author. You are requested to review these minutes and provide your comments and 
proposed corrections to us within 72 hours of your receipt hereof. These minutes will be published to 

FDOT and/or others, as required, after the above referenced 72-hour period.
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Lamptey, Godfrey

From: Pedro Ugas

Sent: Monday, June 11, 2012 2:43 PM

To: Sanchez, Joseph

Cc: Robert T. Carballo; Godfrey Lamptey; Raul Salazar

Subject: FW: Golden Glades Interchange PD&E, Miami Dade County

Hi Joe,

Thank you for taken the time to meet with us this past Wednesday, June 06, 2012. Here is a summary of the issues

discussed:

C3TS is currently finalizing the PD&E Study for the Golden Glades Interchange. There are a number of design

alternatives currently under consideration for the interchange.

The Interim Build Alternative includes the construction of a On Ramp from EB SR 826 to NB I 95. This

alternative is currently funded for construction for fiscal year 2016.

Under this alternative, a segment of the existing 18” gas will end up under asphalt from approximately the

Golden Glades Interchange to east of NW 12th Avenue . This condition is not favorable to FGT as they are

require to have access to their lines for inspection every three to five years. We discuss the possible relocation

this segment of the line to the south side of the EB Frontage Road. FGT facilities in question are located on

FDOT right of way by permit, therefore the cost of relocation will be bear by FGT.

FGT will require 6 to 12 month to relocate prior to the beginning of construction. FGT relocation can only take

place during their construction season from November to April.

We also discuss the ultimate plan for the widening of SR 826. The Ultimate Build Alternative calls for the

widening of SR 826 including the reconstruction of both EB & WB Frontage Roads from right of way to right of

way. This widening will match the ultimate typical west of the project

This ultimate widening of SR 826 will impact both the 18” & 24” gas lines by constructing the roadway over the

lines. As previously discussed, FGT does not favor having their gas lines under pavement and therefore will

work toward finding an alternative corridor to run new lines in place of the 18” & 24”.

Please feel free to add/provide any additional comments. If you have any questions or require additional information,

please feel free to call me.

Pedro Ugas

Senior Utility Coordinator

_________________________________________________________________                                                                   

Corzo Castella Carballo Thompson Salman, P.A.  (C3TS)

901 Ponce de Leon Blvd., Suite 900

Coral Gables, Florida 33134

Voice 305.445.2900 ext. 2248
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Mobil: 305.431.9096

Email pedrou@c3ts.com

This communication is confidential and intended only for the recipient(s).  Any other use, dissemination, copying, or disclosure of this communication is strictly prohibited. If 

you have received this communication in error, please notify us and destroy it immediately. C3TS, P.A. is not responsible for any undetectable alteration, transmission error, 

conversion, media degradation, software error, or interference with this transmission. C3TS, PA. (800) 448-0227

Utility Impact Assessment Memorandum

ATTACHMENT B

PD&E Study for Golden Glades Interchange

From SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Eastbound to I- 95 Northbound 
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Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
901 Ponce de Leon Boulevard Suite 900
Coral Gables FL 33134
Tel: (305) 445-2900
Fax: (305) 445-3366

Meeting Notes, Page 1

DATE: November 27, 2013 REVISION (1)

TO: Dat Huynh, P.E., FDOT Project Manager

FROM: Robert Carballo, P.E., Project Manager

PROJECT:    PD&E Study for Golden Glades Interchange 
From SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Eastbound to SR 9A/I-95 Northbound

         Financial Project ID (FPID): 428358-1-22-01; ETDM No.: 11300 
Miami-Dade County, Florida

COPY TO: All attendees 
Project correspondence file

SUBJECT: PRE-MEETING WITH THE DEPARTMENT TO DISCUSS IMPACTS TO FLORIDA GAS 
TRANSMISSION (FGT) PRIOR TO THE November 12TH 2013 MEETING WITH FGT

A Coordination Meeting was held on Monday November 4th 2013, with representatives 
from Florida Department of Transportation District 6 (FDOT D6), Florida’s Turnpike (TPK),
Stantec Consulting Inc. and RS&H at FDOT D6 office (Adam Leigh Cann Building, 1000 NW 
111 Avenue Miami Fl.  32172) to discuss the accommodation of the existing 18” and 24” 
gas line facilities on the above referenced project. The following individuals were present 
at this meeting: 

Attendees
Name Firm/Agency E-Mail Telephone No.
Ozzie Sanchez FDOT Ozzie.Sanchez@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5235
Lillian Valdespino FDOT Lillian.Valdespino@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5460
Tony Soto FDOT Tony.Soto@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5232
Tom Bane FDOT Thomas.Bane@dot.state.fl.us 850-414-4379
Javier Bustamante FDOT Javier.Bustamante@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5470
Jeff Easley RS&H Jeff.Easley@RSandH.com 786-388-0234
Robert Carballo Stantec Robert.Carballo@Stantec.com 305-445-2900
Dave Clarke Stantec Dave.Clarke@Stantec.com 305-445-2900
Raul Salazar Stantec Raul.Salazar@Stantec.com 305-445-2900
Teresa Alvarez FDOT Teresita.Alvarez@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5142
Laura Palmberg FDOT Laura.Palmberg@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5479
Dat Huynh FDOT Dat.Huynh@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5217
Alejandro Casals FDOT Alejandro.Casals@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5473
Harold Desdunes FDOT Harold.Desdunes@dot.state.fl.us 305-470-5464
Mike Shannon FDOT-Turnpike Michael.Shannon@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3628
Will Sloup FDOT-Turnpike William.Sloup@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3080
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Tom Percival FDOT-Turnpike Tom.Percival@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3013
Henry Pinzon FDOT-Turnpike Henry.Pinzon@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3802
Jim Kervin FDOT-Turnpike James.Kervin@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3007
Nathan West Turnpike Nathan.West@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3412
Mike Van Der Heyden Turnpike Mike.Vanderheyden@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3440
Becky Bolan Turnpike Rebecca.Bolan@dot.state.fl.us 407-264-3416

The following is a summary of what was discussed:

1. Introductions 

2. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss impacts and accommodation to FGT’s
existing facilities in preparation for the upcoming meeting on November 12th 2013
with FGT.

3. Mr. Dat Huynh is FDOT’s Project Manager for the current study (FPID # 428358-1)
being developed to provide improvements to address interim needs (2030 Traffic) 
within the Golden Glades Interchange (GGI) from NW 17th Avenue to NE 2nd

Avenue.  The interim project is being developed by FDOT’s consultant Stantec
Consulting Inc., and its primary goal is to address the movement from Eastbound SR
826/Palmetto Expressway to Northbound I-95.  The project also addresses the 
connection from TPK to southbound I-95 which currently transitions from two lanes 
down to one as it connects with the eastbound to southbound ramp lanes coming 
from SR 826/Palmetto Expressway.    These two lanes will be continued at grade and
the alignment shifted to the west to accommodate a future direct connection from 
TPK to the southbound express lanes along I-95 which will be part of the ultimate 
improvements to the interchange. Mr. Mike Van Der Heyden is the Project Manager 
for the FTE interchange improvement (FPID # 423373-2) project.  The embankment 
along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway will be cut back and Texas U-turns will be 
provided at the interchanges of NW 12th and NW 17th Avenue respectively.  The 
existing bridges at these locations will remain as part of the interim improvement 
project. However, these lanes would be reconstructed as part of the Ultimate 
Improvements (FPID # 418423-1) which would reconstruct SR 826/Palmetto 
Expressway from SR 93/I-75 to the GGI. The Ultimate Improvements are at the 
project development and environment (PD&E) study stage.  Those improvements 
are considering the inclusion of express lanes in each direction to address 2040 
traffic capacity needs. Mr. Dat Huynh is FDOT’s Project Manager for this Ultimate 
project and the department’s consultant, RS&H, is developing the study.

4. FDOT recently executed a statewide global settlement agreement with FGT which 
gives FGT discretion to determine if the department's actions would impact their 
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facilities.  Mr. Robert Carballo explained that as per the agreement, FGT has 90 days 
after receipt of 90% plans or their equivalent (triggering event) for proposed FDOT 
improvements to determine whether relocation of FGT’s facilities is required.  The 
agre��������	
���	����	� ���� �������	����� �
��� 	������ ��
����������� ����� ����
diameter) which would be 15 feet unencumbered and free of obstructions 
measured from the outside of pipe line on both sides plus an additional 25 feet 
temporary workspace on one side.  FGT currently has two existing gas lines which 
run along the Turnpike Mainline spur and then along SR 826.  The 24” gas line runs on 
the west side of the Turnpike and continues west on the north side of SR 826.  The 18” 
gas line runs on the west side of the Turnpike and continues to the west along the 
south side of SR 826. Both the existing 18” and 24” FGT gas mains along SR 
826/Palmetto Expressway were installed originally by permit.  FGT currently holds an 
easement beginning approximately 145 feet north of SR 826/Palmetto Expressway
and running to the north.

5. Mr. Carballo indicated that the interim project has impacts to FGT’s existing 18” gas 
line currently running east-west, within the existing swale between eastbound (EB) SR
826 and NW 167th Street.  Mr. Carballo stated that additional Right of Way (R/W) was 
identified for acquisition (south of EB NW 167th Street and NW 7th Avenue) for the 
proposed NW 12th Avenue ramp relocation and also will serve to support additional 
drainage storage for the project.  Mr. Carballo explained that there is an existing 
contamination zone with a plume which prohibited the use of exfiltration trench 
within this interchange.  Therefore the design was modified to include solid pipe 
which will pipe storm water runoff to the newly acquired drainage retention area.  
The proposed NW 12th Avenue ramp and widening also will result in the existing 18” 
gas line being buried under the proposed MSE wall. Mr. Carballo suggested that 
the 18” FGT gas line could be relocated from under the proposed Mechanically 
Stabilized Earth (MSE) wall to the property identified for acquisition along EB NW 
167th Street east of NW 10th Avenue.  This proposed R/W (property currently for sale) 
will provide an unencumbered space. Beyond this point the line would have to 
transition along the existing frontage road to connect to the existing gas line.
Another suggestion to accommodate the existing 18” gas line is to move it to the 
north side of SR 826, but if FDOT widens SR 826 later then FDOT would have to move 
the 18” gas line again.  The ultimate improvement project also may require a 
second relocation of the FGT 18” gas line.  The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) will not pay for a second relocation and FGT would seek reimbursement 
from the Department.

6. As for the 24” gas line running along the west side of the Turnpike connector, Mr. 
Carballo explained that the 15 feet easement did not appear to be impacted by 
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the proposed improvements. The improvements along the Turnpike Connector to 
Southbound I-95 would utilize a retaining wall system in the area and outside of 
FGT’s easement. According to Mr. Carballo some pavement widening for a right 
turn lane and sidewalk improvements for connectivity is being proposed on the 
north side of SR 826 and design considerations to avoid impact to the 24” gas line 
would be taken.  In placing drainage pipe and inlets near the gas main the 
Department may need to develop special details that flume the drainage away 
from the curb towards manholes placed in the travel lanes. Ms. Becky Bolan asked if 
these improvements would be considered a triggering event.  Mr. Carballo 
indicated that as per the newly executed agreement, these improvements would 
result in a triggering event.  

7. Mr. Huynh indicated that FGT internally is looking at the impacts to the existing gas 
lines from both the interim improvements and the ultimate improvements. During 
the last meeting held with FGT on September 24th at their offices, the PD&E Draft 
Final Concept Plans were provided to FGT for review and comments at the 
upcoming November 12th 2013 meeting. FGT also asked FDOT to review the interim 
improvements for possible corridors where FGT can relocate the 18” gas line from 
under the embankment and MSE wall as an alternative if it is decided that the line 
cannot be located within the existing Right of Way.

8. FDOT D6 postponed a public hearing for this project until after D6 addresses this
issue of FGT’s existing gas lines at the location of this project.  A meeting was held 
recently between FDOT District 6 and FHWA in which FHWA discussed with the 
Department what would be required to document other corridors that can be 
utilized by FGT within the project limits.  Once an alternate corridor is identified, the 
PD&E documents, which are nearly complete, will be amended for the benefit of 
the public and FHWA.  The impact to FGT’s gas line will be presented to the Public at 
the next public Hearing.  FTE inquired if a 60-foot of clear green space was available 
along SR 826 that potentially could be used to relocate the existing gas line.  Mr. 
Carballo responded that the interim project is in a highly urbanized setting and no 
such room exists there.

9. Stantec has looked at four potential corridors that can be used to accommodate 
the existing 18” gas line in the interim and ultimate condition.  The first corridor is 
within the R/W along the eastbound frontage road (NW 167th Street), the second 
along the existing rail spurs, the third along NW 165th Street (which has 70’ wide 
R/W) finally along SR 9 (and west north of the Biscayne Canal).  Upon further review 
Stantec concluded that only two of the four proposed corridors (one and three) 
were feasible.  Both options one and three would tie back in to the existing 18” gas 
line beyond SW 17th Avenue.  The corridor along SR 9 would be more expensive for 
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FGT due to the distance and could have potential impacts with an existing force 
main.  Furthermore, Miami-Dade Expressway Authority (MDX) also has identified 
future potential improvements along SR 9 as part of their proposed Connect 4 
project.  The existing rail spurs do not have sufficient room to accommodate the 
construction of a new 18” gas line.  Mr. Huynh stated that the corridor along SR 9 
possibly could be looked at for the ultimate project by extending all the way to the 
west.  Mr. Tony Soto stated that a potential corridor along SR 9 was previously 
discussed with Mr. Thomas Bane.  It was decided that while there appears to be 
room available, it is not in the Department’s best interest to place FGT’s facilities 
here since they may have to address it again in the future.     

10. Mr. James Kervin asked if the project was being funded by FHWA and if a 
determination has been made regarding compensable interest.  Mr. Carballo
responded that the interim improvement project includes funds from the State of 
Florida, the federal government and the Florida Turnpike Enterprise (FTE); therefore 
the cost of the project was not going to fall under the 90% federal funding rule for 
reimbursement.  This had been discussed previously with D6; Mr. Soto confirmed that 
it was discussed.  Ms. Bolan asked if a legal opinion had been secured. Mr. Thomas
Bane added that the Department’s legal staff will make the final determination on 
any compensable interest issues and provide the legal opinion for the project file.

11. Mr. Carballo indicated that if FGT relocates the existing gas line along the frontage 
road, a combination of excavated cut and cover operation utilizing what is called 
a drag-section or stove top method combined with a Horizontal Directional Drilling 
(HDD) method applied at the intersections to address maintenance of traffic would 
most likely be feasible.  Since the space in the R/W is so limited and FGT is required 
to inspect their facilities, Mr. Carballo suggested adding manhole access structures 
along the new line for inspection.  FTE stated that in their experience, FGT normally 
requires a pigging station for maintenance and inspection.  It would be difficult to 
provide a pigging station along the frontage road but there is sufficient room in the 
two parcels which FDOT has identified for acquisition.  Mr. Carballo asked when 
FDOT expects to acquire these two parcels which are currently for sale.  According 
to Mr. Javier Bustamante the parcels are for sale for approximately $10 million but 
FDOT needs FHWA approval before purchasing the parcels ahead of finalizing the 
PD&E Study.  Mr. Bustamante went on to say that FDOT can’t complete advance 
property acquisition because FHWA will not sign off on funding if there are issues 
that potentially can stop the project.  The only way an advance acquisition may be 
possible if it can be proved to FHWA that the parcels will be required for a majority 
of the proposed alternatives.  Mr. Carballo stated that these parcels were critical to 
the proposed geometry and drainage requirements for all alternatives.  It was 
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agreed that the Department will make a case to FHWA to acquire the parcels in 
advance.

12. A discussion regarding the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Permitting 
requirements transpired.  If the amount to relocate FGT’s facility reaches or exceeds 
$31.4 million then this would trigger a 7c filing.  This was confirmed by FGT during the 
last meeting on September 24th 2013 and could extend the process up to 3 years.  

13. The upcoming meeting with FGT on November 12th 2013 at FDOT D6 office was 
discussed next.  FTE asked who from FGT will be attending the meeting and if a 
video conference can be set up for their participation.  Individuals from FGT who
attended the September 24th meeting will be in attendance along with additional 
members from FDOT D6 operations.  A video conference will be set up.  It was 
unknown whether FGT will have their legal Counsel present at this upcoming 
meeting.  Mr. Bane expressed his desire not to have a one sided meeting where the 
Department’s legal Counsel was present but none from FGT.  It was decided that 
Department’s legal Counsel will make themselves available and attend the meeting 
if FGT has their legal Counsel present.  Mr. Harold Desdunes asked what is the 
primary goal of the upcoming meeting. It was agreed by all that the primary goal is 
to establish a protocol for review with FGT now, discuss the alternate corridors and 
establish what is an equivalent to 90% plans that will allow FGT to determine a 
conflict and move forward with a plan to address any conflicts.  Mr. Bane added 
that the intent of the Global agreement was to prevent unilateral decisions and 
does not preclude an agreement between both parties.  Mr. Carballo stated that 
FDOT D6 recently executed a survey contract and will be sending the surveyors out 
to survey the FGT lines and develop a digital terrain model in the area of the 
proposed work along NW 167th Street.

14. Mr. Tony Soto requested that Stantec Consulting Inc., remove the alternate corridor 
along SR 9 and leave the others for the upcoming meeting.  

Action Items:

1. Meeting with FGT on November 12th 2013 at FDOT D6 office.
2. Stantec to remove alternate corridor along SR 9 from drawings prior to the meeting 

on November 12th 2013.
3. Department’s legal Counsel should be available but only attend the November 12th

if FGT’s legal Counsel is present.
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These notes accurately reflect the matters discussed and/or agreed to at the 
referenced meeting, as recorded by the author. You are requested to review these 
meeting notes and provide your comments and proposed corrections to us within 72 
hours of your receipt hereof. These notes will be published to FDOT and/or others, as 
required, after the above referenced 72-hour period.

V:\2167\active\216700063\42835812201\7-Meetings\7.12 Utilities\FGT\110413_fdot_meetingno1_meeting_notes_revx.docx
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DATE: October 17, 2013 REVISION (1)

TO: Dat Huynh, P.E., FDOT Project Manager

FROM: Robert Carballo, P.E. Project Manager

PROJECT:    PD&E Study for Golden Glades Interchange 
From SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Eastbound to SR 9A/I-95 Northbound

         Financial Project ID: 4283581-22-01; ETDM No.: 11300 
Miami-Dade County, Florida

COPY TO: Tony Soto – FDOT District Utility Manager
All attendees 
Project correspondence file

SUBJECT: MEETING WITH FLORIDA GAS TRANSMISSION September 24th 2013

A Coordination Meeting was held on Tuesday, September 24th, 2013 with representatives 
from Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) at their office (2405 Lucien Way, Suite 200 Maitland, Fl.  
32751-5100) to discuss the accommodation of their existing facilities on the above 
referenced project. The following individuals were present at this meeting: 

Attendees

Name Firm/Agency E-mail Tel. No.

Dave Shellhouse FGT dave.Shellhouse@sug.com 407 838 7122

Joseph E. Sanchez FGT joseph.e.sanchez@sug.com 407 838-7171

David Parham FGT david.parham@sug.com 407 838-7112

Beth Porter FGT Right of Way bporter.rightofway@comcast.net 352-308-7504

Terry Coleman FGT Right of Way terry.coleman@sug.com 407-838-7054

Adam Broad FGT adam.broad@energytransfer.com 713-989-2057

Doug Mulhausen FGT douglas.mulhausen@ 
energytransfer.com 407-838-7118

Robert T. Carballo Stantec robert.Carballo@stantec.com 305-445-2900

Dave Clarke Stantec dave.clarke@stantec.com 305-445-2900

The following is a summary of what was discussed; 
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1. Introductions 

2. The purpose of this meeting was a follow up with FGT from the last meeting held with 
Mr. Joseph Sanchez and Mr. David Parham which occurred on February 21st 2013 for
the above referenced project. In order to bring all of the current meeting 
participants up to speed with the project, the following was discussed.

3. The current study being developed provides improvements to addresses interim 
needs (2030 Traffic) within the Golden Glades Interchange (GGI) from NW 17th

Avenue to NE 2nd Avenue.  The interim project’s primary goal is to address the 
movement from Eastbound SR 826/Palmetto Expressway to Northbound I-95.  The 
project also addresses the connection from Florida’s Turnpike (FL TPK) to southbound 
I-95 which currently transitions from two lanes down to one as it connects with the 
eastbound to southbound ramp lanes coming from SR 826/Palmetto Expressway.
These two lanes will be continued at grade and the alignment shifted to the west to 
accommodate a future direct connection from FL TPK to the southbound express 
lanes along I-95 which will be part of the ultimate improvements to the interchange.
The embankment along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway will be cut back and Texas U-
turns will be provided at the interchanges of NW 12th and NW 17th Avenue 
respectively.  The existing bridges at these locations will remain as part of the interim 
improvement project (This is a new feature from what was presented on the 
February 21st 2013). These will however be reconstructed as part of the Ultimate 
Improvements and the reconstruction of the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway being 
studied under an adjacent PD&E Study.  That Study is looking to reconstruct SR 
826/Palmetto Expressway from I-75 to the Golden Glades Interchange.  Those 
improvements are considering the inclusion of express lanes in each direction to 
address 2040 traffic capacity needs. Mr. Carballo suggested that FGT should meet 
with FDOT’s Project Manager Dat Huynh and the department’s consultant RS&H to 
discuss the project and offered to facilitate this meeting.  FGT agreed.  

4. Mr. Carballo indicated that a public hearing was currently scheduled in the 1st

quarter of next year for the Ultimate project.  For the Ultimate project the GGI study 
team is developing additional improvements at the Golden Glades interchange to 
connect the Palmetto Express Lanes to I-95 (to and from the north) as well as other 
additional improvements.  Mr. Carballo explained that the ultimate project is not 
currently funded (estimated cost approximately $1 billion).

5. Mr. Carballo indicated that the interim project referenced above is currently 
scheduled to be funded at a cost of around $170 Million including right-of-way 
costs. This project is going to be presented to the public at a public hearing which is 
scheduled to occur on October 2nd, 2013; with anticipated Location Design 
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Concept Acceptance (LDCA) from FHWA by January 2014.  It is the Departments 
intent to commence the development of a Design Build (D/B) Criteria package (for 
the interim project) in November of this year.  The interim project is tentatively 
scheduled to be advertised in October 2016, with a letting in May of 2017 and 
completed sometime in the summer of 2019. These dates may shift slightly.

6. The department is also evaluating the reconstruction of the Golden Glades Park 
and Ride Facility.  It will be transformed into a Multimodal Transportation Facility with 
expanded Bus Terminal, a Parking Garage and reconfigured surface parking. The 
east Park and Ride Lot will be reconfigured as a Truck and Travel Center. Both of 
these projects are part of another project to be let as a separate design build to be 
completed around the same time as the proposed interim GGI improvements.

7. FGT currently has an existing 8”, 18” and 24” natural gas line within the proposed 
project limits.  Roadway as built plans reflect an existing 6” gas line service on the 
south side of eastbound SR 826/Palmetto Expressway running south west to the 
property located at NW 167th Street (eastbound frontage road) and NW 7th Avenue.  
This gas line was not identified on FGT’s original green line mark ups.  Mr. Joseph 
Sanchez confirmed that this line does not belong to them since they do not own 
distribution service in this area and suggested that it may belong to TECO gas.  

8. Both the existing 18” and 24” FGT gas mains along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 
where originally installed by permit.  FGT currently holds an easement beginning 
approximately 145 feet north of SR 826/Palmetto Expressway.  During the meeting 
held with FGT on February 21st 2013, the potential need to relocate the existing 18” 
gas main away from the proposed MSE walls and into the Right of Way along 
eastbound NW 167th Avenue was discussed and FGT was going to evaluate the 
potential relocation of the 18 inch line as part of the interim project.  They were also 
going to discuss internally the potential impacts associated with their facilities as 
part of the ultimate improvements along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway. Mr. Sanchez 
indicated that FGT had not finalized their evaluation.

9. The global settlement agreement recently executed between FDOT and FGT 
regarding potential impacts to FGT facilities within FDOT R/W’s was then discussed
(See Attached Excerpt of Agreement for FGT Facilities in FDOT R/W under permit).
Per the agreement, FGT has 90 days after receipt of 90% plans or their equivalent for 
proposed FDOT improvements to determine whether relocation of their facilities is 
required.  The agreement also describes the required space for a single relocated 
pipe line ����Diameter) which would be 15-feet unencumbered and free of 
obstructions measured from the outside of pipe line on both sides plus an additional 
25-feet temporary workspace on one side.  Mr. Parham indicated that FGT would 
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need to follow the agreement in reviewing the plans.  Mr. Carballo stated that 
during the PD&E and D/B criteria package process 90% construction plans are not 
typically developed.  Mr. Carballo added that FDOT District 6 wanted FGT to know 
that they have always maintained a good working relationship with FGT and 
wanted to continue that relationship.  Since 90% would not be available, FDOT 
District 6 wishes to rely on the working relationship to continue with the current 
interim projects and work towards the “equivalent” of a 90% plans as mentioned in 
the global agreement.  He further went on to state that the department was in the 
process of scoping a full survey of FGT’s gas line (including DTMs and soft digs) as 
part of the D/B criteria package development from approximately 100-ft west of 
NW 17th Avenue to the project terminus at Turnpike.  FGT requested to have 
personnel in the field as soft digs are being performed.  This will assist in evaluating 
potential impacts to FGT’s facilities.  He also suggested that some phase review 
procedures could be developed with FGT to provide comments on the design 
during the D/B criteria package development process.  This would assist in helping 
FGT evaluate potential issues and serve in the spirit of equivalent information to 
allow FGT to make its determinations without the necessity of a 90% set of plans.  Mr.
Sanchez said that FGT could look at areas based on the PD&E documents and 
identify conflicts and constraints at certain locations. Mr. Sanchez went on to say 
that FGT can also work with FDOT District 6 to develop instructions to the bidders that 
would be part of and included in the RFP language to summarize this coordination 
effort so that any agreements and understanding do not change.  As for making a 
final determination of whether or not a relocation; would be required, Mr. Sanchez 
said that FGT would still require 90% plans per the global agreement. Mr. Carballo 
stated that there is time before the project goes to construction for FGT and FDOT 
District 6 to work together in developing a solution.

10. Mr. Carballo indicated that the preliminary concept as presented today (on 36”x72”
roll plot) has not significantly changed since the last meeting (2/21/13) and 
potentially impacts to FGT’s existing 18” gas line currently running east-west, within 
the existing swale between EB SR 826 and NW 167th Street. Mr. Carballo stated that 
additional R/W was identified for acquisition (south of EB NW 167th Street and NW 7th

Avenue) for the proposed NW 12th Avenue ramp relocation and will also serve to 
support additional drainage storage for the project as presented on February 21st

2013.  Mr. Carballo explained that there is an existing contamination zone with a 
plume which prohibited the use of exfiltration trench within this interchange.  
Therefore the design was modified to include solid pipe which will pipe storm water 
runoff to the newly acquired drainage retention area.  FGT requested a copy of the 
environmental document that shows the limits of the contamination which could
impact any proposed relocation work.  
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11. The proposed NW 12th Avenue ramp and widening will result in the existing 18” gas 
line being buried under the proposed MSE wall. Mr. Sanchez indicated that FGT 
would not typically allow a line to remain in that condition.  Mr. Carballo suggested 
that if this was the case the 18” FGT gas line could be relocated from under the 
proposed MSE wall to the property identified for acquisition along EB NW 167th Street
east of NW 10th Avenue. This proposed R/W (property currently for sale) will provide 
an unencumbered space. Beyond this point the line would have to transition along 
the existing frontage road to connect to the existing line as previously discussed in 
our prior meeting with FGT. At NW 12th and 17th Avenue Mr. Carballo pointed out 
that the existing 18” gas line is already within an existing embankment and currently 
represents a constraint to FGT that does not provide an unobstructed area.  At NW 
12th Avenue, improvements would include a retaining wall to hold back the existing 
embankment.  Mr. Carballo suggested a possible solution where the gas line is 
currently under the existing embankment as it is today but relocated outside of the 
proposed retaining wall.  Mr. Sanchez added that the existing 18” gas line would 
have to be removed from under the existing embankment and did not think FGT 
would allow this condition to remain. Mr. Carballo explained that there are 
significant challenges with land lock due to existing build out which would make it 
difficult to find the unencumbered space to relocate the 18” gas line.  The 
Mercedes-Benz of Miami located on the south side of EB NW 167th Street would be a 
very expensive acquisition.  Mr. Broad discussed the possibility of installing the gas 
line through horizontal directional drilling due to the constrained conditions along 
the frontage road.  This would need to be evaluated further. FGT requested a 
timeline of when this new R/W will be purchased and available.

12. Mr. Parham indicated that FGT would want 90% plans for review and asked if the roll 
plot being used today was for review.  Mr. Carballo indicated he was not sure if the 
90% requirement or equal considered PD&E and D/B criteria development projects.  
Mr. Carballo reaffirmed that the intent of this and other meetings is to work towards 
the “equivalent” of 90% plans to address any and all of FGT’s concerns. According 
to Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Dave Shellhouse sat in on the negotiations of the global 
agreement and can better address the equivalent of 90% plans. Mr. Adam Broad 
asked if there were existing impacts to the 24” gas line located along WB NW 167th

Street on the north side of WB SR 826.  Mr. Carballo explained that resurfacing and 
sidewalk improvements will take place and design considerations to avoid impact 
to the 24” gas line would be taken. In placing drainage pipe and inlets near the 
gas main we may need to develop special details that flume the drainage away 
from the curb towards manholes placed in the travel lanes.  This will need to be 
developed as part of the evaluation and D/B criteria package.  
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13. Mr. Broad also inquired about relocating the 18” gas line to the north side in what 
appeared to be an open swale area on the roll plot.  However, this area is actually 
embankment and initially does not seem feasible.  

