This template has been developed to help Project Managers determine the minimum requirements of a RRR report which in turn should create more consistency for Designers and reviewers. All categories (and section numbering for that matter) will not apply to every project and should be deleted as necessary based on project scope. This document is not intended to change the RRR report process, only better detail the organizational requirements of the report.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Project Intent 
The intent of this report is to document the necessary improvements required to resolve the roadway’s physical, operational and safety deficiencies.   The documentation includes analysis of existing site conditions, a Safety Review from the FDOT Safety Office (dated April 24, 2010), a Safety Review produced for the Department by CES, Inc. (dated July 26, 2006), a traffic projections report for the project corridor (produced by the Department and dated May 11, 2010), an analysis of the existing span wire assemblies (produced by PD&E, Inc. for the Department and dated June 5, 2010), project scope development and a summary of planned or anticipated improvements with respect to the design criteria.  Ultimately the effort is to repair, rehabilitate and restore the roadway to current RRR criteria as outlined in Chapter 25 of the Plans Preparation Manual (PPM), and the most current District 4 RRR guidelines.
1.2

Project Description
SR-822/ Sheridan Street from SR-7 / US-441 (MP 0.022) to West of SR-9 / I-95 (MP 2.679) is a six-lane divided URBAN PRINCIPAL arterial.  The project location map is shown in Figure 1.  The gross length of the project is approximately 2.657 miles.  The facility is an east-west corridor with a posted speed of 40 MPH, and the project segment is located entirely within the City of Gainesville.  From the beginning of the project to N 56 Avenue, adjacent properties along the north and south right-of-way are primarily residences that have been converted to small businesses.  From N 56 Avenue to the end of the project, adjacent properties are a mix of commercial and residential developments.  The intersection at N 52 Avenue (a 240-foot long segment of SR 822) was milled and resurfaced in 2006 (FPID 406516-1-52-01); and to maintain a consistent pavement design and appearance, this intersection will be milled and resurfaced again as part of this 3R project.  Topeekeegee Yugnee (T.Y.) Park is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of N Park Road and SR-822.  There is one concrete-deck bridge along the project over the CSX Railroad Corridor from MP 2.484 to MP 2.519.  Vehicular and pedestrian movements are controlled at the intersections with SR-7 (US-441), N 56 Avenue, N 52 Avenue, N 46 Avenue, N 40 Avenue, and N 29 Avenue by strain pole assemblies and with N Park Road by a mast arm assembly.
The facility is composed of three Typical Sections within the project limits.  The project is located within a 100’-wide R/W corridor, and consists of the following Typical Sections:

Typical Section 1: From MP 0.022 to MP 2.343 – Six lanes (three in each direction) divided by a 17.5’ (lane-line to lane-line) curbed median (Type ‘F’ curb).  The pavement width in each direction is 32.5’ (10.5’-wide inside lanes, 11’-wide center and outside lanes).  Type ‘F’ curb and gutter is present adjacent to the outside lanes, with a 1.75’-wide utility strip and 5’-wide concrete sidewalk behind the outside curb and gutter on both sides of the corridor.  Light poles, landscaping, and irrigation are present within the median for a significant portion of the segment of the project where the median gutter has been overbuilt by a resurfacing project which occurred in 1985.  During that project, overbuild was placed as the road was resurfaced without milling, essentially raising the Profile Grade Line (PGL) by burying the original PGL (located at the original inside edge of pavement) beneath the newly placed leveling and friction courses

The inside 26’ of pavement in each direction is sloped at approximately 2% toward the outside curb and gutter (except in locations of superelevation).  The remaining outside 6.5’ of pavement is sloped at approximately 4% toward the outside curb and gutter, but is feathered for the outermost 3’of width, which has caused longitudinal pavement cracking in some areas.  This feathered portion has a cross slope that exceeds 4%.

Typical Section 2: From MP 2.343 to MP 2.484, and MP 2.519 to MP 2.679 – All characteristics of Typical Section 1 are the same for Typical Section 2, except the median gutter was not overbuilt.  In 1983 the roadway was resurfaced, again without milling, but the median curb was also replaced at that time, so no overbuild in the median gutter occurred.  Again, the outside 6.5’ of pavement is sloped at approximately 4% toward the outside curb and gutter.  Feathering was also performed for the outermost 3’ of width, resulting in longitudinal pavement cracking and a cross slope greater than 4%.

Typical Section 3: From MP 2.484 to MP 2.519 – This section consists of a 187’-long bridge over the CSX railroad.  The superstructure consists of a 7”-thick reinforced concrete deck with a 17.5’-wide median (lane-line to lane-line).  The median has Type ‘E’ curb faces.  Sidewalks are present on both sides of the bridge (8.5’ wide in the westbound direction, and 6.5’ wide in the eastbound direction).  Each sidewalk has a Type ‘F’ curb face where it meets with the bridge deck.  At the back of each sidewalk is a 1’-3” wide New Jersey-type barrier (not ‘F’-shape) with a single-bullet railing bolted to the top of the wall (post spacing of 8’ on center).  There are three 12’-wide lanes in each direction with 1.5’ of space between the edges of the traveled way and the adjacent curb faces, for a total of 39’ of uninterrupted bridge deck width on each side of the median.  All lanes are sloped at 1.5% toward the outside of deck.
Stormwater sheet flows to the edge of pavement and is conveyed by concrete curb and gutters to curb inlets, and subsequently to an underground closed pipe network.  The stormwater outfalls northward to the C-10 Canal Spur and eastward to the C-10 Canal (Hollywood Canal).
1.3

Adjacent Projects
Coordination is ongoing with several projects within the vicinity of this 3R project.  Scope issues such as project schedule, permitting, and extent of project limits/improvements are of particular concern.
· SR-7 Safety Improvement Project, FPID 406515-1-52-01 – This nearby FDOT project proposes safety and capacity improvements along SR-7 and SR-822.  The project ends just west of N 58 Terrace, and median openings between SR-7 and N 58 Terrace will be closed to accommodate an extended westbound left turn lane on SR-822.

