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PREFACE

The process of completing a Development and Environmental Study for a
project classified as a Categorical Exclusion entails a series of
engineering and environmental studies which are utilized in preparation of a
Preliminary Engineering Report. This report is essentially a working

document and, as a result, is subject to various revisions and additions.

During the alternate development process, a number of cross sections and
alignments were considered. Some of these were dismissed for reasons of
cost and/or socioeconomic and environmental impacts. Three cross sections
were identified as viable alternates, ana1y;ed in detail, and reported in
Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of this document. Cost estimates were prepared for
each of the three cross sections based upon the lowest cost alignment for
each cross section. These alternates were presented at a Public Information
Workshop on October 29, 1987. Following that, project refinements were
made, the Preliminary Engineering Report was updated, and the project was
readied for a Public Hearing, which was held on June 15, 1989. Alternate B

was presented as the Preferred Alternate.

Subsequent to the Public Hearing, Alternate B was adopted as the Recommended
Alternate and further project refinements were made in order to mitigate
community impacts without compromising the safety or efficiency of the
project. Recommended project concept design features are set forth in

Section 12.0 - Recommendations of this report. It is on the basis of these '

concepts that preliminary engineering will be developed.
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SUMMARY

State Road (SR) 586 and SR 584 are urban major arterials locally known as
Curlew Road and Tampa Road. The SR 586/SR 584 project is in the northern
portion of Pinellas County and extends from Alternate U.S. 19 (Bayshore
Blvd) in Dunedin to the Seaboard Coastline Railroad in Oldsmar. Total
length of the project is approximately seven miles -- with 5 1/3 miles along
SR 586 and 1 2/3 miles along SR 584. Together, SR 586 and SR 584 provide
the most direct transportation route between northern Pine]ias County and
the Greater Tampa Area. Extended westerly beyond Alternate U.S. 19 as
Dunedin Causeway Blvd, this roadway provides the only land connection to
Honeymoon Island State Park, a relatively new state recreational facility.

Refer to Project Location Map, Exhibit 1.

The existing roadway has segments of two-lane and three-lane pavement
throughout its length. Most of the three-lane improvements were completed
in early 1987 and were complemented with the reconstruction of several
intersections. These recent improvements have provided an additional
measure of safety and capacity, but do not fully meet the current needs or

Tong-term needs of the SR 586/SR 584 corridor.

Pinellas County, through its Year 2010 Long Range Transportation Plan, calls
for the improvement of SR 586 as a six-lane urban major arterial from west
of Alternate U.S. 19 to SR 584. This plan also calls for six lanes on SR
584 from SR 586 to the Seaboard Coastline Railroad. Beyond the railroad, SR
584 would connect to SR 580.



AdNLS TVINIWNOUIANAG
® LNIWdOTIAIA 1D3rodd

_ NOI1lVDO1 1D3rodd
L1gIHX3 ¥8S “¥'S / 985 ¥'S
S31anlS 1IN3Wd013A34 ;
103r0¥d ¥3HL1O Ni j
S G3aNnTIONI SNOILVOOT D
il | &£ | J
a5 ° .
% R
© ﬂ - S . © ,
,  NIgINna - §
( |
153rodd \w\ |
PG GG e =
n0S pa3so g 2| Py
o f o¥ Q Nz




Generally, traffic on SR 586 will double between 1986 and 2010. While
future volumes on SR 584 will be dependent on roadway network expansion into
northeast Pinellas County and northwest Hillsborough County, traffic on SR
584 is expected to increase a minimum of from 67 percent to 86 percent for
the 24-year period. Without additional traffic lanes, operational
conditions on SR 586 and SR 584 will become intolerable.

Corridor alternatives were explored to the north and south of both SR 586
and SR 584. No existing corridors having sufficient right-of-way width or
adequate continuity within reasonable distance of SR 586 are available.
Significant impacts to the cohesion and character of established
neighborhoods would result with project development in any alternate
corridor. Although there is a potential need for a transportation corridor
beginning in the vicinity of the SR 584/SR 586 merge and extending to
Linebaugh Avenue 1in Hillsborough County, this corridor is not a viable
location for serving the transportation needs in the existing SR 586/SR 584
corridor west of SR 580. This Linebaugh extension corridor would form a
major east-west transportation Tlink between the planned development in

northwest Hillsborough County and northeast Pinellas County.

Alternate designs within the preferred corridor were developed to include

desirable, minimum and compromise options. These options include shared-

lanes for bicycles; 11-foot vs. 12-foot tr&ffic Tanes; 14-foot flush median

vs. 22-foot and 30-foot raised medians; and, 10-foot vs. 12-foot border

widths. Typical right-of-way requirements for these three alternative cross

sections would be 100 feet, 118 feet, 122 feet, and 130 feet. Any one of
3



the typical cross sections, if implemented, will cause damages to fronting
properties. A maximum number of five buildings would be damaged or severed.

Other damages relate to property acquisition.

Recommendations favor the cross section with a 22-foot raised median.
Twelve-foot borders will be used along the project for an added measure of
pedestrian safety. Typical rightFof-way width will be 122 feet. Six lanes
are recommended for the entire project length. These will consist of four
12-foot traffic lanes and two 14-foot outside traffic lanes for shared motor

vehicle and bicycle use.



1.0 INTRODUCTION

Fast-west travel along SR 586 and SR 584 is expected to increase as a
consequence of population and employment growth. The attractiveness of this
corridor can only be amplified because of its location and the continued
growth in northern Pinellas County and northwest Hillsborough County.
Locally named Curlew Road and Tampa Road also lead into Dunedin Causeway
Boulevard, which is the only land connection to Honeymoon Island State Park.
Future improvements for these corridor roadways have been listed in the
Pinellas County Year 2010 Long Range Transportation Plan. Dunedin Causeway
Boulevard will have two-lane, four-lane, and six-lane improvements. Curlew

Road is planned for six lanes from Alternate U.S. 19 to Tampa Road. Six
lanes are planned for Tampa Road from Curlew Road to the Seaboard Coastline
Railroad. East of the railroad, Tampa Road will carry six lanes and eight
lanes as part of the SR 580 improvement project. The plan fully recognizes

this corridor as an important cross-county transportation Tink.

This report documents existing characteristics and conditions on SR 586 and
SR 584 along with the need for an improved facility. Improvement

alternatives are identified, described, and evaluated.
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2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

2.1 EXISTING ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS

Until recently, SR 586 and SR 584 were two-lane rural roads with left-turn
lanes at major cross roads. Construction in 1986 and early 1987 improved
significant sections of both roads to include a third, center lane, which is
utilized. as a two-way left-turn Tane. The rural cross section remains,

along with side ditch drainage.

2.1.1 Right-of-Way

Right-of-way for SR 586 and SR 584 is typically 100 feet in width. Several
segments of roadway have 10 to 20 feet of additional width. These segments
may be as short as approximately 100 feet, or as long as 1200 feet. They
are randomly Tlocated along the project length with the additional width on
one side or on the opposite side of SR 586 and SR 584. While these are
helpful in minimizing right-of-way acquisition costs, they are not of
sufficient length or in locations that lend themselves strategically to the
placement of roadway alignments. Also, because of the irregular spacing of
these wider rights-of-way, one design alternate would not have an advantage

over other alternates.

2.1.2 Tybical Cross Sections

Eleven-foot traffic lanes are predominant for most of the project length.
The roadways are either two-lane or three-lane rural cross sections, as

follows:



Three Lanes Two Lanes
ATt. 19 to Sequoia Terr. Sequoia Terr. to Cordoba Ct.
Cordoba Ct. to Merlin Dr. Merlin Dr. to Gull Aire Blvd.
Gull Aire Blvd to S.C.R.R.

Outside of the traffic lanes, the cross section includes side ditches for
drainage, and 1in several locations sidewalks have been added to the
backslope side of the ditches. General features of these cross sections are

portrayed in Exhibit 2.

2.1.3 Alignment And Sight Distance

From Alternate 19 to CR 1, the existing SR 586 roadway follows a gently
winding alignment which approximately parallels Curlew Creek. It then
follows a tangent alignment due east from CR 1 to U.S. 19. From U.S. 19 to
Countryside Boulevard, SR 586 swings northward around two Sand Hill Lakes
and then returns to an east-west alignment. The tangent alignment continues
east to the SR 586/SR 584 intersection, where the roadway turns and runs
southeasterly on a tangent alignment beyond the eastern terminus of the
project. The approximate bearing of this last section is south 70°

East.

The maximum degree of curve of the existing roadway is 6°, which is well
within the Timits specified by the AASHTO Green Book for rural roads with a
50 mph design speed. '

Maximum existing roadway grade is approximately 3.5 percent. Existing

roadway stopping and passing sight distances appear adequate.
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2.1.4 Pedestrian Facilities

Due to the historical low density, rural character of the study area,
sidewalks are not continuous along either Tampa Road or Curlew Road. In
general, existing sidewalks are associated with newer developments and are

found at the locations described below.

Beginning at CR 1, sidewalks extend east on both sides of Curlew for
approximately 2400 feet. They begin again, on the north side of Curlew
Road, at the Spanish Oaks subdivision and extend for approximately 1000 feet
along the Tlength of the development. A short Tength of sidewalk exists on
the south side of Curlew, beginning at Fisher Street and extending to U.S.
19.

The Tlongest continuous stretch of sidewalk begins juSt west of U.S. 19 and -
extends east, on the south side of Curlew, to Landmark Drive and on the

north side of Curlew to Countryside Blvd.

The only other length of sidewalk in the study corridor is located on the
north side of Curlew Road and is coterminus with the boundaries of the
shopping center which 1is Jjust west of the junction of Curlew and Tampa
Roads.

With the exception of crosswalks, which occur at all signalized
intersections, no other facilities expressly " for the use of pedestrians

exist in the study corridor.



2.1.5 Bicycle Facilities

No separate or vehicle shared bicycle facilities are evident along the
project length. However, in 1984, state and county officials decided to
include bicycle considerations in the design of state and county
transportation projects. State roads 584 and 586 have both been included in
the Pinellas County Interim Bicycle Route Plan (1985), as shown in Exhibit
3.

