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The Village of Palmetto Bay's Multi-Use Trail
& SMART Plan Connectivity Study is a
feasibility study for multimodal improvements
to enhance mobility, safety and accessibility
to the South Dade Transitway between Old
Cutler Road and US 1/ South Dixie Highway.

This study was funded by the Miami-Dade
Transportation Planning Organization
(TPO) who provided 80% funding of this study
through the SMART Move Program which
supports the Strategic Miami Area Rapid
Transit (SMART) Plan and prioritizes and
programs planning studies in Miami-Dade
County that will support the delivery of
projects which support the SMART Plan’s
identified corridors. The remaining 20% was
funded by the Village of Palmetto Bay.

The South Dade Transitway, formerly known
as the Busway, is the first corridor identified in
the SMART Plan to be implemented and is
currently under construction for Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) improvements between
Dadeland South and Homestead. Four of the
14 stations will be located adjacent to the Village
of Palmetto Bay, allowing residents access to
BRT to/from Dadeland South.

EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

This study included a review, analysis, and
eval-uation of four primary east/west corridors
within the Village of Palmetto Bay:

SW 144 Street
SW 152 Street
SW 168 Street
SW 184 Street

Although all four corridors could benefit from
multimodal improvements, two corridors
were selected for further analysis and
conceptual de-sign development.

Through evaluation, public, and stakeholder
out-reach, SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street
were se-lected as the two corridors in most
need of multimodal improvements.

See Figure 1 and 2, on the next page, for
the proposed chosen alternative typical
sections for both SW 152 Street and SW 184
Street. (Alternative 2)
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Figure 1: SW 152 Street Alternative 2 Typical Section
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Figure 2: SW 184 Street Alternative 2 Typical Section

CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVE

Table 1: Cost Estimate for Preferred Alternative

ESTIMATED COST

SW 152 STREET
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This project included six tasks: Project Manage-
ment and Public Involvement, Existing Condi-
tions and Data Collection, Conceptual Design
Development, Recommendations, and Doc-
umentation. The team held two virtual public
meetings, two in-person walking audits, distrib-
uted two surveys for public feedback, held one
stakeholder meeting, and presented before
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
(BPAC) for approval of the preferred alternative.

Through a review of existing planning docu-
ments, data collection and analysis, and public
feedback; our team identified three alternatives
for both of the selected corridors. Two of the al-
ternatives were presented to the public for the
selection of a preferred alternative. Alternatives
were developed and refined through surveying
of residents which revealed that 42% of residents
surveyed in Palmetto Bay fall into the "interest-
ed, but concerned" type of bicycle user, an addi-
tional 42% fall into the "somewhat confident"or "
highly confident" type of user, and 16% are "not
interested or able".

The two alternatives presented were:

e Alternative 1: Multi-use Pathway (aka Shared-
Use Path)

e Alternative 2: Separated Bicycle lanes (aka
Protected bike lanes)

Alternative 3 included bicycle lanes adjacent to
vehicular traffic. This alternative was eliminat-
ed early in the process since this option did not
meet the goals of the project and expectations
of the community. The data collected highlights
that a majority of people interested in riding a
bicycle do not feel safe using these facilities. Bike
lanes adjacent to traffic provide the least amount
of protection and share mode impact.

Alternative 1 includes a 10-foot multi-use path-
way (or shared use pathway) on one side. This al-

ternative was proposed off-street and provided
a separated facility which could accommodate
non-motorized use.

Although this alternative has the potential to in-
crease ridership and walking, it presented an el-
evated level of impact to existing trees and utili-
ties. In the context of Palmetto Bay, Alternative 1
would have to cross the road in several locations,
which may lower the level of ridership.

Additionally, a wide path may also be used ille-
gally by golf carts, which poses a safety concern.

Alternative 2 includes a separated or protected
bicycle lane, which was the preferred alternative
selected for both SW 152 Street and SW 184
Street. This alternative has the least impact on
the existing right-of-way, and was also the pre-
ferred alternative selected through public input,
the Village staff, and a resolution of support from
the BPAC.

Conceptual design plans were developed and
include 15% design plans for each of the select-
ed corridors. A planning cost estimate for each
corridor was also developed for the preferred
alternative. Table 1 on page 6, includes the es-
timated cost of Alternative 2 for both SW 152
Street and SW 184 Street.

Alternative 2 includes 5-foot wide bicycle lanes
with a 3-foot physical concrete barrier that pro-
vides a separated facility for users. This alterna-
tive provides a low-stress facility, separated and
protected from vehicular traffic. Furthermore,
this alternative increases safety, and has the
greatest potential to attract the "interested, but
concerned" and "somewhat confident" bicycle
users, while simultaneously acting as a traffic
calming countermeasure. It is important to note
that the proposed concrete physical barrier is ex-
pensive, and as the Village moves this study onto
the next phase, they can explore the use of other
types of barriers such as vertical delineators, ze-
bra delineators, or planters to save money.
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As more multimodal transportation and connec-
tivity projects come online to support the Tran-
sitway in the area, we hope that the undergoing
efforts to implement safe bicycle facilities incen-
tivize and attract the remaining 16% of Palmetto
Bay users which currently fall under "Not Inter-
ested or Able" category.

This study has resulted in a total of 35 recom-
mendations which include seven (7) policy rec-
ommendations, six (6) recommendations as it
relates to multi-agency coordination, ten (10)
recommendations related to studies and plan-
ning, two (2) recommendations to advance to
preliminary design, six (6) recommendations re-
lated to infrastructure improvements/projects,
and three (3) recommendations for signage and
pavement markings.

The recommendations for the Village of Palmet-
to Bay are categorized into :

General Recommendations

Bicycle & Pedestrian Recommendations

Intersection Improvements.

Recommendations were ranked low, medium
and high as it relates to “impact” which we de-
fined as meeting the purpose and need of this
study, “feasibility” as it relates to the likelihood of
implementation, and “prioritization” as it relates
to the impact and feasibility combined for each
recommendation.

Table 2 below includes a summary of the pro-
posed recommendations, a full table of recom-
mendations are in Appendix 10.

Figure 3, on page 11, includes a map of the
proposed improvements. The conceptual plan
sheets can be found in Appendix 9.

RECOMMENDATIONS IMPACT FEASIBILITY PRIORITIZATION
GENERAL
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RECOMMENDATIONS IMPACT FEASIBILITY PRIORITIZATION

PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE
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PRIORITIZATION

RECOMMENDATIONS TYPE IMPACT FEASIBILITY

PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE

INTERSECTIONS
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RECOMMENDATIONS IMPACT FEASIBILITY PRIORITIZATION

INTERSECTIONS

Table 2: Summary of Recommendations
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INTRODUCTION

In 2020 the Miami-Dade Transportation Plan-
ning Organization (TPO) awarded seven munic-
ipal program projects for fiscal year 2021 and
2022 under the Unified Planning Work Program
(UPWP) for the SMART Moves Program Task.
The Village of Palmetto Bay was included in this
round of awards.

The SMART Moves Program supports the Stra-
tegic Miami Area Rapid Transit (SMART) Plan, it
also prioritizes and programs planning studies
in Miami-Dade County that will support the de-
livery of projects including first/last mile connec-
tions, connected and autonomous vehicles and
other priority projects that enhance mobility,
safety, accessibility, and integration of commu-
nity-based methods and cost-effective solutions
that will lead to increased accessibility to transit
and new congestion relief options for residents.
The SMART Moves Program has two main com-
ponents:

*Municipal Program: Encourages Miami-Dade
County municipalities to participate in a compet-
itive program for the implementation of relevant
transportation planning studies and plansthat will
leadtoimproved mobility, safety,and accessibility.

® Public Input: Solicits transportation planning
ideas from the general public and other agen-
cies that will promote mobility, safety, and acces-
sibility.

Once awarded, the Village of Palmetto Bay as-
signed a task work order to their Traffic, Engineer
and Design consultant MARLIN Engineering, Inc.
to complete this studly.

'South Corridor Rapid Transit Project Preliminary Engineering &
Environmental Report (2018)

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

The SMART Plan

In April of 2016 the Miami-Dade TPO Governing
Board officially adopted and endorsed the Stra-
tegic Miami Area Rapid Transit (SMART) Plan. The
SMART Plan proposed to advance six of the Peo-
ple's Transportation Plan (PTP) rapid transit corri-
dors, along with a network of Bus Express Rapid
Transit (BERT) service, to implement mass transit
projects in Miami-Dade County, see Figure 4 on
the following page.

The PTP is part of the 2002 voter approved one
half percent local surtax with the purpose of
improving rapid transit corridors, among other
things, throughout the county. The PTP is a lo-
cally funded initiative administrated by the Citi-
zen's Independence Transportation Trust (CITT),
a 15-member body created to oversee the PTP.

The South Dade Transitway is the first of six cor-
ridors to receive approval and funding for devel-
opment in Miami-Dade County. The Transitway
is an existing 20-mile-long corridor developed
along Flagler's former Florida East Coast Railway,
running parallel to US 1/South Dixie Highway
from Kendall Drive in Miami to SW 344th Street
in Florida City. The Transitway is the only trans-
portation asset in Miami-Dade County that is fully
dedicated to transit bus operations.

Once implemented BERT service will be provid-
ed along the Transitway with buses operating
every 10-to-15-minutes. Patrons would be able
to travel from Dadeland South to Florida City in
approximately 30-minutes. The Transitway BERT
service is expected to increase transit ridership
by at least 10,000 people. Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) will be reduced by at least 160,000 miles'
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In August 2018, the TPO selected Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) as the preferred alternative for the
south corridor at which it could then be retrofit-
ted for rail once ridership reaches a certain crite-
rion. The BRT alternative includes:

e Bi-directional service

e Branded vehicles and iconic stations

* Prepaid fares for speedy boarding

e Real-time arrival information

e Near-level boarding

e Overlaid service with BRT All Stop, BRT Limit-
ed Stop and BRT Zonal Express Service

e Transit signal preemption and crossing gate
arms

e Peak period service at 10-minutes and off-
peak 15-minutes

* Maintains all stop service to all 30 existing sta-
tions along the Transitway

e Circulator and feeder bus plan

e Shared-use path for the entire 20 miles

e Span of service would be from 5:30 AM until
12:30 AM; BRT All Stop 24-hour operation re-
mains

e The project aims at the gold standard of BRT
quality, as defined by the Institute for Trans-
portation and Development Policy (ITDP).

Construction forthe south corridorimprovements
is currently underway. BRT Stations are proposed
at the following locations along the Transitway:

e Dadeland South

e SW 104th Street (Target)

e SW 136th Street (Howard Drive/The Falls)

e SW 152nd Street (SR-992/Coral Reef Drive)
e SW 168th Street (Richmond Drive)

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

e SW 184th Street (Eureka Drive)

e Marlin Road

e SW 200th Street (Caribbean Boulevard)

e SW 112th Avenue (SR-989 / Allapattah Road
/ Target)

e SW 244th Street (Coconut Palm Drive)

o SW 264th Street (Bauer Drive)

e SW 296th Street

e SW 312th Street (Campbell Drive)

e Civic Court

e SW 177th Avenue (SR-997 / Krome Avenue /
Homestead Multimodal)

e SW 344th Street (SR-9336 / Palm Drive /
Florida City)

Stations depicted in blue fall within or near the
Village of Palmetto Bay.

Project Description

The Multi-use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivi-
ty Study is located within the Village of Palmet-
to Bay. The project will include a review of four
primary east/west corridors between the South
Dade Transitway / South Dade Trail and Old Cut-
ler Road / Old Cutler Trail:

e SW 144th Street
e SW 152nd Street
e SW 168th Street
e SW 184th Street

Analysis will focus on two corridors for bicycle
and pedestrian improvements that will be rec-
ommended for design.
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The corridors will be selected through an evalu-
ation criterion that will review existing conditions
and data collected to determine which corridors
are in most need of improvements.

The Village of Palmetto Bay is characterized as a
suburban community in the South Dade metro-
politan area. Palmetto Bay owns and maintains
SW 144th Street, while Miami-Dade County's
Department of Transportation & Public Works
(DTPW) owns and maintains SW 152nd Street,
SW 168th Street and SW 184th Street.

This project is intended to improve connectivity,
accessibility and mobility between the Village of
Palmetto Bay and the South Dade Transitway with
the purpose of decreasing single-occupant vehi-
cles, while increasing walking, biking and transit
within the Village.

Palmetto Bay is uniquely situated in South Mi-
ami-Dade County bordered by Pinecrest to the
North, Cutler Bay to the South, the Biscayne Bay
and Coral Gables to the east and unincorporated
areas of the county with the South Dade Transit-
way to the west, see Figure 5.

=
LEGEND
= Main Roads
I:Biscayne Bay ol ;s
———— messss South Dade Transitway
Park
L

|___1: Village Boundary

@ Cultural Venue
@  Hospital

+ Tamiami Airport

Figure 5: Palmetto Bay Location Map
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Purpose & Need

Purpose: Improve mobility, safety, and accessi-
bility to the South Dade Corridor Transitway and
the South Dade Trail to/from the Village of Pal-
metto Bay.

Need: There is a lack of continuous east-west
bicycle and pedestrian facilities connecting the
South Dade Trail and Old Cutler Trail.

The goal of this study is to increase pedestrian
and bicycle accessibility for all users in the Vil-
lage of Palmetto Bay.

Population & Traffic Growth

The Village of Palmetto Bay is part of Miami-

Dade’s Transportation Planning Area 5, which
covers a total of 233 square miles and includes
Cutler Bay, Florida City, Homestead, Kendall,
Pinecrest and Zoo Miami. Miami-Dade County
as a whole is expected to see a 34% increase in
population through 2045, with the South Plan-
ning Area to experience the most growth at an
increase of approximately 32%, in comparison
to the other 6 transportation planning areas?.
Employment growth in the area is projected at
approximately 27% and every year the county
experiences increases in tourism. This growth in
population, employment and tourism will bring
additional traffic and demand to an already con-
gested and built out transportation network.

Additionally, Palmetto Bay is home to five public
schools and nine private schools. School traffic
accounts for an additional 18% in traffic on local
roadways when in session®. Today 80% of Palmet-
to Bay residents drive alone by car*. Providing al-
ternatives to single-occupancy vehicles through
multimodal opportunities, will help mitigate fu-
ture traffic growth and congestion.

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

In addition to providing additional benefits relat-
ed to sustainability, health, and well-being; alter-
native solutions to the vehicle are an important
component to improving the quality of life for
Palmetto Bay residents as outlined in the goals of
the Village of Palmetto Bay Strategic Plan (2019).

. Drove Alone 80%
‘ Worked From Home 8%
‘ Walked 0%
. Public Transit 2%
Other 2%
. Carpooled 2%

Source: Census American Community Survey, 2013 -
2019

Figure 6: Commuting Characteristics of Palmetto Bay

2Miami-Dade 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (2014)
3 Palmetto Bay FY 2019-2020 Proposed Operating & Capital Budget
4 American Community Survey (2013-2019)
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Literature
Review

Prior to beginning this study, a literature review
was conducted to identify recommendations,
projects, goals, and objectives for the study cor-
ridors. The team reviewed the following plans
and studies:

e Village of Palmetto Bay Budget FY 2020-2021
and 2019-2020

e Palmetto Bay Mobility Hubs and Transit Infra-
structure Plan (2020)

e Village of Palmetto Bay Strategic Plan (2019)

e Village of Palmetto Bay Neighborhood Ac-
cess Traffic Study (2019)

e Village of Palmetto Bay Old Cutler Road In-
tersection Improvements Traffic Study (2019)

e Miami-Dade Long-Range Transportation Plan
(2019)

e Village Wide Traffic Calming Study (2018)

e South Corridor Rapid Transit Project PD&E
(2018)

e SW 152 Street Mobility Solutions (2017)

e Complete Streets Design Guidelines (2017)

e Evaluation of Multimodal Mobility Options in
the South Miami-Dade Area (2017)

e South Dade Corridor South Link Study (2016)

e Village of Palmetto Bay Comprehensive Plan
(2015)

* Transportation Improvements Program

e Palmetto Bay Safe Routes to School (2010)

e Village of Palmetto Bay Bicycle & Pedestrian
Master Plan (2009)

Data Collection
and Design

Considerations

Introduction

Prior to developing alternatives, it is first neces-
sary to document the existing physical, environ-
mental, operation and land use conditions. This
was accomplished through a cursory evaluation
of the various features within the project area
using readily available resources as well as field-
based observations and measurements.

The following section describes the results of this
data gathering. A more detailed summary of ex-
isting conditions within specific segments of the
project is provided in the Conceptual Design Al-
ternatives sections to follow.

Summary of Data Collection

BASE MAPS

A full ground survey was not conducted during
this Feasibility Study phase due to budgetary
constraints. Instead, a desktop review utilizing
existing GIS data and aerial mapping was con-
ducted, followed by a field visit to verify above
ground utilities, sidewalks, traffic control devices
and trees. A full ground survey will be completed
as part of the Preliminary Design.
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FIELD REVIEW

Engineering Technicians conducted a field visit
to verify the desktop review of existing digital
data and take measurements. MARLIN'’s Planning
Team also conducted a field review to evaluate
and document existing conditions. This work in-
cluded collecting photographs of existing condi-
tions along the corridors, assessment of key fea-
tures, and conversations with local officials and
residents. A map of existing conditions for each
of the study roadways can be found in Appendix
1.

WETLANDS

Wetland GIS Mapping was obtained through
Miami-Dade County's GIS portal and reviewed
to determine the potential location of wetlands
within the project area. Based on the information,
no wetlands were identified. Therefore, wetland
impacts, if any, will be minimal and have not been
identified at this time but would be confirmed as
part of a preliminary design phase.

REGISTERED HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Two properties have been identified along SW
152nd Street on the Miami-Dade County GIS
portal as having historical significance, including
the coral rock walls between SW 89 Avenue and
SW 86 Avenue. Additionally, Old Cutler Road
was designated as a State Historic Highway by
the Florida Legislature in 1974. These become
relevant when considering the recommended al-
ternative of a proposed improvements along SW
152 Street and/or Old Cutler Road.

TRAFFIC

Existing traffic statistics, including Average Annu-
al Daily Traffic (AADT) counts and crash statistics
were obtained using previously collected traffic
data from FDOT and Signal 4 Analytics.

Data collected from previous traffic studies were
also reviewed, this included Turning Movement
Count (TMC), approach counts and some bicy-
cle and pedestrian data. No on-site traffic counts
were made during this phase of the project.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

Right-of-way lines of the corridors, along with
property lines of abutting parcels were obtained
from Miami-Dade County's online GIS portal. A
desktop review of the right-of-way was conduct-
ed and found potential constraints along por-
tions of SW 144 Street, SW 152 Street and SW
184 Street. Additional constraints include the
bridge crossings over the canals. These lines will
be confirmed by ground survey and further re-
search at a later phase of the project.

Design Considerations

DESIGN PARAMETERS

Surface: Sidewalks, bicycle lanes and multi-use
pathways should be paved, as they provide a
better surface for a wide range of users, includ-
ing roller blades, wheelchairs, baby strollers and
cyclists. The existing South Dade Trail and Old
Cutler Trail that this project will connect to is
paved. Additional recommended improvements
are expected to form a link in the regional pedes-
trian and bicycle network.

Width: Sidewalks are proposed to be 5-feet in
width to fill-in sidewalk gaps, but are recom-
mended to be at least 6-feet in width. Bicycle
lanes will be proposed at 5 feet in width with a
3-foot minimum buffer which may or may not be
separated from vehicular traffic. Multi-use trails
are proposed at a minimum of 10-feet in width.
These widths are generally considered an ac-
ceptable width for sidewalks, bicycle lanes and
multi-use trails.
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The existing South Dade Trail and Old Cutler Trail
is paved with asphalt to a width of 10-feet.

The South Dade Trail runs parallel to the South
Dade Transitway through commercial, industri-
al, and residential uses. The Old Cutler Trail runs
parallel to Old Cutler Road through primarily res-
idential uses.

The proposed pedestrian and bicycle improve-
ments included in this study along SW 144th
Street, SW 152nd Street, SW 168th Street and
SW 184th Street run through primarily residen-
tial neighborhoods. A mix of pedestrian and bi-
cycle traffic similar to the existing trails is expect-
ed, therefore the 10-foot width is expected to be
adequate.

SIDEWALK, BICYCLE AND MULTI-USE
DESIGN STANDARDS AND
GUIDELINES

The geometric design will generally follow the
applicable principlesin the 2012 AASHTO Guide
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4th Edi-
tion.

Signage and pavement markings will follow the
applicable guidance contained in the 2009 Man-
ual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD),
as amended.

Accessibility design criteria will follow the appli-
cable principles in the Americans with Disabili-
ties Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG).
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Existing
Conditions

SW 144 Street, SW 152 Street, SW 168 Street and
SW 184 Street are all existing corridors with pri-
marily residential uses. The segments between
US 1/ South Dixie Highway and Old Cutler Road
are included in this study to connect residents
to the South Dade Transitway future BRT, South
Dade Trail and Old Cutler Trail.

Once data was collected and a desktop review
was completed, several site visits were conduct-
ed to verify the desktop review and confirm exist-
ing conditions. A photo summary of the site visits
is available in Appendix 2.

SW 144 Street

SW 144 Street is a Village maintained corridor
classified as an urban collector with single-fam-
ily residential homes facing the street and Al-
exander Montessori near Old Cutler Road. The
segment included in this study is +/-1.84 miles
in length. The corridor is lined with large canopy
trees within the swale providing a shaded corri-
dor for walking and biking.

The right-of-way of SW 144 Street varies be-
tween +/-63-feet and +/-72-feet and consists of
two travel lanes approximately 11-feet in width,
5-foot concrete sidewalks on each side, setback
from traffic by a landscaped buffer that ranges
between +/-10 and +/-20-feet. Figure 8 on the
following page, is a typical section of the existing
conditions of the corridor.

The posted speed limit of SW 144 Street is 30
mph. There are +/-147 linear feet of missing
sidewalks throughout the corridor between US 1
/ South Dixie Highway and Old Cutler Road due

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

to right-of-way constraints and potential missing
easements. Sidewalks are in large part missing
east of Old Cutler Road. The overall condition of
the sidewalk is good.

Utilities include electric power poles for transmis-
sion lines which are primarily located along the
south side of SW 144 Street. The concrete power
poles are partially blocking pedestrian accessi-
bility to the sidewalk. Other utilities include fire
hydrants, mast arms at intersections and utility
boxes which at times also obstruct the sidewalk.
There are no bicycle or transit facilities along SW
144 Street. During our site visit, pedestrians and
bicyclists were seen utilizing the sidewalk and
roadway.

SW 144 Street does not include mid-block cross-
ings, therefore, the safest crossings for non-mo-
torized users are at the signalized intersections
of SW 82 Avenue, SW 77 Avenue and Old Cutler
Road. There are standard crosswalks at each of
these intersections that are in overall poor condi-
tion due to the pavement markings fading. Many
of the push-buttons do not meet ADA standards
for the type and distance, tactile surfaces are
missing in several areas.

SW 82 Avenue is missing pedestrian sig-
nal beacons. There are two bridge crossings
over canals in our study segment which nar-
rows the sidewalk to approximately 46-inches.

Roadway signage is in overall good condition,
maintenance could be improved as there were
some areas with overgrown grass and trees
blocking some of the street signs. Average dai-
ly traffic is approximately 6,200 vehicles. The Vil-
lage Wide Traffic Calming Study recommended
a roundabout at SW 87 Avenue, SW 82 Avenue,
SW 77 Avenue and Old Cutler Road.
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SW 152 Street

SW 152 Street is a county-maintained corridor
and is classified as an urban collector with sin-
gle-family residential homes, Coral Reef Park and
Coral Reef Elementary. The segment included in
this study is +/- 1.86 miles in length. The corridor
is lined with palm trees and shade trees within the
swale throughout the corridor providing shade
for pedestrians and bicyclists. The right-of-way
along SW 152 Street varies between +/-73-feet
and +/-96-feet and consists of two 11-foot trav-
el lanes with sharrows, 5-foot concrete sidewalks
on both sides which is separated from traffic by
a landscape swale that varies +/-15 to +/-25 feet,
there are some right-of-way constraints at the ap-
proach to US 1/ South Dixie Highway. Figure 9
on the following page, is a typical section of the
existing conditions along SW 152 Street.

The posted speed limit of SW 152 Street is 35
mph. Pavement condition along SW 152 Street
was in overall fair condition. The condition of the
sidewalks was fair to poor due to several cracks
and uplifting, especially as you approach Old
Cutler Road. Along portions of SW 152 Street is
a Coral Rock Wall, which may have historic sig-
nificance and present challenges to expanding
existing sidewalks and pavement.

Utilities include electric power poles for trans-
mission lines which are primarily located on the
north side of SW 152 Street. The concrete power
poles are partially blocking pedestrian accessi-
bility to the sidewalk. Other utilities include fire
hydrants, mast arms at intersections and utility
boxes which at times also obstruct the sidewalk.
Bicyclists can share the road as there is signage
and sharrows provided throughout the corri-
dor, during our site visit, some bicyclists were
observed utilizing the roadway and sidewalks.
There is a lot of bicycle and pedestrian activity
near Coral Reef Park.

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

Transit is provided between SW 77 Avenue and
South Dixie Highway with transit stops located
throughout this segment. Transit stops are bare
and include signage, few transit stops had seat-
ing or other amenities. Many of the transit stops
along this segment do not have sidewalk access
or a concrete pad for ADA accessibility.

The Village operates a Park and Ride lot at the
southeast corner of SW 77 Avenue and SW 152
Street adjacent to St. Richard’s Catholic Church
for the iBus, an express bus service providing
non-stop service between the Village of Palmetto
Bay and Dadeland South.

SW 152 Street includes one intersection cross-
ing at SW 80 Street and one mid-block crossing
near Coral Reef Elementary. There are also sig-
nalized intersections of SW 87 Avenue, SW 82
Avenue, SW 77 Avenue and Old Cutler Road.
There are standard crosswalks at each of these
intersections that are in overall poor condition
due to the pavement markings fading. The cross-
walks at Old Cutler Road are made of stamped
asphalt and is also in poor condition as the color
is fading. Many of the push-buttons do not meet
ADA standards for the type and distance, tactile
surfaces are missing in several areas. Pedestrian
signals may not allot enough time for crossing.
There is one bridge crossing over a canal in our
study segment which narrows the sidewalk to ap-
proximately 42-inches. Coral Reef Park has two
pedestrian bridge crossings over the canal as
an alternative to crossing the bridge on SW 152
Street.
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Roadway signage is in overall good condition,
maintenance could be improved as there were
some areas with overgrown grass and trees
blocking some of the street signs. Average daily
traffic is approximately 12,500 vehicles. Planned
improvements include a roundabout at Old Cut-
ler Road and Safe Routes to School improve-
ments.

The Mobility Hubs and Infrastructure Master Plan
recommended a raised intersection at SW 77
Avenue and shared use pathway along SW 152
Street as recommendations for pedestrian im-
provements.

The Village Wide Traffic Calming Study recom-
mended roundabouts at SW 87 Avenue, SW 82
Avenue, SW 77 Avenue and Old Cutler Road and
complete streets improvements between SW 67
Avenue and Old Cutler Road.

23

The SW 152 Street Mobility Solutions recom-
mends the installation of roundabouts east of US
1/ South Dixie Highway, bicycle lanes, ADA im-
provements, replace damaged sidewalks, install
signage and push-button pedestrian signals in
all directions at signalized intersections.

All of these plans identify the need for safety
improvements for non-motorized users and the
need for traffic calming along SW 152 Street.
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Figure 9: SW 152 Street Existing Typical Section
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SW 168 Street

SW 168 Street is a county-maintained corridor
and is also classified as an urban collector with
single-family residential homes, Perrine Acade-
my and commercial near both South Dixie High-
way and Old Cutler Road. The segment includ-
ed in this study is +/- 2.25 miles in length. The
corridor is lined with palm trees within the swale
throughout the corridor providing little shade
to pedestrians and bicyclists. The right-of-way
along SW 168 Street varies between +/-75-feet
and +/-80-feet and consists of two 11-foot trav-
el lanes with sharrows, 5-foot concrete sidewalks
on both sides which is separated from traffic
by a landscape swale that varies +/-15 to +/-25
feet. Figure 10 on the following page, is a typical
section of the existing conditions along SW 168
Street.

The posted speed limit for SW 168 Street is 35
mph. Pavement condition along SW 168 Street
was in overall fair condition. The condition of the
sidewalks was poor due to several cracks and up-
lifting, throughout the corridor. There is +/-1400
linear feet of missing sidewalks on the south side
as you approach Old Cutler Road and near the
South Dade Trail.

Utilities include electric power poles for trans-
mission lines which are primarily located on the
south side of SW 168 Street and cross over to the
north side east of SW 76 Avenue. The concrete
power poles are partially blocking pedestrian ac-
cessibility to the sidewalk. Other utilities include
fire hydrants, mast arms at intersections and util-
ity boxes which at times also obstruct the side-
walk.

Bicyclists can share the road as there is signage
and sharrows provided throughout the corridor,
during our site visit, some bicyclists were ob-
served utilizing the roadway, most utilized the
sidewalks.

Transit is provided between SW 87 Avenue and
US 1/ South Dixie Highway with transit stops lo-
cated throughout this segment. Transit stops are
bare and include signage, few transit stops had
seating or other amenities. Many of the transit
stops along this segment do not have sidewalk
access or a concrete pad for ADA accessibility.

SW 168 Street includes two mid-block cross-
ings with high emphasis crosswalks near Perrine
Academy which includes a traffic light and anoth-
er near SW 80 Avenue with rapid flashing bea-
cons. There are also two roundabouts at SW 87
Avenue and SW 82 Avenue. Old Cutler Road is a
signalized intersection with standard crosswalks
in poor condition as the pavement markings are
fading; during our site visit, some of the tactile
surfaces were underwater, highlighting a possi-
ble grading or drainage issue. The roundabout
at SW 87 Avenue includes high emphasis cross-
walks in good condition, while the roundabout at
SW 82 Avenue includes textured pavement also
in good condition. There are two bridge canal
crossings in our study segment which narrows
the sidewalk to approximately 42-inches.

Roadway signage is in overall good condition.
Average daily traffic is approximately 6000 vehi-
cles. There are no planned improvements for SW
168 Street. The Mobility Hubs and Transit Infra-
structure Plan recommended SW 168 Street for
complete streets improvements, which include
a 4-foot bicycle lane. The Village Wide Traffic
Calming Study recommended a roundabout at
Old Cutler Road.



Marlin Engineering

75’ ROW

SIDEWALK

TRAVEL LANE

TRAVEL LANE

5[
1 SIDEWALK
%

Figure 10: SW 168 Street Existing Typical Section

25



26

SW 184 Street

SW 184 Street is a county-maintained corridor
and is classified as a minor arterial. SW 184 Street
is the southernmost boundary for the Village of
Palmetto Bay. The southside of SW 184 Street is
the northernmost boundary for the Town of Cut-
ler Bay. The corridor is divided into two segments
due to the land uses, right-of-way and land con-
figuration.

The first segment is between South Dixie High-
way and SW 97 Avenue/Franjo Road, which in-
cludes commercial uses and is a 5-lane roadway,
the second segment is between SW 97 Ave-
nue/Franjo Road and Old Cutler Road with sin-
gle-family residential homes, St. Richard’s Catho-
lic School, a county Trash and Recycling Facility,
and Palmer Trinity School.

Both segments together included in this study is
+/-2.35 miles in length. The corridor is lined with
palm trees within the swale throughout the cor-
ridor providing little shade to pedestrians and
bicyclists. The right-of-way along SW 184 Street
varies between +/-75-feet and +/-90-feet. The
first segment consists of four 11-foot travel lanes
and a 10-footturn lane, 6-foot concrete sidewalks
on both sides which is sometimes separated from
traffic by a landscape swale on each side of the
sidewalks that varies +/-3 to +/-5 feet with curb
and gutter. This segment also includes roadway
lighting. The second segment consists of two 11-
foot travel lanes, 5-foot concrete sidewalks on
both sides which is separated from traffic by a
landscape swale that varies +/-20-feet. Figure 11
on the following page, is a typical section of the
existing conditions along SW 184 Street.

The posted speed limit is 40 mph along the cor-
ridor. Pavement conditions along SW 184 Street
was in overall good condition. The condition of
the sidewalks was poor due to several cracks
and uplifting, throughout the corridor. There is
+/-1900 linear feet of missing sidewalks on the
north side throughout the corridor.

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

Utilities include electric power poles for trans-
mission lines which are primarily located on the
south side of SW 184 Street. Other utilities in-
clude fire hydrants, mast arms at intersections
and utility boxes which at times also obstruct the
sidewalk.

Local transit is provided between SW 87 Avenue
and US 1/ South Dixie Highway with transit stops
located on the south side of this segment. Transit
stops include signage, seating, and trash recep-
tacles with some shade.

SW 184 Street includes one mid-block crossing
near SW 95 Court. SW 97 Avenue / Franjo Road,
SW 87 Avenue, and Old Cutler Road are sig-
nalized intersections. The crosswalks at SW 97
Avenue and SW 87 Avenue are primarily stan-
dard crosswalks which are in good condition.
The crosswalks at Old Cutler Road are primarily
high-emphasis crosswalks also in good condi-
tion. The push-buttons do not meet ADA stan-
dards for the type and distance, tactile surfaces
are missing in several areas. There is one bridge
within our study segment which does not narrow
the sidewalk.

Roadway signage is in overall good condition.
Average daily traffic is approximately 5,900 vehi-
cles. There is a planned roundabout at Old Cut-
ler Road which is currently under preliminary de-
sign. The Mobility Hubs and Transit Infrastructure
Plan identified SW 184 Street for a roundabout
and shared use pathway.

In 2019, the Village of Palmetto Bay passed Reso-
lution 2019-32 to facilitate the design of a multi-
use pathway along SW 184 Street, which is desig-
nated as the south leg of the ‘Palmetto Bay Path,’
see Figure 12 on page 28. The Palmetto Bay Path
traverses the Village via the Old Cutler Trail (ex-
isting), South Dade Trail (existing), SW 184 Street
(proposed), and SW 136 Street (under construc-
tion).
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Figure 12: Proposed Palmetto Bay Path

Source: Village of Palmetto Bay

Data Analysis

An analysis of existing conditions and data col-
lected includes land use, average daily traffic,
crash data, bicycle and pedestrian data, points of
interest, population, employment, transit, traffic
calming, infrastructure and future improvements.
The data was reviewed within a Y-mile of each
study roadway. The data collected was reviewed,
analyzed and included in the evaluation criteria
to select which two corridors to focus pedestrian
and bicycle improvements.

Land Use

All four study roadways are surrounded by pri-
marily single-family residential land uses. Land
uses surrounding South Dixie Highway include
commercial, office, industrial and mixed use.

SW 144 Street is surrounded by single-family res-
idential uses.

SW 152 Street is also surrounded by primarily
single-family residential uses, but also includes
direct access to Coral Reef Park and Coral Reef
Elementary School.

SW 168 Street is also surrounded by primarily
single-family residential uses, but also includes
direct accessto Perrine Academy and the Charles
Deering Estate, located east of Old Cutler Road.
SW 168 Street and US 1 / South Dixie Highway
is also the northernmost boundary of Palmetto
Bay's Downtown. There is a small area of com-
mercial and offices at SW 168 Street and Old
Cutler Road which has become a popular area
for bicyclists who stop and rest.

SW 184 Street near US 1 / South Dixie Highway
is the southernmost boundary of Palmetto Bay's
Downtown. The first segment of SW 184 Street,
between US 1/ South Dixie Highway and SW 97
Avenue / Franjo Road, included commercial, of-
fice and entertainment uses. East of SW 97 Ave-
nue / Franjo Road it is primarily single-family res-
idential uses, St. Richard’'s Catholic School and
Palmer Trinity School. Figure 13, on the following
page, is a map of general land uses of the area.
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Traffic

Table 3 includes a review of the annual average
daily traffic (AADT), annual daily traffic (ADT), lev-
el-of-service (LOS) and the posted speed limit for
each study corridor.

The Village's Comprehensive Plan has identified
LOS "D” as the required LOS for all major road-
ways within the Village. Therefore, the study cor-
ridors are currently operating at an acceptable
LOS.

For SW 144 Street, SW 168 Street, and SW 184
Street - AADT is relatively similar, and all provide
a LOS “C". SW 152 Street has more than double
the AADT than the other study corridors and is
operating at an LOS "D".

AADT
(2019)

CORRIDOR

*Maximum capacity is based on LOS “D”

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

SW 184 Street has the highest posted speed lim-
it at 40 mph of all the study corridors, while SW
144 Street has the lowest posted speed limit at
30 mph. This is important because we know that
vehicle speed is the primary cause of pedestri-
an and bicyclists’ fatalities. A pedestrian (or bicy-
clists) involved in a collision with a motor vehicle
traveling at 40 mph has a 10% chance of survival,
while a vehicle traveling at 30 mph has a 50-60%
change of survival, vehicles traveling at 25 mph
or less have a 90% chance of survival*, see Figure
14.

SPEED LIMIT

Table 3: Traffic Data for Study Corridors
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Figure 14: Pedestrian Survivability
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Complete Streets Design
Guidelines

Three of the four study corridors are county road-
ways and include SW 152 Street, SW 168 Street
and SW 184 Street. SW 144 Streetis a village road-
way. The Miami-Dade County Complete Streets
Design Guidelines identify the three county road-
ways as 'Feeder Roads,’ which is defined as 'a key
roadway that connects thoroughfares and civic
streets to provide access between urban centers,
between neighborhoods and urban center or
between neighborhoods themselves'.

