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The Practical Design Guidelines (PDG) supersede the D4 guidelines.(In effect, there are no D4 RRR guidelines, only statewide RRR policies.) If the PDG are silent on an issue, the D4 guidelines can help provide guidance where appropriate. (See link for PDG)
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/officeofdesign/cpr/ProjectScopingfor3RWork.shtm
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[bookmark: access_management]Access Management
1) Would refuge islands be funded on 5 or 7-lane corridors for RRR projects?
· No, unless good justification can be developed showing the benefits of the construction.

2) Do we still request an access management plan be done on all RRR projects even if the recommended plan will not be incorporated; unless there is a high crash history at specific location?  
· "No.  An Access Management Plan will no longer be produced for RRR projects.  If changes to median openings need to be made as a result of verified, documented crash patterns, those recommendations will be made in the Safety Review Report and funded with safety dollars supported by a safety study and B/C analysis.  If no safety funds are available for the documented and warranted safety issue, RRR funds will be used to construct those median modification recommendations."

3) New process implemented by Permits in July 2009.

If a new driveway is proposed as part of an FDOT design project, it needs to be coordinated with the Permits Office (for tracking/inventory purposes).  

I would like to propose the following coordination process:
1. FDOT Representative to submit a Driveway/Connection Application  (850-040-15)
For new driveways associated with an FDOT project, only minimal information is required on the application:
0. Driveway Location (Roadway Section, Milepost, and SR #)        
0. Applicant and contact information (Land Owner, Lessee, or Contract to Purchase) 
0. Land Owner and contact information (if different from the “applicant”)
0. Authorized Representative (provide FM # and FDOT Project Manager’s contact information)
0. Address of property being served by the driveway
0. Page 3 is not needed (with the understanding that the FDOT Project Manager will ensure proper review and obtain necessary approvals from Traffic Operations, etc.)
0. No fee is required
1. Permits Office will then:
1. Create and stamp a Permit Number on the application
1. Log the driveway connection into the Permit Information Tracking System (PITS)
1. Provide the FDOT Project Manager with the Permit Number (to include in the plans)
1. A Driveway/Connection Permit (850-040-18) will not be filled out or signed (in this case, the “application” will serve as the “permit”)

This process is intended for new driveways being constructed under an FDOT project.  If a driveway is not associated with the design process for an FDOT project, then the property owner must apply for a permit (including fees, full application, full review, etc.). 

Please let me know if you agree with this process.  Feel free to contact me with any concerns or questions.

Thanks,
Christine Nabong Bacomo, P.E.
Florida Department of Transportation
District 4 Permits & NPDES Engineer

4) Is there a new process for access management changes during RRR? (12-22-10)

Yes, SB 1842 has changed the public involvement process concerning access management changes. (See the memo from Brian Blanchard below.) Bottom line for RRR, this provision requires at least one public hearing (advertised and recorded) which could be accomplished by simply having a public type hearing at the end of our typical public meeting. (See “Public Notification process and Community Awareness Plan (CAP)” on the KB.)

12-22-10
Subject: SB 1842 (transportation projects modifying access to adjacent properties)

Senate Bill 1842 requires the Department to notify all affected property owners and local governments when it proposes projects on the State Highway System that will divide a state highway, erect median barriers modifying currently available vehicle turning movements, or have the effect of closing or modifying an existing access to an abutting property owner. The notification must occur at least 180 days before the project design is finalized.  Related to these projects, the bill requires FDOT (a) to consult with applicable local government on its final design and allows the local government to present alternatives to relieve impacts to commercial business properties; (b) to hold at least one public hearing to determine how the project will affect access to businesses and the potential economic impact of the project on the local business community; and (c) to take all comments into consideration in final design of the project.

This bill applies to any proposed work program project beginning design on or after November 17, 2010. The language of the bill states “whenever the Department of Transportation proposes any project”, so this language does not apply to permit applications. However, for permit applications that affect medians and median openings, the effected people and businesses should be informed and involved by the permitee as soon as possible. 

This provision requires at least one public hearing (advertised and recorded). As many of you know, the decision whether to construct a median is usually made during the Planning and/or Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM)/Project Development & Environment (PD&E) Phases of a project.  During these phases of a project, the FDOT works with a community with an emphasis on their participation in the decision-making process concerning the project’s need and basic concepts.  . These phases involve local government representatives, public input, business interest input as well as other interested parties along the corridor and others outside the corridor.  The ETDM/PD&E phases documents these activities for major projects throughout.  As this phase progresses, stakeholder input is sought and may involve multiple mailings, meetings and workshops depending on the scope of the project. This process will not change and in most cases will satisfy the 180 day hearing requirement. Since only major studies like an EIS, EA, and major Type 2 Categorical Exclusions are required to have a formal hearing, a hearing during the final design phase shall be conducted when one hasn’t been conducted during the ETDM/PD&E phase. 

For on-going design projects, additional outreach to the community is provided through implementation of our Community Awareness Plans, which include notification of property owners and occupants. 

If a final design plan has been inactive (on-the-shelf) for a time long enough for major changes in roadside business ownership and occupancy, FDOT staff will work with the new owners and residents to inform them of the upcoming changes and allow for a dialogue before construction begins. The Department will continue to provide property owners Access Management Notices with project plans and Chapter 120, Florida Statutes rights. The Access Management Review Committees will also continue to meet to provide property owners the ability to voice their concerns before the Department. 

The Median Opening and Access Management Decision Process (Topic No. 625-010-021-g) will be updated to reflect these changes. Attached hereto is a pdf of SB 1842 for easy reference to the specific details of the bill’s requirements.  

Please share with your staff and let me know if you have any questions.
Brian A. Blanchard, P.E. 
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[bookmark: ADA]ADA:
1) Does the Department want to reconstruct “angled" ADA ramps so that the ramps are aligned perpendicular to either main road or the intersecting roads?  
In some cases, the "angled" ramps are ADA compliant (slopes and detectable surfaces), although the angled ramp orientation may be misaligned.  The safety report, however, does not indicate any pedestrian/ADA related accidents at these intersections. (2-14-07 revised)
· As long as the bottom of the curb ramp is “wholly contained” within the parallel boundaries of the crosswalk markings, the existing alignment would be compliant with  current ADA standards and would not need to be upgraded due to alignment issues. 
· However, under heavy pedestrian volume conditions, additional field observations and engineering judgment will be needed to ensure the best solution found. 
2) Is there an option for retro-fitting a detectable warning surface to a ramp that otherwise meets all ADA requirements? (2-14-07)
· Yes, as stated in PPM Chapter 25.4.19. (Also, see Index 304 Sheet 1 and Specification 527 for pay item and spec. for this upgrade)
· Items to consider for compliance:
· Slope of curb ramp
· Slope(s) of flares/transitions
· Width of sidewalk
· 36” min. landing or walk around at top of curb ramp
· Availability of additional ‘working room’ (right-of-way, useable area, etc.)
3) Replacing ramps entails rebuilding sections of sidewalk which add cost to a project. I have observed that ramps are replaced with little or no analysis, perhaps because there is no real guidance on that topic. (2-14-07)
· The ramp compliance analysis shall be part of the RRR report and investigation. Retrofitting ramps, should be researched to ensure cost effective solutions are found to meet current ADA standards. For example:  detectable warning can be added to ramps which meet all other ADA requirements as a cost effective solution which should be done when appropriate.
· Also, specification 527 identifies the color/contrast requirements. (3-13-07)