In June of 1984, the Florida State Legislature passed SB 789, now known as
the 1984 Bicycle Law. Sponsored by two Pinellas County legislative
representatives, this law requires that bicycle and pedestrian ways be given
full consideration in the planning and development of local, regional, and
state transportation plans and programs. Under this Tlaw, the Florida
Department of  Transportation must establish bicycle facilities in
conjunction with the construction, reconstruction, or other improvement of
most stéte transportation facilities. Special emphasis is placed on state
projects in, or within five miles of an urban area (population 50,000 or
more). This policy generally provides for the construction of wide curb
lanes, paved shoulders, or bicycle lanes in conjunction with other planned
roadway improvements. Exhibit 4 1is a representation of the type of
improvement that could be made to facilitate bicycle travel on Curlew and

Tampa Roads.

2.1.6 Intersection Designs

Signalized intersections have separate Teft-turn lanes at all intersection
approaches. At those locations having a three-lane cross section, vehicles

10
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s

on SR 586 and SR 584 utilize the two-way left-turn lane for left-turns into

driveways and at non-signalized intersections.

2.1.7 Operational Conditions

Current traffic volumes are heavy enough to cause lengthy delays during AM
and PM peak periods at a number of Tocations on SR 586 and SR 584. Recent
improvements have provided a measure of increased capacity at several
intersections and along those segments of the project length where

continuous two-way left turns have been added.

Nonetheless, only two lanes are available for through traffic volumes, which
currently are heavy enough to require a four-lane facility. Lengthy vehicle
platoons and queues frequently deny crossroad traffic the opportunity of
crossing or entering SR 586 and SR 584. Effectively, the system breaks down
when this occurs. The inability of the traffic system to respond to demand
has generated requests for additional traffic signals -- particularly in

those areas through which SR 584 passes.

Levels of Service (LOS) range from ‘C’ at the western end of the project, to
L0S ‘F’ at the eastern end. Through the central portion, LOS 'D’ is

predominant (see Section 5.1).

2.1.8 Lighting

There are no street lighting systems along the SR 586/SR 584 roadways.

13



2.1.9 Traffic Signal Locations

Traffic signals are located at the following intersections:

*Intersections with SR 586
- Alternate US. 19

- CR1
- Belcher Road
- U.S. 19
- Countryside Boulevard
- McMullen-Booth Road
- SR 584
*Intersections with SR 584
- SR 586

- Sperry Corp. Entrance Roadway (part-time)
- Forest Lakes Blvd

2.1.10 Posted Speed lLimits

The project length has posted speed limits for 45 mph except for the extreme
L west end of the project, near Alternate U.S. 19, where the speed limit is
posted for 35 mph. School zone speed limits are posted for 15 mph just east

£ | of Countryside Boulevard and just west of the Seaboard Coastline Railroad.

2.1.11 Emergency And Evacuation Services

SR 586/584 1is used by police, fire, and medical emergency vehicles. Local

police and fire protection are provided by the governments of Dunedin,

Oldsmar, Clearwater, and Pinellas County. Local area hospitals include

Mease, Clearwater Community, Morton Plant, and Tarpon Springs General.

SR 586/584 has been designated as a hurricane evacuation route by the Tampa

Bay Regional Planning Council.

- 2.1.12 Public Transportation

Scheduled public transportation with routes that serve the entire length of

the project are unavailable. The Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority has
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two bus routes that provide service for a short distance along the project
length. These routes extend from the Dunedin Causeway to CR 1, then to the
south along CR 1. Service is infrequent, with headways of 2 hours and 25

minutes during periods of service.

2.2 EXISTING BRIDGE

An existing two-lane bridge located approximately 0.6 mile east of McMullen-
Booth Road, carries Curlew Road traffic over Tarpon Lake Outfall Canal. The
canal is an artificial feature which flows into Safety Harbor, some 1 1/4
miles south of the bridge. A cross section of the bridge is portrayed in
Exhibit 5.

2.2.1 Structure Data

Pertinent data from the Struacture Inventory and Appraisal listing dated
January 6, 1986 follows:

- Structure No. 150018
- Year Built 1967
- Design Load H-20
- Structure Type Pre-Stressed Concrete Beam
- No. of Spans 8
- Roadway Width - Curb-to-Curb 28.2 Ft.
- Sidewalks Left 1.5 Ft. - Right 1.5 Ft.
- Deck Width - Out-to-Out 33.2 Ft.
- Total Length 370 Ft.
- Condition Rating
-- Deck 7
-- Superstructure 8
-- Substructure 7
-- Estimated Remaining Life 31 Yrs.
-- Operating Rating 52 Tons .
-- Inventory Rating 28 Tons
- Appraisal Rating
-- Structure Condition 9
-- Safeload Capacity 9

15
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The bridge has two lanes; one westbound, one eastbound.

Ratings are on a scale of 0 to 9. The condition of this bridge is from good

to excellent.

2.2.2 Channel Data

Lake Tarpon Outfall Canal is about 240 feet wide with a design depth of 12’
to 18’.l It 1is a non-navigable waterway used primarily by small boats for
fishing and boating recreation. A control structure is 1600 feet north of
Curléew Road and minimum vertical clearance is available beneath the Curlew

Road bridge. The canal and canal right-of-way are well maintained.

2.3 LAND USE

The study segments of SR 584 and 586 are located in a rapidly developing
area, with most properties having been converted from agricuitural to more

intensive uses over the past 10 - 15 years (see Exhibit 6).

2.3.1 Developed Areas

The predominant existing land use is residential, with a mixture of single
family, apartment, condominium, and mobile home dwelling types. Major
multi-family developments are located on SR 584 (Tampa Road) at the
southwest corner of Forest Lakes Boulevard; Jjust south of Forest Lakes
Boulevard, on the north side of Tampa Road; and, on the north side of Tampa
Road, Jjust west of the junction with SR 586 (Cuf]ew Road). On SR 586, the
major multi-family areas are at Countryside Boulevard; Landmark Drive, and
just west of Alternate 19, near the Dunedin Causeway. There are also three

17
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substantial mobile home complexes on SR 586, the first on the north side of
the road, west of Landmark, and the second on the south side of the road,
between Tampa Road and the Lake Tarpon Canal, and the third is located
immediately north of the intersection of Curlew and Alternate 19. The

remaining residential land uses consist of single family, detached

dwellings.

The major commercial developments in the study corridor consist of four
community shopping centers, located at Curlew and Alternate 19; Curlew and
U.S. 19; the intersection of Curlew and Tampa Roads; and at Tampa and Forest

Lakes Boulevard.

There are scattered smaller commercial and industrial land uses along Tampa
Road in Oldsmar, near the eastern end of the project area. These include a

small commercial strip, a car wash, two auto dealerships, and other

relatively small businesses.

Other uses through the corridor include: religious institutions, located
primarily on Curlew Road between CR 1 and U.S. 195 an elementary school at
Curlew Road and McMullen-Booth Road; recreational areas at the Lake Tarpon
Canal and near Alternate 19; and agricultural uses between the Canal and

McMullen-Booth Road. Few parcels remain undeveloped.

Future 1land use plans for the study area call for residential uses to fill
the vacant parcels along Curlew Road and a mixture of commercial and
industrial uses to fill remaining open areas along the Tampa Road section.

19



Current Development of Regional Impact (DRI) activity includes some 10,000
acres, most of which 1is north of the project corridor. This development
area, more than 15 square miles in size, will someday provide housing for
97,000 persons. In addition to housing units, the area is planned for some
5.5 million square feet of commercial/industrial/office floor area. Details
are listed in Table 1 and portrayed in Exhibit 7. Other planned activity
includes Curlew Centre, a 13-acre development with some 137,000 square feet
of commercial and office space at the SR 586/584”Y’ intersection; the
Collen/Rood property, one-half mile east of the 'Y’ in the early planning
stages as a Planned Urban Development that will include 245,000 square feet
of commercial and office space, 226 townhomes, 304 apartments, and a 40-acre
go1f course; and, a new church planned on the 10-acre site on the south side

of Curlew Road, 500 feet west of Countryside Boulevard.

2.3.2 Natural Areas

Due to the rapid deVe]opment that is occurring in the project area, the
natural features that currently exist in the project vicinity represent only
the vestiges of natural systems which existed prior to development. The

significant natural features that remain are described below.

There are two seepage areas (permanently wet areas), located on the north
side of SR 586, about 200 feet either side of the Countryside subdivision
entrance, which support a bayhead vegetative association. This verifies
that ground water seepage is a constant feature here as bayhead vegetation

is adapted to continually moist, if not saturated, soil conditions.

20
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A 30-foot strip of land adjacent and parallel to the highway right-of-way
has been periodically cleared for power line right-of-way maintenance. The
bayhead dominants in this area have been replaced by a dense tangle of
successional vegetation, and the presence of emergent aquatic plants suggest

that this site is semi-permanently flooded.

Two small lakes are present in the project area and are located on the south
side of SR 586, between U.S. 19 and Countryside Boulevard. These lakes are
generally surrounded by residential development and serve as stormwater

storage areas under Pinellas County’s Stormwater Management Plan.

West of County Road 1, SR 586 has been forced to curve gently to the north
to avoid several meander loops of Curlew Creek, which drains the west flank
of the ridge. These loops have eroded into the creek valley’s north wall,
resulting in a steep bluff which drops approximately 15 feet from the
highway elevation, which is at approximately 25 feet MSL. There is
considerable seepage along the toe of the bluff and a few wetland plants are

present in the seepage zone attesting to its permanency.

Approximately 1/8 mile east of the SR 584/586 junction, the channelized
upper reaches of Moccasin Creek crosses under SR 584 through a box culvert.
Just upstream of SR 584, the creek flows out of a small piece of forested

wetland, dominated by aquatic plant species.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The importance of the existing SR 586/SR 584 corridor is underwritten by its
east-west traverse of northern Pinellas County between the southern end of
Lake Tarpon and the top of Tampa Bay, i.e. Safety Harbor. Along with SR
580, it is the most significant east-west transportation link between
Pinellas County and Hillsborough County north of Tampa Bay. The Pinellas
County Year 2010 Long Range Highway Plan identifies SR 586/SR 584 (Curlew
Road/Tampa Road) as a six-lane divided major arterial from Alternate u.s. 19
to its merge with SR 580 near the Hillsborough County Line. West of
Alternate U.S. 19, the extension of Curlew Road is signed as Dunedin
Causeway Boulevard which continues westerly to Honeymoon Island State Park.
Dunedin Causeway Boulevard s planned for multi-lane, K and two-lane
improvements from Alternate U.S. 19 to the State Park. Beyond the eastern
terminus of the SR 586/SR 584 project, the SR 580 corridor is also under
study for major upgrading of that facility.