The guidelines recommend feeder roads provide
sidewalks for pedestrian mobility and a furnish-
ing zone buffer of trees or landscaping, especial-
ly where land uses abut the sidewalk, see Table 4.

A furnishing zone is the area between the curb
and pedestrian zone, this zone contains street
trees and landscaping, benches and transit
shelters, lighting and signal poles, utility boxes,
parking meters and trash cans. Furnishing zones

should be maximized to provide space to create
as great a buffer as possible between traffic and
pedestrians.

SW 144 Street would be classified as a ‘Neigh-
borhood Street’ and is defined as 'local streets
with low vehicle volumes and slow speeds with
the primary function of serving local trips. May
provide access to parks, schools or institutional
facilities as well as local retail and services'.

The guidelines recommend neighborhood
streets provide sidewalks and a well-lit pedes-
trian realm to allow for a perception of safety in
areas where activity at night may be too low to
provide ample “eyes on the street.” Pedestrian
Zone is the area dedicated to walking or moving
along the sidewalk and should provide a logical,
straight path and line up with crosswalks if pos-
sible. Obstructions, displays, planting, and furni-
ture should not extend into the pedestrian zone.
Lighting and width are important in creating a
welcoming environment that accommodates all
users.

CONTEXT FRONTAGE PEDESTRIAN TOTAL
ZONE ZONE ZONE WIDTH

FEEDER ROADS

NEIGHBORHOOD STREET

Table 4: Pedestrian Realm Recommended Widths (in Feet)
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Non-Motorized

Figure 15 below, includes a map of non-motor-
ized facilities within the Village of Palmetto Bay.
Most local streets within the Village do not have
sidewalks. Sidewalks are available along most of
the primary corridors with some sidewalk gaps
highlighted along our study corridors.

The Old Cutler Trail and South Dade Trail are
north/south multi-use trails that connect to a wid-
er regional network within Miami-Dade. There
are few bicycle lanes within the Village providing
a 4-foot bicycle lane along portions of SW 97 Av-
enue / Franjo Road, SW 92 Avenue, and SW 82
Avenue.

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

Palmetto Bay is intersected by six canals which
separate the Village into various segments, dis-
connecting the local roadway network and in
some instances isolating neighborhoods in Pal-
metto Bay, such is the case with the neighbor-
hood east of SW 82 Avenue and north of SW 184
Street. This provides a challenge for residents
who walk and/or bike.

Strava heat maps were reviewed to identify pe-
destrian and bicycle activity. Figures 16 and 17
on the following page, illustrate the heat maps
from Strava depicting pedestrian and bicycle ac-
tivity within the Village.

(Note: Data is from Strava, taken March 20, 2021,
data is aggregated over 2 years by user activities,
the heat map is updated monthly.)
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Figure 15: Non-Motorized Facilities
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The pedestrian heat map below, highlights the
pedestrian activity surrounding Coral Reef Park,
SW 152 Street, SW 77 Avenue, SW 67 Avenue,
SW 168 Street, SW 144 Street, SW 136 Street,
Old Cutler Road, SW 174 Street, and SW 82
Avenue. The whiter the lines the more heavily
used by walkers and runners. Near US 1 / South
Dixie Highway there is a clear boundary which
shows little to no pedestrian activity, demon-
strating the potential need for sidewalks, safe-
ty improvements and traffic calming. Figure
17 below, paints a different story, highlighting

Figure 16: Pedestrian Heat Map

the bicycle activity along Old Cutler Trail, the
Chinese Trail, SW 67 Avenue, SW 168 Street,
SW 174 Street, SW 184 Street, SW 87 Avenue and
Caribbean Boulevard which shows the most ac-
tivity although all the study corridors including
the South Dade Trail also show bicycle activity.

Along both SW 168 Street and SW 184 Street as
one approaches US 1/ South Dixie Highway, the
activity appears to lessen, in comparison to the

activity further east, especially near Old Cutler
Road.

Figure 17: Bicycle Heat Map
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Safety Analysis

The main purpose of the pedestrian and bicycle
crash analysis is to identify trends of the crash-
es and any geometric issues that might be dan-
gerous for pedestrians and bicyclists. This crash
analysis will assist to improve the safety of the
four corridors (SW 144 St, SW 152 St, SW 168 St,
and SW 184 St) that connects the South Dade
Corridor Transitway and the South Dade trail to/
from the Village of Palmetto Bay.

Various crash data sources such as FDOT's Crash
Analysis Reporting (CAR) System, the State Safe-
ty Office GIS (SSOGIS), and the University of Flor-
ida's Signal Four Analytics (S4A) were accessed
to capture all the crashes within a 5-year period.
Crash data was collected from Signal Four Ana-
lytics (S4A) and reviewed from 2015 to 2019. A
detailed crash analysis can be found in Appendix
3 for each corridor.

A total of 1367 crashes, or an average of 273
crashes per year, occurred along the four study
corridors within the Village of Palmetto Bay be-
tween 2015 and 2019. The data depicts an in-
creased trend in the number of crashes between
2017 and 2019. Rear-end crashes were the dom-
inating crash type, accounting for approximately
41 percent of crashes within the four study corri-
dors. A total of 12 crashes were related to alco-
hol and 1 crash was drug-related. Most crashes
(81.1%) were property damage-only, 18.2% of
crashes resulted in injuries, and 0.7% of crashes
were fatal between this time period.

There was a total of 12 pedestrian crashes and 14
bicycle crashes in the five-year period within the
Village of Palmetto Bay, including one pedestrian
fatality. More bicycle crashes occurred along SW
168 Street (42.9%), than any other study road.
Most of the (24) pedestrian and bicycle crashes
happened on the roadway, one crash occurred
off the roadway, and one crash occurred outside
of the right-of-way.

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

Approximately 46% of bicycle and pedestrian
crashes occurred on portions of the study road-
ways which are unpaved. More than 92% of pe-
destrian and bicycle crashes happened on a dry
road surface condition.

Over 53% of all pedestrian and bicycle crash-
es happened at intersections, highlighting the
need for safety improvements at intersections.
Figure18 on the following page, is a pedestrian
and bicycle crash map to illustrate the locations
of the pedestrian and bicycle crashes within the
Village of Palmetto Bay between 2015 and 2019.

As the map depicts, crashes along SW 144 Street
are concentrated near US 1/South Dixie High-
way, 3 out of the 4 pedestrian crashes along SW
152 Street occurred within the vicinity of the Cor-
al Reef Elementary School and Coral Reef Park,
crashes were spread across SW 168 Street, and 3
of the 4 bicycle crashes along SW 184 Street oc-
curred between SW 82 Avenue and Caribbean
Boulevard.

From field observations we know that SW 152
Street is a popular roadway for pedestrian activ-
ity, while SW 168 Street and SW 184 Street are
also popular corridors for bicyclists. Strava heat
maps discussed previously illustrates heavy bi-
cycle usage along SW 168 Street between Old
Cutler Road and SW 87 Avenue, and along SW
184 Street between SW 82 Avenue and Caribbe-
an Boulevard.

For further analysis of the crash data, it is recom-
mended to perform an in-depth crash analysis by
using police reports for detailed information on
pedestrian and bicycle crashes. This type of anal-
ysis would provide additional insights, in-depth
crash analyses are best suited to recommend
countermeasures to minimize crashes and im-
prove roadway safety for both pedestrians and
bicyclists.
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Points of Interest

The Village of Palmetto Bay has several points of
interest within and surrounding the Village. These
points of interest include schools, parks, libraries,
places of worship, grocery and department
stores, medical offices and hospitals, shopping
centers or plazas are just to name a few.

Figure 19 provides a map of the different areas
of interest within and surrounding the Village of
Palmetto Bay. These points of interest include
shopping centers, schools, public facilities, parks,
cultural venues, and commercial areas.

As the map illustrates many of these places are
located along South Dixie Highway, while schools
and parks are scattered throughout the area.

N
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Park
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Hospital

Place of Worship
Recycling & Waste
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Social Service
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Park & Ride

Toeoe@eo@n R B

Figure 19: Points of Interest Map
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Population

Census data from 2010 was used and adjusted to
2019 population growth estimates. For this study,
population numbers were adjusted to highlight
a 'serving’ population. Those most likely to walk
or ride a bicycle in the community, this includes
children between 5 and 17 years, seniors age
65 and older, and people with a disability which
represents 4.3% of the general population within
the Village. Table 5 provides a breakdown of the
total population and serving populations who
live within a %-mile of each study corridor.

ROADS TOTAL | 208 TOTAL 5-17 YEARS OVER 65 YEARS | DISABLED*

L swwes s dw ww ds @
L swms s w e oz s
L swes e kw0 we e s
L swest em ax ot en dow o
T ronwariomL | zae | oan | | oon | s | tiw | w0

Disclaimer: Numbers adjusted from 2010 Census data to reflect 4.7% population change
*Number based on 4.3% total population disabled under 65 years

Table 5: Population Statistics
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Employment

Employment data was extracted utilizing Census
on the Map which uses Longitudinal Employ-
er-Household Dynamics (LEHD), labor market in-
formation and data, provided by the Census Bu-
reau and U.S. States. The data collected is from
2018 and represents jobs within and surround-
ing the Village of Palmetto Bay. Table 6 provides
an estimate of jobs within a ¥4-mile of each study

corridor, while Figure 20 is a heat map of jobs
within Palmetto Bay.

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

Again, jobs are concentrated along the South
Dixie Corridor. There are also heat points be-
tween SW 152 Street SW 144 Street, east of
Old Cutler Road which includes several private
schools in that area. There is another heat point
near SW 184 Street, east of Old Cutler Road
which is a mixed-use complex housing office, in-
stitutional and other uses. An approximate total
of 30% of available jobs within Palmetto Bay are
located within %-mile of the study corridors.
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Table 6: Employment Statistics

IS E N7 X
=, & D N
- S E/ 2 SW136TH ST o> @
(Y
" ﬁ‘ & 1 E ' & 3
= SW144THST |®  Imi S =
& m o - [ =
3 z || ?fl ™
m ~
= SW 152ND ST ) oW 162jDST
2 — Charles Deering Estate
8
NG =z i
— TJV"%V\* o \
SW16sTHST. = .
(2 T | |
E "‘ ()] \/'>
g = | )
comnEHE LEGEND
z 1z , & Vilage Hal
~— |swis4tHsT S/ NS
Q/ —— Main Roads
9

Figure 20: Employment Heat Map (2018)



Marlin Engineering

Transit

While primary access to transit is available along
the South Dade Transitway, local service is pro-
vided on portions of the study roadways.

Route 57 which provides weekday service inter-
sects SW 144 Street at SW 77 Avenue, and tra-
verses SW 152 Street between SW 77 Avenue
and Jackson South Hospital near US 1/ South
Dixie Highway.

The Palmetto Bay iBus is also available at SW 77
Avenue and SW 152 Street. The iBus provides

non-stop service between Palmetto Bay and
Dadeland South.

Route 287 provides limited stop weekday peak-
hour service along SW 168 Street between
US 1/South Dixie Highway and SW 87 Avenue.

Route 200, the Cutler Bay Local, provide local ser-
vice along SW 184 Street between US 1 / South
Dixie Highway and SW 87 Avenue.

Additional service located along the South Dade
Transitway and US 1 / South Dixie Highway in-
cludes:

Route 1 provides service near SW 168 Street and
US 1/ South Dixie Highway, and at SW 184 Street
and SW 97 Avenue/Franjo Road.

Route 31 provides service along the South Dade
Transitway at all stops between Dadeland South
and the South Dade Government Center in Cut-
ler Bay.

Route 38 provides service at all stops along the
South Dade Transitway.

Route 39 provides peak hour express service at
SW 168 Street and SW 152 Street to Dadeland
South.
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Route 252 provides local and limited-stop ser-
vice seven days a week at the SW 144 Street and
SW 152 Street Transitway stop.

Future BRT service was taken into consideration
at SW 152 Street, SW 168 Street and SW 184
Street.

Traffic Calming

Existing and future traffic calming treatments or
devices were also taken into consideration. This
includes roundabouts, textured crossing at inter-
sections, speed tables, rapid flashing beacons
and planned traffic calming techniques for each
of the study roadways.

There are no traffic calming elements present or
planned along SW 144 Street.

SW 152 Street includes a planned roundabout
at Old Cutler Road, which is currently under de-
sign, and a planned roundabout or raised inter-
section at SW 77 Avenue. Existing traffic calming
elements include two mid-block crossings near
Coral Reef Elementary, one of which has a traffic
light and textured pavement at Old Cutler Road.

SW 168 Street includes two mid-block crossings,
one with a rapid flashing beacon at SW 80 Av-
enue and one near Perrine Elementary with a
traffic light, which is controlled by a pedestrian
push-button. Additional existing traffic calming
elements include two roundabouts at SW 82 Av-
enue and SW 87 Avenue.

SW 184 Street includes a mid-block crossing at
SW 95 Court and a planned roundabout at Old
Cutler Road, which is currently under design.
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Public Outreach

An important step in the process includes input
from the local community, offering public offi-
cials, residents, and various other groups the op-
portunity to present their interests and opinions
about the project. This provides both the Village
and the Consultant Team an understanding of the
public’s vision for the project, their concerns, and
any local information they are willing to share.

An initial public meeting was held on April 6,
2021, which was conducted virtually as an online
interactive webinar. A stakeholder meeting was
held on June 18, 2021, which was also conduct-
ed virtually and included bicyclists, residents,
Village staff, TPO staff, the consultant, and mem-
bers of Village committees.

A second public meeting was held on Septem-
ber 22,2021, which was also conducted virtually.
Finally, presentation to the Miami-Dade Bicycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) was
completed on November 16, 2021, which result-
ed in a Resolution of Support from committee
members, see Appendix 4.

The BPAC reviews transportation plans and proj-
ects for non-motorized mobility and safety, pro-
vides a forum for the discussion of issues affect-
ing bicyclists and pedestrians, and reports to the
TPO Governing Board on bicycle and pedestri-
an-related issues.

Due to low attendance to the virtual public meet-
ings, each public meeting was augmented with
a survey to solicit additional public input, the re-
sults of the surveys are in the next section.

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

Public Meeting #1

The first public meeting was held virtually via
GoToWebinar on Tuesday, April 6, 2021 at 7
pm. The presentation covered the scope of the
study, schedule, purpose, existing conditions,
and opportunities. Opportunities were gauged
through polling questions related to pedestrian
improvements, bicycle improvements, commu-
nity improvements, intersection improvements,
and ranking of study roadways.

The first public meeting was augmented with a
public survey mirroring the same polling ques-
tions used during the virtual meeting.

Results of the survey are discussed in the sur-
vey section of this report. A copy of the meet-
ing presentation and questions/comments are
available in Appendix 5.

SURVEY 1

A survey utilizing the polling questions during
the first public meeting was released about one
week after the initial public meeting. Survey 1
was opened for approximately 6 weeks and
garnered 147 responses from residents.

A summary of the survey results is listed on the
following page in Table 7 . A complete review
of questions and responses can be found in Ap-
pendix 6.
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Q. NUMBER QUESTION TOP RESPONSE

SW SwW
184 St. 144 St.
19% 86%
SW

168 St. SwW
25% 152 St.

NO Palarany
22%

HAVE
SIDEWALKS
27%

YES

Table 7: Survey 1 Summary
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Q. NUMBER QUESTION TOP RESPONSE
-
BII;EQI;/AONE
SEPARATED
BIKE LANE
81%

--

Table 7: Survey 1 Summary ( continued)
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Walking Audits

Two walk audits were held on Thursday, April 15,
2021, at 6 pm and Saturday, April 17, 2021, at 8
am. The first walk audit included a 1-mile walk on
SW 144 Street and SW 152 Street.

The group was transported to the intersection of
SW 144th Street and SW 82nd Avenue by elec-
tric bus. Once the 1-mile walk was completed,
the group was picked up at SW 77th Avenue and
transported to SW 152nd Street and SW 77th Av-
enue for another 1-mile walk to SW 87th Avenue.
At the terminus of the walk audit, participants
were encouraged to fill-out a walk audit survey to
record their experience while walking both SW
144th Street and SW 152nd Street.

The second walk audit included a 1-mile walk on
SW 168th Street and a Y2-mile walk on SW 184th
Street. The group was transported to SW 168th
Street and Old Cutler Road intersection via elec-
tric bus.
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Once the 1-mile walk was completed, the group
was picked up at SW 82nd Court and then trans-
ported to SW 184th Street and SW 7%9th Court
near Palmer Trinity School. At the terminus of the
walk audit, participants were again encouraged
to fill-out a walk audit survey to record their ex-
perience while walking both SW 168th Street
and SW 184th Street.

A copy of the attendance sheet, walk audit sur-
vey, and survey results can be found in Appen-
dix 7. There was a total of 15 questions related
to types of users, existing elements, preferred
elements, vehicle travel speed, sidewalk condi-
tion, bus stops, public areas, average number
of trees and crosswalks per block, safety and
accessibility.

The most desired elements reported for all corri-
dors included bike lane, sidewalk and multi-use
trail. When asked if participants felt safe walking
the corridor, most responses included ‘Some-
what Safe’ or ‘Not Very Safe.

Figure 21: Photos from the Walking Audit
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Public Meeting #2

The second public meeting was held virtually
via GoToWebinar on Wednesday, September
22, 2021, at 7 pm. The presentation included a
quick overview of the scope, schedule, purpose,
and existing conditions. This meeting included
the evaluation criteria which was used to narrow
the four study corridors to two. The two corridors
were the focus of the presentation and included
two alternatives for conceptual design develop-
ment.

The alternatives for both SW 152 Street and SW
184 Street were presented and included a public
poll for residents to choose their preferred alter-
native for both SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street.

The second public meeting was augmented with
a public survey mirroring the same polling ques-
tions used during the virtual meeting. Results of
the survey are discussed in the survey section of
this report. A copy of the meeting presentation
and questions/comments are available in Ap-
pendix 5

SURVEY 2

A survey utilizing the polling questions during
the first public meeting was released shortly after
the second public meeting. Survey 2 was opened
for approximately four weeks and garnered a to-
tal of 99 responses. A copy of the survey and re-
sponses can be found in Appendix 6. A summary
of the survey results are provided in Table 8.

THE MOST DESIRED
ELEMENTS REPORTED FOR
ALL CORRIDORS INCLUDED
BIKE LANE, SIDEWALK
AND MULTI-USE TRAIL.

WHEN ASKED IF
PARTICIPANTS FELT SAFE
WALKING THE CORRIDOR,
MOST RESPONSES
INCLUDED:

‘SOMEWHAT SAFE’ OR

‘NOT VERY SAFE.
WALKING AUDIT SURVEY RESULTS

Multi-Use Trail
& SMART Plan
Connectivity
Study

Public Meeting #2
September 22, 2021

* Virtual Meeting Today via 3 GeToWebinar

=
* Microphones will be muted for the duration of the Presentatic
* This Webinar is being Recorded
* Polling questions throughout the Presentation

- ™
- o

or Box to ask questions and
on the right side of your screen)

« Staff will moderate questions and comments; questions and commen
will be addressed at the end of the presentation, as applicable

* A copy of this presentation will be made available on the Village’s
website




Marlin Engineering

-
-
-
-
-

Table 8: Survey 2 Summary

Q. NUMBER

HIGHLY
i%l:im:ﬁfr CONFIDENT
20%
22%

NOT ABLE OR

INTERESTER™ e pesTED
16% BUT

CONCERNED

42%
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Evaluation
Criteria

We began this study with four corridors with the
purpose of analyzing which two of the four cor-
ridors are in most need of multimodal improve-
ments. The evaluation criteria was designed to
provide a ranking order for the study corridors.

Table 9 provides a summary of each category
and total score for each of the 5 categories
discussed. The full table including factors, met-
rics and scoring can be found in Appendix 8.

The ranking order was utilized to focus our efforts
on two of the four corridors for the team to de-
velop conceptual design plans and recommen-
dations. The team identified 5 categories with
different datasets to include in the evaluation,

this included:
~N 4

Pedestrian and Bicycle -
Crash Severity, Posted Speed Limit, Number of
Existing and Future Traffic Calming Treatments

Density - Population and Employment Density
within a %-mile

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

| .
‘ y 4 '71‘1\

Infrastructure - Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities,
Shade, Bridges and Right-of-Way Availability

@ f
& q®

Connectivity - Schools, Transit, Key Destinations
and Parks and Cultural Centers within a 2-mile

O G

Resident and Stakeholder Support -
Survey Rank Score and Stakeholder Preference
Scores ranged from 0 to 4 depending on the
category and ranked accordingly.

The ranking is as follows:

SW 152 Street
SW 184 Street
SW 168 Street
SW 144 Street

W=

This ranking was presented to stakeholders, the
TPO and the Village for approval. Therefore, SW
152 Street and SW 184 Street were selected to
move forward for conceptual design develop-
ment.
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TOTAL
FACTOR POSSIBLE

POINTS

144 ST. 152 ST. 168 ST. 184 ST.

CesmavewsseRy
o eoseseouwr
1 TRASIECAINING 1 [ ] [ [

SAFETY SCORE 21 8 14 12 13

SRRV (11 PORUCATIONS TN [FERN (S (S ey
I BN BN N BEEN
16 12 11 11 12

U B B R A B
TN A B N A
R I B BEE B
srucTure MR ZC S B B o
_““

DENSITY SCORE

INFRASTRUCTURE SCORE

IS — I R N B
ST [ S S N
T
CONNECTIVITY SCORE

CRsoRTRANGNGFERSWVE(
I N A I N N

RESIDENT & STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT

RESIDENT &
STAKEHOLDER
SUPPORT

TOTAL SCORE 82 36 58 52

Table 9: Evaluation Criteria
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Conceptual
Design
Alternatives

Once the roadways were selected, the team col-
laborated on a strategy to move forward with two
alternatives for the corridors. The alternatives
were selected based on public and stakeholder
input, as it related to Survey 1. The two alterna-
tives team decided upon include:

A. Alternative 1 - Multi-Use Trail / Shared Use
Pathway

Multi-Use Trails are also known as Trails, Shared
Use Paths, Greenways, Bike Paths or Side Paths.
Multi-Use Trails are typically made of asphalt or
concrete with a standard width of 10 to 14-feet.
When space is restricted, there is limited right-
of-way or pedestrian/bicycle traffic is low, these
pathways can then be 8-feet in width. Figure 22
includes some local examples of multi-use trails

or shared use pathways within the region.
SW 152 51

Boca Raton

Figure 22: Examples of Multi-Use Trails or Shared Use Pathways
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B. Alternative 2 - Protected or Separated Bi-
cycle Lane

A separated or protected bicycle lane should
have a physical barrier to protect users from ve-
hicular traffic. Physical barriers may include curb-
ing, landscape, zebra or armadillo delineators,
vertical pole delineators, parallel parked vehicles
or similar. The standard width of a bicycle lane
is 4-feet with at least 3-foot barrier/buffer. Figure
23 includes some local examples of protected or
separated bike lanes in the region.

These alternatives were developed primarily be-
cause of the feedback we had received from res-
idents, stakeholders, and existing data available
on the types of facilities people prefer. During the
first survey, we found that 81% of respondents
want a separated facility, Figure 24, on page 50,
provides a breakdown of responses from the sur-
vey and polling questions.

hmni Beach

Figure 23: Examples of Protected or Separated Bicycle Lanes
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WHAT TYPE OF BICYCLE FACILITY DO YOU PREFER?

ON ROAD BIKE LANE

TWO- WAY SEPARATED BIKE
LANE

STRIPED BUFFERED BIKE LANE

ONE- WAY SEPARATED BIKE
LANE

PROTECTED BIKE LANE

MULTI-USE A.K.A SHARED USED
PATHWAY

Figure 24: Survey Responses to Preferred Bicycle Facility Type

Additionally, we asked residents what would en-
courage them to walk or bike more in Palmetto
Bay, 80% of respondents indicated more walking
or biking infrastructure and 69% of responses in-
dicated if it was safe/more secure. Lastly, when
we asked respondents what type of pedestrian
related improvements, 41% indicated they want
more trails/walking paths and/or wider side-
walks.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) re-
leased the Bicycle Selection Guide in 2019 which
includes information on the different types of us-
ers, including the different facilities that riders
feel comfortable or safe using. It is important to
understand the characteristics of the different
users to ensure we recommend and design fa-
cilities that will be utilized by the majority rather
than the minority of the residents in Palmetto Bay.

Characteristics include comfort level, bicycling
skill and experience, age, and trip purpose.
Figure 25 on the next page, includes a graphic
from the Bicycle Selection Guide demonstrating
the different bicycle user profiles and their level
of comfort with the different types of facilities.

This study is focused on capturing the "Interest-
ed but Concerned Bicyclists", which represent
51-56% of the total population per FHWA aver-
ages.

WE ASKED RESIDENTS WHAT
WOULD ENCOURAGE THEM
TO WALK OR BIKE MORE

IN PALMETTO BAY: 80% OF
RESPONDENTS INDICATED
MORE WALKING OR BIKING
INFRASTRUCTURE AND 69%
OF RESPONSES INDICATED IF
IT WAS SAFE/MORE SECURE.

SURVEY RESULTS

The interested but concerned bicyclists is the
largest group identified by the research conduct-
ed by the FHWA, and has the lowest tolerance for
traffic stress, individuals who fall into this group
typically avoid bicycling except where they have
access to networks of separated facilities or very
low-volume streets with safe roadway crossings.
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WHICH FACILITIES WILL MAKE RIDERS
FEEL SAFER?

SHARED-
USE PATH

SIDE PATH SEPARATED

BIKE LANE

BUFFERED
BIKE LANE

ON STREET
BIKE LANE

SHOULDER SHARED
LANE

Source: Percentages represent the level of comfort that people feel bicycling, according to peer-reviewed surveys as
recently as 2016. For more information: FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide

Figure 25: Facility Preferences

To capture this audience, it is important to de-
sign bicycle facilities that meet the needs of this

group.

Village of Palmetto Bay's Bicycle User Profiles per
the responses received from the second survey
show a higher level of comfort and higher stress
tolerance for the somewhat confident and highly
confident bicycle user.

However, averages for Palmetto Bay are higher
for the more confident cyclist due to existing in-
frastructure like Old Cutler Road, SW 152 St, SW
168 St, and the Old Cutler Trail which experienc-
es high volumes of cycling traffic.

When designing facilities for safety and access,
in an rapidly advancing technology landscape
(self-driving vehicles) and distracted drivers ( in-
crease of hand held technology) it is crucial to
aim to provide the highest level of comfort for all

cyclists, as well as aim to capture those who are
not at all comfortable or able at this time (16%).

Per the survey results, our target user (42%) is
most comfortable with off-street facilities like
trails and shared used paths, (22%) prefer bike
boulevards and protected bike lanes, and (20%)
feel confident riding in a shared lane with traffic.

Figure 26, on the next page, illustrates the dif-
ferent facilities and the types of users associated
with these facilities, per our survey results for the
Village of Palmetto Bay.

Comments and feedback from residents and
stakeholders indicated that they wanted to feel
safer and more secure to be able to walk or bike.

This information was taken into consideration as
the team moved to the plan sheet development
phase and recommendations.
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BICYCLIST DESIGN USER

(o) (o)
PROFILES PALMETTO BAY 22 /° 20 /0
SOMEWHAT HIGHLY
CONFIDENT CONFIDENT
| feel comfortable | feel comfortable

riding on the quieter riding with traffic,
streets with bike lanes will use roads
without bike lanes

LOW STRESS TOLERANCE HIGH STRESS TOLERANCE

NOT INTERESTED OR ABLE: 16% Source: Palmetto Bay Connectivity Feasibility Study Survey 2

Figure 26: Bicyclists Design User Profiles in Palmetto Bay

Source: https://www.planning.dot.gov

Figure 27: Connected and Automated Vehicles navigation
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Alternative 1

Alternative 1 includes a 10-foot multi-use path
(or shared use path) on the southside of SW 152
Street and the northside of SW 184 Street.

The figures on the following page include the
existing typical sections for each corridor, in
addition to the proposed shared use pathway for
both SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street.

Table 10 below is a review of the advantages
and disadvantages of the proposed shared
use pathway. While the proposed alternative
provides a separated facility that has the

ADVANTAGES

Separated dedicated facility for all non-
motorized users

Will attract the somewhat confident and
interested bicycle users

Protected and low traffic stress

May increase walking and biking

Fills in missing network along SW 184 Street

potential to attract non-motorized users. There
are potential negative impacts to existing trees
and utilities which can delay the project further,
or make it cost prohibitive throughout the entire
corridor.

DISADVANTAGES

Impact to trees and utilities

Will not attract the highly confident bicyclists

Cost and maintenance

May need to cross the road in several
locations along SW 152 Street

May be used illegally by golf carts

Right-of-way is built out west of Franjo Road
along SW 184 Street

Table 10: Pros and Cons of Alternative 1
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75’/80 ROW

5

5
1
1 SIDEWALK

1
SIDEWALK

12’ 12’
TRAVEL LANE TRAVEL LANE

SW 152 Street Existing Typical Section. (For reference only, identical to Figure 9 on page 23)

75 - 80" ROW

12
TRAVEL LANE

10’ 2
SHARED USE
PATH

]

Figure 28: SW 152 Street Proposed Typical Section for Alternative 1
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80’ ROW

5
1 SIDEWALK

11’
TRAVEL LANE

11’
TRAVEL LANE

90’ ROW

5
1
SIDEWALK

6
SIDEWALK

11’
TRAVEL LANE

11’
TRAVEL LANE

10’
TURN LANE

80’ ROW

11’
TRAVEL LANE

11’
TRAVEL LANE

SW 184 Street Existing Typical Section (Bottom: Segment 1, Top: Segment 2)
(For reference only, identical to Figure 11 on page 27)

g
S
=
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LANDSCAPE
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10’
SHARED
USE PATH

3

12’
TRAVEL LANE

12
TRAVEL LANE

Figure 29: SW 184 Street Proposed Typical Section for Alternative 1
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Alternative 2

Alternative 2 includes a 5-foot protected or
separated bicycle lane with a 3-foot physical
barrier. The barrier would provide a separated
facility for bicycle use away from vehicular traffic,
providing a low-stress facility for users. Our
proposed alternative includes a 3-foot concrete
barrier, but the Village can explore other options
as discussed on page 49. The figures on the
following pages include the existing typical
section and proposed alternative for both SW
152 Street and SW 184 Street.

ADVANTAGES

Separated and dedicated facility for bicyclists

Will attract the somewhat confident and
interested bicycle users

Protected and low traffic stress

Less impact to trees and utilities

Increased safety for bicyclists

Acts as a traffic calming countermeasure

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

Table 11 includes the advantages and
disadvantages of the proposed separated facility
which includes a separated low stress facility
which improves safety for bicycle users, and has
the potential to attract additional users. Some
potential disadvantages include the cost and
maintenance of this type of facility. It is important
to note that this alternative may not be suited
throughout the entire corridor without property
acquisition.

DISADVANTAGES

May be used illegally by golf carts or
motorbikes

May not attract the highly confident bicyclists

Cost and maintenance

Right-of-way is built out west of Franjo Road
along SW 184 Street

Less space for vehicles

Table 11: Pros and Cons of Alternative 2
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75’/80 ROW

5

I 12’ 12 25729’ 5
| SIDEWALK

TRAVEL LANE TRAVEL LANE IDSCA| SIDEWALK

SW 152 Street Existing Typical Section. (For reference only, identical to Figure 9 on page 23)

75’/ 80’ ROW

5 12’ 12’ 5
SIDEWALK TRAVEL LANE TRAVEL LANE PROTECTED
A BIKE LANE

Figure 30: SW 152 Street Proposed Typical Section for Alternative 2
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Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

80’ ROW
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1
1 SIDEWALK

11’
TRAVEL LANE

11’
TRAVEL LANE

90’ ROW.

5 1
SIDEWALK

6
SIDEWALK

11’
TRAVEL LANE

11’
TRAVEL LANE

10
TURN LANE

11’
TRAVEL LANE

11’
TRAVEL LANE

SW 184 Street Existing Typical Section (Bottom: Segment 1, Top: Segment 2)

(For reference only, identical to Figure 11 on page 27)
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CURB GUTTER
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12’
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Figure 31: SW 184 Street Proposed Typical Section for Alternative 2
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Alternative 3

Alternative 3 was eliminated early in the process
as the team believed it did not meet the desires
of the community as indicated in the survey, the
survey highlighting the desire of residents to feel
safe and comfortable, including dedicated facili-
ties for walking and bicycling.

59

Alternative 3 was removed from consideration
to focus efforts on Alternatives 1 and 2, which
met the expectations of the community, will at-
tract the most users and meets the goals of our
study. Table 12 is an analysis of the three alter-
natives.

One of the goals of this project was to target the
‘Interested but Concerned’ bicycle user for the
purpose of reducing single-occupant vehicle
trips.

ALTERNATIVE 2
SEPARATED BICYCLE

ALTERNATIVE 3
BICYCLE LANES
LANES
SATISFIES PURPOSE
& NEED
ROW & UTILITY
IMPACTS

ALTERNATIVE 1
MULTI-USE PATHWAY

Table 12: Alternative Analysis
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Recommended Alternative

Alternative 2 was selected as the preferred alter-
native for both SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street.
Alternative 2 was also the preferred facility se-
lected through public input, Village staff, analy-
sis, and a Resolution of Support from the BPAC.

The separated bicycle facilities are proposed at
5-feet bike lanes with a 3-foot physical barrier.
The purpose of the barrier is to separate bicy-
clists from vehicular traffic to provide a low stress
facility that can be utilized by all types of users.
This alternative also had the least amount of im-
pact to the right-of-way, trees and utilities.

There are some areas along both SW 152 Street
and SW 184 Street where a separated bicycle fa-
cility was not feasible without property acquisi-
tion. Additionally, it is important that the Village
work with FDOT and DTPW to extend the pro-
tected bicycle lanes across South Dixie Highway
and connectinto the South Dade Trail along both
SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street.

Areas where a protected bicycle lane was not
feasible along SW 152 Street includes sharrows
+/-400 feet east of South Dixie Highway for west-
bound traffic. Between SW 87 Avenue and SW
84 Court a shared use pathway on the south side
and again between SW 80 Avenue and SW 78
Place where there is a midblock crossing pro-
posed to connect users to the existing shared
use pathway in Coral Reef Park. Lastly, the path-
way becomes a shared use pathway again on the
south side between SW 73 Court and Old Cutler
Road, where it will connect to the Old Cutler Trail.
All other areas are protected bicycle lanes.

Along SW 184 Street areas where a separated
bicycle lane was not feasible includes the area
between South Dixie Highway and SW 97 Ave-
nue/Franjo Road where the existing sidewalk is
proposed to be widened to a 8 to 10-foot shared
use pathway due to right-of-way constraints. This
area needs to be verified by a survey to ensure

Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study

there is adequate room for widening the side-
walk. Then on the north side between SW 98 Av-
enue/Franjo Road and SW 95 Court, the sidewalk
is also proposed to be widened to a shared use
pathway before separating into a protected bicy-
cle lane, again a survey needs to be conducted
to ensure there is enough right-of-way for widen-
ing the sidewalk.

Furthermore, on the southeast corner of SW 97
Avenue there is a hole that needs to be covered
to ensure safety. Sharrows are proposed at the
canal crossing between SW 92 Avenue and SW
89 Place, but the Village is encouraged to install
concrete headwalls to widen the crossing and
move or eliminate the guardrail to allow for a
separated facility. Lastly, a shared use pathway
is proposed on the north side of SW 184 Street
east of Palm Trinity School to Old Cutler Road.

Additionally, SW 184 Street is also recommend-
ed to complete the missing sidewalk links along
the north side and repair all uplifted and cracked
sidewalks to ensure there is a complete sidewalk
network for pedestrians. 15% conceptual plan
sheets can be found in Appendix 9.

Summary of Recommendations

The team developed a total of 35 recommenda-
tions as a result of this study. Recommendations
include general recommendations for the four
study corridors, along with more detailed recom-
mendations for SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street.
Of the 35 recommendations there are seven (7)
policy recommendations:

e Adoption of a Complete Streets Policy to en-
sure the right-of-way is prioritized for safer slow-
er speeds for all people who use the road over
high speeds for cars.

e Create a Budget for Pedestrian and Bicycle
Improvements of existing facilities to ensure the
Village sets aside annual funding for non-motor-
ized projects.
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One way the Village could do this is by re-evalu-
ating impact fees and/or property taxes.

 Create a Maintenance Plan for Existing Pedes-
trian and Bicycle Facilities to ensure the Village
sets aside annual funding for the maintenance
and upkeep of sidewalks, bike lanes, shared use
pathways, and pedestrian amenities. One way
the Village could do this is by re-evaluating im-
pact fees and/or property taxes to ensure fund-
ing is allocated to maintenance of existing facil-
ities.

e Consider a “Slow Streets” Pilot Program for all
residential streets, these programs have been
implemented in Miami Beach, Los Angeles and
Washington D.C. Slow Streets restrict the road-
way to local traffic only and reduce the speed
limit to 15 MPH so that people can walk, bike,
and run safely.

* Consider Protected or Separated Bicycle Facil-
ities for all future non-motorized improvements
along primary corridors with speeds over 25
MPH. Research conducted by the FHWA and sur-
vey participants have expressed their preferenc-
es for separated facilities, adopting such a policy
will ensure projects capture the “Interested, but
Concerned” users to maximize use of facilities.

e Marketing and Adoption of a Street Tree Pro-
gram to ensure sidewalks are adequately shad-
ed. Trees can improve property values, improve
storm water runoff, provide shade and shelter,
and improve mental health.

e Adoption of Pedestrian Pathway Ordinance
can ensure future sidewalk improvements main-
tain a minimum clear zone for pedestrians to en-
sure utilities and sidewalk obstructions do not
obstruct the walking path. Table 4 on page 31
provides guidance to the number of feet furni-
ture zones and sidewalks should be for each type
of roadway.