4) I know we try to avoid this, but will a standard manhole cover installed flush with the surface of an ADA ramp work?  Do you know of a manufacturer? – Jim Mills

· Email from 4-20-07 “manholes” Jim Mills/ All.....  An existing manhole cover in a curb ramp is okay -- IF: the cover and frame are flush with the walking surface and match the grade of the ramp;  where the surface of the cover/frame meet are firm, stable and slip-resistant  (knurled surfaces, etc.); the cover/frame meet the 1/4" change-in-level requirement - no greater than 1/4" level change of any element/component of the unit (if the profiling of the cover design/graphics is greater than 1/4" deep, this must be reduced - filled in, etc.);  the cover/frame are outside the area of the detectable warnings. I do not know of any manufacturer that makes an "ADA compliant" manhole cover, but I would start with Neenah Foundry or East Jordan Iron Works. They are aware and may be working on this.

It may be better to try to design the curb ramp 'around/away from' the manhole. ..................dp
H. Dean Perkins, Architect

5) What should be done if existing strain poles conflict with access to or design of ADA ramps?
· No policy has been established for this issue. FDOT is relying on the engineering judgment of the FDOT PM’s and consultants to come up with cost effective solutions on a case by case basis. (Ingenuity and innovation are encouraged!) Reminder; cost is not a valid condition as to whether FDOT will provide accessibility or not. ADA solutions must be found unless an approved exception can be obtained. (See questions below for details on exceptions and conditions for applying ADA standards.)

6) When are we required to upgrade ADA ramps and when can we utilize the exception process for ADA ramp design? 

· First, if it’s an ‘alteration’ to the roadway, then the curb ramps must be upgraded to meet the ADA requirements.  The scope of the project will determine if it’s an alteration.  See the guidance letters from FHWA about RRR projects (links below.)  - Dean Perkins

Chris Richter letter – August 18, 2003
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/projectmanagementoffice/ADA/Memos/RRR_FHWALetter-Richter.pdf

Frederick Isler letter – September 12, 2006
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/projectmanagementoffice/ADA/Memos/default.shtm
see “Alterations” and “Maintenance” sections.

· Simply put, for RRR projects, ADA is required to be upgraded except where “technically infeasible” as defined in the ADA standards. If technically infeasible, the exception process would be used.

7) With the above answer, what is “technically infeasible” and how does it relate to RRR projects. 
· “Technically” infeasible includes physical constraints (steep natural grades/slopes, existing buildings/structures in the way, etc.) and right-of-way limitations (ROW at back of sidewalk, for example. If you cannot ‘engineer your way around’ the site constraints, you may meet the exception criteria.-DP) Another example: Assuming a R/W constraint issue, it may be possible to work with the property owner to allow the sidewalk to be widened to provide the required clearance (36” preferred, 32” minimum). Case by case discussion as well as legal advice may be necessary as needed. 

8) A question came up about pavers in ADA ramps and I thought I was told District IV no longer approves truncated dome pavers in our crosswalks for several different reasons including contrasting colors issues?
· Detectable warnings (truncated domes) are required at most pedestrian path/vehicle path crossings without regard to the surface materials.  The only exceptions are for low-volume, low-speed ‘driveways’ (see link below.)  The pedestrian path may be in any material: concrete, asphalt, pavers, etc.  The detectable warnings must contrast in color to the surrounding surfaces – light-on-dark, dark-on-light, etc.  And they can be in any material as long as they meet the standards (see Spec 527 and Index 304.)  FYI:  I’ve seen brick pavers that have the truncated domes cast into the top of each paver in a variety of colors: brick red, light grey, light tan, white, etc.)
· The only prohibition for brick pavers that I’m aware of is for pavers in roadway crossings on the state highway system.  The reason is that pavers that are subject to vehicular impact may tend to move them (differential settlement, horizontal and/or vertical shifting, dislodging, etc.) and, therefore, require higher maintenance.  Some local governments may use pavers on their city or county systems.  This would affect the use of pavers in the sidewalk and/or curb ramp.
· The new Public Rights of Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAAG) talk about pavers in the ‘pedestrian access route’ – basically, to be very careful about not creating ‘bumpy’ surfaces that may be harmful or painful for wheelchair users to cross, or cause persons using other mobility aids (walkers, crutches, etc.) to stumble or trip……………………….dp
· Design Modifications – January 2008
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/rddesign/updates/files/Jan08-Modifications.pdf
see Interim Index No. 310 (Sheet 2 of 2) on page 6 – in red

9) From the ADA guidelines… “Bus Boarding and Alighting Areas” are defined as 96’x60” clear length and width, however, in many cases R/W restrictions do not allow us to meet this guideline. Would the PM simply document to the file each “restrictive area” or would there need to be a formal process for non-compliance?   (1-6-10)

· According to guidance from USDOT, ADA features for bus stops must meet the requirements "to the extent the construction specifications are within their control" (see USDOT modification below.)  Exceptions are allowed for conditions of infeasibility, which would need to be fully documented.  You would need to use the FDOT "exception and variation" process to document any deviation from the 'standard' requirements. – D. Perkins (1-6-10)
 
· ADA Standards for Transportation Facilities - adopted Nov. 2006
· 810.2.2 Dimensions.  Bus boarding and alighting areas shall provide a clear length of 96 inches (2440 mm), measured perpendicular to the curb or vehicle roadway edge, and a clear width of 60 inches (1525 mm), measured parallel to the vehicle roadway. Public entities shall ensure that the construction of bus boarding and alighting areas comply with 810.2.2, to the extent the construction specifications are within their control. 
· Variance or exception process? Variation approved by District for all ADA issues.
· Question concerning RRR versus reconstruction ADA noncompliance. 
· For reconstruction where any feature is reconstructed, compliance and/or appropriate documentation mandatory. 
· On RRR projects on curbed facilities, other than addressing curb ramp requirements, there would be no RRR criteria requiring that existing sidewalks, existing transit facilities (bus boarding area, waiting or shelter area)   and existing driveways with respect to current ADA requirements be addressed except as determined as desirable by the project manager. 
· However; if a valid complaint is documented in the area, the appropriate ADA compliant modification to the sidewalk(s), transit facility or driveway(s), should be completed within one calendar year of complaint validation. (Talk to Maintenance about this, if applicable.)