3.1 ALTERNATE CORRIDOR CONSIDERATIONS

A corridor analysis was performed which addressed the project specific
length of 7.4 miles from Alternate U.S. 19 to the Seaboard Coastline
Railroad (see Exhibit 8). The purpose of this corridor analysis was to
determine if any viable alternate corridor locations exist for the proposed
improvements to SR 586/SR 584. The feasibility of improvements in other

proximate parallel corridors are considered below.
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3.1.1. Tampa Road (SR 584)

Approximately 1 1/4 miles to the north of SR 586, the east-west portion of
SR 584, from Alternate U.S. 19 to U.S. 19 is shown on the Year 2010 Plan as
a four-lane divided facility. The section of Tampa Road from U.S. 19

easterly, and then southeasterly around Lake St. George, will be six lanes

. through 1its junction with SR 586. In summary, the PATS 2010 Plan’s system

analysis indicates a need for improvements in this corridor to serve needs

other than those identified in the SR 586/SR 584 corridor.

3.1.2 SR 580

Similarly, to the south approximately two miles is located the closest east-
west arterial -- SR 580, extending from Main Street in Dunedin to St.
Petersburg Drive in Oldsmar. This arterial is also planned for widening as
a six-lane thoroughfare. One section is now under construction and other

sections are programmed for construction.

State Road 584 connects to SR 586 two miles west of the Seaboard Coastline
Railroad. Relocated SR 580 will connect to SR 584 immediately to the east
of the railroad. From this junction easterly, to beyond the county 1ine, SR
580 is currently planned to be an eight-lane facility. A1l three arterials
(SR 584/ SR 586, and SR 580) merge within the City of Oldsmar. To the west
of Oldsmar, each arterial serves a separate corridor. Through Oldsmar, SR
580 becomes a single primary transportation corridor link between northern

Pinellas County and the Tampa area.
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3.1.3 County Road 39

County Road 39 (CR 39) is approximately one-half mile north of Curlew Road
and is planned as an upgraded two-lane facility, with extensions and
connections to other elements of the 2010 Highway Plan. When these
improvements are implemented, CR 39 will be linked to Alternate U.S. 19 and
CR 95, near U.S. 19: through a chain of improvements which include a grade
separation at U.S. 19. While these improvements are needed, and will

enhance east-west traffic movements, the corridor of service is local in
character, with Tlimited right-of-way and cannot be considered as an
alternate location to the Curlew Road/Tampa Road corridor. Development of a
six-lane facility in this corridor would significantly impact the cohesion

and character of existing neighborhoods.

3.1.4 Michigan Boulevard

The Michigan Boulevard corridor was also evaluated as a possible alternate
to SR' 586. This local collector is about 3/4 miles south of SR 586 and
extends from Alternate U.S. 19 to CR 1 -- a distance of 1 1/2 miles.
Similar to CR 39, Michigan Boulevard is planned by Pinellas County for
ultimate extension from Alternate U.S. 19 to U.S. 19 through a series of
local two-lane improvements. A grade separation is also included as part of
the work being planned for U.S. 19. Widening of Michigan Boulevard to six
Janes and extension to SR 580 would be extremely costly in terms of right-
of-way, construction. Additionally significant impact to the cohesion and
character of established neighborhoods would occur. As with CR 39, Michigan
Blvd is a much needed improvement, but its function is primarily associated

with local community access and as such will serve a relatively narrow and

short corridor.
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3.1.5 One-Way Pair

The existing pattern was examined for east-west streets that are nearby and
parallel to Curlew Road that could possibly be used together with Curlew
Road in the development of a one-way system. This examination found no
parallel streets with sufficient continuity and right-of-way that could be

utilized in a one-way pair.

3.1.6 Gunn-Linebaugh Extension

Because of the magnitude of planned development in northeast Pinellas County
and northwest Hillsborough County, there is potential need for a new
transportation corridor extending from the vicinity of the junction of SR
584/SR 586 easterly into Hillsborough County and connecting to Gunn Highway
and Linebaugh Avenue. Instead of serving the SR 586/SR 584 corridor
connection to SR 580 in Hillsborough County, this corridor would inter-
connect the northern portions of Pinellas and Hillsborough Counties
immediately north of the Tampa Bay Downs Racetrack. Except for the SR 584,
SR 586, SR 580 corridors, the only other existing corridor north of Tampa
Bay with direct east-west connections between the two counties is SR 582
(Tarpon Springs-Lake Fern Road), which is just north of Lake Tarpon, some

seven miles north of the "Gunn - Linebaugh Connector".

The Gunn-Linebaugh corridor passes through East Lake Woodlands, Forest
Lakes, Cypress Lakes and Tampa Bay Park of Commerce. The corridor
Jocation is shown on Exhibit 8. Any roadway located in this corridor
would impact the East Lake Woodlands Golf and Country club. As it extended
to the east, it would pass through existing pine flatwoods, hardwood swamps,
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cypress swamps and areas of oak and hydric hammocks. Some of these natural
areas are planned for development as residential commmunities in Forest
Lakes and Cypress Lakes. Areas affected in Tampa Bay Park of Commerce are

planned for industrial/warehouse and commercial office space uses.

While construction of the Gunn-Linebaugh corridor would impact existing and
proposed developments, it would strengthen system linkage between northeast
Pinellas County and northwest Hillsborough County north of the SR 580
corridor. This corridor could become one of the major elements of a
regional Vtransportation network formed to serve the rapidly developing area
to the north of Tampa Bay. As this area north of Tampa bay continues to
grow, transportation network studies are being expanded to include
consideration of this and other new Tinks in northeast Pinellas County,
northwest Hillsborough County and the south-central portion of Pasco County.
Improvements in the Gunn-Linebaugh corridor would not serve the SR 586/SR

584 travel demands, which are oriented to the SR 580 corridor in

Hillsborough County.

3.1.7 Summary

In summary, the east-west corridors served by SR 584 and SR 580 are separate
and distinguishable from SR 586. The corridors offered by CR 39 and
Michigan Boulevard are too narrow and too short. Existing established
neighborhoods and programmed new developments preclude the acquisition and
clearing of new right-of-way which would be needed for construction of a
six-lane urban arterial extending from Alternate U.S. 19 to the Seaboard
Coastline Railroad. Development of a one-way system is not feasible. The
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SR 586/SR 584 corridor is the only corridor with 100 feet of right-of-way,
or more, available between Alternate U.S. 19 and the Seaboard Coastline
Railroad. In addition to serving the corridor between northern Pinellas
County and the Tampa area, SR 586/SR 584 provides direct access for
recreational trips to Honeymoon Island State Park and to the Caladesi Island
State Park ferry terminal. There are no viable alternate corridors for the
proposed improvements which would provide equal service with less cost and
disruption than would the SR 586/SR 584 corridor. Although there is a
potential need for the development of transportation improvements in the
Gunn-Linebaugh corridor, these improvements will not serve or obviate the

need for improvements to the SR 584 from SR 586 to the Seaboard Coastline

Railroad.

While the SR 586/SR 584 corridor is the only practical choice for arterial
improvemeﬁts, there are several alignments and typical cross sections within
this corridor which require evaluation at a more intense level of design
detail. These alternate alignments include acquisition of right-of-way from

either side and/or both sides of the existing right-of-way.

3.2 ROADWAY DESIGN ALTERNATES

Four cross sections were investigated for Curlew Road. One of these is the
existing facility or no-build alternative. Three build alternates, each
having six-lane cross sections, were developed in conformance with the

Pinellas County Year 2010 Long Range Transportation Plan.

The first build alternative investigated is the smallest of the three build

alternatives and can be constructed for the most part within the existing
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100-foot right-of-way. This cross section would have six 11-foot lanes with
a 14-foot two-way continuous left-turn lane. No accommodations are made for

shared vehic]e/bicyc]e curb lanes.

The second and third build alternatives investigated feature 22-foot and 30-

foot raised medians and require 118-foot and 130-foot rights-of-way

"respectively. Both cross sections include four 12-foot lanes and two 14-

foot shared vehicle/bicycle curb lanes. Bicyclists can be expected along
the length of the project due to the many adjacent residential areas present

and planned.

The four alternatives were evaluated in terms of construction costs and
right-of-way requirements. Traffic service, aesthetics and relative impacts
were also evaluated. The no-build alternative would have no construction
costs and would require no right-of-way. The three build alternatives are
each more costly and disruptive than the no-build alternative. Each build
alternative reflects cost and disruption as related to its comparative
width. These comparisons are discussed and tabularized in Section 3.3 -

Comparative Evaluation.

3.2.1 Alignments

As noted earlier, alignment studies included the location of alternatives to
the right, center or left of the existing roadway alignments. Combinations

of these were also evaluated.

A specific length which included three different alignment considerations is

associated with the proposed interchange between Curlew Road and McMullen-
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Booth Road. Earlier studies of the McMullen-Booth Road corridor led to the
positioning of the proposed interchange on the center of SR 586. This
center location for the interchange, and for SR 586, was evaluated against

locations of SR 586, and the interchange, to the north and to the south.

An alignment to the north would require right-of-way from the Curlew Creek
Elementary School. This 'acquisition of right-of-way would impact an

existing playground area located between the school building and SR 586.

Locating the alignment to the south would bring the proposed right-of-way
Tine to within 16 feet of the north face of the Florida Convalescent Center.
This south alignment would also sever or damage four residential structures

in Gul1-Aire Village, east of Lake Tarpon Canal.

The center alignment, which is in agreement with the currently proposed
Tocation for the McMullen-Booth Road interchange, would not impact school
property or damage residential structures in Gull-Aire Village. The
proposed south right-of-way line for the center alignment would be the same
as the existing right-of-way line -- or 45 feet from the north face of the

Florida Convalescent Center.

