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Presentation Overview

» Introduction
» Identify Design » Mitigation Strategies

Exception » Justification,
» Safety Analysis Documentation and

» Predictive Method Approval Requirements

» Economic Appraisal

Introduction-Tools You May Need

» Provide a demonstration of the Highway Safety
Manual’s application in a Shoulder Width Design
Exception.




Introduction- New FDOT HSM User Guide

» Practical Guide to help 201 oo
navigate the predictive -
method.

FDOT

» State Safety Office Website.

» Published in June 2015. e SRS

» NCHRP 17-50 HSM User Guide
» Final Draft on-line

|dentify Design Exception

» 13 Controlling Criteria

» Design Speed > Cross Slope

» Lane Widths b Superelevation
» Shoulder Widths b Horizontal Alignment
» Bridge Widths > Vertical Alighment

» Structural Capacity » Stopping Sight Distance

» Vertical Clearance » Horizontal Clearance

» Grades

<« Chapter 23 in Vol. 1 of PPM

<« FHWA Mitigation Strategies for Design
Exceptions

6/18/2015

HAGHANY SAFETY MANUAL
USER GUIDE
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Approved Typical Section

PROPOSED ROADWAY TYPICAL SECTION
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Minimum Shoulder Width Criteria
(effective or stabilized widths)

p» AASHTO Greenbook Criteria

» New Construction
» 8 feet (> 2000 ADT)
» 0 foot paved

» FDOT PPM Criteria
» New Construction (Ch. 2)

> 8 feet (low volume)
» 5 feet paved
» RRR (Ch. 25)

> 6 feet (all volumes)

o
TV CUTIWA SN MO0

> 4 feet paved
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Evaluate Existing Shoulder Widths

» Effective Width: 4 to 5 Feet
» 6 feet Required

p Paved Width: 4 to 5 Feet

» Paved Widths less than 4
Feet Require a Design
Variation

|dentify Design Exception

» 13 Controlling Criteria

» Design Speed > Cross Slope

» Lane Widths b Superelevation

» Shoulder Widths b Horizontal Alignment
» Bridge Widths > Vertical Alighment

» Structural Capacity » Stopping Sight Distance
» Vertical Clearance » Horizontal Clearance
b Grades
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Safety Analysis

» Historical Crash Method (HCM)
» Uses Historical Crashes
» 5 year Analysis
» Uses Crash Reduction Factors (CRFs)
» Predictive Method
» Statistically Predicts Crashes
» Design Life Analysis
» Uses Crash Modification Factors (CMFs)
» Types
» Roadside Safety Analysis Program (RSAP)
» Highway Safety Manual (HSM)

Safety Analysis

» Predictive Method

» The two Predictive Methods listed in our Plans
Preparation Manual are:

» Highway Safety Manual.
» Roadside Safety Analysis Program (RSAP)

» Both methods use specific roadway geometric features
and traffic volumes to quantitatively estimate safety
performance of proposed alternatives.
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AASHTO Highway Safety Manual (HSM)
2010/2014

» Consist of 3 Volumes and a Supplement
» Part A Fundamentals
» Part B Process
» Part C Predictive Method
» Part D Countermeasures

HSM Part C: Predictive Method

» Provides equations that statistically predict the number
of crashes

» Rural Two Lane Roads Ch. 10

» Rural Multilane Roads Ch. 11

»Urban/ Suburban Roads Ch. 12

»Urban/ Rural Freeways Ch. 18 (2014 Supplement)
»Ramps Ch. 19 (2014 Supplement)



HSM Predictive Method (18 Steps)

Steps 1 - 4: Collect Existing Conditions

vV v.v v

Step 1: Define roadway limits and

facility type ( )

Scope

Steps 5 - 8: Segment Roadway and Assign Crashes
Steps 9 - 13: Apply SPFs, CMFs, Cf and EB Adjustment
Steps 15 - 18: Design Life and Alternative Analysis