10)  If  the State, City, County or private entity are upgrading crosswalks to decorative stamped asphalt, are they required to bring the ramps adjacenet to the crosswalks into compliance? (12-10-10)

· Richard…  If the city/county is working on the crosswalk and/or the sidewalk, they MUST also upgrade curb ramps……………………dp
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[bookmark: landscaping]Landscaping: (NO LONGER PART OF RRR PROCESS, entire section not applicable to RRR) 9-6-13
1) Is the 4% RRR landscape budget based on all items in the LRE or only roadway items? (Not Bridge, MOT, lighting, signalization, etc.)
	No Landscaping on RRR projects.
2) What is the procedure or policy for dealing with existing irrigation systems extending into FDOT R/W during RRR or reconstruction projects? (11-21-06)
· When existing irrigation systems are encountered in FDOT R/W, the following policy will be applied.

Add to General note:

As part of an FDOT construction project, any privately owned irrigation systems found inside FDOT R/W along "name of city or location”, shall be capped by the contractor where this system is impacted by the project construction limits as directed by FDOT project engineer. It shall be the responsibility of the contractor to notify the adjacent property owners  two weeks prior to work where the irrigation systems are found to ensure all salvageable material can be retrieved by the property owner prior to construction. After construction complete, it will be the responsibility of the property owner to repair, construct or replace any irrigation systems within FDOT R/W capped or damaged during the construction operations. (11-16-06)(6-14-07)

3) Questions have come up about exotic plant removal as part of RRR projects as well as removal of trees which may fall during a storm on evacuation routes roadways. (2-23-07)
· In September, 2005, FDOT established an environmental policy which begins:
· It is the policy of the Florida Department of Transportation to help preserve and enhance Florida’s natural, physical, cultural and social environment as we develop, implement, and maintain transportation facilities and services. In carrying out this policy, the Department will: (One of the bullets reads) "Cooperate in the State’s program to control the spread of invasive exotic plants."

What does this mean for the RRR program?? 
· Exotic or invasive plant removal "will not" be funded for removal by the RRR program. This effort or policy is viewed as a maintenance issue and should be addressed through maintenance contracts as needed. (11-14-08)








Top
[bookmark: Misc_issues]Miscellaneous issues and Central Office Guidance
1) Procedure for dealing with crossovers on Limited access Facilities. (11-29-06)

See PPM chapter 2 .14.4 and 25.1.2. 

2) Should Title 6 information be placed on every brochure?

If there is room on the template, please include this language – 

“Public participation is solicited without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, disability or family status. 

If you need special accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act or require translation services (free of charge) please contact _____(name) _____,  FDOT’s Project Manager, at least seven days before the meeting.  __She/he___ can be reached by phone, toll free, at 866-336-8435 ext. ____ or by e-mail at firstname.lastname@dot.state.fl.us.”
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[bookmark: RRR_Funding]RRR funding
1) Do the 3R funds cover lighting replacement of existing poles which are in the median?   In the past we have removed the poles from the median and replaced with new poles at or near the R/W line?  Will this practice still be done as part of the 3R project scope?
 3 scenarios….
· If there is a nighttime crash history issue and we are upgrading the lighting system, then relocate median lighting.
· If there is a crash history associated with the median poles, regardless of day or night crashes then relocate the median lighting.
· If no crash history associated with the median light poles then they shall remain.

2) Does the RRR funding cover replacements or upgrades to the interconnect systems? Video Detection? (Revised 4/2006)

Due to RRR Funding limitations as well as RRR program objectives, the interconnect policy is as follows.

1. RRR funds will be used to improve signal actuation with video detection. This would include all work necessary to get the video systems up and running at each intersection. (Basically loop replacement.) This equipment may require controller cabinet replacement due to video detection equipment. 
1. If signal replacement and/or signal cabinet work  requires splicing of the existing interconnect cable to complete the connection, RRR funds can be used to avoid the splicing of existing interconnect cable by replacing the existing interconnect cable back to the nearest pull box or 500’, whichever is less. To account for this additional work effort, the Designer should also verify if there is sufficient slack in the cable as required by the maintaining agency for all signal cabinet upgrades. (12-5-08) (6-30-09)
1. RRR funds will not be used for "new” interconnect systems if none previously exists.  
1. RRR funds will not be used to "upgrade" (to fiber optic) existing interconnect systems or provide “future” fiber optic conduit. RRR projects will only replace what was damaged or impacted as part of the project. 
1. Pull boxes or other equipment damaged or replaced by RRR construction activities will be replaced “in kind” unless there is a cost effective justification for the upgrade. (6-30-09)

This is a funding issue only, "Upgrades" to the interconnect system, if funded by the maintaining agency, (or other sources) can be included in the plans for construction in our contract.

3) I am receiving Feedback during reviews about replacing / repairing old light fixtures in rest areas on future projects. Would this be part of RRR funding?
· Maintenance operations will no longer be funded by RRR projects. Things such as desilting of existing pipes, repairing cracked sidewalks, repairing isolated eroded slopes, repairing peeled mast arms, and/or  replacing or repairing old light fixtures at rest areas are maintenance issues and should be addressed as needed through the appropriate Ops Center. 

4) Do we replace/upgrade bridge guardrail end anchorage connections under RRR process? 
· Under the current policy bridge railings  connections will be updated to the latest standards. Cost, safety and maintenance cycle are all factors in these decisions. Long bridges or bascule bridges should be discussed separately with Bridge inspection and/or maintenance as well as part of the scope approval discussions. PPM Chapter 25.4.25.3 Bridge Railing…”Bridge traffic railings are required to be evaluated forconformance to current standards whenever any improvements are made to any bridge or its approach roadway. Bridge railing will not be replaced wihen there are continuous post-and-beam concrete bridge railing thrie-beam retrofits (when bridge railing has never been hit).

5) Even though the 3R chapter only refers to the crashworthiness of the barrier, the height of the rail is also a safety issue and currently does not meet AASHTO height requirements for bicycles.  If I would remove the existing single rail (make sure that is what is out there) and replace with the double rail per Index 822 post B, would this work be funded under RRR process. (9/2006)
· Upgrading bridge rail is part of the RRR process only if:
·  Replace discontinuous post-and-beam concrete bridge railing. 