Most primary corridors in Palmetto Bay are under
the jurisdiction of Miami-Dade County’s DTPW,
and this includes SW 152 Street, SW 168 Street
and SW 184 Street. In addition to Old Cutler Road,
SW 77 Avenue, and SW 87 Avenue. Six (6) of the
35 recommendations relates to multi-agency co-
ordination. Greater coordination can facilitate
better communication, funding, maintenance
and improved projects.

One important fact to consider is that the Village
has completed 33% of the projects identified in
the Village's Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan,
while only 4% of the projects identified in the
plan have been completed by the County. Coor-
dination and advocacy between the Village, the
TPO and DTPW is an important component of
ensuring projects such as this are constructed.

The follow six (6) coordination recommendations
are included in this study:

e Coordination with DTPW for incorporating
proposed bicycle improvements into future
roundabouts along Old Cutler Road. Both SW
152 Street and SW 184 Street are under design
review by the county. Ensuring the proposed
recommendations are incorporated into design
plans is an important cost saving measure as well
as integrated design of facilities.

e Coordination with DTPW for Maintenance and
Improvements along SW 152 Street, SW 168
Street, and SW 184 Street. Include DTPW staff
in planning, studies and preliminary design may
increase further participation and allocation of
resources for Palmetto Bay. Further coordination
can facilitate the completion of projects identi-
fied in the Village's Bicycle and Pedestrian Mas-
ter Plan and any programmed improvements for
county roadways.

e Coordination with Cutler Bay for Improve-
ments along SW 184 Street to ensure a cohesive
and connected system for bicyclist and pedestri-
ans. Municipal boundaries are a social construct,
ensuring coordination with neighboring commu-
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nities and agencies can create a holistic, intuitive
and functional system in an equitable fashion for
all users.

e Coordination with FDOT is important com-
ponent of multimodal improvements. US-1/
South Dixie Highway is under the jurisdiction of
the state; therefore, any improvements or rec-
ommendations would need FDOT approval.
Improvements along any of the study corridors
should include FDOT staff to ensure they are
not only aware of the Village intent, but also the
needs of the community.

e Bicycle Signals at all Signalized Intersections
along SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street could
improve safety for bicyclists crossing the inter-
section and restrict vehicle movements, which
allow bicyclists to advance. Intersection signal-
ization is under the jurisdiction of the county and
FDOT, these types of improvements would re-
quire county and FDOT approval, and addition-
al coordination with the county for Bike Boxes
at signalized intersections along both corridors.
One strategy could be a pilot program along Old
Cutler Road to see how this would impact bicy-
clists’ safety.

* Installation of Bicycle Boxes at Signalized Inter-
sections along SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street
would also need coordination with the county
and FDOT for approval. The FHWA has provided
interim approval for use of bicycle boxes as stud-
ies suggest a potential 35% reduction in through
bicycle and right-turn vehicle conflicts. The City
of Fort Lauderdale is currently experimenting
this strategy on their local streets. Additional co-
ordination with the county for Bike Boxes at sig-
nalized intersections along both corridors could
provide increased safety for users.

An additional eleven (11) of the 35 recommen-
dations include additional studies or plans as it
relates to improving bicycle and pedestrian fa-
cilities along all main thoroughfares. Conducting
plans and studies opens the door for federal and
state grant funding related to multimodal trans-
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portation and community improvements. Plan-
ning studies can also advance projects to design
and construction. Recommendations for further
studies and plans include:

* A Pedestrian Bridge Study to identify key lo-
cations for pedestrian bridges throughout the
Village, which would create a cohesive and con-
nected system of walking paths and trails. There
are six (6) canals that intersect the Village and
currently provide challenges for connectivity and
movement. Residents who live in the southeast-
ern most part of the Village are forced to cross at
SW 184 Street due to several canals interrupting
the roadway network.

e A Branding Plan can help the Village create
an identity and sense of place. Branding typical
incorporates community sign standards which
allow for the installation of a uniform design
for community, neighborhood, and wayfinding
signs.

® Mid-block Crossings are recommended near
SW 152 Street/SW 78 Place, along SW 184 Street
near Palmer Trinity School and SW 144 Street.
Mid-block crossings require a traffic study for
identification of locations and implementation.
Safe Routes to School Funding can be utilized
for crossings identified near a school or school
walking route. They also provide a safe area to
cross the street when intersections are spaced
far apart, potentially reducing pedestrian crash-
es.

* Multimodal Feasibility Study for SW 144 Street
and SW 168 Street are recommended to im-
plement multimodal improvement along these

other two study corridors. County coordination
would be required for SW 168 Street.

e Multimodal Feasibility Study for north/south
corridors including SW 77 Avenue, SW 82 Ave-
nue, SW 87 Avenue and SW 92 Avenue. Many of
these corridors were identified for bicycle lanes
in the Village's Bicycle and Pedestrian Master
Plan. Completing a feasibility study could ad-
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vance these projects to preliminary design. Co-
ordination with the county would be required for
improvements related to SW 77 Avenue and SW
87 Avenue. Separated facilities are recommend-
ed to capture the "interested, but concerned"
users.

e Traffic Study for a Lead Pedestrian Interval
(LPI) at all signalized intersections along the
study corridors. LPI provides a head start for pe-
destrians and bicyclists at intersections and can
provide increased visibility, reduced conflicts, in-
creased yielding and safety as traffic is restricted
for vehicles, allowing pedestrians and bicyclists
to advance safely. Coordination with the county
would be required as traffic signals are under the
jurisdiction of the county.

e Study to Reduce the Turn Radius of intersec-
tions along our study corridors. Reducing the
turn radius forces vehicles to slow down when
turning, improves safety for pedestrians and bi-
cyclists. SW 152 Street, SW 168 Street and SW
184 Street are under the jurisdiction of the coun-
ty, thus county coordination would be required
to identify which intersections would be suitable
for this type of improvement.

e Traffic Study for a Raised Intersection at SW
152 Street/SW 80 Avenue intersection and SW
152 Street/SW 77 Avenue to reduce speeding
and alert motorist to slow down. This segment
along SW 152 Street is heavily utilized by pedes-
trians and bicyclists. It is also the location of Cor-
al Reef Elementary, implementing traffic calming
measures in this area could reduce pedestrian
and bicyclist crashes.

Two (2) of the 35 recommendations include ad-
vancing projects to preliminary design to deter-
mine the limits of work, property impacts, and
further evaluate other key items. Once the limits
of the project are defined, the estimated cost of
the project may be such that funding the proj-
ect in its entirety for construction may present a
challenge. To maximize federal and municipal
funding resources, one consideration would be
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to construct the project in two segments for each
corridor. Conceptual plan sheets for both SW
152 Street and SW 184 Street can be found in
Appendix 9. Recommendations for preliminary
design include:

e Advancement of the Proposed Protected Bicy-
cle Lanes along SW 152 Street to preliminary de-
sign for construction documents and cost.

e Advancement of the Proposed Protected Bicy-
cle Lanes along SW 184 Street to preliminary de-
sign for construction documents and cost.

Six (6) of the 35 recommendations related to in-
frastructure improvements and projects and in-
clude:

* Pedestrian Amenities along walking paths, this
includes signage, seating, lighting, trash and
recycling receptacles which are all an import-
ant component of the walking environment as
they can provide guidance, rest areas, improved
safety, litter prevention and an increased sense
of place. The first survey conducted during this
study identified pedestrian amenities as the most
desired pedestrian improvement among respon-
dents with a 63% approval.

* Widening the Existing Sidewalk between US-1/
South Dixie Highway and Franjo Road/SW 97 Av-
enue. The existing right-of-way in this segment
is maximized, but 2 to 3-feet is available through
parts of this segment to widen the sidewalk. Wid-
ening the sidewalk would encourage more walk-
ing and biking along SW 184 Street, providing
better accessibility to the Transitway. If the side-
walk can be widened to 8-feet, it may meet the
criteria for a shared use pathway.

e Upgrade Pedestrian Push-buttons for ADA
compliance at all signalized intersections along
both SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street. Many of
the existing push-buttons are not ADA compli-
ant, bringing these items into compliance allows
for greater accessibility for all users. Push-buttons
should be mounted at a height of 36 to 42 inches
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and located no further than 5-feet from the cross-
walk, and ten (10) feet of the curb line. Coordina-
tion with the county is required since intersection
signals are under the jurisdiction of the county.

e Install Pedestrian Signal Heads to meet ADA
requirements and include audible signals. Signal
heads should be installed adjacent to the cross-
walk at a height of 7 to 10-feet and include a
countdown timer. Coordination with the county
is required since intersection signals are under
the jurisdiction of the county.

e Install Lighting at all intersections along SW
152 Street and SW 184 Street to increase driv-
er awareness of the presence of the intersection,
which can reduce nighttime crashes and increase
the perception of safety.

The Village may also want to consider pedestrian
lighting along popular corridors. Coordination
with the county is required since the corridors
and intersections are under the jurisdiction of
the county.

Lastly, three (3) of the 35 recommendations are
related to signage and pavement markings.
Many of the pavement markings along SW 152
Street are faded and most intersections along
SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street do not include
standard pedestrian crossing signs. Recommen-
dations for signage and pavement markings in-
clude:

* Re-stripe Faded Crosswalk Markings at T-in-
tersections along SW 152 Street to increase vis-
ibility to motorists, coordination with the county
would be required to ensure this is programmed
for future improvements.

* Provide High-Emphasis or Textured Pavement
for crosswalks at signalized intersections along
SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street. Textured pave-
ment is utilized as a traffic calming measure and
designates the space for pedestrians and bicy-
clists alerting motorists that there may be pedes-
trians and bicyclists crossing. Coordination with
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the county would be required for both corridors.

e Install Pedestrian Crossing Signage (W-11) at
all signalized intersections to alert motorist of
upcoming crosswalks and the presence of pe-
destrians. Signage proposed near schools or a
school walking path are eligible for Safe Routes
to School Funding and would require county co-
ordination.

Table 13 on the following is a summary of the
above proposed recommendations prioritized.
The full table is available in Appendix 10. Recom-
mendations are ranked high, medium and low
for their impact, meaning they meet the purpose
and need of this study; as well as feasibility, the
likelihood of implementation. Impact and feasi-
bility are combined for a prioritization ranking so
that the Village may focus on which recommen-
dations to advance first. The figure on page 68 is
a map of proposed improvements. You can find
a list of potential funding sources for implemen-
tation in Appendix 11.
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RECOMMENDATIONS IMPACT FEASIBILITY PRIORITIZATION

GENERAL

PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE

Table 13: Summary of Recommendations
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RECOMMENDATIONS IMPACT FEASIBILITY PRIORITIZATION

Table 13: Summary of Recommendations Continued
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RECOMMENDATIONS TYPE IMPACT FEASIBILITY PRIORITIZATION

INTERSECTIONS

Table 13: Summary of Recommendations Continued
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Assessment of Probable Costs

Table 14 and 15 are cost estimates from FDOT's Cost Per Mile Models for Long-Range Estimating
which has provided us with conceptual cost estimates for the alternatives, sidewalks and midblock
crossings. A more detailed cost estimate for SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street can be found in Ap-
pendix 12.

STREET IMPROVEMENT TYPE ESTIMATED COST

SW 144 STREET

SW 168 STREET

p— _
— _
SW 184 STREET

SW 152 STREET

p— _
Table 14: General Cost Estimates

CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED COST

Table 15: Cost Estimate for Preferred Alternative
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Appendix 2: PHOTO SUMMARY OF EXISTING CONDITIONS
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Figure 1 - Cross Section of the Right-of-way for SW 144 Street (ROW varies between 63’ - 72')

EXISTING ROADWAY DATA (SW 144TH ST)
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Utilities obstructing sidewalk, sidewalk cracked and uplifting, Sidewalk does not continue to alert drivers of the prescense of
‘Do Not Enter’ sign faded people walking

- \AAE
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Sidewalk gap near SW 86 Ave
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Missing Tactile Mats & Missing Pedestrian Beacon Signals to
Cross SW 82 Ave

-

PUSH
BUTTON
TO CROSS

WAIT FOR

Mar 18,2021

Sidewalks dead end - local streets missing sidewalks Many push-buttons do not meet ADA Standards at
Signalized Intersections



Landscape partially blocking pedestrian signal beacon at
SW 77 Ave

Sidewalk cracked and uplifting near Old Cutler Rd Tripping hazard at Old Cutler Road Intersection



Appendix 2: PHOTO SUMMARY OF EXISTING CONDITIONS

=LV
Missing sidewalk on west side of Old Cutler Rd Fire Hydrant obstructing sidewalk; push-buttons are not ADA
compliant at Old Cutler Rd Signalized Intersectio

Tactile mats not correctly positioned Tactile mats are missing, curb ramps are not to standard, and
at Old Cutler Rd Signalized Intersection crosswalks are faded at Old Cutler Road Signalized Intersection
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Utility pole obstructing sidewalk, shade trees missing, bus stop Share the road sign is blocked by landscaping, eastbound
missing signage and ADA access near US 1 South Federal Hwy

Bus stop missing signage and ADA access near SW 87 Ave Sidewalk cracks
Signalized Intersection
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Mar 18,2021

Bus stop is not ADA accessible Utility box obstructing sidewalk, debris in sidewalk may be
challenging for people with disabilities

Feb 18,2021 11:34:46 AM
86°E
7911 Southwest 152nd Terrace
Palmetto Bay T P TR Ty .
Miami-Dade County : e O < 1 Miami-Dade County
Florida F : - Berls . Florida

Bus stop is not ADA accessible, missing signage and shade, Sidewalk is uninviting and debris makes it difficult to access
missing shade trees




Sidewalk is well shaded, debris on the sidewalk can be
challenging for people with disabilities

- - S

Shade trees missing, bus stop missing seating, shade Bus stop sign obstructing sidewalk, missing seating,
and ADA access sidewalk drop may be hazard



Bus stop sign is leaning and is not ADA accessible,
seating and shade are also missing

School zone sign has mold growth. Hard to read
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Crosswalks are faded and curb ramps are not properly placed
at Old Cutler Road Signalized Intersection

Utility pole obstructing sidewalk, bus stop sign faded, bus stop Landscape beginning to grow over sidewalks and obstructing
missing seating and shade, sidewalk cracks present the sidewalk, area is missing shade trees near Old Cutler Rd
Signalized Intersection
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16780 Old Cutler Road
Palmetto Bay

Miami-Dade County
Florida

Utility box obstructing sidewalk at Old Cutler Rd

__eOPPODT 11,0220 AM
s 25.6149N 80.3133W.
226° SW.

7469:Southwest 168th Terrace

Local streets missing sidewalks

Feb 19;20212:44:23 PM
25.6149N.80.3103W
343%N

16780 Old-Cutler Road
Palmetto:Bay

Miami-Dade County.
Florida

Water pooling at ramp, tactile mats and ramp improperly
placed, faded crosswalks at Old Cutler Rd Signalized
Intersection

Feb 19, 202110:56:41 AM
25.6149N 80.3110W.

- el R
16800 Old Cutler Road
: Palmetto:Bay.

: Miami-Dade County.

o ¢ Florida

Missing sidewalk gap between SW 76 Ave and Old Cutler Rd

Bridge narrows sidewalks to approximately 42"
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Feb 19, 20211:35:22 PM
25.6144N-80.3346W

; 101° E

16750 Southwest 87th Place
o Palmetto Bay

Miami-Dade County

+ o Florida

o e IR

Utility pole obstructing sidewalk Sidewalk cracks and sidewalks narrow at bridge

Bus stop is not ADA accessible, missing shade and seating,
Sidewalk cracked, missing tactile mats at crosswalk no trees to provide shade
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Sidewalk uplifting and cracked

Feb 19,2021 12:31:22 PM

: 25 6141N 80.3404W
289° W

9160 Southwest 168th Street

s+ ~.«--PaimeticBay

Mlamx Dade County
si o mallorida

Sidewalk does not continue to alert drivers of the presence of
people, missing shade trees, utility poles partially
Missing shahde trees obstructing sidewalk
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Exposed wire on utility pole near Elementary School Missing shade trees

Sidewalk dead-ends on southside of SW 168 Street at US 1 South Dixie Highway, missing gap
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Curb ramp improperly place, missing crosswalk
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EXISTING ROADWAY DATA (SW 184TH ST)

Mar18, 2021

Utility pole obstructing sidewalk

£

Utility poles partially obstructing sidewalk

BICYCLE FACILITY

TRANSIT

ADT

7

3

Missing shade trees

Feb 19,2024, 1:29:32 PM
121°SE

9865 Southwest 184th Street
Palmetto Bay

Miami-Dade County
Florida

Missing shade trees
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R T

Signage and utility pole obstructing sidewalk on
SW 97 Ave/Franjo Rd

Fire hydrant obstructing sidewalk

Exposed wire near SW 87 Ave Existing trees do not provide adequate shade
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Feb 19, 2021 1:50:07 PM Feb 19,2021 2:16:16 PM
259°W 958k
9340 Southwesti183rd Terrace 8501 Southwest 184th Street
" Palmetto Bay Palmetto Bay
Miami-Dade County Miami-Dade County
Florida Florida
Sidewalk b|OCked. by construction, missing MOT for Missing sidewalk gap, evidence of pedestrian pathway
pedestrians, missing shade trees near SW 85 Ave

Mar 18, 2021

Missing sidewalk on west side of Old Cutler Rd

Missing sidewalk between SW 79 Ct and Old Cutler Rd
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APPENDIX 4: CRASH ANALYSIS

Crash Analysis for SW 144 Street
Crash statistics and crash histograms (by time of day, month, crash type, and severity, lighting,
and surface conditions) were created and presented in the below tables and figures.

Number of Crashes
SW 144th Street 5 Year Mean
Year Total Crashes %
Crashes Per Year
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
CRASH TYPE Rear End 26 19 26 19 18 108 21.60 43.7%
Head On 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.0%
Angle 9 8 9 12 12 50 10.00 20.2%
Left Turn 3 4 5 3 5 20 4.00 8.1%
Right Turn 0 0 1 1 0 2 0.40 0.8%
Sideswipe 7 0 7 1 3 18 3.60 7.3%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 0 0 2 1 3 0.60 1.2%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 0 0 1 1 2 0.40 0.8%
Ran Off Road 1 0 3 0 1 5 1.00 2.0%
Rollover 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.20 0.4%
Unknown 5 2 0 4 2 13 2.60 5.3%
Other 5 9 5 4 2 25 5.00 10.1%
Total Crashes 56 42 56 47 46 247 49.40 100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 47 37 48 31 33 196 39.20 79.4%
Fatal Crashes 0 0 1 0 1 2 0.40 0.8%
Injury Crashes 9 5 16 12 49 9.80 19.8%
LIGHTING Daylight 38 31 45 34 38 186 37.20 75.3%
CONDITIONS Dusk 4 3 1 1 2 11 2.20 4.5%
Dawn 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.20 0.4%
Dark - Lighted 7 3 5 7 2 24 4.80 9.7%
Dark - Not Lighted 7 4 5 3 4 23 4.60 9.3%
Unknown 0 1 0 1 0 2 0.40 0.8%
SURFACE Dry 47 36 50 44 41 218 43.60 88.3%
CONDITIONS Wet 9 6 6 3 4 28 5.60 11.3%
Mud 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.20 0.4%
MONTH January 2 3 5 2 7 19 3.80 7.7%
OF YEAR February 4 4 5 4 4 21 4.20 8.5%
March 9 2 4 3 4 22 4.40 8.9%
April 5 5 4 4 4 22 4.40 8.9%
May 2 3 1 3 2 11 2.20 4.5%
June 1 4 5 2 3 15 3.00 6.1%
July 5 5 3 6 3 22 4.40 8.9%
August 6 6 6 5 2 25 5.00 10.1%
September 8 0 6 2 6 22 4.40 8.9%
October 4 3 11 3 4 25 5.00 10.1%
November 4 2 2 8 4 20 4.00 8.1%
December 6 5 4 5 3 23 4.60 9.3%
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Number of Crashes
SW 144th Street 5 Year Mean
Year Total Crashes %
Crashes Per Year
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
DAY Sunday 2 2 5 8 3 20 4.00 8.1%
OF WEEK Monday 11 3 14 8 6 42 8.40 17.0%
Tuesday 8 7 6 8 4 33 6.60 13.4%
Wednesday 10 5 9 3 8 35 7.00 14.2%
Thursday 8 11 8 12 12 51 10.20 20.6%
Friday 11 8 10 6 10 45 9.00 18.2%
Saturday 6 6 4 2 3 21 4.20 8.5%
HOUR 00:00-06:00 3 0 4 2 0 9 1.80 3.6%
OF DAY 06:00-09:00 6 8 10 6 5 35 7.00 14.2%
09:00-11:00 4 4 4 7 5 24 4.80 9.7%
11:00-13:00 5 5 11 4 5 30 6.00 12.1%
13:00-15:00 8 3 4 6 3 24 4.80 9.7%
15:00-18:00 15 13 14 11 15 68 13.60 27.5%
18:00-24:00 15 9 9 11 13 57 11.40 23.1%

Notes:

1) Collision with Bicycle Crashes include Collision with Bicycle/Collision with Bicycle in Bike Lane (Codes 11 and 12).

2) Fixed Object Crashes include collisions with sign/sign post, utility/light pole, guardrail, fence, concrete barrier wall, bridge, pier,
abutment, rail, tree, shrubbery, construction barricade/sign, traffic gate, crash attenuators, other fixed objects (incl. above road).

3) Ran-off-Road Crashes include Ran in Ditch/Culvert and Ran off road into water (Codes 29 and 30).

4) Other crashes include crashes not categorized as the crash types shown in the table.

5) Dark Crashes include both scenarios - with and without street lighting.

Based on the crash data from 2015 to 2019, a total of 247 crashes occurred on SW 144 Street
from US 1/South Dixie Highway to Old Cutler Road. A high number of rear-end (43.7%) crashes
were recorded, followed by angled (20.20%) crashes. Two fatal crashes occurred in 2017 and
2019. Most crashes (79.4%) were property damage only. Also, the majority of crashes (75.3%)
occurred during clear daylight conditions. Despite adverse weather conditions in Florida, there
were 28 or 11.3% of crashes that occurred on wet pavement conditions.

During the 5-year period, August and October (10.1% each) were the months with the highest
number of crashes. When compared to other days of the week Thursdays had the highest
percentage of average crashes (20.6%) documented per year. Additionally, more crashes were
recorded during the evening-time, particularly between 3 PM to 12 AM (50.6%). There were
three (3) pedestrian crashes and two (2) bicycle crashes. Moreover, there is a decreasing trend
in the number of crashes from 2017 to 2019.

Pedestrian and Bicycle crash analysis

There were three (3) pedestrian crashes on SW 144 Street from US 1/South Dixie Highway to Old
Cutler Road. Two (2) pedestrian crashes occurred in 2018 and one (1) occurred in 2019. All three
of the pedestrian crashes occurred during clear weather, two occurred during daylight
conditions, and one occurred during the evening. Out of those three crashes, two crashes were
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injury crashes, and one crash was property damage only. One crash happened at a four-way
intersection and the other two did not occur at an intersection.

There were two (2) bicycle crashes on SW 144 Street from US 1/South Dixie Highway to Old Cutler
Road. One bicycle crash occurred in 2018 and one (1) occurred in 2019. Both crashes occurred at
the US 1 and SW 144 Street intersection. Both bicycle crashes occurred in clear weather, one of
which occurred during daylight and the other occurred during the evening. Both crashes involved
injuries. One crash happened on the outside right-of-way and the other did not occur at an
intersection.

Crash Analysis for SW 152 Street
Crash statistics and crash histograms (by time of day, month, crash type, and severity, lighting,
and surface conditions) were created and presented in the below tables and figures.

Number of Crashes
SW 152nd Street 5 Year Mean
Year Total Crashes %
Crashes Per Year
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
CRASH TYPE Rear End 55 49 51 34 50 239 47.80 50.7%
Head On 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.20 0.2%
Angle 3 4 2 6 10 25 5.00 5.3%
Left Turn 5 4 5 6 13 33 6.60 7.0%
Right Turn 1 4 2 0 4 11 2.20 2.3%
Sideswipe 10 9 14 6 13 52 10.40 11.0%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 1 0 0 1 2 4 0.80 0.8%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 0 1 0 1 0 2 0.40 0.4%
Ran Off Road 3 1 2 4 2 12 2.40 2.5%
Rollover 0 0 0 1 3 4 0.80 0.8%
Unknown 2 0 1 20 3 26 5.20 5.5%
Other 13 11 7 19 12 62 12.40 13.2%
Total Crashes 93 83 84 99 112 471 94.20 100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 83 68 65 86 93 395 79.00 83.9%
Fatal Crashes 0 0 0 0 3 3 0.60 0.6%
Injury Crashes 10 15 19 13 16 73 14.60 15.5%
LIGHTING Daylight 66 67 74 71 90 368 73.60 78.1%
CONDITIONS Dusk 4 1 3 4 3 15 3.00 3.2%
Dawn 2 4 0 3 1 10 2.00 2.1%
Dark - Lighted 11 8 3 13 7 42 8.40 8.9%
Dark - Not Lighted 10 3 4 7 11 35 7.00 7.4%
Unknown 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.25 0.2%
SURFACE Dry 86 68 74 93 95 416 83.20 88.3%
CONDITIONS Wet 7 15 10 6 17 55 11.00 11.7%
Mud 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.0%
MONTH January 8 9 12 4 12 45 9.00 9.6%
OF YEAR February 6 5 7 7 7 32 6.40 6.8%
March 6 10 11 6 8 41 8.20 8.7%




Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study: Appendix 3

Number of Crashes
SW 152nd Street 5 Year Mean
Year Total Crashes %
Crashes Per Year
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
April 5 11 9 7 11 43 8.60 9.1%
May 8 9 4 9 11 41 8.20 8.7%
June 17 6 9 6 5 43 8.60 9.1%
July 6 7 4 8 6 31 6.20 6.6%
August 8 11 9 9 10 47 9.40 10.0%
September 11 1 4 17 12 45 9.00 9.6%
October 3 2 5 12 14 36 7.20 7.6%
November 7 2 6 9 11 35 7.00 7.4%
December 8 10 4 5 5 32 6.40 6.8%
DAY Sunday 1 5 3 7 10 26 5.20 5.5%
OF WEEK Monday 16 15 11 19 12 73 14.60 15.5%
Tuesday 21 20 22 7 27 97 19.40 20.6%
Wednesday 16 9 15 19 21 80 16.00 17.0%
Thursday 16 8 7 15 21 67 13.40 14.2%
Friday 16 15 15 17 16 79 15.80 16.8%
Saturday 7 11 11 15 5 49 9.80 10.4%
HOUR 00:00-06:00 5 2 0 5 2 14 2.80 3.0%
OF DAY 06:00-09:00 14 13 10 21 18 76 15.20 16.1%
09:00-11:00 4 9 12 6 12 43 8.60 9.1%
11:00-13:00 11 10 9 8 11 49 9.80 10.4%
13:00-15:00 14 12 14 6 11 57 11.40 12.1%
15:00-18:00 22 25 26 24 34 131 26.20 27.8%
18:00-24:00 23 12 13 29 24 101 20.20 21.4%

Notes:

1) Collision with Bicycle Crashes include Collision with Bicycle/Collision with Bicycle in Bike Lane (Codes 11 and 12).

2) Fixed Object Crashes include collisions with sign/sign post, utility/light pole, guardrail, fence, concrete barrier wall, bridge, pier,
abutment, rail, tree, shrubbery, construction barricade/sign, traffic gate, crash attenuators, other fixed objects (incl. above road).

3) Ran-off-Road Crashes include Ran in Ditch/Culvert and Ran off road into water (Codes 29 and 30).

4) Other crashes include crashes not categorized as the crash types shown in the table.

5) Dark Crashes include both scenarios - with and without street lighting.

Based on the crash data, a total of 471 crashes occurred on SW 152 Street from US 1/South Dixie
Highway to Old Cutler Road. A high number of rear-end (50.7%) crashes were documented,
significantly more than any other crash type. Most crashes (83.90%) were property damage only,
three (3) fatalities were recorded in 2019. The majority of crashes (78.1%) occurred during clear
daylight conditions. Despite adverse weather conditions in Florida, there were 55 or 11.8% of
crashes that occurred on wet pavement conditions.

During the 5-year period, August (10%) had the highest number of crashes. When compared to
other days of the week Tuesdays had the highest percentage of average crashes (20.6%)
documented per year. Additionally, more crashes were recorded during the early evening hours,
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particularly between 3 PM to 6 PM (27.8%). Lastly, there were four (4) pedestrian crashes and
two (2) bicycle crashes.

Pedestrian and Bicycle crash analysis

There were four (4) pedestrian crashes on SW 152 Street from US 1/South Dixie Highway to Old
Cutler Road. Two (2) pedestrian crashes occurred in 2019 and one (1) occurred in both 2015 and
2018. All four of the pedestrian crashes occurred in clear weather with two occurring during
daylight conditions, the other two occurred at night time. Of the four crashes, one crash was
fatal, two crashes involved injuries, and one crash was property damage only. The fatal crash
occurred on the roadway, but not at an intersection, near the intersection at SW 78 Avenue.

There were two (2) bicycle crashes on SW 152 Street from US 1/South Dixie Highway to Old Cutler
Road. One bicycle crash occurred in 2016 and one (1) occurred in 2018. Both of the bicycle
crashes occurred in clear weather and during daylight conditions. One of the crashes involved an
injury and the other was property damage only. One crash happened at the T-intersection (SW
152 St. and SW 72 Ave.), and the other occurred at a four-way intersection.

Crash Analysis for SW 168 Street
Crash statistics and crash histograms (by time of day, month, crash type, and severity, lighting,
and surface conditions) were created and presented in the below tables and figures.

Number of Crashes
SW 168th Street 5 Year Mean
Year Total Crashes %
Crashes Per Year
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
CRASH TYPE Rear End 20 22 18 17 17 94 18.80 30.0%
Head On 0 1 1 0 0 2 0.40 0.6%
Angle 7 17 17 11 26 78 15.60 24.9%
Left Turn 8 5 5 7 3 28 5.60 8.9%
Right Turn 0 2 2 3 3 10 2.00 3.2%
Sideswipe 3 11 7 1 6 28 5.60 8.9%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 2 0 1 0 3 0.60 1.0%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 1 2 1 2 0 6 1.20 1.9%
Ran Off Road 2 1 1 2 2 8 1.60 2.6%
Rollover 0 0 0 0 2 2 0.40 0.6%
Unknown 0 2 0 9 1 12 2.40 3.8%
Other 8 9 6 9 10 42 8.40 13.4%
Total Crashes 49 74 58 62 70 313 62.60 100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 40 60 51 51 55 257 51.40 82.1%
Fatal Crashes 0 2 0 0 1 3 0.60 1.0%
Injury Crashes 9 12 7 11 14 53 10.60 16.9%
LIGHTING Daylight 38 59 43 42 52 234 46.80 74.8%
CONDITIONS Dusk 1 3 2 5 4 15 3.00 4.8%
Dawn 0 0 1 2 0 3 0.60 1.0%
Dark - Lighted 4 8 5 5 7 29 5.80 9.3%
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Number of Crashes
SW 168th Street 5 Year Mean
Year Total Crashes %
Crashes Per Year
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Dark - Not Lighted 6 4 7 8 7 32 6.40 10.2%
SURFACE Dry 43 65 51 60 59 278 55.60 88.8%
CONDITIONS Wet 6 9 7 2 11 35 7.00 11.2%
Mud 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.0%
MONTH January 8 5 6 8 3 30 6.00 9.6%
OF YEAR February 3 4 8 7 7 29 5.80 9.3%
March 10 12 8 5 3 38 7.60 12.1%
April 2 6 2 6 13 29 5.80 9.3%
May 3 8 1 11 7 30 6.00 9.6%
June 3 7 4 2 4 20 4.00 6.4%
July 4 5 0 1 6 16 3.20 5.1%
August 4 8 6 5 6 29 5.80 9.3%
September 3 2 7 1 6 19 3.80 6.1%
October 4 7 10 5 6 32 6.40 10.2%
November 4 6 2 9 2 23 4.60 7.3%
December 1 4 4 2 7 18 3.60 5.8%
DAY Sunday 4 7 5 4 9 29 5.80 9.3%
OF WEEK Monday 11 10 9 10 9 49 9.80 15.7%
Tuesday 6 9 9 12 17 53 10.60 16.9%
Wednesday 5 15 9 13 12 54 10.80 17.3%
Thursday 12 9 7 11 6 45 9.00 14.4%
Friday 8 15 14 7 11 55 11.00 17.6%
Saturday 3 9 5 5 6 28 5.60 8.9%
HOUR 00:00-06:00 3 2 3 4 3 15 3.00 4.8%
OF DAY 06:00-09:00 8 19 12 18 16 73 14.60 23.3%
09:00-11:00 4 3 4 7 5 23 4.60 7.3%
11:00-13:00 2 9 6 2 5 24 4.80 7.7%
13:00-15:00 8 8 9 3 7 35 7.00 11.2%
15:00-18:00 15 16 16 16 15 78 15.60 24.9%
18:00-24:00 9 17 8 12 19 65 13.00 20.8%
Notes:

1) Collision with Bicycle Crashes include Collision with Bicycle/Collision with Bicycle in Bike Lane (Codes 11 and 12).

2) Fixed Object Crashes include collisions with sign/sign post, utility/light pole, guardrail, fence, concrete barrier wall, bridge, pier,
abutment, rail, tree, shrubbery, construction barricade/sign, traffic gate, crash attenuators, other fixed objects (incl. above road).

3) Ran-off-Road Crashes include Ran in Ditch/Culvert and Ran off road into water (Codes 29 and 30).

4) Other crashes include crashes not categorized as the crash types shown in the table.

5) Dark Crashes include both scenarios - with and without street lighting.

Based on the crash data, a total of 313 crashes occurred on the SW 168 Street from US 1/South
Dixie Highway to Old Cutler Road. A high number of rear-end (30%) crashes were recorded
followed by angle crashes (24.9%). Most crashes (82.1%) were property damage only, three
crashes resulted in fatalities, over the five-year period. The majority of crashes (74.8%) occurred
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during clear daylight conditions. Despite adverse weather conditions in Florida, there were 35 or
11.2% of crashes which occurred during wet pavement conditions.

During the 5-year period, March (12.1%) was the month with the highest number of crashes.
When compared to other days of the week, Friday (17.6%) and Wednesday (17.3%) had the
highest percentage of average crashes per year documented. Additionally, early evening (24.9%),
from 3 PM to 6 PM, and early morning (23.3%), from 6 AM to 9 AM, crashes occurred more than
any other timeframe. Lastly, there were three (3) pedestrian crashes and six (6) bicycle crashes.

Pedestrian and Bicycle crash analysis

There were three (3) pedestrian crashes on SW 168 Street from US 1/South Dixie Highway to Old
Cutler Road. Two (2) pedestrian crashes occurred in 2016 and one (1) occurred in 2018. One
pedestrian crash occurred during the weekend. All three of the pedestrian crashes occurred in
clear weather, two occurred at night time, and one occurred at day time. All three crashes
involved injuries and ‘sideswipe’ was the dominating crash type (2 crashes) followed by an angled
crash (1 crash). The road surface was dry during all three crashes.

There were six (6) bicycle crashes on SW 168 Street from US 1/South Dixie Highway to Old Cutler
Road, higher than any other study roadway. One bicycle crash occurred in 2015, two (2) in 2016,
one (1) in 2017, and two (2) in 2018. All six of the crashes occurred during the weekdays
specifically Wednesday and Thursday (4 crashes occurred on these two days). One bicycle crash
was due to distracted driving. Four bicycle crashes occurred during clear weather conditions, one
occurred during cloudy daylight conditions, and one occurred on a rainy day. Four of the crashes
involved injuries, and the other two were property damage only. One bicycle crash occurred on
wet surface conditions. One crash occurred at the SW 87 Avenue roundabout, two crashes
occurred at a four-way intersection, two did not occur at an intersection, and one occurred at
SW 83 Court T-intersection.

Crash Analysis for SW 184 Street
Crash statistics and crash histograms (by time of day, month, crash type, and severity, lighting,
and surface conditions) were created and presented in the below tables and figures.