END PROJECT

BEGIN PROJECT
M.P. 2.719

6/18/2015
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Step 1: Define roadway limits and
facility type (Scope)

1 PROJECT DESCRIFTION

The CONSULTANT shall investipute the statiis of the projests snd become famihiae with

aud commitments (typieal sestiony. aligzmenn, ot ) developed from prior siwdies.
1f 2 Prebaminay Engmsermg Report is avalable from a pvor or curesnt Proyect Development
and Environmental (PDRE) smdy, the CONSULTANT shall wie the approved concepts »s 3
basis for the desegn naless othernive duected by the DEPARTMENT.

Einsuciol Preject ID; $25348-1:33-01

Thix 3R project primerily convists of reswrfacing SR 12 from the Yom Creck Bridge to
West of SR 18 (US 90).  Exhaing tewvel lanes, parking lanes, auxiliary fames, wedion

1, and poved shoulders witl be rfoced. The typical section consisn of twa (2)
12" teaewl Tawes and vasiable swideh showlders (57 pavedl In the vicllty of the SR 8 (1-10)
averpuns, SR 12 widews to inclwdy o raised wedian and provides two (23 127 travel lames in
coch direction,  The right-of-way varies thronghout the project limis. No oddivional
cight-of-nay will be required

A flavking dewcow extve wirhdu she limins of Greemvbore ar the interveveion of SR 12 and
CR 270 (Sefmmn Sereer)(CMP 6.008). No work is amticipared for this sigmel

Minor ADA Imp: wili ¢ (mcluded fm this project sitkin the limirs of Grevnsbors.
There imprevemenn may cowsist of repairing deficions sidewalk, seplacing reteaficing
mon compliant curb remps, and weering clear space requivewenrs. An ADA Survey
Reprovt will be required. Sev Section &9,

The €S\ railrond cronsing at CMP 5,499 bas beew reploced in separaiv project,

Step 2: Define the study period (Project
Design Life)

» 5 year study of observed crashes (CARS Data)
» 2007 - 2011
» CARS Data (Typically KABC only)
p Total Crashes Sorted by KABCO

» 20 year study for Life Cycle cost analysis. (HSM/EB Model)
» 2011 - 2031
» 20 Year Expected Resurfacing Cycle

10



Step 2: Crash Types KABCO Factors
(Default % Distribution for Rural 2-lane)

» K = Fatal Crashes (1.3%)
» A = Incapaciting Injury Crashes (5.4%)
» B = Non-Incapacitating Injury Crashes (10.9%)
» C = Possible Injury Crashes (14.5%)
» O = Property Damage Only crashes. (67.9%)
» All Crashes (100%)

» KABC Crashes (32.1%)

Step 3: AADT and Crash Data (Research)

p Obtain AADTs and Growth Rates for

> AADTs
» Opening Year: 2011 4500 veh/day
» Design Year: 2031 5500 veh/day

» Crash Data Needs
» 2007 -2011 Minimum
» Request from Project Manager.

6/18/2015
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Step 4: Geometric Conditions (Typical

and Layout)

» Geometric Design Features, Traffic Control, Features, and

Site Characteristics
» Length of Segment (miles)
» AADT (vehicles per day)
» Lane Width (feet)
» Shoulder Width (feet)

» Shoulder Type (paved/ gravel/ composite/ turf)

p Curve Data
» Grade

» Driveway Density (driveways/mile)

Step 4: Geometric Conditions (Spreadsheet)

Analys!
Agancy or Campany FOOT
Dists Prrformed DI85

Lengeh of seguent, L (mi]

AADT (vhday) | e T

Lane wedth (f)

Shoudder wth (1)

1Shouldes typs

Langeh of hoaontd cune (me)

Radies of cunatus 1)

‘Spwal tranagon curve (present/not presant)

Superdievation vananca (IR}

denaity {dw mie

{Contering umdle strigs (presantingt prosent)

Passng lanes [present {1 lane) (present (2 lane) / not gresert|]