6) There is a continuous sidewalk on the east side of the corridor of this roadway. On the west side there is an incomplete sidewalk. …….Can we add the sidewalk link as part of the RRR project? It would be approximately 1300 ft of sidewalk.
· All gaps in sidewalks should be investigated for inclusion in all RRR projects if existing conditions allow for cost effective construction of the sidewalk. (R/W, terrain, cost, drainage impacts, etc.)  (9-27-06)

7.) I received a comment from a reviewer on a set of plans that said "there are unused driveways along the corridor that should be removed due to liability issues". 
1) What are the liability issues? 
2) Is this funded under RRR and is it something we should be implementing?
There is no crash history at these driveway locations. (12-18-06)
· Good issue to place in the RRR FAQ memo.
· Abandoned driveways can and should be investigated for removal through the "driveway closure notice form” process. (The form is located on the KB site under the same name and will be sent to the property owner.)

	http://dotsd4hqprodweb.dot.state.fl.us/KB/DisplayArticle.asp?aid=126

· Additional thought: Abandoned driveways may create operational issues which could be highlighted in the abandonment process and outlined in the CAP process. However, reviewers should not be using wording such as liability or safety hazard without detailed analysis of that particular situation or location

8) A maintaining agency has asked that FDOT change out the existing signal heads for an LED signal head as part of an upcoming RRR project. Would this be funded by RRR program? (12-21-06)
· If the existing signal does not warrant replacement, (See signalization section)  then No, the RRR program will not fund this work.
· However, if the signal warrants replacement to mast arms, all current standards will be met in the new signal system including LED signal heads.

9) Should we be funding the replacement existing asphalt strip under the Guardrail in 3R projects if there is no Guardrail work but the existing asphalt is in bad shape (broken up, etc.) or it should be treated as a maintenance issue? (2-2-07)

· The short answer for this specific question would be no, RRR would not repair or replace the asphalt strip under a guardrail if no other issues. This work would fall under the maintenance program. However, if there is some “recurring” issue which is creating a long term problem with the asphalt and/or guardrail performance such as erosion or front slope deterioration, then it could be something that would be funded by the RRR program. Engineering analysis, discussion and recommendation would be needed in that case to solve the underlining problem as well as repair the effects from the problem.

10) What is the policy on cross slope correction during the RRR process? (2-25-09)

· For all State roadways including Interstate,, cross slope correction will only be done as part of the safety review/study process. Deficient cross slope pavement areas would only be corrected if those areas are directly attributable to verified accident data. Therefore it could be very likely that on the same project some deficient areas could be corrected while others are left as is and documented through the exception/variance process. See PPM Chapter 25.4.6.
· In addition, on non- Interstate/FIHS/SIS roadways, safety dollars should and could be used as part of this process if cross slope corrective action is warranted.

11) Would RRR funds pay for upgrades or replacement of emergency signals or school speed limit assemblies? 

· RRR funds would only pay for replacement “in kind”. For example, if an existing strain pole fire station emergency signal is deficient based on the Department’s signal warrants criteria, RRR would fund the replacement to mast arms similar to signal replacement process.

· However, if the request is to upgrade an existing school or fire station sign post system or strain pole system to mast arms not warranted for replacement under our current process, RRR would not pay for this upgrade.

· In addition, if a new school or emergency sign system is to be installed on a state project, the most cost effective solution should be used.  
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[bookmark: safety_tab]Safety 
1) What is the Safety review and Safety Study Process? Does the PM need to request the safety review of each project or does Traffic Operations initiate this review?

DESIGN PROCESS (safety review process)
Update: 11-5-07 
Updated: 9-15-09

Process:
The process for Safety Reviews (This would apply to any additional scoping recommendation including lighting, median modifications, vibra-line striping, etc generated by the safety review/study process.)

Safety reviews will be conducted by the Traffic Operations Office for 2013 and beyond. They will identify any significant crash patterns along the project and make recommendation based solely on those verifiable crashes.

What should the safety review accomplish?
Safety reviews should not by themselves recommend any specific scoping changes other than the need for a “safety study” based on significant verified crash history. (However, the review may document maintenance issues that are found during the safety review process...such as tree trimming, cracked sidewalks, and drainage inlets that are clogged or damaged, etc.)

3R project safety reviews should identify higher than average, significant crash patterns related to specific roadway features.  If a significant crash history exists, a safety study of the corridor, the intersection or a localized area will be initiated by the Safety Office. (Safety Studies will still be completed by Traffic Operations safety office for the 2012 RRR projects.)

As part of the safety study, the Safety Office will request a cost estimate for the scoping recommendation in the area that is found to have a crash pattern. The cost estimate will be used to calculate the B/C ratio. 

Finally, based on the B/C ratio and other factors, the safety office will submit the safety study recommendations to the Safety Committee for approval. If approved, the Safety Office will notify the Design PM that the recommendation is warranted and how it will be funded. (Safety funding preferred if possible.)

If the safety office cannot fund the project due to the lack of safety funds, Design (RRR project) will make every effort to fund the justified recommendation.

One additional thought, all of this information and analysis should be completed and incorporated into the RRR report scoping recommendations prior to the Initial Engineering phase submittal. 

2) How or should the lighting justification report fit into this process? 
· (Lighting justification reports will NOT be done as part of the Design RRR process. Lighting will only be considered based on the safety office crash review (dark crashes).
3) RRR process repeatedly talks about crash history, what constitutes justified crash history to trigger funding for access management median modification, median light pole replacement, night time crashes, etc.
· Construction Project Facility Criteria: (RRR) - Existing above ground fixed objects which meet RRR criteria will be allowed to remain in place and no documentation is required.
· Existing above ground fixed objects which do not meet RRR criteria and have  not been hit 3 times or more within any 3 consecutive year period in the last 5 years and are not in a control zone, will be allowed to remain in place. (FDOT crash history is the only documentation required to justify an exception, although local law enforcement may be able to provide additional insight and crash data.) (3-18-11)
· Current night crash history average is around 35%. If night crashes are higher than this average further analysis required…see safety review process above for more details.

4) What would constitute justification of replacing lighting within the limits of 3R project, given night time crash history to be present? Would it be 2 percent above state average or 5%....  there are no specific guidelines associated with what factor would warrant replacement of lighting system given there is incidents of night time crashes. How many incidents at given location would justify replacing the lighting?
· The lighting justification would be treated in a similar manner to other safety issues. The RRR project development will include the analysis of safety issues within the project corridor as part of the safety review.
· The safety review will identify safety issues such as lighting based on crash history. (For lighting, are the night crashes greater than the state average of 35%?) If there appears to be an above average nighttime crash frequency, this information would trigger a more in-depth analysis of the crash data and possibly a safety study which would involve lighting illumination levels, types of night crashes, geometry, etc. It is the safety study which will analyze the project’s specific issues and recommend a solution based on the analysis.