14. Mr. Carballo asked FGT how much time they would require to relocate the existing 
18” gas line and what space is required for construction.  According to Mr. Broad, 
design, permitting and relocation would take about 18-24 months after receipt of 
90% plans and require a 25-feet temporary work space in addition to the permanent 
location envelop. If required, FGT would prefer to relocate prior to any construction 
of the FDOT project and perform the design internally. Horizontal directional drill is 
not a preferred method of installation because if there is a problem with the gas line 
FGT will have to re-drill but it may be possible in tight areas.  As for the 
abandonment of the existing gas line, FGT prefers the use of water and nitrogen 
more so than then grout filled.  Contamination is a concerned when FGT is 
relocating which will require an Environmental assessment.  Mr. Carballo added that 
a Phase II Environmental assessment will be done as part of the D/B Criteria 
Package.

15. A preliminary discussion regarding the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) Permitting requirements were discussed and the level of effort and time 
frame based on the cost of the relocation.  In the prior meeting with FGT a dollar 
amount of $31.4 million was the trigger amount to require a 7c filing.  This was again 
confirmed by Mr. Sanchez (This could extend the process up to 3 years).  The Prior 
Notice Filing threshold is from $11 million dollars up to $31.4 million dollars. The Prior 
Notice filing is a 90 period. A Land Owner Objection during the Prior Notice Phase 
will trigger an automatic upgrade to a 7C filing.

16. As for the 24” gas line running along the west side of the FL TPK connector, Mr. 
Carballo explained that 15’ easement did not appear to be impacted by the 
proposed improvements.  The improvements along the Turnpike Connector to 
Southbound I-95 would utilize a retaining wall system in the area and outside of 
FGT’s easement. Mr. Sanchez indicated that FGT would review this as well and 
confirm.  The line crosses beneath the ramp from Southbound Turnpike to 
Westbound SR 826/Palmetto Expressway.   

17. Mr. Dave Shellhouse joined the meeting and Mr. Carballo provided an overview of 
both the interim and ultimate for his benefit.  With regards to the global agreement, 
Mr. Carballo stated that he did not know if PD&E and DB projects were considered.  
Mr. Shellhouse stated that PD&E and DB projects were absolutely considered and 
are an important driver of the time lines established in the Global Settlement for 
evaluations and decisions on conflicts.  Mr. Shellhouse went on to say that DB 
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projects in general, due to their accelerated schedule do not accommodate FGT’s
process which is why 90% plans are required before a determination on relocation is 
made.  Mr. Shellhouse went on to say that FGT cannot allow the 18” gas line to 
remain in the embankment in the interim west of NW 12th street which constrains FGT 
and would interfere with their maintenance and perform maintenance on the line.

18. Mr. Carballo asked if FGT would accept an interim relocation within a narrow strip.
Mr. Shellhouse said they would have to see details on the proposals and discuss 
internally to provide comments.  Mr. Shellhouse said that due to the ultimate 
improvement project, FGT is internally discussing a possible global solution.  

19. Mr. Carballo stated that the challenge of the new global agreement would be 
allowing the interim improvements to be built today with some constraints to FGT 
and provide traffic relief in the area which currently has approximately 400,000 
vehicles today.  Mr. Shellhouse added that it is not FGT intent to stop the project but 
was unable to say that FGT can live within the constraints identified.  Mr. Shellhouse 
agreed to continue to meet and work with FDOT District 6 to solve this challenge.
He indicated that FGT would accept the PD&E concept plan on the role plot 
provided and conduct a review to identify constraints officially and provide possible 
solutions within 30 days.  Mr. Shellhouse also indicated that FGT would like for FDOT 
to evaluate potential alternate routes within the existing and/or new Right of Way or 
obtaining some potential easement rights that could be obtained if needed.  He 
indicated that the cost of relocating the line was a shared responsibility with FGT 
paying for the relocated line and FDOT being responsible for obtaining property to 
place the line if it needed to be relocated.  He stated that this has potential costs to 
both FDOT and FGT and that is why the agreement was drafted as a shared risk.  He 
indicated that FGT would work with FDOT toward a beneficial solution.

Action Items:

1. FDOT to facilitate a meeting with FGT and RS&H to discuss to the ultimate project.
2. FDOT to notify FGT when soft digs are being performed so that FGT can be on site.
3. FDOT to send out invite for next meeting with a tentative date of October 24th, 2013

(Subsequent to the meeting the future meeting date was established to be 
November 12, 2013 at FDOT).

4. FDOT to provide FGT a timeline of when the new R/W will be purchased and 
available at EB NW 167th Street and NW 7th Avenue. Find out if R/W can be 
purchased early for FGT’s use.

5. Stantec to provide PDF’s of roll plot used during the meeting and environmental 
study which shows contamination plume. At the meeting a hard copy of the roll 
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plot was provided to FGT along with two copies of the latest project concept plans 
for their review and reference.

6. FGT to review current improvement for interim improvements prior to next meeting
tentatively scheduled for October 24th 2013 (Subsequent to the meeting the future 
meeting date was established to be November 12, 2013 at FDOT).

7. FDOT to review interim improvements for possible corridor where FGT can relocate 
the 18” gas line from under the embankment and MSE wall as an alternative if it is 
decided that the line cannot be located within the existing Right of Way.

8. FGT to provide a schedule breakdown of the 18-24 months required for design and 
relocation of a gas line to determine how activities in a DB schedule can be 
overlapped.  

9. FGT to provide feedback on horizontal separation from other underground utilities.

These notes accurately reflect the matters discussed and/or agreed-to at the 
referenced meeting, as recorded by the author. You are requested to review these 
meeting notes and provide your comments and proposed corrections to us within 72 
hours of your receipt hereof. These notes will be published to FDOT and/or others, as 
required, after the above referenced 72-hour period.
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Summary of Right-of-Way Needs

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway

# FOLIO NUMBER OWNER NAME ADDRESS LAND USE

ROW Impact (SF)

Relocation 

Required

1 30-2013-001-0020 HESS REALTY CORPORATION 5705 NW 167 ST SERVICE STATION
2,702

No

2 30-2013-001-0310 NEW TESTAMENT BAPTIST CHURCH INC 6601 NW 167 ST RELIGIOUS
2,156

No

3 30-2013-006-0010 LUDLUM RETAIL ASSOCIATES LTD 16935 NW 67 AVE RETAIL OUTLET
10,423

No

4 30-2013-020-0010 HEADQUARTER LINCOLN-MERCURY INC 5825 NW 167 ST AUTOMOTIVE
867

No

5 30-2013-029-0010 BELLA AUTOMOTIVE GROUP INC 5895 NW 167 ST AUTOMOTIVE
63

No

6 30-2013-030-0010 BULL MOTORS LLC 16800 NW 57 AVE AUTOMOTIVE
3,770

No

7 30-2014-021-0010 FANA PROPERTIES LLC 16766 NW 67 AVE RETAIL OUTLET
2,876

No

8 30-2014-021-0011 SUNSHINE GASOLINE DISTRIBUTORS C/O MAXIMO ALVAREZ INC 16890 NW 67 AVE SERVICE STATION
1,168

No

9 30-2014-021-0020 BURGER KING CORP #2847 16700 NW 67 AVE DRIVE-IN RESTAURANT
880

No

10 30-2107-006-0010 MAYRA DEL VALLE RAMON DEL VALLE 5451 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
367

No

11 30-2107-006-0020 ALFONSO SANCHEZ &W MARIA 5441 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
179

No

12 30-2107-006-0030 L M WINEBRENNER JR &W JOYCE E 5431 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
180

No

13 30-2107-006-0040 YAN SILVA 5421 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
168

No

14 30-2107-006-0050 GWENDOLYN A MOORE 5411 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
178

No

15 30-2107-006-0060 ARIEL PEREZ VALDES 5401 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
180

No

16 30-2107-006-0070 SOLOMON L RUSH &W LOU W 5391 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
169

No

17 30-2107-006-0080 JOE K RUTHERFORD &W SILVIA D 5381 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
182

No

18 30-2107-006-0090 EST OF OLIVA TRUJILLO 5371 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
161

No

19 30-2107-006-0100 MAUELA M DIAZ & GERTRUIDS TUNE MARTA C MEGHAUI 5361 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
174

No

20 30-2107-008-2000 JOSE R NAVARRO &W LOURDES 5325 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
204

No

21 30-2107-008-2010 NILDA TSOUKALAS 5315 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
112

No

22 30-2107-010-0010 ML AUTOMOTIVE GROUP LLC C/O CRAIG R DEARR PA 16701 NW 57 AVE SERVICE STATION
2,573

No

23 30-2107-012-1210 MIDFIRST BANK 5432 NW 168 TER TOWNHOUSE
67

No

24 30-2107-012-1220 SONIA FLORES 5434 NW 168 TER TOWNHOUSE
46

No

25 30-2107-012-1230 MARIO R ROJAS &W SUSAN D 5436 NW 168 TER TOWNHOUSE
41

No

26 30-2107-012-1240 ERNESTO HERNANDEZ &W ILSIA CASTELLON 5438 NW 168 TER TOWNHOUSE
47

No

27 30-2107-012-1250 TYSON RODRIGUEZ 5440 NW 168 TER TOWNHOUSE
46

No

28 30-2107-012-1260 DAILY HERNANDEZ ROSLAN RIVERA 5442 NW 168 TER TOWNHOUSE
42

No



Summary of Right-of-Way Needs

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway

# FOLIO NUMBER OWNER NAME ADDRESS LAND USE

ROW Impact (SF)

Relocation 

Required

29 30-2107-012-1270 FETLAR LLC 5444 NW 168 TER TOWNHOUSE
39

No

30 30-2107-012-1280 ISNIEL HERNANDEZ &W ADONAY BELLO 5446 NW 168 TER TOWNHOUSE
42

No

31 30-2107-012-1290 REYNIER RODRIGUEZ JTRS  MARIA GONZALEZ JTRS 5448 NW 168 TER TOWNHOUSE
46

No

32 30-2107-012-1300 HECTOR BURGOS 5450 NW 168 TER TOWNHOUSE
69

No

33 30-2107-018-0010 NM1 LLC 16725 NW 57 AVE AUTOMOTIVE
4,494

No

34 30-2107-018-0019 STATE OF FLA DOT N/A N/A 414 N/A

35 30-2107-024-0001 16700 CONDO N/A MULTI-FAMILY - 22-37 U/A
40

No

36 30-2108-005-0021 BISCAYNE PETROLEUM LLC 16700 NW 47 AVE SERVICE STATION 40 No

37 32-2013-000-0020 NOT FOUND IN COUNTY
8,182

No

38 32-2013-001-0054 MIAMI LAKE AM LLC C/O ALI AHMED 16525 NW 59 AVE AUTOMOTIVE
680

No

39 32-2013-003-0010 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY FIRE RESCUE DEPARTMENT 16599 NW 67 AVE FIRE STATION
244

No

40 32-2013-004-2220 BARBARA GONZALEZ &H ALFREDO 16511 FOX DEN CT TOWNHOUSE
95

No

41 32-2013-004-2230 WILLIAM VAZQUEZ &W JEANETTE JESSICA VAZQUEZ 6460 MILK WAGON LN TOWNHOUSE
17

No

42 32-2013-004-2240 MIRTIA C CASTRO 6458 MILK WAGON LN TOWNHOUSE
17

No

43 32-2013-004-2250 ALEXANDER ALVAREZ &W MELIZA A ALVAREZ 6456 MILK WAGON LN TOWNHOUSE
18

No

44 32-2013-004-2260 AZALIA GARCIA RAPPAPORT 6454 MILK WAGON LN TOWNHOUSE
15

No

45 32-2013-004-2270 MONSERATE MARTINEZ 6452 MILK WAGON LN TOWNHOUSE
17

No

46 32-2013-004-2280 JOHN COSCULLUELA &W GINA M 6450 MILK WAGON LN TOWNHOUSE
15

No

47 32-2013-004-2290 MANUEL DIAZ MARTA A DIAZ 6442 MILK WAGON LN TOWNHOUSE
46

No

48 32-2013-004-2400 AMADO RODRIGUEZ 6420 MILK WAGON LN TOWNHOUSE
40

No

49 32-2013-004-2420 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY LIBRARY DEPARTMENT 6699 WINDMILL GATE RD LIBRARY
55

No

50 32-2013-015-0010 MIAMI LAKE AM LLC C/O ALI AHMED 16600 NW 57 AVE AUTOMOTIVE
8,366

No

51 32-2014-001-0410 CAROL G WYLLIE TRS 7601 MIAMI LAKES DR GOLF COURSE 3,263 No

52 32-2014-010-0070 EVELIA IGLESIAS YOEL RODRIGUEZ 16511 STONEHAVEN RD SINGLE FAMILY
594

No

53 32-2014-010-0080 MARIO RIVERO 6701 STONEHAVEN RD SINGLE FAMILY
205

No

54 32-2014-031-0000 NOT FOUND IN COUNTY
2,562

No

55 32-2014-031-0001 FOUNTAIN PK VILLAGE HOMES CONDO N/A MULTI-FAMILY - 10-21 U/A
2,734

No

56 32-2015-003-0010 MIAMI LAKES PLAZA LLC 8181 NW 154 ST OFFICE BUILDING
244

No



Summary of Right-of-Way Needs
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ROW Impact (SF)
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57 32-2015-003-0020 8079 NORTHWEST 154TH ST HOLDINGS 8079 NW 154 ST HOTEL
4,361

No

58 32-2015-006-0010 ROYAL OAKS PLAZA INC 15402 NW 77 CT RETAIL OUTLET
2,809

No

59 32-2015-010-0010 BRE WELLESLEY PROP LLC 7925 NW 154 ST HOTEL
4,087

No

60 32-2015-010-0020 SUN GRP DEV LLC & SUNRISE PROP II & SUNRISE PROPERTY III LLC 7975 NW 154 ST OFFICE BUILDING
5,327

No

61 32-2022-009-0010 JIK HQ BUILDING LLLP 7900 NW 154 ST OFFICE BUILDING
9,555

No

62 32-2022-037-0010 THE GRAHAM COMPANIES 8000 NW 154 ST RETAIL OUTLET
2,920

No

63 32-2022-037-0020 THE GRAHAM COMPANIES 7970 NW 154 ST OFFICE BUILDING
1,406

No

64 32-2022-051-0010 THE GRAHAM COMPANIES 15395 NW 82 AVE RETAIL OUTLET
1,393

No

65 32-2023-001-0200 SENGRA DEV CORP None GOLF COURSE
113,014

No

66 32-2023-023-0010 JMC PROPERTIES AT ROYAL OAKS CORP 15225 NW 77 AVE OFFICE BUILDING
613

No

67 32-2023-023-0020 THOMAS CAMPANIELLO 15165 NW 77 AVE OFFICE BUILDING
585

No

68 32-2023-023-0030 PC DORAL LLC 15105 NW 77 AVE OFFICE BUILDING
440

No

69 32-2023-023-0040 VARIETY CHILDRENS HOSPITAL 15025 NW 77 AVE OFFICE BUILDING
501

No

70 32-2023-029-0001 VILLAS OF MIAMI LAKES CONDOMINIUM N/A CONDOMINIUM
2,658

No

71 34-2108-004-0151 PALMETTO WESTAR ENERGY PETROLEUM LLC 3701 NW 167 ST SERVICE STATION 180 No

72 34-2108-012-0640 MIAMI NEW LIFE INTL CHURCH INC 4601 NW 167 ST RELIGIOUS
378

No

73 34-2108-012-0650 SUNSHINE DADE INVESTMENTS LLC 4695 NW 167 ST SERVICE STATION
1,184

No

74 34-2109-001-0410 PALMETTO EASTAR ENERGY PERTOLEUM LLC 3695 NW 167 ST SERVICE STATION 603 No

75 34-2109-004-0410 HOUSING DEV LLC 2780 NW 167 TER SINGLE FAMILY
59

No

76 34-2109-004-0420 PARTHENIA LEVELL 2750 NW 167 TER SINGLE FAMILY
263

No

77 34-2109-004-0441 2727 CRN PARTNERS LTD None VACANT LAND
480

No

78 34-2109-006-0380 JOHN GRA PROPERTIES None VACANT LAND
161

No

79 34-2109-006-0390 JOHN GRA PROPERTIES None VACANT LAND
425

No

80 34-2109-006-0440 2727 CRN PARTNERS LTD None VACANT LAND
723

No

81 34-2109-006-0450 2727 CRN PARTNERS LTD 2727 NW 167 ST OFFICE BUILDING
1,561

No

82 34-2109-006-0510 MY CREATIVE INVESTMENTS INC 16700 NW 27 AVE OFFICE BUILDING
5,049

Yes

83 34-2110-008-0290 LATRISE SMITH 16720 NW 25 CT SINGLE FAMILY
338

No

84 34-2110-008-0300 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS None VACANT LAND
2,263

No
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85 34-2110-016-0010 RUSOL & CO INC TRS 2545 NW 167 ST SINGLE FAMILY
148

No

86 34-2110-036-0010 SUNSHINE DADE INVEST LLC 16701 NW 27 AVE SERVICE STATION
4,393

No

87 34-2110-045-0020 GREATER PEACE MISSIONARY BAPTIST CHURCH OF OPA LOCKA FL INC None PARKING LOT
1,486

No

88 34-2115-002-0020 RUSSELL BROWN 2511 NW 166 ST MULTIFAMILY 2 LIVING UNITS
307

No

89 34-2115-002-0021 ELITE CONST & DEV INC None VACANT LAND
306

No

90 34-2115-002-0030 RUSSELL BROWN 2521 NW 166 ST MULTIFAMILY 2 LIVING UNITS
102

No

91 34-2115-002-0040 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY  GSA R/E MGMT None VACANT LAND
203

No

92 34-2115-002-0060 JOSEPH ANTHONY SMITH 16625 NW 27 AVE COMMERCIAL
1,586

No

93 34-2115-002-0070 GOLDEN CORNER INVESTMENTS INC 16601 NW 27 AVE RETAIL OUTLET
156

No

94 34-2115-002-0080 ELITE CONST & DEV INC None VACANT LAND
445

No

95 34-2115-002-0180 SUN PLAZA SHOPS LLC 16547 NW 27 AVE RETAIL OUTLET 1,005 No

96 34-2116-000-0090 ST THOMAS UNIVERSITY INC 16401 NW 37 AVE UNIVERSITY 500 No

97 34-2116-004-0010 DADE CORNERS PLAZA INC 2750 NW 167 ST RETAIL OUTLET 6,520 No

98 34-2116-004-0013 STATE OF FLORIDA  DOT N/A N/A 1,745 N/A

99 34-2117-002-0060 BRIAN CHUNG &W BELINDA 4690 NW 167 ST AUTOMOTIVE OR MARINE 710 No

100 34-2117-004-3910 ST THOMAS UNIVERSITY INC 3700 NW 167 ST VACANT LAND 1,027 No

101 34-2117-004-3930 ST THOMAS UNIVERSITY INC None VACANT LAND 302 No

102 34-2117-004-3940 ST THOMAS UNIVERSITY INC None VACANT LAND 371 No

103 34-2117-004-3950 ST THOMAS UNIVERSITY INC None VACANT LAND 81 No

104 34-2117-004-3970 ST THOMAS UNIVERSITY INC None VACANT LAND 451 No

105 34-2118-014-0010 BISCAYNE PETROLEUM LLC 16691 NW 57 AVE SERVICE STATION
3,563

No

106 34-2118-028-0010 DORSAN DEV LTD 5660 NW 167 ST RETAIL OUTLET
883

No

107 34-2118-028-0012 DORSAN DEV LTD THE CANAM PLAZA 16601 NW 57 AVE RESTAURANT 185 No

108 34-2118-028-0013 DORSAN DEV LTD THE CANAM PLAZA None VACANT LAND 697 No

109 34-2118-033-0001 PALMETTO EXPRESSWAY BUS PK CONDO N/A REFERENCE FOLIO 1,688 No
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Golden Glades Interchange (GGI), located in northeastern Miami-Dade County in 

Florida, is of regional importance providing connectivity to six major principal arterials 

and/or limited access expressway facilities including Interstate 95 (I-95), State Road (SR) 

826/Palmetto Expressway, Florida’s Turnpike, SR 9, SR 7/US 441 and NW 167th Street. The 

project study area encompasses the GGI and portions of the major transportation corridors 

that converge at this interchange (see Figure 1-1). Given the nature of the GGI, the 

approximate equivalent length of the ramp and mainline components within the interchange 

area equate to over ten miles of roadway. The GGI also supports the I-95 Express Lanes 

System and the Golden Glades Multimodal Facility, which provides access to inter-county 

transit service including the existing GGI to Downtown Miami-Dade express bus service. The 

GGI has a direct impact on inter-county travel between Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm 

Beach Counties and is the backbone for the transportation of goods and services, as well as 

passenger trips in the northeast region of Miami-Dade County.  This interchange is bordered 

by the City of Miami Gardens to the north and west, the City of North Miami Beach to the 

east and the Golden Glades Census Designated Place (CDP) and City of North Miami to the 

south.  The South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC) also traverses the interchange area. 

The primary purpose of this project is to provide a system-to-system connection for the  

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway eastbound to I-95 northbound movement and to improve the 

Turnpike southbound to I-95 southbound connection in order to address traffic operations 

and safety issues and enhance multimodal use for both transit and freight. The ultimate 

phase will evaluate a system-to-system connection between new express lanes on  

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway and the existing I-95 Express Lanes system. It also considers 

a direct future connection from southbound Turnpike to the southbound I-95 Express Lanes. 

The feasibility of express lanes along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway is currently being 

evaluated under a separate adjacent PD&E Study (FPID: 418423-1-22-01, ETDM #11241). 

In addition, interim operational improvements will also be identified within the GGI to be 

developed as integral components of an Ultimate Master Plan to be established for this 

interchange. The overall objectives of this PD&E Study include the following elements: 

Improve critical access to the Strategic Intermodal Systems (SIS) Facilities, Freight 

Activity Centers, Local and Regional Businesses / Hubs of Economic Importance 

Enhance safety, mobility and circulation 

Incorporate express lanes, bus rapid transit and multimodal options 

Address Transportation Systems Management and Operation concerns 

Address operational and physical deficiencies of the interchange 

Establish an Ultimate Master Plan 

Incorporate anticipated improvements into the Local Comprehensive Plan 

Maximize operational benefits with limited funds through a Master Plan 

Develop an implementation program 

Obtain Location Design Concept Acceptance (LDCA) from FHWA for the Interim 

Improvements 
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The primary purpose of this Bridge Analysis Report is to identify the existing bridge 

structures within the Golden Glades Interchange study limits and how they will be impacted 

by the proposed improvements. This particular document will address bridge and wall 

structures affected as part of the interim improvements as well as those along the 

southbound Turnpike to southbound I-95 leg of the study area. The majority of the interim 

improvements support travel demand through 2030 with certain elements required to 

address travel demand in 2040. Additional features to address the ultimate interchange 

improvements for 2040 will be covered under a separate Bridge Analysis document in 

support of the adjacent SR-826 PD&E study (FPID No: 418423-1-22-01). 
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2. EXISTING BRIDGES 

There are twenty eight (28) bridge structures along the major roadway segments and 

interchange ramps evaluated as part of this PD&E study. Figure 2-1 shows the locations of 

these bridge structures within the Golden Glades Interchange project study area. Table 2-1 

summarizes the general geometry and structural information pertaining to the bridges 

within the project limits. 

Most of these bridges were originally constructed between 1951 and 1965 and were 

widened/reconstructed between 1975 and 1994 (See Appendix A). The I-95 express 

flyover bridges were constructed in 1994 while the Park and Ride flyover bridge was 

constructed in 1976. In 2010, the widening along the Turnpike Connector widened three 

Bridges along the northbound Turnpike Connector. The majority of the existing bridges were 

designed using the American Association of State Highway Officials (AASHTO) Standard 

Specification HS-20 design truck load in place at the time of construction.  

 

2.1 Type of Structure 

The superstructure for the majority of the existing bridges consists of a cast-in-place (CIP) 

deck supported on pre-stressed AASHTO girders. However, a few of these bridge structures 

use steel girders (870470, 870601), Florida Bulb-T beams (870774, 870952), Concrete  

T-Beams (870046), precast pre-stressed units (870348) or a combination of steel and 

AASHTO beams (870243, 870642).  

The substructure for most of the bridges consists of multicolumn piers or pile bents 

supported by square prestressed concrete piles ranging in size from 14 to 18 inches. 

 

2.2 Condition of Existing Structures 

The Department performs biannual inspections and evaluations of all fixed bridge structures 

under its jurisdiction, as part of the “National Bridge Inventory (NBI) and Structural 

Inventory and Appraisal Program” required by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 

The latest available Bridge Load Rating Reports and Bridge Inspection Reports were 

obtained for all the existing bridges. A review of the existing bridge inspection reports 

indicated that all bridges have an acceptable sufficiency rating varying from 66 to 96 and 

health indexes varying from 75.26 to 99.98 with no structural deficiency based on the  

HS-20 design truck load standards.  

The Bridge Inspection Reports also identified several bridges as Functionally Obsolete (does 

not meet current design standards) with substandard bridge railing, shoulder widths or lane 

widths. The functional obsolete rating is not associated with structural capacity. 

The term structurally deficient means that the bridge should undergo a series of repairs. All 

structurally deficient bridge structures must be repaired or replaced within six years of 

being designated as a structurally deficient structure. The term functionally obsolete means 

that the bridge section does not meet the latest road design standards. The Health Index is 

a tool that measures the overall condition of a bridge. The lower the Health Index, the more 
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work that is needed to bring the bridge to an ideal condition. Lastly, Sufficiency Rating is a 

tool used to determine whether a bridge that is structurally deficient or functionally obsolete 

should be repaired or replaced. The Sufficiency Rating considers several factors, only about 

half of which relate to the condition of the bridge itself. The Sufficiency Rating is not a direct 

reflection of the bridges’ ability to carry traffic loads. 

The bridge Load Rating indicates the reserved capacity of the bridge to carry live loads. 

Bridges are rated at three different stress levels, referred to as Operating Rating, Inventory 

Rating and Legal (Posting) Rating. 

A review of the Bridge Load Rating Reports and existing bridge plans analyzed using the  

HS-20 Design truck with American Association of State Highway Transportation Association 

(AASHTO), Load Factor Design (LFD) indicated that three (3) of the existing bridges 

(870038, 870040, and 870042) have an inventory rating factor (IRF) below 1.0. Bridges 

870040 and 870042 are intended to be removed or replaced either in the interim or 

ultimate stages of the interchange improvements. As for Bridge 870038, we are not 

proposing any improvements in this area that may impact this bridge. 

Figure 2-2 illustrates the decision making process for widening/rehabilitation of bridges in 

Florida.   
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Figure 2-1 Existing Bridge Structures 
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Figure 2-2 Widening/Rehabilitation Load Rating Flow Chart 

Note: Definitions: LRFR – Load Resistance Factor Rating

LFD – Load Factor Rating 
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2.3 Vertical Clearance 

The primary function of vertical clearance to structures going over roadways or railroads 

consists of providing safe passage to tall design vehicles and rail cars beneath these 

structures. The FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) specifies that the highest point on the 

roadway below a bridge structure has to measure a minimum of 16.5 ft. to the lowest point 

(low member) beneath the structure. This includes provisions for a future underpass 

resurfacing of 6” over the existing pavement elevation. For railroad underpasses, a 

minimum 23.5 ft. vertical clearance is recommended which includes allowance for 12” of 

railroad track adjustments. The South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC) however, has a greater 

clearance requirement set at 24.25 ft. 

AASHTO requires a minimum vertical clearance of 16 ft. for structures passing over roadway 

including auxiliary lanes and the usable width of shoulders. Further guidance allows a 

minimum vertical clearance of 14 ft. in highly urbanized areas provided there is an alternate 

facility with the minimum 16 ft. clearance. For railroad underpasses, AASHTO recommends 

a minimum vertical clearance of 23 ft.  

With respect to the vertical clearance above water for bridges over canals, the FDOT 

Drainage Manual in Section 4.6 suggests a minimum 6 ft. clearance above the optimal water 

elevation to accommodate small boat traffic and 2 ft. minimum clearance over the design 

high water elevation. There is one existing bridge (870348), which crosses over South 

Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) C-8 (Biscayne Canal), preliminary coordination 

with SFWMD indicated that any widening of the structure had to maintain the existing 

vertical clearance.  

An evaluation of the existing bridges within the project limits indicates that 20 of the 28 

existing bridge structures do not meet the FDOT minimum vertical clearance requirements. 

With the exception of the Turnpike connector northbound bridges over SR 826 (870601), 

South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC) (870380) and SR 7/US 441 & SR 9, which were recently 

widened or upgraded, no documentation of the existing bridge vertical clearance deficiencies 

were found in the FDOT District Six design database. 

 

2.4 Horizontal Clearance 

The horizontal clearance underneath the existing bridges is the lateral distance from the 

roadway edge of travel lane to the bridge abutment or piers. The horizontal clearance 

requirements for most roadside features and objects are based on providing the required 

clear zone.  