Two-way loktum tane {presantinct present)

Roaduide hazied aing (5-T scals)

Segment ighting {presertinet pregere)

Auto spead erforcament (praseatinot praseat)

Calibration Factor. Cr

6/18/2015

12



Step 5: Segment Project

BEGIN PROJECT
M.P. 2.719

Step 6: Assign Observed Crashes

END PROJECT
M.P. 12.459
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Step 6: Observed Crash Adjustments (PDOs)

» Florida CARS Data typically only includes KABC Crashes. To account for PDO
crashes, an increase should be applied to the observed crash data to determine
the Total Observed Crash Rate for the site.

» Section 4 Observed 5 year Crashes = 4
» KABC Crashes = 32.1% of Total Crashes [Table 10-3]
» PDO Crashes = 67.9% Crashes [Table 10-3]
» Adjustments: Total Crashes = 4 + 0.321
{Total Observed Crashes = 12.46 Over 5 Years (2.5 Crashes/Year)

Step 7: Select a Segment or Intersection

END PROJECT
M.P. 12.459

BEGIN PROJECT
M.P. 2.719
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Opening Year
2011

Observed Crash Data (5 Years)
2007 - 2011

Design Year
2031

6/18/2015
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Step 9: Select and apply SPF

» Rural Two-lane, Two-way Roads
» Ngprrs = AADT X L X 365 x 106 x e(-0-312)

» Ngpers = Total Number of Crashes for Base Conditions

» Used in Before and After Calculations

» AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic (veh/day) = 4500 veh/day

b L = length of segment (miles) = 0.409 miles
> Noptrs-2011 = 4500 x 0.409 x 365 x 10°¢ x e(0:312)
> 0.49 Crashes/year (Predicted in 2011)

Step 10: Apply CMFs

Table 10-7. Summary of Crash Modification Factors (CMFs) in Chapter 10 and the Corresponding Safery
Performance Functivas (SPFs)

Facitity Type

CMF

CMF Description

CMF Lguatony sed Tuliles

Rursd T Lasse Two- Way
Rosdway Segmenis

M

Lame Wikh

Sheulder Wit and Type

Tabtle 10-9, Figure 10-8, Tabie 19410,

Fgutian 10-12

Tahle 108, Figure V7, Ugesion 10-11

OMF, Honaontsl Curves: Lesgth, Radise, and Table 16,7
Pressnce o1 Abkcace of Spwral Trankons

(8N Horssonidd Curves: Superciesation B V=14, 10-15 1018,
Wr\ Ceades Tutde HL 11

CMF,  Duiveway Desally Table 10-11

CMF Centertine Rwmihle Sinpe See tent

CMF, Paving Lanes See tent

CMF, Two-Way Left-Tan Laves Eguation 1014, 10:10

OMF, Messiide Design Equatlon 10-20

CMF,,  laghsey . Fquanun [0-21, Tabe 1012

CMF . Auctomatod Spoad Eafiscoment Sos aat

6/18/2015
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Step 10: HSM: CMF Figure 10-8

Crash Modification Fattor

00

oeo - -
Q 20 wo wo &0 1000 1200 140 1600 180 2000
AADT (veh/day)

Figure 10-8, Crash Modification Factoe for Shoulder Width on Randwiy Segments

L0 e

Step 10: Shoulder Width CMF Table 10-9

"Table 10-9. CMF for Shoulder Width on Roadway Segments (CMF_) |
AADT (vehicles per day)
Shoulder Widih <400 400 ta 2000
0 f 110 110+ 25 % 104 (AADT - 400)
2 107 107+ 143 = 10 (AADT - 400)
an 12 1024 8125 = 107 (AADT - 400)
on 10 0] 1.00
8 ) or mire 0.9% 0,98 + 6.875 » 10* (AADT - 400) | 0.87