Because this center location for SR 586, through the interchange with
McMullen-Booth Road, is the most desirable with respect to minimal impact on
adjacent properties it was selected as the preferred alignment. The north
ana south alignments through this length of the project were eliminated from
further consideration.
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Another section of the project of specific interest is SR 584 from the SR
586/584 intersection to the railroad crossing at the project’s eastern
terminus. Through this section, the alignment and right-of-way cost
evaluations indicated that acquiring all right-of-way on the south side was
least expensive for that segment between the SR 586/584 intersection and
Forest Lakes Boulevard. Frdﬁ Forest Lakes Boulevard to the railroad
crossing, it was determined that taking all right-of-way on the north side
is less expensive than either a south side - or centered right-of-way

taking.

However, there has been substantial interest in the donation of the needed
additional right-of-way for the improvement by property owners on both sides
of the roadway. If enough right-of-way can be donated, the centered

alignment may become the most economical alternative in this area.

3.2.2 No-Build Alternative

Today, Curlew and Tampa Roads do not provide sufficient east-west capacity
for existing traffic volumes. Low Levels of Service are pronounced,
particularly along Tampa Road. Left turns to and from abutting properties

are extremely difficult because of long traffic streams with few gaps.

3.2.3 Alternative Roadway Concepts

Three cross sections were developed for use during conceptual design
studies. Typical cross sections for Alternates A, B and C are shown in

Exhibit 9.
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Recommended design criteria for the three alternatives are listed in Table

2.  The rationale and application of design criteria for each cross section

follow:

Typical Section ‘A’ - Flush Median

This is the narrowest cross section under consideration. Features are;

14-foot continuous two-way left-turn lane for flexibility of access
to the many driveways and minor cross streets. Standard painted
left-turn lanes would be utilized to major cross streets.

11-foot traffic lanes to minimize right-of-way requirements.

Curb and gutter Type F normally used adjacent to outside traffic
lanes.

6-foot sidewalk because it is located next to back of curb and the 8-
foot combination of sidewalk and curb and gutter is a minimum.
10-foot border width is a minimum.

2-foot minimum beyond the sidewalk is requried for utility pole Tine
and construction requirements to match existing conditions.

Right-of-way needed for Typical Section ‘A’ is 100 feet.

Typical Section ‘B’ - 22-foot Raised Median

This

Major

cross section was designed to provide more safety and attractiveness.

features are:

- 22-foot raised median would establish a physical barrier between

opposing traffic lanes. It would be interrupted at driveways and
cross streets where appropriate. This median can also be planted
with sod and/or Tandscaped for a more attractive appearance. A
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TABLE 2
RECOMMENDED DESIGN CRITERIA

SR §86 (CURLEW ROAD) SR 584 (TAMPA ROAD)

Design Speeds
* SR 586/SR 584- 50 mph {Desirable)

* Crossroads and Cross streets .
-8.S. 19 Hainline - 60 mph Des./S5 mph Min.
~-4.S. 19 Frontage Roads - 45 mph
-Hajor Urban Arterials - 45 mph
~Minor Urban Acterials - 40 mph
-Minor and Major Urban Collectors - 35 mph
~-Local Streets - 30 mph

Pavement Widths
*SR 5B6/SR 584
~Traffic Lane - 12' desirable/11' minimum
~Traffic/Bikeway lLane - 14'
-Continuous Two-way Left-turn lane - 14' desirablef12' minimum

Hedian Widths
* Raised Hedian
-Desirable minimum - 30* e-e
~Hinimum - 19.5' e-e
+ paved Flush Hedian (Continuous Two-way Left-turn Lane)
~14* Desirable/12' minimum

Horizontal Alignment
*Degree of curvature - 6° Maximum
*Minimum length for small deflection angles:
-900* for central of 1°
-500* for central of §°
*Tangent Yengths between reverse curves - adequate to facilitate super-
elevation transition

Vertical Alignment
*Rates of Grades (flat terrain)
~Desirable maximum - 4%
-Maximum - 6% :
*Stopping sight distance - FDOT Green Book, 1986
*Crest and sag curves - FDOT Green Book, 1986

Superelevation Rate
*Maximum Rate - 0.05 feet per foot
-Consideration must be given to froating properties, intersecting
streets and driveways, and drainage.

pavement Cross Slope {Hot in Superelevation Section)
*Recommended - 0.02 feet per foot
*Maximum - 0.04 feet per foot
*Minimum - 0.015 feet per foot
*Change in cross slope between adjacent travel through-lanes - 0.04
feet per foot

Hiscellaneous
+ Border Width (edge of pavement to R/W)
-Desirable - 12°
-Minimum - 10°
* Sidewalk Hidths:
-5¢ when distance between back of curb and face of sidewalk {s 2.5'
or more.
-6 when sidewalk is agafnst back of.curb (try to avoid).
*Buffer strip width (between back of curb and sidewalk}
-Minimun - 2°
* Clear zone width:
-Desirable Hinimum - &'
~Mininum - 2.5°
« ytilities - Per FDOT "Utility Accomodations Guide"
* Roadway Lighting - Continuous, at {1lumination levels recommended by
AASHTO

Sources

“TA Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. AASHTO, 1984,

+ Wsnual of Unliform Hinimum Standards for Design, Tonstruction and
Haintenance for Streets and Highways {Greenbook). FOOT, 1%86.

*Roadway and jraffic standards. FOOT, 1984.

*Rec ded Practices for Subdivision Streets. ITE.

«Draft £15, U.S. 19 (State Road 55) from State Road 694 {Gandy Blvd) in
Pinellas County to State Road 595 (Alternate ©.5. 19 in Pasco

County, florida. FOOT and FHUA,
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raised median provides a refuge for pedestrians and a good location

for signs, signals, and other appurtenances. A raised median is more
. visible to the driver than a flush paved median, especially at night
when the pavement is wet.
- Type E curb and gutter normally used adjacent to raised median.
- 12-foot1traffic lanes to minimize right-of-way requirements.
- 14-foot outside traffic lanes to allow for bicyclists. Without

provision for bicyclists, the lane width could be reduced to 12 feet.

- Curb and gutter Type F normally used adjacent to outside traffic
lanes.

£ - 6-foot sidewalk because it is located next to back of curb and the 8-
foot combination of sidewalk and curb and gutter is a minimum.

- 2-foot minimum beyond the sidewalk is required for utility pole line
and cdnstruct%on requirements to match existing conditions.

- Right-of-way needed for Typical Sectidn ‘B’ is 118 feet.

Typical Section ‘C’ - 30-foot Raised Median

This cross section is similar to Typical Section ‘B’ except the median is 30

feet wide. The additional eight feet of median provides a safer refuge for

vehicles as they await a gap in the traffic stream for completion of their
left-turn from driveway or cross street intersections. The 30-foot median
also allows for dual left-turn lanes.
- 3-foot grass buffer strip between back of curb and edge of sidewalk
for aesthetics and for pedestrian safety.
- 5-foot sidewalk is acceptable with this cross section because of the

3-foot grass strip. Without the grass strip, this sidewalk would be
6 feet wide.

o ‘3 -’
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- 12-foot border width is minimum.

- Right-of-way needed for Typical Section 'C’ is 130 feet.

3.2.4 Intersection Design Alternatives

Implementation of any of the build alternatives will inherently improve
safety and capacity at all intersections primarily because of the added
lanes for eastbound and westbound traffic on Curlew Road. Beyond the
additional lanes, it 1is necessary to provide left-turn lanes at all cross
streets. Alternate A provides a continuous left-turn lane. At several
major cross streets, dual left-turn lanes are required on Curlew Road. All
major signalized cross streets will require additional Tanes at their

approaches to Curlew Road.

Improvements are required at the following locations:

* Intersection with Curlew Road
- Alternate 19
- C.R. 1
Belcher Road
Countryside Boulevard
- Tampa Road
* Intersection with Tampa Road
- Forest Lakes Boulevard
- Pine Street (Designs forthcoming by 1and developer.)

A1l of the above intersections require signalization. The geometric
configuration of the intersection would be similar for all three
alternatives, differing only with respect to median typef The number of
approach lanes for a given intersection would be jdentical under all three
alternates. Sketches with the number of lanes for each intersection are

provided in Exhibit 10.
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Consideration was given to the construction of a grade-separated interchange
rather than an at-grade intersection at the SR 586/584 'Y'. Capacity
Analyses have indicated LOS ‘D’ can be obtained with an at-grade
intersection. Further, the introduction of a grade-separated interchange
into an at-grade arterial facility does not match other features of an
arterial system -- such as traffic signals within a short distance
downstream of the interchange. Also, driveway connections could not be made
within the influence of the interchange. Right-of-way and construction
costs would be much higher for the grade-separated'interchange than for the
at-grade intersection. For these reasons, the grade-separated interchange

alternative was eliminated from further study.

At U.S. 19 and McMullen-Booth Road, tight diamond or urban interchanges are
being planned as part of project development for those facilities by others.

Improvements to SR 586 are being coordinated with, and planned to match,

these interchanges.

3.3 COMPARATIVE EVALUATION
3.3.1 Costs

There would be no construction and right-of-way costs for the no-build
alternate. Costs for the three build alternates, in millions of dollars,

are summarized as follows:

Alternate Alternate Alternate
A B C

Item
Right-of-way 9.237 13.635 23.263
Construction 18.458 20.048 20.865
Engineering & Contingencies 3.692 4.01 4.173
Total 31.387 37.693 48.301
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3.3.2 Traffic Service

No-Build Alternative -- is inadequate for current traffic volumes and would

have extensive periods of intolerable congestion and delay under design year
traffic volumes. Level of Service (LOS) ‘F’ would exist under no-build

conditions.

Alternate A -- would provide LOS ‘D’ in year 2010 with a six-lane cross

section. The six 11-foot lanes would provide marginally acceptable comfort
for the traveling public. The 14-foot two-way continuous left-turn Tane
would provide access to all fronting properties, except thdse within the
influence of channelized intersections. While this access is a benefit to
fronting properties, all left-turning vehicles would execute their turns
against three lanes of opposing traffic. Pedestrians are served by a 6-foot
sidewalk on both sides of the roadway. Design speed for alternate A is 40

mph due to its 11-foot lanes.