Number of Crashes
SW 184th Street 5 Year Mean
Year Total Crashes %
Crashes Per Year
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
CRASH TYPE Rear End 24 27 25 24 23 123 24.60 36.6%
Head On 2 1 1 0 2 6 1.20 1.8%
Angle 8 6 7 11 8 40 8.00 11.9%
Left Turn 11 8 12 12 14 57 11.40 17.0%
Right Turn 1 1 1 1 1 5 1.00 1.5%
Sideswipe 3 7 6 4 8 28 5.60 8.3%
Coll. w/ Pedestrian 0 0 1 1 0 0.40 0.6%
Coll. w/ Bicycle 1 0 1 0 2 4 0.80 1.2%
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SW 184th Street

Number of Crashes

5 Year Mean
Year Total Crashes %
Crashes Per Year
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Ran Off Road 2 2 2 5 2 13 2.60 3.9%
Rollover 1 0 0 1 2 4 0.80 1.2%
Unknown 1 4 0 15 3 23 4.60 6.8%
Other 7 5 4 8 7 31 6.20 9.2%
Total Crashes 61 61 60 82 72 336 67.20 100.0%
SEVERITY PDO Crashes 46 52 43 62 58 261 52.20 77.7%
Fatal Crashes 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.20 0.3%
Injury Crashes 15 8 17 20 14 74 14.80 22.0%
LIGHTING Daylight 49 47 49 68 55 268 53.60 79.8%
CONDITIONS Dusk 2 2 1 1 3 9 1.80 2.7%
Dawn 1 1 0 0 1 3 0.60 0.9%
Dark - Lighted 6 4 6 7 10 33 6.60 9.8%
Dark - Not Lighted 3 4 6 3 23 4.60 6.8%
SURFACE Dry 50 58 56 71 63 298 59.60 88.7%
CONDITIONS Wet 11 3 4 11 9 38 7.60 11.3%
MONTH January 2 5 7 8 3 25 5.00 7.4%
OF YEAR February 2 1 5 7 5 20 4.00 6.0%
March 4 9 3 11 8 35 7.00 10.4%
April 3 7 11 6 11 38 7.60 11.3%
May 8 9 3 9 8 37 7.40 11.0%
June 4 5 3 5 4 21 4.20 6.3%
July 5 7 4 2 7 25 5.00 7.4%
August 7 3 3 7 4 24 4.80 7.1%
September 6 3 7 12 9 37 7.40 11.0%
October 10 1 5 8 6 30 6.00 8.9%
November 3 7 5 4 4 23 4.60 6.8%
December 7 4 4 3 3 21 4.20 6.3%
DAY Sunday 3 5 3 6 6 23 4.60 6.8%
OF WEEK Monday 5 10 5 14 8 42 8.40 12.5%
Tuesday 5 9 11 18 13 56 11.20 16.7%
Wednesday 10 11 11 10 9 51 10.20 15.2%
Thursday 13 12 12 12 12 61 12.20 18.2%
Friday 13 8 11 12 17 61 12.20 18.2%
Saturday 12 6 7 10 7 42 8.40 12.5%
HOUR 00:00-06:00 4 2 2 2 0 10 2.00 3.0%
OF DAY 06:00-09:00 8 8 12 9 12 49 9.80 14.6%
09:00-11:00 6 7 9 8 6 36 7.20 10.7%
11:00-13:00 7 4 5 11 10 37 7.40 11.0%
13:00-15:00 14 8 12 18 7 59 11.80 17.6%
15:00-18:00 14 18 12 18 20 82 16.40 24.4%
18:00-24:00 8 14 8 16 17 63 12.60 18.8%
Notes:

1) Collision with Bicycle Crashes include Collision with Bicycle/Collision with Bicycle in Bike Lane (Codes 11 and 12).
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2) Fixed Object Crashes include collisions with sign/sign post, utility/light pole, guardrail, fence, concrete barrier wall, bridge, pier,
abutment, rail, tree, shrubbery, construction barricade/sign, traffic gate, crash attenuators, other fixed objects (incl. above road).

3) Ran-off-Road Crashes include Ran in Ditch/Culvert and Ran off road into water (Codes 29 and 30).

4) Other crashes include crashes not categorized as the crash types shown in the table.

5) Dark Crashes include both scenarios - with and without street lighting.

Based on the crash date, a total of 336 crashes occurred on SW 184 Street from US 1/South Dixie
Highway to Old Cutler Road. A high number of rear-end (36.6%) crashes were recorded, more
than any other crash type. Most crashes (77.7%) involved property damage only, there was one
(1) fatal crash recorded during the five-year period. The majority of crashes (79.8%) occurred
during clear daylight conditions. Despite adverse weather conditions in Florida, there were 38 or
11.3% of crashes on wet pavement.

During the 5-year period, April (11.3%), May and September (11.0% each), were the months with
the highest number of crashes. When compared to other days of the week Thursday and Friday
had the highest percentage (18.2% each) of average crashes documented. Additionally, more
crashes were recorded during the early evening hours, particularly from 3 PM to 6 PM (24.4%).
Lastly, there were two (2) pedestrian crashes and four (4) bicycle crashes.

Pedestrian and Bicycle crash analysis

There were two (2) pedestrian crashes on SW 184 Street from US 1/South Dixie Highway to Old
Cutler Road. One (1) pedestrian crash occurred in 2017 and one (1) occurred in 2018. Of the two
pedestrian crashes, one occurred during the weekend. Both of the pedestrian crashes occurred
in clear weather, one occurred during nighttime, and one occurred during day time. Both crashes
involved injuries. The road surface conditions were dry during the crashes. One crash occurred
at a four-way intersection, and one did not occur at an intersection.

There were four (4) bicycle crashes on SW 184 Street from US 1/South Dixie Highway to Old Cutler
Road. Two (2) bicycle crashes occurred in 2019, one (1) bicycle crash occurred in 2015, and one
(1) occurred in 2017. Two (2) bicycle crashes occurred during the weekend. Two (2) bicycle
crashes occurred because of distracted driving. All four (4) of the bicycle crashes occurred in clear
daylight weather conditions. All four (4) of the crashes involved injury crashes. Two (2) bicycle
crash types were “front to rear” with vehicles. All four (4) bicycle crashes occurred on dry surface
conditions. Two (2) crashes occurred at the T-intersection of SW 82 Avenue and Caribbean
Boulevard, one crash occurred at a four-way intersection, and one did not occur at an
intersection.
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RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THE MIAMI-DADE TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING ORGANIZATION GOVERNING BOARD SUPPORT
ALTERNATIVE #2 - PROTECTED BIKE LANES, AS THE RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE FOR THE VILLAGE OF PALMETTO BAY’S MULTI-USE
TRAIL & SMART PLAN CONNECTIVITY STUDY ON SW 152" STREET
AND SW 184™ STREET

WHEREAS, the Interlocal Agreement creating and establishing the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the Miami Urbanized Area requires that the Miami-Dade Transportation Planning
Organization (TPO), in its role as the MPO, provide a structure to evaluate the adequacy of the
transportation planning and programming process; and

WHEREAS, the TPO has established the Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) to
advise it on bicycle and pedestrian related plans and projects; and

WHEREAS, the Village of Palmetto Bay presented its Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan
Connectivity Study to the BPAC; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the study is to improve mobility, safety, and accessibility to the
SMART Plan’s South Dade Corridor between US-1/South Dixie Highway and Old Cutler Road; and

WHEREAS, the Village of Palmetto Bay has held public and stakeholder meetings throughout
2021 obtaining survey data and public input of the proposed four study roadway corridors on SW 144%™,
SW 152™ SW 168% and SW 184" Streets; and

WHEREAS, the corridors on SW 152" and SW 184™ Streets were selected pursuant to Evaluation
Criteria and Scoring and the preferred alternative for both corridors was Alternative #2 — Protected Bike
Lane; and

WHEREAS, the BPAC believes that selected corridors will promote bicycle pedestrian
connectivity to the South Dade Transitway,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BICYCLE PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY
COMMITTEE OF THE MIAMI-DADE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION that
this committee hereby recommends that the Miami-Dade Transportation Planning Organization Governing
Board support Alternative 2 — Protected Bike Lanes, as the recommended alternative for the Village of
Palmetto Bay’s Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study on SW 152" Street and SW 184™
Street.

The foregoing resolution was offered by Hank Sanchez-Resnik who moved its adoption. The motion was
seconded by Dr. Mickey Witte and upon being put to a vote was as follows:

Chairperson Francisco Arbelaez - Aye
Vice Chair Mike Fleming - Absent
Brett Bibeau - Absent Hank Sanchez-Resnik - Aye
Webber Charles - Absent Eric Tullberg - Aye
Charles Fischer - Absent Dr. Mickey Witte - Aye

Cibelis Rosado-Mota - Absent
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The Chairperson thereupon declared the resolution duly passed and approved this 16" day of
November 2021.

BICYCLE PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BPAC)

=3
& = NN
By (deey Yis o )
ivian G. Villaamil, Clerk
Miami-Dade TPO
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MEETING OF TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 16, 2021
5:30 PM

BICYCLE PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE

MIAMI-DADE TPO GOVERNING BOARD CHAMBERS
150 WEST FLAGLER STREET, SUITE 1924
MIAMLI, FL 33130

AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - Meeting of October 12, 2021

CITIZEN COMMENTS - 3 Minutes Each Speaker

VILLAGE OF PALMETTO BAY MULTI-USE TRAILS & SMART PLAN
CONNECTIVITY STUDY

Christina Fermin, Marlin Engineering

FDOT NW 36™ STREET MULTIMODAL STUDY
Carlos Castro — FDOT District 6

FDOT DISTRICT 6 - PROJECT UPDATE REPORT
Tiffany Gehrke, FDOT District 6

INFORMATION
1) BPAC Attendance 2021 Report + Requirements for 2022
2) BPAC Calendar Dates for 2022

MEMBER COMMENTS - 3 Minutes Each Speaker

ADJOURNMENT
Next Meeting Date — December 14, 2021

1t is the policy of the Miami-Dade TPO to comply with all of the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA). The facility is accessible. For sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or materials in accessible
format, please call 305-375-1888 at least five business days in advance of the workshop.



Palmetto Bay

SMART PLAN CONNECTIVITY STUDY

Multi-Use Trail
& SMART Plan
Connectivity
Study

Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory
Committee Meeting

November 16, 2021
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P Overview

P Survey 1 Results

P Evaluation Criteria

P Alternatives

P Survey 2 Results

P General Recommendations

P Next Steps
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Project
Overview




Purpose & Intent

To improve mobility,
safety and accessibility to
the SMART Plan’s South
Dade Corridor Transitway
between US 1/South Dixie
Highway and Old Cutler
Road
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Study

Roadways

* SW 144 Street
* SW 152 Street
* SW 168 Street
* SW 184 Street

[RER- et ]
\GNZOT

JAV HLL6 MS

N

JAV ANTOT MS 3NV

Deering Estate

LEGEND
Future Multi-Use Path

e Study Roadways

=== Main Roads

Id Cutler Bil messs South Dade Transitway

= (Canal
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Project Tasks

Public Involvement & Coordination
v’ Tuesday, April 6, 2021 — First Public Meeting
v’ Survey # 1 — April to May 2021
v/ June 2021 — Stakeholder Meeting
v August 2021 — Second Public Meeting
v November 2021 — BPAC Meeting
* February 2022 — Presentation to City Council

Task 3: Conceptual Design
v Evaluation Criteria
v’ Two corridors will be selected
v Up to 2 alternatives will be presented
v Analysis of alternatives
v Selection of preferred alternative
* Cost estimates for the preferred alternative

Task 2: Existing Conditions & Data
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Collection .
. - Task 4: Recommendations

v’ Review existing plans, documents and . . . o
programs I\/IuItlmodal.|mprovem.ents pr!orltlzed

v/ Field inventory and site visit of the 4 v Table of available funding options
corridors

v’ Analysis of collected traffic, bicycle and .
pedeystrian data Y Task 5: Documentation

v Walking Audits: April 15 & 17 * Final Study




Project Schedule

Project 2021 2022
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SMART PLAN

South Corridor BRT

e Bus Rapid Transit Coming 2022
* 10 and 15-minute Arrivals

e 14 State of the Art Stations

* Real-Time Arrival Information
e Public Art

* Intersection Improvements

* New Stations at SW 136 St, SW
152 St, SW 168 St & SW 184 St
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Survey #1
Results




147 Responses

* 86% walk and/or bike the study’s roadways

. PeoFIe would walk/bike more if there was infrastructure available, less or slower
traffic, and it was safer/more secure

* 78% want or have sidewalks in their neighborhoods

* Pedestrian amenities (63%) are the most desired pedestrian improvements,
followed by high visibility crosswalks (42%) and more trails/walking paths and/or
wider sidewalks (41%)

* 81% of respondents want a separated bicycle facility (i.e., shared use path,
separated bicycle lane(s), protected bicycle lane(s))

* Street trees are the #1 desired community improvement, followed by bioswales
and pocket parks

 Street trees and lighting (52%) are the most desired intersection improvement
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Survey Comments

traffic
== bridge s sidewalk

crﬂsswalk central park amenities

privatize police

Safety repair coordination

citizens notification

pedestrian bridge
money golf cart path dﬂg

traffic flow

JVdg i xipuaddy
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Evaluation
Criteria
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Population

4 Sidewalk
Gaps

Corridor

Selection
Evaluation v
° SUFVGV/PO”iﬂg Transit Cr”erlq for Traffic
. Roadway
e Evaluation .
. Selection
 Feasibility

Destinations ’ ‘ Crash Data

Schools

>
©
°
0]
>
o
x
»
@
>
(@)




Evaluation Criteria & Scoring

_ Total P.osmble SW 144 Street M SW 168 Street | SW 184 Street
Points
8 14 12

Safeiy (i.e. crash, speed, traffic calming) 2 1 13
Densify (i.e., population, employment) 16 12 11 11 12
|nfra structure (i.e., sidewalks, bike 23 9 14 13 17

lanes, pathways, trees, ROW)

COI'I neCﬁVify (i.e., SChOOlS, "an", 16 5 1 3 1 1 1 2

destinations)

Public & Stakeholder
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Preference (i.e., resident survey 6 2 6 5 1
ranking and stakeholder support)
TOTAL 82 36 58 52 55
14
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Conceptual
Alternatives
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Multi-Use Trails

Multi-Use Trails are also known as
Trails, Shared Use Paths, Greenways,
Bike Paths or Side Paths.

Typically made of asphalt or
concrete.

Boca Raton

Standard width is 10 to 12-Feet, may
be 8-Feet in areas where space is
restricted or if it is not heavily used.

Must be at least 6-Feet from
roadway and have a 2-Foot
clearance on each side.
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Separated or

Protected Bicycle Lane

Should have a physical barrier to
protect users from vehicular traffic.

Adjacent to vehicular traffic, but has
a physical barrier. This may include
the use of curbing, zebra or
armadillo delineators, vertical pole
delineators, parallel parking, or
landscaping.

Standard includes a 4-Foot Bicycle
Lane with 3-Foot Buffer (Total 7
Feet).

i\

mi Beach

South Miqm%
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SW 152 Street Existing Conditions

75%/80°

™ ROW >
i i

16717 12’ 257/29’
SWK LANDSCAPE TRAFFICLANE | TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE SWK
Street Character Multimodal Access
* Tree-lined residential street  Sidewalks: 5-FT, Concrete, Fair Condition
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* Bicycle: Sharrows/Shared Lane
* Transit: Route 57 & iBus

Traffic Volumes
* Average Daily Traffic - 12,500 .

Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes

e ROW Varies 73’ — 96’
e 7 lanes




SW 152 Street Alternative 1

Y

ROW

p
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10’ 3
1617’ 187/22’ SHARED USE O
SWK LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE PATH 2
Pros Cons
* Separated Facility for all Non-Motorized Users * Impact to trees and utilities

(i.e., walking, jogging, bicyclists, skating, etc.)

* Will attract somewhat confident and interested
bicycle users * Will not attract highly confident bicyclists
e Protected and Low Traffic Stress

* May increase walking and biking

* Cost/ Maintenance

* Will need to cross the road in several locations
* May be used by golf carts 1




SW 152 Street Alternative 2

75’/80’

ROW

1 5[ 1
EXIST. 89’ 17°/21 EXIST.
SWK |LANDSCAPE| BIKE | 3’ | TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE SWK
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Pros Cons

* Separated and most direct Facility for bicyclists * Cost/Maintenance

* Will attract somewhat confident and interested bicycle users * Less space for cars

* Protected and Low Traffic Stress * May be used by motorbikes or golf carts

* Lessimpact to trees and utilities * May not be used by highly confident riders

* Increased safety for bicyclists
* Acts as a traffic calming technique

20




75’/80"

|
>

ROW

Existing Typical Section

* Right-of-way varies

* Complete Sidewalk

e Posted Speed — 35 MPH

* Well-shaded, lots of canopy trees | -

16717
LANDSCAPE

12’ 123
TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE

Alternative 1 g

 Multi-Use Trail / Shared Use Pathway | é 2,
Will need to cross the street to '\" % ! | %
minimize impact to trees and | eer . / L LS ‘ w52 A 2
utilities swk LANDSCAPE TRAFFICLANE | TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE PATH 2

* Average cost is $327,000 per mile

Alternative 2

* Protected Bicycle Lanes

5 12’ 5 17°/21
SWK |LANDSCAPE| BIKE | 3 | TRAFFICLANE | TRAFFICLANE | 3’| BIKE LANDSCAPE
LANE LANE

PROTECTED PROTECTED 21

SW 152 Street Comparison

* Average cost is $560,000 per mile




SW 184 Street Existing Conditions

TR
Y

)
Q
S

8

i

51

25’ 277

5’
LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE ‘ LANDSCAPE

SWK SWK
Street Character Multimodal Access
* Few shade trees, residential and * Sidewalks: 5 to 6-FT, Concrete, various missing gaps
commercial. Commercial buildings are * Bicycles: None
setback with parking in front. * Transit: Cutler Bay Local (Route 200)

<
c
=
T
C
wn
o
:|
@
Q0
%)
<
>
)
_|
)
()
>
Q)
o
>
5
I}
a
=
<.
—
<
(%)
—
C
o
’*S
>
©
o
10}
>
o
X
N

Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes Traffic Volumes
e ROW Varies 77’ — 90’ * Average Daily Traffic — 5,900

* 5to 2 lanes .
|




SW 184 Street Alternative 1

ROW

1 ° g -O:D
1 40, ge}
o~ (0]
! 3
T x
, »
' 10’ 3
SHARED USE 12’ 21’ B
Z PATH LANDSCAPE TRAFFICLANE | TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE SWK
Pros Cons

* Separated Facility for all Non-Motorized Users (i.e.,
walking, jogging, bicyclists, skating, etc.)

 Will attract somewhat confident and interested bicycle  * Cost / Maintenance
users * Will not attract highly confident bicyclists

* Impact to trees and some utilities

e Protected and Low Traffic Stress

* M If cart
* Fills in missing network (sidewalk gaps) ay be used by golf carts

« May increase walking and biking * Right-of-way restricted west of Franjo Rd .




SW 184 Street Alternative

ROW

A
Y

<
c
=
T
C
wn
o
:|
@
Q0
%)
<
>
)
_|
)
()
>
Q)
o
>
=
I}
a
=
<.
—
<
(%)
—
C
o
’*S
>
©
o
10}
>
o
X
N

: 5
EXIST. 17 13’
SWK LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE | TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE SWK
Pros Cons
* Separated Facility - Increased safety for bicyclists * Cost/Maintenance
* Will attract somewhat confident and interested * Less space for cars
bicycle users * May be used by motorbikes or golf carts
* Protected and Low Traffic Stress ¢ May not be used by highly confident riders
* Lessimpact to trees and utilities » Will need to coordinate with County and Cutler Bay
* May act as traffic calming » Roadway was recently resurfaced »




SW 184 Street Comparison

Existing Typical Section

* Right-of-way varies

* Sidewalk Network Incomplete
* Posted Speed —40 MPH

* Mostly Palm Trees — minimal
shade

Alternative 1

* Multi-Use Trail / Shared Use
Pathway

* Placed on the North Side
* Average cost is $327,000 per mile

Alternative 2
* Protected Bicycle Lanes

* Average Cost is $560,000 per mile

80’

SWK

LANDSCAPE

i

SHARED USE
PATH

18’
LANDSCAPE

17’
LANDSCAPE

LANE
PROTECTED

ROW

12’ 12 21’
TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE

12’ 21’

TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE

12’ 7 13’
TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE
LANE

PROTECTED

EXIST.
SWK
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Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study: Appendix 4

9
Survey #2
Results



Key Takeaways

?
/ s

66% have heard of the 102 Responses

. >

SMART Plan and Live in Closest Streets Type of Rider :
o

Palmetto Bay -
= Highly Confident ;_J%

= None of the above

m S\W 144 Street
m |nterested but Concerned
m SW 152 Street
m SW 168 Street

u SW 184 Street m Not interested or able

8%
14% Live & work in Palmetto '
Bay

7% Have a physical disability

m Somewhat Confident

42% are the “Interested but

Concerned” type of rider

27




Alternative Preferences

<
Preferred Alternative for SW 152 Street: Preferred Alternative for SW 184 street: s
50 60 %
=
45 =
50 ﬁ
40 Z
>
=

35
40 g
-}
30 o)
o)
>
25 30 o
a
<
20 <
wn
20 =
15 *%
]

10
10 8
=}
: -
N

5 5 .
Alternative 1-  Alternative 2 - Neither bIank) Alternative 1 - Alternative 2 - Neither (blank)
Multi-Use Path  Protected Bike Multi-Use Path  Protected Bike
Lane Lane

28




| like the alternatives views provided.

Keeping lots of shade trees is
critical to keep Palmetto Bay
beautiful and a pleasant place
o N to recreate.
Major corriclors like these need ]
orotected bike lanes Please fix the street for safe
bike rides.

We need to make it safer for Lighting on the trails on old Cutler and
bikers who use roads. along of 152 are important.
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Survey Comments

Bike lanes add the usefulness of the road,
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Recommendations
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Overall Pedestrian

Recommendations

Fill sidewalk gaps e (O | T 'f%ﬂ._\
“< # 7 IIE]
* Shade trees T oW Sammmmm— _.—ﬂ
* Pedestrian amenities

BYPetestian Parthway—

Restripe Crosswalks
* ADA Upgrades

e Clear Pedestrian Path
Ordinance
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* Midblock Crossings at
Key areas

Shade Trees and Texiui;éa_f ement




Overall Intersection
Recommendations

* ADA Upgrades
e Bulb outs / Reduce Turn Radius
 Lead Pedestrian Interval (LPI)
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* Signage
. Pal o |
TeXtU red Crosswa l kS Source: SF Better Streets

* Lighting
Visible/Textured Crosswalks Curb Extensions
Shade Trees Median Refuge
Crossing Aids Lighting
Tight Curb Radii Streetscape Elements




Overall Bicycle

Recommendations

* Feasibility Study for SW 168 Street and
SW 144 Street

* Feasibility Study for SW 92 Ave, SW 87
Ave, SW 82 Ave, SW 77 Ave

» Separated Bicycle Facilities

* Bicycle Box at Intersections

Bicycle Box - Fort Lauderdale

SEPARATED BIKE LANES - ﬁ

Separated bike lanes, also known as cycle tracks
and protected bike lanes, physically separate
bicycle traffic from vehicular traffic. Pay close
attention at intersections where separated bike
lanes cross roads and crosswalks. Some are one-

People driving
must stop at the
stop line to allow

way, some are two-way. People biking should pe(:.es;r;:ns and 3

ride in the correct direction. People walking c'\:c |_s cﬂ?SS

should stay on the sidewalk — do not walk on the v :;:ntersectlon
safely.

separated bike lane.

People biking should
ride in the lane through
the intersection. Watch

-

5

for turning vehicles and People walking
pedestrians. | should cross with the
' - pedestrian signal.

When turning right,
people driving must
yield to pedestrians
and cyclists crossinﬁ.j

' People walking
should watch
for bicyclists
when crossing
the separated

. bike lane.

Source: City of Cambridge 33
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Additional Recommendations

* Adopt Branding Plan * Green Infrastructure
* Wayfinding / Community Signage * Bioswales/Raingardens
* Adopt Complete Streets Policy ® Street Trees JIINN

)
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&
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Permeable Pavement
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. gon5|der Slow Streets Pilot . Green Roofs
rogram . * Downspout Planters

. Pede;trlan Bridge at Key * Rain water harvesting
Locations * Pocket Parks

* Transportation Demand e Curbside Management
I\/Ia.nagement (TDM) Program » Coordinate with Cutler Bay for

* Maintenance of Bike/Ped 184 Street Improvements
Facilities

w
~
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Next Steps




Conceptual Design

* Graphics / Renderings
* Prioritized Recommendations
* Cost Estimates

* Conceptual Design Plans

 xipuaddy :Apmg Aiandsuuo) ueld [YVIAS %3 [ledl @SN-1n|A




Questions &
Comments

Village Contact

Dionisio Torres, P.E.

Public Services Director
Dtorres@palmettobay-fl.eov
305.969.5086
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Project Contact

Christina Fermin, AICP, LEED GA
Project Manager
Cfermin@marlinengineering.com
954.870.5064




Palmetto Bay

SMART PLAN CONNECTIVITY STUDY

Multi-Use Trail
& SMART Plan
Connectivity
Study
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VILLAGE OF PALMETTO BAY

Multi-Use Trail &
SMART Plan

Connectivity
Feasibility Study

PURPOSE

Improve mobility, safety and accessibility in the
Village of Palmetto Bay from Old Cutler Road
to the South Dade Transitway (aka Busway)
along key corridors.

[

SMART PLAN CONNECTIVITY STUDY

SCOPE

Assess existing conditions for bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity along SW 144 Street,
SW 152 Street, SW 168 Street and SW 184
Street between the South Dade Transitway and
Old Cutler Road. The study will identify which
two (2) corridors are best suited for multi-modal
improvements.

Once existing conditions have been analyzed, a PROJECT TIMELINE
conceptual design of bicycle and pedestrian This study began in January 2021 and is anticipated to be
improvements will be presented for feedback completed by November 2021. Public involvement is essential.
and input. Multi-use pathways, sidewalks and We invite residents, businesses, and other stakeholders to join
protected or buffered bicycle lanes will be us by providing input and inspiration to create a more people-
considered for each concept. friendly community. Project updates will be provided on social

media. Public participation dates:
Two alternatives for each of the selected _

roadways will be evaluated and analyzed for
constructability. Once the preferred alternatives

have been selected, 15% design plans will be VIRTUAL PUBLIC WORKSHOP
developed for two (2) of the corridors. Meeting hosted on GoToWebinar,
registration required. Meeting information
BENEFITS and registration available on the Village
In addition to improving bicycle and pedestrian website and social media. SCAN ME

safety, connectivity and accessi

modal improvements improve liva

encourage healthier lifestyles, and improve air
and water quality for the residents of Palmetto
Bay.

FOLLOW US ON: QG@

THURSDAY, APRIL 15, 2021 | 6 PM

SATURDAY, APRIL 17, 2021 | 8 AM

WALKING AUDIT
All ages and abilities welcomed
RSVP Required

SCAN ME



egistration Report
2nerated
05/2021 04:07 PM EDT

ieneral Information

ebinar Name

rtual Public Workshop - Palmetto Bay’s Multi-Use Trail Feasibility Study
sheduled Start Date

106/2021

sheduled Start Time

00:00 PM EDT

sheduled Duration (minutes)

0

egistrants

rst Name
sth

ystal
seph
tevez,
acey

en

arsha
ancy
igene
ic
onisio
nnifer
jward
ica
icia

atriz

GoToWebinar

Webinar ID
291-884-475
Registered

17

Opened Invitation
0

Clicked Registration Link

46

Last Name
Adler
Ramirez
Cornely
mike
Kaufman
Archer
Cunningham
Matson
Crair

Flinn
Tullberg
Torres
Santino
Feller
Watts
Gonzalez

Herrmann

Email

jordaly@aol.com
crystalramirez10@gmail.com
cornelyj@gmail.com
mikeest@aol.com
staceydawn1@comcast.net
Inthestars@bellsouth.net
kicunningham016@gmail.com
x4m2h5@gmail.com
crerair@aol.com
eugeneflinn@bellsouth.net
e341@bellsouth.net
dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov
jds3377777@aol.com
edfellermd@aol.com
ericaptsa@gmail.com
AGONZALEZ@MRGMIAMI.COM

balloon1@bellsouth.net

Registration Date

04/06/2021 10:07 PM EDT
04/06/2021 09:59 PM EDT
04/06/2021 08:47 PM EDT
04/06/2021 08:04 PM EDT
04/06/2021 07:54 PM EDT
04/06/2021 07:40 PM EDT
04/06/2021 07:13 PM EDT
04/06/2021 07:00 PM EDT
04/06/2021 05:23 PM EDT
04/06/2021 04:39 PM EDT
04/06/2021 03:44 PM EDT
04/06/2021 03:17 PM EDT
04/06/2021 02:10 PM EDT
04/03/2021 01:32 PM EDT
04/03/2021 12:20 PM EDT
04/03/2021 08:12 AM EDT

04/02/2021 09:58 PM EDT

Address

8140,SW 151 Street
14435 SW 84 Court
16298 SW 88th Ave Rd
15201 SW 88 court
14245 SW 68 Ave

8425 SW 163rd Terrace
13985 SW 72nd Ct
9300 SW 180 St.

8190 SW 143 St

8261 SW 162nd Street
7884 SW 179 Tr.

9495 SW 180 Street
14621 SW 78 ave

7960 sw 144 St

9055 SW 160 Ter
14707 South Dixie Highway, Suite 404

17251 SW 86th. Ave.

City
Palmetto Bay
Palmetto Bay
Palmetto Bay
Miami
Palmetto Bay
PALMETTO
BAY

Miami
Palmetto Bay
Palmetto Bsy
Palmetto Bay
Palmetto Bay
Palmetto Bay
Palmetto Bay
Palmetto Bay
Palmetto Bay
Palmetto Bay

Palmetto Bay

State/Province Zip/Postal Code Registrant's Status

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

Florida

33158

33158

33158

33157

33158

33157-3684

33158

33157

33158

33157

33157

33157

33158

33158

33157

33176

33157

Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved

Approved

Viewed Recording Unsubscribec

Yes No
Yes No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
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SMART PLAN CONNECTIVITY STUDY

Mulh Use Trail
& SMART Plan
Connectivity
Study

Public Meeting #1
April 6, 2021




File View Help @v ] T

Sound Check =HE 2

Presentation Format

(®) Computer audio

() Phone call
* Virtual Meeting Today via & GoToWebinar —> DNoauic
yLoghlel Y MuTED
* Microphones will be muted for the duration of the Presentation Microphane Aty (Relteki) Audic) v
° Thls Weblnqr IS belng Recorded Speaker/Headphone (Realtek(R) Audi... v
* Polling questions throughout the Presentation L M
. . —
* Q & A Session After the Presentation Q: That worked
* Utilize the Raise or Question Box to ask questions and
make comments (Located on the right side of your screen)
* Staff will moderate questions and comments; questions and comments
will be addressed at the end of the presentation, as applicable
* A copy of this presentation will be made available on the Village’s Practice session

Webinar ID: 840-072-475

website
& GoloWebinar




Agenda

02) Physical 03) Data Collection

O1) Scope Conditions & Analysis
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06 ) Questions/

04 » Opportunities 05 ) Next Steps Comments




PLANNING (1 - 2 YEARS)
Citizen Input

Existing Conditions
Proposed Solutions

PD&E (2 — 3 YEARS)
Project Development
Environmental Impact
Identify Alternatives
Select Preferred Solution

LIFE OF A DESIGN (1 - 2 YEARS)
Engineering Drawings

PROJECT Identify Right-of-Way

RIGHT-OF-WAY (1 -5 YEARS)
Purchase Property

CONSTRUCTION
(1 - 3 YEARS)
Obtain Permits
Build Improvements

TOTAL 6 — 14 YEARS
From Planning through
Construction



Scope




Purpose & Intent

To improve mobility,
safety and accessibility to
the SMART Plan’s South
Dade Corridor Transitway
between US 1/South
Dixie Highway and Old
Cutler Road
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Study

Roadways
* SW 144 Street
* SW 152 Street
* SW 168 Street
* SW 184 Street

deering Estate

" LEGEND

Future Multi-Use Path
e Study Roadways
=—— Main Roads
jtler Bit wmmm South Dade Transitway

= (Canal
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Poll #1

Do you walk or bike any of these roads: SW 144 Street, SW 152
Street, SW 168 Street, SW 184 Street? (select one)

a) Yes, | walk one or more of those streets

b) Yes, | bike one or more of those streets

c) Yes, | walk and bike one or more of those streets
d) No, | do not walk or bike any of those streets
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Project Tasks

Public Involvement & * Task 3: Conceptual Design
Coordination * Two corridors will be selected
* Thursday, April 1, 2021 — First Public * Up to 2 alternatives will be presented
Meeting * Analysis of alternatives
* June 2021 — Stakeholder Meeting * Selection of preferred alternative with
* August 2021 — Second Public Meeting 15% design plans
* Task 2: Existing Conditions & Data * Cost estimate for final design
Collection * Task 4: Recommendations
* Review existing plans, documents and * Multimodal improvements prioritized
programs * Table of available funding options
* Field inventory and site visit of the 4 .
corridors * Task 5: Documentation
* Analysis of collected traffic, bicycle and * Final Study

pedestrian data
* Walking Audits: April 15 & 17



Project Schedule

Project

e P o e Pe o P P P P PP o

.
.
L/

TODAY A



Poll #2

Which corridor do you live or work closest to? (select one)
a) SW 144 Street
b) SW 152 Street
c) SW 168 Street
d) SW 184 Street
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Area Map
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Community
Assets




Poll #3

What is your greatest community asset? (select up to 3)
a) The Neighborhoods & Businesses
b) Downtown Palmetto Bay
c) Parks, Natural Areas & Historic Resources (i.e. Deering Estate, Biscayne Bay)
d) South Dade Transitway
e) Schools
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| Neighborhoods




Local & Regional
Destinations

* Deering Estate

* The Falls Shopping Center
* Jackson Hospital South

* Zoo Miami

* Old Cutler Trail

* South Dade Trails (M-Path)
* Parks

* Schools




Poll #4

| would walk/bicycle more if...(select top three)

a) There were more walking /bicycling infrastructure in my neighborhood
(Sidewalks, Crosswalks, Bicycle Lanes)

b) There was less/slower traffic on nearby streets
c) Trees provided more shade to the sidewalks
d) It was safer/more secure
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e) There were end-of-trip facilities such as lockers or showers available at my
destination
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Physical
Conditions




SW 144 Street Existing Conditions

65’
ROW

e Street Character
* Tree-lined residential street

—

* Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes
* ROW varies between 63’ =72’
* 2 Lanes

10
Landscape

5
Sidewalk

1
Traffic Lane

n
Traffic Lane

* Multimodal Access
* Sidewalks: 5 FT, Concrete, Few Gaps

70

ROW

* Bicycle: None
* Transit: None

* Traffic Volumes

* Average Daily Traffic — 6,200

18'
Landscape

5

Sidewalk ==

5

Sidewalk =%

1
Traffic Lane

11"
Traffic Lane

£y
Landscape




SW 152 Street Existing Conditions

* Street Character

i

ROW

* Tree-lined residential street

* Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes e "
* ROW Varies 73’ — 96’ i '
° 2 anes Ln;% Lant}iape TrafﬁlclLane Traﬂ11c1Lane Lanjssc'ape hé

e Multimodal Access

* Sidewalks: 5-FT, Concrete, | Aow

* Bicycle: Sharrows/Shared Lane
* Transit: Route 57 & iBus

* Traffic Volumes X
* Average Daily Traffic — 12,500

Sidewalk [

Cracks/Uplifting Throughout £ S
375 25
e Traﬁﬁ]c]Lane Trafﬁ1c1Lane andscaps

Sidewalk | =g




SW 168 Street Existing Conditions

* Street Character
* Few shade trees, residential and limited
commercial. Commercial buildings are
setback with parking in the front.
* Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes
* ROW Varies 72’-82’
* 2 Lanes

* Multimodal Access

* Sidewalks: 5-FT, Concrete, Some missing
segments

* Bicycle: Sharrows/Shared Lane
* Transit: Route 287

* Traffic Volumes
* Average Daily Traffic — 6,000

75"

ROW

Sidew alk =%

5

i
Traffic Lane

22
Landscape 1"
Traffic Lane

80"

|

19
Landscape

5

Sidewalk Fe=gm=

ROW

]
(s}-1
o

5

Sidewa lk ="

16’
Landscape 17 1’
Traffic Lane Traffic Lane

24
Landscape

5

Sidewalk =g
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SW 184 Street Existing Conditions

Street Character

* Few shade trees, residential and £
commercial. Commercial buildings are :
setback with parking in front.

Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes
* ROW Varies 77’ = 90’
* 2 lanes

Multimodal Access

— ]

21
Landscape 1’ 11’
Traffic Lane Traffic Lane

El
Sidewalk

255
Landscape

5

Sidewal k | ==

90
ROW

* Sidewalks: 5 to 6-FT, Concrete, various
missing gaps

* Bicycles: None

* Transit: Cutler Bay Local (Route 200)

Traffic Volumes f;j ;
* Average Daily Traffic — 5,900 i

10°
Turn Lane

TR

1
Traffic Lane Traffic Lane

5
Landscape

9
Landscape

15
TrafficLane [&
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Deering Estate

LEGEND
=== Main Roads

Sidewalks
== Multi-Use Path

Pedestrian & Bicycle Facilities
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Multimodal
Access

* Vehicular
* Transit
* Bicycle

* Pedestrian




Overall Pedestrian
Conditions

* Sidewalk setback from roadway,
well shaded on 144 and 152 St

* Various missing sidewalk gaps

* Missing sidewalks on local roads
* Utilities obstructing sidewalks

* No pedestrian lighting

* Crosswalks for local streets
missing or faded

* Various cracks, but overall
condition is good to fair




Poll #5

Would you like to see sidewalks in your community? (select one)
a) Yes
b) No
c) N/A =1 already have sidewalks in my neighborhood
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Overall Intersection
Conditions

* Several missing pedestrian
signals

* Push-buttons are not to standard
* Many missing tactile mats

* Crossing time is limited

* Many missing signs

* Faded crosswalks

* Wide turn radius



WHICH FACILITIES WILL MAKE RIDERS FEEL SAFER?