5.) The safety review commented that a right turn lane is warranted by the traffic volumes at an intersection that does not have a high accident occurrence.  Currently there is a lot of rutting at the location indicating that many people are using the shoulder as a right turn lane. …….Do we put it in? Or do we make the county pay?  Is it a safety issue by virtue of the traffic volumes? (9/2006)
· As a process, RRR safety issues pertain to verified crash histories. However, Yes, RRR guidelines will fund the construction or upgrading of all signalized intersection turn lanes as needed and R/W permits. (Note this applies only to signalized intersections.)
· As a follow up to this discussion, wholesale reconstruction or major modifications of a signalized intersection will not be funded as part of the RRR process. This question is more about adding or extending turn lanes at signalized intersections due to operational as well as safety issues. Location specific engineering judgment is needed on a case by case basis. (10-6-06)
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[bookmark: Signalization_lighting_TMS]Signalization, Lighting & TMS
1) In Broward County, if we are taking out the loops during the resurfacing do we simply replace the loops or upgrade to video detection? 
· If existing strain poles are to remain, install video in areas where the maintaining agency has requested video detection and the retrofit will not include replacement of signal poles. (See Signalization Coordination Guidelines on the KB site for more information.) 
· signalization coordination policy 

2) Should we install TMS facilities as requested by the Planning Department?
· Yes. 
· As a follow-up to this discussion, please contact the Planning Department to ensure the proper equipment is installed based on the specific location and traffic volumes. (11-14-08)

3) In situations where there is no signal work beyond replacing the vehicle detection loops, and these are being replaced only because the milling operation will destroy the existing loops, is it still necessary to run the lead-in wire in a conduit, or can it be embedded in the asphalt? (12-20-06)

3 scenarios....
· If the loops and lead wire are damaged during the milling process in an existing signalized intersection and no additional work is being done to the signal, the lead wire will be placed in the pavement up to the pull box and conduit will be installed from the pull box to the controller cabinet. This will ensure ease of maintenance in the future if needed. 
· If the loops are damaged and no additional work is being done to the existing signal, but the lead wire is already in conduit, the loops should be reconnected to the conduit the same as was in the existing condition. New conduit would not be needed in this case.
· If the loops and lead wire are damaged during the milling process and the existing signalized intersection is being upgraded to mast arms, the lead wire will be placed in the pavement up to the pull box and conduit will installed from the pull box to the controller cabinet. This will ensure ease of maintenance in the future if needed.

4) What are the signal replacement criteria? The RRR guidelines seem somewhat vague on details. (5-14-09)

D4 Replacement policy: (Based on State Chief Engineer, Brian’s Blanchard’s memo below.)
Once the Designer has determined that a signalized intersection is “warranted for replacement”, then; 
- If the intersection location is within 10 miles of the coastline, mast arms will be constructed. (The Department will cover the cost for a “galvanized” mast arm only. If the Local Maintaining Agency wants a “painted” mast arm, then they will have to pay for the additional cost and commit to cover the maintenance cost through a maintenance agreement.)
- If the intersection location is outside of the 10 mile limit, strain poles will be constructed. (If the Local Maintaining Agency wants a mast arm at an individual location, then they will have to pay for the additional cost and commit to cover the maintenance cost through a maintenance agreement if the mast arm is painted.)(5-14-09)

Additional replacement criteria:

For FDOT projects;
If any signal poles per intersection are deficient or in need of relocation, the signalization would be identified as “warranted for replacement”. 

For permit applications,
If 50% (or greater) of the poles per intersection are deficient or in need of relocation, the signalization would be identified as “warranted for replacement”. 

What is Deficient?

[bookmark: _GoBack]Physical location of poles and heads:
1) If a signalized intersection is “warranted for replacement”, the criteria for determining mast arm versus strain pole replacement construction has been established as 10 miles from the coastline due to the recent experiences with Hurricane events as well as cost control efforts. (Reminder: the location alone does not warrant mast arm replacement.)
2) Horizontal offset, does it meet the requirements of Chapter 25 of the PPM?
a) If offset greater than 1.5 but less than 4’, verify crash history of pole. If no verified crash history, pole can remain if approved by the DDE and no other deficiencies. If no verified crash history but obvious signs of vehicular impacts, or there is verified crash history, replacement of poles required.
b)  If offset less than 1.5’ replacement of pole required.
3) Vertical clearance for new construction; see Chapter 2. (17’-6”) (For existing signalized intersections, if the vertical clearance is greater than or equal to 15’ (MUTCD), the existing signals shall remain; otherwise, the existing signalized intersection shall be “warranted for replacement”.) No variances or exceptions will be required for clearances greater than 15’ or approved for existing intersections not meeting the minimum 15’ vertical clearance requirements. (3-12-08)(Original write-up 9-27-06) See 2014 PPM Section 2.10 for variance requirement for signal vertical clearance. “….Vertical clearances less than 17’-0” will require a Design Variation.” (3-19-14)
4) If a pole location does not allow for proper ADA ramp and clearance criteria, pole replacement may be necessary. Designer should look at all options including easements, ramp relocation, etc prior to identifying the pole as “warranted for replacement”.
Structural analysis of existing Pole Design: 
A) Poles shall not be analyzed if no additional signals/signs are added as a result of improvements.  
B) If additional signals/signs are proposed, poles shall be analyzed in its final loading condition for structural capacity using the ATLAS program.  If deficient, pole(s) must be replaced.
C) Effective immediately, “Drop box” configurations will remain unless deficient in another area mentioned in this description.(5-14-09)
D) If additional heads are needed based on traffic pattern or needs, new mast arm may be necessary to accommodate increased loading. Verify.
E) If existing pole is physically out of plum due to potential structural issues, the pole needs to be analyzed through the structures Department for replacement. (10-19-06)
Geometric impacts:
a) If geometric changes to the roadway or radius return impact poles, this would “warrant pole replacement” of intersection. 

*******************************************************************
MEMO for replacement criteria.

From: Blanchard, Brian 
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2008 4:11 PM
To: FDOT-DISTPROD; FDOT-DISTOPS
Subject: Mast Arm Policy
I asked David O’Hagan to implement this requirement immediately.  He is working with the DDE’s to have similar language added to the PPM. The reason for the email is normally we would discuss this first with the directors. I don’t think we are consistent from district to district, so if you want to have further discussion, we can add this to the agenda of the next director’s meeting or you can give me a call. Thanks

Signalized Intersections within ten (10) miles of the coastline:
Mast Arms are required for all signalized intersections on the SHS that are located within ten (10) miles of the coastline. A Design Variance can be requested to allow a Single-Point Span-Wire design when a mast arm design is not possible at an individual location. The Department will cover the cost for a “galvanized” mast arm only. If the Local Maintaining Agency wants a “painted” mast arm, then they will have to pay for the additional cost and commit to cover the maintenance cost.