· Sheridan Stationside Village (privately developed) – A transit-oriented community is planned at the south leg of the intersection at N 29 Avenue and SR-822, which will provide retail, commercial, residential, and hotel accommodations centered around the Sheridan Street Tri-Rail station.  This community, if constructed, will have a significant impact on the operation and geometry of the N 29 Avenue intersection. 
· High Friction Surface Treatment on Eastbound SR 822 (East of CSX Railroad Bridge), FPID 421945-1-52-01 – This project proposes an overlay of a high-friction surface treatment on eastbound SR 822, on the downward grade past the bridge over the CSX Railroad corridor, approaching N 29 Avenue.  This location will not be resurfaced or re-striped as part of the RRR project.  The purpose of the overlay is to increase friction between vehicles’ tires and the pavement, in an effort to reduce wet-weather collisions.

1.4 
Project Location Map (See next page)
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	FIGURE 1
	PROJECT LAYOUT MAP
	SR-822/ SHERIDAN STREET

BROWARD COUNTY
	FPID 123456-1-52-01


2.0 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This is an important section in the RRR report. This discussion should clearly and concisely identify the various “major” scoping efforts of the project. The reviewers should be able to get a quick synopsis of the project scope helping them quickly focus on areas of interest as well as potential issues and concerns. (Brief discussion with bulleted items is fine for this section.)
3.0

Field Review
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and Fla Gator Engineering formed a multi-disciplinary team to conduct a field scoping review.  Team members familiarized themselves with existing site conditions while inspecting the facility for physical, operational and safety deficiencies.  Potential improvements were discussed to resolve these deficiencies, which formed a preliminary scope for the project.  Improvements addressed topics such as typical section improvements, pedestrian and bicyclist facilities (on bridge over CSX Railroad), upgrades to sidewalk at transit locations, roadway markings, signage, signalization, light pole relocation, etc.  Photographs were taken to provide additional documentation of the project’s existing condition (see Appendix A).

4.0

office review
Existing conditions were further documented with existing plans from previous construction projects within the project corridor.  As-built plans were used to evaluate design element compliance with RRR criteria for elements such as horizontal and vertical alignment as well as for typical section elements.  Information gathered from existing plans was also combined with a variety of reports provided by the FDOT.  The pavement evaluation and design was completed with data provided by the District Four Materials Office, the State Materials Office and the District Four Planning Office.  The Department provided two safety reviews mentioned in Section 2.0 above, and a traffic projection and turning movement report from N 56 Avenue to N 29 Avenue.  The office review was also supplemented with correspondence with FDOT officials, City of Gainesville officials, Broward County officials, developers, and utility owners within the project corridor (see Appendix B for complete documentation) as well as obtaining data from FDOT databases.

5.0

SCOPE OF WORK

Improvements to be included in the scope for this RRR project are based on the field scoping review, office reviews, follow-up field reviews, Local agency input and correspondence with FDOT representatives.

5.1 Roadway
· Coordinate with nearby project FPID 406515-1-52-01.  The milepost limits of the western end of the 3R project will overlap with those of the nearby safety improvement project on SR-7 and SR-822 (FPID 406515-1-52-01).  
· The safety project will close the median openings at N 59 Terrace and N 59 Avenue to incorporate an extended westbound left turn lane onto southbound SR-7, and any pavement placed within the safety project will not be re-milled during this RRR project. 
· Coordinate with the developers and designers of the Sheridan Stationside Village project to determine any proposed improvements that may affect the 3R project.
· Mill and resurface existing pavement within the project limits, excluding exception at N 52 Avenue.
· Upgrade existing guardrail bridge anchorage assemblies to thrie-beam transitions.
· Upgrade all crosswalks, sidewalks, and ramps for compliance with ADA Standards, including widening sidewalk at existing bus stop locations (i.e., using utility strips to attain additional width).
· Extend storage length of left turn lanes at N 56 Avenue, N 46 Avenue, and N 40 Avenue to accommodate anticipated turning volumes for a design year of 2031.
· Define any Temporary traffic  control restrictions.

· Recommend to FDOT Maintenance to:
· Replace damaged guardrail at the approaches to the bridge over the CSX Railroad.
· Repair damaged/improperly graded sidewalk.
· Replace missing signage at school crossings.
· Repair localized pavement failures.
5.2 Access Management

(Access management is not typically part of the RRR process unless dictated by safety review/study process. Abandoned or unused driveway openings, are to be targeted for closure where appropriate as part of the FDOT procedure.) 
5.2.1 As previously mentioned, the limits of the safety improvements project occurring on SR-7 (FPID 406515-1-52-01) will extend onto the east leg of the intersection of SR-822 and SR-7, resulting in median closures along SR-822 from SR-7 up to and including N 59 Avenue.  Safety documents and recommendations from Traffic Operations did not include additional modifications.
5.2.2 Directional Islands – Direction islands will be installed in the existing median openings in front of the Sheridan Technical School entrance (east of N 56th Avenue), and in front of the Post Haste Plaza entrance (east of N 46th Avenue).  
5.2.3 Median Opening Closures – One median opening will be closed at the south leg of N 58th Avenue in order to construct an eastbound left turn lane to access the north leg of N 58th Avenue.  And another median opening to the west of N 31 Avenue will be closed; this opening once served the community on the south side of SR 822 (Sheridan Lakes) but the driveway for that part of the community has been replaced with sidewalk during improvements to the N Park Road intersection (see Photo 27 in Appendix A).
5.2.4 Median Openings to be Converted to Directional – Full median openings will be changed to directional in front of Royal Sheridan Apartments (a left turn lane will be added; west of N 40th Avenue) and at N 34th Avenue (the existing left turn lane will be extended).  A left turn lane will be added to the median opening in front of the Longhorn Steakhouse/Classic West Apartments (east of N 52nd Avenue).
5.2.5 Existing unused driveways at Emerald Green Apartments (see photo in Appendix A) will be removed to eliminate the potential for turning vehicles to impact bollards.  Letters have been sent to owners notifying them of pending closure and their right to an administrative hearing.
5.2.6 Refer to Section 7.2 of this RRR Report for additional information about access management on this project.  Also see Appendix H for the approved Access Management Plan.
5.3 Drainage (Discuss maintenance issues that have come up during the scoping process.
This list should also be sent to District Maintenance Engineer for corrective action.) 
5.3.1 
Recommend to FDOT Maintenance to repair damaged inlet tops.
5.3.2
Recommend to FDOT Maintenance to de-silt existing drainage system.
5.3.3 
Address localized ponding issue at the northwest curb return of SR-822 and N 38 Avenue.
5.4 Signing and Pavement Marking