Overall Bicycle
Conditions

* Lack of dedicated bicycle
facility for east-west travel

* 136" Street Shared Use Pathway
(Coming Soon)

] fe

* Adequate north-south facilities
* South Dade Trail (10 FT)
* Old Cutler Trail (8 = 10 FT)

* Sharrows (or Shared Lanes) are
available on SW 152 St & SW
168 St

Shared-Use  Side Path Searated Buffered Bike Bike Lane Shoulder ~ Shared
Path Bike Lane Lane Lane




Overall Transit
Conditions

* Transit stops are along SW 152 St
and SW 168 St

* Route 57 — Hourly service

* Route 287 — Peak Period 30-minute
service

* Transit Stop Deficiencies

* Lacking seating, signage and shelter

* Not ADA Accessible

* Several signs are faded, outdated,
leaning or missing

* Transitway shelters are in poor
condition

* Express, Local and Limited Stop
Service




Poll #6

What is your most common mode of transportation to/from work or
school? (select all that apply)

a) Solo driving in a personal car for entirety of trip

b) Carpooling, Vanpooling or Ridesharing (Lyft, Uber, Freebee, Taxi)

c) Public Transit (iBus, Metrobus, Metrorail)

d) Walking or Bicycling

e) |telecommute most days (Work from Home)

30



SMART Plan -
South Corridor

* Bus Rapid Transit Coming 2022

10 and 15-minute Arrivals

14 State of the Art Stations

Real-Time Arrival Information
Public Art
Intersection Improvements

New Stations at SW 136 St, SW
152 St, SW 168 St & SW 184 St




Data
Collection &
Analysis




Traffic Data

SW 144 Street 6,200 13,320 C
SW 152 Street 12,500 13,320 D 35
SW 168 Street 6,000 13,320 C 35
SW 184 Street 5,900 15,930 C

*Max capacity based on LOS “D”

mph mph mph

AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic *wwwwwﬂ"ﬂmw 1'“1‘“1‘”1’ Mﬂmw
ADT = Annual Daily Traffic 1 0% SOOAD 90%
LOS = Level-of-Service chance of death or chance of death or chance of death or

MPH — Miles Per HOUf severe injury severe injury severe jmjury 33
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=— Main Roads
=== Multi-Use Path
== Bike Lane
@ Bicycle Crash
@ Pedestrian Crash
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Data

Bicycle Heat Map Pedestrian Heat Map

FAEaoea

©2018 Strava | (

Strava — data is aggregated over 2 years by public activities, the map is updated monthly, some users have opted out. Heat map
checked on March 20, 2021.
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w—m Bike Lane

e \Ulti-Use Trall

Y Planned Multi-Use Path

- -Study Corridor

1/4-Mile Buffer
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R Village Boundary
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®  Pedestrian Crash
Pedestrian Fatality
Traffic Signal

Flashing Beacon

Flashing Signal

Study Roadway Analysis
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Study Roadways Population

Serving Population (> 18 & < 65 years & People with
Disabilities)

* Area Population: 64%

*5—-17 Years: 13%

* Over 65 Years: 7%

* People with a Disability: 4.3%

(Numbers based upon 2010 Census adjusted to 2019 population growth estimates)
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Schools

Located within 1/2-mile of the
study corridors:

¢ Alexander Montessori

* Howard Drive Elementary
*  Coral Reef Elementary

*  Westminster Christian

*  Palmetto Bay Senior High
*  Village Pines

* Henry Perrine

¢ Southwood Middle
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LEGEND

=—— Main Roads
== Bike Lane
= Multi-Use Path

&  Public School
2 Private School

e Christ Fellowship Academy
*  Palmetto Bay Academy

e Lincoln Marti

¢ Carrie Brazer Center

*  Madeline Montessori

*  Palmer Trinity

*  Robert Russa Moton Elementary
39
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Transit

Primary access along US 1 /
South Dade Transitway

Routes 1, 31, 34, 38, 39, 52,
252, 287
SW 152 Street
iBus
Route 57

Stops are missing basic transit
amenities

SW 168 Street
Routes 57, 287

SW 184 Street
Routes 1, 200, 287

s Deering Estate

LEGEND
== Main Roads
y pre ™= South Dade Transitway
- Bus Route
BusStops
Transitway Stops
P| Park &Ride

ler Bil
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Employment
Heat Map

* Jobs primarily
located along US
1 South Dixie Hwy

* Hotspot near SW
184 and Old
Cutler Road

* 30% of jobs are
available within

4-mile of study
roads
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Opportunities




Pedestrian Improvements

<

\ Py o |
o — T

Midblock Crossing Pedestrian Amenities: Signage, Seating, T/R Bins, Lighting




Poll #7

What type of pedestrian improvements would you like to see? (select
one or more)

a) Raised walking path /bridge over US 1 over one of the study roadways

b) More trails and walking paths and/or wider sidewalks

c) Midblock crossings

d) Pedestrian amenities: Wayfinding signage, Trash/Recycling bins, Seating,
Lighting, Shade Trees
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Bicycle Improvements




Poll #8

What type of bicycle facility would you prefer? (select one)
a) On-Road Bicycle Lane
b) Buffered Bicycle Lane (Using Striping)
c) Protected Bicycle Lane (Zebras, Delineators Poles)
d) One-Way Separated Bicycle Lane
e) Two-Way Separated Bicycle Lanes
f) Multi-use Trail / Shared Use Pathway
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Community Improvements

s
" I —— S =
a
p z
£
o # : ‘h“-‘ 0 EAST DISTRIET
Ty b v : 9 z
‘ poeel, & 2
5 ) ] x
. ol = 2
) ; . Gateways Vehicular Directionals Pedestrian
Public Art / Utility Box Wraps Community Signage: Gateway, directional, public facilities, & wayfinding

Pocket Park Bioswales / Raingardens Street Trees 47




Poll #9

What type of community improvements would you like to see? (select
one or more)

a) Public Art

b) Community Signage: Village gateway, directional, public facility &

wayfinding

c) Pocket Parks

d) Bioswales / Raingardens

e) Street Trees
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A. Pedestrian bulb-outs
B.Wheelchair access ramps
C. Pedestrian refuge islands

[ ]
.C i
Intersection Improvements L et
F. Benches and other amenities
G. Pedestrian-scale lighting
H. 10'6" travel lanes
I. Building articulation
J. Street trees
K. Accessible transit stops
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Poll #10

What types of intersection improvements would you like to see?
(select one or more)

a) Pedestrian bulb-outs

b) Pedestrian Refuge Islands

c) Reduced Turning Radii

d) Enhanced Paving for Crosswalks

e) Lighting

f) Street Trees
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Study

Roadways
* SW 144 Street

ering Estate

e SW 152 Street  LEGEND
* SW 168 Street Future Multi-Use Path
e SW 184 Street e Study Roadways

=—— Main Roads
jtler Bit wmmm South Dade Transitway

= (Canal
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Poll #11

Please select your preferred two roadways for improvements:
a) SW 144 Street
b) SW 152 Street
c) SW 168 Street
d) SW 184 Street
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Next Steps




SCAN ME TO RSVP

Walking Audit

Thursday, April 15, 2021 @ 6 pm | Saturday, April 17, 2021 @ 8 am
Coral Reef Park

Palmetto Bay Park

2 Groups 2 Groups
Group 1: SW 144 Street Group 1: SW 168 Street
Group 2: SW 152 Street Group 2: SW 184 Street

Approximately 1-mile walk Approximately 1-mile walk
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Corridor Selection

* Survey /Polling
* Evaluation

* Feasibility
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Conceptual Design

* Graphics / Renderings
* Prioritized Recommendations

* Cost Estimates
* 15% Design Plans
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Public Meeting 2

* August

* Proposal of design and improvements
along selected corridors (2)

* Public feedback and polling on
proposals

* Final product to be presented in
October 2021
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Questions &
Comments

City Contact
Dionisio Torres, P.E.
Public Services Director

Dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov

305.969.5086

Project Contact

Christina Fermin, AICP, LEED GA
Project Manager
Cfermin@marlinengineering.com

954.870.5064




SMART PLAN CONNECTIVITY STUDY

Mulh Use Trail
& SMART Plan

Connectivity

Study

Scan for Walking
Audit Registration

59



VILLAGE OF PALMETTO BAY

Multi-Use Trail &
SMART Plan
Connectivity
Feasibility Study

PURPOSE

Improve mobility, safety and accessibility in the
Village of Palmetto Bay from Old Cutler Road
to the South Dade Transitway (aka Busway)
along key corridors.

SCOPE

Assess existing conditions for bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity along SW 144 Street,
SW 152 Street, SW 168 Street and SW 184
Street between the South Dade Transitway and
Old Cutler Road. The study will identify which
two (2) corridors are best suited for multi-modal
improvements.

Once existing conditions have been analyzed, a
conceptual design of bicycle and pedestrian
improvements will be presented for feedback
and input. Multi-use pathways, sidewalks and
protected or buffered bicycle lanes will be
considered for each concept.

Two alternatives for each of the selected
roadways will be evaluated and analyzed for
constructability. Once the preferred alternatives
have been selected, 15% design plans will be
developed for two (2) of the corridors.

BENEFITS

In addition to improving bicycle and pedestrian
safety, connectivity and accessibility, multi-
modal improvements improve livability,
encourage healthier lifestyles, and improve air
and water quality for the residents of Palmetto
Bay.

PROJECT TIMELINE
This study began in January 2021 and is anticipated to be
completed by November 2021. Public involvement is essential.
We invite residents, businesses, and other stakeholders to join
us by providing input and inspiration to create a more people-
friendly community. Project updates will be provided on social

media. Public participation dates:

[

1" Public Meeting discussed the project and
existing conditions. Watch the meeting
presentation on the Village's website or

scan the QR code.

(o] WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 2021 | 6 PM

VIRTUAL PUBLIC WORKSHOP #2
Meeting hosted on GoToWebinar,
registration required. Meeting information
and registration available on the Village

website and social media. SCAN ME

The public registration link is below:
https: / /tinyurl.com /ftfpt23b

CONTACT: Christina Fermin, Project Manager | CFermin@marlinengineering.com | 954.870.5064
Dionisio Torres, PE, Public Services Director | dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov | 305.969.5086




Attendee (D
Report: irtual Public Workshop: Palmetto Bay’s Multi-Use Feasibility Stuc 3
oo Gonr
a1t A EoT
e sl S OnoTime_ Duraion [rerT——— ClekdResuaion Link  Oosned viaton o
vt 0525208 0521 PUEDT s o ries 11 : » ; e
Attendee Details (@]
Pior o tody havs youhardfh S M A
Rap T GHARD. P - w
- @ o Eovrs o maven oy TGOS Fatoter  fovn s o
. i Erre 53 rmacen e &0t oW et Fictoter  fovs N Swiszswn Yo I ——— Z
. H o Vo mrconeiobarioor | 00H2021 1293 PUEDT 0023202 500 PUEDT 00232021 0540 P EDT 55 i) S So0sW a0, Fitoser  Fovs N
. o Raan o (how el Thow m S W Comril B SUTE 15 Foicawoddle Fiotda 5500 N o)
Nn 0 e U AN ol : [ o S @
N o e e SConAEsamROMGON 0010202 0561 MEDT B o1 Gyt fierm o ow N =
N o o G eoncaecmonanom 0021200 S MEDT B 707 ot o St 04 Pitoser  Fovis N
N o Hat e Smmdenm@atnat Ouz22021 0613 PMEDT - - 10990 Southwest 60 Street M Florida i No. >




SMART PLAN CONNECTIVITY STUDY

Multi-Use Trail
& SMART Plan
Connectivity
Study

Public Meeting #2
September 22, 2021




Presentation Format

e Virtual Meeting Today via & GoToWebinar
* Microphones will be muted for the duration of the Presentatic

e This Webinar is being Recorded
* Polling questions throughout the Presentation

* Q & A Session Afterthe Presentation
* Utilize the Raise or Question Box to ask questions and
make comments (Located on the right side of your screen)

 Staff will moderate questions and comments; questions and commen
will be addressed at the end of the presentation, as applicable

* A copy of this presentation will be made available on the Village’s
website

File View Help @v 03 x

Sound Check =mE #

(®) Computer audio
O Phone call
(O No audio

Y muTED
Microphone Array (Realtek(R) Audio)

Speaker/Headphone (Realtek(R) Audi... »

Talking: Djenepha Hall

) T

Q: That worked

Practice session

Webinar ID: 840-072-475

& Golo\Webinar



P Overview

P Survey Results

P Evaluation Criteria

P Alternatives

P General Recommendations

P Next Steps
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Project
Overview




Purpose & Intent

To improve mobility,
safety and accessibility to
the SMART Plan’s South
Dade Corridor Transitway
between US 1/South Dixie
Highway and Old Cutler
Road
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Study

Roadways

SW 144 Street
SW 152 Street

Deering Estate

LEGEND

e SW 168 Street Future Multi-Use Path
e St dy Road
* SW 184 Street UI y Roadways
== Main Roads

ler Bil mmssm South Dade Transitway
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Which Roadway do you
live closest to?

s Deering Estate

a) SW 144 Street LEGEND

b) SW 152 Street Future Multi-Use P

C) S\W 168 Street e Study Roadways
—— Main Roads

d) SW 184 Street tler Bil wmmsm South Dade Transil
—— Canal
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Project Tasks

Public Involvement & Coordination Task 3: Conceptual Design

v’ Tuesday, April 6, 2021 — First Public Meeting v/ Evaluation Criteria
v’ Survey # 1 — April to May 2021 v Two corridors will be selected
v June 2021 — Stakeholder Meeting v Up to 2 alternatives will be presented
* August 2021 — Second Public Meeting v’ Analysis of alternatives
* November 2021 — Presentation to City * Selection of preferred alternative
Council * Cost estimates for the preferred alternative
Task 2: Existing Conditions & Data Task 4: Recommendations
Coll\e/c:;op ot | d ; d * Multimodal improvements prioritized
eview existing plans, documents an . - - :
orograms Table of available funding options
v Field inventory and site visit of the 4
corridors

Task 5: Documentation

/ . . .
Analysis of collected traffic, bicycle and « Final Study

pedestrian data
v Walking Audits: April 15 & 17



Project Schedule

2021

Project

TODAY A




SMART PLAN

South Corridor BRT

e Bus Rapid Transit Coming 2022
* 10 and 15-minute Arrivals

e 14 State of the Art Stations

e Real-Time Arrival Information
e Public Art

* Intersection Improvements

* New Stations at SW 136 St, SW
152 St, SW 168 St & SW 184 St




Prior to tonight, have
you heard of the
Strategic Miami Area
Rapid Transit (SMART)
Plan and South Corridor
Improvements?

a) Yes
b) No

SW IBTAVE

SW IBTAVE

= L= Miartti

LEGEND

— g Metrol

& werminal

RAPID TRANSIT CORRIDORS:

6| Beach Comidor

Horthesat Comidor

() *Map Mot Duawn 1o Scale

Revised April 2018

SWV 200 5T

SW 216 5T

SW 232 5T

SW 248 5T
SW 756 5T
SW 264 5T
SW T2 5T
SW 280 5T
SW 288 5T

S 796 ST

Executive z
Airport H
iz
w152 5T lgaty
Lo Miami
QUAL ROGST DR
c“é
&
'q}{)
&Q‘
%
© e
Q It
£
0\) W 264 5T
9
Coral
Castle
Leisure
City

CORAL REEF DR
Palmetto Bay
W18 ST
6
Cutler Bay
Soutiland
Mall
Lakes
by the
Bay
Mangrove
Preserve
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Survey #1
Results
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Key Takeaways

147 Responses
* 86% walk and/or bike the study’s roadways

. PeoPIe would walk/bike more if there was infrastructure available, less or slower
traffic, and it was safer/more secure

* 78% want or have sidewalks in their neighborhoods

* Pedestrian amenities (63%) are the most desired pedestrian improvements,
followed by high visibility crosswalks (42%) and more trails/walking paths and/or
wider sidewalks (41%)

* 819% of respondents want a separated bicycle facility (i.e., shared use path,
separated bicycle lane(s), protected bicycle lane(s))

* Street trees are the #1 desired community improvement, followed by bioswales
and pocket parks
 Street trees and lighting (52%) are the most desired intersection improvement

13



traffic  _ bicycle facilities
“= Dridge wm sidewalk

crosswa|k nnnnn | park amenities

privatize police

sai:ety repair coordination

pedestrian bridge

Survey Comments

money golf cart path dﬂg




WHICH FACILITIES WILL MAKE RIDERS FEEL SAFER?

Types of Bicyclists

Interested but Concerned
* 51% - 56% of the total population

* Prefers off-street, separated facilities or quiet
traffic calmed residential streets

Somewhat Confident
* 5% - 9% of the total population

* Prefer separated facilities, but comfortable riding
: in bike lanes

4% = 7%

Highly Confident
* 4% -7% of the total population

* Comfortable with riding with traffic, will use roads
without bike lanes

Shared-Use Side Path  Separated Buffered Bike

Bike Lane Shoulder ~ Shared

Path Bike Lane Lane Lane
No Way, No How!
Note: Percentages represent the level of comfort that people feel bicycling, according to peer-reviewed surveys as recently as 2016. * 33% of the total popu lation
Source: FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide: https://safety.fhwa.dot.gow/ped_bike/tools_solve/docs/fhwasa18077 pdf . . . .
For more information, please visit FHWA's Bicycle and Pedestrian Program webpage: htips:/fwww.fhwa dot gov/emvironment/bicycle._pedestrian/ * Not interested in bicycling

15




Interested but Concerned

1 enjoy riding my bike, especially on trails and

What type of rider are

shared use paths, but biking on roads makes me
uncomfortable.

you?
a) Interested but
Concerned ,
Highly Confident
b) Somewhat Conﬂdent | feel comfortable biking on any street.
C) nghly Conﬁdent Not interested or able
. | am not interested in riding a bike
d) NOt |ntere5ted or or am physically unable to ride a bike.

able
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Population

COrridOr 4 Sicézv;:lk
Selection
Evaluation v
* Survey/Polling Iransit Criteria for reatic
- Roadway

e Evaluation :

. Selection
* Feasibility

Destinations ’ ‘ Crash Data




Evaluation Criteria & Scoring

Points
Safety (i.e. crash, speed, traffic calming) 21
Density (.., population, employment) 16
Infrastructure (..., sidewalks, bike 73

lanes, pathways, trees, ROW)

CO n necﬁvify (i.e., schools, transit, 16

destinations)

Public & Stakeholder

Preference (i.e., resident survey 6
ranking and stakeholder support)
TOTAL 82

Total Possible

SW 144 Street m SW 168 Street | SW 184 Street
8 14 12 13
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Conceptual
Alternatives




Multi-Use Trails

Multi-Use Trails are also known as
Trails, Shared Use Paths, Greenways,
Bike Paths or Side Paths.

Typically made of asphalt or
concrete.

Standard width is 10 to 12-Feet, may
be 8-Feet in areas where space is
restricted or if it is not heavily used.

Must be at least 6-Feet from
roadway and have a 2-Foot
clearance on each side.

SW 152 St

Boca Raton

21




Separated or

Protected Bicycle Lane

Should have a physical barrier to
protect users from vehicular traffic.

Adjacent to vehicular traffic, but has
a physical barrier. This may include
the use of curbing, zebra or
armadillo delineators, vertical pole
delineators, parallel parking, or
landscaping.

Standard includes a 4-Foot Bicycle
Lane with 3-Foot Buffer (Total 7
Feet).

Miami Beach

South Miami




SW 152 Street Existing Conditions

4 75’/80’ _

ROW

16°/17’ 12’ 25°/29’
LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE
Street Character Multimodal Access

* Tree-lined residential street * Sidewalks: 5-FT, Concrete, Fair Condition
* Bicycle: Sharrows/Shared Lane
* Transit: Route 57 & iBus

Traffic Volumes
* Average Daily Traffic - 12,500

Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes

e ROW Varies 73’ — 96’
e 7 lanes



SW 152 Street Alternative 1

75°/80’
ROW

A
Y

L 10
EXIST. 16°/17’ 12 12 187/22’ SHARED USE
SWK LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE PATH 2
Pros Cons
* Separated Facility for all Non-Motorized Users * Impact to trees and utilities

(i.e., walking, jogging, bicyclists, skating, etc.) '
* Will attract somewhat confident and interested * Cost/Maintenance
bicycle users * Will not attract highly confident bicyclists

* Protected and Low Traffic Stress « Will need to cross the road in several locations

* May increase walking and biking « May be used by golf carts y



SW 152 Street Alternative 2

75%/80’ N
ROW =

EXSIST. 879’ 12’ 17'/21 EXSIST.
SWK |LANDSCAPE| BIKE | 3’ | TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE SWK
Pros Cons
* Separated and most direct Facility for bicyclists * Cost/Maintenance
* Will attract somewhat confident and interested bicycle users * Less space for cars
* Protected and Low Traffic Stress * May be used by motorbikes or golf carts

* Less impact to trees and utilities May not be used by highly confident riders
* Increased safety for bicyclists
* Acts as a traffic calming technique

25
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75°/80°

ROW

Existing Typical Section
* Right-of-way varies :
* Complete Sidewalk

* Posted Speed — 35 MPH

* Well-shaded, lots of canopy trees

12’
TRAFFIC LANE

5
SWK

16/17 ipy
SWK LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE

25%/29’
LANDSCAPE

Alternative 1
* Multi-Use Trail / Shared Use Pathway

* Will need to cross the street to
minimize impact to trees and ‘ -
uti | ities SWK LANDSCAPE

$!\ :

10’
SHARED USE
PATH

187/22
LANDSCAPE

TRAFFIC LANE | TRAFFIC LANE 2%

* Average cost is $327,000 per mile

Alternative 2

* Protected Bicycle Lanes
17°/21°

° Average cost is S560’OOO per mile BIKE ’ | TRAFFIC LANE ‘ TRAFFICLANE | 3’ BIKE LANDSCAPE

PROTECTED PROTECTED 26

EXIST.
SWK

e
(o]
(7]
e
O
Q.
S
(o)
O
-
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Poll #4

Which Alternative Do you prefer for SW 152 Street?
a) Alternative 1 —Multi—Use Trail b) Alternative 2 — Separated Bike Lane

I 75'/80" ) . 75'/80°
[ ROW

i ‘
! ‘ N | ] |
[ 5
EXIST. 16717 12 12’ 18722’ SHARED USE EXIST. | 879’ 12 17'/21° EXIST.
SWK LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE PATH 2z SWK |LANDSCAPE| BIKE | 3’| TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFICLANE | 3’ | BIKE LANDSCAPE SWK
27



SW 184 Street Existing Conditions

TR
Y

5% 25’ 21’

SWK LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE SWK
Street Character Multimodal Access
* Few shade trees, residential and  Sidewalks: 5 to 6-FT, Concrete, various missing gaps
commercial. Commercial buildings are * Bicycles: None
setback with parking in front. * Transit: Cutler Bay Local (Route 200)

Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes Traffic Volumes
e ROW Varies 77’ — 90’ * Average Daily Traffic — 5,900

e 5to 2 lanes 28
|



SW 184 Street Alternative 1

A
Y

ROW

& & |
: 10’ 5’ :
SHARED USE 18’ 12’ 12’ 21’ EXIST.
2 PATH LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE SWK
Pros Cons
walking, jogging, bicyclists, skating, etc.)
« Will attract somewhat confident and interested bicycle ~ * COst / Maintenance
users * Will not attract highly confident bicyclists
* Protected and Low Traffic Stress
S . * May be used by golf carts
* Fills in missing network (sidewalk gaps) . . .
« May increase walking and biking * Right-of-way restricted west of Franjo Rd -



SW 184 Sireet Alternative 2

ROW

A
Y

B

1 5,
EXIST. 17’
SWK LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE
Pros

Separated Facility - Increased safety for bicyclists

Will attract somewhat confident and interested
bicycle users

Protected and Low Traffic Stress
Less impact to trees and utilities
May act as traffic calming

13’
LANDSCAPE

12’
TRAFFIC LANE

SWK

Cons

Cost/Maintenance

Less space for cars

May be used by motorbikes or golf carts

May not be used by highly confident riders

Will need to coordinate with County and Cutler Bay
Roadway was recently resurfaced .

ol
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Existing Typical Section

* Right-of-way varies

* Sidewalk Network Incomplete
* Posted Speed —40 MPH

* Mostly Palm Trees — minimal
shade

Alternative 1

e Multi-Use Trail / Shared Use
Pathway

* Placed on the North Side
* Average cost is $327,000 per mile

Alternative 2
* Protected Bicycle Lanes

 Average Cost is $560,000 per mile

80’

SWK

LANDSCAPE

2

10’

SHARED USE

PATH

18’
LANDSCAPE

178
LANDSCAPE
LANE
PROTECTED

ROW

12’
TRAFFIC LANE

12’
TRAFFIC LANE

12’
TRAFFIC LANE

12’
TRAFFIC LANE

TRAFFIC LANE

21’
LANDSCAPE

21’
LANDSCAPE

)

13’
LANDSCAPE
LANE
PROTECTED

5

EXIST.
SWK

31



Which Alternative Do you prefer for SW 184 Street?
a) Alternative 1 — Multi — Use Trail b) Alternative 2 — Separated Bike Lane

\ 80" 80" .
[ ROW ROW |
|

}

5
EXIST.
SWK

5
EXIST.
SWK

i

SHARED USE
PATH

18 124 724 21
LANDSCAPE TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE LANDSCAPE

17’

2 LANDSCAPE




Recommendations
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Overall Pedestrian

Fill sidewalk gaps

Shade trees

Pedestrian amenities

Restripe Crosswalks
ADA Upgrades

Clear Pedestrian Path
Ordinance

Midblock Crossings at
Key areas




Overall Intersection
Recommendations

* ADA Upgrades
e Bulb outs / Reduce Turn Radius
e Lead Pedestrian Interval (LPI)

* Signage

* Textured Crosswalks

* Lighting
Visible/Textured Crosswalks Curb Extensions
Shade Trees Median Refuge
Crossing Aids Lighting
Tight Curb Radii Streetscape Elements



SEPARATED BIKE LANES

Separated bike lanes, also known as cycle tracks

[ ] -

and protected bike lanes, physically separate
o ve r q I I B I c y c I e bicycle traffic from vehicular traffic. Pay close People driving

attention at intersections where separated bike must stop at the

) lanes cross roads and crosswalks. Some are one- stopline toog 7

Recommendations i e o Deopa g il

ride in the correct direction. People walking P —— .‘

N

should stay on the sidewalk — do not walk on the
separated bike lane.
People walking M
should watch
for bicyclists
when crossing
the separated
bike lane.
b |

Bicycle Box - Fort Lauderdale Source: City of Cambridge 36

safely.

-

5

People walking
should cross with the
pedestrian signal.

* Feasibility Study for SW 168 Street and e mevee |
SW 144 Street iﬂiiﬂfﬁiiiﬁi?aﬁfﬁﬁ |
pedestrians. _’,'

* Feasibility Study for SW 92 Ave, SW 87
Ave, SW 82 Ave, SW 77 Ave bl

yield to pedestrians g
. and cyclists crossing.  ff

&

» Separated Bicycle Facilities

* Bicycle Box at Intersections




Overall Transit Recommendations

* ADA Upgrades

* Canopy Trees Amenities make riding
e Adopt Bus Shelter Design ~ more pleasant

. . - With mare than 11,900 bus stops across
. B asiCc Tra NnsSit A menities the service area, DART places passenger
support facilities at the busiest ones for
customer convenience and comfort.

* Seating

mproving the Bus Commute

* Shelter
. ST
* Signage "

* Trash/Recycling
* Lighting

Source: DART (Dallas Area Rapid Transit)
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Additional Recommendations

* Adopt Branding Plan e Green Infrastructure ®
* Wayfinding / Community Signage * Bioswales/Raingardens
« Adopt Complete Streets Policy * Street Trees JO0W
. C der S| Streets Pilot * Permeable Pavement
I:)on5| er Slow Streets Pilo . Green Roofs
rogram _ * Downspout Planters
. Pedestrlan Bridge at Key * Rain water harvesting
Locations * Pocket Parks
* Transportation Demand * Curbside Management @
I\/Ia-nagement (TDM) Program * Coordinate with Cutler Bay for
* Maintenance of Bike/Ped 184 Street Improvements
Facilities




Next Steps




Conceptual Design

* Graphics / Renderings
* Prioritized Recommendations
* Cost Estimates

* Conceptual Design Plans

40




Questions &
Comments

Village Contact

Dionisio Torres, P.E.

Public Services Director
Dtorres@palmettobay-fl.eov
305.969.5086

Project Contact

Christina Fermin, AICP, LEED GA
Project Manager
Cfermin@marlinengineering.com
954.870.5064




Mth-Use Trail
& SMART Plan
Connectivity
Study




Multi-Use Trail Feasibility Study Stakeholder Meeting Notes

June 23, 2021
Attendance:

Dionisio Torres, Village Public Works Director; Jennifer Santino, Resident & Neighborhood Protection
Committee; Tony Rodriguez, Village Police Department; Dana Pezoldt, Resident & Art in Public Places /
Verteran’s Park Committee; Fanny Carmona, Village Parks & Recreation Director; Jenny Polynice-Hall,
Village Grant Writer; Oscar Camejo, Miami-Dade TPO

Presentation — 25 minutes
Discussion — 30 minutes

Dana: Agrees with moving forward with SW 168 Street and SW 184 Street, wants to know if bus pull-in
bays can be incorporated onto the roadways with Transit. Transit amenities are needed, current benches
are not adequate and many do not offer shade. Wanted to know if we are looking at on road bike lanes
or separated facilities?

Jennifer: Participated in meeting to discuss proposed roundabouts along Old Cutler Road, disappointed at
survey response amount. Concerned with 87 Ave bridge and the amount of traffic that will come to the
Village, particularly SW 144 Street and SW 152 Street. Is it possible to hold off on recommendations or
decisions until after the bridge?

Oscar: Recommends moving forward with SW 152 Street and SW 184 Street, with SW 136 Street coming
online, it would provide an even distribution throughout the Village.

Dana: Believes most pedestrian and bicycle traffic is along SW 168 Street and SW 184 Street, many schools
and people who use transit are in the southern portion of the Village.

Dionisio: Discussed safe routes to school (SRTS) improvements coming to SW 152 Street soon. Highlighted
the fact that SW 184 Street recently went through paving and resurfacing, therefore, we may want to
consider SW 168 Street which needs pavement and resurfacing, planned improvements can be
incorporated into the next pavement and resurfacing of the roadway and the Village can move forward
with filling in sidewalk gaps on SW 184 Street. Also highlighted that SW 184 Street had the highest speed
amongst the 4 corridors, which should be considered in evaluation and bike/ped connectivity.

Discussion on incorporating speed and paving/resurfacing into the evaluation matrix.

Dana: In light of this information, agrees that we should move forward with SW 152 Street and SW 168
Street, assuming that the Village will move forward with filling in sidewalk gaps.

Fanny and Oscar both agreed.



SMART PLAN CONNECTIVITY STUDY

Multi-Use Trail
& SMART Plan
Connectivity
Study

Stakeholder Meeting
June 2021




Agenda

Physical Data Collection
O1)> Scope 02) Conditions 03» & Analysis

Ranking and
04)» Corridor 05 ) Next Steps
Selection

06 ) Questions/
Comments
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Scope




Purpose & Intent

To improve mobility,
safety and accessibility to
the SMART Plan’s South
Dade Corridor Transitway
between US 1/South
Dixie Highway and Old
Cutler Road
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Study

Roadways
* SW 144 Street
* SW 152 Street
* SW 168 Street
* SW 184 Street

s Deering Estate

LEGEND

Future Multi-Use Path

e Study Roadways
—— Main Roads

tler Bil mmmm South Dade Transitway
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Project Tasks

Public Involvement & * Task 3: Conceptual Design
Coordination e Two corridors will be selected
* Tuesday, April 6, 2021 — First Public * Up to 2 alternatives will be presented
Meeting * Analysis of alternatives
* June 23, 2021 — Stakeholder Meeting * Selection of preferred alternative with
* September 22, 2021 — Second Public 15% design plans
Meeting * Cost estimate for final design
* Task 2: Existing Conditions & Data e Task 4: Recommendations
Collection

* Multimodal improvements prioritized

* Review existing plans, documents and . . . .
programs ' Table of available funding options
* Field inventory and site visit of the 4 * Task 5: Documentation
corridors * Final Study

* Analysis of collected traffic, bicycle and
pedestrian data

* Walking Audits: April 15 & 17, 2021



Project Schedule

Project

Tasks den [Feb | Mar A ey [son [dJAve s Od [Nev |
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SMART Plan -
South Corridor

* Bus Rapid Transit Coming in 2022

10 and 15-minute Arrivals

14 State of the Art Stations

Real-Time Arrival Information
Public Art
Intersection Improvements

New Stations at SW 136 St, SW
152 St, SW 168 St & SW 184 St
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Physical
Conditions




Pedestrian Facilities

* Sidewalk gaps on 144 St, 168 St
and 184 St

* Sidewalks in fair to poor
condition

* No street or pedestrian lighting
* Wide turn radius’

* No street furniture

* ADA compliance

* Transit stop deficiencies
throughout




WHICH FACILITIES WILL MAKE RIDERS FEEL SAFER?

Bicycle Facilities

* Lack of dedicated bicycle
facilities for east-west travel

* 136™ Street Shared Use Pathway
(Coming Soon)

4% - 7%

* Adequate north-south facilities Tiul Tta =

° .
SOUTh que TrCHI (] O FT) Sha;e(ti'—]Use Side Path %gli)a[ated Buffcle_red Bike Bike Lane Shoulder Slr_lared
o al ike Lane ane ane

* Old Cutler Trail (8 — 10 FT) _— - \

* Sharrows (or Shared Lanes) are
available on SW 152 St & SW

168 St




SW 144 Street Existing Conditions

65’

ROW

e Street Character
* Tree-lined residential street

—

* Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes
* ROW varies between 63’ =72’
* 2 Lanes

10
Landscape

5
Sidewalk

11"
Traffic Lane

11
Traffic Lane

* Multimodal Access
* Sidewalks: 5 FT, Concrete, Few Gaps

70

ROW

* Bicycle: None
* Transit: None

* Traffic Volumes

* Average Daily Traffic — 6,200

18'
Landscape

Sidewalk[—=-

5

Sidewalk [“=m=

5

11
Traffic Lane

11"
Traffic Lane

21"
Landscape




Walk Audit Resulis
SW 144 Street

HIGHLIGHTS

DESIRED OR NEEDS UPGRADE
ELEMENTS: Bike Lane, Sidewalk, Seating,
Buffer, Lighting

SIDEWALK CONDITION: Good to Fair —
Some Cracks

PED SAFETY & COMFORT: Safe &
Secure

ROADWAY ACCESSIBILITY: Somewhat




SW 152 Street Existing Conditions

e Street Character
* Tree-lined residential street

* Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes
* ROW Varies 73’ — 96’
* 2 Lanes

* Multimodal Access

* Sidewalks: 5-FT, Concrete,
Cracks/Uplifting Throughout

* Bicycle: Sharrows/Shared Lane
* Transit: Route 57 & iBus

* Traffic Volumes
* Average Daily Traffic — 12,500

75’
ROW

5

Sidewalk [~

16
Landscape

i
e b -
1’ 11
Traffic Lane Traffic Lane

80"

25"
Landscape

5

Sidewal k | =g

5

Sidewalk [

17
Landscape

ROW

11 11
Traffic Lane Traffic Lane

29"
Landscape

57

Sidewalk | ==gm=




Walk Audit Results = i i I
SW 152 Street il

HIGHLIGHTS

DESIRED OR NEEDS UPGRADE
ELEMENTS: Seating, Transit Stop,
Sidewalk, Bike Lane, Buffer, Lighting,
Shqlde Trees, Vehicle Lane, Multi-Use
Trai

SIDEWALK CONDITION: Fair to Poor -
Many Cracks

BUS STOP CONDITION: Bare

PED SAFETY & COMFORT: Somewhat
Safe & Secure

PUBLIC PARKS AVAILABLE & INVITING:
Somewhat Inviting

TREES PER BLOCK: 3 - 5

ROADWAY ACCESSIBILITY: Somewhat to
Not Really




SW 168 Street Existing Conditions

Street Character
* Residential and limited commercial.
Commercial buildings are setback with
parking in the front. Few shade trees.
Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes
* ROW Varies 72’-82’
* 2 Lanes

Multimodal Access

* Sidewalks: 5-FT, Concrete, Some missing
segments

* Bicycle: Sharrows/Shared Lane
* Transit: Route 287

Traffic Volumes
* Average Daily Traffic — 6,000

75

5

Sidewalk =%

Traffic Lane

ROW

19
Landscape

|

11"
Traffic Lane

80"
ROW

dewalk ==

S

5

Sidewalk | ==gmp

11

Landscal
Traffic Lane ﬁ pe

Sidewalk [ SSgme*
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Walk Audit Resulis
SW 168 Street

HIGHLIGHTS

DESIRED OR NEEDS UPGRADE
ELEMENTS: Sidewalk, Bike Lane, Multi
Use Trail, Shade Trees, Vehicle Lane,

Trash Bins, Transit Stop, Lighting, Median,
Buffer

SIDEWALK CONDITION: Very Poor —
Many Cracks

BUS STOP CONDITION: Bare

PED SAFETY & COMFORT: A Little Safe
& Secure

TREES PER BLOCK: 3 - 5
ROADWAY ACCESSIBILITY: Not at All

)




SW 184 Street Existing Conditions

Street Character

* Residential and commercial. Commercial o
buildings are setback with parking in
front. Few shade trees.