Both the FDOT-Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) and AASHTO require bridge piers and 

abutment walls to be placed outside the clear zone unless shielded by a crash worthy 

barrier. For roadway over railroads, the FDOT PPM requires 18 ft. horizontal clearance with 

crash walls or 25 ft. if no crash walls are provided from the centerline of the outside tracks 

to the face of pier cap, bent cap, or any other adjacent structure. 

A field review of the project corridor indicated that most the bridge abutment or piers are 

adequately protected by either guardrail or barrier wall system with the exception of the 

Turnpike connector bridges over the SFRC. The minimum horizontal clearance at this 
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location is 8.96-ft. which is less than the required 18-ft. with crash walls. This existing 

horizontal clearance deficiency was documented during the recent widening of the 

northbound bridge and a design variation obtained. 

 

2.5 Work over Railroad Corridors 

Special consideration of maintenance of traffic is required for the bridges (870159 and 

proposed SR 826 EB to I-95 Connector) crossing over all CSX Transportation Inc. (CSXT) 

and SFRC: 

1. Staging must consider continuous operation of all passenger and freight 

movements. 

2. Existing Railroad agreements must be considered for all flagging services. 

a. CSXT coordination for provision of a flag person for any construction 

activity within 25 ft. of active tracks.   

3. CSXT railroad requirements include: 

a. Excavation plans showing sheeting and / or shoring must be prepared and 

sealed by a Professional Engineer Registered in the State of Florida and 

submitted to and approved by CSXT prior to construction of the sheeting. 

b. Furnish girder erection and demolition girder removal plans with load 

calculations and provide plan of crane setup locations shown for loads 

over the Railroad right-of-way. 

c. Furnish demolition plans for all demolition affecting the railroad right-of-

way. 

d. A detailed method to protect the railroad during painting coating work, 

include method to protect ballast and train traffic from over spray. 

e. Debris which collects on the ballast protective cover to be placed over the 

track ballast shall be removed daily or as directed by the CSXT Field 

representative. 

f. Temporary sheet piles are restricted to a minimum distance of 10 ft. from 

centerline of an active railroad track.  

g. Additional requirements are identified in the CSX Transportation 

Construction Submission Criteria.  
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2.6 Environmental Concerns 

2.6.1 Structures  Environmental Classification 

HR Engineering Services, Inc. in combination with this project has provided the Report of a 

Preliminary Geotechnical Exploration – Percolation Testing and recommends bridges to be 

designed and constructed under a moderately aggressive environmental classification for 

both substructures and superstructures.  

 

2.6.2 Asbestos and Lead Based Paints  

A request has been made to FDOT’s District 6 Bridge Maintenance Office to review all 

existing bridges for the potential presence of asbestos or Lead Based Paint. Asbestos can be 

found in older bridges within expansion joints, bearing pads and concrete coating systems. 

Lead based paints are often found on steel structures and bearing assembly. Should either 

asbestos or lead based paint be detected a contamination removal program will need to be 

developed to address the material during the design phase for worker protection and proper 

deposit of the material. 

 

2.6.3 Contamination 

The Golden Glades Interchange Area has experienced many petroleum and chemicals spills 

over the years. Additional contamination is often seen due to the operation of an active rail 

corridor through the heart of the interchange. In most cases these contaminated soils have 

been sufficiently addressed to not impact construction. However, dewatering operations can 

be restrictive. One particular area is an existing plume from a chemical discharge that 

crosses the Palmetto Expressway around NW 12th Avenue. Construction of bridge footings 

and excavation will need to adhere carefully to requirement set by FDOT’s Contamination 

Assessment and Remediation Contractor. These requirements will be established upon 

completion of a Phase II Contamination Screening and Evaluation and the development of 

construction specification during the design phase. 

 

2.7 Noise and Vibration Concerns 

As with any construction in a highly urbanized area, such as this project, consideration to 

neighboring homes, communities and businesses must be addressed. In areas where noise 

is of concern, such as close the proximity of residents located south of the Golden Glades 

Interchange, pile driving should be restricted to provisions of all local noise ordinances. This 

generally implies a restriction of pile driving to specific hours of operation. Additional 

methods of maintaining construction noise levels may include, but not limited to, temporary 

noise barriers, enclosures for equipment, mufflers, etc. 

Special vibration concerns should be considered at the northeast side of the Golden Glades 

Interchange, where Jackson North Medical Center is located, as vibrations may affect 

medical equipment of surgical operations. This may be minimized by utilizing various 

foundation types and installation procedures, such as predrilling prior to prestressed 

concrete pile driving, use of steel H-Pile or drilled shafts.  
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Settlement and vibration monitoring of existing structures should be conducted as per 

Section 455 FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. The specific 

locations would be investigated at the Bridge Development Report (BDR) stage. 
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3. PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

3.1 Interim Build Alternative 3A 

Interim Build Alternative 3A involves the construction of a three lane off-ramp for  

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway eastbound to I-95 northbound and southbound movements to 

accommodate the design year traffic demand. The SR 826/Palmetto Expressway eastbound 

to I-95 northbound movement then splits off from the three-lane ramp onto a new direct 

system-to-system connection flyover ramp while the I-95 southbound ramp continues along 

the existing ramp merging with the turnpike connector southbound lanes. The new flyover 

ramp begins from the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway eastbound to I-95 southbound ramp 

and continues over the Turnpike Connector and underneath the I-95 express flyover ramps. 

It then goes over I-95 and merges with the existing SR 7/US 441 northbound to  

I-95 northbound ramp before joining I-95 using the existing on-ramp alignment.  

The southbound Turnpike connector lanes will be reconstructed to shift the alignment to the 

west in order to accommodate a future direct express lanes connection from Turnpike 

southbound to the I-95 Express southbound lanes. This alternative provides two at grade 

lanes from the Turnpike southbound merging with the two-lane ramp from SR 826/Palmetto 

Expressway eastbound to I-95 southbound to provide four travel lanes along the 

southbound turnpike connector. At the SR 7/US 441 exit, one lane drops while the 

remaining three lanes continue south merging with the three I-95 southbound lanes. An 

additional auxiliary lane is also provided along I-95 southbound from the Golden Glades 

Interchange to NW 151st Street to provide the required capacity.  

The proposed three-lane off-ramp for SR 826/Palmetto Expressway eastbound to I-95 

northbound and southbound movements requires the removal of the NW 12th Avenue 

eastbound on-ramp to SR 826 eastbound. To mitigate the impacts of this access removal, a 

connection from NW 165th Street to NW 17th Avenue across the NW 17th Avenue canal is 

proposed. This will also require widening of NW 17th Avenue between NW 165th Street and 

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway to accommodate 

the traffic demand. To provide the additional 

lanes, located to the west of the existing 

canals, approximately 750 ft. of bulkhead walls 

will be required. The new connection and 

widening along NW 17th Avenue will provide 

access to SR 826/Palmetto Expressway and 

also alleviate potential traffic circulation impact 

to the business and warehouse district on the 

south side of SR 826/Palmetto Expressway. 

Refer to Appendix B for the conceptual layout 

of Interim Build Alternatives 3A. 

 

BULKHEAD WALL SECTION 
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A total of 7 existing bridges will be impacted under this alternative. Three (3) of these 

bridges (870250, 870601, and 870348) would be widened, three (3) bridges (870159, 

870045 and 870042) would be replaced and one (1) bridge (870041) will be evaluated for 

end span or complete replacement. 

 

3.1.1 SR 826 EB over NW 17th Ave. (Bridge #870104 & 870254) 

The existing twin bridges each consists of three (3) spans. Spans 1 and 3 are 35 ft. – 9 in. 

and comprise of a combination of AASHTO Type II and III beams, whereas Span 2 is  

72 ft. – 8 in. and comprises of only AASHTO Type III beams. This proposed interim 

alternative requires an additional lane for a Texas U-Turn to be positioned under Span 3 of 

both bridges. This can be accomplished by replacing the existing slope embankment under 

Span 3 with a soil nail or soldier pile system. Pier protection barriers would also be required 

to shield the existing columns and there is also an existing concrete box culvert under the 

proposed Texas U-turn, which would limit the minimum vertical clearance to approximately 

14.3 ft., and would require a design variation. See proposed typical section shown on 

Figure 3-1.  

 

Figure 3-1 Typical Section 17th Ave under SR-826 

3.1.2 SR 826 EB over NW 12th Ave. (Bridge #870250) 

The existing bridge is a three (3) span structure. Spans 1 and 3 consist of AASHTO Type II 

interior beams and AASHTO Type III fascia beams. Span 2 is the longest span with a total 

length of 68 ft. - 4 in. spanning over NW 12 Avenue.  The existing vertical clearance over 

the roadway is 14.45 ft. and therefore a Design Exception is required for Substandard 

Vertical Clearance. The existing bridge has an Inventory Rating greater than one and 

qualifies for bridge widening as per Structures Design Guidelines (SDG) criteria. This 

alternative will require one additional eastbound lane on the existing bridge, resulting in a 

bridge widening of approximately 14 ft. - 4½ in. This widening does not meet the criteria for 

“Major Widening” set forth in section 7.2.1 of the Structures Design Guidelines and 

therefore is classified as a “Minor Widening”. Also, since the existing bridge uses AASHTO 
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type beams, per section 7.6 of The Structures Design Guidelines, the only superstructure 

type that can be considered for this widening would be Florida I-Beams (FIB), with the 

exception of design build projects where FDOT allows the use of AASHTO beams. The 

existing minimum vertical clearance will be maintained with the use of FIB 36 type 

prestressed beams. The depth of the proposed FIB 36 is nine inches shorter than the depth 

of the existing AASHTO Type III therefore the low member elevation will remain on the 

existing girders. As the proposed improvements for this bridge are intended as an interim 

condition until it is replaced when the Ultimate Build Alternative is constructed, it warrants 

the proposed 14 ft. - 4½ in. widening with a design exception as opposed to a full bridge 

replacement. The maintenance of traffic for widening this bridge requires shifting the 

eastbound lanes closer to the median barrier to provide an adequate work zone for safely 

removing the existing deck overhang and construct the proposed widening. Refer to Figure 

3-2. 

Figure 3-2 Bridge Section SR 826 EB Over 12th Ave. 
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The existing bridge substructure consists of end bents supported on 18” SQ prestressed 

concrete piles and multi-column piers supported also on 18” SQ prestressed concrete piles. 

The widened portion will be supported at the pier locations by an independent hammerhead 

column supported on four (4) new 24 in. prestressed concrete piles. The end bent can be 

extended using the same pile type and spacing as the existing. The end bents will be 

protected in front by a 2:1 sloped concrete embankment to match existing and Mechanically 

Stabilized Earth (MSE) walls on the side. The existing columns are shielded by concrete 

barrier walls; these walls will be lengthened to shield the new columns of the proposed 

widening.  

In addition, temporary retaining walls will be required during the construction of the 

intermediate piers pile caps to maintain the work zone to a minimum and minimize the 

impact to traffic along NW 12 Avenue. We have identified two types of temporary retaining 

wall systems that are appropriate for the type of work to be done and the site conditions:  

cantilever sheet pile wall or trench box. 

 

 

The existing bridge plans also indicate an existing 18” Gas Line buried under the south side 

of the bridge. This line will be relocated outside of the envelope of the bridge structure. 

 

 

 

 

TRENCH BOX CONSTRUCTION 

18” GAS LINE SHOWN ON EXISTING PLANS 
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3.1.3 SR 826 EB (New Ramp on MSE Retaining Walls) 

A 3-lane ramp is proposed along the south side of SR 826 eastbound. This ramp will be 

separated from grade line with MSE retaining walls at both sides. Refer to Figure 3-3. The 

ramp will be located outside of SR 826 eastbound. The new inside lane will connect SR 826 

eastbound with I-95 northbound, and the new middle and outside lane will provide the  

SR 826 eastbound with I-95 southbound connections. The new ramp will extend beyond the 

Limited Access Right-of-Way but will stay within the Frontage Road Right-of-Way limits. 

During the construction phase eastbound SR 826 lanes would be shifted to the inside to 

create adequate room for the construction of the proposed ramp. Refer to Figure 3-4. The 

ramp will be constructed in two phases and will require the use of a temporary MSE wall as 

shown in the figure on next page. For some segments of the wall, the last construction 

phase is not wide enough to accommodate the required strap length. A ‘turn-buckle 

connector’ as shown in the detail below can be used to obtain the required embedded strap 

length at these locations. 

 

 

 

LIMITS OF PROPOSED MSE WALL 

TYPICAL TWO STAGE MSE WALL DETAILS 
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Due to the high elevation of proposed Ramp B, the overhead power lines at this location 

would require relocation. Additionally, the gas main which passes through the proposed MSE 

wall will also need to the relocated.  

 

OVERHEAD POWER LINES 
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EXISTING BRIDGE ELEVATION 

TEMPORARY SUPPORT 

 

3.1.4 SR 91 over SR 826 (Bridge #870601) 

The existing bridge has four spans.  The 

two main spans are 95 ft. long and bridge 

over SR 826. The existing bridge 

superstructure consists of continuous 

W36x170 steel beams. The minimum 

vertical clearance over the roadway is  

16.5 ft. This alternative will require 

additional lanes, a second median concrete 

barrier wall, and additional space for a 

future Turnpike SB Express lane. The result 

is a widening in the southbound direction of 

27 ft. – 1/2 in. This widening does not 

meet the criteria for “Major Widening” set 

forth in SDG 7.2.1 and is therefore 

classified as a “Minor Widening” with an  

8 in. deck thickness, per Turnpike Plans 

Preparation and Practices Handbook 

(TPPPH) 26.19.1. Also, per SDG 7.6.1, the 

same superstructure type as the existing 

bridge (steel beams) will be used in the 

widened portion. 

The existing bridge has an Inventory 

Rating greater than one and qualifies for 

bridge widening as per SDG criteria. The 

existing minimum vertical clearance can be 

maintained with the use of shallower steel 

beams as was recently done on the same 

bridge for the widening of the northbound direction where W30x191 beams were used. The 

depth of the proposed W30 beams is about six inches less than the depth of the existing 

W36 steel beams and therefore the vertical clearance will not be reduced and the low 

member elevation will remain on the existing beams. Refer to Figure 3-5. Attached to the 

existing bridge deck overhang are two (2) 4 in. electric conduits which will be temporarily 

supported during the bridge widening. Type and placement of temporary supports for the 

electric conduits shall be further analyzed at design stage to maintain existing minimum 

vertical clearances.  
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Figure 3-5 Bridge Section SR 91 Over SR 826 

The Existing bridge substructure consists of end bents supported on 18” SQ prestressed 

concrete piles and multicolumn piers supported also on 18” SQ prestressed concrete piles. 

The widened portion will be supported at the pier locations by an independent hammerhead 

round column supported on four (4) new 24 in. prestressed concrete piles providing the 

similar aesthetics appearance to the existing. The middle pier that separates westbound and 

eastbound SR 826 travel lanes is enclosed by concrete barrier walls, this will need to be 

interrupted and extended to the proposed widening. The outer piers close to the abutments 

are outside the clear zone and do not require roadway barriers. 

The end bent will be extended using the same pile type as the existing. No permanent 

retaining wall system will be required since the existing bridge uses a sloped concrete 

pavement embankment and the same treatment is recommended for the widened portion. 

Temporary retaining walls, however, will be required during the construction of the 

intermediate piers pile caps to maintain the work zone to a minimum in order minimize the 

impact to traffic along SR 826. We have identified two types of retaining wall systems that 

are appropriate for the type of work to be done and the site conditions: cantilever sheet pile 

wall and trench box.   
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BRIDGE 870159 

3.1.5 SR 91 SB Connector to I-95 over S&L R/R (Bridge #870159) 

The existing bridge has 3 spans made up of AASHTO 

type III girders. A unique feature of the existing 

bridge is that the end bents are integrated with the 

retaining wall supported on a foundation of several 

piles. The vertical clearance over the South Florida 

Rail Corridor is 23.35 ft. Currently, the bridge 

carries 3 lanes of traffic in the southbound direction; 

one additional lane would be provided under this 

alternative. This alternative will require an 

alignment shift. of approximately 30.2 ft. to the 

west to accommodate the Ultimate Build Turnpike 

SB Connector Ramp. A complete bridge replacement 

is the preferred option for this to be accomplished. 

Widening of the existing bridge to the west and 

removal of the portion to the east in conflict with 

the proposed Ultimate Build Turnpike SB Connector Ramp was considered, however this will 

salvage only a minimal portion of the existing bridge. The proposed bridge replacement will 

also rectify the substandard minimum vertical clearance of 23.35 ft. that presently exists 

over railroad tracks. The maintenance of traffic will require two construction phases, an 

example of which is shown in Figure 3-6. 
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Figure 3-6 Bridge Section SR 91 SB Connector to I-95 Over S&L R/R 
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A two span vs. a three span arrangement was evaluated for the proposed bridge.  A two 

span bridge would have required a higher vertical profile and as a result a 3 span 

arrangement was selected.  Since the existing bridge uses an abutment supported on 

prestressed piles, which extends beyond the limits of the existing bridge the proposed 

begin/end bridge location would be set back about 20 ft. from the existing in order to avoid 

conflict with the existing bridge foundation. The piers were strategically located to avoid 

conflict with the SFRC Tracks.  For piers adjacent to railroad tracks, SDG 2.6.7 recommends 

a minimum horizontal clearance of 25 ft. measured to the centerline of the tracks. The pier 

supporting Spans 2 and 3 are between 2 railroad tracks and on its northern side the railroad 

track is within the 25 ft. envelop and therefore a crash wall will be required. 

  

 

 

Two different superstructure types were considered for this bridge.  The span lengths 

measured along the right coping are 95 ft., 107.83 ft. and 86.17 ft. The only two viable 

superstructure types would be continuous steel girders and prestressed concrete beams. 

In Florida, the standard superstructure system for prestressed concrete bridges is the 

Florida I-Beam since the State of Florida no longer uses the AASHTO standard beams for 

bridges however, FDOT does allow the use of AASHTO beams on Design Build Projects. For 

standard bridges, experience has shown that prestressed beams tend to be the most 

economic superstructure type.  Although Steel Plate Girders are also a viable option, its 

main disadvantage when compared to prestressed girders is the long term maintenance 

cost.  With these elements in mind, FIB-45 is our proposed beam type. FIB-45 girders can 

be used for spans of up to 117 ft. with 8 ft. spacing. 

The proposed bridge substructure alternatives are limited.  Considering the span lengths 

and site conditions, pile end bents and multi-column piers are the best alternative in terms 

of cost and constructability.  For the end bents, 18” square prestressed piles will be used. 

The piers will consist of multi column frames supported on prestressed pile clusters.  Per 

Structures Design Bulletin C11-04, partially or fully precast alternatives will have to be 

evaluated during the BDR phase for the specific purpose of accelerating bridge construction.  

This bridge will use precast concrete piles and precast prestressed beams (these elements 

are normally precast for most bridges).  The feasibility of using of precast bent caps and 

bridge deck to accelerate construction time should be evaluated during the BDR stage. 

PROPOSED BRIDGE GEOMETRY 
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While a portion of the existing bridge is being removed, it is recommended that the existing 

abutment wall be left. in place. The portion of the proposed end bent below the footprint of 

the existing bridge will be protected in front by the existing wall.  A new MSE wall will be 

used beyond the limits of the existing wall. An MSE wall system is also recommended on the 

side to avoid encroachment into the adjacent properties. Because of the existing sloped 

embankments on the side, a temporary a sheet pile wall will be required in order to 

construct the new MSE wall.  

A construction easement will be required to facilitate the construction of the bridge. Due to 

its close proximity to the jobsite and the parking lot west of the bridge may have to be 

temporarily altered and restored once the construction is completed.   

 

3.1.6 SR 91 SB Connector to I-95 over SR 7 (Bridge #870045) 

The existing bridge consists of four (4) spans, of lengths 44.2 ft., 77.25 ft., 57 ft., and  

48.7 ft. with a total bridge length for 237.15 ft. Its superstructure consists of AASHTO Type 

III, and its substructure consists of end bents and piers both supported on 18” SQ 

prestressed concrete pile. The end bents are protected by a 2:1 slope embankment which 

extends under the two end spans.  

This alternative proposes replacement with a similar typical section and phase construction 

as proposed for SR 91 SB Connector to I-95 over S&L R/R  (Bridge #870159), a bridge 

replacement to accommodate the Ultimate Build Turnpike SB Connector Ramp and one 

additional lane to the existing three southbound lanes. Refer to Figure 3-7 for details.   
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Figure 3-7 Bridge Section SR 91 SB Connector to I-95 Over SR 7 
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The proposed structure would consist of a two span system; requiring only one pier located 

in between SR 9 eastbound and westbound traffic. This can be accomplished with MSE 

retaining walls as opposed to the existing sloped embankment and would reduce the overall 

bridge length to approximately 140 ft. (Span 1, 80 ft. and Span 2, 60 ft.). Refer to

Figure 3-8. The proposed MSE walls (under the bridge) will align with the base of the slope 

embankment of the existing northbound bridge. The MSE walls that will run under the right 

gutter line can be installed by creating a combination of a temporary 1:2 slope and sheet 

pile walls between the existing northbound bridge and the MSE Wall.  

The same process outlined for bridge 870159 was followed with this bridge for determining 

the superstructure type. FIB-36 beams would be used, and supported over a typical end 

bent and pier system with 24” SQ prestressed concrete piles. Proposed prestressed piles 

would be positioned in locations that minimize conflict with the existing piles, in cases where 

conflict is unavoidable, pile extraction would be required. The proposed pier is within the 

setback distance of 30 ft. as per AASHTO Load Resistance Factor (LRFD) Bridge Design 

Specifications, Section 3.6.5.2 and as such will be designed to withstand a vehicular impact 

force of 400 kip and roadway barriers will be utilized as was previously done with the 

existing bridge.   

 

Figure 3-8 Elevation of SR 91 SB Connector to I 95 Over SR 7 
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3.1.7 I-95 Ramp to Parking Lot (Bridge #870470) 

The existing Bridge #870470 is an overpass over I-95 SB. The existing I-95 typical section 

underneath the bridge consists of a right shoulder of 6 ft., 4 lanes of 12 ft. each, one lane of 

11 ft. and 10 ft. of left shoulder. In Alternative 3A, one 11 ft. lane and roadway barriers at 

both sides of the roadway will be added. The clear distance between the existing Piers 3 and 

4 is sufficient to fit the proposed typical section with one additional lane. The proposed 

typical section is presented in Figure 3-9. The minimum vertical clearance under the bridge 

is adequate. 

 

Figure 3-9 I-95 Southbound underneath Bridge #870470 

3.1.8 I-95 SB over Biscayne Canal (Bridge #870348) 

The existing bridge was built in 1964 and widened in 1994. The original bridge 

superstructure consists of hollow core prestressed slab units with transversal post-tensioned 

bar at each mid span. The widening portion consists of 21 in. solid prestressed slab units 

with transversal post-tensioned bar at each mid span and additional transversal  

post-tensioned with twenty four (24) 4x0.6 diameter tendons spaced at approximately  

1 ft. -  7 in.  

This alternative requires widening the outside of the existing southbound bridge 

approximately 12 ft. The existing minimum vertical clearance on the bridge will be 

maintained by using 18 in. solid prestressed units. The use of this structural system has 

been discontinued by FDOT for main highways and state roads. Widening the existing bridge 

will require the extension of the dual transversal post-tensioned system (P/T bars and 

tendons). We have contacted VSL and they had used a post-tensioned device for the 

extension of the existing tendons in previous projects. The proposed typical section is 

presented in Figure 3-10. A connection detail between the existing and new prestressed 

units is presented in Figure 3-11. 
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Figure 3-10  Bridge Section over Biscayne Canal 

Figure 3-11  Prestressed Units Connection Detail 

 

The substructure consists of bents supported on 18 in. prestressed concrete piles. An 

additional two piles will be required at each bent to accommodate the widening. 

Embankments with slopes of 2H:1V will be used at the end bents. There will be no need for 

temporary or permanent retaining walls on this bridge. Coordination with South Florida 

Water Management District (SFWMD) took place and it was confirmed that widening of the 

bridge would be allowed by the District if the existing low member elevation was 

maintained. See Appendix C for meeting minutes.  

 

3.1.9 New Flyover SR 826 Eastbound Connecter to I-95 Northbound 

This alternative provides a new ramp connecting eastbound SR 826 to northbound I 95. The 

new ramp would be a second level facility carrying one lane of traffic over the Turnpike 

connector, SR 441, SFRC Tracks and the I-95 main line, and crossing under the I-95 

Express lane flyover. The proposed bridge would have 11 spans ranging from 121 ft. - 0 in. 

to 167 ft. - 10 in. in length. The total bridge length is approximately 1633 ft. Refer to

Figures 3-12 and 3-13. The proposed bridge typical section consists of a 6 ft. outside 
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shoulder, a 12 ft. inside shoulder, a 15 ft. lane and 2 Traffic Railing Barriers (42” F-shape). 

Due to the ramp radius of curvature of 600 ft., the design speed of 40 mph and the 

expected truck traffic of 6% (approximately 84 trucks per peak hour), a Test Level 5 traffic 

barrier is recommended at this location.  This will require the construction of the bridge 

deck to be 10 in. in thickness. Refer to Table 3-1. The vertical alignment has been set to 

provide the minimum vertical clearance under and over roadway of 16.5 ft. and over SFRC 

rail road of 24 ft. – 3 in. The out to out bridge width will be 36 ft. - 1 in.  The ramp is on a 

horizontal curve and will require a 9.2% superelevation.  

Table 3-1  

Design Criteria 

Design Elements Criteria Source 

Functional Classification Urban Freeway / Expressway FDOT Straight Line Diagram 

DESIGN SPEED 

Ramp Connector 40 mph 
AASHTO 2004 Exhibit 10-56 

PPM I Section 1.9 

LANE WIDTH 

Ramp Connector (1-lane) 15-ft.  PPM I, Table 2.1.3

SHOULDER WIDTH 

Ramp Connector  
6-ft. to 12-ft. to accommodate horizontal site 

distance 
PPM I, Table 2.3.1

Bridge Deck Thickness 
10 1/2 -inch (includes ½-inch sacrificial 
thickness) 

SDG 4.2.2 

Access and Maintenance 

6-ft. minimum interior clear height for Box 

Girders and Concrete Segmental 

Superstructures 

SDG 4.6.1 and 5.6.2 

Erection Scheme and 

Beam/Girder Stability 

Required to address all major phases of 

erection 
SDG 6.8 

Corrosion Protection 
Required for steel and post tensioned 

components 
SDG 5.12 and 4.5.7 

Structural Capacity HL-93 Design Load AASHTO LRFD 2010 

Bridge Load Rating HL-93, SU4, C5, ST5 and FL-120  RF  1.0 SDG Section 1.7 

Bridge Traffic Railing Barriers Test Level 5 (minimum) SDG 6.7 

VERTICAL CLEARANCE 

Over Roadway 16-ft. – 6-inch PPM Table 2.10.1 

Over Railroad 23-ft. – 6-inch PPM Table 2.10.1 

Over SFRC 24-ft. – 3-inch PPM Table 2.10.1 
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As part of the bridge analysis conducted, four (4) options were evaluated: FIB Girders,   

steel plate girders, steel box girders, segmental concrete. The feasibility of each alternative 

was analyzed considering several factors including span lengths, bridge widths, and 

curvature of the ramps.   

The segmental concrete box option is usually considered a more expensive option than the 

FIBs, steel plate girders and the steel box girders,  however as the overall bridge length 

increases (beyond 2500 ft.) it becomes more cost effective, due to the repetition of the 

individual segments used to create the segmental concrete box system. The proposed 

bridge length is only approximately 1600 ft. and would not be considered as the most cost 

effective of the considered options. Additionally, the construction of span 6 under the I-95 

flyover will pose a challenge to the contractor with the interference of the above express 

lane ramp and any gantry system utilized to place the segments. 

Another option is the use of prestressed beams. In Florida, the standard superstructure 

system for prestressed concrete bridges is the Florida I-Beam since the Department no 

longer uses the AASHTO standard beams for bridges, with the exception of design build 

projects were FDOT allows the use of AASHTO Beams. The Florida I-beam can be used with 

or without diaphragms. For standard bridges, experience has shown than prestressed 

beams tend to be the most economic superstructure type and offer low maintainability 

costs. One of the limitations of prestressed concrete girders is that they are straight and 

cannot follow the geometry of the curve and therefore, due to the sharp curvature of the 

ramp and the long span required to cross over NB I-95, the required deck overhang exceeds 

the maximum allowed in AASHTO for the use of the published beam distribution factors and 

results in unfavorable designs and increased construction costs.  

 

 

Steel plate girders, on the other hand, can be designed and constructed to follow the 

curvature of the bridge deck geometry. Additionally, because this bridge has reverse 

curvature which results in a changing deck slope, steel girders are easily fabricated to follow 

these changes, a feature that prestressed beams cannot accomplish. A superstructure depth 

of approximately 5 ft. - 7 in. and four girder lines is estimated for this bridge giving the 

PRESTRESSED BEAM OVERHANG DIMENSIONS 
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span lengths, and would provide the required vertical clearance over the railroad and 

roadways below. Careful consideration should be given to the torsion resulting from the 

ramp curvature. It’s known that the geometrical properties of steel plate girders provide 

little restraint to torsion effects created by the ramps horizontal curvature. The use of 

additional cross members and stiffener bracings in order to take the torsional effect will 

increase the cost of design, fabrication and construction. Refer to Figure 3-13. 