Signalized Intersections outside ten (10) miles of the coastline (includes Evacuation Route or SIS Roadways):
Single-Point Span-Wire design will be use for all signalized intersections on the SHS that are located outside ten (10) miles of the coastline. The intent is to require single point everywhere outside ten (10) miles of the coastline, but if a municipality insists, we can allow the 2 point attachment. If the Local Maintaining Agency wants a mast arm at an individual location, then they will have to pay for the additional cost and commit to cover the maintenance cost if the mast arm is painted.

Brian A. Blanchard, P.E. 
Chief Engineer
Phone: (850) 414-5240
Fax: (850) 412-8090
Email:  brian.blanchard@dot.state.fl.us
********************************************************************
5) Is there any additional analysis that should be done about existing lighting within a RRR project limits?
· Yes, D4 will replace the existing highway high mast or conventional lighting system if the service life of such a system is at or very near the end.  To determine this, we need to ask Bridge Inspection office to do an analysis of the system before making such a recommendation. John Danielsen (District Maintenance Engineer) is talking with CO about funds for this kind of replacement. Alternate funding sources would be encouraged for this type of work if possible.  

6) What are typical depths and widths for mast arm and lighting foundations? 
· Mast arm foundations are normally 13 to 19 feet below existing grade (3.5 -4.5' dia).  Standard 50 foot light pole foundations are approximately 10 feet below existing ground.  High mast lighting foundations are 20 to 25 feet below existing ground. Overhead and cantilever sign foundations vary. Fred Ochoa (7-2-07)  

7) If there are special pedestrian features, such as audible ped signals, (or countdown pedestrian features) at an intersection, do they get upgraded or replaced under RRR projects? What if a maintaining agency requests a new special feature, does the RRR funding support this? (9-18-07)(11-6-08)
· Yes, and yes based on justifications. Special pedestrian features currently present, or warranted, within the limits of a RRR projects should be included in the RRR scope of that project. This is a subject that will need to be asked of every maintaining agency during the Initial scoping process and discussions.
8) With no additional work on the signal system, the Maintaining agency has requested we install video detection equipment at all signalized intersections on my project in lieu of replacing the loops after resurfacing. Would the video detection equipment and installation be covered under RRR funding?
· Yes, this would be covered by RRR funding.


9) How will mast arms, overhead signs and high mast lighting structure evaluations be handled under RRR projects based on the new structure testing policy?
· From John Danielsen’s email (8-21-09), “Find attached a form (See attachments) to be used during 3R scoping to determine the condition of mast arms since this office has just begun our traffic mast arm inspection program and we only have a handful of reports in thus far. John Thompson suggested I come up with the form, which was a good idea.  It’s a simple form that will help us determine if the structure has been compromised structurally and will not handle current Plans Preparation criteria. I hope this helps.” Follow up discussion from John Danielsen: High mast lighting and overhead signing will not be a part of this form or have a separate form because Maintenance has inspection reports for all signs and high mast lights and use them when we get a 3R request to evaluate. 
· In addition, all concept reports from this point forward will include this form if appropriate. (8-21-09)

10) What is the D4 signalization backplate policy for RRR projects?
· See PPM chapter 25.4.17. For new new mast arm see PPM chapter 7.4.16. 

11) An item (Construction) I have seen treated inconsistently is video detection. Since there is no spec. for video detectors, the BOE tells designers to address details by plan notes or TSP’s. I did a check of projects let between Sept 09 and March 10 and we are all over the place in treatment of this item. I found no TSPs in these contracts…..This item has not been a problem in terms of disputes but I think we need to look at a consistent way of dealing with this item.  We did have BCTE ask for lighting suppression  at the final acceptance. By the way I found lightning suppression in the notes on a St. Lucie project. 
· I spoke with Chester Henson from Central office and he informed me that item 663-74-15 is the item we should be using.  Item 663-74-11 will be blocked in the very near future after he consults with BOE office. Therefore for  all projects, 663-74-15 is what we will be using. If you all have any questions call me at 954-777-4476 or e-mail me. There will be an official announcement coming from B.O.E. central office very soon. Bernard Freeman (6-11-10)

12) Is District Four still requiring cantilever signs at the intersections of State Roads?  We have two such intersections.  One at Commercial Blvd. and the other at Oakland Park Blvd.  Commercial Blvd already has signs.  Oakland Park does not and the right of way appears to be constrained for a cantilever sign.  In any case, how should we approach this issue?
· No, State Road to State Road Overhead Guide sign policy: (This does not affect overhead signs directly supporting interstate or turnpike interchanges.)

For RRR and reconstruction projects, Overhead guide signs will no longer automatically be installed in advance of all state road to state road intersections. Effective immediately, all new overhead guide signs will need to be justified based on verifiable safety and/or operational benefits to the traveling public. Justification should be in the form of an analysis which would state the tangible benefits versus cost for the construction of each sign.  
 
Replacement of existing overhead signs which are impacted by construction operations will follow the same process as new construction stated above.
 
Existing overhead signs located within a project corridor which are not impacted by project construction activities will follow structural analysis process previously documented in the KB RRR guidelines under Signing and Marking Question 4. If overhead structure in good condition as determined by District structures maintenance office, the structure will remain and sign replaced. If the overhead structure is in poor condition and recommended for removal/replacement, replacement would only be justified based on verifiable safety or operational benefits of the sign.

13) When does the pivotal hanger installation take effect for production projects?

RE: Pivotal Hanger Devise


1. RRR will pay for the hangers
1. Only to be done if existing signal system being impacted as part of the project. (Replaced, added, upgrades, etc)
1. Anticipate July 2012 production for the inclusion of this feature if needed.
1. Waiting for spec/PPM/Index updates. (Hopefully done in the near future.)
3. How to pay for this device?: With updating the signals specs, the latest guidance I have is to include the hanger in a new traffic signal assembly, using pay item 650-A-BCD. See BOE Chapter 16. You can detail what type of hanger in the plans. If you are retrofitting an existing signal, the pay item is the same, with the “A” value being 5 for (Retrofit Existing Hanger Assembly). - Melissa Hollis CO estimates office (1-5-12)
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[bookmark: S_and_M]Signing and Marking
1) What is the overhead signal/sign pole replacement criteria? The RRR guidelines seem somewhat vague on details. (7-31-07)
Overhead sign replacement criteria are as follows:

What is Deficient?
Physical location of the pole(s):
1)	10 miles from the coast not a grounds for replacement
2)	Horizontal offset, does it meet the requirements of Chapter 25 of the PPM?
3)	Vertical clearance, shall meet the minimums of Chapter 25. (From Chapter 2, 17’-6” over the entire width of the pavement and shoulder to the lowest sign component.) If the variance request is not approved or clearance less than described above, overhead sign replacement required. 
4)	If an overhead sign location does not allow for proper ADA ramp and clearance criteria, sign replacement may be necessary. Designer should look at all options including easements, ramp relocation, etc prior to mast arm construction.