Right-of-Way & Travel Lanes
* ROW Varies 77’ — 90’
* 2 lanes to 5 lanes

Multimodal Access

[

21 25
Landscape 11’ 1’ Landscape
Traffic Lane Traffic Lane

Sidewalk | ==

5
Sidewalk
5

90
ROW

* Sidewalks: 5 to 6-FT, Concrete, various
missing gaps

* Bicycles: None

* Transit: Cutler Bay Local (Route 200)

Traffic Volumes
* Average Daily Traffic — 5,200

[ ]
&
Sidewalk

=
Landscape
Landscape
3'Landscape

9
Landscape

1 1 10 1’ 11"
Traffic Lane Traffic Lane Turn Lane Traffic Lane Traffic Lane

2'Curb-Gutter
2'Curb-Gutter




Walk Audit Results
SW 184 Street

HIGHLIGHTS

DESIRED OR NEEDS UPGRADE
ELEMENTS: Sidewalk, Bike Lane, Multi
Use Trail, Shade Trees, Lighting, Buffer,
Seating

SIDEWALK CONDITION: Fair — Some
Cracks

PED SAFETY & COMFORT: Somewhat
Safe & Secure

TREES PER BLOCK: 3 - 5
ROADWAY ACCESSIBILITY: Not Really




Data
Collection &
Analysis




Traffic Data

SW 144 Street 6,200 13,320 C
SW 152 Street 12,500 13,320 D 35
SW 168 Street 6,000 13,320 C 35
SW 184 Street 5,900 15,930 C

*Max capacity based on LOS “D”

mph mph mph

AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic 'wwwwwwwww '""wm‘ww ""'mw
ADT = Annual Daily Traffic 1 0% 50% 90%
LOS = Level-of-Service chance of death or chance of death or chance of death or

MPH - Miles Per Hour severe injury severe injury severs jmjury 21
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Data

Bicycle Heat Map Pedestrian Heat Map

©2018 Strava | {

Strava — data is aggregated over 2 years by public activities, the map is updated monthly, some users have opted out. Heat map
checked on March 20, 2021.




Survey

147 Responses

Key Takeaways:

86% walk or bike the study’s roadways

People would walk/bike more if there was
infrastructure available, less or slower traffic, and it
was safer/more secure

78% want or have sidewalks in their neighborhoods

Pedestrian amenities and high visibility crosswalks
are the most desired pedestrian improvements

82% of respondents want a separated bicycle
facility

Street trees are the #1 desired community
improvement, followed by bioswales and pocket parks

Street trees and lighting are the most desired
intersection improvement

24



Corridor
Selection




Corridor Selection

* Data Collected
* Survey /Polling
* Evaluation

* Feasibility
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L SW 136THST,
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g

SW 77]

A

=— Main Roads
=== Multi-Use Path
== Bike Lane
@ Bicycle Crash
@ Pedestrian Crash
@ Pedestrian Fatality

LEGEND
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Study Roadways Population

Serving Population (> 18 & < 65
years & People with Disabilities)
* Area Population: 64%
*5—17 Years: 13%
* Over 65 Years: 7%
* People with a Disability: 4%

(Numbers based upon 2010 Census adjusted to 2019 population
growth estimates)
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Deering Estate

LEGEND

=— Main Roads

Bike Lane
Sidewalks

=== Multi-Use Path

ki Preserve

Pedestrian & Bicycle Facilities
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Schools

Located within 1/2-mile of the
study corridors:

¢ Alexander Montessori

* Howard Drive Elementary
¢ Coral Reef Elementary

*  Westminster Christian

*  Palmetto Bay Senior High Dseriig Estato
¢ Village Pines

* Henry Perrine

*  Southwood Middle

LEGEND
=—— Main Roads
w= Bike Lane
== Multi-Use Path

& Public School
& Private School

e Christ Fellowship Academy
¢ Palmetto Bay Academy

¢ Lincoln Marti
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¢ Carrie Brazer Center

*  Madeline Montessori

¢ Palmer Trinity

*  Robert Russa Moton Elementary
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it

Transit

Primary access along US 1 /
South Dade Transitway

Routes 1, 31, 34, 38, 39, 52,
252, 287
SW 152 Street
iBus
Route 57

Stops are missing basic transit
amenities

SW 168 Street
Routes 57, 287

SW 184 Street
Routes 1, 200, 287
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* LEGEND 3&
=== |Vlain Road

: T 2 : r P A - Commercial
Places S i - s
‘ = _ s oS | el : : < N Historic Site

Park

Key Destinations, Parks, Cultural
Centers, Public Facilities, and

- ==" .
Historic Sites within a 2-mile: |___1 Vilage Boundary
*  Parks & Preserves Lbrary
* Historic Sites m Vilage Hal
o
* Places of Worship & Cirema
. Museum
¢ Deering Estate
@ Grocery
* Libraries
@ Hospital
*  Movie Theaters .
@®  Place of Worship
Shopping Centers ' Recycling & Waste
* Grocery Stores ®  Shopping Centers
*  Senior Center @  Social Service

e Career Center
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Survey Results:
Roadway Ranking

1. SW 152 Street . .
Please rank the roadways in order of preference for improvements:

2. SW 168 Street 1
3. SW ]44 Street 100w SW 144 Street WMl SW 152 Street [ SW 168 Street [ SW 184 Street

4. SW 184 Street 75

50
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Evaluation Criteria & Scoring

_ Total P.osuble SW 144 Street M SW 168 Street | SW 184 Street
Points
12 3 4 o 4

Safety

Density 16 12 11 12 14

Infrastructure 12 6 5 9 9

Connectivity 16 5 13 11 12

Survey 4 2 4 3 1
TOTAL 58 28 37 40 40
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Next Steps




Conceptual Design

* Graphics / Renderings
* 2 Selected Corridors
e 2 Alternatives for each

* Prioritized Recommendations
* General
* Specific

37




Public Meeting 2

* September 22, 2021

* Proposal of design and improvements
along the selected two corridors

* Public feedback and polling on
proposals

* Public vote on preferred alternative

* 15% plan view sheet of preferred
roadway

* Final product to be presented in
November 2021 to Village Council
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Questions &
Comments




Project
Contact

City Contact

Dionisio Torres, P.E.

Public Services Director
Dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov

305.969.5086

Project Contact

Christina Fermin, AICP, LEED GA
Project Manager
Cfermin@marlinengineering.com

954.870.5064




SMART PLAN CONNECTIVITY STUDY

Multi-Use Trail
& SMART Plan
Connectivity
Study

Stakeholder Meeting
June 2021




April 6, 2021 Public Meeting #1 Comments

Eric T. — Submitted Comments: (See email for additional comments)

General Public Comments -
"Requests, Petitions & Public
Comments Submitted"

Agenda Item No.

Comments (type your
comments in the box below)

Agenda Item No.

Comments (type your
comments in the box below)

Agenda Item No.

Comments (type your
comments in the box below)

Agenda Item No.

Reference is made to my email 5 Apr. to DT & CF, which contained
detailed comments and many attachments. Particularly important is
the Village bike map which can be downloaded from the Village
website. Sidewalk improvements should include not only filling gaps
but eliminating 90 deg. turns by using 5 ft. triangles at the 90 deg.
turn.

SW 184 St.

There should be a multi-user path on the north side from Old Cutler
Path to SW 82 Av. There is a 6 ft. sidewalk in front of Palmer Trinity
School. We need protected bike lanes from there to SW 97 Av. as the
speed limit is 40 mph. There is 375 ft. of missing sidewalk on the
north side, plus some triangles / ADA ramps needed. Little can be
done west of SW 97 Av. without eliminating a travel lane.

SW 168 St.

Perrine Elementary School is at 8851. There is an internal drop off
area at SW 89 PI. There is a traffic circle at SW 87 Av. and at SW 82
Av. The sidewalks on Br874292 over the C-100 Canal are only 42”
wide due to the railings, as are those on Br874424 over the C-100A
Canal. The sidewalk on the south side ends at SW 76 Av., by the old
house at 7490. The gap is 1100 ft. to the driveway of the former BB&T
bank location on Old Cutler Rd. About 220 ft. of the sidewalk will have
to have a curb and drain into the coral rock wall. A 1.5" plastic pipe
cast into the curb & sidewalk every 5 ft. should do the trick. Trees on
the next 300 ft. may end up too close to the sidewalk, unless a similar
treatment is used.

SW 152 St.

There are historically protected coral rock walls along much of the
street, mostly on the south side. In some cases, such as between SW
87 Ct. & SW 86 Av., the sidewalk goes behind the wall. Coral Reef
Elementary School & Park are west of SW 77 Av. Because of the
railings on Br874423 over the C-100A Canal, the sidewalk is only 42"
wide. It is important that a sidewalk be installed in front of the new
development east of SW 71 Ct. Many sidewalk ramps etc. were
installed when the road was repaved.

SW 144 st.



Comments (type your There is a gap on the south side in front of 8600. The property still

comments in the box below) extends to the center of the street. | note that the property owner did
not object to paving the street in front of their house, only the
sidewalk. There are many poor connections to the street with 90 deg.
angles. The sidewalks on Br874418 over the C-100C Canal are only
46" wide, as are those of Br874421 over the C-100A Canal.

EricT. -

Note that question #1 he submitted walking all roads and wants to correct it to walks and bikes all
roads. Doesn’t believe a bridge over US 1 is practical, better at SW 176 St over canal, this would better
connect residents from the south to the north of the Village.

Jennifer —

Study looks great! Concerned with 87 Ave bridge which will end at 144 St. The traffic may make it
dangerous, especially for pedestrians. Wants a traffic analysis done to see how future traffic will impact
the community, not sure when the bridge is coming.

Eugene (former Mayor & Cyclist Activist) —

Florida Law allows bicyclists to use the road — concerned with shared use path/multi-use trail, they are
problematic for heavy users, many of the cyclists that use Old Cutler Road do not use the trail because it
is poorly maintained, tree roots uplifting in certain areas and pedestrians. Most accidents which have
occurred along Old Culter Road involving bicyclists/pedestrians have occurred along the Trail. Golf Carts
are also a concerned as they have begun using the Trail. Dedicated bicyclists need to have their own
separate facility. Additionally, 87 Ave which ends at 144 St needs to be a complete street with the bridge
coming online. Would like the project to consider involving Stakeholders and recommended Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan.

Marsha (District 3 Councilwoman) —

Would like us to focus on 184 St, Village Council has endorsed the Palmetto Path (10.5 miles) from 136
St to Old Cutler Road to 184 St to Franjo Rd. 184 St is the remaining missing portion of this pathway. The
Village has received a grant (per Jenny) for Historic and Information Signage. 184 St needs a completed
sidewalk network, wider sidewalks preferred as there is enough ROW. Can also incorporate protected
bike lanes. Would like to be involved in this project.

Nancy —

Resident has asked for pedestrian signal beacons at 144 St and 82 Ave for over 10 years, if we can get
this done would greatly appreciate it. Expressed concerns related to 136 St multi-use pathway as she
heard they will be removing 50 trees between US 1 and SW 67 Ave. Does not believe this pathway will
be used.

Eric -



Noted that he shared a map of the Palmetto Path which Marsha spoke of, also highlighted need for a
shared path east of 82 Ave and a protected bike lane west of 82 Ave.

Eugene —

Believes any improvements along 184 St need to be in partnership with Cutler Bay. Agrees with Eric and
Marsha comments.

From: noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 6:01 PM

To: Melissa Dodge <mdodge@palmettobay-fl.gov>; Missy Arocha
<marocha@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Subject: [EXT] Online Form Submittal: Public Comments Form

CAUTION: EXTERNAL SENDER -- Please avoid opening any unexpected attachments or
clicking any strange links.

Public Comments Form

Meeting Date April 6, 2021
Meeting Type Community Workshops

The box below must be  Field not completed.
checked for Zoning
Hearings ONLY

Name Eric Tullberg

Email Address e341@bellsouth.net

Address 7884 SW 179 Tr.

City Palmetto Bay

State Florida

Zip Code 33157

General Public Reference is made to my email 5 Apr. to DT & CF, which
Comments -"Requests,  contained detailed comments and many attachments.
Petitions & Public Particularly important is the Village bike map which can be

Comments Submitted”  downloaded from the Village website. Sidewalk improvements



Agenda Item No.

Comments (type your
comments in the box
below)

Agenda Item No.

Comments (type your
comments in the box
below)

Agenda Item No.

Comments (type your
comments in the box
below)

Agenda Item No.

should include not only filling gaps but eliminating 90 deg. turns
by using 5 ft. triangles at the 90 deg. turn.

SW 184 St.

There should be a multi-user path on the north side from Old
Cutler Path to SW 82 Av. There is a 6 ft. sidewalk in front of
Palmer Trinity School. We need protected bike lanes from
there to SW 97 Av. as the speed limit is 40 mph. There is 375
ft. of missing sidewalk on the north side, plus some triangles /
ADA ramps needed. Little can be done west of SW 97 Av.
without eliminating a travel lane.

SW 168 St.

Perrine Elementary School is at 8851. There is an internal drop
off area at SW 89 PI. There is a traffic circle at SW 87 Av. and
at SW 82 Av. The sidewalks on Br874292 over the C-100
Canal are only 42” wide due to the railings, as are those on
Br874424 over the C-100A Canal. The sidewalk on the south
side ends at SW 76 Av., by the old house at 7490. The gap is
1100 ft. to the driveway of the former BB&T bank location on
Old Cutler Rd. About 220 ft. of the sidewalk will have to have a
curb and drain into the coral rock wall. A 1.5" plastic pipe cast
into the curb & sidewalk every 5 ft. should do the trick. Trees
on the next 300 ft. may end up too close to the sidewalk,
unless a similar treatment is used.

SW 152 St.

There are historically protected coral rock walls along much of
the street, mostly on the south side. In some cases, such as
between SW 87 Ct. & SW 86 Av., the sidewalk goes behind the
wall. Coral Reef Elementary School & Park are west of SW 77
Av. Because of the railings on Br874423 over the C-100A
Canal, the sidewalk is only 42” wide. It is important that a
sidewalk be installed in front of the new development east of
SW 71 Ct. Many sidewalk ramps etc. were installed when the
road was repaved.

SW 144 St.



Comments (type your There is a gap on the south side in front of 8600. The property

comments in the box still extends to the center of the street. | note that the property

below) owner did not object to paving the street in front of their house,
only the sidewalk. There are many poor connections to the
street with 90 deg. angles. The sidewalks on Br874418 over
the C-100C Canal are only 46” wide, as are those of Br874421
over the C-100A Canal.

Agenda Item No. Field not completed.

Comments (type your Field not completed.
comments in the box
below)

Agenda Item No. Field not completed.

Comments (type your Field not completed.
comments in the box
below)

Agenda Item No. Field not completed.

Comments (type your Field not completed.
comments in the box
below)

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

Thank you for your comprehensive presentation tonight. | appreciate all the information you
gave residents and am looking forward to being involved in the process.

As | mentioned in my comments, you have a head start on 184 ™ St., as Palmetto Bay Council
has already approved the Palmetto Bay Path. The only road connectivity missing for the Path is
184 ™ St. From walking 184th St. so often, | believe that there is enough right-of-way to
accommodate a shared pedestrian-“family” bike path, a protected “express” bike lane next to
the road, and preservation of much of the landscaping and trees. Another advantage of

184 ™" St. is that, unlike the other streets in your study, there are relatively few homes close to
the streets. Most of the street is lined with high brick walls closing off back yards from 184th,
decorative fences protecting front yards, commercial building frontage, and a school with a brick
fence.

| understand the dilemma of accommodating “family” bicyclists and “express” bicyclists in
accommodating their uses. | support protected bike lanes next to the roads for the “express”



folks, and shared paths for the “family” bicyclists. Although they are riding the same equipment,
bicycles, they are a world apart in their usage needs. They should not be using the same
terrain. My analogy is people who use balls for tennis have very different usage needs than do
soccer, football, and handball players.

As to working with Cutler Bay for 184 ™ St. as Mayor Flinn suggested, it is always possible.
However, the town just completed its narrow pedestrian-only sidewalk on the south side of
184 ™ St.. This might be a disincentive for the town to spend more money on 184 ™. | was
surprised the town did not build a shared path.

| plan to submit for approval to Palmetto Bay Council in May the matching Florida grant for
informational and historic signs on Palmetto Bay Path (136, Old Cutler Road, 184, Franjo
road/US1/busway) on the 10 %2 mile bike/walking shared path. Now that our budget appears to
be recovering from the loss of revenues from the pandemic, | am hopeful that the Council will
approve it.

Palmetto Bay Path has been a work in progress for two years. | whole-heartedly support the
northern leg of the Path, the 136th St. project. | attended every meeting about it and am
satisfied that the project will remove as few trees as possible, provide enough room for Howard
School drop-off, and become a needed safety and recreational enhancement for the village and
any driver/pedestrian/bicyclist who uses it.

The Council has asked the county to look into golf cart use of our streets. | do not support golf
carts on Old Cutler Road shared path. They are vehicles that belong on roads, not on shared
paths.

Finally, | am a walking advocate. Since the pandemic forced me to quit my gym, | walk
everywhere with my dog for exercise every day. | meet pedestrians all the time, especially dog
walkers and early morning joggers. There are plenty of pedestrians, not well organized, who will
be the main users of your connectivity proposal. Please keep pedestrians in the forefront of your
consideration. Sidewalks need to be replaced and gaps filled. Walking in the street is not ideal,
but since Palmetto Bay has few sidewalks, it becomes necessary, but dangerous. | don’t walk at
night since being hit by a car crossing an unlighted intersection near my home to attend an
evening function at Village Hall, just four blocks from my house. | would appreciate lighting on
the sidewalks and streets you select so that pedestrians are safe.

Shade trees by the paths are greatly appreciated by walkers.

| plan on joining your walking audit at both parks. I'm looking forward to working with you on this
excellent TPO-Palmetto Bay initiative.

Marsha Matson, Ph.D.
Palmetto Bay Council District #3

Questions Log K:\2020055.000 Village of Palmetto Bay SMART Moves Feasibility Study\Public &
Stakeholder Outreach\Meeting 1\QuestionsLog 2021_04_06 20_15.rtf

Q: The problem with the current traffic study is that it does not take into account the just approved bridge
which will connect 87th Ave. The new thoroughfare that it will create will end at 144th. | predict that 144th

and a second extent 152nd will become incredibly dangerous for people to walk or bike on due to the

huge amount of future traffic the bridge will create.[Jennifer Santino] [jds3377777@aol.com] [Q: 7:19 PM]
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1/28/22, 11:48 AM Marlin Engineering Mail - Walking Audit sign up

4
M Gma || Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>

Walking Audit sign up

2 messages

Eric Tullberg <e341@bellsouth.net> Wed, Apr 7, 2021 at 2:05 AM
To: CFermin@marlinengineering.com
Cc: dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov

A. | do not have a smart phone so | could not capture the QR code.

B. The flyer indicated that the 15 Apr. WA was at 0800, but in the mtg. it was stated as 1800, 10 hrs. later. Which is
correct? If it is the latter, it will be dark 2 hrs. later.

. Where exactly in CRP are we to meet Thur.?

. Is everyone going to visit both SW 144 St. & SW 152 St. or do we have to choose now?

. Where exactly in PBP are we to meet Sat.?

. Is everyone going to visit both SW 168 St. & SW 184 St. or do we have to choose now?

. Do | need to bring a measuring wheel? | always carry a tape.

. Sign me up for both, but please tell everyone when and where.

TOmMmMmOO

Eric Tullberg PE  305-255-2594 (H no text)

Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com> Thu, Apr 8, 2021 at 9:44 AM
To: Eric Tullberg <e341@bellsouth.net>
Cc: Dionisio Torres <dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Eric,
My answers are below in red.

On Wed, Apr 7, 2021 at 2:05 AM Eric Tullberg <e341@bellsouth.net> wrote:
A. | do not have a smart phone so | could not capture the QR code. Here is the link to sign up.
B. The flyer indicated that the 15 Apr. WA was at 0800, but in the mtg. it was stated as 1800, 10 hrs. later. Which is
correct? Ifit is the latter, it will be dark 2 hrs. later. April 15 we are meeting at 6 pm, noted.
C. Where exactly in CRP are we to meet Thur.? The location has been changed to St. Richard's Church Park &
Ride on April 15 and Village Hall on April 17 - meeting link reflect these changes.
D. Is everyone going to visit both SW 144 St. & SW 152 St. or do we have to choose now? There will be 2 groups,
we'll be walking the groups at the same time.
Where exactly in PBP are we to meet Sat.? See above comment to C.
. Is everyone going to visit both SW 168 St. & SW 184 St. or do we have to choose now? There will be 2 groups,
we'll be walking the groups at the same time.
G. Do | need to bring a measuring wheel? | always carry a tape. If you have one, yes, that would be great. We
H.

mm

have 1 wheel and we'll also have some measuring tape.
Sign me up for both, but please tell everyone when and where. Please use the link to sign up and feel free to
share with friends and neighbors.

[Quoted text hidden]

Christina Fermin, AICP, LEED Green Associate | STRATEGIC PLANNER

P 305.477.7575 | D 954.870.5064 | cfermin@marlinengineering.com
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Beth Adler re : input, unable to attend Sat audit mtg, exposed to virus
4 messages

Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>

Beth’s E Mails <jordaly@aol.com> Fri, Apr 16, 2021 at 11:12 AM

To: cfermin@marlinengineering.com, Missy Arocha <marocha@palmettobay-fl.gov>
Cc: dhall@palmettobay-fl.gov, Fanny Carmona <fcarmona@palmettobay-fl.gov>, Melissa Dodge <mdodge@palmettobay-
fl.gov>, Karyn Cunningham <kcunningham@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Good morning,
| signed up for Saturday morning audit. Les was exposed yesterday, but fully vaccinated. | am fully vaccinated, but a week
shy of complete quarantine period. So | will write my input, instead of being on site.

1. Surface composition-

First, | am totally opposed to use concrete surface (sidewalks) for multi purpose recreational areas, such as within parks
& as connections between asphalt path networks. The recreational surface of choice, should be asphalt.

Some reasoning to consider.

-Asphalt causes less friction on body joints that have direct contact with surface.

-White/light, beach sand is known to reflect light. In fact, the underside of many hat visors are dark, so not to reflect light.
Surface sun/light composition reflection, could most likely become a more recognized, climate-heat issue.

-Asphalt is continuous, so easy on eyes to follow and blemishes less noteworthy. Because concrete is so symmetrical,
blemishes are much more noticeable.

2. Off road pathways-

| prefer that we start with combination, off road, bike & pedestrian connector systems. First, lets determine usage and

than later, if the off street paths are too full of bikes & pedestrian usage, we then can create street bike lanes.

Some reasoning to consider-

- the rising/ setting sun found in east/west travel, can blind vehicle drivers. So bike lanes might be safer for north/south
travel.

- the look of the Old Cutler bike path should be compared to the look of our existing sidewalk systems.To me, the bike

path looks way more professional- flowing , continuous, and recreational friendly/inviting.

- plan for tree canopy over path, which would benefit,both pedestrians and bikers.

3. Safety for both pedestrians and bikers-

Thinking in terms of the passing of bikers & walkers/ joggers, in the narrow-single file.

- no golf cars allowed on path system, which have too wide a wing span.

- of course, make path wide enough to comfortably accommodate both bike and pedestrian. Though in reality, we might
not be able to have wide paths-Old Cutler path wide.

- like the surface markings appearing on Old Cutler bike path. | also think because of pandemic, we are more aware of
surface markings, in addition to upright signage.

3. Our neighboring community- Cutler Bay.

The street upgrades look wonderful!

From a recreational/continuity/unfamiliar user, point of view , | have a major problem with the Old Cutler Road transition
from asphalt (87 th Ave) to concrete ( shopping center area) to asphalt (Lakes By the Bay). Though the shopping center
area looks symmetric, | think the recreational continuity of surface, of the path network , is more important.Though | am
not sure, this is a result of a code issue.

4. Accommodating Bicyclist, Pedestrian , or both?
| hope this is helpful and relevant input.
Beth Adler

8140 SW 151 Street
Palmetto Bay, FI 33158

Sent from my iPad
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Djenepha Polynice Hall <dhall@palmettobay-fl.gov> Fri, Apr 16, 2021 at 11:30 AM
To: Beth’s E Mails <jordaly@aol.com>, "cfermin@marlinengineering.com" <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>, Missy Arocha
<marocha@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Cc: Fanny Carmona <fcarmona@palmettobay-fl.gov>, Melissa Dodge <mdodge@palmettobay-fl.gov>, Karyn Cunningham
<kcunningham@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Good morning Mrs. Adler,

Thank you for your comments and supporting details. Your observations and input will be considered when developing a
final plan. There will be future meetings for public participation before a final product is created.

We look forward to your future participation.
Best Regards,

Jenny Polynice-Hall

Grant Writer

9705 East Hibiscus Street
Palmetto Bay, FL. 33157-5606
Office: (305) 259-1234 EXT: 1277
Fax: (305) 259-1293
dhall@palmettobay-fl.gov

From: Beth’s E Mails <jordaly@aol.com>

Sent: Friday, April 16, 2021 11:12 AM

To: cfermin@marlinengineering.com; Missy Arocha <marocha@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Cc: Djenepha Polynice Hall <dhall@palmettobay-fl.gov>; Fanny Carmona <fcarmona@palmettobay-fl.gov>; Melissa
Dodge <mdodge@palmettobay-fl.gov>; Karyn Cunningham <kcunningham@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Subject: [EXT] Beth Adler re : input, unable to attend Sat audit mtg, exposed to virus

CAUTION: EXTERNAL SENDER -- Please avoid opening any unexpected attachments or clicking any strange links.
[Quoted text hidden]

Karyn Cunningham <kcunningham@palmettobay-fl.gov> Fri, Apr 16, 2021 at 11:37 AM
To: Beth’s E Mails <jordaly@aol.com>, "cfermin@marlinengineering.com" <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>, Missy Arocha
<marocha@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Cc: Djenepha Polynice Hall <dhall@palmettobay-fl.gov>, Fanny Carmona <fcarmona@palmettobay-fl.gov>, Melissa Dodge
<mdodge@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Thank you.

Best regards,

Mayor Karyn Cunningham

Village of Palmetto Bay

305-904-1805

Please Note: Florida has very broad public records laws. Most written communications to or from local officials regarding official business are public records

available to the public and media upon request. Your e-mail communications may therefore be subject to public disclosure.

From: Beth'’s E Mails <jordaly@aol.com>

Sent: Friday, April 16,2021 11:12 AM

To: cfermin@marlinengineering.com <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>; Missy Arocha
<marocha@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Cc: Djenepha Polynice Hall <dhall@palmettobay-fl.gov>; Fanny Carmona <fcarmona@palmettobay-fl.gov>;

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=af8cd87 100&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1697210361165231379&simpl=msg-f%3A16972103611... 2/3
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Melissa Dodge <mdodge@palmettobay-fl.gov>; Karyn Cunningham <kcunningham@palmettobay-fl.gov>
Subject: [EXT] Beth Adler re : input, unable to attend Sat audit mtg, exposed to virus

CAUTION: EXTERNAL SENDER -- Please avoid opening any unexpected attachments or clicking any
strange links.

[Quoted text hidden]

Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com> Fri, Apr 16, 2021 at 2:05 PM
To: Beth’s E Mails <jordaly@aol.com>
Cc: Jenny Polynice-Hall <dhall@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Beth,

Thank you for your input. If you have not already done so, please take the survey for the project available through the end
of this month.

Also, we create a walking audit survey if you've already walked one of the study roadways or plan to walk them on your
own time, please feel free to take the survey to provide insight on the roadways.

Stay safe and be well.

Sincerely,
Christina Fermin

‘O Virus-free. www.avast.com

[Quoted text hidden]

Christina Fermin, AICP, LEED Green Associate | STRATEGIC PLANNER
P 305.477.7575 | D 954.870.5064 | cfermin@marlinengineering.com
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Beth Adler re: extremely concerned over recreational sidewalk trend
3 messages

Beth’s E Mails <jordaly@aol.com> Tue, May 18, 2021 at 8:07 AM
To: Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>

Hi-

By now you must realize how concerned | am about seeing cement sidewalk trend incorporated into recreational settings.
| have included a wide asphalt path photo taken at Lake Nona , Fl, Friday. Simply said, the modernization/upgrade of
recreational path surface, is enlarging the asphalt path width and not replacing asphalt with museum grade, cement. |
hope sharing my mindset, helps.

Beth

Sent from my iPad

IMG_0704.jpg
| 5686K

Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com> Tue, May 18, 2021 at 9:55 AM
To: Beth’s E Mails <jordaly@aol.com>

Hi Beth,

Thanks for your input. Multi-Use Trails or Shared Use Pathways are typically constructed using asphalt since they are
used by many types of users for recreational purposes, while they are more cost effective, they do require

regular maintenance. Sidewalks are typically constructed out of concrete as they typically last longer and are more
durable. They also require maintenance, they do not require as much maintenance as an asphalt pathway. Asphalt
typically lasts about 10 years, while concrete lasts about 20 or more years.

Whatever multi-use pathway comes from this study will be recommended for asphalt or similar treatment, while sidewalks
will be recommended for concrete, especially to fill in any missing sidewalk gaps to the existing concrete sidewalk
network.

Let me know if you have any other questions.

Thanks,
Christina

° Virus-free. www.avast.com
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[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
Sent from my iPad

Christina Fermin, AICP, LEED Green Associate | STRATEGIC PLANNER
P 305.477.7575 | D 954.870.5064 | cfermin@marlinengineering.com

Beth’s E Mails <jordaly@aol.com>

Tue, May 18, 2021 at 10:37 AM
To: Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>

Thanks! Beth

Sent from my iPad

On May 18, 2021, at 9:56 AM, Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com> wrote:

[Quoted text hidden]

1/28/22, 11:51 AM Marlin Engineering Mail - Beth Adler re: totally impressed rec signage-Johnson Park/ Highland Park, NJ

M Gmall Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>

Beth Adler re: totally impressed rec signage-Johnson Park/ Highland Park, NJ

3 messages

BETH ADLER <jordaly@aol.com>

To: Dionisio Torres <dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov>, Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>, Nick Marano <nmarano@palmettobay-fl.gov>
Cc: council@palmettobay-fl.gov, Fanny Carmona <fcarmona@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Fri, Jun 25, 2021 at 7:03 AM

Hi-

| sent this photo to Fanny yesterday, because park and rec committee has been struggling with how to handle inside park, multi use path safety/etiquette-courtesy. Obviously, | was totally

impressed how this signage dealt with this issue and wanted to make sure it was strongly considered with all village multi use pathways, outside of parks( including SW 136 Street and
Old Cutler/PB portion, multi use path).

Thinking of you all in Miami, in this tragic time.
Beth

Sent from my iPad

IMG_0826.jpg
3357K
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ET Comments - Palmetto Bay SMART Plan Connectivity Study

2 messages

Eric Tullberg <e341@bellsouth.net> Fri, Jun 25, 2021 at 6:19 PM
To: Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>
Cc: dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov

A. Attached are some documents you may find useful:

1. PB&CB-HD.pdf is a bike facilities map for Palmetto Bay, Cutler Bay and the surrounding area from SW 112
St. to SW 256 St. and from SW 137 Av. to SW 57 Av. Prior to the planned SW 136 St. path there is no E-W
connection between Route 1 (the Old Cutler Path & Commodore Trail) and the M-Path from SW 40 St. to
SW 216 St. (11 mi.). After that path is built it is 5 mi. from SW 136 St. to SW 216 St.

2. The latest sidewalk map | have is from 2004. When a new map is produced it needs to show both sides as
there are many places where there is a sidewalk on only one side of the street. There also needs to be a
symbol showing the ADA ramp situation for each of the 4 corners. Many sidewalks do not joint the streets
for a crosswalk but curve into the grass as in letters F & G in SWA-8511.pdf.

3. DUV_BL20.pdf is a map of the bike lanes in the Downtown Urban Village. It shows that many of them are
one-way. There are no eastbound bike lanes. The Busway and BRT stops are also shown.

4. BPMP-STy.pdf is a tabulation of the Short Term Priority Projects from the last Bicycle Pedestrian Master
Plan (Sep. 2009) Note that VPB has done 33 % of roads within its jurisdiction, but MDC has done only 4%
of its share.

B. The pictures and drawings you sent showing Existing Conditions were very useful. These were my observations:

1. SW 144 St.

a. Sidewalk missing in front of 8600. The property has not been platted so theoretically they own to the
center of the road. | have asked that they be contacted about filling in the sidewalk. Easement?
Eminent Domain?

b. Big power poles in the sidewalk. Not much can be done other than extending the sidewalk.

c. Br874421 over the C-100A Canal & Br874418 over the C-100C Canal each have 46 “ clear from the
guardrail.

2. SW 152 St.

a. Bike lanes were supposed to be installed as MDC part of the 2009 BPMP; but instead we got
sharrows when the road was repaved. Most of the BPAC thinks sharrows are useless.

b. Many ADA ramps were installed & crosswalks improved when the road was repaved.

c. There are historic rock walls along the south side from 86 Av. to 89 Av. Sometimes the sidewalk is
behind them, other times the side walk is next to the street. Whatever is done should preserve these
walls.

d. Br874423 over the C-100A canal has railings 42” from the side of the bridge. Heavy ped. use from
Coral Reef Park & Elementary School.

e. The most developed corridor, little room for improved facilities.

3. SW 168 St.

a. There is 1120 ft. of missing sidewalk on the south side from SW 76 St. to the old BB&T bank location
on Old Cutler Rd. For the first 300 ft. from SW 76 St. to SW 74 Ct. a reinforced edge or root barrier
will be require due to trees close to the path. For the next 780 ft. a curb will be required against the
road as there is not sufficient ROW to set the sidewalk back. CF measured 7 ft. from road to wall,
but it may be 6 ft. in spaces. There is a place where the wall was removed and trees planted but
there needs to be 4 ft. from the trees so the sidewalk will be next to the road. We talked about how
to drain the road across the sidewalk. ET suggested placing a 1.5” nominal PVC pipe (1.875” O.D.)
at the level of the road at 5 ft. intervals, sloped to the wall. DT said it would be better to use a low
spot in the sidewalk at intervals, as the pipes would be likely to clog. Assuming a max. 5% slope
and 5 ft. at the top and bottom of each slope, the minimum distance between low areas would be 30
ft. Atype “D” curb would be used to minimize the encroachment of the travel lanes. When | get a
chance | will provide a drawing of what is suggested.

b. I noted that Steve Cody had difficulty with a wheel chair getting over some of the sidewalk repairs.
We must be cognizant that those using wheelchairs require a smoother surface than bicycles.

c. Br874292 crosses the C-100 Canal and Br874424 crosses the C-100A Canal. Both have only 42”
between the railing and the side of the bridge.

d. There are traffic circles at SW 82 & 87 Av. The may be expanded to include right turn lanes, which
may affect our plans. The ped. crossings at the circles are difficult to negotiate as there is not

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=af8cd87 100&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1703579039051866108&simpl=msg-f%3A17035790390... 1/6
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sufficient room to turn from the sidewalk. There is not 6 ft. of space in the center of the crosswalk so
someone with a bike can cross each lane separately.

e. SW 89 Pl. is a drop-off for the Perrine Elementary School.

f. The missing sidewalk in front of 16810 is going to be difficult to address because:

A. They own up to the street.
B. The hedge has power poles in it.
C. They may be unwilling to give up 5 ft. of their parking area.

4. SW 184 St.

a. Because of the C-100B / C-1N Canal and the HEFT SW 184 St. is the last E-W rote until SW 216

St. ltis also the only way for those of us who live south of the C-100 Canal and east of the C-100B
Canal to go west. | feel that the greatest need is on SW 184 St. but apparently the other members of
the team do not agree with me.

b. The north half of the road is Palmetto Bay, the south half is Cutler Bay.

c. Cutler Bay has installed a 5 ft. sidewalk along the entire south side from US-1 to Old Cutler Rd.

There is one spot, just east of SW 97 Av. where a 72"x9379.5” drain opening is a hazard for those
walking to the bus stop. See ED097JB.jpg .

d. Bike lanes were planned for SW 184 St. since 2004. Since the speed limit is 40 mph, protected or at

least buffered bike lanes are needed.

e. The section from SW 97 Av. west is a commercial area with 4 travel & 1 turn lane. There is little that
can be done here. Although | usually ride on the road, | often use the sidewalks in that area,
depending on the number of cars / pedestrians.

. There is a culvert under SW 184 St. that carries the C-100B canal under the road, just east of SW 92
Av. There is a chain link fence next to the sidewalk. It looks as though the fence could be removed
and the sidewalk widened up to the end of the culvert.

g. Sidewalk requirements on the north side:

A. No sidewalk 1180 ft. from Old Cutler Rd. past 78 Ct. (my exit) to Palmer Trinity School (PTS).

B. PTS has 1010 ft. of mostly 6 ft. sidewalk. It does not transition smoothly to either side. Itis
10 ft. wide at the entrance. There is room to expand to the north west of the entrance, but
there is a wall on the east side. There are trees south of the sidewalk.

. No sidewalk 320 ft. from PTS to SW 82 Av.

. The NW corner of SW 82 Av. needs a short ADA ramp

. There is no sidewalk 210 ft. from SW 84 Ct. to 8501 SW 184 St. in front of 18390 SW 84 Ct.

. ADA ramps have been added to both sides of SW 86 Av.

C. The following is my suggestion for SW 184 St. All modifications except the first are on the north (Palmetto Bay)

side.

—h

mmoOoO

. Provide a level non-skid surface above the drainage grate just east of SW 97 Av., level with the sidewalk.

. Construct a sidewalk on the ROW line from SW 84 Ct. to 8501 SW 184 St.

. Build a 10 ft. multi-user path from OId Cutler Rd. across SW 78 Ct. 1180 ft. to PTS.

. Expand the sidewalk on the west side of the PTS entrance by 4 ft. Connect both ends with sections 10 ft.
wide with no sharp bends.