Another option would be a combination of steel beam girders for curved spans and 

prestressed beams for the straight spans. This combines the best of both superstructure 

types and would be the most cost effective. However, aesthetically it would be the least 

desirable option. Refer to Figure 3-13. 

Steel box girder is another viable option for this ramp especially because of the curved 

alignment. While maintaining similar superstructure depth as the steel girders, its shape is 

more efficient in resisting the torsional effects. Additionally, the steel box girders offer a 

more expeditious installation process than the steel plate girder while also providing a more 

aesthetically pleasant structure.  

It should also be noted that due to the enclosed box construction, the steel box girders will 

require access to within the boxes and internal lighting will be necessary. An interior box 

clearance of 6 ft. is required for accessibility along with access hatches at the piers. Steel 

box girders, however, are costlier than the steel plate girders, but because of is improved 

abilities to resist torsion in curved bridges, as well as its aesthetic advantages it is our 

recommended option. Refer to Figure 3-13. 

A review of the existing plans for the bridges in the vicinity of the project site shows that 

they are all supported on prestressed concrete piles, indicating that the soil conditions are 

favorable for this type of foundation. This is consistent with the findings documented in the 

Geotechnical Report done by HR Engineering Services. The main advantage of prestressed 

piles is their relatively easy installation and load testing procedures, as well as their wide 

availability in this area and therefore it is the recommended foundation type over drilled 

shafts.  

Most of the piers will consist of hammer head columns radially oriented. Piers 2 and 10, 

however, will be placed in the median of the road below (Turnpike Connector and I-95 

respectively) and must be oriented parallel to the road below to avoid raising the profile of 

the proposed ramp while providing the minimum vertical clearances. Orienting the piers in 

this direction will require longer caps and therefore a multi-column pier frame is more 

appropriate. Additionally, an option of using an integral pier cap, perpendicular to the 

bridge, could be further analyzed at the design stage, the complication of which will require 

a slight increase of the roadway profile to accommodate the bottom portion of the integral 

cap. Adjustments to the existing roadway barriers will be required to accommodate the 

placement of these piers.  

Soil retaining walls will be used at the bridge ends because of the grade differentials.  The 

most cost effective retaining wall system for this type of condition would be Mechanically 

Earth Stabilized (MSE) Walls. The construction of Span 4 will require work over the railroad, 

construction constraints as mentioned in Section 2.1.5 would need to be addressed or 

included.
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3.1.10 NW 165th Street over 17th Ave. Canal 

This alternative proposes a bridge crossing over 17th Avenue canal in order to connect  

NW 17th Avenue to NW 165th street. This will be done in order to provide access for the 

Sunshine Industrial Park to SR 826 EB via NW 17th Avenue since the access through NW 

12th Avenue is being closed. The recommendations in this report for the type of structure to 

be used are preliminary in nature and further coordination with the county will have to take 

place during the BDR stage in to determine their design criteria for the canal at this 

location.  The required bridge length to span the entire canal width will be approximately  

72 ft.  This option, however, will require a FIB girder type of superstructure will likely entail 

raising the profile of the adjacent roads (i.e. NW 165th Street, NW 16th Court and NW 17th  

Avenue).  Raising the profile of these roads will impact the nearby properties and their 

access and is therefore not considered a viable option. 

Since the entire width of the canal cannot be spanned with a CIP slab, this alternative would 

require at least one intermediate bent to be placed within the canal.  Placing a bent in the 

center of the canal is usually not acceptable and two bents are recommended and therefore 

resulting in a 3 span bridge. The proposed spans will be 22 ft., 28 ft. and 22 ft. in length 

with an approximate superstructure depth of 19 inches. 

A close look at the crossing just upstream from this location (NW 167th Avenue) reveals 

that a box culvert was used to bridge over the same canal and therefore we recommend 

using a similar box culvert option.  

The intent with the culvert option is to maintain the profile of the roadway as low as 

possible while providing the minimum required canal flow. Existing plans show that the 

culvert just north from this location was built in early 1960’s and has inside dimensions of 

10 ft. x 10 ft. and 10 in. walls.  Similarly, our proposed culvert would use the same 

dimensions and would be made out of reinforced concrete.  Alternatively two culverts placed 

side by side can be used to increase the proposed canal flow at this location but ultimately 

this decision will be up to Miami-Dade Public Works.     
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NW 165TH ST. OVER NW 17TH. AVE CANAL 
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3.1.11 SR 91 EB & WB Connector Ramp at Bridge #870041 

The existing Bridge #870041 carries four lanes of traffic in a divided road for the 

northbound and southbound lanes. The bridge crosses over I-95 northbound & southbound 

and SR 7 Connector. The existing bridge has five spans with a total length of 301 ft. (59 ft.; 

68 ft.; 72.05 ft.; 39.95 ft. and 62 ft.). The superstructure was constructed with AASHTO 

Type III beams and the substructure with 18” SQ prestressed concrete piles. The total width 

is 72.17 ft. with a clear roadway of 33 ft. on each direction and an adequate minimum 

vertical clearance of 16.57 ft.  

In this Alternative two lanes (new SR 826 connector ramp and the SR 7 connector) will be 

passing underneath the existing Span 4 of the bridge. In order to accommodate two lanes 

of traffic underneath the Span 4; two options were considered: 

1. Replacing existing Spans 4 & 5 with one single longer span. 

2. Replacing of the existing bridge with a new structure that will be located on the 

same alignment. 

Option 1 requires the following modifications: 

Replacing existing Spans 4 & 5 with one single longer span, see Figure 3-14 

Strengthening the existing Pier 4, see Figure 3-15 

Remove existing Pier 5, see Figure 3-15 

Construct new end bent behind the existing end bent and MSE walls. See Figure 

3-15. 
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Figure 3-14 Plan View Bridges 870041 (Option 1) and 870042 

 
Figure 3-15 Elevation Bridge 870041 (Option 1) 
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EXISTING PIER STRENTHENING OPERATION 

Strengthening of Pier 4 can be 

accomplished with micro or pipe piles 

surrounding the existing foundation, 

roughening the concrete surface, 

dowel and encapsulate with an 

additional cage of reinforcing. The 

installation of piles can be 

accomplished with low overhead 

clearance equipment and some of the 

piles will be installed under the 

existing bridge deck. The column and 

pier cap will be reinforced with a 6 in.  

layer of reinforcing steel and 

concrete, positively attached to the 

existing concrete pier.  

The proposed span length of 123.83 ft. is significantly longer that the existing remaining 

spans. In order to maintain the existing span depth through the proposed segment we 

would have to use a steel girder system as a prestressed beam of similar height of the 

existing AASHTO type III beams will not have the structural capacity to support the 

intended span length.   

Maintenance of traffic and phase construction on the bridge is necessary to build this 

alternative. To maintain 2 lanes of traffic in each direction, it is necessary to widen the 

existing bridge to the south, 15.458 ft. The additional bridge width will be utilized to 

accommodate a future 12 ft. lane in the ultimate stage.  The maintenance of traffic on 

Bridge 870041 can be outlined as follows: 

1. Phase 1: Median curb to be removed and lanes shifted to the North.  

a. Spans 4 and 5:  Two (2) of the existing beams will be removed, replaced with 

steel girders and widened to the south. Existing and proposed bridge decks 

will be separated to allow movement between the two superstructure types.   

The existing SR 7 traffic under the bridge will be detoured. 

b. Spans 1 to 3: North bridge overhang will be removed and widened with  

FIB-45.  

2. Phase 2: Eastbound lanes to the relocated to the widened portion.  

a. Spans 4 and 5: Replace the middle of the existing bridge with steel girders, 

and again, separating the existing portion from the proposed.  

b. Span 1 to 3: no new construction performed at this phase.  

3. Final 3: Shift westbound lanes to the south.  

a. Spans 4 and 5: Remove remaining and extend proposed bridge superstructure. 

b. Spans 1 to 3: replace existing substandard barrier with standard F-Shape 

barrier, to be consistent with newly constructed span 4.  

4. Restore the four lanes of traffic on Bridge 870041.  
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Option 2 involves the reconstruction of the entire bridge, and would be wider than existing 

bridge without changing the alignment.  Therefore; the proposed bridge will be required to 

be constructed in phases while maintaining the present two lanes in each direction.   

The proposed bridge will carry 2, 12 ft. lanes with 2 ft. inside and 10 ft. outside shoulders 

providing clear roadway 36 ft. for the westbound traffic. The median is 4 ft. wide separating 

eastbound traffic which will carry 3, 12 ft. wide travel lanes with 2 ft. inside and 10 ft. 

outside shoulders providing clear roadway 48 ft.  The overall bridge width out to out will be 

91.083-ft.  The proposed bridge profile will be raised to provide 16 ft. - 6 in. minimum 

vertical clearance for the future SR 7 northbound traffic.  The proposed bridge can have only 

3 long spans with skewing the piers parallel to I-95. Refer to Figure 3-16. 

Based on the span lengths, FIB 36 and 45 with 8 ½ in. cast in place concrete deck will be 

utilized. The single column and frame piers with cap will be required to be built in the same 

phases as superstructure. Pile foundation may be utilized. 
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Maintenance of traffic and phase construction on the bridge is necessary to build this 

alternative. The maintenance of traffic on Bridge 870041 can be outlined as follows: 

1. Phase 1:  

a. Median curb to be removed. 

b. The entire 4 lanes of traffic will be shifted north side to make space available 

on south side.  

c. Aft.er removing some portion of existing bridge on south side, 29.54 ft. wide 

proposed bridge can be build. 

2. Phase 2:  

a. Eastbound lanes to the relocated to the newly constructed bridge. 

b. The middle portion of existing bridge can be removed. 

c. Middle portion of proposed bridge can be built. 

3. Phase 3:  

a. Shift. westbound lanes to the newly constructed bridge. 

b. Remaining portion of existing bridge can be removed on North side. 

c. Remainder portion of the proposed bridge can be built consistent. 

4. Phase 4:  

a. Shift. westbound lanes to the newly constructed bridge on the North side. 

b. Median curb to be constructed. 

5. Restore traffic on Bridge 870041.  
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3.1.12 SR 91 Connector Ramp at Bridge #870042 

The existing Bridge #870042 carries one lane of traffic. The bridge crosses over I-95 

northbound & southbound and SR 7 connector. The existing bridge has five spans with a 

total length of 320 ft. (50 ft.; 76 ft.; 92.58 ft.; 47.42 ft. and 54 ft.). The total width is 32.17 

ft. with a clear roadway of 24 ft. The existing bridge has a substandard vertical clearance 

over the existing I-95 of 14.47 ft. In this Alternative two lanes (new SR 826 connector ramp 

and the SR 7 connector) will be passing underneath the existing Span 4 of the bridge. In 

order to accommodate two lanes of traffic underneath the Span 4 and to rectify the 

substandard minimum vertical clearance, replacement of the bridge is proposed with a new 

structure that will be located north from the existing bridge, see Figure 3-17. 

 

 

 Figure 3-17 Plan View Bridge 870042 

The new bridge consists of 4 spans with a total length of 329 ft. The total width will be  

31.08 ft. with inside and outside shoulders of 6 ft. and 15 ft. lane. A proposed 

superstructure will consist of a combination of FIB 36 and FIB 45 prestressed beams. The 

FIB-45 beams will be consistent on all fascia beams to keep a constant facade. The 

substructure will consist of multi-column piers and end bents supported on 24” piles. MSE 

retaining walls are proposed to minimize the overall bridge length resulting in reduced cost. 

An elevation of the new bridge is presented in Figure 3-19. 
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As for other bridge superstructure types, prestressed beams are the most cost effective in 

this region as well as the most commonly used. The proposed bridge geometry as span 

arrangement at within prestressed beams design range and, as such is the recommended 

option.  

 

Figure 3-18 Bridge Elevation for SR 826 WB over I-95 & SR 7 NB 

Figure 3-19 Bridge Typical Section for SR 826 WB over I-95 & SR 7 NB 

PRESTRESSED BEAM OVERHANG DIMENSIONS 
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3.2 Interim Build Alternative 3B and 3C 

Interim Build Alternative 3B and 3C involves the construction of a three lane off-ramp for  

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway eastbound to I-95 northbound and southbound movements 

and the provision of a direct connection flyover from SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

eastbound to I-95 northbound similar to Interim Build Alternative 3A. The main differences 

are the improvements to the Turnpike Connector southbound and I-95 southbound 

movements.  

Under both Interim Build Alternatives 3B and 3C, the southbound Turnpike connector lanes 

will be reconstructed to shift. the alignment to the west in order to accommodate a future 

direct express lane connection from Turnpike southbound to the I-95 express southbound 

lanes. However, the difference between these two alternatives is that Interim Build 

Alternative 3C provides a third-level single-lane flyover ramp from Turnpike southbound to 

the I-95 express southbound   lanes. The single-lane flyover merges with the existing 

single-lane I-95 express flyover south of the Biscayne Canal Bridge to provide two express 

lanes south of the merge location.  

The Turnpike Connector southbound off-ramp to SR 7/US 441 under both alternatives is 

relocated approximately 1,150 ft. south along SR 7/US 441 to the Biscayne River Drive 

intersection to increases the signal spacing between the Park and Ride Lot signal and the SR 

7/US 441 off-ramp signal. The Turnpike connector then merges with the I-95 southbound 

mainline lanes further south just after the Biscayne Canal Bridge.  

The I-95 southbound mainline lanes will also be reconstructed and realigned to 

accommodate the future direct express lane connection from Turnpike southbound to the  

I-95 express southbound lanes. The entrance to the express lanes from the general use 

lanes will be relocated approximately 1200 ft. south to accommodate weavings maneuvers 

from SR 826/Palmetto Expressway and Florida’s Turnpike to the I-95 express southbound 

express lanes. 

The removal of the NW 12th Avenue eastbound on-ramp to SR 826 eastbound and the 

provision of new a connection from NW 165th Street to NW 17th Avenue across the NW 17th 

Avenue canal as well as the widening of NW 17th Avenue from two to four lanes between 

NW 165th Street and SR 826/Palmetto Expressway is similar to that of Interim Build 

Alternative 3A. 

The improvements along the Turnpike Connector and I-95 southbound lanes represent the 

ultimate configuration necessary to accommodate the design year (2040) travel demand. 

Refer to Appendix B for the conceptual layouts of Interim Build Alternatives 3B and 3C. 

The bridge improvements for the following bridges under Interim Build Alternatives 3B and 

3C are identical to that of Interim Build Alternatives 3A. 

1.  SR 826 EB over NW12th Ave. (Bridge #870250) 

2.  New Flyover SR 826 Eastbound Connector to I 95 Northbound 

3.  SR 91 EB & WB Connector Ramp at Bridge (#870041) 

4.  SR 91 Connector Ramp at Bridge (#870042) 
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The following sections describe the additional bridge improvements required under Interim 

Build Alternatives 3B and 3C. 

3.2.1 SR 91 over SR 826 (Bridge #870601) 

The improvements for this bridge under Interim Build Alternatives 3B and 3C are the same 

as Interim Alternative 3A; refer to Section 3.1.4 for the description of this work. However, 

the improvements under Interim Build Alternative 3C also include the construction of the 

Turnpike SB Connecter Ramp. Refer to Figure 3-20.  

 

Figure 3-20 Bridge Section SR 91 SB Connector to I 95 SR 826 

 

3.2.2 SR 91 SB Connector to I-95 over S&L R/R (Bridge #870159) 

The improvements for this bridge under Interim Build Alternatives 3B and 3C are the same 

as Interim Alternative 3A; refer to Section 3.1.4 for the description of this work. However, 

the improvements under Interim Build Alternative 3C also include the construction of the 

Turnpike SB Connecter Ramp. Refer to Figure 3-21.  
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Figure 3-21 Bridge Section SR 91 SB Connector to I 95 Over S&L R/R 

3.2.3 SR 91 Connector to I-95 over SR 7 (Bridge #870045) 

The improvements for this bridge under Interim Build Alternatives 3B and 3C are the same 

as Interim Alternative 3A; refer to Section 3.1.5 for the description of this work. However, 

the improvements under Interim Build Alternative 3C also include the construction of the 

Turnpike SB Connecter Ramp. Refer to Figure 3-22.  

 

Figure 3-22 Bridge Section SR 91 SB Connector to I 95 Over SR 7 
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3.2.4 I-95 Ramp to Parking Lot (Bridge #870470) 

The existing Bridge #870470 is an overpass over I-95 SB. The existing I-95 typical section 

under Span 4 consists of a right shoulder of 6 ft., 4 lanes of 12 ft. each, one lane of 11 ft. 

and 10 ft. of left shoulder. In this Alternative there will be 3 lanes under Span 3 and a 1 

lane ramp passing over the bridge. The placement of the 3 lanes falls within the existing 

roadway footprint; therefore no modification in the area of Span 3 is necessary. In addition, 

4 new lanes for the Turnpike Connector with 12 ft. lane width and 12 ft. left and right 

shoulder widths under Span 4. The clear distance between the existing Piers are sufficient to 

fit the proposed typical section. Also the minimum vertical clearance under the bridge is 

adequate. The proposed typical section is presented in Figure 3-23.  
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3.2.5 I-95 SB over Biscayne Canal (Bridge #870348) 

With this interim Alternative, 3 additional lanes and 2 additional gore areas are proposed. 

This requires an additional roadway width of approximately 64 ft.   A bridge widening of this 

magnitude will reduce the minimum vertical clearance below acceptable limits. We propose 

a partial bridge replacement, southbound only. The new bridge would differ from the 

existing by proposing a 24 in. cast in place slab superstructure, as prestressed slab units 

are no longer accepted by FDOT for new construction. The proposed span lengths and bent 

locations would be consistent with the existing, thus creating no increase channel flow 

restrictions. The bridge would be raised to meet minimum vertical clearance requirements 

and would require phase construction, similar to that shown in Figure 3-24.  Due to the 

existing bridge being transversely post-tensioned, during the design stage consideration will 

be taken to safely remove portions of the existing bridge during phase construction. The 

existing median barrier wall, which presently separates I-95 northbound and southbound, 

would be replaced with a standard F barrier wall.  
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Figure 3-24 I-95 Southbound over Biscayne Canal 

The proposed bridge substructure will consist of bents supported on 18” prestressed 

concrete piles. Embankments with slopes of 2H:1V will be used at the end bents. There will 

be no need for temporary or permanent retaining walls. There are two (2) 72” drainage 

pipes on the west side of the bridge which would require relocated. 
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3.2.6  I-95 SB over NW 151st Street (Bridge #870347) 

This existing bridge consist AASHTO Type II beams and maintains 4 general purpose lanes 

and 1 express lane. Its substructure consists of end bents and piers both supported on 18” 

SQ prestressed concrete piles, with slope embankments to the front and sides of the end 

bents.  

The proposed improvement will increase the number of general purpose lanes to 5 and 

express lanes to 2. The existing bridge has a severely substandard minimum vertical 

clearance of 14.63 ft., where the PPM requires a minimum 16.5 ft. This bridge is above a 

major intersection with a high frequency of under bridge deck traffic, we therefore 

recommend a bridge replacement to raise the vertical clearance to a minimum of 16.5 ft.  

The challenge to this bridge replacement would be to maintain the existing number of lanes 

during phase construction, while removing the existing superstructure with consideration of 

the existing pier arrangement. Figure 3-25 demonstrates how this may be accomplished, 

and indicates additional bridge width may be necessary for phase construction. At the 

Bridge Development Report stage this would be further analyzed, to minimize or possibly 

eliminate the need for additional deck width.    
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Figure 3-25 I-95 Southbound over NW 151st Street 

 

The proposed bridge would maintain the same span arrangement as the existing (39 ft.,  

52 ft., 52 ft., 39 ft.) with an overall length of 182 ft. This is necessary as there is a shared 

pier between the south and north bound bridges, as shown in the Figure 3-25. The 

superstructure type FIB-36 beams would be used, and supported over a typical end bent 

and pier system with 24” SQ prestressed concrete piles. Construction between beams within 

the same phase would use stay-in-place (SIP) forms to facilitate ease of deck casting 

however overhangs and construction of decks between phases would be constructed with 
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temporary forms. An MSE wall will be required at the south end of the bridge, as there is an 

adjacent southbound I-95 entrance ramp in close proximity.   

The existing northbound bridge (#870446) contains the same span arrangement. Its middle 

pier is shielded by concrete barrier walls, however the end piers are unshielded and within 

the 30 ft. setback distance (AASHTO Load Resistance Factor Design Bridge Design 

Specifications), existing bridge plans shows 8 ft. from the gutter to pier. Its columns are  

3 ft. and are not designed for an equivalent static force of 400kip (vehicular collision force). 

Consequently, the end piers of the northbound bridge will require crashworthy 54 in. Pier 

Protection Barriers (FDOT Design Standard Index 411). The proposed southbound bridge 

piers will be designed for vehicular collision; therefore a W-Beam barrier type or equivalent 

may be used and transitioned to the Pier Protection Barriers leading up to the northbound 

bridge.  

 

3.2.7 Pedestrian Bridge over I-95 (Bridge #879012) 

There is a pedestrian bridge, approximately 230 ft. located across I-95 just south of  

NW 151st Street and provides access between the residential areas on the west and 

Thomas Jefferson Middle School on the east side of I-95. The proposed improvements will 

add a sixth southbound general purpose lane and will bring the existing shoulders up to 

standard. The foundation supporting the western side of the bridge and its approach ramp is 

in conflict with the proposed roadway improvements. This bridge is an arched truss 

prefabricated bridge and becomes challenging to lengthen. Consequently, we proposed 

replacing the pedestrian bridge with a longer bridge (approximately 260 ft.) of similar 

construction to facilitate the roadway improvements.  

 

The proposed bridge will require additional right-of-way acquisition to accommodate the 

approach ramps located outside of the roadway improvement footprint.  Additionally, the 

southbound noise wall will be relocated accordingly. The foundation type may be similar to 

the existing. To replace and install the new pedestrian bridge will require closure of both 

northbound and southbound I-95, traffic will have to be diverted and there would be loss of 

revenue for the existing express lanes. However, because this is a prefabricated bridge, the 
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removal of the bridge can be accomplished in one (1) night and similarly the installation of 

the new bridge.  

 

3.2.8  I-95 SB over NW 143rd Street (Bridge #870346) 

The existing bridge consists of AASHTO type II and III beams and maintains 4 general 

purpose lanes and 2 express lanes. Its substructure consists of end bents and piers both 

supported on 14” and 18” SQ prestressed concrete piles, with slope embankments to the 

front and sides of the end bents. 

The proposed improvements do not increase the number of lanes but introduces a 14 ft. 

gore between the two types of lanes. The existing minimum vertical clearance is 15.15 ft. 

and although substandard, with NW 143rd street being a low volume traffic interchange and 

with nearby alternate routes meeting the minimum vertical clearance requirements, it is 

therefore recommended that the bridge be widened using modified FIB 36 to maintain the 

existing vertical clearance. Figure 3-26 illustrates the proposed structure. Additionally, the 

proposed superstructure will be supported over a typical end bent and pier system with  

18” SQ prestressed concrete piles. MSE walls will be required at both ends of the bridge, so 

as to say within the existing right-of-way.  

 

Figure 3-26 I-95 Southbound over NW 143st Street 
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The existing southbound and northbound bridges (#870346 & #870554), contain piers that 

are unshielded and within the 30 ft. setback distance (AASHTO Load Resistance Factor 

Design Bridge Design Specifications), existing bridge plans shows 6.67 ft. from the gutter to 

pier. Its columns are 3 ft. and are not designed for an equivalent static force of 400kip 

(vehicular collision force). Consequently, the piers of both bridges will require crashworthy 

54 in. Pier Protection Barriers (FDOT Design Standard Index 411). The piers of the proposed 

southbound bridge widening will be designed for vehicular collision; therefore a W-Beam 

barrier type or equivalent may be used and transitioned to the Pier Protection Barriers 

leading up to the existing structure.  

 

3.2.9 New Bridge SR 91 Connector Ramp to I-95 SB (Interim Build Alt 3C) 

This alternative provides a new ramp connecting southbound SR 91 to southbound I-95. The 

new ramp is a third level facility carrying one lane of traffic over the Park and Ride access 

ramp, southbound I-95 and the SFCR railroad tracks.  The total length of the ramp is 

approximately 2961 ft. and consists of two new bridges with lengths of 2592.75 ft. and 

251.0 ft. The proposed bridge typical section consists of two 6 ft. shoulders, one 15 ft. 

traffic lane and 2 Traffic Railing Barriers (32” F-shape). The vertical alignment has been set 

to provide the minimum vertical clearance over the roadways of 16.5 ft. and over the 

railroad tracks of 24 ft. - 3in.  The Plan and Elevation is presented in Figure 3-27.    

3.2.9.1 Superstructure 

As part of the bridge analysis conducted, three alternatives were evaluated: Steel Plate 

Girders, Steel Twin Boxes and Segmental.  A combination of Steel beam girders for the 

main spans and FIB girders for the shorter spans was considered but not implemented 

because of aesthetic concerns. The feasibility of each alternative was analyzed considering 

several factors including bridge and span lengths, bridge widths, and curvature of the 

ramps. The out to out bridge width will be 30 ft. - 1 in.  The span lengths range from 80 ft. 

to 230 ft. 

Steel plate girder is considered to be the most cost 

effective alternative and our proposed alternative as well. 

Its superstructure depth of approximately 7 ft. - 4 in. with 

4 girder lines would allow for subtler grades and flatter 

vertical curves while still providing the required vertical 

clearance over the railroad and roadways below. Careful 

consideration should always be given to the torsion 

resulting from the ramp curvature. It’s known that the 

geometrical properties of steel plate girders provide little 

restraint to torsion effects created by the ramps 

horizontal curvature. The use of additional cross members 

and stiffener bracings in order to take the torsional effect 

will increase the cost of design, fabrication and 

construction.  However there is little curvature on this 

bridge and therefore concerns of torsional effects are 
STEEL GIRDER BRIDGE 
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minimized. The table below shows the guidelines set forth by AASHTO LRFD for determining 

minimum superstructure depths.  

 

It is also worth noting that while the shorter spans will require shallower girders, the 

exterior girders depths should remain constant throughout the entire length of the bridge to 

better create a level of uniformity and an aesthetically pleasing facade for the traveling 

public.   

Although steel box girders are usually costlier than the steel 

plate girders, it offers several advantages.  While 

maintaining a similarly shallow structural depth, its shape is 

more efficient in resisting the torsional effects. Additionally, 

the steel box girders offer a more expeditious installation 

process than the steel plate girder while also providing a 

more aesthetically pleasant structure.  

It should also be noted that due to the enclosed box 

construction, the steel box girders will require access to 

within the boxes and internal lighting will be necessary. An 

interior box clearance of 6-ft. is required for accessibility 

along with access hatches at the piers.   

The picture to the side shows a potential configuration of a 

steel box girder typical section. In addition, a typical 

section for this alternative is shown.  
STEEL BOX GIRDER BRIDGE 
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A segmental concrete box is usually considered a 

more expensive option than the steel plate girder or 

the steel box girder. The segmental concrete box will 

have the largest structure depth of the three 

alternatives, ranging from 10 ft. for the shorter spans 

to 12 ft. for the longer spans.  These depths can be 

compensated, by variable depth segments (deeper at 

the piers and shorter at the mid spans), and will pose 

no adverse effects to the vertical alignment or vertical 

clearance of the ramps.  

To transition to the required superelevation, however 

becomes challenging for segmental construction. Each 

segment, which is usually 10 ft. to 12 ft. long, will 

have to be slightly modified at each corner of the 

deck and when all segments are added together to 

create the desired transition.  

The segmental concrete box can be installed using a 

balanced cantilevered system. This involves building 

the spans from above starting from the pier and 

working outwards. This type of construction will 

create minimal impact to maintenance of traffic 

during construction.   

Similarly to the superstructure, several types of substructures were considered for the 

proposed bridges. The analysis of the substructure focused on the following components:  

A review of the existing plans for the bridges in the vicinity of the project site shows that 

they are all supported on prestressed concrete piles foundations, indicating that the soil 

conditions are favorable for this type of foundation. This is consistent with the findings 

documented in the Geotechnical Report done by HR Engineering Services. The main 

advantage of prestressed piles is their relatively easy installation and load testing 

procedures and their wide availability in this area. This makes prestressed piles more cost 

effective to construct than the alternative foundation types, such as drilled shafts.  

Based on the considered superstructure systems, out to out bridge width, and span lengths, 

we can estimate the use of a precast concrete pile clusters consisting of two configurations: 

for piers supporting shorter spans or columns, twelve (12) 24 inch square piles with  

22 ft. x 16 ft. x 6 ft. pile caps would be adequate, while piers supporting longer spans or 

columns would require sixteen (16) 24-inch square piles with 22 ft. x 22 ft. x 6 ft. pile caps. 

Alternatively, drilled shaft. foundations can carry higher loads than prestressed concrete 

piles. One advantage of the drilled shafts over prestressed piles is lower noise and vibration 

levels. The disadvantages include a more comprehensive quality assurance program that 

requires CSL testing, greater risks of construction delays and last but not least cost. Drilled 

SEGMENTAL BRIDGE 
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shafts are generally not the preferred option if the existing soil properties and site 

conditions can accommodate the use of prestressed concrete piles. 