5.4.1 Replace any existing signs that are damaged and not slated for repair by FDOT Maintenance. Replaced signs will be in conformance with the 2010 Design Standards, the FDOT Plans Preparation Manual Volume I, January 2010 (PPM) and the 2009 Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).
5.4.2 Install any additional signage necessary to conform to the 2010 Design Standards, PPM and MUTCD.
5.4.3 Construct pavement markings in accordance with 2010 Design Standards, 2007 FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (as amended), 2007 Plans Preparation Manual and 2003 MUTCD when referenced by previous standards as well as the District Signing and Marking preferences standards located on the KB.
5.4.4 Provide advance street name signs for all signalized intersections within project limits.
5.4.5 Provide span wire mounted overhead lane delineation signs on eastbound SR-822 approaching N 29 Avenue and the I-95 interchange.  This could be affected by any proposed changes to the N 29 Avenue as part of the Sheridan Stationside Village project.
5.5 Signalization (List any signal work to be done in this paragraph.)
5.5.1
Upgrade all pedestrian cross walk signals to countdown timers.
5.5.2
Replace signal loops with video detection at all intersections within the project limits.
5.5.3 
Coordinate with the City of Gainesville and Broward County to determine if the City and/or County would like to enter into a JPA with the Department to upgrade any of the existing span wire signal assemblies within the project limits to mast arm facilities that are not warranted for replacement.
5.6 Lighting

5.6.1
Based on safety report/study, lighting may or may not be justified. 
5.6.2
Coordinate with the City of Gainesville to determine if the City would like to provide funds to upgrade to decorative lighting along the portion of the corridor.
5.7
 Landscaping (Acquire an MOA commitment from the City to maintain any additional
landscaping proposed for the project. If the City is unwilling to maintain new landscaping, trees only concept should be investigated.) 
5.7.1 
Set budget based on 4% of the initial construction cost. Budgeted amount, not the percentage should be discussed here. 
5.7.2
Provide landscaping enhancements; maintain existing trees in median locations where feasible.
5.7.3 
Restore irrigation when impacted by proposed roadway improvements.
5.7.4 
Restore other decorative features 
5.8 Bridges (Analyze and determine is railing replacements warranted. Bascule Bridge railing replacement treated separately and may need a variance based on District policy.) 
5.8.1 Replace bicycle railing on bridge over CSX Railroad corridor with double-bullet railing to provide additional protection for bicycles utilizing sidewalk due to lack of bike lanes.
5.9 Maintenance of Traffic (Do not  use generic language about safe traffic control based on PPM and MUTCD.)
· Concise discussion about temporary traffic control for this specific project corridor. 

· Be specific in terms of phasing, equipment restrictions, seasonal impacts, local agency input, night work, speed reduction, etc. 
· State any discussions with locals that lead to these commitments.
· Utilize speed and law enforcement and traffic control officers as defined in Chapter 10.14 of the PPM. Coordination with construction crucial for this effort.
· Project information sign? Talk to Ops Center.

6.0

Analysis of existing conditions

6.1

Design Elements

Design elements were evaluated for compliance with Chapter 25 of the PPM, “Florida’s Design Criteria For Resurfacing, Restoration and Rehabilitation (RRR) Of Streets and Highways.”  SR-822/Sheridan Street within the study limits is a multilane facility classified as a URBAN PRINCIPAL ATERIAL with a design speed of 40 MPH (the original design speed was 35 MPH).  Table 6.1 summarizes the evaluation of the corridors design elements for RRR criteria compliance.

(A more effective format could show existing elements and criteria in this chart as well.)
TABLE 6.1
Design Element Compliance With RRR Criteria

	2010 PPM Section
	Design Element
	Meets RRR Criteria?
  Yes   |    No   |    N/A

	25.4.4
	Design Speed
	X
	
	

	25.4.5
	Lane Width
	X
	
	

	25.4.5
	Shoulder Width
	
	
	X

	25.4.6
	Roadway Cross Slope
	
	X
	

	25.4.7
	Superelevation
	X
	
	

	25.4.8
	Shoulder Treatment
	
	
	X

	25.4.9
	Side Slopes
	
	
	X

	25.4.10
	Vertical Alignment
	X
	
	

	25.4.10.1
	Vertical Curvature
	
	X
	

	25.4.10.2
	Grades
	
	X
	

	25.4.11
	Horizontal Alignment
	X
	
	

	25.4.11.1
	Horizontal Curves
	X
	
	

	25.4.12
	Stopping Sight Distance
	X
	
	

	25.4.13
	Vertical Clearance
	
	X
	

	25.4.14
	Horizontal Clearance
	
	X
	

	25.4.15
	Control Zones
	
	X
	

	25.4.16
	Border
	X
	
	

	25.4.17
	Intersections
	X
	
	