. Build a 10 ft. multi-user path to SW 82 Av.

. ADA ramp for the NW side of SW 82 Av.

. Depending on available width build either an 8 ft. cycle-track or 5 ft. additional sidewalk on the outside of
the trees, next to the road. The cycle-track would be for bikes only; the sidewalk would be part of a multi-
use path pair. The cycle-track should have the westbound side closest to the road.

a. From SW 82 Av. 0.85 mi. to the C-100B Culvert.

b. As mentioned above, the sidewalk over the culvert would have to be widened to 10 ft.

c. From the Culvert 0.5 mi. west to SW 94 Ct. From that point cyclists would have to use the sidewalk
or the road. Those going to the DUV / SW 97 Av. could take SW 94 Ct. to SW 181 Ter.

D. Many existing sidewalks can be made easier to navigate by bicycle by eliminating the 90 deg. turns often required
by poor sidewalk alignment. See SWA-CT.pdf. The ideal alignment is shown on the top half of the page. A & B
represent the situation where there is a sidewalk going only in one direction; D & E show sidewalks in both
directions. The alignment shown in D has recently been installed at SW 87 Av. & SW 184, where the intersection
was improved. Alignment E is similar to the standard FDOT ramp that is 10 ft. wide at the sidewalk. The critical
characteristic is that the ramp meets the sidewalk at an angle of 135 deg. or greater. Of course all ramps need
detectable pads oriented in the direction of travel. The bottom of the drawing shows how a 5 ft. x 5 ft. isosceles
concrete triangle can ease the transition from the sidewalk to the ramp. F shows the “Sidewalk to Nowhere” that
has often been installed throughout the County. Instead of connecting directly with the road, it follows the property
line around the corner and ends in the grass. | believe it was created by requiring the sidewalk to be on the ROW
line, but not specifying it must connect directly to the road with a detectable pad. If an engineer built a road like
that, he would be fired. G is the situation where the ramp is short. Note that only the side adjacent to the long
sidewalk requires a triangle (or widened ramp). As people will not be traveling on the short leg, there is no need
for a transition on that side. H shows the situation where there is a 90 deg. jog in the sidewalk mid-block. The
triangle is situated so a cyclist can easily make the turn. If there are sidewalks in both directions, such as |, there
should be a triangle on each side of the ramp. J shows how difficult a 90 deg. turn can be if there is no triangles to

A WN -
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ease the turn. Not only cyclists but wheelchairs, those pushing strollers and roller-bladers would find the turn from
one 5 ft. sidewalk to another difficult. ConcTri.pdf shows the construction details for the triangles. If there is an
obstruction in one of the legs the forms can be adjusted to accommodate. A 5 ft. triangle would require 4.2 cu.ft. of
concrete — 30 per 5 cu. yd. load; so it makes sense to pour many at the same time. That will require a lot of
coordination and several crews to get the pours completed before the concrete sets. At a roundabout, up to 16
triangles would be needed. Note the #5 bar is short enough to allow 2” space to the outside of the slab.

Eric Tullberg PE  305-255-2594 (H no text)

From: Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>

Sent: Wednesday, 23 June, 2021 17:31

To: Eric Tullberg <e341@bellsouth.net>

Cc: Dionisio Torres <dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov>; Djenepha Polynice Hall <dhall@palmettobay-fl.gov>
Subject: Re: Stakeholder Meeting Invite - Palmetto Bay SMART Plan Connectivity Study

Hi Eric,

Thanks for your phone call and email. | have attached the PPT presentation. Once | update the evaluation criteria | will
send an email update to stakeholders. As | mentioned, stakeholders believe that we should move forward with SW 152
Street and SW 168 Street, once | incorporate a few more data points into the evaluation criteria, we will see how the
ranking comes out based on recommendations.

As discussed, please send me whatever notes and recommendations you have, | would be happy to review and
potentially include them into the report.

If you have any questions on the presentation slides, please let me know.

Have a great week.

Sincerely,

Christina

On Wed, Jun 23, 2021 at 3:56 PM Eric Tullberg <e341@bellsouth.net> wrote:

Sorry | missed the Zoom mtg. | checked my e-mails @14:58 so you had already shut down by the time | signed on. Is
the presentation available online?

Eric Tullberg PE  305-255-2594 (H no text)
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From: Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 8 June, 2021 13:52

To: Dionisio Torres <dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov>; Jenny Polynice-Hall <dhall@palmettobay-fl.gov>
Cc: Lisa Maack <Imaack@marlinengineering.com>

Subject: Stakeholder Meeting Invite - Palmetto Bay SMART Plan Connectivity Study

Dear Stakeholder,

You are cordially invited to the Palmetto Bay Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study stakeholder advisory
virtual meeting scheduled for Wednesday, June 23, 2021 at 2 pm. You will be receiving a calendar invite shortly.

We will be discussing the scope, existing conditions, data collection, corridor selection and next steps.

As members of the stakeholder advisory committee, expectations will include a review of materials, approval of the
corridor selection, and input for the study.

We hope you can join us for this virtual meeting via Zoom. The meeting will be approximately 1-hour and include a 20-
30 minute presentation with +/-30 minutes for discussion and questions.

| have attached some materials for review which include photos of some of the deficiencies found along our site visit of
the four study roadways, the results of the walk audit survey conducted in April, the public meeting presentation slides,
and the flyer sent by the Village a few weeks ago. If you have not filled out the public survey, link here, please do so
before it is closed this Friday at 5 pm. The flyer also includes a link to the 1st public meeting we hosted in April.

Should you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me. We look forward to seeing you on June 23!

Sincerely,

Christina Fermin, AICP, LEED Green Associate | PROJECT MANAGER

P 305.477.7575 | D 954.870.5064 | cfermin@marlinengineering.com

CHRISTINA FERMIN, AICP, LEED GREEN ASSOCIATE | Strategic Planner
0 954.870.5070 | D 954.870.5064

cfermin@marlinengineering.com
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9 attachments
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Christina Fermin <cfermin@marlinengineering.com> Mon, Jun 28, 2021 at 10:59 AM
To: Eric Tullberg <e341@bellsouth.net>
Cc: Dionisio Torres <dtorres@palmettobay-fl.gov>

Eric,

Your input is much appreciated.

Thank you for this information, | will be referencing some of this for the report.

Cheers,

Christina
[Quoted text hidden]

3 attachments
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Sidewalk, Path & other Bicycle Facility Dimensions
This document is intended to provide a short compendium of applicable standards.
Minimum width of passage — ADA standards — 32” for less than 2 ft. long; otherwise 36” clear.
There must be a 60” x 60” passing space every 200 ft. if the width is less than 60”.
Minimum sidewalk clear width 48 by FDOT standards.
All bikelanes must go in the same direction as the adjacent motor vehicle traffic.

Minimum width of a bike lane adjacent to a grass edge — 4 ft. clear surface.
No rumble strips or drainage grates can project into clear area.

Minimum width of a bike lane adjacent to a curb or other vertical edge — 5 ft.
Buffered Bike Lanes have a striped area at least 2 ft. wide separating them from the travel lanes.

Minimum width of a buffered bike lane adjacent to parked cars — (3’buffer + 4’ BL = 7 ft.) per FDOT 2019
Design Manual Section 223 — Bicycle Facilities. Four door car doors open 3 ft.; two door even wider.

A Protected Bike Lane is separated from the road by a physical barrier — grass, curb, bumps, cars, etc.
Standard sidewalk width 5ft., unless adjacent to curb, then 6 ft. is required.

Minimum width of one-way path — 6 ft. This is also the minimum for small power sweepers.

Miami Dade Co., AASHTO standard for paths — 10 ft. wide. (old Urban exception was 8 ft.).

A dashed center line is recommended for all 2 way paths to encourage people to keep right.

Minimum width of two way path per FDOT Plans Prep. Manual- 10 ft.
Recommended width for paths — 12 ft. (Allows couples to ride, run or walk side by side)

Width of MDC “Green & White” sidewalk paths 13 ft. - an 8 ft. slab next to a 5 ft. sidewalk.

Where pedestrian & bicycle traffic is heavy and stopping is anticipated 14 — 24 ft. is suggested.
On wide paths consideration should be given to separating cyclists from pedestrians.
Minimum lane widths per FDOT Green Book 2005 Table 3-7:
Freeways — 12 ft.
Arterials & Collectors — 11 ft.
Local Roads & Auxiliary Lanes (such as 2 way turn lanes) — 10 ft.

Recommended width of wide curb lanes — 14 ft.
A clear area of 2 ft. (3 ft. preferred) is required next to a path (maximum slope 1:6).

Signs and other vertical obstructions should be at least 3 ft. from path.
(It is not always feasible if push buttons are to be easily accessed.)

Small trees should be planted at least 3 ft. and large trees at least 4 ft. from the path to minimize root damage.
A 12-16” root barrier is the best way to prevent damage. Thick edges (8”) on the concrete slabs also work.

There should be a clear area at least 5 ft. wide next to any unfenced drop like a canal bank.
Required turn radii at various lean angles and speeds (no superelevation):
5 mph, 152 (comfortable) lean angle — 6 ft. radius. (90° bend on 5 ft. sidewalk)

10 mph, 15° (comfortable) lean angle — 25 ft. radius. (right turn on suburban street)

12 mph, 15° (comfortable) lean angle — 36 ft. radius.

20 mph, 15° (comfortable) lean angle — 100 ft. radius.

20 mph, 202 (sporty) lean angle — 74 ft. radius. (left turn on suburban street)
Maximum cross slope 1:50 or 2% per ADA standards.
Maximum continuous slope 1:20 or 5%
Maximum slope for ramps 1:12, 1”per ft. or 8% for no more than 30 ft.

A 5 ft. wide landing must be installed every 30 ft. — rise 30”, run (30+5) = 35 ft.
Minimum overhead clearance for pedestrian paths is 8 ft.
On long tunnels and places used by maintenance vehicles 10 ft. clearance is recommended.
The minimum clearance for travel lanes on highways is 16 ft.

Railings on pedestrian bridges should be 42 high.
If there is a lot of bicycle traffic a 56” top rail is recommended.

BP_Dim.doc Eric Tullberg PE 305-255-2594 e341@bellsouth.net Page 1 of 1 10-Jan-19




VPB 2009 Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan - Bridge Removed per 14 Sep. 09 Council Meeting

Short Term Priority Projects

Road / Site Se_gment ! Intersec_tlon Recommended Improvements Quantity | Unit Total Cost VPB MDC % %
From To $ Done | Dev.
Enhance Pedestrian Connections
Commercial High Visibility Crosswalk 300 feet 10,500 10,500 50% 0%
Intersection | Old Cutler Rd. | SW 168 St. Install Ped. Countdown Type Heads 4 No. 3,500 3,500] 100% 0%
Install Raised Sidewalk (now HVC) 60 feet 2,200 2,200] 100% 0%
Chevron Markings 80 feet 2,800 2,800] 100% 0%
Publix SW 148 St. SW 87 PI. Passage to Shopping Center
Two Directional 8' Shared Use Path 300 feet 10,000 10,000 0% 0%
N/E Side ft. | S/W Side ft.JADA Ramps] Total - ft. A

SW 144 St. SW 87 Av. SW 82 Av. 140 0 140 8 13,000 13,000 0% 0%
SW 90 Av. SW 87 Av. 250 5 250 0 15,000 15,000 44% 0%
SW 160 St. SW 87 Av. SW 82 Av. 266 17 266 4 31,000 31,000 97% 0%
SW 82 Av. SW 77 Ct. 875 4 875 0 58,000 58,000 0% 0%
SW 164 St. | South Motors | SW 92 Ct. 0 4 0 0 19,000 19,000 100%| 100%
SW 168 St. SW 76 Av. |OId Cutler Rd. 1140 0 1,140 0 79,000 79,000 4% 0%
SW 174 St. US-1 SW 89 Av. 393 315 4 708 7 60,000 60,000 99%| 29%
SW 176 St. SW 94 Av. SW 87 Av. 730 750 7 1,480 2 79,000 79,000 35% 0%
SW 82 Av. |OId Cutler Rd| 624 12 624 12 32,000 32,000 95% 0%
SW 184 St. SW 95 Ct. SW 82 Av. 565 565 23,000 23,000] 34%] 34%
SW 184 St. SW 82 Av. |Old Cutler Rd| 2450 4 2,450 98,000 98,000] 39%] 39%
SW 82 Av. SW 168 St. SW 170 St. 2 0 3,000 3,000 0% 0%
SW 89 Av. SW 174 St. SW 176 St. 5 0 0 5,000 5,000 80% 0%
SW 157 Tr. SW 162 St. 1500 1,500 60,000 60,000 0% 0%
Old Cutler Rd] SW 162 St. SW 166 St. 1400 1,400 56,000 56,000 0% 0%
SW 168 St. SW 174 St. 1930 1,930 78,000 78,000 0% 0%

Subtotal Sidewalks 64 13,328 33 709,000] 315,000] 394,000
SW 152 St. US-1 SW 67 Av. Install 4' bike lanes 2.5 mile | 1,080,000 1,080,000 0% 0%
SW 82 Av. SW 136 St. SW 168 St. Install 4' bike lanes 2 mile 860,000 860,000 25% 0%

SRTS 58,000 58,000

$ Dev. 82,300 36,200 46,100

%Done] 17% 33% 4%

$Rem.|] 2,237,000] 805,000] 1,432,000

Less Bike Lanes, SRTS| 454,000f 102,000f 352,000

COMMERCIAL | LOCAL CONN. | SIDEWALKS COMMUTER ACCESS _TOTAL 2,678,000| 1,185,000| 1,493,000

PBBPMPsH.xlIs BPMP-STy 02-12-19



Appendix 5D: Emails and Comments
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Honorable Chairman Esteban L. Bovo, Jr
and Members, Board of County Commissioners

Page 2

The local governmental entity consults with the Department of Transportation
before adopting the ordinance

The ordinance restricts golf carts to a maximum speed of 15 miles per hour and
permits such use on sidewalks adjacent to state highways only if the sidewalks
are at least 8 feet wide

The ordinance requires the golf carts to meet the equipment requirements in
subsection (6). However, the ordinance may require additional equipment,
including horns or other warning devices required by Sec. 316.271

The local governmental entity posts appropriate signs or otherwise informs
residents that the ordinance exists and applies to such sidewalk.

Florida State Statute No 316, 2126, Authorized use of golf carts, low-speed vehicles, and utility

vehicles

Florida State Statute No. 320.01, Definitions, general.

As referenced above, a municipality has the ability to designate two-lane county roads, located
within the jurisdiction of a municipality, for the use of golf carts without requiring County approval.
The County considers the following conditions in order to authorize the use of Golf Carts to travel
on County maintained roadways:

1.

Local residential roadways, specifically excluding:

e Roads within commercial and industrial zoning areas
e Section and half-section roads

¢ Arterials and Collectors

Low-volume roads with fewer than 3,000 vehicle per day
Roads that are two-lane

Roads with posted speed limit of 30 mile per hour or less
Roads with minimal truck usage (less than 1 percent)
Roads within public right-of-way, specifically excluding:

e Unpaved roadways
e Undeveloped roadways

Golf carts may cross a portion of a County-maintained road or within State Highway
System that has a posted speed limit of 45 miles per hour or less only at a marked
pedestrian crossing



Multi-Use Trail & SMART Plan Connectivity Study: Appendix 5D
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72" x 93" x 9.5" opening for drain
grate on south side SW 184 St.
between SW 97 Av. & bus stop.




Transportation and Public Works
Traffic Engineering Division

MIAMI-DADE 111 NW 1 Street « Suite # 1510
COUNTY Miami, Florida 33128

T 305-375-2030 F 305-372-6064

July 08, 2021

Mr. Nick Marano

Village Manager

Village of Palmetto Bay
9705 E Hibiscus Street

Palmetto Bay, FL 33157

Re: Village of Palmetto Bay Resolution 2021-26 relating to the feasibility of golf cart usage on County roads
and the OId Cutler shared use path

Dear Mr. Marano,

The Department of Transportation and Public Works (DTPW) received the Village of Palmetto Bay Resolution
No. 2021-26 related to the feasibility of golf cart usage on County roads and the Old Cutler Road (OCR)
shared use path (please refer to Appendix A).

The County responded to a similar request in 2018 for the review of the use of golf carts along County road
within County Commissioner District 8, which encompasses Palmetto Bay (please refer to Appendix B). As part
of that evaluation the only County roads that are qualified for the operation of golf carts are:

¢ Gulfstream Road/SW 97 Avenue from Franjo Road to Montego Bay Road
e SW 97 Avenue from SW 216 Street to SW 223 Terrace
SW 216 Street from SW 87 Avenue to SW 85 Avenue

Specifically, OCR does not qualify for the use of golf carts given that:

1. OCRis an arterial
2. Vehicular volumes are greater than 3,000 vehicle per day (vpd).
o OCR volumes ranges from 23,500 vpd to 16,800 vpd (as per the available Florida Department
of Transportation count stations data, year 2019)
Posted speed is 40MPH
4. Truck percentage is greater than 1
o OCR has a truck percentage of 3.5 (as per the available Florida Department of Transportation
count stations data, year 2019)

w

When evaluating the potential of allowing golf carts on OCR shared use path we must consider safety as our
primary concern. There is consideration made to the condition and current use of the sidewalks, the character
of the surrounding community, and the locations of authorized golf cart crossings, that golf carts, bicycles, and
pedestrians may safely share the sidewalk.

Understanding that a shared used path is not a sidewalk, Florida Departments of transportation (FDOT)
Manual of Uniform Minimum Standards for Design, Construction and Maintenance for Street and Highways
(commonly known as the “Florida Green Book”) defines the shared use path as follows:



o Paved facilities physically separated from motorized vehicular traffic by an open space or barrier. May be
within the highway right of way or an independent right of way with minimal cross flow by motor vehicles.
Users are non-motorized and may include: pedestrians, bicyclists, skaters, people with disabilities, and
others

Florida State Statute No 316.003 defines Bicycle, Golf cart and pedestrian as follows:
(4) Bicycle - Every vehicle propelled solely by human power, having two tandem wheels, and including any
device generally recognized as a bicycle though equipped with two front or two rear wheels.

The term does not include a scooter or similar device.

(28) Golf cart - A motor vehicle designed and manufactured for operation on a golf course for sporting or
recreational purposes.

(54) Pedestrian - Any person afoot.
After evaluating the OCR shared use path, the use of golf carts along shared use paths is not compliant with

the Green Book. Also, the conflicts between the golf carts and the shared use path users (pedestrian and
bikers) would create significant safety and operational problems:

e The OCR shared used path geometry is limited in nature, given the exiting right-of-way, in some
locations the width of the path is even less than the minimum typical width of 10 ft.

¢ Some Golf Carts can exceed speeds of 20 mph at which point they are considered low-speed vehicle.

o Florida State Statute No 316.212 Clause (8) (b) the maximum golf cart operating speed
can be 15 miles per hour and permits such use on sidewalks adjacent to state highways only if
the sidewalks are at least 8 feet wide.

The path is not designed or warranted for the use of golf carts. After reviewing the request DTPW does not
recommend the use of golf carts along the OCR shared use path.

Should you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact our office at
(305) 375-2030.

Sincerely,

Darlene M. Fernandez, P.E.

Attachments:

Appendix (A) Village of Palmetto Bay Resolution No. 2021-26
Appendix (B)* County Golf Cart Directive No. 151168
*complete Florida State Statute No 316.212 is part of the directive in Appendix B.

CC:
Jimmy Morales, DTPW, Interim Director
Frank P. Guyamier, P.E., DTPW, Deputy Director and Design & Engineering / County Engineer
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Appendix A

Village of Palmetto Bay Resolution No. 2021-26
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RESOLUTION NO. 2021-26

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND VILLAGE COUNCIL OF
THE VILLAGE OF PALMETTO BAY, FLORIDA, RELATING TO THE
FEASIBILITY OF GOLF CART USAGE ON COUNTY ROADS AND
THE OLD CUTLER SHARED USE PATH; REQUESTING THAT
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY CONDUCT AN ASSESSMENT OF COUNTY
ROADS AND THE OLD CUTLER SHARED-USE PATH FOR GOLF
CART USE; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
(Sponsored by Administration)

WHEREAS, the Village recognizes the needs of many citizens
who enjoy the recreational advantages of golf cart use; and

WHEREAS, the Village also recognizes the environmental
benefits associated with its citizens utilizing golf carts for trips within
the Village rather than automobile; and

WHEREAS, County ordinance states “a golf cart may be
operated only upon a County road that has been designated by a
County, a municipal street that has been designated by a municipality,
or a two-lane County road located within the jurisdiction of a
municipality designated by that municipality, for use by golf carts. Prior
to making such a designation, the responsible local governmental
entity must first determine that golf carts may safely travel on or cross
the public road or street, considering factors including the speed,
volume, and character of motor vehicle traffic using the road or street.
Upon a determination that golf carts may be safely operated on a
designated road or street, the responsible governmental entity shall
post appropriate signs to indicate that such operation is allowed”; and

WHEREAS, The Village of Palmetto Bay request that Miami-
Dade County conduct an assessment of County roads and the Old
Cutler shared-use path for golf cart use.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE VILLAGE
OF PALMETTO BAY, FLORIDA, THAT:

Section 1. The Village Council approves the Village Manager to
move forward to request that Miami-Dade County conduct an

Pagelof2
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assessment of County roads and the Old Cutler shared-use path to
determine if eligible for designated golf cart usage.

Section 2. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon
its adoption.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 15t day of March 2021.

DocuSigned by: DocuSigned by:
10 ATTEST: | tiny Gooche i s s
11 Missy Arocha aryn Cuniningham

12 Village Clerk Mayor

13

14

15 APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL SUFFICIENCY FOR THE

16 USE AND RELIANCE OF THE VILLAGE OF PALMETTO BAY ONLY:
17

O 00 N O U1 A W N -

DocuSigned by:

18

(b (. Dllforia 3,

20 John C. Dellagloria, Esq.

21 Village Attorney

99

23

24 FINAL VOTE AT ADOPTION:
25

26  Council Member Patrick Fiore YES
Za Council Member Steven Cody YES
2?) Council Member Marsha Matson YES
zi Vice-Mayor Leanne Tellam YES
22 Mayor Karyn Cunningham YES

Page 2 of 2
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Appendix B

County Golf Cart Directive No. 151168



Memorandum @

Date: March 22, 2018

To: Honorable Chairman Esteban L. Bovo, Jr.
and Members, Board of County Commissioners

From: Carlos A. Gimene%
Mayor 2Lt

Subject: Resolution Directing the CountyMayor to Prepare a Plan for the Use of Golf
Carts on Miami-Dade County Roads Within Municipalities Which Have Allowed
Golf Cart Use on Municipal Roads - Directive No. 151168

At the October 6, 2015 Board of County Commissioners (Board) meeting, the Board approved
Resolution No. R-501-15, sponsored by Commissioner Daniella Levine Cava, requesting a plan
for the use of golf carts on Miami-Dade County (County) roads within municipalities which have
allowed golf cart use on municipal roads.

Florida State Statute No 316.212, Operation of golf carts on certain roadways, states:

(1) A golf cart may be operated only upon a county road that has been designated by a
County, a municipal street that has been designated by a municipality, or a two-lane
county road located within the jurisdiction of a municipality designated by that
municipality, for use by golf carts. Prior to making such a designation, the responsible
local governmental entity must first determine that golf carts may safely travel on or cross
the public road or street, considering factors including the speed, volume, and character
of motor vehicle traffic using the road or street. Upon a determination that golf carts may
be safely operated on a designated road or street, the responsible governmental entity
shall post appropriate signs to indicate that such operation is allowed.

The following other sections of the Florida Statutes are also related to the use of golf carts (see
attached).

Clauses (6) and (8) (b) within Florida State Statute No 316.212 which read:

(6) A golf cart must be equipped with efficient brakes, reliable steering apparatus,
safe tires, a rearview mirror, and red reflectorized warning devices in both the
front and rear

(8) A local governmental entity may enact an ordinance relating to:

(b) Golf cart operation on sidewalks adjacent to specific segments of municipal
streets, county roads, or state highways within the jurisdictional territory of the
local governmental entity if:

The local governmental entity determines, after considering the condition and
current use of the sidewalks, the character of the surrounding community, and the
locations of authorized golf cart crossings, that golf carts, bicycles, and
pedestrians may safely share the sidewalk



Honorable Chairman Esteban L. Bovo, Jr
and Members, Board of County Commissioners

Page 2

The local governmental entity consults with the Department of Transportation
before adopting the ordinance

The ordinance restricts golf carts to a maximum speed of 15 miles per hour and
permits such use on sidewalks adjacent to state highways only if the sidewalks
are at least 8 feet wide

The ordinance requires the golf carts to meet the equipment requirements in
subsection (6). However, the ordinance may require additional equipment,
including horns or other warning devices required by Sec. 316.271

The local governmental entity posts appropriate signs or otherwise informs
residents that the ordinance exists and applies to such sidewalk.

Florida State Statute No 316, 2126, Authorized use of golf carts, low-speed vehicles, and utility

vehicles

Florida State Statute No. 320.01, Definitions, general.

As referenced above, a municipality has the ability to designate two-lane county roads, located
within the jurisdiction of a municipality, for the use of golf carts without requiring County approval.
The County considers the following conditions in order to authorize the use of Golf Carts to travel
on County maintained roadways:

1.

Local residential roadways, specifically excluding:

¢ Roads within commercial and industrial zoning areas
e Section and half-section roads

e Arterials and Collectors

Low-volume roads with fewer than 3,000 vehicle per day
Roads that are two-lane

Roads with posted speed limit of 30 mile per hour or less
Roads with minimal truck usage (less than 1 percent)
Roads within public right-of-way, specifically excluding:

e Unpaved roadways
e Undeveloped roadways

Golf carts may cross a portion of a County-maintained road or within State Highway
System that has a posted speed limit of 45 miles per hour or less only at a marked
pedestrian crossing



Honorable Chairman Esteban L. Bovo, Jr
and Members, Board of County Commissioners
Page 3

After reviewing roadways within municipalities in Commission District 8, based on the roadways
characteristics listed above, the following roadway segments within the Town of Cutler Bay are
qualified for the operation of golf carts.

¢ Gulfstream Road/SW 97 Avenue from Franjo Road to Montego Bay Road
e SW 97 Avenue from SW 216 Street to SW 223 Terrace
e SW 216 Street from SW 87 Avenue to SW 85 Avenue

Pursuant to Ordinance No. 14-65, this memorandum will be placed on the next available Board
meeting agenda.

If additional information is required, please contact Alice N. Bravo, P.E., Director, DTPW, at
(786) 469-5406.

Attachments:
Appendix (A) Florida State Statute No 316.212, 316.2126, and 320.01

c:. Abigail Price-Williams, County Attorney
Geri Bonzon-Keenan, First Assistant County Attorney
Alina T. Hudak, Deputy Mayor, Office of the Mayor
Alice N. Bravo, P.E., Director, Department of Transportation and Public Works
Cathy Jackson, Interim Commission Auditor
Christopher Agrippa, Clerk of the Board
Eugene Love, Agenda Coordinator
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MOTOR VEHICLES STATE UNIFORM TRAFFIC Operation of golf carts on certain
. CONTROL . roadways. i

Entire Chapter

316.212 Operation of golf carts on certain roadways.— The operation of a golf cart upon the public roads or
streets of this state is prohibited except as provided herein:

(1) A golf cart may be operated only upon a county road that has been designated by a county, a municipal street
that has been designated by a municipality, or a two-lane county road located within the jurisdiction of a municipality
designated by that municipality, for use by golf carts. Prior to making such a designation, the responsible local
governmental entity must first determine that golf carts may safely travel on or cross the public road or street,
considering factors including the speed, volume, and character of motor vehicle traffic using the road or street. Upon a
determination that golf carts may be safely operated on a designated road or street, the responsible governmental
entity shall post appropriate signs to indicate that such operation is allowed.

(2) A golf cart may be operated on a part of the State Highway System only under the following conditions:

(@) To cross a portion of the State Highway System which intersects a county road or municipal street that has
been designated for use by golf carts if the Department of Transportation has reviewed and approved the location and
design of the crossing and any traffic control devices needed for safety purposes.

(b) To cross, at midblock, a part of the State Highway System where a golf course is constructed on both sides of
the highway if the Department of Transportation has reviewed and approved the location and design of the crossing
and any traffic control devices needed for safety purposes.

(¢) A golf cart may be operated on a state road that has been designated for transfer to a local government unit
pursuant to s. 335.0415 if the Department of Transportation determines that the operation of a golf cart within the
right-of-way of the road will not impede the safe and efficient flow of motor vehicular traffic. The department may
authorize the operation of golf carts on such a road if:

1. The road is the only available public road along which golf carts may travel or cross or the road provides the
safest travel route among alternative routes available; and

2. The speed, volume, and character of motor vehicular traffic using the road is considered in making such a
determination.

Upon its determination that golf carts may be operated on a given road, the department shall post appropriate signs
on the road to indicate that such operation is allowed.

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, a golf cart may be operated for the purpose of crossing a
street or highway where a single mobile home park is located on both sides of the street or highway and is divided by
that street or highway, provided that the governmental entity having original jurisdiction over such street or highway
shall review and approve the location of the crossing and require implementation of any traffic controls needed for
safety purposes. This subsection shall apply only to residents or guests of the mobile home park. If notice is posted at
the entrance and exit of any mobile home park where residents of the park operate golf carts or electric vehicles within
the confines of the park, it is not necessary for the park to have a gate or other device at the entrance and exit in order
for such golf carts or electric vehicles to be lawfully operated in the park.

(4) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, if authorized by the Division of Recreation and Parks of
the Department of Environmental Protection, a golf cart may be operated on a road that is part of the State Park Road
System if the posted speed limit is 35 miles per hour or less.



(5) A golf cart may be operated only during the hours between sunrise and sunset, unless the responsible
governmental entity has determined that a golf cart may be operated during the hours between sunset and sunrise
and the golf cart is equipped with headlights, brake lights, turn signals, and a windshield.

(6) A golf cart must be equipped with efficient brakes, reliable steering apparatus, safe tires, a rearview mirror,
and red reflectorized warning devices in both the front and rear.

(7) A golf cart may not be operated on public roads or streets by any person under the age of 14.

(8) A local governmental entity may enact an ordinance relating to:

() Golf cart operation and equipment which is more restrictive than those enumerated in this section. Upon
enactment of such ordinance, the local governmental entity shall post appropriate signs or otherwise inform the
residents that such an ordinance exists and that it will be enforced within the local government’s jurisdictional
territory. An ordinance referred to in this section must apply only to an unlicensed driver.

(b) Golf cart operation on sidewalks adjacent to specific segments of municipal streets, county roads, or state
highways within the jurisdictional territory of the local governmental entity if:

1. The local governmental entity determines, after considering the condition and current use of the sidewalks, the
character of the surrounding community, and the locations of authorized golf cart crossings, that golf carts, bicycles,
and pedestrians may safely share the sidewalk;

2. Thelocal governmental entity consults with the Department of Transportation before adopting the ordinance;

3. The ordinance restricts golf carts to a maximum speed of 15 miles per hour and permits such use on sidewalks
adjacent to state highways only if the sidewalks are at least 8 feet wide;

4. The ordinance requires the golf carts to meet the equipment requirements in subsection (6). However, the
ordinance may require additional equipment, including horns or other warning devices required by s. 316.271; and

5. The local governmental entity posts appropriate signs or otherwise informs residents that the ordinance exists
and applies to such sidewalks.

(9 A violation of this section is a noncriminal traffic infraction, punishable pursuant to chapter 318 as a moving
violation for infractions of subsections (1)-(5) or a local ordinance corresponding thereto and enacted pursuant to
subsection (8), or punishable pursuant to chapter 318 as a nonmoving violation for infractions of subsection 6),
subsection (7), or a local ordinance corresponding thereto and enacted pursuant to subsection (8).

History.—s. 2, ch. 83-188; 5. 1, ch. 84-111; s. 2, ch. 88-253; 5. 322, ch. 95-148; 5. 4, ch. 96-413; 5. 168, ch. 99-248; 5. 7, ch. 2000-313; s. 6, ch. 2005-
164; s. 3, ch. 2008-98; s. 46, ch. 2010-223; s. 2, ch. 2015-163.

Disclaimer: The information on this system is unverified. The journals or printed bills of the respective chambers
should be consulted for official purposes.

Copyright © 2000- 2017 State of Florida.
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316.2126 Authorized use of golf carts, low-speed vehicles, and utility vehicles.—
(1) Inaddition to the powers granted by ss. 316.212 and 316.2125 municipalities are authorized to use golf carts
and utility vehicles, as defined in s. 320.01, upon any state, county, or municipal roads located within the corporate

limits of such municipalities, subject to the following conditions:
() Golf carts and utility vehicles must comply with the operational and safety requirements in ss. 316.212 and
316.2125, and with any more restrictive ordinances enacted by the local governmental entity pursuant to s. 316.212(8),

and shall be operated only by municipal employees for municipal purposes, including, but not limited to, police
patrol, traffic enforcement, and inspection of public facilities.

(b) Inaddition to the safety equipment required in s. 316.212(6) and any more restrictive safety equipment
required by the local governmental entity pursuant to s. 316.212(8), such golf carts and utility vehicles must be
equipped with sufficient lighting and turn signal equipment.

(9 Golf carts and utility vehicles may be operated only on state roads that have a posted speed limit of 30 miles
per hour or less.

(d) Golf carts and utility vehicles may cross a portion of the State Highway System which has a posted speed limit
of 45 miles per hour or less only at an intersection with an official traffic control device.

(e) Golf carts and utility vehicles may operate on sidewalks adjacent to state highways only if such golf carts and
utility vehicles yield to pedestrians and if the sidewalks are at least 5 feet wide.

(2) State employees, state park volunteers, and state park visitors are authorized to use golf carts and utility
vehicles, as defined in s. 320.01, upon any public roads within the boundaries of state parks managed by the Division
of Recreation and Parks of the Department of Environmental Protection, subject to the following conditions:

(a) Golf carts and utility vehicles must comply with the operational and safety requirements in s. 316.212,

(b) Golf carts and utility vehicles shall be operated only by state employees and state park volunteers for state
purposes and by state park visitors for uses authorized by the Division of Recreation and Parks of the Department of
Environmental Protection.

(3)(@) As used in this subsection, the term:

1. “Golf cart” means a motor vehicle as defined in s. 320.01 (22), including vehicles modified to have a cargo
platform or bin to transport parcels or a hitch to tow a trailer.

2. “Residential area” means areas zoned primarily or exclusively for single-family or multifamily residential use.

3. “Seasonal delivery personnel” means employees of a licensed commercial delivery service that has at least
10,000 persons employed in this state.

(b) Seasonal delivery personnel may use the following vehicles solely for the purpose of delivering express
envelopes and packages having a maximum size of 130 inches for the combined length and girth and weighing not
more than 150 pounds from midnight October 15 until midnight January 31 of each year:

1. Low-speed vehicles and utility vehicles as defined in s. 320.01 upon any public road within a residential area
that has a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour or less.

2. Golf carts upon a public road within a residential area that has a posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour or less.



3. Golf carts upon a public road within a residential area that has a posted speed limit of 30 to 35 miles per hour,
unless a municipality having jurisdiction over the public road has enacted an ordinance restricting personnel from

driving on such roads.
Seasonal delivery personnel may pull a trailer from any of these vehicles.

{c) All vehicles specified in this subsection must be:

1. Marked in a conspicuous manner with the name of the delivery service.

2. Equipped with, at a minimum, the equipment required under s. 316.212(6).

3. Equipped with head lamps and tail lamps, in addition to the safety requirements in s. 316.212(6), if operated

after sunset.

(4) Anyone operating a golf cart, low-speed vehicle, or utility vehicle pursuant to this section must possess a valid
driver license as required by s. 322.03,

History.—s. 5, ch. 96-413; s. 90, ch. 99-13; s. 4, ch. 99-163; s. 169, ch. 99-248; s. 7, ch. 2005-164; s. 5, ch. 2008-98; s. 1, ch. 2009-208; 5. 8, ch. 2012-
181; 5. 12, ch. 2014-216.

Disclaimer: The information on this system is unverified. The journals or printed bills of the respective chambers
should be consulted for official purposes.

Copyright © 2000- 2017 State of Florida.
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320.01 Definitions, general.— As used in the Florida Statutes, except as otherwise provided, the term:

(1) “Motor vehicle” means:

(@) An automobile, motorcycle, truck, trailer, semitrailer, truck tractor and semitrailer combination, or any other
vehicle operated on the roads of this state, used to transport persons or property, and propelled by power other than
muscular power, but the term does not include traction engines, road rollers, personal delivery devices as defined in s.
316.003, special mobile equipment as defined in s. 316.003, vehicles that run only upon a track, bicycles, swamp

buggies, or mopeds.

(b) A recreational vehicle-type unit primarily designed as temporary living quarters for recreational, camping, or
travel use, which either has its own motive power or is mounted on or drawn by another vehicle. Recreational vehicle-
type units, when traveling on the public roadways of this state, must comply with the length and width provisions of
s. 316.515, as that section may hereafter be amended. As defined below, the basic entities are:

1. The “travel trailer,” which is a vehicular portable unit, mounted on wheels, of such a size or weight as not to
require special highway movement permits when drawn by a motorized vehicle. It is primarily designed and
constructed to provide temporary living quarters for recreational, camping, or travel use. It has a body width of no
more than 8'% feet and an overall body length of no more than 40 feet when factory-equipped for the road.

2. The “camping trailer,” which is a vehicular portable unit mounted on wheels and constructed with collapsible
partial sidewalls which fold for towing by another vehicle and unfold at the campsite to provide temporary living
quarters for recreational, camping, or travel use.