Substructure dimensions provided above were based on existing bridges of comparable 

properties. However, further analysis will be performed during the BDR stage to determine 

the final sizes of these elements. 

Column sizes may vary between 10 ft. to 14 ft. wide and the shape may be circular, 

rectangular or any variation based on the desire aesthetic level. If a concrete segmental is 

selected, a column similar to the one shown in the picture can be used where the top of the 

column would be slightly wider than the bottom.  The steel plate and box girder options 

would require larger pier caps and ultimately result in hammerhead, multi column or post 

tensioned cap systems which are more expensive and challenging to construct.  

 

 

Most of the piers will consist of hammer head columns radially oriented with the exception 

of piers No. 7 and 16.  Pier 16 will be placed in the median of the SR 7/US 441 roadway 

below and must be oriented parallel to the road below to avoid raising the profile of the 

proposed ramp while providing the minimum vertical clearances. Orienting the piers in this 

direction will require longer caps and therefore a multi-column pier frame is more 

appropriate. Additionally, an option of using an integral pier cap, perpendicular to the 

bridge, could be further analyzed at the design stage, the complication of which will require 

a slight increase of the roadway profile to accommodate the bottom portion of the integral 

cap. 

The location of piers 7 and 8 is dictated by the geometry of the I-95 SB roadway below.  

The span required to bridge over southbound I-95 using the typical hammerhead columns 

centered below the superstructure would exceed the practical maximum span lengths for all 

of the alternatives under consideration. As a result, the use of a straddle bent pier as shown 

in the figure below is recommended at this location. By placing the straddle bent columns 

on both sides of I-95 southbound, the span length can be reduced to 230 ft. while avoiding 

any conflicts with the I-95 mainline. The cross member of the straddle pier should be either 

precast/post tensioned concrete (6 ft. x 8 ft.) or steel, in order to minimize the closure for  

I-95 Southbound to one (1) night. The span of the cross member would be approximately 

TYPICAL POSTENSIONED CAP 
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80 ft. and supporting columns 8 ft. x 6 ft. x 60 ft. with sixteen (16) 24 inch square 

prestressed piles.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.9.2 Retaining Walls 

Soil retaining walls will be used at the bridge ends because of the grade differentials.  The 

most cost effective retaining wall system for this type of condition would be Mechanically 

Earth Stabilized (MSE) Walls.  

STRADDLE BENT PIER 

CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCE 
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3.3 Interim Build Alternative 4 

Interim Build Alternative 4 provides a three lane off-ramp for SR 826/Palmetto Expressway 

eastbound to I-95 northbound and southbound and also maintains the NW 12th  Avenue  

on-ramp. In order to eliminate the current weaving issue along the SR 826 mainline, the 

NW 12th Avenue on-ramp will not connect directly to SR 826 mainline. Instead, it will be 

relocated and connected to the three lane off-ramp to I-95 northbound and southbound as a 

barrier separated auxiliary lane.  

An auxiliary lane will also be added to the Turnpike Connector southbound lanes to increase 

the weaving distance, and the off-ramp to SR 7/US 441 will be relocated approximately 

1,150 ft. south along SR 7/US 441 to the Biscayne River Drive intersection. An additional 

northbound left. turn lane is also provided at the NW 2nd Avenue and NW 167th Street 

intersection to improve operations. 

The provision of the NW 12th Avenue on-ramp will require the removal of the eastbound 

frontage road east of NW 10th Avenue. The warehouse property on the southwest quadrant 

of the interchange within the Sunshine Industrial Park will be acquired due to the removal of 

the only access road for this property. The acquisition of this property will also be used to 

improve the geometry of the ramp from eastbound SR 826 to southbound I-95 as well as 

provide additional stormwater retention swales. 

No improvements along NW 17th Avenue are provided under this improvement alternative.  

However, Texas U-Turns (matching the existing bridge vertical clearances) will be provided 

underneath the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway mainline bridges over NW 17th Avenue and 

NW 12th Avenue to enhance access and mobility for the adjacent residents and the 

Sunshine Industrial Park. The provision of a direct connection flyover from SR 826/Palmetto 

Expressway eastbound to I-95 northbound and a new signalized intersection with double 

left. turn lanes for SR 826/Palmetto Expressway eastbound to Turnpike northbound is 

similar to that of Interim Build Alternative 3A. 

A total of 7 existing bridges will be impacted under this alternative. Three of these bridges 

(870250, 870601, and 870348) would have to be widened, and four bridges (870159, 

870045, 870041 and 870042) will be replaced. No improvements to the SR 826 mainline 

bridges over NW 17th Avenue are anticipated. Refer to Appendix B for the conceptual 

layout of Interim Build Alternatives 4. The bridge improvements for the following bridges 

under Interim Build Alternative 4 are identical to that of Interim Build Alternative 3A. 

1. SR 826 EB over NW 17th Ave. (Bridge #870104 & 870254) 

2. SR 91 over SR 826 (Bridge #870601) 

3. SR 826 EB over NW12th Ave. (Bridge #870250) 

4. New Flyover SR 826 Eastbound Connector to I 95 Northbound 

5. SR 91 EB & WB Connector Ramp at Bridge (#870041) 

6. SR 91 Connector Ramp at Bridge (#870042) 

7. 95 SB over Biscayne Canal (Bridge #870348) 

The following sections describe the additional bridge improvements required under Interim 

Build Alternative 4. 
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3.3.1 SR 826 EB over NW 12th Ave. (Bridge #870250) 

The existing twin bridges each consists of three (3) spans. Spans 1 and 3 are 36 ft. – 3 in. 

and comprise of a combination of AASHTO Type II and III beams, whereas Span 2 is  

68 ft. – 4 in. and comprises of only AASHTO Type III beams. In addition to the proposed 

widening of the eastbound bridge as described under Interim Build Alternative 3A, this 

proposed interim alternative requires an additional lane for a Texas U-Turn to be positioned 

under Span 1 of both bridges. This can be accomplished by replacing the existing slope 

embankment under Span 1 with a soil nail or soldier pile system. Pier Protection barriers 

would also be required to shield the existing columns. The minimum vertical clearance is 

approximately 14.1 ft., and would require a design variation. See proposed typical section 

shown on Figure 3-28. 

 

Figure 3-28 Typical Section 12th Ave under SR-826 

 

3.3.2 SR 91 SB Connector to I-95 over S&L R/R (Bridge #870159) 

The existing bridge currently carries 3 lanes of 

traffic from Turnpike SB to I-95 SB. This Interim 

Build Alternative will provide 2 lanes from Turnpike 

SB to I-95 SB and 3 lanes from SR 826 to I-95 SB. 

As with Interim Alternative 3A, an alignment shift. 

of approximately 30.2 ft. to the west to 

accommodate the Ultimate Build Turnpike SB 

Connector Ramp is required. Additional details of 

the existing bridge are described in Section 3.1.5. 

A bridge replacement is proposed will also rectify 

the substandard minimum vertical clearance of 

23.35 ft. that presently exists over the railroad 

tracks.  The maintenance of traffic will require two 

construction phases, an example of which is shown 

in Figure 3-29. During the first phase traffic will remain as is on the existing bridge while 

the majority if the proposed bridge is constructed to the south. During the second phase, 

BRIDGE 870159 
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traffic will be diverted to the newly constructed portion of the proposed bridge, the existing 

bridge will be demolished, and the remainder of the proposed bridge will be constructed.  

A 3 span bridge is proposed to minimize the vertical profile, the begin/end bridge location 

would be set back about 20 ft. from the existing in order to avoid conflict with the existing 

bridge foundation and piers positioned with consideration of SFRC tracks, as described in 

Section 3.1.5. 

 

 

 

 Figure 3-29 Bridge Section SR 91 SB Connector to I 95 Over S&L R/R 
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The span lengths measured along the right coping are 95.5 ft., 113.5 ft. and 86.5 ft. At 

these span lengths we proposed prestressed concrete FIB-45 girders. The proposed 3 lanes 

from SR 826 enters the bridges limits at a curvature that will require the right exterior beam 

of Span 1 to be flared as shown below. The varying beam spacing and overhang are within 

design constraints.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed bridge substructure would consist to prestressed concrete piles and  

multi–column. While a portion of the existing bridge is being removed, it is recommended 

that the existing abutment wall be left. in place. The portion of the proposed end bent below 

the footprint of the existing bridge will be protected in front by the existing wall.  A new 

MSE wall will be used beyond the limits of the existing wall. An MSE wall system is also 

recommended on the side to minimize encroachment into the adjacent properties. Because 

of the existing sloped embankments on the side, a temporary a sheet pile wall will be 

required in order to construct the new MSE wall.  

A construction easement will be required to facilitate the construction of the bridge. Due to 

its close proximity to the jobsite and the parking lot west of the bridge may have to be 

temporarily altered and restored once the construction is completed.   

PROPOSED BRIDGE GEOMETRY 

PROPOSED BRIDGE GEOMETRY 
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3.3.3 SR 91 Connector to I-95 over SR 7 (Bridge #870045) 

The existing bridge presently carries 3 lanes of traffic from Turnpike SB to I-95 SB. This 

Interim Build Alternative will provide 5 lanes and as with Interim Alternative 3A, an 

alignment shift. of approximately 30.2 ft. to the west to accommodate the Ultimate Build 

Turnpike SB Connector Ramp is required. Additional details of the existing bridge are 

described in Section 3.1.6. The proposed replacement with a similar typical section and 

phase construction as proposed for SR 91 SB Connector to I 95 over S&L R/R (Bridge 

#870159) of Interim Build Alternative 4 is shown in Figure 3-30.  

 

Figure 3-30 Bridge Section SR 91 SB Connector to I-95 Over SR 7 
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The proposed structure would consist of a two span system; requiring only one pier located 

in between SR-9 eastbound and westbound traffic. This can be accomplished with MSE 

retaining walls as opposed to the existing sloped embankment and would reduce the overall 

bridge length to approximately 140 ft. (Span 1, 80 ft. and Span 2, 60 ft.). FIB-36 beams 

would be used, and supported over a typical end bent and pier system with 24” SQ 

prestressed concrete piles. The same as described in Section 3.1.6, with the exception of 

the overall bridge width, which increases to 83.08 ft. to accommodate the additional 

lineage.  

 

3.3.4 I-95 Ramp to Parking Lot (Bridge #870470) 

The existing Bridge #870470 is an overpass over I-95 SB. The existing I-95 typical section 

under Span 3 consists of a right shoulder of 6 ft., 4 lanes of 12 ft. each, one lane of 11 ft. 

and 10 ft. of left shoulder.  In this Alternative, under Span 3, and an axillary 11 ft. lane will 

be added and left shoulder increased to 12 ft. with concrete barrier. The horizontal 

clearance under Span 4 will accommodate the relocation of the off-ramp to SR 7/US 441, 

which requires three 12 ft. wide travel lanes, 12 shoulders, left guardrail, and right concrete 

barrier. The clear distance between the existing Piers are sufficient to fit the proposed 

typical section. Also the minimum vertical clearance under the bridge is adequate. The 

proposed typical section is presented in Figure 3-31.  

 

 

Figure 3-31 I-95 Southbound underneath Bridge #870470 
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3.3.5 SR 826 WB to NW 17th Avenue Ramp Terminal 

The proposed improvements at the SR 826 WB off-ramp to NW 17th Avenue would add an 

exclusive right turn lane on NW 167th Street westbound approaching NW 17th Ave. As a 

result, a new taller retaining wall will be necessary at the northeast embankment of the  

SR 826 WB Bridge over NW 17th Avenue (bridge #870104). The highest point of the 

proposed retaining wall is approximately 13 ft. from ground level.  A Sheet pile wall with 

concrete fascia is recommended. The sheet pile wall can be installed with the existing 

retaining wall in place and aft.er removing the existing retaining wall, a concrete fascia can 

be attached to the sheet pile wall to create a similar appearance to the remaining retaining 

walls. The existing culvert on the eastside of NW 17th Avenue will be extended to 

accommodate the exclusive right turn lane for the westbound frontage road as shown in 

Figure 3-32.

 

 

Figure 3-32 NW 17th Avenue Retaining Wall and Culvert Extension 

NW 167TH ST. WB at NW 17TH AVE RETAINING WALL SECTION 

Provide an 

exclusive right-

turn lane and 

extend culvert 

        Limits of Retaining Wall 

Begin Retaining Wall 

End Retaining Wall 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Located in northeastern Miami-Dade County in Florida, The Golden Glades Interchange 

(GGI),  is of regional importance providing connectivity to six major principal arterials 

and/or limited access expressway facilities including SR 9A (I-95), SR 826 (Palmetto 

Expressway), SR 91 (Florida’s Turnpike), SR 9, SR 7 (US 441) and NW 167th Street. The 

project study area encompasses the GGI and the portion of SR 826 (Palmetto Expressway) 

from just west of NW 17th Avenue to the interchange.  In the north/south direction it 

encompasses I-95 from south of SR 869 (NW 183rd Street/Miami Gardens Drive) to north of 

SR 916 (NW 135th Street/Opa-Locka Boulevard).  The approximate total length of the ramps 

and mainline components within the interchange area add to over ten (10) miles of 

roadway. The GGI also supports the 95 Express Lanes system and the Golden Glades 

Multimodal Facility, which provides access to inter-county transit services including the 

existing GGI to Downtown Miami-Dade express bus service. The GGI has a direct impact on 

inter-county travel between Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach counties and is the 

backbone for the transportation of goods and services, as well as passenger trips in the 

northeast region of the Miami-Dade County.  This interchange is bordered by the City of 

Miami Gardens to the north and west, the City of North Miami Beach to the east and the 

Golden Glades Census Designated Place (CDP) to the south.  The South Florida Rail Corridor 

(SFRC) also traverses the interchange area.  See Figure 1-1 for a Project Location Map. 

The primary purpose of this project is to provide a system-to-system connection for the SR 

826 (Palmetto Expressway) eastbound to I-95 northbound movement in order to increase 

connectivity, improve mobility and shorten travel delay caused by the circuitous routes in 

existence today at the interchange.  This study evaluates the feasibility of increasing the 

capacity of the southbound movement of the Turnpike to I-95 southbound via 

transportation system management (TSM), at-grade widening and/or a direct flyover 

connection. It also evaluates the connectivity of a potential express lanes system for SR 826 

(Palmetto Expressway) to the existing 95 Express Lanes system in support of a separate 

and adjacent PD&E Study currently under study (FPID: 418423-1-22-01, ETDM# 11241 - 

Programming Screen to be released in the near future). 

Interim operational improvements within the Golden Glades Interchange (GGI) to be 

developed as integral components of an Ultimate Master Plan to be established for this 

interchange are also identified. 
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The overall objectives of this PD&E Study include the following elements: 

 Improve critical access to FIHS / SIS Facilities, Freight Activity Centers, Local and 

Regional Businesses / Hubs of Economic Importance; 

 Enhance Safety, mobility and circulation; 

 Incorporate express lanes, bus rapid transit and multimodal options; 

 Address Transportation Management Systems and Operation concerns; 

 Address Operational and physical deficiencies of the interchange; 

 Establish an Ultimate Master Plan; 

 Incorporate anticipated improvements into the Local Comprehensive Plan; 

 Maximize operational benefits with limited funds through a Master Plan; 

 Implementation Program; and  

 Obtain Location Design Concept Acceptance (LDCA) from FHWA. 

 

The Bridge Analysis Report for Interim and Southbound Turnpike to I-95  Southbound 

Alternatives dated August 2012 identified the existing bridge structures within the Golden 

Glades Interchange study limits and how they would be impacted by proposed Alternatives 

3A, 3B and 3C. These alternative included improvements within the interchange as well as 

along the southbound Turnpike to southbound I-95 leg of the study area.  The majority of 

the interim improvements support travel demands through 2030 with certain elements 

designed to accommodate travel demands in 2040. 

This Bridge Analysis Report will address additional  structural requirements within the study 

area that will be needed for 2040 in support of the SR 826 PD&E Study (PFID No. 418423-

1-22-01). 
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2 EXISTING BRIDGES 

There are twenty eight (28) bridges along the roadway segments and interchange ramps 

evaluated as part of this PE&E study. Figure 2-1 shows the location of these bridge 

structures.  Table 1 summarizes the general geometry and structural information pertaining 

to all the bridges. 

Most of these bridges were originally constructed between 1951 and 1965 and were 

widened /reconstructed between 1975 and 1994. The 95 Express Flyover bridges were 

constructed in 1994 while the Park and Ride flyover bridge was constructed in 1976. In 

2010, the widening along the Turnpike Connector widened three brides along the 

northbound Turnpike Connector. 

2.1 Type of Structure 

The superstructure for the majority of the existing bridges consists of a cast-in-place (CIP) 

deck supported on pre-stressed AASHTO girders. However, a few of these bridge structures 

use steel girders (870470, 870601), Florida Bulb-T beams (870774, 870952), Concrete T-

Beams (870046), precast pre-stressed units (870348) or a combination of steel and 

AASHTO beams (870243, 870642).  

The substructure for most of the bridges consists of multicolumn piers or pile bents 

supported by square prestressed concrete piles ranging in size from 14 to 18 inches. 

2.2 Condition of Existing Structures 

The Department performs biannually inspections and evaluations of all fixed bridge 

structures under its jurisdiction, as part of the “National Bridge Inventory (NBI) and 

Structural Inventory and Appraisal Program” required by the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA). The latest available Bridge Load Rating Reports and Bridge 

Inspection Reports were obtained for all the existing bridges. A review of the existing bridge 

inspection reports indicated that all bridges have an acceptable sufficiency rating varying 

from 66 to 96 and health indexes varying from 75.26 to 99.98 with no structural deficiency 

based on the HS-20 design truck load standards.  

The Bridge Inspection Reports also identified several bridges as Functionally Obsolete (do 

not meet current roadway design standards) with substandard bridge railing, shoulder 

widths or lane widths. The functional obsolete rating is not associated with structural 

capacity. 

The term structurally deficient means that the bridge should undergo a series of repairs.  All 

structurally deficient bridge structures must be repaired or replace within six years of being 

designated as a structurally deficient structure. The term functionally obsolete means that 

the bridge section does not meet the latest road design standards. Health Index is a tool 

that measures the overall condition of a bridge.   The lower health index is the more work 

that is needed in order to bring the bridge to an ideal condition.  Lastly, Sufficiency Rating is 

a tool used to determine whether a bridge that is structurally deficient or functionally 

obsolete should be repaired or replaced. The sufficiency rating considers several factors, 
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only about half of which relate to the condition of the bridge itself. The sufficiency rating is 

not a direct reflection of the bridges’ ability to carry traffic loads. 

The bridge Load Rating indicates the reserved capacity of the bridge to carry live loads. 

Bridges are rated at three different stress levels, referred to as Operating Rating, Inventory 

Rating and Legal (Posting) Rating. 

A review of the Bridge Load Rating Reports and existing bridge plans analyzed using the HS-

20 Design truck with American Association of State Highway Transportation Association 

(AASHTO), Load Factor Design (LFD) indicated that three (3) of the existing bridges 

(870038, 870040, and 870042) have an inventory rating factor (IRF) below 1.0.  Bridges 

870040 and 870042 will be replaced either in the interim or ultimate stages. As for Bridge 

870038, we are not proposing any improvements in this area that may impact this bridge. 

Figure 2-1 illustrates the decision making process for widening/rehabilitation in Florida.   
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Figure 2-1 Widening/Rehabilitation Load Rating Flow Chart 

 

 

Definitions: LRFR – Load Resistance Factor Rating 

  LFD – Load Factor Rating 

Bridge Analysis Report – Ultimate Build Alternative  4           



Golden Glades Interchange PD&E Study 

From SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Eastbound to I-95 Northbound 
   

 

 

Figure 2-2 Existing Bridge Structures 
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2.3 Vertical Clearance 

The primary function of vertical clearance to structures going over roadways or railroads 

consists of providing safe passage to tall design vehicles and rail cars beneath these 

structures. The FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) specifies that the highest point on the 

roadway below a bridge structure has to measure a minimum of 16.5-ft to the lowest point 

(low member) beneath the structure. This includes provisions for a future underpass 

resurfacing of 6” over the existing pavement elevation. For railroad underpasses, a 

minimum 23.5-ft vertical clearance is recommended which includes allowance for 12” of 

railroad track adjustments, The South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC), however has a greater 

clearance requirement of 24.25-ft. 

AASHTO requires a minimum vertical clearance of 16-ft for structures passing over roadway 

including auxiliary lanes and the usable width of shoulders. Further guidance allows a 

minimum vertical clearance of 14-ft in highly urbanized areas provided there is an alternate 

facility with the minimum 16-ft clearance. For railroad underpasses, the AASHTO 

recommends a minimum vertical clearance of 23-ft.  

With respect to the vertical clearance above water for bridges over canals, the FDOT 

Drainage Manual in Section 4.6 suggests a minimum 6.0-ft clearance above the optimal 

water elevation to accommodate small boat traffic and 2-ft minimum clearance over the 

design high water elevation. There is one existing bridge (870348), which crosses over 

South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) C-8 (Biscayne Canal), preliminary 

coordination with SFWMD indicated that any widening of the structure had to maintain the 

existing vertical clearance.  

An evaluation of the existing bridges within the project limits indicates that 20 of the 28 

existing bridge structures do not meet the FDOT minimum vertical clearance requirements. 

With the exception of the Turnpike connector northbound bridges over SR 826 (870601), 

South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC) (870380) and SR 7/US 441 & SR 9, which were recently 

widened or upgraded, no documentation of the existing bridge vertical clearance deficiencies 

were found in the FDOT District Six design database. 

2.4 Horizontal Clearance 

The horizontal clearance underneath the existing bridges is the lateral distance from the 

roadway edge of travel lane to the bridge abutment or piers. The horizontal clearance 

requirements for most roadside features and objects are based on providing the required 

clear zone.  

Both the FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) and AASHTO require bridge piers and 

abutment walls to be placed outside the clear zone unless shielded by a crash worthy 

barrier. For roadway over railroads, the FDOT PPM requires 18-ft horizontal clearance with 

crash walls or 25-ft if no crash walls are provided from the centerline of the outside tracks 

to the face of pier cap, bent cap, or any other adjacent structure. 
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A field review of the project corridor indicated that most the bridge abutment or piers are 

adequately protected by either guardrail or barrier wall system with the exception of the 

Turnpike connector bridges over the SFRC. The minimum horizontal clearance at this 

location is 8.96-ft which is less than the required 18-ft with crash walls. This existing 

horizontal clearance deficiency was documented during the recent widening of the 

northbound bridge and a design variation obtained. 

3 Work along Railroad Corridors 

Special consideration of maintenance of traffic, as listed below, is required for the bridges 

for any work within the SFRC right of way. 

1. Staging must consider continuous operation of all passenger and freight 

movements. 

2. Existing Railroad agreements must be considered for all flagging services. 

a. CSXT/SFRC coordination for provision of a flag person for any construction 

activity within 25-ft of active tracks.   

3. CSXT/SFRC railroad requirements include: 

a. Excavation plans showing sheeting and / or shoring must be prepared and 

sealed by a Professional Engineer Registered in the State of Florida and 

submitted to and approved by CSXT/SFRC prior to construction of the 

sheeting. 

b. Furnish girder erection and demolition girder removal plans with load 

calculations and provide plan of crane setup locations shown for loads 

over the Railroad right-of-way. 

c. Furnish demolition plans for all demolition affecting the railroad right-of-

way. 

d. A detailed method to protect the railroad during painting coating work, 

include method to protect ballast and train traffic from over spray 

e. Debris which collects on the ballast protective cover to be placed over the 

track ballast shall be removed daily or as directed by the CSXT/SFRC Field 

representative. 

f. Temporary sheet piles are restricted to a minimum distance of 10-ft from 

centerline of an active railroad track.  

g. Additional requirements are identified in the CSX Transportation 

Construction Submission Criteria  
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4 Environmental Concerns 

4.1 Structures  Environmental Classification 

HR Engineering Services, Inc. in combination with this project has provided the Report of a 

Preliminary Geotechnical Exploration – Percolation Testing and recommends bridges to be 

designed and constructed under a moderately aggressive environmental classification for 

both substructures and superstructures.  

4.2 Asbestos and Lead Based Paints  

A request was made to FDOT D-6’s Bridge Maintenance Office to review all existing bridges 

for the potential presence of asbestos or lead based paint.  We were advised by The 

Department that their records indicate that no previous testing has been documented for 

any of these bridges and that all corresponding tests would have to be conducted during the 

final design phase of the project. 

 Asbestos can be found in older bridges within expansion joints, bearing pads and concrete 

coating systems. Lead based paints are often found on steel structures and bearing 

assembly.  Should either asbestos or lead based paint be detected a contamination removal 

program will need to be developed to address the material during the design phase for 

worker protection and proper deposit of the material. 

4.3 Contamination 

The Golden Glades Interchange Area has experienced many petroleum and chemicals spills 

over the years. Additional contamination is often seen due to the operation of an active rail 

corridor through the heart of the interchange. In most cases these contaminated soils have 

been sufficiently addressed to not impact construction.  However, dewatering operations can 

be restrictive. One particular area is an existing plume from a chemical discharge that 

crosses the Palmetto Expressway around NW 12th Avenue. Construction of bridge footings 

and excavation will need to adhere carefully to requirement set by FDOT’s Contamination 

Assessment and Remediation Contractor. These requirements will be established upon 

completion of a Phase II Contamination Screening and Evaluation and the development of 

construction specification during the design phase. 

4.3.1 Noise and Vibration Concerns 

As with any construction in a highly urbanized area such as this project, consideration to 

neighboring homes, communities and businesses must be addressed. In areas where noise 

is of concern, such as close the proximity of residents located south of the Golden Glades 

Interchange, pile driving should be restricted to provisions of all local noise ordinances. This 

generally implies a restriction of pile driving to specific hours of operation. Additional 

methods of maintaining construction noise levels may include, but not limited to, temporary 

noise barriers, enclosures for equipment, mufflers, etc. 
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Special vibration concerns should be considered at the northeast side of the Golden Glades 

Interchange, where Jackson North Medical Center is located, as vibrations may affect 

medical equipment of surgical operations. This may be minimized by utilizing various 

foundation types and installation procedures, such as predrilling prior to prestressed 

concrete pile driving, use of steel H-Pile or drilled shafts.  

Settlement and vibration monitoring of existing structures should be conducted as per 

Section 455 FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. The specific 

locations would be investigated at the Bridge Development Report (BDR) stage. 
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5 PROPOSED STRUCTURAL WORK      

5.1 SR 826 (PALMETTO EXPRESSWAY) OVER 12TH AVENUE (BRIDGES # 870050 & 

# 870250) 

5.1.1 Existing Condition 

Bridges 870250 and 870050 carry four lanes of SR 826 eastbound and westbound traffic 

respectively. The existing bridges are three-span twin structures with a total bridge length 

of 140’-10”. The middle span is the main span and bridges over NW 12th Avenue.  The 

existing superstructure consists of AASHTO TYPE III Beams for the middle span and a 

combination of AASHTO TYPE II and TYPE III  Beams for the end spans.  The bridges were 

originally built in the mid 1960’s and widened in the mid 80’s.   See Table 2 for existing 

bridge span arrangement. 

Table 2. NW 12th Avenue Existing Bridge Information 

SPAN 

No. 

SPAN 

LENGTH 

(FT) 

SUPERSTRUCTURE TYPE 

1 36.25 AASHTO Type II & III 

2 68.33 AASHTO Type III 

3 36.25 AASHTO Type II & III 

 

The existing bridge typical section consist four (4) 12’-0” lanes, 10’-0” outside shoulders, 6’-

11” inside shoulders and 1’-4 ½” traffic barriers. The bridge does not meet current roadway 

standards and is therefore classified as functionally obsolete. The out to out width of each 

bridge is 67’-4 ½”. In addition, the existing vertical clearance of 14.45 inches is below the 

required minimum of 16’-6”.  Figure 5-1 shows the existing bridge typical section.  An 

additional eastbound lane will be added to the existing bridge as part of the Interim Build 

Alternative 3A. Two lines of FIB-36 girders were recommended for the 14’-4 ½” widening. 

The substructure consists of end bents and multi-column piers.  The end bents are 

supported on 18” SQ prestressed concrete piles. Both end bents are protected by 2H:1V 

concrete sloped pavement.  The intermediate piers consist of multi-column frames with four 

(4) 2’-8” diameter columns supported on pile footers.  Pile clusters with a total of five (5) 

piles are used for the two inner columns while the rest of the columns use 4 piles. 
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Figure 5-1 Existing Bridge over NW 12th Avenue Typical Section 

 

 

Figure 5-2 Interim Alternative 3A Proposed Improvements 

  

 

Figure 5-3 Existing Bridge over NW 12th Avenue Elevation View 
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5.1.2 Proposed Condition 

A complete bridge replacement is proposed to provide the following: 

 A gap between the two bridges to make room for the proposed express lanes 

connector ramp between I-95 and SR 826 

 Required minimum vertical clearance of 16’-6” over the road below 

 Room for the proposed Texas U-Turn lane under the western end of the bridge 

The proposed structure is a two (2) span bridge with a total bridge length of 227 feet 

(Figure 5-4).  The proposed bridge typical section will consist of four (4) 12’-0” lanes in 

the westbound direction and five (5) 12’-0” lanes in the eastbound direction, with 12’-0” 

outside shoulders, 10’-0” inside shoulders, and 1’-6½” type F barriers at each edge.  The 

proposed out to out bridge width will be 73’-1” for the westbound bridge and 85’-1” for the 

eastbound bridge. Underdeck lighting in accordance with section 7.3.1 of the PPM shall be 

provided. 