Alternate B -- would provide LOS ‘D’ in year 2010 with a six-lane cross

section. There would be a marked advantage in safety over Alternate A
because of the 22-foot raised median, which provides a positive separation
between opposite streams of traffic along with protection for left turning
vehicles at selected median openings. A shared vehicle/bicycle 14-foot curb
lane 1is provided in both directions to accommodate bicycle traffic. Six-
foot sidewalks are provided on both sides of the roadway to handle

pedestrian traffic. Roadway design speed is 50 mph.

Alternate C -- A still higher margin of safety is provided with Alternate C

due to its 30-foot raised median. Comfort levels are high due to the large
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traffic separator and 12-foot lanes. LOS ‘D’ is provided in year 2010 with
the six-lane cross section. Again, pedestrians and bicyclists are provided
for with sidewalks and shared vehicle/bicycle curb lanes. Design speed is
50 mph.

3.3.3 Aesthetics

No-Build Alternative -- The aesthetics of the existing facility would not
change significantly. The section of SR 586 from Alternate U.S. 19 to the
Lake Tarpon Canal has the appearance of a narrow roadway, flanked with grass

swales, passing through a pleasant suburban setting in undulating terrain.

Alternative A -- would have the least appeal aesthetically because of the

continuous 96 feet of paved width. Grass side strips are limited within the

existing right-of-way.

Alternative B -- has a 22-foot median which would allow for some flexibility

in preparation of landscape plans. The planted median would be flanked by

two paved roadways, each some 38 feet in width.

Alternative C -- has the most appeal aesthetically due to the wide 30-foot

raised median. Landscape plans could provide for an attractive planted

median, again flanked by two 38-foot roadways.

3.3.4 Impacts

Environmental Impacts -- for air, noise and other natural features would be

generally the same for Alternates A,B, and C under year 2010 traffic
42



volumes. In the design year, air quality would be worse for the No-Build
alternate than for any of the Build Alternates because of traffic density,

delays and congestion associated with high volumes on a two-lane highway.

Right-of-Way Impacts -- would be greater for the build alternates than for

the No-Build alternate. The impact of each Build alternate is directly
related to its required right-of-way and is set forth in Table 3. A1l three
Build alternates would damage or sever up to four commercial buildings at
the intersection with Alternate U.S. 19. Alternate C would damage a fifth
building at the Curlew Road/Tampa Road intersection. Another economic
impact is the amount of parking that would be lost to the business
community. Most of the parking impacts would occur at major intersections,

typically on all legs of the intersection.

3.3.5 Evaluation Matrix

Exhibit 11 depicts an evaluation matrix assessing the three cross section
alternates. In addition to the comparisons that were already discussed, the

alternates are compared as regards to safety, social and neighborhood

- impacts, and property value impacts.

43



TABLE 3

ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Damaged or Severed Square-Foot Right-of-Way Required

Alternate Buildings Parking Stalls Business Residential Other Total

A 4 56 128,000 46,500 615,000 789,500
B 5 195 194,500 101,500 929,000 1,275,000
C 5 197 252,500 185,500 1,218,000 1,656,000
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4.0 CROSSING OF LAKE TARPON CANAL

4.1 DESIGN ALTERNATIVES

The Tlocation of the new bridge over Lake Tarpon Outfall Canal east of
McMullen-Booth Road, has been established by requirements of the proposed
interchange between McMullen-Booth Road and Curlew Road and in the interests
of minimizing right-of-way acquisition along Curlew Road. This interchange
is included in a study of the McMullen-Booth corridor which is currently .
nearing completion. As noted earlier, a primary control along Curlew Road
for positioning the interchange was a nursing home facility on the south
side of Curlew Road, west of McMullen-Booth Road, and Curlew Creek
Elementary School, on the north side. It was necessary to continue the
tangent alignment of Curlew Road easterly from the McMullen-Booth
interchange - because of the cross section geometry of Curlew Road and the
proximity of the Canal to the interchange. A dual Teft-turn lane is
required for west-to-south turning movements and the combination of cross
section and alignment geometry will extend a 30-foot median onto the west
end of the bridge. The 30-foot median would be carried across the entire

length of the bridge in the event the dual left-turn Tane would need a

future extension.

The bridge inspection report dated November 25, 1985, rated the structure’s
condition as good to excellent. The estimated remaining T1ife of the bridge
at that time was 31 years. The condition and amount of remaining service

1ife warrants consideration of using the existing structure as part of the

new 6-lane bridge. Estimated construction cost savings, if the existing

v

bridge is used, is approximately $0.5 million.
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New three-lane bridge sections would be constructed north and south of the
existing bridge for westbound and eastbound traffic, respectively. The
overall width of the expanded bridge would be 115.5 feet with Alternate A
and 125.5 feet with Alternates B or C (see Exhibits 12 and 13). The new
structure would be approximately the same length as the existing bridge (370
feet). The Florida DOT Green Book states that an offset distance (or
shoulder) is desirable when a bridge length exceeds 500 feet. Since the
Tength of the proposed Curlew Road bridge over the Lake Tarpon Outfall Canal
is less than 500 feet, full shoulders will not be provided.

4.2 COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF DESIGN ALTERNATIVES

Construction costs for the three bridge alternates are directly related to
their respective widths. These construction costs, in millions of dollars,
are summarized as follows:
ALTERNATE  ALTERNATE ALTERNATE
ITEM A B c
Lake Tarpon Canal Bridge $2.03 $2.21 $2.21
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5.0 TRAFFIC

5.1 EXISTING TRAFFIC

Traffic counts were taken in December, 1986 and January, 1987 for use in a
traffic study* for the SR 586/SR 584 (Curlew Road/Tampa Road) Corridor. The
results of the study indicated that the lowest existing volume on SR 586
(Curlew Road) was 10,800 vehicles per day (vpd) west of Alternate U.S. 19
and the highest volume was 26,500 just west of U.S. Route 19. Along SR 584
(Tampa Road) volume counts ranged from 29,600 vpd southeast of the Curlew

Road intersection to 30,500 northwest of CR 233 (Forest Lakes Boulevard).

In general, the volumes along Curlew Road were highest in the vicinity of
u.s. 19. Fast and west of U.S. 19, the volumes decline. Heaviest volumes

in the corridor are along Tampa Road and are in the 30,000 vpd range.

Traffic counts as taken 1in December, 1986 and January 1987 required the
application of conversion factors for trucks and for seasons. Normally, the
use of field data for truck percentages, and FDOT seasonal factors for
Pinellas County, would have been adequate for conversion of raw field counts

to average daily traffic (ADT). Both Curlew and Tampa Roads, however,

* Technical Memorandum - Corridor Design Traffic Volumes, Project
Development and Environmental Study, SR 586 (Curlew Road) from SR 595
(Alternate U.S. 19) to SR 584 (Tampa Road) and SR 584 (Tampa Road) from SR
586 (Curlew Road) to the Seaboard System Railroad. H.W. Lochner, Inc.,
Revised May, 1987
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provide direct alignment to Honeymoon Island State Park and the influence of
this recreation facility on corridor traffic flow was investigated as part

of the traffic study.

Honeymoon Island State Park has peak visitations in March, April and May.
Saturdays, Sundays and holidays have highest daily visitations. The lowest
periods for visitations to the State Park are in December and January -- the
same months as traffic counts were taken for the project. Appropriate
conversions were made to the field counts to accomodate average daily
vehicle visitations to the State Park. The results of these conversions,
plus application of truck and seasonal conversion factors were used to
establish 1986 base year project traffic. The 1986 ADT is shown in Exhibit
14.

Generalized upper limits of highway capacities uti]ized by the Pinellas Area
Transportation Study are shown in Exhibit 15. Based on this data, the
following sections of the project length are functioning at the indicated
levels of service (LOS).

*0On Curlew Road

- Alt. 19 to CR 1 LOS C/D
- CR 1 through McMullen-Booth Road intersection Los D
- West leg of intersection with Tampa Road LOS D

*On Tampa Road
- From Curlew Road to S.C.L. Railroad “LOS F
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Level Ot Service | A { B | C | D E
FREEWAYS
F9url-8ne 22.800 38,000 57.000 £8 k0Q 76 000
Six Lane 34,200 57.000 85,500 102,600 114,000
Eight Lane 45,600 76,000 114,000 136,800 152,000
EXPRESSWAYS
four Lane 18700 30400 L5 600 sk _700 £0 800
Six Lane 27..500 45.600 68,400 82,100 91.200
Eight Lane 36,500 60.800 91,200 109.400 121.600
DIVIDED ARTERIALS
Two Lane 5.900 9,900 14,800 17.800 19,800
Four Lane 11.200 18,600 27,800 33,500 36,000
Six Lane 17,100 28,500 42 700 51,300 95,700
Eight Lane 22.100 36,800 55 200 66,200 72,000
UNDIVIDED ARTERIALS
Two Lane L 700 7,900 11,800 14,200 15,700
‘Four Lane 8,200 13,600 20,400 24,500 27.200
ONE WAY ARTERIALS
Two Lane 4,300 7.200 10.800 13000 13_600
Three Lane 7,000 11.700 17.500 21.000 21 _800
fFourlane 10,200 17.000 25,500 30,600 32 Lon
COLLECTORS
Two Lane(u) 3.900 6,500 9,700 11,700 12 oqn
Two Lane(d) | 5.100 8,500 127090 15,200 16,000
RURAL ROADS, BRIDGES AND CAUSEWAYS
Two Laqe’ 6,600 10.900 1A 4on 20500 21 600
Four Lane _14 700 24_snn 26 700 LS oon 50 0on
COMMUNITY TYPE FACTORS
CBD FRINGE RESIDENT!AL OBD
Freeways 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Expressways . 1.0 1.0 1.0
Divided Arterials .8 1.0 1.0 1.0
Undivided Arterials .8 1.0 1.0 1.0
One Way Arterials .8 .9 1.0 1.0
Bridges 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Collectors .8 .9 1.0 .9

Sources:

1965 Highway Capacity Hanual, UTP Technlcal Procedure T1, and

Pinellas Area Transportation Study Plan Reevaluation Data.