	25.4.18
	Drainage
	
	X
	

	25.4.19
	Pedestrian and Bicyclist Needs
	
	X
	

	25.4.20
	Utilities
	
	X
	

	25.4.21
	At-grade Railroad Crossing
	
	
	X

	25.4.22
	Aesthetics and Landscaping
	X
	
	

	25.4.23
	Highway Lighting
	
	X
	

	25.4.24
	Highway Traffic Control Devices
	
	X
	

	25.4.25
	Bridges
	X
	
	

	25.4.25.1
	Bridge Loading
	X
	
	

	25.4.25.2
	Bridge Width
	X
	
	

	25.4.25.3
	Bridge Railing
	
	X
	

	25.4.25.4
	Vertical Clearance
	X
	
	

	25.4.26
	Roadside Safety Hardware
	
	X
	

	25.4.26.1
	Longitudinal Barriers, Guardrails, Median Barriers
	
	X
	

	25.4.26.2
	Guardrail to Bridge Rail Transitions
	
	X
	

	25.4.26.3
	Guardrail Terminals
	
	
	X

	25.4.26.4
	Crash Cushions and Attenuators
	
	
	X


6.1.1

Roadway Cross Slope

Throughout the majority of the project, the outside 6.5’ of pavement in each direction (with the exception of the bridge over the CSX Railroad) has a cross slope greater than the 4% allowed in section 25.4.6 of the PPM.  Upon milling and resurfacing, from MP 0.022 to MP 2.343, the cross slope break point will be relocated to the lane line between the center and outside lanes.  This will create a new cross slope in the outside lanes of approximately 3.5%, which is less than the maximum allowable value of 4% under Chapter 25 RRR criteria.

And from MP 2.343 to MP 2.679, the cross slope break point will also be moved from 6.5’ from the edge of pavement to the lane line between the center and outside lanes.  However, within these milepost limits, the outside lanes will be sloped at approximately 4.7% as a result of relocating the cross slope break point.  The cost of bringing the cross slope values down to meet Chapter 25 RRR criteria (i.e., less than 4%) would be extreme, as it would involve removal and replacement of the existing median curb and gutter.  Additionally, the greater-than-4% cross slope in the outside lanes helps convey storm water to the gutters more rapidly, and should not adversely affect the operation of the roadway.  Therefore a design exception was sought, and has been approved, to allow for the greater-than-4% cross slope in the outside lanes.  The approved Typical Section Package has been provided in Appendix D.
The bridge over the CSX railroad consists of a concrete deck sloped at 1.5% from the median toward the sidewalks.  The cross slope is less than the 2% minimum allowed by the PPM (Table 25.4.6).  However, the 1.5% cross slope is acceptable by AASHTO criteria for an urban arterial roadway.  The only work occurring on the bridge (replacement of the existing bicycle railing) will be inconsequential to the functionality of the traveled way.  And any attempt at correcting the bridge cross slope to bring it up to 2% would be significantly costly, and would involve modifications to and possibly replacement of the deck and approach slabs, as well as reconstruction of the roadway beyond the bridge limits, since increasing the cross slope would amplify the existing deck elevation values from the outside of the bridge toward the median, thus raising the PGL of the entire roadway.  Therefore a design variation was sought, and at the time of this report has been approved, for the less-than-2% cross slope to remain.
Overall, no operational issues relating to cross slope have been identified.  And upon review of traffic and safety data, no correlation exists between cross slope and accident trends.
6.1.2 
Vertical Curvature and Grades (Horizontal curves and alignment as well.) 
The project vertical alignment consists of a series of vertical inflection points (VPI’s), with several vertical curves interspersed.  The distance between VPI’s is generally satisfied.  However, deficiencies were noted.
6.1.2.1 Length of crest vertical curves – Crest curves located east of N 38 Avenue and over the CSX bridge are not of ideal length, in that the K-values of these curves (equal to the length of curve divided by the algebraic difference in grades) fall into a range where the PPM recommends an investigation be performed “to evaluate possible mitigation of hazards requiring driver reaction and/or appropriate treatment.”  This condition exists because the original roadway had a design speed of 35 MPH, while the current posted speed is 40 MPH.  However, the existing K-values do not require a design exception, and no change to the vertical geometry will be performed.  
6.1.2.2 Grades – Grades throughout the project are frequently 0.2%, which is less than the minimum value of 0.3% allowed for new construction.  However, because the grades are consistent with those acceptable at the time of initial construction, no change to the vertical geometry is needed.  Furthermore, the 0.2% grades do not prevent the roadway from draining stormwater adequately.  In addition, the less-than-ideal grade values do not affect vehicular operations along the facility.
In summary, the existing vertical alignment was reviewed against the six design principles of section 25.4.10 of the PPM, and was found to adequately satisfy those principles.
6.1.2.3 Stopping sight distance – address this issue as needed.

6.1.3 
Vertical Clearance

One of the span-wire-mounted signal heads located at N 56 Avenue, and another one at N 29 Avenue, are in violation of vertical clearance criteria.  According to section 25.4.13, new construction vertical clearance values apply to traffic control devices.  Reference the signal replacement policy in KB, to determine if the minimum vertical clearance warrants replacement. The bottom of signal head in violation at N 56 Avenue is ??’-??” from the pavement surface, and the signal head in violation at N 29 Avenue has a vertical clearance of only ??’-??” from the pavement surface.  The span wires may be tightened to provide additional clearance.
It should be noted that the developers/engineers of the Sheridan Stationside Village project intend to modify the intersection at N 29 Avenue, including upgrading the existing traffic signals to mast arms, which would alleviate the existing signal head vertical clearance issue at this intersection.