Note: The collision types rolated to shoulder width to which this CMF applies include single-vehicle run-off the-road and multipie-vetwdo
head-an, oppasite-direction uideswipe, and same-direction sideswipe crashes

17



Step 10: Shoulder Type CMF Table 10-10

Table 10-10. Crash Modification Factors for Shoulder Types and Shoulder Widths on Roadway Segments (CMF )

Shoulder Width (f)
Shoulder Type 0 1 2 3 4 6 8
Paved 100 1.00 100 1.00 m 1.00 100
Gravel 1.00 100 101 101 10l 102 102
Composite 1.00 1.0t L2 102 103 1.04 106
Turf 1.00 101 103 1.04 1.08 108 Y

Note: The values for composite shoulders in this table represent a shoulder for which 50 percent of the shoulder width is paved and 50 percent

of the shoulder width is turf.

Step 10: Apply CMFs

» Shoulder Width CMF Adjustment Equation

b CMF,, = (CMF,,, X CMF, - 1.0) x p,, + 1.0 [HSM Equation 10-12]
» CMF,, = Crash Modification Factor for Shoulder Width and Type

» CMF,,, = Crash Modification Factor for Shoulder Width = 1.15
» CMF,,, = Crash Modification Factor for Type = 1.0

» P, = Proportion of total crashes represented by related crashes = 0.574
> CMF, = (1.15x1.0-1.0) x 0.574 + 1.0

» 1.09 CMF Adjustment to Total Crashes (4’ Paved Shoulder)

6/18/2015
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Step 10: CMF Combined Table

—
mmmmhmmmﬂmw(nwzmm Speed)

lAssumed AADT Greater than 2000 Shoulder Width (Feet)
fshoulder Type 0 1 2 3 4 6 8
|

aved

CMF Width-Related 1.50 1,40 1.30 1.23 1.00 0.87
JCNEF Type Paved 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00
JcMF Adjusted to Total Crashes 129 1.23 117 1.13 1.00 0.93
|
[composite Shoulders r—
JonE width 1.50 1.40 1.30 123 115 100 |f§os7
JCIF Type Composite (50/50 Paved) 1.00 101 1.02 1.02 1.03 104 | 106
JEME Adjusted to Total Crashes 1.29 1.24 1.19 1.15 111 1.02 ! 0.96

Shoulders

JeniE width 1.50 1.40 1.30 1.23 115 1.00 0.87
fcvF Type Turd 1.00 1.01 1.03 104 1.05 1.08 111
JCMF Adjusted to Total Crashes 1.29 1.24 1.19 1.16 1.12 1.05 0.98
|
[Hsm Equation 10-12 Values in italics hove been pro-roted based on adjacent voiues
1 CMF [Total Crashes) = CMF [Related Crashes) * CMF |Total Crashes) * 3 Related Crashes (57.4%)
|References: HSM Toble 10-8, 10-10 | | | | | |

Step 11: Apply Calibration Factors

» Florida Calibration Factor for a Rural 2-lane, 2-way Roadway
Segment is 1.0

» FDOT State Safety Office Web Site (Segments and Intersections)

» Nopredicted = Nsprrs X Cx X (CMF. x CMF;, X ... X CMF ;) [HSM: Eq. 10-2]
> Noredicted = Predicted Average Crashes for a Roadway Segment and Year
» Ngpers = Total Number of Crashes for Base Conditions = 0.49 crashes/year
» C, = Calibration Factor for Roadway Segment = 1.0
» CMF = CMF,, = Crash Modification Factor for Shoulder Width and Type = 1.09
b CMFy curve = 1.09 (Based on 2900’ Radius for a 0.2 Mile Curve)
> Npredicted = 0-49 X 1.0 x (1.09 x 1.09)
» 0.582 Crashes/year (Predicted in 2011)

19
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Step 11: Worksheet Np, . gicted