(2/80)

S.R. 586 / S.R. 584
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT &
ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY

GENERALIZED

HIGHWAY CAPACITIES

EXHIBIT
15
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A1l signalized intersections are channelized and are configured with varied
combinations of Tleft-turn, right-turn and through lanes. Some of these
channelized improvements have been constructed in the past twelve months and
contribute favorably to an increase in the LOS. The newly constructed
three-lane cross sections have also improved LOS. Nonetheless, the entire
length of Curlew Road and Tampa Road is basically a two-lane facility and
while these recent improvements have been beneficial to traffic operations
they alone cannot supplant the capacity that would accompany a multi-Tane
facility. Long platoons of vehicles are common throughout the day along
with congestion and long delays. Queued vehicles continue to block
driveways and cross streets, generating local demands for additional traffic
signals. These roadway operational conditions reflect the levels of service

indicated above.

5.2 2010 DESIGN YEAR TRAFFIC

Estimated daily traffic assignments for year 2010 are shown on Exhibit 16.
Heavy turning movements are expected at intersections with Alternate U.S.

19, U.S. 19, McMullen-Booth Road and Tampa Road.

Exhibits 17, 18 and 19 portray 2010 design hour volumes, AM peak hour
volumes and PM peak hour volumes. The number of Tanes needed on each
intersection approach to attain a LOS ‘D’ or better at each intersection are
portrayed in Table 4. Interchanges are planned at the intersections of
Curlew Road with U.S. 19 and with McMullen-Booth Road. These interchanges
are included in separate studies which are being coordinated with the SR

86/SR 584 Study at interface points with Curlew Road. Levels of service
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TABLE 4

. YEAR 2010 LEVELS OF SERVICE
INTERSECTION EB WB NB SB INTERSECTION
A1t.19/SR 586 APP. LANES 5 5 5 5
A.M. LOS D D D D D
P.M. LOS c D D D D
C.R. 1/SR 586 APP. LANES 4 5 4 3
A.M. LOS C D C C c
P.M. LOS c C C C c
Belcher Rd./SR 586  APP. LANES 4 5 5 4
o A.M. LOS D D D D D
;;i P.M. LOS D D D C D
Countryside Blvd/
n SR 586 APP. LANES 4 4 3 3
| A.M. LOS D C D D D
| P.M. LOS c D D D D
. SR 586/SR 584 APP. LANES 4 -- 5 3
£ A.M. LOS D -- D D D
P.M. LOS D -- D D D
QE Forest Lakes Blvd./
. SR 584 APP. LANES 5 5 5 5
A.M. LOS D C E E D
P.M. LOS D D E D D

;;@ Notes: 1. Optimum green times developed through use of the Intersection
o Analysis Program (IAP), consistent with Appendix II, Chapter 9 of
the 1985 Highway Caﬁacity Manual. Green times were then used as
part of input to Highway Capacity Software program.

2. Eleven-foot lanes used in analysis to obtain worst-case
conditions under Alternate A.

3. Subsequent analysis for Alternates B and C indicate same number
of approach lane requirements. See Appendix A.
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expected in 2010 for each approach and for each intersection in the SR

586/SR 584 Study are listed in Table 4.

5.3 K, D, T AND PH FACTORS
The traffic study for SR 586/SR 584 discussed background and reasons for K,

D, T and PH factors. Each of these factors is utilized in the derivation of
design data for determining the number of lanes that are required on the new
or improved facility. More importantly, these factors are part of the

technical input for determining the number of lanes at each intersection

approach.

Based on previous work performed in the traffic study, the recommended

factors for design are as follows:

K = 8.0 percent
= 56 percent
T= 2 percent (peak hour)
PHF = 0.92

5.4 EXPANDED NETWORK STUDY

The Pinellas County Transportation Planning Department evaluated

supplemental roadway alignments within the SR 584/586 corridor in order to
optimize the traffic flow of the adopted highway network. The testing of
these supplemental alignments was performed by running the UTPS model’s

battery of programs with the year 2010 highway network.
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The alternatives that were tested consisted of additional east-west links to
the existing system. 2010 traffic volumes on SR 586 and SR 584 generally
decreased or did not vary significantly in comparison to those on the
adopted network, depending upon where the new links were added. However,
all of the alternatives that were evaluated indicated the need for six lanes

on SR 586 and SR 584.

Efforts between Pinellas, Hillsborough and Pasco Counties are currgnt]y
underway so that respective future transportation networks can be fully
coordinated. Results of this coordination process will not alter the need
for six lanes in the SR 586/SR 584 Corridor. Planning and design studies
are also underway on the Pinellas County Northeast Corridor and along Pine
Street FExtended. These transportation facilities are expected to add or
change intersection requirements at their connections to SR 584 -- but will

not change the six-lane cross section requirements of SR 584.
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6.0 ACCIDENTS

Accident data obtained from the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)
were analyzed and summarized for the study segment of SR 586/584. The
summary addresses SR 584 and SR 586 separately. Tables 5 and 6 present
accident data for the project area, between 1981 and 1985.

The most common method used to analyze accidents which occur on specific

sections of roadway is to convert the actual number of accidents into a

rate, usually per million or per 100 million vehicle miles of travel.

Actual accident rates in this study are computed per million vehicle miles
of travel (ACC/MVM). This rate can then be compared to regional or

statewide averages for facilities with similar characteristics.

Critical accident rates are related to statewide rates and include only

injury and fatal accidents.

Another key indicator of accident experience is the ratio of critical
accident rate to actual accident rate. This ratio is a measure of the
relative safety of any given road, segment of road, or spot location. The
Tower the safety ratio, the safer the facility. A safety ratio greater
than 1.00 dis undesirable. Both segments of the SR 586/SR 584 project had
safety ratios lower than 1.00 for all years except 1984.

As can be seen in Table 5, the actual number of accidents on SR 584 have
remained fairly constant between 1981 and 1985. Property losses and overall
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economic losses rose to $28,000 and $1,205,600 vrespectively from 1981
through 1985. The large overall Tloss is directly related to the four
fatalities in 1985.

Table 6 highlights the accident data for SR 586. Like SR 584, the actual
number of accidents on SR 586 have remained fairly constant during the time
period studied. Property losses and economic losses in 1985 were $60,000

and $903,100 respectively.
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7.0 MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC

There are two distinct segments of the SR 584/SR 586 project that require
consideration for construction scheduling and maintenance of traffic. These

are: 1) crossing of Lake Tarpon Canal; and 2) Curlew Road/Tampa Road

reconstruction.

7.1 CROSSING OF LAKE TARPON CANAL

The widening of the existing bridge would be constructed in stages so that

two traffic lanes would be available at all times.

7.2 CURLEW ROAD/TAMPA ROAD

Two lanes would be available on Curlew Road and Tampa Road at all times.
Left-turn lanes would be provided at major intersections where possible

during construction.

Initially, construction will begin on one side with the jnstallation of
drainage facilities and new traffic lanes. Following this, work would be
done on the other side of Curlew and Tampa Roads. Finally, the center
portion of the project would be constructed. Left-turns to and from non-
signalized - driveways may be curtailed through major construction periods,
but access to fronting business properties would be maintained through
business hours. Access would also be maintained for fronting residential
properties except for short durations when construction activities prevent

such use.
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8.0 DRAINAGE

The FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (latest revision - 1983) indicate the
following areas lie within the limits of the base floodplain (100-year flood
zone):

-From the beginning of the project on the west end to about 700 feet

east of Alt. U.S. 19.

-The Lake Tarpon Canal crossing.

-From the Curlew Road-Tampa Road intersection east to about 500 feet

west of the Tampa Road-CR 233 intersection.

-From the Tampa Road-CR 233 intersection east to a point approx. 2800

east of the intersection.

According to the FDOT Drainage Manual, there are three basic categories by
which the project can be classified for the purpose of assessment and
documentation of floodplain encroachments. For approximately 60 percent of
the 7.4-mile project which traverses the beach ridge that parallels the
coast, the classification is Category 1: Projects Which Will Not Involve
Any Work Below the 100-year Floodplain. The remainder of the project is
classified as Category 4: Projects on Existing Alignment Involving
Replacement of Existing Drainage Structures with No Record of Drainage
Problems, or Category 5: Projects on Existing Alignment Involving
Replacement of Drainage Structures in Heavily Urbanized Floodplains. The
hydraulic studies and design are detailed in the Location Hydraulics Report

that was prepared for the project.
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8.1 EXISTING DRAINAGE

The existing roadway is a predominately 2-lane rural type typical section.
Stormwater collection 1is via roadway ditches and swales, where they exist.
For much of the sandy ridge that the western 2/3 of the 7.4 mile project
traverses, there are no defined collection systems and stormwater runoff
either pefco1ates into the well drained sandy soils, or is conveyed overland
to natural storage areas, detention ponds, or outfalls. From Northridge
Drive west, the project lies in the Curlew Creek Basin. The South Creek
Basin and the Possum Branch Basin are traversed between Northridge Drive and

Lake Tarpon Outfall Canal.

Fast of the Lake Tarpon Outfall Canal, the project traverses an area of low
relief. Stormwater runoff is typically collected in roadside ditches and
swales. . Drainage is generally to the south toward Safety Harbor via short
creeks which drain the flatwoods north of Curlew and Tampa Roads. The
wetland vegetation present in most of the ditches indicate that there is

standing water in the ditches much of the time.

8.2 PROPOSED DRAINAGE

Over-pavement stormwater collection for the Build alternatives will be via
curb and gutters, which route the flow to inlets where the runoff enters the
stormsewer system. For that portion of the project that lies on the beach
ridge, stormwater quality and quantity criteria will be satisfied through
the construction of exfiltration trenches and detention/retention ponds and

the utilization of existing detention areas and natural storage areas where
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feasible. Table 7 indicates the various stormwater management concepts that
may be used for the project. Possible sites for the Tlocation of

detention/retention ponds are depicted on the conceptual plans.

From the Lake Tarpon Outfall Canal area eastward, the low relief, relatively
high water table, and poorly drained soils will restrict the use of
exfiltration trenches, and utilization of detention/retention ponds and

natural storage areas to adhere to stormwater regulations will be the rule.