6.1.4 
Horizontal Clearance and Control Zone
Since SR-822 / Sheridan Street is a curbed roadway, Horizontal Clearance will override Clear Zone criteria. In areas outside of Control Zones, Horizontal Clearance requirements are based on RRR criteria provided in Chapter 25, Section 25.4.14 of the PPM.  Horizontal Clearance requirements in Control Zones are based on New Construction criteria found in Chapter 2 of the PPM.  Eleven fire hydrants are located less than 18” from the face of curb, which is a violation of FDOT RRR criteria.  Three fire hydrants are located in control zones (within curb returns or too close to driveway tapers), and the City of Gainesville has agreed to relocated them (see the November 7, 2007 meeting minutes in Appendix B).
As previously mentioned, from MP 0.022 to MP 2.343, the last time SR-822 was resurfaced, it was overbuilt without milling, and that overbuild extended into the median gutters within the limits described.  Technically, the median curb face is of a less-than-standard height due to the presence of the overbuild in the gutter, and the curb is considered mountable.  Many existing median light poles located behind this overbuilt curb and gutter were found to be in violation of control zone and/or horizontal clearance criteria; however, all median lighting is proposed to be removed (to be discussed later in Section 6.1.8 of this report), and this will eliminate any such violations.
6.1.5   
Drainage

The existing drainage system possesses deficiencies.  Some minor yet persistent ponding of storm water was observed at the northwest curb return at the intersection of SR-822 and N 38 Avenue during several field visits.  Some other localized ponding was noted at the northwest and southeast curb returns at N 46 Avenue.  Several existing inlet tops were noted as being damaged and are in need of patch repair, and FDOT Maintenance will be notified as to which inlets are damaged.

It should be noted that while ponding does affect pedestrian facilities located within several curb returns, spread analyses did not result in conditions which impact vehicle safety.
The City of Gainesville has identified the intersection of N 40 Avenue as an area that floods during heavy storms, and that one catch basin inlet at the SE corner is not connected to the Sheridan Street drainage system.  If warranted, we will evaluate this location and determine if any mitigation to the drainage system is necessary, and any recommendations to alleviate the potential for future flooding will be disclosed to the Department.  Although no major upgrades to the existing drainage system will be designed, we will coordinate with the City of Gainesville and FDOT Maintenance to investigate any additional locations of reported flooding.
Pavement failure along the inside edge of pavement was noticed running longitudinal to the gutter on westbound SR-822 between N 29 Avenue and the CSX Railroad bridge, which adversely affects the conveyance of runoff to the inlets located along the north side of the median in this location.  The proposed milling and resurfacing should alleviate this unwanted condition.

6.1.6 
Pedestrian, Transit, & Bicycle Needs

The PM should have documented discussions early and often with each City concerning their community vision, infrastructure needs, decorative features, etc. In addition, funding for these features should be clearly defined in terms of who will be responsible for what features.  (Discuss RRR funding process and limitations.)

Bike lane reconstruction may be warranted based on local conditions, adjacent typical configuration and construction costs. Discuss options with PM.

Designer should refer to the OMD Multimodal Scoping Form and also the FDOT GIS Website for inclusion of recommended features into RRR projects where feasible. (The CSS GIS layer is can be found under the main layer of “Planning Reports.”)
Pedestrian improvements include reconstruction of x number of curb cut ramps that do not meet ADA guidelines, realignment of cross walks, and widening of sidewalks at bus stops (40’-long landing pads will be provided at all bus stops).  The single-bullet bicycle railing on the bridge over the CSX Railroad will also be replaced with a taller standard double-bullet railing as a safety precaution due to use of sidewalk by bicyclists.
The addition of bicycle lanes to the project is not feasible due to insufficient pavement width.  Existing pavement is only 32.5’ wide in each direction.  The addition of bike lanes would require either narrowing and reconstruction of the median and/or purchase of addition R/W, both of which do not fall within the project scope and budget.  Signage will be added to promote cyclist awareness (i.e., W11-01 panels with supplemental “Share the Road”, W-16-01, panels).
6.1.7 
Utilities 

Fla Gator Engineering performed an initial utility review for the project, and a Utility Pre-Design Meeting was held (see October 8, 2009 meeting minutes in Appendix B).  Sunshine State One Call of Florida (SSOCOF) provided the following list of utility companies within the project corridor (see Appendix B):

Table 6.2
Utility Owners
	Utility Owner
	Facility
	Contact
	Phone No.
	No Involvement

	AT&T (Local; (fmr. Bellsouth)
	Telephone; Fiber Optic
	Otis Keeve
	954-723-2540
	

	AT&T Communications (Long Distance)
	Telephone; Fiber Optic
	Stephen Eriksson (PEA Inc.)
	407-578-8000
	

	Broward County OES
	Water and Sewer
	Eva Florian
	954-831-0916
	

	Broward County Traffic
	Interconnect
	Robert Blount
	954-847-2745
	

	City of Gainesville
	Landscape/Irrig.
	Denise Yoezle
	954-967-4264
	

	City of Gainesville
	Water and Sewer
	James Rusnak
	954-921-3302
	

	Comcast
	Cable
	Jorge Morillo
	954-534-7417
	

	FPL (Distribution)
	Overhead/Buried Electric
	Wylie Kynard
	954-321-2052
	

	Verizon (formerly MCI)
	Fiber Optic
	Virgil Springer
	561-659-5182
	

	TECO People’s Gas
	Buried Gas
	Alex Roche
	954-453-0817
	

	Transcore
	ITS
	Julio Natareno
	954-342-0690
	

	FPL (Transmission)
	Overhead Electric
	Neelesh Shaw
	561-694-3507
	


Overall, minimal impact is anticipated to existing utilities; however, utility coordination shall be required but not limited to the following activities:  potential drainage improvements and adjustments, new sidewalk construction, installation of new light poles, installation of strain poles related to span wire signing on eastbound SR-822 approaching N 29 Avenue, etc. (if not included in Sheridan Stationside Village project).
6.1.8 
Highway Lighting

The location of the existing street lighting system alternates between the median and the back of sidewalk throughout the project.  The light poles located within the median were of particular concern, as existing median light poles have been hit by errant vehicles, which indicated a pending issue.  These median poles were installed in the late 1960’s to early 1970’s based on brandings noted during field visits.  Fla Gator Engineering. conducted a review of existing safety documents, as well as crash data not originally included in the safety reviews (acquired from the DHSMV Crash Records Office and the City of Gainesville), and recommended further investigation.  Based on benefit-cost calculations performed by the Department, the median light poles will be removed, and new conventional lighting will be installed near the back of the sidewalk in the westbound direction of SR-822.