G Workshest 18 —Crash Modsication ¥ sciors for Rucal Two Lane Two Way Roada
J 2 {3} W __[ B _{6). {7 __|
CNF for Lanw CNF o CMF for  [CMF for Super-| CMF S CMF for | CMF for | CMF foe | CMF for
Width Shoulder Width | Homzonts levstion Grades Drveway  [Centarine | Passing | Two-'Way
and Type Cunes Densty | Rumble | Lanes | Left-Tum
Stnpe Lana
G Ir CF % CME 3 O & CMR & CMF & CWF 7r | G &r | CMF or
from Equation | #om Equatien |bom Equation [from Equations| fom Table [kom Equation]  fom from fram
1011 1092 013 10-34, 10.15 1011 1017 Soction | Section | Equatan
of 10-15 12 071 (1015 8 104
15
100 109 109 700 700 100 T00_|_ 100 100
Viorkshoot 1C - Road, S Oﬂulwllunﬂwo—l.-u‘lm—ﬂq" dway
U] 2] Re)) 141 3]
Craah Sevesity Laval Nspl s Ovwidispersion Crash Severiny Noapl s by Severiy
Porameler, & Dimtribution Distribation
from from Tatde 103
E on 106 fom Equation 18-7 i ) {21roTAL x 4)
iTotal 0432 058 1.000 0432
Enm gy {F1} - - 0321 0158
Propedy Damage Owly (PDO) - = 0.67% 034

20



Step 12: Predicted Crash Comparison (4’ vs 8’ Sh

6/18/2015

Service Life Year AADT Nypsros | Calidy, Foctoe CMF gt sty N ressctett ot Bolore CMF poy 0 Aot
2011 4500 49 100 118 582 1
201 4545 50 1.00 18] 588 1
201 4590 50 1.00 18 593 1
2014 4536 51 1.00 18 599 ]
2015 4583 51 100 118 505 1
2016 4730 52 100 183 1 1
2017 Lraed 52 100 183 3 !
201 4825 100 18 24 1
201 4373 100 18: [ 1
2021 4522 o 100 183 63% 1
2021 45N 4 100 183 543 1
2022 021 55 100 183 649 !
2023 011 = 1.00 18 555 1
204 121 z 100 183 2 1
2025 173 r 100 118 659 1
2026 5224 3 100 18 675

2027 5277 53 100 183 682
2028 5329 58 100 183 583
202 538 59 100 183 (=]
2030 5438 059 100 1183 0.70.
203 491 060 100 1183 Q710
Total 13519

Step 13: Weighting using the Empirical
Beyes Method (EB)

> HSM Page 3-24

“...the statistical reliability is improved by combining the observed
crash frequency and the estimate of the average crash frequency
from a predictive model”

“The EB method is only applicable when both predicted and observed
crash data are available for the specific roadway network conditions
for which the estimate is being made.”

“It can be used to estimate expected average crash frequency for
both past and future periods.”

21
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Step 13: Empirical Beyes Method (EB)

» Weighting Factor Calculations [HSM EQ. 3-10]
» w = Weighted Adjustment = 1/(1 + K X (Z Npregicted (all study years))
» k = 0.236/L [HSM Equation 10-7]
> k =0.236/0.4miles = 0.577
> X Npredicteq (2011) = 0.512 Crashes
»w=1/(1+0.577 x 0.512) = 0.77 (2011)

» The longer the segment area with crash data, the higher the values
are weighted to the predictive model.

Step 13: Empirical Beyes Method (EB)

» Observed Crash Frequencies and Predicted Crashes
Needed
» Nexpected = W X Npregicted * (1 - W) X Nopserveq [HSM Eq. 3-9]
> Neypected = Total Number of Expected Crashes
> Npredicted = TOtal Number of Predicted Crashes
» Nopserved = Observed Crashes
> w = Weighted Adjustment = 1/(1 + K X (Z Npredicted (all study years))
» Nexpected = 0.77 x0.512 + (1 - 0.77) x 2.5

» 1.02 Total Crashes Expected [2011]

22
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Step 14: Next Segment or Intersection

» Repeat the process for all sites/segments:
» Nexpected fOr €ach segment and intersection

» Weighting factor can be calculated individually by year or
used on all years. (Example: w = 0.77)

» Apply average observed crash rate (Example: 2.5/year) to
all future years for life cycle analysis.