3. The “truck camper,” which is a truck equipped with a portable unit designed to be loaded onto, or affixed to,
the bed or chassis of the truck and constructed to provide temporary living quarters for recreational, camping, or
travel use.

4. The “motor home,” which is a vehicular unit which does not exceed the length, height, and width limitations
provided ins. 316.515, is a self-propelled motor vehicle, and is primarily designed to provide temporary living
quarters for recreational, camping, or travel use.

5. The “private motor coach,” which is a vehicular unit which does not exceed the length, width, and height
limitations provided in s. 316.515(9), is built on a self-propelled bus type chassis having no fewer than three load-
bearing axles, and is primarily designed to provide temporary living quarters for recreational, camping, or travel use.

6. The “van conversion,” which is a vehicular unit which does not exceed the length and width limitations
provided in s. 316.515, is built on a self-propelled motor vehicle chassis, and is designed for recreation, camping, and
travel use.

7. The “park trailer,” which is a transportable unit which has a body width not exceeding 14 feet and which is
built on a single chassis and is designed to provide seasonal or temporary living quarters when connected to utilities
necessary for operation of installed fixtures and appliances. The total area of the unit in a setup mode, when measured
from the exterior surface of the exterior stud walls at the level of maximum dimensions, not including any bay
window, does not exceed 400 square feet when constructed to ANSI A-119.5 standards, and 500 square feet when
constructed to United States Department of Housing and Urban Development Standards. The length of a park trailer
means the distance from the exterior of the front of the body (nearest to the drawbar and coupling mechanism) to the
exterior of the rear of the body (at the opposite end of the body), including any protrusions.



8. The “fifth-wheel trailer,” which is a vehicular unit mounted on wheels, designed to provide temporary living
quarters for recreational, camping, or travel use, of such size or weight as not to require a special highway movement
permit, of gross trailer area not to exceed 400 square feet in the setup mode, and designed to be towed by a motorized
vehicle that contains a towing mechanism that is mounted above or forward of the tow vehicle’s rear axle.

(2)(@) “Mobile home” means a structure, transportable in one or more sections, which is 8 body feet or more in
width and which is built on an integral chassis and designed to be used as a dwelling when connected to the required
utilities and includes the plumbing, heating, air-conditioning, and electrical systems contained therein. For tax
purposes, the length of a mobile home is the distance from the exterior of the wall nearest to the drawbar and coupling
mechanism to the exterior of the wall at the opposite end of the home where such walls enclose living or other interior
space. Such distance includes expandable rooms, but excludes bay windows, porches, drawbars, couplings, hitches,
wall and roof extensions, or other attachments that do not enclose interior space. In the event that the mobile home
owner has no proof of the length of the drawbar, coupling, or hitch, then the tax collector may in his or her discretion
either inspect the home to determine the actual length or may assume 4 feet to be the length of the drawbar, coupling,
or hitch.

(b) “Manufactured home” means a mobile home fabricated on or after June 15, 1976, in an offsite manufacturing
facility for installation or assembly at the building site, with each section bearing a seal certifying that it is built in
compliance with the federal Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standard Act.

(3) “Owner” means any person, firm, corporation, or association controlling any motor vehicle or mobile home by
right of purchase, gift, lease, or otherwise.

(4) “Trailer” means any vehicle without motive power designed to be coupled to or drawn by a motor vehicle and
constructed so that no part of its weight or that of its load rests upon the towing vehicle.

(5) “Semitrailer” means any vehicle without motive power designed to be coupled to or drawn by a motor vehicle
and constructed so that some part of its weight and that of its load rests upon or is carried by another vehicle.

(6) “Net weight” means the actual scale weight in pounds with complete catalog equipment.

(7) “Gross weight” means the net weight of a motor vehicle in pounds plus the weight of the load carried by it.

(8) “Cwt” means the weight per hundred pounds, or major fraction thereof, of a motor vehicle.

(9)  “Truck” means any motor vehicle with a net vehicle weight of 5,000 pounds or less and which is designed or
used principally for the carriage of goods and includes a motor vehicle to which has been added a cabinet box, a
platform, a rack, or other equipment for the purpose of carrying goods other than the personal effects of the
passengers.

(10) “Heavy truck” means any motor vehicle with a net vehicle weight of more than 5,000 pounds, which is
registered on the basis of gross vehicle weight in accordance with s. 320.08(4), and which is designed or used for the
carriage of goods or designed or equipped with a connecting device for the purpose of drawing a trailer that is
attached or coupled thereto by means of such connecting device and includes any such motor vehicle to which has
been added a cabinet box, a platform, a rack, or other equipment for the purpose of carrying goods other than the
personal effects of the passengers.

(11) “Truck tractor” means a motor vehicle which has four or more wheels and is designed and equipped with a
fifth wheel for the primary purpose of drawing a semitrailer that is attached or coupled thereto by means of such fifth
wheel and which has no provision for carrying loads independently.

(12) “Gross vehicle weight” means:

(@) For heavy trucks with a net weight of more than 5,000 pounds, but less than 8,000 pounds, the gross weight of
the heavy truck. The gross vehicle weight is calculated by adding to the net weight of the heavy truck the weight of
the load carried by it, which is the maximum gross weight as declared by the owner or person applying for
registration.

(b) For heavy trucks with a net weight of 8,000 pounds or more, the gross weight of the heavy truck, including the
gross weight of any trailer coupled thereto. The gross vehicle weight is calculated by adding to the gross weight of the



heavy truck the gross weight of the trailer, which is the maximum gross weight as declared by the owner or person
applying for registration.

(c) The gross weight of a truck tractor and semitrailer combination is calculated by adding to the net weight of the
truck tractor the gross weight of the semitrailer, which is the maximum gross weight as declared by the owner or
person applying for registration; such vehicles are together by means of a fifth-wheel arrangement whereby part of the
weight of the semitrailer and load rests upon the truck tractor.

(13) “Passenger,” or any abbreviation thereof, does not include a driver.

(14) “Private use” means the use of any vehicle which is not properly classified as a for-hire vehicle.

(15)(a) “For-hire vehicle” means any motor vehicle, when used for transporting persons or goods for
compensation; let or rented to another for consideration; offered for rent or hire as a means of transportation for
compensation; advertised in a newspaper or generally held out as being for rent or hire; used in connection with a
travel bureau; or offered or used to provide transportation for persons solicited through personal contact or advertised
on a “share-expense” basis. When goods or passengers are transported for compensation in a motor vehicle outside a
municipal corporation of this state, or when goods are transported in a motor vehicle not owned by the person owning
the goods, such transportation is “for hire.” The carriage of goods and other personal property in a motor vehicle by a
corporation or association for its stockholders, shareholders, and members, cooperative or otherwise, is transportation
“for hire.”

(b) The following are not included in the term “for-hire vehicle”: a motor vehicle used for transporting school
children to and from school under contract with school officials; a hearse or ambulance when operated by a licensed
embalmer or mortician or his or her agent or employee in this state; a motor vehicle used in the transportation of
agricultural or horticultural products or in transporting agricultural or horticultural supplies direct to growers or the
consumers of such supplies or to associations of such growers or consumers; a motor vehicle temporarily used by a
farmer for the transportation of agricultural or horticultural products from any farm or grove to a packinghouse or to
a point of shipment by a transportation company; or a motor vehicle not exceeding 1%tons under contract with the
Government of the United States to carry United States mail, provided such vehicle is not used for commercial
purposes.

(16) “Road” means the entire width between the boundary lines of every way or place of whatever nature when
any part thereof is open to the use of the public for purposes of vehicular traffic.

(17)  "Brake horsepower” means the actual unit of torque developed per unit of time at the output shaft of an
engine, as measured by a dynamometer.

(18)  “Department” means the Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles.

(19)(@) “Registration period” means a period of 12 months or 24 months during which a motor vehicle or mobile
home registration is valid.

(b) “Extended registration period” means a period of 24 months during which a motor vehicle or mobile home
registration is valid.

(20) “Marine boat trailer dealer” means any person engaged in:

(@) The business of buying, selling, manufacturing, or dealing in trailers specifically designed to be drawn by
another vehicle and used for the transportation on land of vessels, as defined in s. 327.02; or

(b) The offering or displaying of such trailers for sale.

(21) "Renewal period” means the period during which renewal of a motor vehicle registration or mobile home
registration is required, as provided in s. 320.055.

(22) “Golf cart” means a motor vehicle that is designed and manufactured for operation on a golf course for
sporting or recreational purposes and that is not capable of exceeding speeds of 20 miles per hour.

(23) “International Registration Plan” means a registration reciprocity agreement among states of the United States
and provinces of Canada providing for payment of license fees on the basis of fleet miles operated in various
jurisdictions.



(24) “Apportionable vehicle” means any vehicle, except recreational vehicles, vehicles displaying restricted plates,
city pickup and delivery vehicles, buses used in transportation of chartered parties, and government-owned vehicles,
which is used or intended for use in two or more member jurisdictions that allocate or proportionally register vehicles
and which is used for the transportation of persons for hire or is designed, used, or maintained primarily for the
transportation of property and:

(@) Isa power unit having a gross vehicle weight in excess of 26,000 pounds;

(b) Isapower unit having three or more axles, regardless of weight; or

() Isused in combination, when the weight of such combination exceeds 26,000 pounds gross vehicle weight.

Vehicles, or combinations thereof, having a gross vehicle weight of 26,000 pounds or less and two-axle vehicles may be
proportionally registered.

(25) “Commercial motor vehicle” means any vehicle which is not owned or operated by a governmental entity,
which uses special fuel or motor fuel on the public highways, and which has a gross vehicle weight of 26,001 pounds
or more, or has three or more axles regardless of weight, or is used in combination when the weight of such
combination exceeds 26,001 pounds gross vehicle weight. A vehicle that occasionally transports personal property to
and from a closed-course motorsport facility, as defined in s. 549.09(1)(a), is not a commercial motor vehicle if the use
is not for profit and corporate sponsorship is not involved. As used in this subsection, the term “corporate
sponsorship” means a payment, donation, gratuity, in-kind service, or other benefit provided to or derived by a
person in relation to the underlying activity, other than the display of product or corporate names, logos, or other
graphic information on the property being transported.

(26) “Motorcycle” means any motor vehicle having a seat or saddle for the use of the rider and designed to travel
on not more than three wheels in contact with the ground, excluding a vehicle in which the operator is enclosed by a
cabin unless it meets the requirements set forth by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration for a
motorcycle. The term “motorcycle” does not include a tractor or a moped.

(27) “Moped” means any vehicle with pedals to permit propulsion by human power, having a seat or saddle for
the use of the rider and designed to travel on not more than three wheels, with a motor rated not in excess of 2 brake
horsepower and not capable of propelling the vehicle at a speed greater than 30 miles per hour on level ground, and
with a power-drive systemn that functions directly or automatically without clutching or shifting gears by the operator
after the drive system is engaged. If an internal combustion engine is used, the displacement may not exceed 50 cubic
centimeters.

(28) “Interstate” means vehicle movement between or through two or more states.

(29) “Intrastate” means vehicle movement from one point within a state to another point within the same state.

(30) “Person” means and includes natural persons, corporations, copartnerships, firms, companies, agencies, or
associations, singular or plural.

(31) “Registrant” means a person in whose name or names a vehicle is properly registered.

(32) “Motor carrier” means any person owning, controlling, operating, or managing any motor vehicle used to
transport persons or property over any public highway.

(33) “Motorized disability access vehicle” means a vehicle designed primarily for handicapped individuals with
normal upper body abilities and designed to be fueled by gasoline, travel on not more than three wheels, with a motor
rated not in excess of 2 brake horsepower and not capable of propelling the vehicle at a speed greater than 30 miles per
hour on level ground, and with a power-drive system that functions directly or automatically without clutching or
shifting gears by the operator after the drive system is engaged. If an internal combustion engine is used, the
displacement may not exceed 50 cubic centimeters.

(34) “Resident” means a person who has his or her principal place of domicile in this state for a period of more
than 6 consecutive months, who has registered to vote in this state, who has made a statement of domicile pursuant to
s. 222.17, or who has filed for homestead tax exemption on property in this state.

(35) “Nonresident” means a person who is not a resident.



(36)  “Electric vehicle” means a motor vehicle that is powered by an electric motor that draws current from
rechargeable storage batteries, fuel cells, or other sources of electrical current.

(37) “Disabled motor vehicle” means any motor vehicle as defined in subsection (1) which is not operable under
its own motive power, excluding a nondisabled trailer or semitrailer, or any motor vehicle that is unsafe for operation
upon the highways of this state.

(38) “Replacement motor vehicle” means any motor vehicle as defined in subsection (1) under tow by a wrecker to
the location of a disabled motor vehicle for the purpose of replacing the disabled motor vehicle, thereby permitting the
transfer of the disabled motor vehicle’s operator, passengers, and load to an operable motor vehicle.

(39) “Wrecker” means any motor vehicle that is used to tow, carry, or otherwise transport motor vehicles and that
is equipped for that purpose with a boom, winch, car carrier, or other similar equipment.

(40) "Tow” means to pull or draw any motor vehicle with a power unit by means of a direct attachment, drawbar,
or other connection or to carry a motor vehicle on a power unit designed to transport such vehicle from one location to
another.

(41) “Low-speed vehicle” means any four-wheeled vehicle whose top speed is greater than 20 miles per hour but
not greater than 25 miles per hour, including, but not limited to, neighborhood electric vehicles. Low-speed vehicles
must comply with the safety standards in 49 C.F.R. s. 571.500 and s. 316.2122.

(42) "Utility vehicle” means a motor vehicle designed and manufactured for general maintenance, security, and
landscaping purposes, but the term does not include any vehicle designed or used primarily for the transportation of
persons or property on a street or highway, or a golf cart, or an all-terrain vehicle as defined in s. 316.2074.

(43) For purposes of this chapter, the term “agricultural products” means any food product; any agricultural,
horticultural, or livestock product; any raw material used in plant food formulation; and any plant food used to
produce food and fiber.

(44) “Mini truck” means any four-wheeled, reduced-dimension truck that does not have a National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration truck classification, with a top speed of 55 miles per hour, and which is equipped with
headlamps, stop lamps, turn signal lamps, taillamps, reflex reflectors, parking brakes, rearview mirrors, windshields,
and seat belts.

(45) “Swamp buggy” means a motorized off-road vehicle that is designed or modified to travel over swampy or
varied terrain and that may use large tires or tracks operated from an elevated platform. The term does not include
any vehicle defined in chapter 261 or otherwise defined or classified in this chapter.

History.—ss. 1, 6, ch. 7275, 1917; s. 1, ch, 7737, 1918; RGS 1006, 1011; ss. 2, 5, ch. 8410, 1921; s. 2, ch. 9156, 1923; s. 1, ch. 9157, 1923; ss. 1, 3, ch.
10182, 1925; CGL 1280, 1285, 1677; s. 3, ch. 15625, 1931; s. 3, ch. 16085, 1933; 5. 1, ch. 20743, 1941; 5. 1, ch. 2091 1,1941;s. 1, ch. 26923, 1951; 5. 1,
ch. 59-351; 5. 1, ch. 65-61; s. 1, ch. 65-446; ss. 23, 24, 35, ch. 69-106; s. 1, ch. 70-215; . 1, ch. 70-391; 5. 93, ch. 71-377; 5. 1, ch. 72-339; s 1, ch. 73-284;
s. 2, ch. 74-243; 5. 3, ch. 75-66; s. 2, ch. 76-135; s. 4, ch. 76-286; 5. 1, ch. 77-180; s. 1, ch. 77-357; 5. 1, ch. 78-221; s. 125, ch. 79-400; s. 12, ch. 81-151; s.
22, ch. 82-134; 5. 3, ch. 83-188; 5. 23, ch. 83-215; 5. 1, ch. 83-318; 5. 1, ch. 84-182; 5. 7, ch. 84-260; 5. 5, ch. 85-155; s. 43, ch. 85-180; s. 10, ch. 85-309; s.
4, ch. 85-343; 5. 11, ch. 86-243; s. 11, ch. 87-161; s. 20, ch. 87-198; s. 5, ch. 87-225; . 1, ch. 88-147; s. 66, ch. 89-282; 5. 2, ch. 89-320; s. 1, ch. 90-163; s.
4, ch. 90-270; s. 5, ch. 92-148; s. 39, ch. 94-306; s. 910, ch. 95-148; 5. 10, ch. 95-247; s. 10, ch. 95-333; 5. 29, ch. 96-413; s 3, ch. 97-58; 5. 2, ch. 99-163;
s. 15, ch. 99-248; s. 39, ch. 2001-196; s. 1, ch. 2007-242; 5. 16, ch. 2008-176; s. 2, ch. 2008-179; s. 6, ch. 2009-183; s. 20, ch. 2012-174; s. 27, ch. 2012-
181;s. 27, ch. 2013-160; s. 72, ch. 2016-239; s. 4, ch. 2017-150.

Disclaimer: The information on this system is unverified. The journals or printed bills of the respective chambers
should be consulted for official purposes.
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SURVEY & POLLING QUESTIONS & ANSWERS: 152 TOTAL RESPONDANTS

DO YOU WALK OR BIKE ONE OR MORE OF WHAT STREET DO YOU LIVE OR WORK
THE STUDY ROADWAYS? CLOSEST TO?
SW 184
Street SW 144
19% Street
24%

SW 168
Street
25%

SW 152
Street
32%

WHAT IS YOUR GREATEST COMMUNITY ASSEST?
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Downtown Palmetto Bay - 5%

South Dade Transitway - 6%

The Falls Shopping Center _ 18%
The Businesses _ 24%
Schools _ 26%
The Biscayne Bay _ 46%
Parks, Natural Areas & Historic Resources _ 86%
The Neighborhoods I




| WOULD WALK/BICYCLE MORE IF....

Trees provided more shade to the sidewalks

There were end-of-trip facilities such as lockers or showers available at my destination
More peoplpe did it

There were more destinations available within a 15-minute walk/bike ride of my home
It was safer/more secure

There was less/slower traffic on nearby streets

There was more walking/bicycle infrastructure

1 2%
-l 9%
Il 9%
B B
N 6%
© N 7 4%
N 20%

WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE SIDEWALKS IN

YOUR COMMUNITY?
N/A-1
already have
sidewalks
27%

Yes
51%

22%

WHAT IS YOUR MOST COMMON MODE OF
TRANSPORTATION?

Paratransit services (i.e. senior services,... | 1%
Ridesharing (i.e. Lyft, Uber, Freebee, Taxi) '%
Carpooling or vanpooling .%

Bicycling

Walking

Public Transit (i.e. iBus, Metrobus, Metrorail)

| telecommute to work (Work from home)

Solo driving for entirety of trip in a personal...
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WHAT TYPE OF PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE?

Other: none, enforcement, maintenance, etc... ]
Midblock crossings B ]
Raised walking path/bridge over US 1 South Dixie Highway B ]
More trails and walking paths and/or wider sidewalks B ]

High visibility crosswalks

Pedestrian Amenities

WHAT TYPE OF BICYCLE FACILITY DO YOU PREFER?

On-Road Bicycle Lane
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Two-Way Separated Bicycle Lanes
Striped Buffered Bicycle Lane
One-Way Separated Bicycle Lane
Protected Bicycle Lane

Multi-Use Trail aka Shared Use Pathway




60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

WHAT TYPE OF COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE?

NTAE

First Choice Second Choice Third Choice Fourth Choice Fifth Choice

M Street Trees M Bioswales / Raingardens  ® Community Signage B Public Art  ® Pocket Park

WHAT TYPE OF INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE?

Other

Reduced turning radii (slow vehicles down when turning)
Pedestrian refuge island (median)

Pedestrian bulb-outs (shorten crossing distance)

Street Trees

Lighting

]
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ROADWAY RANKING:

70%
62%
60%
50%
43%
40% 38% 38%
28%
30% 26% o 25%
. 21% 21% 19%
§ 5% 14%
First Second Third Fourth
HSW 144 Street B 5SW 152 Street B SW 168 Street  ® SW 184 Street
OPTIONAL QUESTIONS
RACE & ETHNICITY Prefer Not to AGE
Answer
H White 2%
) ) ) Over 65 Years
M Hispanic or Latino 27%
M Black or African
American
i Asian
o Mixed
18 to 64
M Prefer Not to Answer Years
71%
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DO YOU RIDE A BICYCLE?

DO YOU HAVE A DISABILITY?

Yes
5%

No
95%

GENDER
Prefer Not To
Answer
8%

Male
39%

Female
53%

DO YOU LIVE OR WORK IN PALMETTO BAY?

Work in
Palmetto Bay
1%

Palmetto Bay
Visitor
3%

Palmetto Bay
Resident
96%

SURVEY COMMENTS/FEEDBACK

Do you have additional comments or feedback?

54 responses
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No

We need less traffic around Palmetto Bay. The neighborhood is becoming alternative road of US 1.

| believe one of the biggest drawbacks connecting to the Old Cutler Network system, is on the 4 major east- west streets there is no surface continuity,
there is a disconnect. Instead of having an asphalt-to-asphalt fluid path connection- transitions, there are cement sidewalk to asphalt path
connections. | believe asphalt/multi-use pathways speak, recreation, and cement sidewalks, either belong within neighborhoods and/or unfortunately
appear as, museum grade surfaces- within parks. | believe the asphalt path connection on SW 136 St. is the correct way to proceed. | would
recommend on all major east west streets, there is one continuous asphalt multi use path on one side of street with tree canopy. Thanks.

82 Ave southbound and 152 street, needs to be address as cars speed a lot on 82 Ave

| would love to walk my dogs in Coral Reef Park. That restriction makes the park useless to me.

Native tree canopy. Pocket parks with native plantings.

Improve what we have.

No more concrete.

No additional lighting.

Encourage GREEN.

Allow dogs to be walked in our parks, including Cora Reef Park.

Questions should include a “no opinion” option.

Calming circles are a waste - dangerous as well since nobody “yields.”

| live east of Old Cutler. It is so difficult to safely cross Old Cutler that it prevents my family from going to Coral Reef Park by bike or walking.

Pedestrians and bicyclists need a safer way to get across Old Cutler. Especially during commuting time, the drivers are so intent on getting home or
to work that they don't pay attention to foot or bicycle traffic.
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| commute to work almost every day via bike. | only use the sidewalks because the driving culture in Miami is pure chaos. If we had protected bike
lanes, more folks would use them and not be risking their life trying to earn a paycheck.

Many of the existing sidewalks in our area are very difficult for bicycles. They are damaged or end only so that riding a bike is very dangerous. The
designated bike paths are not used very much and cyclists tend to use the street which is a big burden for motorists. If the existing sidewalks could
be modified to better accommodate cyclists, the neighborhood would be a much safer place.

STOP the bridge!!!! Palmetto Bay will be ruined with this bridge.

You have completely forgotten golf cart paths, and golf carts as transportation.

Pedestrian bridges over the canals.

176th pedestrian/bike/golf cart bridge street bridge would connect east and west PB not forcing walkers/bikers to go up to 168th just to go to any of
the parks.

Must install a traffic light at the crossing between SW 173 St and Old Cutler.

Love the town - let's keep the trees, and not build bridges to allow cut-thru traffic.

STOP approving more development in PB, improve traffic flow, BUILD the 87th Ave bridge.

No bridges, need more access to TPK.

Better trash control of garbage along street sides. Beautification of intersections and swells with foliage including flowers.

The way some answers are structure do not reflect my needs nor my neighbors. | am interested is slowing down the traffic on 136 street. Council
persons need to negotiate with Pinecrest councilpersons to slow down the traffic in this street. Students from Pinecrest also attend Howard Drive
elementary. As a palmetto Bay resident, there is a need to slow down the traffic on Howard drive (136 street). The need is going to be greater when
the bridge is built and all the traffic coming from the bridge will end up moving east through 136 street. No vehicle will want to go back to US1 so the
only alternative will be 136 street.

We need to provide facilities so people can safely and conveniently walk or bike all over our Village.

all these improvements the elected officials want to make are not necessary, people do not walk and rarely bike perhaps on weekends, in Palmetto

Bay. We do not have the money to do it, we are almost on the red and just because one elected official brought this when elected now it seems that
is going to happen, shame on her.
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What are your solutions to the neighborhoods that are going to be destroyed by 1000% more cars per day by the 87th Ave bridge?

What is your property acquisition plan for pocket parks?

How are you coordinating with county assets for grants and shared spaces with utilities?

Less studies more action! We have been incorporated for 20 years!

| live and work in Palmetto Bay should be part of the choices

The question that asks us to select communities, businesses or the Falls makes no sense. Otherwise, a great short survey. Leanne Tellam ;-)

Complete the Grid with Bridges on 87 & 77 Avenues with complete streets. This will be the single biggest safety enhancement and traffic solution for
the entire South Dade area.

Please add sidewalk on 83 Ave south of 152 St.
Both my son and | have been hit by cars while on bicycle riding in the area.
SW 152 and SW 168 have the most schools and park facilities therefore should be a priority.

We are disappointed in the lack of responsiveness to monitor the cut-through traffic that speeds recklessly through our neighborhood streets,
especially those intersecting 152nd. Not only does the high volume of unchecked careless vehicle travel impede safe passage on foot or bike, but it
also reduces our overall enjoyment of our neighborhood and increase the amount of litter and trash on the road. 152nd and 89th look and feel not
like a nice place to live but a dirty, unsafe and unprioritized area.

Make the sidewalk on the 184 Palmetto Bay side go all the way to old cutler like cutler bay did on their side. Same with 168th street- both sides.

Thank you for creating this survey and for hopefully bringing more pedestrian and bicycle paths and shortened crosswalks. There are a lot of bicyclists
every weekend that go South on 0ld Cutler, cut down 176, left on 82nd and turn right on 184th street. Increasing pedestrian/bike/runner safety and
putting less reliance on the car helps everybody. Also not discussed in this survey is creating running paths through pocket parks. Please consider
more cushioned soft running/walk paths like the ones installed at Coral Reef Park. Could that path be extended throughout the park; it is only in a
small section and the creation of the new bridge removed some of it. My two cents. Thank you for all you do in making this city a great place to live.
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Communicate with the neighboring villages for planning.

It would be great to start planting trees that actually serve a purpose in palmetto bay. No more palm trees! They don't provide enough shade and they
don't absorb water. We need trees that will absorb water and serve a purpose during our storms. Also, | live on 168th and TPO needs to do a traffic
study, the roundabout does absolutely nothing except prevent people from leaving their streets in the morning/afternoon. We need improved bikeways,
there are so many bikers on the weekends that travel down through PB and we need to ensure their safety and the safety of our drivers!

Please keep safety in mind for all and any upgrades. | walk and bicycle at least once a day in Palmetto Bay and constantly see both stop sign and red-
light runners, speeding and reckless driving, teenagers crossing dangerously, to name a few. Anything you can do to make this community safer is
appreciated.

If you put roundabouts at these intersections, you will create even more gridlock than we already have. Traffic will stall creating more headaches and
more congestion. Stop allowing developers to overrun our village and Crete thus mess that you are only going to make worse.

Thank you for providing the survey. Our biggest problem is people not obeying traffic laws - rolling through stop signs, driving through red lights,
driving around stopped drivers at red lights to make turns, speeding, etc. | propose an enforcement program that records drivers (cameras) at
intersections and allows citizens to report violations when observed. For example, all major intersections are video recorded but don't have to be
actively monitored by a central location. If a citizen observes a violation, they can text the location and time, the video can be reviewed for violation,
and citation issued for violations. There are just too many drivers around here who think they are above the law or that their time- and safety- is more
important than the rest of ours that they just act as they will. would enjoy the opportunity to join the discussion- markclose@yahoo.com?

More needed for elderly and disabled.

We need police out and about like the Village of Pinecrest, Coral Gables, Key Biscayne, Sweetwater, Doral, Miami Beach, North Miami Beach ...I can
go on and on! This deal with Miami Dade County rent-a-cop has NOT worked at all. We need privatization of our police force like ALL the other
municipality’s. Stop thinking about sidewalks and let’'s do what other municipalities are doing NOW to protect the residents on bikes from getting run
over...a strict and VISIBLE police force.

No
Thank you for all that you do!
| am an avid walker doing about 6-7 miles a day. | walk through the neighborhoods of Palmetto Bay and its wonderful except for when | need to cross

144, 152 or 168 streets. | usually start at 6am but can be crossing over those streets when traffic starts to get heavy. It would be nice to have
designated walk crossings at certain intersections. And public restrooms would be nice perhaps at those same locations.
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Reduction of traffic into quiet neighborhoods is a priority. Thanks for the outreach to residents for our opinions.
No bridge over US1!

Additional sidewalks, sidewalk benches.

Drivers should slow down when driving. Many adults and children are on the road often.

Do not bridge SW 87th Avenue or SW 77th Avenue.
Don't build the bridge. We don’t need more vehicle traffic in Palmetto Bay.

No.
| walk 5 to 6 miles a day around my neighborhood. When thinking of a park, think of NY’s Central Park and what it offers.
The principal concern of bikers is getting across Old Cutler without being hit by a turning vehicle. Eastbound on 152 St at Old Cutler is the worst. The

cut on the sidewalk actually feeds a biker into the intersection. The least bad alternative at all these intersections is to get out into the traffic and
cross in the midst of the motor vehicles.
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SURVEY 2 POLLING & SURVEY RESULTS: 102 TOTAL RESPONSES

WHICH STREETS DO YOU WORK OR LIVE CLOSEST
TO?

HAVE YOU HEARD OF THE STRATEGIC
MIAMI AREA RAPID TRANSIT (SMART)
PLAN AND THE SOUTH CORRIDOR
IMPROVEMENTS?

m None of the above

u SW 144 Street
= SW 152 Street
= SW 168 Street
m SW 184 Street

WHAT TYPE OF (BICYCLE) RIDER ARE YOU?

m Highly Confident
= Interested but Concerned
= Not interested or able

= Somewhat Confident
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WHICH ALTERNATIVE DO YOU PREFER FOR SW WHICH ALTERNATIVE DO YOU PREFER FOR
152 ST? SW 184 ST?

>
©°
o
()
>
[oN
X
o~
o9
(%2]
c
=
<
D
<
N
Y
0]
n
c
—
(%]

Alternative 1 - Multi- Alternative 2 - Neither (blank) Alternative 1 - Multi-  Alternative 2 - Neither (blank)
Use Path Protected Bike Lane Use Path Protected Bike Lane




OPTIONAL QUESTIONS:

DO YOU LIVE OR WORK IN PALMETTO BAY? WHAT IS YOUR GENDER IDENTITY?

Prefer not to
say
9%

(blank)

(blank) 2%
B 4%

None of the above - 6%

| work in Palmetto Bay ' 3%

| visit Palmetto Bay - 9%
I live and work in Palmetto Bay - 14%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

WHAT IS YOUR RACE OR ETHNICITY? WHAT IS YOUR AGE?

(blank)
8%

Hispanic or Latino
28%

Over 65
years
22%
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18 to 64
years
72%

Prefer not to say
2%




DO YOU HAVE A PHYSICAL DISABILITY ?

(blank)
5%

COMMENTS/FEEDBACK:

| like the alternative views provided.

Add a walk/bike bridge over US1 to get to the mass transit site. Its scary to cross over US1. Thank you

Keeping lots of shade trees is critical to keep Palmetto Bay beautiful and a pleasant place to recreate.

Consideration for low speed, EV like golf carts?

Expand metro rail south to homestead and west to FIU and Nicklaus Childrens Hosital

Stop the bridge

Go forit!!

No

The multi-use path installed on 136th street seemed unnecessary. | am in the area nearly everyday and very rarely do | see the path being used by bicyclists.
It seems to be a waste of time and money and also reduced parking for the elementary. | like the idea, if people were using it, but most of the bikers Ive
seen are still on the road. It seems like getting a pulse on who would actually use it may be helpful in determining if this is a worthwhile expense and effort.

| am White Hispanic and | would like for the multi path to allow for golf carts.
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It seems that the major concern with bicycles should be refocused on Old Cutler Road, as they create delays and safety concerns while riding during high
traffic periods.

If | believed the pelotons would stay in the protected lanes, | might support Alternative 2. But | dont, so | chose Alt1 to provide room for families

Get rid of the Art in the community & use those collected revenues for building circles & traffic issues instead. Since developers are adding to the traffic
problems that money should be going there! Common sense???

Widen the road for bicycle traffic to share the road. A separation in a bike line does slow down traffic but it is also not preferred by road cyclists because it
traps them in a lane , and its also not preferred by family or path riders as it puts those riders closer to vehicular traffic. Parents dont like children riding next
to vehicles.

So, the intent seems good but its a waste of $S if neither use it.

The police need to take action to take the bicycle off the road when there is a pathway, such as Old Cutler. They block traffic, never over 25 miles per hour
and back up the traffic. They ignore the path and then move into the street causing traffic backups. If they are still allowed in the streets then forget all of
this and build a pathway.

Get the bikes off the roads, they are nothing but obstructions on Old Cutler even when they have a path they are out blocking traffic.

Its sad to see all the trees that have been destroyed to put the cement sidewalks

I ride my bike on 3 to 4 times a week. | ride on the road on 144th from 80th Ave until | reach Old Cutler. | do not see a need to expand the sidewalk. | have
seen the expansion on 136th and do not feel that this was required either.

No bridge please

Bike lanes serve both drivers and the cyclists. It also preserves the tree canopy.

Bike lanes add the the usefulness of the road.

You don't have it as an option, but my preference would be regular (non-protected) bike lanes similar to the one in Cutler Bay, on Caribbean Blvd and the
one started on 82nd Avenue. | can't even think of anyplace around here that has a protected bike lane. The lanes on Caribbean are the typical bike lane and
would be less expensive than constructing a wall and also require less space, so fewer trees could be knocked down. | can only assume you're not including
that as an option because you want to construct a ridiculous "multi path" that no one needs. My second choice is the protected lanes. My third is leave it as-
is. Your "multi path" is dangerous. It is one sidewalk square wide in some places, two in others, so it's unpredictable. People are going to get killed. Please,
please stop ripping out trees for an ugly path no one will use! There is already a sidewalk on all these streets, which is adequate for pedestrians and children
on bicycles.

Dont screw it up like 136 street.

this village needs new direction. all these apartments that are being approved by the mayor and council are unacceptable/.

Please do not remove any more trees for any of these projects. What happened on SW 136th is a terribe. All those beautiful old trees cut down for an
increased sidewalk!!! Terrible. If it was done for bikers, they don't use it, they would rather be in the streets creating traffic nightmares.
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Bike lanes and Shared paths are not the same, you need to factor for both not just one or the other. Shared paths are for children, runners, joggers,
walkers and casual cyclists. We also need to protect advanced cyclists who are out for fitness not casual riding, we are not taken into consideration in any of
these proposals. Riding the shared path actually puts us at greater risk with children, dogs, families and with vehicles too then being on the road.

Major corridors like these need protected bike lanes

Where roundabouts are proposed at Old Cutler and 136 St and Old Cutler and 67 Ave please include on street separated areas for bikc commuters.

Quit killing the trees.

The transit we were promised was a train! Building big bus stops is not what we paid half cent sales tax for. | dont recall Palmetto Bay residents getting a
say in whats happening on sw 136 st. Lets see what happens to that street before we go forward with ANYTHING else.

Palmetto Bay has been destroyed enough. Leave it alone. Southwest 136 street is a disgrace. Lets stop the spending and protect the residents.

Palmetto Bay needs to Stop fighting Miami Dade and the Citizens wasting time, money and Connectivity that is essential for Quality of life

Dont understand why a regular bike lane like the one on 82nd Avenue isnt an option. That would be my first choice. Cant think of anyplace with a protected
bike lane.

A shared path gives no protection from drivers with eyes down, on phones unfortunately.

We ride in Palmetto Bay 4 days a week. It would be nice to have bike lanes all the way to black point starting at South Miami

It would be great if the busway had a bike lane that had bridges for the major intersections so bike groups could use without stopping- very few bikers use
the busway because of all the stops. Though not part of Palmetto Bay, the busway connects to the black point marina trail around 216thst. This can then
take you towards black point or west towards 137th ave. If the busway could take you all the way down to krome and north to downtown, it would make
for one of the best bike paths in a major city. More bikers would use this route and would feel less need to ride in busy neighborhood streets. We need at
least a 25 mile bike route that is big enough to share with pedestrians so we can ride on it at 20-25mph and not have to stop or slow down.

I am concerned that golf carts will take over the dedicated bike lanes, since they are not allowed to drive on those streets

Please fix the stree for safe bike rides.

I have lived in the Palmetto Bay area for a long time and where there was not so much traffic is really bad Today. This is a beautiful area and | am proud to
live here. We are truly blessed. Please, Please there should be a stop in construction in the area. Simplify in all. Thank you

The County's wishes and suggestions should prevail > 144th, 152nd, 168th, & 184th should ALL be four-laned east of U.S.-1 to Old Cutler

We need to make it safer for bikers who use roads.

Lighting on the trails on old Cutler and along of 152 are important

Interested in being more involved - mashruk_zahid@hotmail.com

Keep up the good work!
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ORGANIZATION

ADDRESS

Palmctio Bay S

SW 144 Street & SW 152 Street Walk Audit

PHONE #

Thursday, April 15, 2021
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NAME (PRINT)

ORGANIZATION
?‘dm«r"r'\h iy

ADDRESS

SW 168 Street & SW 184 Street Walk Audit
Saturday, April 17, 2021

PHONE #

Leopoldo \\tmas e e 7| 8220 W 148 Pe 305 431 224% | ([\ i mos @palmnectrinidy org
W‘Q-EM"h'iﬁom Prntt