The removal of the median lighting is consistent with other FDOT projects on SR-822: FPID 228224-1-52-01 relocated the median poles approximately 500’ east and west of N Park Road; FPID 406516-1-52-01 relocated median light poles east and west of N 52 Avenue; and FPID 406515-1-52-01, will relocate any median light poles between SR-7 and N 59 Avenue.
A proposed lighting system will consist of a 400-watt, high-pressure sodium (HPS) luminaries on one side of the roadway.  Pole attributes and spacing will be optimized using the General Electric ALADAN software as well as AGI-32 to ensure that horizontal illuminance and uniformity ratios meet FDOT criteria.  The City of Gainesville has requested that the existing median poles to be removed shall be salvaged and returned to the City.
6.1.9

Highway Traffic Control Devices

6.1.9.1
Signalization

There are six traffic signals within the project corridor.  They are at N 56th Avenue, N 52nd Avenue, N 46th Avenue, N 40th Avenue, N Park Road and at N 29th Avenue.  The signalization scope for the project is to upgrade the pedestrian signals throughout the corridor to meet ADA compliance and the addition of countdown timers; and to implement video detection, which is Broward County’s, the maintaining agency, preference, in lieu of inductive loop detection.  The existing signals at N 56th Avenue, N 52nd Avenue, N 46th Avenue, N 40th Avenue, and at N 29th Avenue consist of strain pole assemblies, while the existing traffic signal at N Park Rd was upgraded to a mast arm in a previous FDOT project.  Based on safety studies and strain pole analysis studies conducted by the Department, the scope does not call for the replacement of the existing strain pole signals at this time (see Appendix C for Safety Reviews).  However, the FLA GATOR ENGINEERING team did review the existing conditions of the strain pole signals at each intersection and found the following deficiencies at each.

· At N 56th Avenue, the pole on the northeast quadrant had evidence of being struck.  The controller cabinet at the SW corner of the intersection violates ADA criteria by protruding into the sidewalk, reducing the sidewalk width to less than 36 inches.  This issue will be alleviated by adjusting the curb return radius and installing new sidewalk.  Also, there is a signal head facing the westbound traffic with a vertical clearance of 15’-11”, which is below allowable standards.
· At N 52nd Avenue, N 46th Avenue, and N 40th Avennue, all issues at these intersections are being addressed through the proposed project.  There were no deficiencies observed for these existing strain pole signals.

· At N 40th Avenue, all issues at this intersection are being addressed through the proposed project.  There were no deficiencies observed for the existing strain pole signal.

· At N 29th Avenue, there are Type VIII strain poles in the median.  The strain pole in the median east of N 29th Avenue is located 4.5 feet from the westbound edge of travel and 6 feet from the eastbound edge of travel on SR 822.  Also, there is a signal head for the eastbound traffic with a vertical clearance of 15’-10”, which is below FDOT standards.

Also part of the signalization scope is the preparation of interconnect plans for the relocation of the aerial interconnect between N 46th Avenue and N 40th Avenue in order to place into an underground conduit, or hung on the FPL pole line on the south side of SR 822, between the two intersections.  The existing aerial interconnect cable must be relocated as it is currently strung along the median light poles which are to be removed.  The existing interconnect material is copper cable; the proposed material will match the existing material.

6.1.9.2
Flashing Beacon Signage
On eastbound SR 822 on the approach to the bridge over the CSX Railroad, there are two signs (one on each side of the roadway) with two flashing yellow beacons per sign attached to “Prepare to Stop When Flashing” panels.  These signs shall remain, as they alert drivers of the proximity of the signal at N 29 Avenue.
6.1.10

Bridge Railing

It was noted that the existing bicycle railing mounted to the top of the concrete barrier wall on the bridge over the CSX railroad is of a substandard height.  The existing single-bullet railing will be replaced with a double-bullet rail in conformance with FDOT standards.
6.1.11

Roadside Safety Hardware – Longitudinal Barriers, Guardrails, Median Barriers, and Guardrail to Bridge Rail Transitions
Section 25.4.26.1 of the PPM requires guardrail conformance to the current Design Standards, Index 400.  Slope erosion on the eastbound approach to CSX Railroad Bridge has caused damaged to the existing guardrail behind the sidewalk.  Coordination with the District Maintenance Office is recommended to correct this issue.

The guardrail transition anchorage assemblies at the begin and end limits of the concrete barrier wall on the bridge over the CSX Railroad must also be replaced.  The proposed thrie-beam retrofit transition assemblies will conform with Standard Index 402 of the current Design Standards.
7.0       Pavement Condition
7.1       Asphalt Pavement
The following table summarizes the pavement condition forecast for 2011 according to the All System Pavement Condition Forecast furnished by the Department (see Appendix F). 