The required SR 826 MOT phasing for construction of the replacement bridges is shown in 

Figure 5-5. 

 

Pros  Eliminate need for Design Exception for vertical clearance. 

 Ultimate construction at this crossing is completed in one 

construction project. 

 18” FGT gas line will be relocated, eliminating potential conflicts with 

proposed bridges and Texas U-Turn lane. 

 Reduced overall cost by eliminating construction of anchored soldier 

pile retaining wall. 

  

Cons  More significant impacts to traffic, both SR 826 and NW 17th 

Avenue, during this phase of construction. 

 

5.1.2.1 Superstructure 

Two (2) possible superstructure types were identified for the proposed bridge: Steel Plate 

Girder and Prestressed Concrete Girders.  Each alternative would likely use 10 lines of 

girders spaced at 8’-8”. Generally speaking, in the State of Florida, prestressed beams tend 

to be the most economic superstructure type and offer low maintainability costs.  Therefore, 

for a straight, single span bridge without any superstructure depth constrains, it’s safe to 

assume that prestressed concrete girders is a more favorable option. The standard 

prestressed concrete beam in the state is the Florida I Beam (FIB) Girder.    As shown on 

Figure 5-5, 8 lines of FIB-54 Girders spaced at 8’-8” can be used. Alternatively FIB 45 

Girders at a maximum spacing of 6’-0” can be used.  Two Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) 

phases will be required to complete the work in phases with minimal impact to traffic. 
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Figure 5-4 NW 12th Avenue Proposed Bridge Elevation 

5.1.2.2 Substructure 

The proposed bridge substructure will consist of end bents supported on 24” prestressed 

concrete piles.  A review of the existing plans for the bridges in the vicinity of the project 

site shows that they are all supported on prestressed concrete piles foundations which 

would indicate that the soil conditions are favorable for deep foundation systems. This is 

consistent with the findings documented in the Geotechnical Report performed by HR 

Engineering Services as part of this study.  The main advantage of prestressed piles is their 

relatively easy installation and load testing procedures and their wide availability in this 

area. This makes prestressed piles more cost effective to than alternative foundation types 

such as drilled shafts. Alternatively, drilled shaft foundations can carry higher loads than 

prestressed concrete piles. One advantage of the drilled shafts over prestressed piles is 

lower noise and vibration levels. The disadvantages include a more comprehensive quality 

assurance program that requires CSL testing and greater risks of construction delays.  

Drilled shafts are generally not the preferred option if the existing soil properties and site 

conditions can accommodate the use of prestressed concrete piles. 

As previously stated, permanent Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) wall systems will be 

required in front of the end bents.  Because of the existing sloped embankments, temporary 

sheet pile walls will be required for the construction of the end bents and the placement of 

the new MSE wall straps. Temporary MSE wall will be required as well on the new fill to 

allow to the phased construction. 
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Figure 5-5 NW 12th Avenue Bridge Proposed MOT

FIB 54 (TYP) 

FIB 54 (TYP) 
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5.2 SR 826 (PALMETTO EXPRESSWAY) 0VER NW 17TH AVENUE (BRIDGES 870254 

& #870104) 

5.2.1 Existing Condition 

Bridges 870254 and 870104 carry four lanes of SR 826 eastbound and westbound traffic 

respectively. Similar to the existing NW 12th Avenue bridge, these are two (3) span twin 

structures. The existing bridge length is 148’-2”. The middle span is the main span and 

bridges over NW 17th Avenue.  The existing superstructure consists of AASHTO TYPE III 

Beams for the middle span and a combination of AASHTO type II and Type III bridges for 

the end spans.  The bridges were originally built in the mid 1960’s and have since been 

widened.   See Table 3 below for existing bridge span arrangement.   

Table 3. NW 17th Avenue Existing Bridge Information 

SPAN 

No. 

SPAN 

LENGTH 

(FT) 

SUPERSTRUCTURE TYPE 

1 35.75 AASHTO Type II & III 

2 72.67 AASHTO Type III 

3 35.75 AASHTO Type II & III 

 

The existing typical section consist four (4) 12’-0” lanes, 10’-0” outside shoulders, 6’-11” 

inside shoulders and 1’-4 ½” traffic barriers. The bridge does not meet current roadway 

standards and is therefore classified as functionally obsolete. The out to out width of each 

bridge is 67’-4 1/2”. In addition, the existing vertical clearance of 14.40 inches is below the 

required minimum of 16’-6”. 

The substructure consists of end bents and multi-column piers.  The end bents are 

supported on 18” SQ prestressed concrete piles. Both end bents are protected by 2H:1V 

sloped concrete pavement.  The intermediate piers consist of multi-column frames with four 

(4) 2’-8” diameter columns supported on pile footers with a total of five (5) piles for the two 

innermost columns and four(4) piles for the rest.  
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Figure 5-6 NW 17th  Avenue Existing Bridge Typical Section 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5-7 NW 17th Avenue Existing Bridge Elevation View 
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5.2.2 Proposed Condition 

Since the bridge is currently functionally obsolete, widening of the bridge is required in 

order to meet current standard roadway requirements.   A complete bridge replacement is 

recommended in order to provide a new span arrangement that enables the proposed Texas 

U turn below the end spans as shown in Figure 5-10 and to provide the required minimum 

vertical clearance of 16’-6”.  The proposed profile is about 2’-6” higher than the exiting. 

The proposed structure is a three span bridge with equal spans of 108 feet.  The proposed 

bridge typical section will consist of four (4) 12’-0” lanes in each direction, with 12’-0” 

outside shoulders, 8’-0” inside shoulders, two (2) 1’-6 ½” type F barrier and a 2’-0” median 

barrier.  In order to facilitate MOT construction phases and avoid traffic over a longitudinal 

bridge joint, the two existing bridges will be replaced by a single structure as shown in 

Figure 5-8. A slightly wider structure than required will be proposed to facilitate MOT 

phasing and as a result 12 ft. outside shoulders will be provided. The proposed out to out 

bridge width will be 173’-1”. Underdeck lighting in accordance with section 7.3.1 of the PPM 

shall be provided. 

 

Figure 5-8 NW 17TH AVENUE PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION 

 

5.2.2.1 SUPERSTRUCTURE 

Two possible superstructure types for the proposed bridge are Steel Plate Girder and 

Prestressed Concrete Girders.  Each alternative would likely use about 18 lines of girders 

spaced at 9’-9”. As previously stated in the process for selecting the superstructure for the 

NW 12th Avenue bridge, in the State of Florida, prestressed beams tend to be the most 

economical superstructure type and offer low maintainability costs.  Since there are no 

geometric constrains that would require steel plate girders, it’s safe to assume that 

prestressed concrete girders is a more favorable option. The proposed bridge typical section 

will consist of 18 lines of FIB-45 Girders spaced at 9’-9”. Three (3) Maintenance of Traffic 

(MOT) phases will be required to complete the work in phases with minimum impact to 

traffic. 
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Figure 5-9 NW 17TH AVENUE MOT PHASES 
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Figure 5-10 NW 17TH AVENUE PROPOSED BRIDGE ELEVATION 

 

5.2.2.2 SUBSTRUCTURE 

The proposed bridge substructure will consist of end bents supported on 24” prestressed 

concrete piles. The process for the selecting the foundation type was the same as the 

process outlined for the NW 12th Avenue Bridge.  The previously stated, the main advantage 

of prestressed piles is their relatively easy installation and load testing procedures and their 

wide availability in this area.  The intermediate piers will consist of multi-column frames 

consisting of 48” diameter columns spaced approximately at 16’-6” supported on 4x4 24” 

SQ prestressed piles clusters. The columns will require design for Vehicle Collision Forces in 

accordance with AASHTO 3.5.6 and set back 16 feet from the edge of the travel lane is 

accordance with PPM Table 2.11.6. 

Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) retaining wall systems will be used at the end bents.  

Because of the existing sloped embankments temporary sheet pile walls will be required for 

the construction of the end bents and the placement of the new MSE walls.  

 

 

Figure 5-11 MSE Wall Installation 
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5.3 SR-7/US-441 (BRIDGE #870243) OVER I-95 

5.3.1 Existing Condition 

This bridge carries two lanes of SR-7 NB and US-441 NB traffic over I-95 SB/NB Mainline, I-

95 SB Connector to Florida’s Turnpike and SR-826 WB, two SFRC Railroad tracks and NW 

171st Terrace and under the I-95 Flyover.  SR-7/US-441 is functionally classified as an 

urban minor arterial within the interchange. The existing bridge is a nine (9) span structure.  

The total length of the bridge is 766 feet. The second and third spans bridge over the I-95 

southbound and northbound traffic respectively and consist of 54” steel plate girders.  The 

rest of the spans consist of AASHTO Type IV beams as show in the table below. 

 

Table 4. Existing Bridge 870243 Information 

SPAN 

No. 

SPAN 

LENGTH 

(FT) 

SUPERSTRUCTURE TYPE 

1 75.17 AASHTO Type III and IV Beams 

2 146.00 54" STEEL PLATE GIRDERS 

3 132.00 54" STEEL PLATE GIRDERS 

4 68.83 AASHTO Type IV Beams 

5 86.33 AASHTO Type IV Beams 

6 86.34 AASHTO Type IV Beams 

7 41.33 AASHTO Type II and IV Beams 

8 60.00 AASHTO Type III and IV Beams 

9 70.00 AASHTO Type III and IV Beams 

 

The bridge was built in the early 1960’s.  The out to out width of the bridge is 34’-2”. The 

existing typical section consist two (2) 12’-0” lanes, two (2) 2’-0” shoulders and two (2) 3’-

1” shoulders and is currently classified as functionally obsolete. In addition, the vertical 

clearance over the SFRC tracks is less than the minimum required of 24’-3”. 

 The substructure consists of end bents and multi-column piers.  The end bents are 

supported on 18” SQ  prestressed piles. Each end bent has two row of piles with a 1’-0” 

offset and a typical pile spacing for End Bent 1 of 6’-2” and 6’-0” for End Bent 2. Originally, 

both end bents were protected by 2H:1V sloped concrete pavement; however, in the early 

1990’s the embankment in front of end bent 1 was replaced with an anchored soldier pile 

wall and wood lagging retaining wall system in order to accommodate one  lane of traffic 

underneath the first span.  The piers consist of multi-column frames with four (4) 3’-6” 

diameter columns supported on piles.  There are three different pile cluster arrangements 

with the total number of piles ranging from four to six. 
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Figure 5-12 Existing Bridge Typical Section 

 

5.3.2 Proposed Condition 

Since the bridge is currently functionally obsolete, widening of the bridge is required in 

order to provide standard shoulders.  Additionally a pedestrian sidewalk will be provided on 

one side to address pedestrian needs in the area. The proposed out to out width for the new 
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bridge will be 49’-1 ¾” or approximately 15’ wider than the existing structure. Even though 

the existing bridge has an Inventory Load Rating greater than 1.0 and qualifies for a 

widening per Section 7: Widening and Rehabilitation of the Florida Department of 

Transportation (FDOT) Structures Design Guidelines (SDG), a bridge replacement is 

recommended in order to allow for an offset in the proposed horizontal alignment that would 

enable strengthening and lengthening of Pier No. 43 supporting the overhead I-95 flyover.  

Under the Ultimate alternative, the I-95 ramp is being widened.  An additional line of FIB 

girders will be required and therefore the piers supporting the flyover will have to be 

extended to accommodate the additional beam line.  As shown in Figure 5-13 an extension 

to the cap at this location will encroach into the lanes and the vertical clearance will be 

reduced well below the minimum 16’-6” required by FDOT as currently a vertical clearance 

of approximately 17’-6” is provided to the bottom of the existing girders.  

 

Figure 5-13 Existing Configuration under Flyover 

 

Two possible solutions were identified to this problem: 1) replacing the existing bridge with 

a shallower bridge superstructure that provides the required minimum vertical clearances 

over the I-95 mainline and under the I-95 flyover, and 2) replacing the existing bridge and 

shifting the horizontal alignment of the proposed roadway enough so that the proposed pier 

cap will not be within the envelop of the roadway that requires the 16’-6” minimum 

clearance.  The proposed bridge, like the existing, has to span over the I-95 NB and SB 

traffic. One intermediate pier will be placed in between the I-95 NB and SB directions and 

therefore the required span length will be approximately 234 feet. Using the recommended 

superstructure depths in AASHTO Table 2.5.2.6.3-1, for a continuous steel girder structure 

with a maximum span of 234 feet, a superstructure depth of approximately 90 inches is 

recommended.  The existing bridge superstructure is much shallower as it consists of a 7” 

deck supported on 54” deep steel plate girders. 

 

PIER 43 
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Table 5.   AASHTO TABLE 2.5.2.6.3-1 Traditional Minimum Depths 

Shifting the horizontal alignment of the proposed roadway will not only address the vertical 

clearance issues but will also reduce the impact to traffic during construction as it will 

require fewer Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) phases during construction. 

5.3.2.1 Superstructure 

The   proposed bridge will have four spans as shown in Figure 5-15. Because of the vertical 

clearance constrains and the required span length to span over I-95, the use of FIB Girders 

is not a feasible option.  Two (2) feasible superstructure types for this bridge are steel plate 

girders and steel box girder.  Both alternatives would require a minimum of 3 intermediate 

supports as shown in Figure 5-15. The location of these supports is dictated by the 

geometry of the roads below and the SFRC tracks.  Because of the shorter spans lengths 

required for spans 3 and 4 and coupled with the fact that its installation is more suitable for 

construction phasing, steel plate girder is the preferred alternative.  Spans one and two will 

be continuous and have a total superstructure depth of 90 inches.  Spans three and four will 

also be continuous and have a total superstructure depth of 56 inches.  A shallower girder 

will be required at these two spans in order to provide the minimum required vertical 

clearance of 24’-3” over the SFRC tracks.  

5.3.2.2 Substructure 

 The proposed end bents will consist of bents supported on 24” square prestressed concrete 

piles with a spacing ranging from 6’-6” to 8’-0”.  Proposed intermediate supports 2 and 3 

will consist of four (4) 48” diameter columns supported on 4 pile clusters. Intermediate 
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support 4 will also consist of a multi-column frame system but in order to avoid conflict with 

the existing bridge foundation, the cap overhang cantilever will be increased in order to 

provide a greater offset between the existing and proposed pile cap footers. Three (3) 54” 

columns supported on 6 pile footers will be used at this support. 

A retaining wall system will be required along End Bent 1 as shown in Figure 5-15.  It is 

recommended that the existing retaining wall not only be left in place but also be extended 

in front of the proposed end bent with a similar system i.e. soldier piles with timber lagging. 

A concrete facing matching the existing wall will also be required.  Alternatively an MSE wall 

system can be used. On the side, an MSE wall system will be required. Temporary sheet pile 

wall systems as shown in Figure 5-11  will be required for the placement of the MSE wall 

straps. End bent 4 will be protected by a sloped concrete pavement in front and will require 

a combination of sloped embankments and MSE walls on the side to stay within the Right of 

Way limits. Temporary sheet piles walls will be required because of the existing 2:1 

embankment.  
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Figure 5-16 PROPOSED MOT PHASES I, II AND III 
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Figure 5-17 PROPOSED MOT PHAVE IV 

 

 

 

Figure 5-18 FINAL TYPICAL SECTION 
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5.4 New SR 826 Connector Ramp to I-95  

This alternative proposes a new flyover ramp for direct system interchange between SR-826 

EB Express Lanes and the I-95 NB Express Lanes.  The two new ramps will take off as one 

along SR 826 and will break from grade line east of NW 17th Avenue.  The ramp will be 

supported on MSE wall retained fill to just east of NW 12th Avenue at which point the new fly 

over structure will begin. To avoid excessive Right of Way (R/W) acquisitions the proposed 

SR 826 footprint will start running under the proposed ramp structure from approximately 

800 feet east of NW 12th Avenue to just west of the Florida Turnpike’s connector where the 

ramp splits into two. An integral pier system will be required along this segment of SR 826 

to provide the minimum required vertical clearances as show in Figure 5-25.   The ramp 

connecting EB 826 to NB I-95 will cross over Florida’s Turnpike Connector, SFRC Railroad, 

Florida’s Turnpike Extension, I-95 SB Connector to Turnpike, SR-7/US-441 SB/NB and I-95 

SB roadway and under the I-95 flyover. The ramp connecting I-95 SB Express Lanes to SR-

826 WB/ Palmetto Expressway Express Lanes will cross over I-95 SB roadway, I-95 SB 

Connector to Turnpike, SR-7/US-441 SB/NB, SFRC Railroad, Florida’s Turnpike Extension 

and Florida’s Turnpike Connector. 

5.4.1 Existing Condition 

Although this will be a new ramp it will tie on the north end to the existing I-95 flyover as 

shown in Figure 5-28. The I-95 flyover is a third level structure built in the mid 1990’ and 

has an Inventory Load Rating greater than 1.0. It qualifies for a widening per Section 7 of 

the Structures Design Guidelines.  The structure has a total of 48 spans.  The proposed 

ramp will connect to the flyover at span 33 and therefore a total of 16 spans will require 

widening.  The existing bridge superstructure consist of Modified Florida Bulb Tee 

prestressed girders.  The existing piers within the limits of the widening consist of mostly of 

single columns piers except piers 44 and 45 which consist of straddle bents. All piers and 

end bents are supported on 18” square prestressed concrete pile clusters. 

 

Figure 5-19 PIERS 44 AND 45 

PIER 45 

PIER 44 
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Figure 5-20 TYPICAL SINGLE COLUMN PIER 

Table 6. Existing I-95 Flyover Bridge Information 

SPAN 

No. 

SPAN 

LENGTH 

(FT) 

SUPERSTRUCTURE TYPE 

33 120.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

34 120.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

35 96.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

36 150.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

37 100.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

38 100.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

39 150.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

40 120.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

41 140.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

42 110.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

43 140.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

44 150.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

45 150.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

46 130.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

47 130.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

48 130.00 78" Mod. Bulb Tee 

                  

 

TYPICAL PIER 
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 The existing roadway typical sections consists of  two (2) 14’-0” lanes, two (2) 6’-0 inside 

shoulders, two (2) 8”-0 outside shoulders, two (2) 1’-6 ½” barriers and a 2’0” median 

barrier with an out to out width of 61’-1” as shown in Figure 5-21 . 

 

 

Figure 5-21 Existing Flyover Bridge No.  870774 (SB) and 870952 (NB) Typical Section 

 

5.4.2 PROPOSED CONDITION 

As part of the bridge analysis conducted, three alternatives were evaluated for the new 

bridge: steel plate girders, steel box girder, and a combination of steel plate girders for the 

main spans and FIB girders for the shorter spans. The feasibility of each alternative was 

analyzed considering several factors including bridge and span lengths, bridge width, 

curvature of the ramps, cost and site constrains.  

5.4.2.1 SUPERSTRUCTURE 

A combination of steel plate girders for the main spans and FIB girders for the shorter spans 

is a viable option for this bridge.  While a complete prestressed girder bridge would be a 

more economical option it is not viable because of the span lengths that are required at 

some locations to span the roadway below; e.g. two (2) 215’-0” spans would be required for 

the SB ramp at spans 25 and 26.  The maximum possible span length with Florida I Beam 

(FIB) Girders, the standard prestressed girder beam in Florida, is about 200 ft. Figure 5-22 

shows the proposed span and foundation layout for this alternative. Seven (7) spans with a 

total length of 1265 feet will require steel girders while the rest will be FIB’s.  While this 

alternative is considered to be the most cost effective alternative it is not the preferred 

alternative due to aesthetics concerns. 
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Figure 5-23 PROPOSED PIERS 

Figure 5-24 shows the propose substructure layout and spans lengths for the steel plate 

girder alternative.  Eight (8) girder lines would be required on the segment along SR 826 

before the ramp splits into two; four (4) girder lines would be required on each ramp 

thereafter. The maximum span length will be 215’-0”. Smaller spans are required along the 

NB ramp as it approaches the I-95 flyover because of the ramp curvature as well as physical 

constrains of the roads below. The depth of the proposed steel plate girders will be 

approximately 70 inches.  It’s known that the geometrical properties of steel plate girders 

provide little restraint to torsion effects created by the ramps horizontal curvature. The use 

of additional cross members and stiffener bracings in order to take the torsional effect will 

increase the cost of design, fabrication and construction.   
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Figure 5-25 INTEGRAL PIERS 

The last option that was evaluated was steel box girders.  Although steel box girders are 

slightly more expensive than steel plate girders, it offers several advantages and is the 

preferred option.  While maintaining a similarly shallow superstructure depth, its shape is 

more efficient in resisting the torsional effects. Additionally, the steel box girders offer a 

more expeditious installation process than the steel plate girder while also providing a more 

aesthetically pleasant structure.  Figure 5-27 shows the proposed pier layout and span 

arrangement for this alternative.   Because of its efficiency in resisting torsional effect as 

well as a more speedy construction, steel box girder is the preferred alternative over steel 

plate girders. Three (3) boxes would be required on the segment along SR 826 before the 

ramp splits into two; two  (2) boxes  would be required on each ramp thereafter. The 

maximum span length will be 215’-0”. The depth of the proposed steel plate girders will be 

approximately 72 inches. Due to the enclosed box construction, the steel box girders will 

require access to the boxes and internal lighting will be necessary. An interior box clearance 

of 6-ft is required for accessibility along with access hatches at the piers. 

 

Figure 5-26 PICTURE INTEGRAL PIERS 
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5.4.2.2 SUBSTRUCTURE 

 A review of the existing plans for the bridges in the vicinity of the project site shows that 

they are all supported on prestressed concrete piles foundations which would indicate that 

the soil conditions are favorable for deep foundation systems. This is consistent with the 

findings documented in the Geotechnical Report performed by HR Engineering Services as 

part of this study.  The main advantage of prestressed piles is their relatively easy 

installation and load testing procedures and their wide availability in this area. This makes 

prestressed piles more cost effective to construct than the alternative foundation types, 

such as drilled shafts. Drilled shaft foundations can carry higher loads than prestressed 

concrete piles. One advantage of the drilled shafts over prestressed piles is lower noise and 

vibration levels. The disadvantages include a more comprehensive quality assurance 

program that requires CSL testing, greater risks of construction delays.  Drilled shafts are 

generally not the preferred option if the existing soil properties and site conditions can 

accommodate the use of prestressed concrete piles. 

Based on the preferred superstructure system, out to out bridge width, and span lengths, 

we can estimate the use of a precast concrete pile clusters consisting of three 

configurations: for piers 1 thru 13, twenty (20) - 24-inch square piles with 30-ft x 22-ft x 6-

ft footings, for the long  span (215’-0”) single column  piers, twelve (12) - 24-inch square 

piles with 22-ft x 16-ft x 6-ft footings, for any other pier single column as well as for the 

straddle bent foundation, nine (9) - 24-inch square piles with 16-ft x 16-ft x 6-ft footings. 

Substructure dimensions provided above were based on existing bridges of comparable 

properties. However, further analysis will be performed during the BDR stage to determine 

the final sizes of these elements. 

Column sizes may vary between 10-ft to 14-ft wide and the shape may be circular, 

rectangular or any variation based on the desire aesthetic level.  The span required to 

bridge over the SFRC right of way  using the typical hammerhead columns centered below 

the superstructure would exceed the practical maximum span lengths for all of the 

alternatives under consideration. As a result, the use of a straddle bent pier as shown in the 

figure below is recommended at this location. By placing the straddle bent columns on both 

sides the SFRC right of way the span length can be reduced to 215 ft. 

 RETAINING WALLS 

Soil retaining walls will be used at the bridge ends because of the grade differentials.  The 

most cost effective retaining wall system for this type of condition would be Mechanically 

Earth Stabilized (MSE) Walls.  

 

Bridge Analysis Report – Ultimate Build Alternative  38           



Golden Glades Interchange PD&E Study 

From SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Eastbound to I-95 Northbound 
   

 

 

 

5.4.2.3 CONNECTING TO THE EXISTING I-95 FLYOVER BRIDGE 

As previously explained the new ramps will connect on the north end to the existing I-95 

flyover. The I-95 flyover is a third level structure with a superstructure consisting of 

Modified Florida Bulb Tee prestressed girders.   

 

Figure 5-28 Proposed Connection to Existing Flyover 

The NB ramp will meet the existing flyover approximately at Pier 36.  Even though only one 

line of additional girders will be required for the widening of the ramp, three (3) and two (2) 

lines of new FIB girders will be required at spans 36 and 37 respectively in order to provide 

the additional width required to accommodate a connection with the NB ramp over pier 36.  

Similarly the SB ramp depart the flyover ramp at pier 33 and two additional lines of girders 

will be required at spans 33 and 34.  

STRADDLE BENT PIER 
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Figure 5-29 Pier Strengthening 

As shown in Figure 5-29 strengthening of the existing piers will be required in order for the 

existing piers to adequately carry the proposed additional loads. Although this type of work 

is not common, Figure 5-31 shows a similar type of work recently done along I-95 during 

the recent construction of the I-95 express lanes. Replacement of the piers would not be 

possible without completely closing the flyover to traffic. The pier strengthening will include 

widening the columns, widening and extending the pile caps, providing additional piles and 

retrofit of the pile cap as well as additional cap post-tensioning. The new concrete will be 

doweled into the existing structure.  

 

 

 

 

Proposed Pier 

Strengthening 
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Figure 5-30 EXISTING STRADDLE PIER STRENGTHENING 
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Figure 5-31 PIER STRENGTHENING EXAMPLE 
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5.5 SR  91/FLORIDA TURNPIKE CONNECTOR TO 167TH AVE (BRIDGE #870642) 

5.5.1 Existing Condition 

Bridge 870642 currently carries five lanes (2 southbound lanes and 3 northbound lanes) of 

SR-91/Florida’s Turnpike Extension traffic over Seaboard Rd. and the SFRC Railroad tracks.  

SR-91 is functionally classified as urban freeway/expressway.  

The existing bridge is a four (4) span structure with a total bridge length of 200’-3” feet. 

The existing superstructure consists of  AASHTO TYPE II beams for the first, third and fourth 

spans and steel I beams  for the second span.  The bridge  was built in in the late 1980’s.   

See Table 8 for a summary of the existing bridge span arrangement.  

Table 7. Existing Bridge Information 

SPAN 

No. 

SPAN 

LENGTH 

(FT) 

SUPERSTRUCTURE TYPE 

1 53.00 AASHTO Type II  

2 57.75  W 24 X 102 

3 44.75 AASHTO Type II  

4 44.75 AASHTO Type  II 

                           

 

The existing typical section consist five (5) 12’-0” lanes, 10’-0” outside shoulders, 3’-0” 

inside shoulders, a 2’-0” median barrier and two (2) 1’-4 ½” traffic barriers.. The out to out 

width of the bridge is 90’-9”. The existing vertical clearance over the SFRC of 21’-6” is 

below the required minimum of 24’-3”. 

The substructure consists of pile bents with 18” SQ prestressed concrete piles. The end 

bents are protected by 2H:1V sloped concrete pavement.  Table 8  shows the existing 

typical section and Figure 5-33 shows the existing framing plan. 
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Figure 5-32 Existing Bridge Typical Section 

 

Figure 5-33 Existing Framing Plan 
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Figure 5-34 Existing Bridge Elevation View 

 

5.5.2 Proposed Condition 

Widening or replacement of the bridge is required in order to provide an additional traffic 

lane in the southbound direction.  

A bridge widening as shown in Figure 5-35 would further reduce the existing minimal 

vertical clearance over the SFRC track and coordination with SFRC will be required.  If 

widened, the bridge would require  two additional girder lines. Two additional piles would 

also be required at each of the bents.  Sloped concrete embankments can be used at the 

end bents.  
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A conservative approach at this early stage would be to assume that replacement of the 

bridge will be required to provide the minimum vertical clearance. The new bridge would be 

a two (2) span structure with spans of 112’-6” and 50’-0”and an overall length of 162’-0”.  

As shown in Figure 5-36, the location of the proposed end bents and intermediate pier was 

dictated by the existing pier locations in order to avoid conflicts during construction. 

Alternatively a single span bridge was considered but not used because it would result in a 

higher roadway profile. 

 

 

Figure 5-36 Plan and Elevation 

 

In the discussed replacement option, the new bridge cross section provided will be 4’-2” 

wider than required. This will be done in order to accommodate more traffic lanes in the 

new bridge section during MOT Phases I and II and therefore reducing construction time by 

eliminating at least one construction phase. As shown in Figure 5-37 the overall bridge 

width will be 107’-1” and the outside shoulders will be 12’-0”. 

 

 

Figure 5-37 PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION 
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5.5.2.1 SUPERSTRUCTURE 

Two possible superstructure types were identified for the proposed bridge: Steel Plate 

Girder and Prestressed Concrete Girders.  Each alternative would most likely use 16 lines of 

girders spaced at 8’-9”. Even though in the State of Florida prestressed beams tend to be 

the most economic superstructure type and offer low maintainability costs, Steel Plate 

Girders are recommended to keep the superstructure depth to a minimum and provide the 

minimum required vertical clearances over the SFRC tracks while minimizing the impact to 

the vertical profile of the roadway.  FIB-54 beams would be required to span the required 

112 ft.  By increasing the girder lines and reducing the beam spacing to 8’-6”, FIB-45 

beams can be used. However, FIB 45 are still about 9 inches deeper than the required steel 

plate girders required to span the same 112 feet.  Therefore, the proposed bridge typical 

section will consist of 16 lines of steel plate girders spaced at 8’-9” Five (5)  Maintenance of 

Traffic (MOT) phases will be required to complete the work in phases with minimum impact 

to traffic. 