The proposed drainage system will be designed in accordance with the

Pinellas County Master Drainage Plan.
Major culverts will be extended rather than replaced where condition and

existing hydraulic openings will allow. This will also facilitate

maintenance of traffic during construction.
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TABLE 7
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT CONCEPT
FOR SR 586/584

. Lake Tarpon Canal

to Tampa Road

. Tampa Road to
Seaboard Systems

Railroad

South Creek,
Possum Branch
Oldsmar

Oldsmar

?
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ROADWAY DRAINAGE STORMWATER DETENTION
SEGMENT BASIN AND TREATMENT CONCEPTS
. Alt. U.S. 19 Curlew Exfiltration trenches, natural
to CR 1 Creek storage along Curlew Creek and/or
new detention areas on south side.
.CR1 to Curlew Exfiltration trenches and Pinellas
Belcher Creek County Detention Pond No. 3.
. Belcher to. Curlew Exfiltration trenches, pipe to
u.s. 19 Creek natural storage areas and/or new
detention areas.
. U.S. 19 to Curlew Natural storage in designated lakes
Northridge Creek on south side.
. Northridge to South Natural storage in Florida Power
Lake Tarpon Canal Creek Corp. R/W, bayheads and new

detention areas.

Natural storage in Flatwoods ponds,
and new detention areas.

Natural storage in Cypress domes,
and new detention areas.
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9.0 VALUE ENGINEERING

A Value Engineering (VE) Study was conducted in March and April of 1988.
The consensus of the VE Study Team supported Alternate B as the preferred
design concept. The alignment of Alternate B was also supported and
suggestions were made for reviews of the alignment in two locations; these
being, (1) a short section west 6f Belcher Avenue, and (2) the section east

of McMullen-Booth Road.’

The greatest potential for VE savings was identified as the bridge over Lake
Tarpon Canal. The only recommendation of the VE Study Team was for
replacement of the Lake Tarpon Canal Bridge as opposed to widening of the
Bridge. This recommendation entails higher first costs but Tower Tife cycle
costs. Replacement of the Bridge would also reduce traffic disruption

because of fewer construction stages.
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10.0 UTILITIES

The SR 584/SR 586 project is located in a generally low density, suburban
area. However, given the high density and high degree of urbanization in
the greater Tampa Bay region, many types and varieties of utilities are
found within the project limits. Exhibit 20 indicates the location of major
utilities in the study corridor. For the sake of clarity, minor facilities,

such as distribution lines, have been omitted.

The City of St. Petersburg maintains a system of underground water
transmission pipes which originate in Pasco County and run south through the
study area. These Tlines cross SR 586 at three locations: 1) at U.S. 19,
with a 36" pipe in the east right-of-way, 2) just west of Countryside Bivd,
with a 60" pipe in the Florida Power overhead line right-of-way, and, 3) at
McMullen-Booth Road, with a 48" pipe in the west right-of-way. In addition,
a 16" pipe crosses SR 584 just west of Forest Lakes Blvd. Florida Power
Company operates a 14" oil pipeline which runs north and south and crosses
Curlew Road (Sr 586) underground, just east of 69th Street. Florida Power
also maintains a 230KV power line which crosses Curlew just east of Merlin
Drive; a 230KV power line which crosses Curlew Road on the west side of CR
1; and a 230KV Tine which crosses Curlew Road just east of 69th Street.
Florida Power also maintains smaller distribution facilities throughout the

study area, from Alt. U.S. 19 to McMullen-Booth Road.

Tampa Electric Company maintains both overhead and underground facilities
from the eastern project boundary to the Lake Tarpon Outfall Canal. In
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addition, there are two substations in the corridor, one on Curlew Road near

Tampa Road, and the other on Tampa Road, Just east of Forest Lakes

Boulevard.

General Telephone Company (GTE) has aerial facilities on the north side of
Curlew Road from Alternate 19 to Tampa Road (SR 584). They have underground
facilities on the south side of Curlew, from Alt. 19 to McMullen-Booth Road.
On Tampa Road, GTE maintains both overhead and underground facilities from

the Curlew junction to the project boundary.

The City of Oldsmar maintains water Tines beginning just east of the Tarpon
Canal, on the south side of Curlew, which extend to Tampa Road. These lines
continue on the south side of Tampa Road to Pomosa Avenue. There is also a
small length of water line on the north side of SR 584 from Gim Gong Road
east for approximately 200 feet. In addition, the City maintains sewer
lines on the south side of SR 584 from Forest Lakes Blvd to just east of
Pomosa Avenue, and also, a line on the north side of Tampa Road, from west
of Palm Avenue to Palm Avenue where it crosses the road and attaches to the
above mentioned Tline. The City of St. Petersburg also has lines which run

along the north side of SR 584 from Pomosa Avenue to SR 586.

Pinellas County Water System maintains facilities on the north side of
Curlew Road from CR 1 to U.S. 19, and on the south side of Curlew from
Espina to U.S. 19. The County also has a line on the north side of Curlew

from Countryside to McMullen-Booth Road.
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The City of Clearwater has a water line on the north side of Curlew Road
from U.S. 19 to Countryside Blvd, and a sewer line on the south side of

Curlew from Landmark Ave. to Merlin Drive.

The City of Clearwater also has gas facilities in the project area. There
is a gas line which crosses Curlew just east of Alternate 19. In addition,
there is a line which runs on the south side of Curlew from Fisher Street to
U.S. 19, and a line which runs on the north side of both SR 586 and SR 584
from U.S. 19 to beyond the project Timits in Oldsmar.

The City of Dunedin maintains a sewer line on the south side of Curlew from
Alternate U.S. 19 to Countrywoods Lane. Dunedin also has a water line in
the project area, beginning at Alternate U.S. 19, it runs along the north
side of Curlew Road until it reaches the city water tower, which is
approximately 900’ east of Alternate U.S. 19 on the south side of Curlew.
At the tower, the water line crosses to the south of Curlew and continues
east to CR 1. |

Two cable TV companies serve the area, Gulfstream Cable and Vision Cable.
Gulfstream has facilities on the north side of Curlew Road from Alternate
U.S. 19 to Sequoia Terrace, and on the south side of Curlew from St. Marks
Drive to Birdie Lane. Gulfstream also has facilities on both sides of
Curlew from just east of the Tarpon Outfall Canal to SR 584. At SR 584, the
Tine continues on the north side approximately 200 feet, then crosses to the

south and continues along SR 584 to beyond the project Timits.
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Vision Cable’s facilities run from U.S. 19 west to McMullen-Booth Road, on
the north side of Curlew, and from Cardinal Road west to Spanish Oaks Blvd,

on the south side of Curlew.

Paved width of the proposed project from back of curb to back of curb would
be 84 feet for Alternate A; 102 feet for Alternate B; and 110 feet for
Alternate C. With a centered location, construction of Alternate A would
utilize all but 16 feet of the existing 100-foot right-of-way. Alternates B
and C would require more than the available right-of-way width. This
suggests that all -- or virtually all -- longitudinal underground utilities
will need relocation so there 1is easy access to the utilities should
maintenance be required. General policy requires Tongitudinal underground
utilities to be located beyond the curbs of urban arterials unless right-of-
way restrictions preclude such Tlocation. Only then are Tongitudinal

underground utilities permitted beneath paved surfaces.

Borders for the SR 586/SR 584 improvement alternates under consideration are
10 feet or 12 feet in width. It is assumed the longitudinal underground
utilities that need relocation can be relocated to positions within the
border area, beneath the sidewalk. During final design of this project,
close coordination with utility companies is required to accurately
determine exact field locations of existing utilities. Then, utility
relocations must be designed and constructed to meet roadway location and

construction phases.
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Selection of project alignments was based primarily on safety and on right-

of-way costs. The selected alignments are presented in Section 12.0

Recommendations. It is assumed that utility adjustment costs would be

substantia]]y the same with any alignment selected because of the proposed
width of the improvement. In general, utility relocation costs are borne by
the utility owner where utilities are Tocated in state rights-of-way. When
utilities are located in dedicated easements, relocation costs are borne by

the roadway jurisdiction.
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11.0 PROJECT COSTS

Roadway and structural costs are included in the costs shown in Table 8.
The cost estimate assumes total replacement of the existing Curlew Road and
Tampa Road pavements from west of the intersection with SR 595 (Alt. U.S.

19) to approximately Bay View Drive.
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TABLE 8

PROJECT COSTS* - SUMMARY TABLE

T,

ALTERNATE

-
A A B c
. Right-of-way $ 9.237  $13.635 $23.263
| Construction 18.458  20.048  20.865
- Engineering and Contingencies 3.692 4.010 4.173
|
- $31.387 $37.693 $48.301
L
* Costs in millions of dollars
i
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12.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

12.1 RECOMMENDED ALTERNATE

Alternate B is the recommended design alternate for the Curlew Road/Tampa
Road project. It is a six-Tane urban section with 22-foot raised median,
four 12-foot traffic lanes, and two 14-foot outside lanes for shared use by
motor vehicles and bicycles. Alternate B, as shown in Exhibit 9, will have
a slight modification. Recommendations include 12-foot borders as opposed
to the 10-foot borders shown in Exhibit 9. The 12-foot borders also allow
for three feet between the back of curb and edge of sidewalk compared to
having the sidewalk edge at the back of curb. Roadside elements within the
12-foot border will be identical to those shown for Alternate C in Exhibit
9. This will provide an additional measure of pedestrian safety. Each
border will consist of a two-foot Type 'F’ curb and gutter, three-foot grass
strip and five-foot sidewalk. Two feet are allowed outside the sidewalk for
utility pole lines and/or matching existing conditions. Typically, 122 feet
of right-of-way will be needed except along SR 584 between the ‘Y’ and
Forest Lakes Boulevard, where right-of-way width will be 118 feet. This
segment of SR 584 has a 25-foot utility easement on the south side of the
roadway which can partly be utilized for project development. Distance
between the back of curb and edge of sidewalk will be identical to other

locations along the project.

12.2 SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED CROSS SECTION

Design alternates for the three typcial cross sections as portrayed on
Exhibit 9 were evaluated in terms of traffic service, safety, social and
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neighborhood impacts, property value impacts, aesthetics, and costs. This

evaluation is set forth in a matrix format on Exhibit 11.