Table 6.3  
Pavement Condition Forecast for 2011
	
	Mile Post
	Rating

	Lane
	Begin
	End
	Cracking
	Ride
	Rutting

	Eastbound
	0.000
	2.605
	4.5
	6.4
	9.0

	Westbound
	0.000
	2.605
	4.5
	6.8
	9.0

	Eastbound
	2.605
	2.700
	8.0
	6.4
	8.0

	Westbound
	2.605
	2.700
	10.0
	6.5
	9.0


As per The State Materials Office and The All System Pavement Condition Forecast, any deficient section with a rating of 6.0 or less would become eligible for rehabilitation. The data above shows two deficient sections (with cracking ratings below 6, shown in bold) within the project, and these sections will be rehabilitated accordingly. (“Projected” deficient numbers may be used as well for verification of pavement condition.)
Based on the Pavement Evaluation Coring and Condition Data the following layers were found: (Eastbound Roadway, MP 0.000 to MP 2.700) 0.52” Type FC-2 Friction Course, 1.22” Type S Asphaltic Concrete, 1.89” Binder, 8.54” Limerock Base, and 12.00” LBR 40; (Westbound Roadway, MP 0.000 to MP 2.500) 0.47” Type FC-2 Friction Course, 1.15” Type S Asphaltic Concrete, 1.92” Binder, 9.09” Limerock Base, and 12.00” LBR 40; and (Westbound Roadway, MP 2.500 to 2.700) 3.50” Type S Asphaltic Concrete, 2.00” Binder, 8.50” Limerock, and 12.00” LBR 40.  Although the lab data (Appendix Section 7) states the pavement is in “fair” condition, the pavement was considered  to be in “poor” condition for design purposes based on field observations and criteria from Table 6.1 of the Flexible Pavement Design Manual (cracking or rutting rated 7 or less; see Appendix Section 2).  This information was used for the roadway pavement design.

Truck traffic volume has had no significant effect on the pavement condition over its service life.  Truck traffic accounts for 2.0% of the 24-hour vehicle counts.

The Pavement Evaluation Coring and Condition Data report including a milling recommendation, Dynamic Deflection Tests (Resilient Modulus), and FDOT All System Pavement Condition Forecast have been received from the Department.  A pavement design has been established based on the above provided information for milling and resurfacing limits and the FDOT Flexible Pavement Design Manual, January 2005.  The recommended milling depth for the entire project corridor is 2.5 inches for the inside and center lanes.  The milling depth in the outside lanes will vary due to the relocation of the cross slope break points as discussed in Section 6.1.1 of this report.  The resurfacing design consists of a 1.5 inches of Type SP (Traffic Level B) structural course and 1 inch of FC-9.5 (Traffic Level B) friction course for the entire project (see Appendix E, Pavement Design Package, for more details).
For extreme asphalt pavement thickness, ground penetrating radar (GPR) may be needed to better determine accurate thickness for construction plans.

7.2

Approach Slab 
Transverse cracking at the limits of the approach slabs to the bridge over the CSX railroad was noted on both eastbound and westbound SR 822; this will be alleviated by the proposed milling and resurfacing.  The bridge approach slabs will be milled 1” and resurfaced with 1” of FC-9.5 friction course.  The pavement cross slopes and widths must be transitioned (for a distance of about 160’) at each bridge approach (before and after the bridge) to meet the bridge cross slope of 1.5% and bridge lane widths of 12’ each.
8.0

Operating Conditions
8.1      Traffic Operations

The posted speed limit for the study corridor is 40 MPH with a design speed of 40 MPH (the original design speed for the corridor was 35 MPH).  Existing design speed is acceptable according to the minimum value for urban facilities as given in Section 25.4.4 of the PPM.  

There are six signalized intersections within the project limits.  There are numerous median openings throughout the corridor, many of which are spaced too closely together as stipulated in Administrative Rule 14-97.
Furthermore, many left turn lanes between SR-7 and N 56 Avenue do not possess sufficient deceleration and/or queue lengths.  Many left turn lane tapers are comprised of reverse curves rather than straight tapers, which also reduces the overall usable length of these lanes.
8.1.1    Access Management

Sheridan Street is classified as Access Class 5 (Restrictive) within the limits of the project.  Access management improvements are described in detail below.  It should be noted, however, that existing median openings from SR-7 to N 59 Avenue will be closed as part of another project (FPID 406515-1-52-01) prior to the construction of this project.
8.1.2 
Median Openings (Senate Bill 1842 passed….median closing see memo from Brian Blanchard -> 12-21-2010)
8.1.3
Signal Spacing

There are six signalized intersections within the project limits.  Refer to Table 7.1 Signal Spacing below for spacing between signalized intersections along the corridor. All signal locations (mile posts) are shown on Tables 7.1 and 7.2.

Table 7.3  
Signal Spacing

	FROM
	TO
	Spacing (feet)

	SR-7/US-441
	N 56 Avenue
	2661

	N 56 Avenue
	N 52 Avenue
	1341

	N 52 Avenue
	N 46 Avenue
	1986

	N 46 Avenue
	N 40 Avenue
	2006

	N 40 Avenue
	N Park Road
	2872

	N Park Road
	N 29 Avenue
	3204


Based on Rule 14-97, for a road with posted speed limit less than or equal to 45
 MPH, as is the case here, traffic signals should be spaced no closer than 1,320 feet.  Therefore, all signals are compliant.

9.0 Safety Conditions

9.1 Safety Review:



As previously mentioned, a Safety Review prepared by the FDOT Safety Office (dated April 24, 2010), and a Safety Review produced for the Department by ABC, Inc. (dated July 26, 2010), were provided.  These referenced studies serve as the safety condition documentation for the RRR report and address the necessary improvements, while applying the latest District 4 RRR guidelines.  The studies are presented in Appendix C, and the recommendations from these studies that fall within current RRR guidelines shall be implemented accordingly.



Safety Recommendations would be listed here, and should focus on “safety  study” efforts as described below.  (Maintenance type recommendations should be under separate heading.)
 


(Safety Review Recommendations should only consist of recommended “studies” and should be reiterated here. Any more generic or operational type recommendations should be clarified with the Traffic Operations office. The intent of this effort is to get work recommendations based on safety study justifications approved by the safety committee and funded with safety dollars.)
9.2 Safety Studies
Briefly describe any completed or on-going safety studies funded for construction in the RRR project.