 

Figure 5-40 FLORIDA - I BEAM ESTIMATED MAXIMUN SPAN LENGHTS 

5.5.2.2 SUBSTRUCTURE 

The proposed bridge substructure will consist of pile bents supported on 24” prestressed 

concrete piles.  The reasoning for selecting the prestressed has been documented earlier on 

this report. Their relatively easy installation and load testing procedures and their wide 

availability in this area, makes prestressed piles more cost effective to construct than the 

alternative foundation types, such as drilled shafts.  

Permanent Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) wall systems will be required at the end 

bents as shown in Figure 5-36.   

112’ 

Beam Spacing (ft.) 
9’-9” 
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5.6 Bridge # 870040 – SR-7 OVER I-95 CONNECTOR RAMP 

5.6.1 Existing Condition 

The existing bridge over I-95 is 37’2”  feet wide with  8 inch high raised curb and 2 ft. wide 

walkway  on both sides  providing 31 feet clear wide roadway. At present, it carries two-

lanes in the eastbound direction.  The bridge was built in the early 1960’s. The existing 

bridge has substandard shoulders and vertical clearance of 14’- 4” to I-95 north bound 

traffic. Hence we recommend reconstructing the entire bridge shifting slightly the alignment 

to north so as the bridge can be built independently while maintaining the traffic thru 

existing bridge.  

5.6.2 Proposed Condition 

 The proposed bridge will carry 2-12 lanes with 6’ left  and 10’  right shoulder providing 

clear roadway 40’ and 43’-1” out to out. The proposed bridge profile will be raised to 

provide 16’-6” minimum vertical clearance to I-95 roadway.  

 

5.6.2.1 SUPERSTRUCTURE 

The proposed bridge can have only 3 long spans with skewing the piers parallel to I-95.  . 

The superstructure consists of FIB 36 and 45 with 8 ½” cast in place concrete deck. The 

frame piers with cap will accommodate 43-1” deck.  

 

5.6.2.2 SUBSTRUCTURE 

Proposed pier will consist of multi- columns and will be placed in the median of the road 

below (I-95) and must be oriented parallel to the road below to avoid raising the profile of 

the proposed ramp while providing the minimum vertical clearances. The pile foundation 

may be utilized. 

Soil retaining walls will be used at the bridge ends because of the grade differentials.  The 

most cost effective retaining wall system for this type of condition would be Mechanically 

Earth Stabilized (MSE) Walls.  
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Figure 5-41 BRIDGE TYPICAL SECTION 

 

 

 

Figure 5-42 PLAN AND ELEVATION 
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5.7 Bridge # 870046 – Southbound Turnpike to 167th Avenue connector over 

State Road 7 and State Road 9 

 

5.7.1 Existing Condition 

 

The existing bridge is 60 feet wide with  9” high raised 2‘ wide median providing 28 feet 

clear wide roadway . At present, it carries two-lanes in each direction.  The bridge was 

originally built in 1950 and had major modifications in year 1963. Existing bridge consists of 

three simple span of 46’-74’-51’ with overall length of 171 feet. Spans one and three 

consists of AASHTO type II & type III interiors and exteriors respectively; and span 2 

consists of AASHTO  Type III beams with 7” thick cast in place concrete deck. The existing 

vertical clearance over the roadway is 14.41-ft and therefore a Design Exception is required 

for Substandard Vertical Clearance.  

5.7.2 Proposed  Condition 

5.7.2.1 SUPERSTRUCTURE 

 

The existing bridge has an Inventory Rating greater than one and qualifies for bridge 

widening as per Structures Design Guidelines (SDG) criteria. This widening does not meet 

the criteria for “Major Widening” set forth in section 7.2.1 of the Structures Design 

Guidelines and therefore is classified as a “Minor Widening”. Also, since the existing bridge 

uses AASHTO type beams, per section 7.6 of The Structures Design Guidelines, the only 

superstructure type that can be considered for this widening would be Florida I- Beams 

(FIB). AASHTO beams matching the exiting beams could be used contingent to district 

approval. Beams are flared at span 1 to avoid having a large overhang due to the flaring of 

the deck at this span, see below. 
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The modification to bridge involves the 19’-2” outside widening of southbound (to facilitate 

one additional lane and improvement to shoulder width) to 167th Avenue of North Miami 

Beach (see figures below) 

Two options are considered for outside widening to existing bridge: 

1) Matching 3-AASHTO Type III beams with 8” thick cast in place deck supported by 

single column with hammer head cap. 

2)  2-FIB 45 beams with 8” thick cast in place deck supported by single column with 

hammer head cap. 

Proposed widening is on the high side; thus, the existing minimum vertical clearance will be 

maintained with the use of FIB 45 type prestressed beams. The depth of the proposed FIB 

45 is the same as the depth of the existing AASHTO Type III therefore the low member 

elevation will remain on the existing girders.  

5.7.2.2 SUBSTRUCTURE 

The Existing bridge substructure consists  of end bents supported on steel H piles and 

multicolumn frame piers supported also on steel H piles;  pier cap was raised during 1963 

modifications by adding a stub and cap on the top. 

 The widened portion will be supported at the pier locations by an independent hammerhead 

column supported on four (4) new 24” prestressed concrete piles. The end bent can be 

extended using the same pile type and spacing as the existing. The end bents will be 

protected in front by a 2:1 sloped concrete embankment to match existing on the front and 

on the sides. In addition, temporary retaining walls will be required during the construction 

of the intermediate piers pile caps to maintain the work zone to a minimum and minimize 

the impact to traffic along SR9. Two types of temporary retaining wall systems that are 
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appropriate for the type of work to be done and the site conditions are:  cantilever sheet 

pile wall or trench box. 

 

 

Figure 5-43 Bridge Typical Section  

 

The maintenance of traffic for widening this bridge requires shifting the southbound lanes 

closer to the median barrier to provide an adequate work zone for safely removing the 

existing deck overhang and construct the proposed widening. Refer to Figure below. 
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Figure 5-44 FINAL BRIDGE TYPICAL SECTION 
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5.8 New Bridge SR 9 over I-95 to 167th Street 

5.8.1 Proposed Condition 

This alternative provides a new ramp connecting SR 9 to 167th Street. The new ramp would 

be a second level facility carrying one lane of traffic over the I-95 main line.   The proposed 

bridge would have 2 spans of 141’-0” & 162’-0” in length. The proposed bridge typical 

section consists of a 6-ft outside shoulder, a 6-ft inside shoulder, a 15-ft lane and 2 – Traffic 

Railing Barriers (42” F-shape). The vertical alignment has been set to provide the minimum 

vertical clearance over roadway of 16.5-ft.  The out to out bridge width will be 30’-1”.  The 

ramp is on a horizontal curve and will require  super elevation.  

5.8.1.1 SUPERSTRUCTURE 

As part of the bridge analysis conducted, Three (3) options were evaluated: FIB Girders,   

steel plate girders, steel box girders. The feasibility of each alternative was analyzed 

considering several factors including span lengths, bridge widths, and curvature of the 

ramps.   

Florida I- Beam is the standard superstructure system for prestressed concrete bridges in 

the Florida since the Department no longer uses the AASHTO standard beams for bridges. 

The Florida I-beam can be used with or without diaphragms. For standard bridges, 

experience has shown than prestressed beams tend to be the most economic superstructure 

type and offer low maintainability costs. One of the limitations of prestressed concrete 

girders is that they are straight and cannot follow the geometry of the curve and therefore, 

due to the curvature of the ramp, the required deck overhang exceeds the maximum 

allowed in AASHTO for the use of the published beam distribution factors and results in 

unfavorable designs and increased construction costs.  

Steel plate girders, on the other hand, can be designed and constructed to follow the 

curvature of the bridge deck geometry.  A superstructure depth of approximately 6’- 0” and 

three girder lines is estimated for this bridge giving the span lengths, and would provide the 

required vertical clearance over the roadways below. Careful consideration should be given 

to the torsion resulting from the ramp curvature. It’s known that the geometrical properties 

of steel plate girders provide little restraint to torsion effects created by the ramps 

horizontal curvature. The use of additional cross members and stiffener bracings in order to 

take the torsional effect will increase the cost of design, fabrication and construction.   

Steel box girder is another viable option for this ramp especially because of the curved 

alignment. While maintaining similar superstructure depth as the steel girders, its shape is 

more efficient in resisting the torsional effects. Additionally, the steel box girders offer a 

more expeditious installation process than the steel plate girder while also providing a more 

aesthetically pleasant structure. It should also be noted that due to the enclosed box 

construction, the steel box girders will require access to within the boxes and internal 

lighting will be necessary. An interior box clearance of 6-ft is required for accessibility along 

with access hatches at the piers.   
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Steel box girders, however, are costlier than the steel plate girders, but because of is 

improved abilities to resist torsion in curved bridges, as well as its aesthetic advantages it is 

our recommended option.  
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5.8.1.2 SUBSTRUCTURE 

A review of the existing plans for the existing bridges in the vicinity of the project site shows 

that they are all supported on prestressed concrete piles, indicating that the soil conditions 

are favorable for this type of foundation. The main advantage of prestressed piles is their 

relatively easy installation and load testing procedures, as well their wide availability in this 

area and therefore it is the recommended foundation type over drilled shafts.  

Proposed pier will consist of hammerhead pier column and will be placed in the median of 

the road below (I-95) and must be oriented parallel to the road below to avoid raising the 

profile of the proposed ramp while providing the minimum vertical clearances.  The columns 

will require design for Vehicle Collision Forces in accordance with AASHTO 3.5.6 and proper 

shielding. 

Soil retaining walls will be used at the bridge ends because of the grade differentials.  The 

most cost effective retaining wall system for this type of condition would be Mechanically 

Earth Stabilized (MSE) Walls.  
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Bridge Location

Width of

New

Construction

(FT)

Bridge

Length

(FT)

New Bridge/

Widening

Area

(SF)

Phased

Construction

Y or N

NW 12 AVE 73.08 107.00 NEW 7819.92 Y

Alternatives
Unit Cost

Per SF
Total Cost

1) FIB Girders $150.00 $1,172,988

2) Steel Girder $165.00 $1,290,286

3) Steel Box $170.00 N/A

4) Segmental $170.00 N/A

DEMOLITION

WIDTH

(FT)

DEMOLITION

LENGTH

(FT)

Area (SF)
UNIT COST

PER SF

DEMOLITION

COST

67.38 140.83 9488.65 $40.00 $379,546

MSE Wall Length (FT) 73.08

(FRONT) HEIGTH(FT) 15

AREA(SF) 2192.5

Bridges 870050 & 870250

Existing Bridge Demolition

MSE Wall Length (FT) 700 700 750 750

(SIDE) HEIGHT(FT) 20 20 20 20

AREA(SF) 7000 7000 7500 7500

TOTAL MSE WALL AREA (SF) 31192.5

UNIT COST $26.00

TOTAL MSE WALL COST $811,005



Bridge Location

Width of

New

Construction

(FT)

Bridge

Length

(FT)

New

Bridge/

Widening

Area

(SF)

Phased

Construction

Y or N

NW 17 AVE 173.08 324.00 NEW 56079.00 Y

Alternatives
Unit Cost

Per SF
Total Cost

1) FIB Girders $150.00 $8,411,850

2) Steel Girder $165.00 $9,253,035

3) Steel Box $170.00 N/A

4) Segmental $170.00 N/A

DEMOLITION

WIDTH

(FT)

DEMOLITION

LENGTH

(FT)

Area (SF)

UNIT

COST

PER SF

DEMOLITION

COST

67.38 148.17 9982.73 $40.00 $399,309

MSE Wall Length (FT) 173.08

(FRONT) HEIGTH(FT) 15

AREA(SF) 5192.5

Bridges 870254 & 870104

Existing Bridge Demolition

MSE Wall Length (FT) 650 750 800 800

(SIDE) HEIGHT(FT) 20 20 20 20

AREA(SF) 6500 7500 8000 8000

TOTAL MSE WALL AREA (SF) 35192.5

UNIT COST $26.00

TOTAL MSE WALL COST $915,005

Bridge Location

Width of

New

Construction

(FT)

Bridge

Length

(FT)

New

Bridge/

Widening

Area

(SF)

Phased

Construction

Y or N

SR 7 49.15 710.00 NEW 34893.54 Y

Alternatives
Unit Cost

Per SF
Total Cost

1) FIB Girders $150.00 $5,234,031

2) Steel Girder $165.00 $5,757,434

3) Steel Box $170.00 N/A

4) Segmental $170.00 N/A

DEMOLITION

WIDTH

(FT)

DEMOLITION

LENGTH

(FT)

Area (SF)

UNIT

COST

PER SF

DEMOLITION

COST

34.17 766.00 26171.67 $40.00 $1,046,867

MSE Wall Length (FT) 49.15

(FRONT) HEIGTH(FT) 15

AREA(SF) 1474.375

Bridge 870243

Existing Bridge Demolition

MSE Wall Length (FT) 800 500

(SIDE) HEIGHT(FT) 20 10

AREA(SF) 8000 2500

TOTAL MSE WALL AREA (SF) 11974.375

UNIT COST $26.00

TOTAL MSE WALL COST $311,334



Bridge Location

Width of

New

Construction

(FT)

Bridge

Length

(FT)

New

Bridge/

Widening

Area

(SF)

Phased

Construction

Y or N

Piers 1 thru 16 59.08 3115.00 NEW 184044.58 N

NB ramp 30.08 1505.00 NEW 45275.42 N

SB Ramp 30.08 2115.00 NEW 63619.20 N

TOTAL 292939.20

Alternatives
Unit Cost

Per SF
Total Cost

1) FIB Girders $150.00 $43,940,880

2) Steel Girder $165.00 $48,334,968

3) Steel Box $170.00 $49,799,664

4) Segmental $170.00 N/A

DEMOLITION

WIDTH

(FT)

DEMOLITION

LENGTH

(FT)

Area (SF)

UNIT

COST

PER SF

DEMOLITION

COST

5.04 3476.00 17524.83 $40.00 $700,993

MSE Wall Length (FT) 59.08

(FRONT) HEIGTH(FT) 20

AREA(SF) 2363.33

MSE Wall Length (FT) 100 100

(SIDE) HEIGHT(FT) 10 10

AREA(SF) 500 500

TOTAL MSE WALL AREA (SF) 3363.33

UNIT COST $26.00

TOTAL MSE WALL COST $87,447

NEW SR 826 CONNECTOR RAMP

Existing Bridge Demolition

Bridge Location

Width of

New

Construction

(FT)

Bridge

Length

(FT)

New

Bridge/

Widening

Area

(SF)

Phased

Construction

Y or N

SR 91/SFRC 15.04 200.25 Widening 3012.09 Y

Alternatives
Unit Cost

Per SF
Total Cost

1) FIB Girders $150.00 $451,814

2) Steel Girder $165.00 N/A

3) Steel Box $170.00 N/A

4) Segmental $170.00 N/A

DEMOLITION

WIDTH

(FT)

DEMOLITION

LENGTH

(FT)

Area (SF)
UNIT COST

PER SF

DEMOLITION

COST

2.88 200.25 575.72 $40.00 $23,029

MSE Wall Length (FT) 15.04

(FRONT) HEIGTH(FT) 20.00

Bridge 870642

Existing Bridge Demolition

( ) ( )

AREA(SF) 601.67

MSE Wall Length (FT) 57.50

(SIDE) HEIGHT(FT) 25.00

AREA(SF) 2875.00

TOTAL MSE WALL AREA (SF) 3476.67

UNIT COST 26.00

TOTAL MSE WALL COST 90393.33



Bridge Location

Width of

New

Construction

(FT)

Bridge

Length

(FT)

New

Bridge/

Widening

Area

(SF)

Phased

Construction

Y or N

SR 91/SFRC 107.08 162.50 NEW 17401.04 Y

Alternatives
Unit Cost

Per SF
Total Cost

1) FIB Girders $150.00 $2,610,156

2) Steel Girder $165.00 $2,871,172

3) Steel Box $170.00 N/A

4) Segmental $170.00 N/A

DEMOLITION

WIDTH

(FT)

DEMOLITION

LENGTH

(FT)

Area (SF)

UNIT

COST

PER SF

DEMOLITION

COST

90.75 200.25 18172.69 $40.00 $726,908

MSE Wall Length (FT) 107.08

(FRONT) HEIGTH(FT) 20.00

Bridge 870642

Existing Bridge Demolition

( ) ( )

AREA(SF) 4283.33

MSE Wall Length (FT) 57.50

(SIDE) HEIGHT(FT) 25.00

AREA(SF) 2875.00

TOTAL MSE WALL AREA (SF) 7158.33

UNIT COST 26.00

TOTAL MSE WALL COST 186116.67

Bridge Location

Width of

New

Construction

(FT)

Bridge

Length

(FT)

New

Bridge/

Widening

Area

(SF)

Phased

Construction

Y or N

Pier 2 and 3 93.08 332.50 NEW 30950.10 Y

TOTAL 30950.10

Alternatives
Unit Cost

Per SF
Total Cost

1) FIB Girders $170.00 $5,261,517

DEMOLITION

WIDTH

(FT)

DEMOLITION

LENGTH

(FT)

Area (SF)

UNIT

COST

PER SF

DEMOLITION

COST

72.17 301.00 21722.27 $40.00 $868,891

MSE Wall Length (FT) 192.41

(FRONT) HEIGTH(FT) 18

AREA(SF) 6926.868

MSE Wall Length (FT) 136

(SIDE) HEIGHT(FT) 22

AREA(SF) 5984

TOTAL MSE WALL AREA (SF) 12910.868

UNIT COST $26.00

TOTAL MSE WALL COST $335,683

SR 826 CONNECTOR OVER I 95 & SR 7 ( Bridge # 870041)

Existing Bridge Demolition

MSE WALL quantities assumed TILL END OF APPROACH SLABS ONLY.



Bridge Location

Width of

New

Construction

(FT)

Bridge

Length

(FT)

New

Bridge/

Widening

Area

(SF)

Phased

Construction

Y or N

Pier 2 and 3 23.14 171.00 NEW 3956.09 N

TOTAL 3956.09

Alternatives
Unit Cost

Per SF
Total Cost

1) FIB Girders $150.00 $593,413

DEMOLITION

WIDTH

(FT)

DEMOLITION

LENGTH

(FT)

Area (SF)

UNIT

COST

PER SF

DEMOLITION

COST

4.08 171.00 698.19 $40.00 $27,928

MSE Wall Length (FT) 0.00

(FRONT) HEIGTH(FT) 18

AREA(SF) 0

MSE Wall Length (FT) 0

(SIDE) HEIGHT(FT) 22

AREA(SF) 0

TOTAL MSE WALL AREA (SF) 0

UNIT COST $26.00

TOTAL MSE WALL COST $0

Southbound Turnpike to 167th Avenue Connector over SR7 and SR9 ( Bridge # 870046)

Existing Bridge Demolition

Bridge Location

Width of

New

Construction

(FT)

Bridge

Length

(FT)

New

Bridge/

Widening

Area

(SF)

Phased

Construction

Y or N

Pier 2 and 3 43.08 196.76 NEW 8477.01 N

EB 4 46.70 86.25 NEW 4027.88 N

TOTAL 12504.89

Alternatives
Unit Cost

Per SF
Total Cost

1) FIB Girders $150.00 $1,875,733

DEMOLITION

WIDTH

(FT)

DEMOLITION

LENGTH

(FT)

Area (SF)

UNIT

COST

PER SF

DEMOLITION

COST

37.17 239.00 8882.91 $40.00 $355,317

MSE Wall Length (FT) 112.40

(FRONT) HEIGTH(FT) 18

AREA(SF) 4046.4

MSE Wall Length (FT) 136

(SIDE) HEIGHT(FT) 22

AREA(SF) 5984

TOTAL MSE WALL AREA (SF) 10030.4

UNIT COST $26.00

TOTAL MSE WALL COST $260,790

SR 7 over I 95 Connector Ramp ( Bridge # 870040)

Existing Bridge Demolition

MSE WALL quantities assumed TILL END OF APPROACH SLABS ONLY.



Bridge Location

Width of

New

Construction

(FT)

Bridge

Length

(FT)

New

Bridge/

Widening

Area

(SF)

Phased

Construction

Y or N

Pier 2 30.08 271.50 NEW 8167.53 N

Begin Bridge 35.00 NEW 270.75 N

TOTAL 8438.28

Alternatives
Unit Cost

Per SF
Total Cost

1) FIB Girders $150.00 N/A

2) Steel Girder $165.00 $1,347,643

3) Steel Box $170.00 $1,388,481

DEMOLITION

WIDTH

(FT)

DEMOLITION

LENGTH

(FT)

Area (SF)

UNIT

COST

PER SF

DEMOLITION

COST

37.17 239.00 8882.91 $40.00 $355,317

MSE Wall Length (FT) 113.00

(FRONT) HEIGTH(FT) 12.75

AREA(SF) 2881.5

MSE Wall Length (FT) 128

(SIDE) HEIGHT(FT) 18.75

AREA(SF) 4800

TOTAL MSE WALL AREA (SF) 7681.5

UNIT COST $26.00

TOTAL MSE WALL COST $199,719

New Ramp SR9 over I 95

Existing Bridge Demolition

MSE WALL quantities assumed TILL END OF APPROACH SLABS ONLY.

GGoollddeenn  GGllaaddeess  IInntteerrcchhaannggee  PPDD&&EE  SSttuuddyy  

From SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Eastbound to I-95 Northbound 
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Bridge Analysis Report – Ultimate Build Alternative   
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1.0 Introduction 

� 1.1 Study Overview 

Practitioners and stakeholders often cite the creation of short-term jobs as an important 
justification for new transportation investments.  However, credible information about the 
short-term economic impacts is frequently missing from important transportation 
decision-making processes (such as long-range transportation plans and programming of 
projects, to mention a few) due to the lack of access to reliable economic data.   

Under the Federal American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA), states, MPOs, transit 
agencies, and other agencies are collecting and 
reporting a wealth of data on the short-term jobs 
impacts of ARRA-funded transportation projects.  This 
creates a unique opportunity to evaluate the strengths 
and weaknesses of jobs data in describing the 
stimulative economic impacts of transportation 
investments.  This research assesses the process for 
reporting short-term job data, reviews previous reports 
and findings, discusses data limitations, and conducts 
an analysis of the short-term direct job impact of ARRA 
spending at the national level and for four individual 
states.  It should be noted that the focus of this research 
is on direct short-term jobs, thus it does not include an 
evaluation of indirect or induced jobs.  Furthermore, 
the research says nothing about the long-term impacts 
of transportation investment on economic 
competitiveness and performance which are likely to 
be much more significant than the short-term impacts.   

This research consists of three primary objectives: 

� Review previous analysis and reports related to the 
impact of the Recovery Act transportation 
spending;  

� Develop a conceptual framework for improving economic analysis of the short-term 
job impact of transportation investments; and 

Direct, Indirect, and  
Induced Impacts 

Direct impacts measure the 
actual dollar amount spent on 
preliminary engineering and 
construction.  Indirect and 
induced impacts measure the 
secondary benefits of trans-
portation spending as 
regional businesses support 
the construction activities by 
providing goods and services 
to the construction compa-
nies.  The induced effects 
occur when people hired by 
the construction firms spend 
their income at regional busi-
nesses (such as retail or doc-
tor’s offices), thus injecting 
more money into the regional 
economy. 
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� Compile a database and conduct an analysis of the ARRA data by project type at the 
national and state levels.  

� 1.2 Organization of the Report 

� Following the introductory section, the remainder of the report is organized as 
follows: 

� Section 2 provides an overview of the recovery Act reporting process and a review of 
previous Recovery Act impact assessments; 

� Section 3 describes the process for compiling the database and provides summary 
statistics for the resulting dataset; 

� Section 4 discusses the analysis using the national database, including the 
development and testing of a conceptual model for estimating job impact of 
transportation investments; 

� Section 5 presents the findings from four case studies of state-specific data; and  

� Section 6 provides a brief conclusion.   

� 1.3 Key Findings 

� As of May 2011, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has obligated $26.3 
billion in funds for almost 13,000 highway projects and reimbursed recipients $19.4 
billion.  Similarly, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has obligated $8.78 billion 
of Recovery Act funds for about 1,070 grants, and reimbursed $5.4 billion.1

� The Recovery Act has significant accountability and transparency provisions, 
including requirements directing grant recipients and the U.S. DOT to collect, compile, 
and publish data on the purpose, disposition, and impact of funds.  These 
requirements placed significant burden on state DOTs and the lack of training and 
inconsistent instructions further exacerbated the burden.   

  

� Estimates of direct job creation and analyses of total employment impacts (inclusive of 
multiplier effects) related to transportation Recovery Act expenditures vary 
considerable among the sources consulted for this review, ranging from about 10,300 
to over 42,000 jobs per billion dollars in expenditures.  The current research provides 

                                                      
1 Includes FHWA transfers. 
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the first comprehensive review of the body of ARRA-related analyses conducted to 
date.   

� Lack of data availability, consistency and accuracy all give rise to shortcomings in any 
attempts to analyze the publicly available data, potentially leading to the large 
variations in findings. 

� The national average was 10.55 direct jobs/$ million, with the ratio differing 
significantly by project type.  For instance, transportation enhancement projects were 
the most labor intensive and generated the most jobs per $ million spent (17.03).  At 
the other end of the range, pavement improvement (9.01) and safety/traffic 
management projects (10.32) generated the least jobs per $ million spent.  

� Up to 90 percent of the variation in direct job generation impacts can be explained by 
the combination of project type and other explanatory factors such as wage rates, 
topography, and congestion levels.  The analysis shows that on average, low-wage 
areas and more congested areas tend to have higher job/expenditure ratios.   

� For the four case study states, jobs per $ million of expenditure ranged from 9.0 to 16.8.  
This figure varied widely by project type with Transportation Enhancements and New 
Construction categories producing the most direct jobs with figures consistently close 
to 20.  

� Despite the variation and shortcomings of the ARRA data, this research suggests that 
investments in transportation infrastructure have a positive and significant impact on 
short-term job creation and retention.   
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4.0 Analysis of the National 
Dataset 

� 4.1 Overall Findings  

The total dataset included 14, 527 project records covering 2009Q4 to 2011Q1.  It showed 
total Federal expenditures of $19.1 billion, directly creating approximately 205,200 full-
time equivalent jobs.  Note that a full-time equivalent (FTE) is defined as the hours of 
work equivalent to one year of full-time work.  That is also sometimes described as a job-
year.  In reality, there was a great deal of part-time jobs and temporary jobs that did not 
last a full year.  Those all were treated as fractions of an FTE.   

Table 4.1 shows per-quarter spending, and associated number of jobs occurring in each 
quarter.  It shows that while there were indeed over 205,000 FTEs created during the 
study period, the reported number of FTEs occurring in any one quarter ranged from just 
over 17,000 to well over 47,000 FTEs.  (That is slightly less but generally in line with the 
GAO report of June 2011, which found that jobs per quarter ranged from 31,460 to 65,110 
FTEs.)  The average found here was equivalent to 29,314 FTE jobs occurring at any one 
time, which is equivalent to around 35,000 full and part-time jobs.  

Table 4.1 FHWA Spending of ARRA Funds and Direct Jobs Generated, 
by Quarter 

 Time Period Spending Jobs 
Jobs Per Million 

Dollars Spent 

2009 Q3  $2,456,169,570  23,842  9.72 

2009 Q4  $3,551,794,672  26,084 7.34 

2010 Q1  $1,598,268,733  17,005 10.64 

2010 Q2  $3,022,205,466  41,912 13.87 

2010 Q3  $3,951,823,198  47,024 11.90 

2010 Q4  $2,992,633,566  31,187 10.42 

2011 Q1  $1,486,599,496  18,146 12.21 

Total (7 Quarters)  $19,056,494,701  205,200 10.77 

Source:  FHWA dataset (full 14,527 records), tabulated by EDR Group and Cambridge Systematics. 
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Table 4.1 also shows the national average of direct jobs created per million dollars of 
expenditure.  For the seven quarter period, the national average was 10.77 FTE jobs 
created per million dollars expended.  This estimate is very close to the U.S. DOT’s 
“JobMod” model estimate of 10.3 FTE jobs directly generated per $ million of highway 
construction expenditure.   

� 4.2 Project Type Influence on Jobs 
The ARRA highway spending was distributed among eight different project types:   

� Bridge Improvement,  

� Bridge Replacement,  

� New Bridge Construction,  

� Other types of construction,  

� Pavement Improvements,  

� Pavement Widening,  

� Safety and Traffic Management, and  

� Transportation Enhancements.   

Table 4.2 shows a summary of average jobs and expenditures per project, broken down by 
project type.  Also shown is the ratio of direct jobs generated per million dollars expended.  
While the average is 10.55 direct jobs/$ million, the table shows that the ratio differed by 
project type.  For instance, transportation enhancement projects are the most labor 
intensive and generate the most jobs per $ million spent (17.03).  At the other end of the 
range, pavement improvement (9.01) and safety/traffic management projects (10.32) 
generate the least jobs per $ million spent. 