Structural analysis of existing Overhead Sign/Pole Design: 
A) Overhead signs shall not be analyzed if no apparent damage or wear to the poles. 
B) If existing pole/overhead sign is physically damaged or out of plum due to potential structural issues, the structure  needs to be analyzed through the structures/maintenance Department for replacement. 

Geometric impacts:
If geometric changes to the roadway or radius return impact overhead sign poles, this would warrant sign replacement.

If sign is currently lighted or is planned to be lit, contact maintenance office about any agreements that may be needed.

2) Is there a new signing policy for designated bike lanes on rural shoulders? (12-21-06)
· Yes, the policy has recently changed allowing for 5’ shoulders to be designated based on specific conditions. (See conditions in the process posted on the KB website.) 
· Go to the following link for more details: http://dotsd4hqprodweb.dot.state.fl.us/KB/DisplayArticle.asp?aid=316
· Also, PPM, Chapter 8 is being revised and might further identify 4’ shoulders to be designated. More to follow as this effort is finalized.
3) What are you doing to existing sign structures when they are within the limits of a 3R project?  What guidelines are you providing to consultants for leaving in place, strengthening, replacement or variance/exception?  I have reviewed the proposed language in PPM 25.4.27 and do not have a good feel for what B/C ratio I am comfortable with.  My structures guy wants to replace them all but that costs a lot.

We have many jobs where the existing overhead signs are already below the new wind load requirements and many of them are in need of a slightly larger panel.  We are exploring all the options for minimizing panel sizes.

I would like to be consistent with other Districts.
· As of now, on RRR projects, we do not analyze any sign structure if we are not adding any load. However, if we add any load (such as additional or larger sign), we ensure that it meets current standards.

4) How does the changes in the 2009 MUTCD for signing impact on-going projects (RRR or Reconstruction)? (July 2010)
1. Effective for all Reconstruction, Widening and RRR projects with June 2010 Biddability submittals or later, ALL signs within the project limits will be replaced. Update: Existing signs only replaced based on physical evaluation of sign condition. (Reflectivity and/or damage to the sign) This can  be done by the maintenance office or Design PM.  U-channel posts would not be a reason to replace signs. 8-31-12; 4-5-13
1. One caveat….for RRR, Widening  or Reconstruction, Sign structures will follow the replacement policy laid out in Chapter 25 of the PPM. (Section 25.4.27.1) Sign, Signal and Lighting Structures. (1-24-11)

Therefore, Several scenarios for sign panel replacement on overhead structures based on Chapter 25 verbiage:

Scenario 1: if the sign panel replaced is the same size or smaller, District Structures and Faculties (Maintenance) office investigates sign structure condition and if sign structure in condition good, document to the file and no further action taken.
Scenario 2: if sign panel to be replaced with a sign panel of a larger size and/or configuration,  
1. District Structures and Faculties (Maintenance) office investigates sign structure condition (If sign structure in good condition proceed to next step, otherwise entire assembly to be removed/replaced.)
1. Next, FDOT Structures office/project EOR, would discuss the potential impact of the new sign panel size and configuration versus the existing sign panel size and configuration on the existing structure (% increase in sign panel size)
1. If the new sign panel size IS within “acceptable tolerances”, the existing structure can remain with the new sign panel(s).
1. If the new sign panel size IS NOT within “acceptable tolerances”, the existing structure will need to be replaced/removed.

“Acceptable tolerances” to be determined on a case by case basis by the  FDOT Structural office(s) and may require additional structural analysis as part of the decision making process.

New Roadway Design Bulletin Posted - 2009 MUTCD
The following bulletin has been posted. 
1. Roadway Design Bulletin 10-05: 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) Implementation in Florida
	Please refer to the following link to access this bulletin:
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/rddesign/updates/files/updates.shtm
Thank you, State Roadway Design Office
5) Are we installing Blue RPMs as part of our construction projects? (The TEM states that the local agency should install these.) (2-15-11)
Blue RPMs…..Although the Traffic Engineering Manual (TEM) states that we should not be doing this as part of our projects, Traffic Operations confirmed we will continue to add these to the plans. Also, Traffic Operations office is working with CO to revise the language in the TEM. If the RPM's are for Final Surface, they would be broken down on the Tabulation of Quantities sheet for Signing & Pavement Markings and included in PI 710-90.  If the RPM's are for Temporary use, they would be shown in the Roadway or Signing & Pavement Markings and included in PI 706-3. 
Madgar – 12-26-12
6) Brian’s email (2-17-11 “Thermoplastic Striping Contracts”) identified paint only for contracts over a year.  When we did this last time, we painted everything but bike symbols and pavement markings on concrete pavement.  Should everything be paint now?
· Base on input from Maintenance office, Preformed Thermo (711-14-BCD) will be part of construction contracts as it was with the tape for bike lanes. This applies to asphalt pavement markings only. Bridges/Concrete pavement markings will still require tape as previously done. (2-18-11)
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Traffic Control
1) Do you know if the Variable Message Sign item would apply the 35% contingency for being an ED item, or does this item only get the number of construction days plus two weeks?
· This item should have 35 percent contingency based on the time we would have to add to the contract for weather and delays if encountered if the unit was to be used for the entire length of the original contract time. – Charley Manganaro

2) Broward County specific notes for safe routes to schools 

· MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC SCHOOL/PEDESTRIAN

The following areas within the project limits are designated as Safe Routes to School by the Broward County School Board (Areas to be provided by BCTE)

Within these areas the contractor’s attention is directed to the following requirements:

1. Provide at least one safe, walkable path throughout the construction zone.  If the existing current walking surfaces cannot be maintained, then a temporary path, a minimum of 4 foot wide, shall be provided and delineated. Temporary paths shall be delineated by a 4 foot high orange construction fence for the entire length of the temporary walk path. 
The path shall meet all ADA requirements. The contractor shall also install or modify any additional pavement, signing, markings or pedestrian signals as needed in conjunction with the temporary path.

2.  On days that school is in session, the contractor’s work schedule within the school zone may be reduced based on actual work activities in the school zone. See Maintenance of Traffic plans for details on the work zone restrictions, if warranted. Any changes in the Maintenance of Traffic work schedules within school zones should be discussed during the mandatory pre-construction – school safety meeting.

3.  All work required at designated school crossings and pedestrian crossings shall be restored to a safe walkable path between the hours noted in No. 2. above.