Step 14: Expected Crash Summary

23



Step 15: Alternative-Apply project level
EB Method

» This step is applicable to existing conditions when
observed crash data are available, but cannot be
accurately assigned to specific sites.

» Since our example has accurate locations of the observed
crashes, this step is not applicable to the example shown.

» Can be used to perform Life Cycle Cost Analysis based on
Crash Rate Deltas instead.

Step 16: Sum all Sites and Years

END PROJECT
M.P. 12.459

BEGIN PROJECT
M.P. 2.719

6/18/2015
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Step 16: Sum all Sites and Years

» Add up the Ngypecteq fOr all Sites to Include
» Segments
» Tangent Sections
» Curved Sections

» Intersections

Step 17 Mitigation Strategies

» Mitigation is a thorough |

process. Every Exception
is unique.

» Mitigation Strategies for
Design Exceptions (July
2007) is a resource for
evaluating and
implementing.

25
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TABLE 22

Pokental Migatn § Step 17 Mitigation Strategies
Reoduce operatng spesds 0 the Croas L] ye spead
1. Design Speed design speed
Optinrze sadety 0nd operanuns by | Sec! aplmal combmation of ne ang stocider
dstridutng dvalatie cross- i Esed on Sle Charciensics.
sactooal width
Frovide advance waming of lane | Sgning
WD reduchon
tmprove abdity tn sty witin the Wide pavement markmgs
oy Recessed savemant markings.
3-Lag w5 Raiset pavement markings
3, Shoulder Width Doleotors
Lighang
Cantertine sumbie strips
Shoulder rumbie SINEs.
l Panted edgeline rumbile sinns.
INEEOVE ey 10 1RSI ariver | Pawed of partially-Daved shouldsns
Waves Me lane
I Satety edge

———

Step 17: Alternative Designs and

Countarmeasures
» Optimize widths across section l
» Edge Line Rumble Stripes
» Safety Edge
. . Quantify
» Improved delineation Crash Reduction
» Better Clear Zone L
l ] Nan-Manetary
> Roadway nghtlng y Considerations
Coat-EHectseness Benafit-Cost P Paromgt o
Anaiysis Analyses On-gairg Pijycn
Community Voo anid
] pirlidinrame
Monetary Value s N
pf Crash Reduction Froject Costs
Figure 7-2. Foonomic Appraisal Process
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Step 18: Compare and Evaluate Results

» Economic Appraisal of Crash reduction Benefits

» Construction costs for the improvements

» Net present value and Benefit Cost

Step 18: Annual Costs Fatal and Injuries

Y et

WO N RN -

Yea in Serace Life

2011
2012
2013
2004
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
222
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031

Deita Ny,

Crash Costy,

$503.848
$503,848

AMy,

$12,077
$12,077
$12,007
$12,077
$12,077
$12,077
512,077
512,077
$12,077
$12017
$12,017
$12017
$12,077
$12,077
$12,077
512,077
12,077
$12,077
$12,077
$12,007
$12.077
$253616

6/18/2015
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Step 18: Annual Costs Property Damage

Delta Nepo

0040
0040
0.040
0.040
0.040
0.040
0040
0.040
0040
0040
0.040
0.040
0040
0.040
0.040
0040
0.040
00
0040
0.0
0.040

Crash Costeno

$7 600
$7 600
57,600
$7,600
$7,600
$7.600
§7 600
$7,600
$7,600
§7.600
$7,600
57,600
§7 600
$7,600
$7,600
$7.600
$7,600
$7.600
$7.600
$7,600
57,600