10.2.1
Safety Study Recommendations (Briefly describe the work and reference the study.)
10.0
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
(Briefly list any meetings and/or commitments with any local agencies in this section. This information should also be summarized in the CAP. It is important that Decision Deadline dates be part of each discussion.)
10.1
Meetings:
10.1.1 
Commitments

Within the project limits, SR-822 is a densely urbanized, highly trafficked facility, containing many shopping centers, business complexes, residential communities, and other highly-frequented establishments such as doctors’ offices and restaurants adjacent to the roadway.  In order to address the impacts the proposed roadway improvements will have on motorists’ accessibility to the adjacent properties within the project corridor, a Level 2 Community Awareness Plan has been developed.  This Community Awareness Plan (CAP) has been included in Appendix F of this report.  The FLA GATOR ENGINEERING Team has been proactive in meeting with local Homeowner Associations (HOA’s), coordinating with the City of Gainesville, including presenting the project to the City’s Board of Commissioners, and two Community Awareness Meetings held on August 29, 2007 and on June 11, 2008 to further explain the scope and impacts of the project to the public.  Meeting minutes from all meetings with the City and various HOA’s are included in Appendix B and a brief synopsis is included in the CAP as required..
11.0
ENVIRONMENTAL
11.1
Permitting
The degree of permit involvement will depend on the scope of the proposed improvements. An Irrigation Water Use Permit may be required from SFWMD if work within the medians, such as extending left turn lanes or removal of existing lighting, affects the use of existing irrigation wells, although no modifications are anticipated.  Trees being removed due to extending median left turn lanes, or due to access management changes will no longer require permits for removal.

No potential environmental impacts have been identified by this report.

12.0 
Maintenance 
12.1
Recommendations: (Based on field reviews, etc)
This list was sent to the maintenance office and Operations center on  for corrective action. Follow up will be needed by the PM to ensure this effort is completed prior to construction of the RRR project.

The following are recommendations to FDOT Maintenance: 
1.0 Repair damaged inlet tops (ex. Photo 8, Appendix A)
2.0 Drainage pipe desilting as necessary.
3.0 Replacement of damaged sidewalk as needed throughout the corridor (ex. Photos 18, 19, 22 and 24, Appendix A)
4.0 Replacement of sidewalk around drainage inlet on westbound Sheridan Street, east of SR 7 (ex. Photo 23, Appendix A).  The inlet top is approximately 2” higher than the sidewalk in some areas, presenting a tripping hazard.

5.0 Replacement of damaged guardrail on the approach to the bridge over the CSX Railroad corridor (ex. Photo 1, Appendix A).

6.0 Replacement of missing School Crossing signage at SW corner of N Park Road (ex. Photo 17, Appendix A)
7.0 Remove drop-off behind sidewalk near T.Y. Park on westbound Sheridan Street approaching N Park Road (ex. Photos 24 and 25, Appendix A)
8.0 Remove old sign foundation is sidewalk that presents a tripping hazard, on eastbound Sheridan Street, west of N Park Road (ex. Photo 16, Appendix A).
9.0 Repaint and reapply RPM’s at median island/traffic separator noses as needed (ex. Photo 26, Appendix A). 
10.0 Replace expansion joints on bridge over the CSX railroad corridor (ex. Photo 28, Appendix A)

12.2
COMMITMENTS (by local agency) 
The installation of new light poles and new landscaping will require coordination with the City of Gainesville to deal with the maintenance of the new facilities.

The City of Gainesville has already entered into a Master State Highway Lighting, Maintenance, and Compensation Agreement in June 2003.  A copy of this agreement may be found in Appendix G.  This agreement incorporates the maintenance of any proposed lighting within this project, which will be identified by future Roadway Characteristics Inventories (RCI’s).

Regarding proposed landscaping, on December 7, 2009, the City of Gainesville sent correspondence to the Department explaining the City agrees to forward a landscape maintenance agreement to the City Commission for their formal consideration and approval.  The City of Gainesville strongly supports the Department’s efforts to enhance the landscaping along the corridor.  A copy of the City’s letter of commitment may be found in Appendix G.
13.0 
CoMPLETE sTREETS Solutions 
It is the goal of the Department of Transportation to implement a policy that promotes

safety, quality of life, and economic development in Florida. To implement this policy,

the Department will routinely plan, design, construct, reconstruct and operate a context sensitive system of “Complete Streets.” While maintaining safety and mobility,

Complete Streets shall serve the transportation needs of transportation system users of

all ages and abilities, including but not limited to:

 Cyclists

 Freight handlers

 Motorists

 Pedestrians

 Transit riders

The Department specifically recognizes Complete Streets are context-sensitive and

require transportation system design that considers local land development patterns

and built form. The Department will coordinate with local governments, Metropolitan

Planning Organizations, transportation agencies and the public, as needed to provide

Complete Streets on the State Highway System, including the Strategic Intermodal

System. Complete Streets solutions is a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach that involves all stakeholders in providing a transportation facility that fits its setting. It is an approach that leads to preserving and enhancing scenic, aesthetic, historic, community, and environmental resources, while improving or maintaining safety, mobility, and infrastructure conditions.   

The expectation is to reiterate the RRR project work items which could fall under this heading. Features such as; Bike lane modification or construction, sidewalk construction, bus bay modifications or construction, Landscaping (including any decorative features, local funding agreements for additional features, etc. 
Please discuss coordination efforts to date which have helped identify and incorporate work on the project. In addition, talk about community meetings and/or future plans that may or may not be incorporated in this project.

(There will be some redundancy with other sections but the idea is to organize and document all Complete Streets initiatives for the project for future reference.)
14.0 
APPLICABLE STANDARDS AND DESIGN CRITERIA

The design standards used in the preparation of this report include the following:

· FDOT Plans Preparation Manual Volumes I and II (English 2016)

· FDOT Design Standards For Design, Construction, Maintenance and Utility Operations On The State Highway System (2016)

· FDOT Standard Specifications For Road And Bridge Construction (2016)

· Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2009)
· Transit Facilities Guidelines (2013)
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