Despite the appearance that many of the project types had jobs per expenditures ratios 
above the national average, the overwhelming number of projects have been of a type 
which is less labor intensive (more than half of the projects are pavement improvement).  
The difference in ratio of jobs per million expended may be explained by differences in the 
labor and non-payroll portions of the project budgets.  Non-payroll expenses include 
capital items (defined as expenditures on equipment, machinery) and material inputs 
(such as concrete and asphalt, as well as structural steel and reinforcing bars).   
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Table 4.2. Average Direct Jobs, Expenditures, and Job/Expenditure 
Ratios, by Project Type 

 
Note: Jobs in terms of full-time equivalents (FTEs). 

Source: Analysis dataset drawn from public ARRA data, tabulated by Cambridge Systematics and Economic 
Development Research Group. 

The differences in job generation rates can also be viewed in terms of the share of jobs 
accounted for by different project types.  Table 4.3 shows that the pavement improvement 
projects accounted for 55 percent of all expenditures but just 46 percent of the jobs.  Of 
course, this does not mean that it would make sense to avoid investing in pavement 
improvements.  Rather, the findings indicates that some types of projects (such as 
pavement improvements) just had a greater share of total cost going for materials that can 
generate indirect rather than direct jobs.  

Table 4.3. Share of Total Direct Jobs and Total Expenditures, by Project 
Type 

 
Source:  Analysis dataset drawn from public ARRA data, tabulated by Cambridge Systematics and Economic 

Development Research Group. 

# of Projects Average Jobs Average Expenditure Average Jobs/Million
Bridge Improvement 464                         23.59 1,945,779$                          12.12
Bridge Replacement 554                         18.18 1,576,189$                          11.53
New Bridge Construction 49                            58.55 4,987,147$                          11.74
New Construction 144                         85.62 6,840,744$                          12.52
Other 438                         10.96 908,941$                              12.05
Pavement Improvement 5,995                      14.52 1,610,658$                          9.01
Pavement Widening 341                         93.3 7,350,216$                          12.69
Safety/Traffic Management 663                         12.99 1,258,779$                          10.32
Transportation Enhancements 1,073                      10.62 623,311$                              17.03
All 9,748                      18.51 1,754,353$                          10.55

Average Project-Specific Reported Numbers and Ratios

Project Type Reported Jobs Reported Expenditures

Bridge Improvement 6% 5%
Bridge Replacement 5% 5%
New Bridge Construction 2% 1%
New Construction 6% 5%
Other 3% 3%
Pavement Improvement 46% 55%
Pavement Widening 17% 14%
Safety/Traffic Management 5% 5%
Transportation Enhancements 7% 4%

Arra Reported Percentage Allotment
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� 4.3 State-Specific Differences in Job Generation 
The ratio of total reported jobs per million of reported spending differed widely among 
states from the national average of 10.55, often by as much as +/- 50 percent.  Figure 4.2 
provides a graphic showing each state’s reported average of jobs per million expended 
relative to the national average.  For ease of visualization, confidence bands were drawn 
equal to 1.5 and 0.5 times the national average to highlight the stability around the 
national average.   

Of the places which were noticeably outside of the confidence band, all but one were 
overseas island territories.  It is believed that local differences in labor cost may be 
responsible for those differences, as labor costs are significantly lower in Guam, Virgin 
Islands, Northern Mariana, and Puerto Rico than in the 50 states.  The only U.S. state 
which is also dramatically outside the margin, Arizona, can be explained as an outlier 
because it contained only one project (after preliminary data screening) which was used to 
compute its average.   

While the state ratios varied widely, much of this was due to differences in the mix of 
projects among states.  Tables 4.4 and 4.5 show the extent of the variation in project mix.  
By accounting for differences in the mix of projects, we can actually explain approximately 
81 percent of the variation in direct job impact rates between states.23

 

   

                                                      
23 Variation is the absolute magnitude difference between the reported and the predicted jobs.  This 

was calculated by multiplying the project specific jobs per million by the project reported 
expenditures for each project and tabulating the results. 
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Table 4.4 Number of Projects, by State 

 
 
 
 

Bridge 
Improvement

Bridge 
Replacement

New Bridge 
Construction

New 
Construction Other

Pavement 
Improvement

Pavement 
Widening

Safety/Traffic 
Management

Transportation 
Enhancements Total

AL 1 5 0 2 10 194 3 9 12 236
AK 2 0 0 1 0 18 1 1 4 27
AS 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
AZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
AR 1 4 2 6 1 64 19 16 3 116
CA 6 3 0 3 17 493 14 42 72 650
CO 0 4 1 3 2 31 8 13 32 94
CT 11 5 0 0 4 62 1 20 17 120
DE 3 1 0 1 5 11 0 3 6 30
DC 2 0 0 0 0 6 1 3 2 14
FL 10 0 2 5 2 200 23 35 105 382
GA 0 28 0 7 2 209 11 36 26 319
GU 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
HI 3 1 0 1 0 10 0 1 0 16
ID 8 0 2 1 4 41 7 0 15 78
IL 42 27 0 7 34 519 2 47 30 708
IN 70 18 15 5 10 708 12 71 43 952
IA 5 19 2 6 4 120 1 5 17 179
KS 2 16 1 4 4 76 11 8 14 136
KY 1 0 0 6 1 32 7 5 43 95
LA 0 12 0 6 0 39 9 2 28 96
ME 5 3 0 0 4 57 0 4 2 75
MD 7 2 0 0 0 95 4 33 14 155
MA 3 2 0 0 2 63 0 7 6 83
MI 24 13 0 0 26 512 8 21 21 625
MN 5 26 3 1 4 85 2 36 22 184
MS 6 14 0 3 1 103 3 17 17 164
MO 8 4 2 13 17 172 26 6 52 300
MT 3 4 0 3 4 52 4 4 10 84
NE 7 17 0 4 1 63 3 4 5 104
NV 0 0 1 1 0 41 1 1 10 55
NH 0 0 0 2 0 21 2 0 9 34
NJ 7 4 0 1 18 36 0 5 5 76
NM 0 3 0 2 0 41 6 1 15 68
NY 45 39 0 1 34 170 4 18 15 326
NC 17 21 1 4 22 128 23 19 107 342
ND 1 4 0 0 1 131 0 0 7 144
MP 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
OH 30 27 3 10 11 194 10 32 20 337
OK 6 56 4 0 0 131 7 8 41 253
OR 1 0 0 1 109 116 2 28 26 283
PA 75 31 0 1 2 125 2 19 28 283
PR 2 0 0 0 0 17 2 0 0 21
RI 6 1 0 0 3 36 0 13 3 62
SC 0 8 0 2 3 88 8 22 37 168
SD 0 0 0 0 0 36 1 0 14 51
TN 0 54 1 4 7 135 14 6 21 242
TX 0 22 4 8 8 190 31 19 19 301
UT 4 3 0 3 6 55 10 13 25 119
VT 8 3 0 0 1 44 2 0 7 65
VI 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3
VA 0 0 1 6 30 45 11 11 1 105
WA 2 7 2 7 7 118 12 18 42 215
WV 25 26 0 2 0 62 5 3 12 135
WI 8 43 2 0 93 207 17 9 34 413
WY 3 0 0 0 11 34 1 3 13 65
Total 475 580 49 145 528 6238 351 697 1129 10192

Project Breakdown by State By Project Type (incomplete info and projects not started removed)
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Table 4.5 Percentage Mix of Projects, by State 

Project Breakdown by State By Project Type (incomplete info and projects not started removed) 

 
Bridge 

Improvement 
Bridge 

Replacement 
New Bridge 

Construction 
New 

Construction Other Pavement 
Improvement 

Pavement 
Widening 

Safety/Traffic 
Management 

Transportation 
Enhancements Total 

AL 0.4% 2.1% 0.0% 0.8% 4.2% 82.2% 1.3% 3.8% 5.1% 100% 
AK 7.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 0.0% 66.7% 3.7% 3.7% 14.8% 100% 
AS 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100% 
AZ
AR 0.9% 3.4% 1.7% 5.2% 0.9% 55.2% 16.4% 13.8% 2.6% 100% 
CA 0.9% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 2.6% 75.8% 2.2% 6.5% 11.1% 100% 
CO 0.0% 4.3% 1.1% 3.2% 2.1% 33.0% 8.5% 13.8% 34.0% 100% 
CT 9.2% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 51.7% 0.8% 16.7% 14.2% 100% 
DE 10.0% 3.3% 0.0% 3.3% 16.7% 36.7% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 100% 
DC 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 42.9% 7.1% 21.4% 14.3% 100% 
FL 2.6% 0.0% 0.5% 1.3% 0.5% 52.4% 6.0% 9.2% 27.5% 100% 
GA 0.0% 8.8% 0.0% 2.2% 0.6% 65.5% 3.4% 11.3% 8.2% 100% 
GU 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100% 
HI 18.8% 6.3% 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 62.5% 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 100% 
ID 10.3% 0.0% 2.6% 1.3% 5.1% 52.6% 9.0% 0.0% 19.2% 100% 
IL 5.9% 3.8% 0.0% 1.0% 4.8% 73.3% 0.3% 6.6% 4.2% 100% 
IN 7.4% 1.9% 1.6% 0.5% 1.1% 74.4% 1.3% 7.5% 4.5% 100% 
IA 2.8% 10.6% 1.1% 3.4% 2.2% 67.0% 0.6% 2.8% 9.5% 100% 
KS 1.5% 11.8% 0.7% 2.9% 2.9% 55.9% 8.1% 5.9% 10.3% 100% 
KY 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 6.3% 1.1% 33.7% 7.4% 5.3% 45.3% 100% 
LA 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 40.6% 9.4% 2.1% 29.2% 100% 
ME 6.7% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.3% 76.0% 0.0% 5.3% 2.7% 100% 
MD 4.5% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 61.3% 2.6% 21.3% 9.0% 100% 
MA 3.6% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 75.9% 0.0% 8.4% 7.2% 100% 
MI 3.8% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 81.9% 1.3% 3.4% 3.4% 100% 
MN 2.7% 14.1% 1.6% 0.5% 2.2% 46.2% 1.1% 19.6% 12.0% 100% 
MS 3.7% 8.5% 0.0% 1.8% 0.6% 62.8% 1.8% 10.4% 10.4% 100% 
MO 2.7% 1.3% 0.7% 4.3% 5.7% 57.3% 8.7% 2.0% 17.3% 100% 
MT 3.6% 4.8% 0.0% 3.6% 4.8% 61.9% 4.8% 4.8% 11.9% 100% 
NE 6.7% 16.3% 0.0% 3.8% 1.0% 60.6% 2.9% 3.8% 4.8% 100% 
NV 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 1.8% 0.0% 74.5% 1.8% 1.8% 18.2% 100% 
NH 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.9% 0.0% 61.8% 5.9% 0.0% 26.5% 100% 
NJ 9.2% 5.3% 0.0% 1.3% 23.7% 47.4% 0.0% 6.6% 6.6% 100% 

NM 0.0% 4.4% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 60.3% 8.8% 1.5% 22.1% 100% 
NY 13.8% 12.0% 0.0% 0.3% 10.4% 52.1% 1.2% 5.5% 4.6% 100% 
NC 5.0% 6.1% 0.3% 1.2% 6.4% 37.4% 6.7% 5.6% 31.3% 100% 
ND 0.7% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 91.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9% 100% 
MP 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100% 
OH 8.9% 8.0% 0.9% 3.0% 3.3% 57.6% 3.0% 9.5% 5.9% 100% 
OK 2.4% 22.1% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 51.8% 2.8% 3.2% 16.2% 100% 
OR 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 38.5% 41.0% 0.7% 9.9% 9.2% 100% 
PA 26.5% 11.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.7% 44.2% 0.7% 6.7% 9.9% 100% 
PR 9.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 81.0% 9.5% 0.0% 0.0% 100% 
RI 9.7% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 4.8% 58.1% 0.0% 21.0% 4.8% 100% 
SC 0.0% 4.8% 0.0% 1.2% 1.8% 52.4% 4.8% 13.1% 22.0% 100% 
SD 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 70.6% 2.0% 0.0% 27.5% 100% 
TN 0.0% 22.3% 0.4% 1.7% 2.9% 55.8% 5.8% 2.5% 8.7% 100% 
TX 0.0% 7.3% 1.3% 2.7% 2.7% 63.1% 10.3% 6.3% 6.3% 100% 
UT 3.4% 2.5% 0.0% 2.5% 5.0% 46.2% 8.4% 10.9% 21.0% 100% 
VT 12.3% 4.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 67.7% 3.1% 0.0% 10.8% 100% 
VI 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100% 
VA 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 5.7% 28.6% 42.9% 10.5% 10.5% 1.0% 100% 
WA 0.9% 3.3% 0.9% 3.3% 3.3% 54.9% 5.6% 8.4% 19.5% 100% 
WV 18.5% 19.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 45.9% 3.7% 2.2% 8.9% 100% 
WI 1.9% 10.4% 0.5% 0.0% 22.5% 50.1% 4.1% 2.2% 8.2% 100% 
WY 4.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.9% 52.3% 1.5% 4.6% 20.0% 100% 
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� 4.4 Other Factors Affecting Job Generation 
Regression Design.  A regression analysis is conducted to examine how much of the 
remaining variation in direct job creation between the states and project types can be 
explained through state-specific factors regarding labor and non-labor costs.  The 
regression analysis is based on the conceptual framework shown in Figure 3.1.  After 
deleting early stage projects (because the job reporting was too unreliable), the regressions 
included four sets of explanatory factors selected in accordance with the previously 
discussed conceptual framework: 

� Project type; 

� Expenditure level; 

� Wage rate (per hour); and 

� Project difficulty. 

Initial research found that of all available predictors of project difficulty, topography, and 
volume/capacity ratio appear to have the greatest explanatory power.  Both population 
density and urban setting variables were found to be highly correlated with a high 
volume/capacity ratio, though the latter appeared to be a better predictor of job impact.   

Separate regression equations are estimated (calibrated) for each project type class, 
reflecting the impact of expenditures and the interaction of expenditures with wage rate, 
topography and volume/capacity ratio.  Three project classes are defined to account for 
differences in the relative roles of impact factors:   

Major Construction Projects:  including bridges (new, replacement and improvement) and 
highways (new construction, widening and other).  All had in the range of 11.5 to 12.7 jobs 
per million.  

Pavement and Safety Projects:  including pavement improvement and safety/traffic 
management projects.  These represented smaller scale projects with lower rates of job 
generation (in the range of 9.0 to 10.3 jobs per million). 

Transportation Enhancement Projects.  These projects had the highest rates of job  

Below is the form, specification, and summary table of each regression. 

Jobsgroup 1 ����1 * Expenditures + �2 (Expenditures * Wage per worker)  
 ���3 (���	
����	������	�������4 (Expenditures * Topography) 
 
Jobsgroup 2 ���5 * Expenditures + �6 (Expenditures * Wage per worker)  
���7 (Expenditures * ����	�������8 (Expenditures * Topography) 
 
Jobsgroup 3 ���9  Expenditures + �10  (Expenditures * Wage per worker)  
���11 (Expenditures * Topography) 
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Sources of Explanatory Data.  The explanatory variables chosen include:   

Wages per Person:  (continuous variable) taken from Moody’s as total payroll employee 
disbursements divided by employee count by Federal Information Processing Standard 
(FIPS) code.  As wage per worker increase, holding budgets constant, we expect fewer jobs 
to be generated.   

Volume to capacity ratio:  (Binary variable) estimated as the State averaged (from HERS-
ST:  by urban/Rural) estimate of traffic congestion.  We expect congested areas to tend to 
have higher job/expenditure ratio because of the need for more labor intensive work 
rerouting traffic.   

Topography:  a discrete variable which measured increasing gradient of FIPS coded 
regions in which the project was based.  All things constant, we expect construction 
projects that a steeper gradient to require costlier materials, and that traffic enhancement 
projects require more labor to complete a project. 

Results.  Regression results are shown in Table 4.6.  Results suggest that up to 90 percent of the 
variation in job generation impacts can be explained by the combination of project type and 
other explanatory factors.  That is significantly more than the previously noted 81 percent of 
construction project impacts that was explainable by project type alone.  In other words, of the 
19 percent of state-to-state variance in job/expenditure ratio not already explained by the 
project mix, the regression incorporating measurements of labor cost, traffic congestion level, 
and topography explained up to 47 percent of that remaining variance.24

                                                      
24 This was based off of the group 1 R2.  A weighted average of the three R2 values by number of 

observations yields a combined explanatory power of approximately 87.7%, compared to what 
was explained by just project type (81%). 
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Table 4.6 Regression Coefficient Estimates:  Results 

 

Variables 
Construction 

Projects 
Pavement + Safety 

Projects 
Traffic Enhancement 

Projects 

Expenditure (millions) 12.439** 7.678** 14.148** 

Exp * wages per worker (1000s) -.073** -.019** -.108** 

Exp * volume/capacity ratio 4.000** 2.942** N.S. 

Exp * Topography -.041** -.0863** .198** 

R2 .903 .877 .822 

N 1735 5736 880 

* Significant at the 5 percent level. 

** Significant at the 1 percent level. 

The regression coefficients show that on average, low-wage areas tend to have a higher 
job/expenditure ratio, presumably because the money could be stretched to cover more 
construction activity and hence employ more total workers.  The analysis also showed that 
congested areas also tend to have higher job/expenditure ratio, presumably because of the 
need for more labor intensive work rerouting traffic.  It also shows that areas of high slope 
topography tend to have a lower job/expenditure ratio, presumably because of the greater 
need amount of structural support materials.  The remaining unexplained variance may 
be due to differences in state processes for data collection and reporting, or other 
unexplained factors.  
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5.0 Analysis of Individual State-
Level Data  

� 5.1 Overview of State Collected Data 
The public record includes, for each ARRA project, quarterly employment, and spending 
data.  Employment is understood to represent current FTE, and spending is cumulative.  
In addition, four state databases were acquired from Florida, Kansas, Washington, and 
Wisconsin which include reported quarterly hours worked and payroll expenditure.  Both 
of these are incremental, or in-period measures.  By merging each of these databases with 
the public record, hours and payroll for each project could be appended to the existing 
public record of FTE and expenditure.  

All projects are matched between databases based on their unique Federal project ID 
number.  The major concern is consistency between databases.  First, expenditures in the 
public dataset are differenced to produce incremental spending.  In addition, there are 
some small chronographic differences between datasets, such as projects beginning or 
ending at different times.  To ensure data consistency, each metric of interest was summed 
over quarters for which data was reported in both the public and state records.  In a 
limited number of cases, a project is missing from one of the databases, and hence it is not 
included.  Once the data are matched, four statistics are presented for each project:  Hours, 
Payroll, FTE Jobs, and Expenditures.  From these, four ratios are then calculated:  Payroll/
Expenditures (representing labor’s share of the project), Payroll/Hour (average hourly 
wage), Hours/FTE Job, and FTE Jobs/$1 Million Expenditure.  For each state, these ratios 
are calculated both in the aggregate and by project type, as it was believed that the project 
category would be a significant determinant of labor input.  

All four states exhibit a potential definitional issue, which concerns the Hours/Job metric.  
An annual FTE job should equal approximately 2,080 hours, given 40 hours per week and 
52 weeks in the year.  In this case, three of the states’ provided quarterly reports that 
appeared to show Hours/Job averaging in the 628 to 701 range, which is somewhat higher 
than the 510 hours/quarter that would normally be expected.  The fourth state provided 
monthly reports for Hours/Job averaging in the 225 range, which is slightly above the 173 
hours/month that would normally be expected.  The reason may be due to differences in 
accounting of part-time workers.  Another issue is that all of the states appeared to report 
a number of jobs that differed from the U.S. DOT public dataset.  The reason may be that 
contractors are actually reporting hours to the states, which then gets reported in the 
RADS system.  U.S. DOT then converts the hours to FTE on a per quarter basis and it is 
this FTE number that is available in the public dataset, not the number of hours as 
originally reported.   
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The major findings from this exercise provide insight into labor’s share of ARRA 
expenditure, average wages, and direct job creation associated with stimulus spending.  
The fact that these findings are relatively consistent across states provides an additional 
level of confidence in the results.  Additionally, there are evident trends with project types 
across states.  Below is a summary of the results from these four cases: 

� The number of projects in each state varies widely, ranging from 150 to just over 1,000; 

� The mix of projects varies slightly between states, but Pavement Improvement held by 
far the greatest share in each state, ranging from 32 percent to 55 percent of total 
project share;  

� In three of the four states, payroll is 20.9 percent to 25.3 percent of total expenditure; in 
the fourth, this ratio is 6.7 percent;  

� Average hourly wages for ARRA jobs ranges between $21 and $40, with three of the 
states being in the $21 to $28 range; and 

� Jobs per one million of expenditure ranges from 9.0 to 16.8; this figure varied widely 
by project type; Transportation Enhancements and New Construction produces by far 
the most jobs, with figures consistently close to 20 and in one case above 32.  

� 5.2 Florida Data 
Table 5.1 presents the results for data provided by the State of Florida.  The data reveal a 
Payroll/Expenditure ratio of 0.22, and average wage of $20.95, Hours/Job of 628, and 16.8 
jobs per one million dollars.  These results largely mirror those for the Pavement 
Improvement category, which makes up the largest share across project types.  It should 
be noted that 38 percent of the Florida projects which were matched between the two 
databases did not have a designated project type. 
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Appendix H

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT

FM #: 418423-1-22-01
FAP #: 4751 146 P
ETDM #: 11241



































Appendix I

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT
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Appendix J

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT

FM #: 418423-1-22-01
FAP #: 4751 146 P
ETDM #: 11241
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Date: July 8, 2013

To: Mr. Dat Huynh, P.E., FDOT Project Manager

From: Mr. Godfrey Lamptey, P.E., PTOE, Consultant Deputy Project Manager

Reference: Value Engineering Responses for Golden Glades Interchange
Ultimate Build Alternative

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway PD&E Study from I-75 to 
Golden Glades Interchange, Miami-Dade County, Florida 
FPID No.: 418423-1-22-01
ETDM No.: 11241

CC: Project File 

INTRODUCTION

A Value Engineering (VE) Study for the SR 826/Palmetto Expressway Project Development 
and Environment (PD&E) Study from I-75 to the Golden Glades Interchange was conducted 
from February 11 to 15, 2013 for the Golden Glades Interchange Ultimate Build Alternative. 
The purpose of the Value Engineering Study is to ensure that the project objectives are 
addressed and to identify and remove any unnecessary costs associated with the Ultimate
Build improvements. The Value Engineering Report detailing the findings and 
recommendations from the VE Study Team was submitted to the Florida Department of 
Transportation – District 6 on February 15, 2013. The following summarizes the Study 
Team’s responses to the VE Team’s recommendations:

 

SR 826 TO I-95 FLYOVER RAMPS

Value Engineering Alternative 1A: REJECTED

Make SB I-95 to SR 826/Palmetto Expressway WB, a two lane general use ramp and EB SR 
826/Palmetto Expressway to NB I-95, a two lane general use ramp and eliminate the 
proposed Ultimate EB SR 826/Palmetto Expressway express lane flyover. (See VE Report 
pg. 29 for details). Possible savings of $25,672,390.00

Discussion: The system-to-system flyover ramps connecting the proposed SR 
826/Palmetto express lanes and the existing I-95 express lanes to and from the north is 
part of the District’s long-term goal of providing a network of express lanes throughout the 
region. The express lane network will also serve as the back-bone of a proposed bus rapid 
transit (BRT) system with express feeder bus services running north-south along SR 7/US 
441 and SR 817 (University Drive), and east-west along SR 820 (Hollywood/Pines 
Boulevard). 

Elimination of the EB SR 826/Palmetto Expressway express lane flyover as proposed by the
VE Alternative 1A would disrupt the continuity and operations of the express lanes system. 
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In addition, the lack of continuity will make it less attractive for use as a BRT network to 
promote transit usage and congestion management throughout the South Florida region

Recommendation: Based on the above evaluation, it is recommended to maintain the 
PD&E alternative which provides system-to-system flyover ramps connecting the proposed 
SR 826/Palmetto express lanes and the existing I-95 express lanes to and from the north.

 

Value Engineering Alternative 1B: REJECTED

Revise the EB SR 826/Palmetto Expressway to NB I-95 ramp alignment. (See VE Report pg. 
31 for details) Possible savings of $10,159,505.00

Discussion: The proposed improvements under this VE recommended alternative realigns 
the ramp to touch down within the median of I-95 just south of the Jackson Memorial 
Medical Center emergency access. In order to implement this alternative, the I-95 
northbound lanes will have to be reconstructed and shifted east approximately 39-ft to 
accommodate the express lanes with 6-ft shoulders on each side in addition to six general 
purpose travel lanes. This will require additional right of way from the Jackson North Medical 
Center and the existing emergency helipad adjacent to the limited access right of way to 
accommodate the roadway footprint. The right of way acquisition will significantly impact 
the emergency access and operations of this hospital. 

Recommendation: Based on the above evaluation, it is recommended that the VE 
alternative be dropped from further evaluation due to the above stated constraints.

Value Engineering Alternative 2: REJECTED

Make SB and NB I-95 to EB and WB SR 826/Palmetto Expressway, two lane general use 
ramps and eliminate the Interim general use ramp to NB I-95 (See VE Report pg. 34 for 
details). Possible additional cost of $4,451,521.00

Discussion: This VE recommended alternative will require entrance and exit points to the 
flyover ramps between NW 27th Avenue and NW 17th Avenue. As such residents and 
businesses wishing to go from SR 826/Palmetto Expressway EB to I-95 NB will have to 
travel to NW 27th Avenue to make a U-Turn in order to access the flyover ramps and 
likewise in the reverse direction. This will significantly impact the access for residents from 
Scott Lakes and Bunche Park as well as the businesses within the Sunshine Industrial Park 
who will be forced to use the current circuitous routes for these movements.

In addition, the additional access point to the flyover ramp will create a weaving condition 
between SR 826/Palmetto Expressway EB to I-95 NB and SR 826/Palmetto Expressway EB 
to I-95 SB movements. This will potentially degrade traffic operations and safety in both the 
proposed express lanes and general use lanes along SR 826/Palmetto Expressway.
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Recommendation: Based on the above evaluation, this VE Alternative is recommended to 
be dropped from further evaluation due to the potential access impacts to the residents and 
businesses as well as the potential adverse impacts to traffic operations and safety.

Value Engineering Alternative 3: REJECTED

Replace as much of the structure with retaining walls, fill and pavement as possible (See VE 
Report pg. 38 for details). Possible savings of $6,068,334.00

Discussion: Generally, MSE walls with heights in excess of 45-ft are avoided due to the 
special design requirements. This VE alternative proposes to eliminate a couple of bridge 
spans and replace them with MSE walls that are over 50-ft high and only 36-ft 1-inch wide. 
This will require a Bin Wall Special design since the strap lengths are constricted and not 
long enough. In addition, the location of these walls will restrict access road to the FDOT 
ITS facility and hurricane debris staging area as well as the industrial property located 
within the heart of the interchange. 

Recommendation: Based on the above evaluation, it is recommended to maintain the 
PD&E alternative which provides continuous bridge structures for the flyover ramps 
connecting the proposed SR 826/Palmetto Expressway express lanes and the I-95 express 
lanes.

SR 826 RECONSTRUCTION 

Value Engineering Recommendation 4: REJECTED

Eliminate the NW 12/13 Avenue connection to SB I-95 (See VE Report pg. 41 for details)
Possible savings of $9,299,875.00

Discussion: The recommendations presented in the VE Alternative which eliminates the 
NW 12th Avenue on-ramp was the evaluated as one of the Build Alternatives during the
PD&E Study. As part of the on-going public involvement process, several meetings and 
discussions were held with the City of Miami Gardens, adjacent residents and business 
owners within the Sunshine Industrial Park. The City of Miami Gardens and the business 
owners requested for the inclusion of the NW 12th Avenue on ramp as well as Texas U-Turns 
at both NW 12th Avenue and NW 17th Avenue as part of the project as a mitigation strategy 
to address the business community’s circulation and access concerns. The Department has 
committed to include these improvements as part of the project. 

Recommendation: This VE Alternative is recommended to be dropped from further 
evaluation since the improvements are required in order to receive the MPO approval and 
local support for the project.

Value Engineering Recommendation 5: REJECTED
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Use retaining walls and fill to eliminate the R/W take and provide new property access (See 
VE Report pg. 43 for details). Possible savings of $28,820,500.00

Discussion: This VE Alternative eliminates the NW 12th Avenue on-ramp from the project. 
As mentioned in the previous response, the City of Miami Gardens and the business owners 
requested for the inclusion of the NW 12th Avenue on ramp as well as Texas U-Turns at both 
NW 12th Avenue and NW 17th Avenue as part of the project as a mitigation strategy to 
address the business community’s circulation and access concerns The Department has 
committed to include these improvements as part of the project.

Recommendation: This VE Alternative is recommended to be dropped from further 
evaluation since the improvements are required in order to receive the MPO approval and 
local support for the project.

 

TURNPIKE CONNECTOR RECONSTRUCTION

Value Engineering Recommendation 6: ACCEPTED

Eliminate or reduce the SB ramp with walls, fill and pavement. (See VE Report pg. 52 for 
details) Possible savings of $3,637,904.00

Discussion: This VE Alternative recommends replacing some spans of the proposed 
Turnpike Connector SB express lanes connector flyover bridge with fill retained with MSE 
Walls. The maximum fill height proposed in these sections is 40-ft which is less than the 45-
ft threshold for MSE Walls.

Recommendation: The study team will further evaluate the use of MSE walls at the 
recommended sections to determine the feasibility and identify any constructability issues.  
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