AMeco

§304
S04
§304
$304
$I04
304
$304
I
$30¢
304
$34
$304
$304
§304
$34
$304
$304
§304
$304
$304
§304
$6 384

Step 18: Total Present Value of Crashes

AMrora (P/A.ly) Factor PVrotal
$12,381 1.00 $12.381
$12.381 1.89 $23,352
$12,381 278 $34,358
$12,381 363 $44 942
$12,381 445 $55,118
$12,381 524 $64,903
$12,381 6.00 $74,311
$12.381 673 $83.358
$12,381 7.44 $92,057
$12.381 8.1 $100.421
$12,381 8.76 $108,463
$12,381 9.39 $116,196
512,361 9.99 $123.632
$12,381 10.56 $130.782
$12,381 11.12 $137.656
12,361 1165 $144.267
$12,381 1217 $150.623
$12.381 12.66 $156,734
$12,381 13.13 $162,611
$12.381 13.59 $168,261
512,361 14.03 $173.694
Total Present Value $2,158,118
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Step 18: Construction and R/W Costs

» Construction Costs (widen 4000’ of shoulder from 4’-8’)
» Embankment, MOT, Mobilization, Drainage $100,000

> R/W Costs (6-8 Parcels) @ SURVEY SR 12—
@ CLFaR ZONE. N
» $700,000 |
» Environmental Impacts = Unknown AW — e\, ]
NEQUIRED N\ NOA-CONPLIANT = —
» Total Projected Costs = $800,000 TR sHoulner oS00 | |
(sh) (", | oo
s, @)
3 QN2
3
STA 1084300 LT

Step 18: Benefit Cost/Net Present Value

» Two Ways to analyze:
» 1. Net Present Value = Benefits-Costs

» $2,158,000 - $800,000 = $1,358,000 Net Present Value in
Shoulder Widening (Used in Prioritization of Projects)

» 2. Benefit/Cost: Benefits/Costs
» $2,158,000/$800,000 = 2.70

> Benefits = Present Value of Crash Reduction ($2,158,000)
» Cost = Current Design, Construction, and R/W Costs ($800,000+)
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Justification and Approval

Most Common Reasons for Denial

Justification/Documentation

Criteria

Benefit/Cost
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Justification

» A Strong Case for an Exception Can Be Made If:

» The Required Criteria Are Not Applicable to the Site
Conditions.

» The Project Can be just as Safe by Not Following
Nominal Criteria

» The Environmental or Community Needs Prohibit
Meeting Criteria.

Justification

» A Case Should Not Be Made Based Solely On
the Following:

» Money

» Too Expensive to fix
» Time

» Schedule, Schedule, Schedule
» Similar to other designs

» This is the way we did it on another project
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Documentation

» Plans Preparation Manual
Chapter 23

»Hope to soon streamline
documentation required.

»See Section 23.5 for other
requirements or Call us.

Approvals

6/18/2015

NS DR EDAR ATION |
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Submittal and Approval Process

» Submit early
» Adequate appendices
» Submit through project manager.

» Denial not necessarily imply a disagreement with the
decision

» Reminder...Most Design Exceptions are ultimately
approved.

Approval Process (PPM Exhibit 23-B)

Eatrize 32-8 Comyal Oftce Appeovan- Extibn 236 Centry Ottce Approvals: “
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Submutlarappeovel Lettar

A well documented
justification and engineering
analysis will typically result
in an approval by the
Department.

More Examples to come...

Jeremy Fletcher, P.E., P.S.M
Quality Assurance Administrator
(850) 414-4320
Jeremy.Fletcher@dot.state.fl.us

Brad Bradley, P.E.

Quality Assurance Engineer
(850) 414-4295
Brad.Bradley@dot.state.fl.us

Benjamin Gerrell, P.E.

Quality Assurance Engineer

(850) 414-4318
Benjamin.Gerrell@dot.state.fl.us

Taylor Carlquist

Quality Assurance Specialist
(850) 414-4317
Taylor.Carlquist@dot.state.fl.us
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Who has the first question?
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