4. Thirty (30) days prior to the beginning of construction the Contractor SHALL notify the Special Projects Coordinator at Broward County Traffic Engineering Division, (954) 847-2671, to arrange a pre-construction – school safety meeting.

5. It SHALL be the Contractor’s responsibility to notify the Broward County School Board Pupil Transportation Department, (754) 321-4440, to arrange a pre-construction -  school bus route meeting.  This meeting is to determine all bus routes and to make any necessary arrangements for rerouting.  This meeting shall include the Special Projects Coordinator from Broward County Traffic Engineering Division, (954) 847-2671.

Note to PMs and Plan Reviewers: (Not part of plans, coordination effort) Consider the work scope in using these notes. If the work will require a shutdown of an existing designated school crossing during the hours of use by the school, we will have to add a note requiring the contractor to hire an Off-Duty officer to cross students at alternate locations. This should be coordinated/discussed with the Special Projects Coordinator at Broward County Traffic Engineering Division during design. Coordination with the school will be done during the construction of the project.
































Top
[bookmark: Transit]Transit, Pedestrain and/or Bike:
Note: See article number 2 under Signing and Marking section above for additional bicycle information.

1) Should we include sidewalk construction to fill in missing gaps in sidewalk sections? Also, should we include bus bays as part of RRR projects? 
· Yes, the RRR process specifically identifies sidewalks as an essential safety feature. However, site conditions and cost of the improvement should be considered in the addition of a segment of sidewalk.
· Yes, bus bay construction will be included in RRR projects provided there is adequate R/W and the work itself is not cost prohibitive. Again, existing site conditions should be considered with the construction of the bus bay. As with any feature, do the costs justify the benefits of the bus bay? Another option to investigate; are there alternative funding solutions available if costs are prohibitive? (Involve OMD in that discussion as well as the Transit agency if needed.) Reminder, RRR process does not pay for bus shelters, benches or trash cans. That is the responsibility of the Transit Authority.  (10-24-06)
2) The cost of one bus bay is about $10K.  How many bus bays will make the cost prohibitive? 
· No specific number, FDOT is committed to constructing bus bays "where warranted". "Where warranted" is the key as well as cost…For example, Broward County now limits the “warranted" bus bays to transfer stations locations and major intersections. However, cost is always something to consider with this discussion. If the addition of a busy bay creates cost prohibitive impacts, that should be discussed.  

3) How do driveway turnouts play into landing pads at bus stops? 
· This replacement or upgrade policy will be applied the same as driveway and sidewalk policy in the PPM. “Other than meeting curb ramp requirements, existing sidewalks and flared driveway turnouts are not required to be upgraded for the sole purpose of meeting ADA requirements. However, even if new sidewalk is to be constructed, non-conforming driveways are not required to be upgraded.”

4) OMD along with local agencies should take the lead on notifying PM of multimodal features as new projects become funded in the work program rather than PM having to seek out this information.
· OMD is working to be more actively involved in the initial scoping of projects. They are creating a “multimodal scoping form” similar to permits which will identify the multimodal issue or features relevant to that project. If scoping form information changes during design process, please contact OMD for update approval. This form does not replace design interaction with local agencies as needed through design process.    
(5) Design needs to change the 2% designation on SW as not to exceed or less than or equal to, so to avoid conflict with tolerances identified in specs.  This would help CEI and construction for better enforcement. 
· This needs to be stressed in Design and Construction. (1.5% is now used as a stad detail in lieu of other proect specific information.)

6) On a rural section, can you please clarify if between a through lane and right turn lane, does a 4' paved shoulder widen to 5' to accommodate bicyclists? Or does it remain 4' as it goes through the intersection, between the through lane and right turn lane?
Is 4' all the way through acceptable? (6-22-10)
· 5’ is the standard and should be accommodated where possible. For proposed urban or rural right turn lanes or existing rural right turn lanes, if R/W exists and other conditions do not create a cost prohibitive issue, the 5' bicycle lane shall be constructed. However, as stated in the PPM, 8.4.1, 4’ is the minimum width for designated a bike lane between the through and right turn lane.
· As stated in the RRR guidelines, on existing urban typicals, as a rule, wholesale reconstruction of curb and gutter will not be done  to accommodate bicycle lanes. (However, special circumstances can be discussed if corridor bike lane connectivity can be cost effectively achieved.)
· From the PPM Chapter 8.4.4, “When a RRR project includes the addition or modification of a right turn lane, bus bay or parking lane, a 5-foot bicycle lane shall be provided between the through lane and the right turn lane, bus bay or parking lane if existing right of way is adequate.” (D4’s guideline is to construct bike lanes within existing turn lanes even if no modification to turn lane and the existing R/W is adequate. This would apply to  rural or urban typicals.) “On RRR flush shoulder projects where the approaching paved shoulder is 4 feet wide, a minimum width of 4 feet is acceptable for a bicycle lane between the through lane and right turn lane.”
· Per the input from Traffic Ops and Design, the stripping of the bike lane is required regardless of whether there are existing bike lanes in the area or not. (No bike symbol unless corridor designated for bike lanes.)(6-22-10)

7) What is the policy on the type of approved materials for cross walks on State Roads? (4-8-09)
· Paver crosswalks will not be permitted across state roadways but can be built for  ”minor or local”  side street cross walks. 
· Stamped asphalt cross walks are permitted across state roadways but would need to be funded by the local agency or part of the “50% hardscape budget” for landscaping. (See landscape section in this document for details.)
· In addition, any such cross walks will need a maintenance agreement with the local agency to be included in the plans. This agreement must address not only the crossing aesthetic issues but the skid performance issues as well. Testing for skid performance must be done every ? years. (TBD in MOA)

 8) Do we need a variance if sidewalk is provided on only one side of the road?

· No, see discussion below.
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· If a construction project does not provide a sidewalk along the project corridor, a variation is required. However, if sidewalk is existing or proposed on only one side of a roadway corridor or bridge, a variation is not required. Documentation of the decision not to install sidewalks on both sides of the roadway must be provided in the engineering document, (RRR report, Design report, etc) This documentation should be reviewed and concurred by appropriate FDOT personnel (FDOT PM, Bike/ped coordinator and DRDE) and should include local conditions and input, potential absence of need, cost/benefits, safety, etc  which lead to the decision not to provide sidewalks on both sides of the roadway.

At one time we discussed exempting bascule bridges from RRR due to their complexity if the structure is modified. However, upon further discussion we should enforce the policy above for all situations within project limits. Documentation is the key.

Therefore…if no sidewalk provided on a Bascule…a variation would be required. If sidewalk on one side only, documentation as described above would be needed about the decision to not upgrade the bridge.
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