12.2.1 Traffic Service and Safety

Modified Alternate B (with 12-foot borders), as the recommended design
alternate, has all the traffic service attributes, plus most of the safety
attributes of Alternate C. The difference in safety features between
Alternate B and Alternate C are negligible. Alternate B has distinct safety
advantages over Alternate A. Bicyclists will be able to share the 14-foot

outside lanes with motorists.

Recommended design speed is 45 miles per hour. This is consistent with
design speeds of other urban arterials having curbs and gutters and located

in the Tampa Bay area.

Median openings will conform to recent guidelines established by FDOT for
the Tampa Bay Area. This is particularly important when related to
frequency of median openings and the distance between major intersections
and the first median opening upstream and/or downstream from these major
intersections. Because the SR 584 project section has the heaviest traffic
volumes, median openings should be minimized and allowed only at

intersections with collector streets or other minor/major arterials.
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Year 2010 traffic volumes at several short sections of the project suggest
that perhaps a four-lane cross section would adequately serve those volumes
and do so with less cost and disruption than a six-lane facility.
Generally, changes in cross section over short distances, which include drop
lanes, add lanes, tapers, alignment shifts and median differences all
produce driver confusion and add hazard to a roadway facility. These
changes should be avoided. For lane continuity, balance, and safety, it is
recommended that the six-lane Alternate B extend across the entire seven-

mile project length.

12.2.2 Social and Neighborhood Impacts

Refinements to the Alternate B alignment have reduced the number of
relocations from five to four. Two of these are businesses and two are
single unit detached residences. Alternate A and Alternate C would have
four and five relocations, respectively. Alternate A could be constructed
within existing right-of-way except at major intersections, where additional
right-of-way would be required for wider approaches to accommodate dual
left-turn lanes. Typically, Alternate B would require 22 feet in addition
to the existing 100-foot right-of-way. Alternate C would require an

additional 30 feet of right-of-way.

Alternate A would be least disruptive in terms of number of parcels
impacted. With Alternate B, there will be high impact in residential and
commercial locations where all additional right-of-way is taken on one side.
This would be exacerbated under Alternate C because of its wider width.
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12.2.3 Impact on Property Values

With Recommended Alternate B, residential property values may decrease,
particularly where all additional right-of-way is acquired on one side.
Commercial values will most likely increase because of improved
accessibility and increased exposure to higher traffic volumes. Commercial
values under Alternates A and C would probably increase for the same
reasons. Residential values under Alternate A would be least affected as
compared to the other two alternates. Alternate C would have the most

severe impact on residential property values.

12.2.4 Aesthetics

Approximately 76 percent of the project length is along SR 586 (Curlew
Road), which is primarily residential in character. Therefore, a raised
median wide enough for potential sodding and planting will be beneficial
from an aesthetic standpoint. Alternate A does not offer this potential and
Alternate C provides the highest level of aesthetic enhancement. While
Alternate B has a median eight feet narrower than Alternate C, attractive
sodding and planting can be accomplished within a 22-foot median if
judicious selection of plant stock is incorporated into a well-designed
landscape plan. Because Curlew Road is also the approach roadway to
Honeymoon Island State Park for more than a half-million annual visitors,
special consideration should be given to landscaping this facility.
Engineering and landscape principles should be combined into a total design
of the roadway facility so that maximum safety and environmental benefits
are realized.
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The 24 percent project length along SR 584 (Tampa Road) has mostly
commercial and industrial frontage. Cost, traffic service and safety are
the primary issues on this length between the SR 584/SR 586 ‘Y’ and the
eastern terminus of the project. Landscaping along Tampa Road can be
attractively designed, albeit with more economic selection of plant stock

and lower densities in planted areas.

12.2.5 Alternate Cost Comparisons

Estimated costs for each of the project alternates are presented in Table 8,

and are repeated below:

ALTERNATE
———A__TM111ioﬁg_%?_ﬁollars)
Right-of-Way $ 9.237 $13.635 $23.263
Construction 18.458 20.048 20.865
Engineering and Contingencies _3.692 _4.010 _4.173
$31.387 $37.693 $48.301

The major differences in costs between the three alternates are associated
almost entirely with right-of-way requirements. Recommended Alternate B has
a typical cross section which needs 122 feet in right-of-way width. This is
22 feet more than available right-of-way. Alternate A would require
additional right-of-way primarily at intersections, and Alternate C would
typically require 30 feet more than the available 100-foot right-of-way.
These costs are expected to change as the project advances through final
design, right-of-way acquisition and construction. Final costs for
Recommended Alternate B will be proportionately the same as the cost
estimates shown above, when compared to Alternates A and C.
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12.2.6 Summary of Alternate Selection Process

Alternate A is the Towest in cost and would have the least impact on
fronting properties. Nonetheless, its lack of pedestrian safety features,
plus perceived operational problems under heavy traffic volumes eliminate
this alternate from serious consideration. It was included for study only
because its cross-sectional dimensions would fit into the existing 100-foot

right-of-way.

Alternate C would be the best cross section for traffic service, safety and
aesthetics, but the cost and disruption to communities along its length

preclude its selection as the preferred alternate.

Recommended Alternate B is $6.306 million higher in costs than Alternate A -
- but $10.608 million less than Alternate C. Traffic service and safety is
much superior to Alternate A and with exception of the median width,
Alternate B is comparable to Alternate C. The recommended alternate will be
more disruptive to fronting properties than Alterante A, but less disruptive
than Alternate C. Overall, Alternate B best meets transportation needs of
the Curlew Road/Tampa Road Corridor at a reasonable cost and with minimum

disruption to the community.
Finally, correspondence from the City of Oldsmar and the Pinellas County
Transportation Planning Administration have indicated a preference for

Alternate B.
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12.3 SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALIGNMENT

'A1ignment studies were conducted to determine the Towest cost locations

related to right-of-way acquisition costs. These studies involved right-of-
way acquisition from only the right side, or left side; equally from both
sides; and, combinations thereof. Recommended alignment locations for
Alternate B are portrayed in Exhibit 21. Conceptual plans for the Alternate

B cross sections reflect these alignmént right-of-way cost studies.

12.4 INTERSECTION DESIGNS

Because the lane widths of Recommended Alternate B are wider than for
Alternate A, another analysis was performed to determine if there would be a
change in the number of intersection approach lanes, or levels of service,
as compared to the information provided in Table 4. This comparison
indicated that the number of approach lanes would remain unchanged at all
intersections. The level of service changed on one or two approaches at
five intersections for the 2010 A.M. peak hour. For the P.M. peak hour, one
or two approaches had level of service changes at four intersections.
Overall intersection levels of service, however, remained unchanged.
Accordingly, the intersection configurations shown on Exhibit 10 are also
applicable to Alternate B. Summary tables for the intersection analyses

performed for Alternate B are contained in Appendix A.
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12.5 LAKE TARPON CANAL BRIDGE

The Value Engineering Study Team recommended replacement of the Lake Tarpon
Canal Bridge as opposed to widening of the bridge. That recommendation was
made because of lower life cycle costs and because replacement of the bridge
would reduce traffic disruption due to fewer construction stages.

Replacement of the bridge as recommended by the VE Study Team is endorsed.

12.6 MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC DURING CONSTRUCTION

Maintenance of traffic will be accomplished as discussed in Section 7.0.
Two lanes will be available to traffic on Curlew Road and Tampa Road at all
times. Left-turn lanes will be provided at major intersections where
possible during construction. Methods similar to Index Nos. 600, 640, and
641 of the Roadway and Traffic Design Standards (1990) will be applied. In
this manner, traffic disruptions will be held to a minimum, and all
intersecting streets within the project boundaries will remain open during

construction.

12.7 PROJECT LENGTH

The project length has been shortened by approximately 2000 feet to allow
for a proposed grade separation to carry Tampa Road over the CSX Railroad.
At the time the SR 586/SR 584 project was initiated, it appeared that Tampa
Road would have a grade crossing at the tracks. Shortly before the June 5,
1989 public hearing, separate project development studies related to the SR
584/SR 580 project -- east of the CSX Railroad -- indicated that a grade
separation is needed. This grade separation was then included in the SR584/
SR580 project. Accordingly, the SR 586/SR 584 project has been reduced
88



in length. It will match end conditions with the project to the east at Bay
View Drive. The project will now extend from Alternate U.S. 19 in Dunedin
to Bay View Drive in Oldsmar. The original project length was approximately

7.4 miles. The adjusted length is apbroximate]y seven miles.
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APPENDIX A -- Summary - Intersection Analysis
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APPENDIX A

Summary - Intersection Analysis




2010 AM TRAFFIC

i
f
t
|

NUMBER OF LANES NEEDED
FOR

INTERSECTION APPROACHES

YEAR 2010 TRAFFIC

SR 586/SR 584 PD&E STUDY

i

PEAK HOUR FACTOR OF 0.92.

H EXISTING NO. OF LANES PROFOSED NO. OF LANES Los INTERSECTION!
i PER AFPROACH FER APPROACH FER AFPROACH LOS H
t INTERSECTION EE WB NB SB EB WB NB €SB EB WB NB SEH H
tALT 19 3 2 3 3 : !
H 5} S S S D D D E o) H
{ CR1 2 2 3 3 H
H 4 5] 4 = D D c [ [ i
e e et e e e o e o e e et et b i o e '
+ COUNTRYSIDE 3 3 2 3 H
i 4 4 3 3 D c D ] D i
{ BELCHER 2 2 2 ] 4
{ 4 S S 4 E E D D 2] H
I TAMPA KD 2 - 2 1 i
H 4 - S 3 D - D E D H
{ FOREST LAKES 2 3 3 2 H
H . S S S 5 E [o) E E D i
7 H EXISTING NO. OF LANES PROPOSED NO. OF LANES Las INTERSECTION!
H FER AFPPROACH PER AFPROACH PER AFFROACH LOS H
...... { INTERSECTION EE WB NB SEB EE WB NB GB EB WB NB SB H
tALT 19 3 b 3 3 ':
H ] S S ] D E D D D i
} CR1 2 2 3 3 :
: 4 S 4 3 C D C c C H
i COUNTRYSIDE 3 3 2 3 "
: 4 4 3 3 c D D D D |
! BELCHER 2 2 2 o . !
: 4 5 5 3 p E E € D :
! TampPa RD 2 - 2 1 H
H 4 - S 3 D - E D D H
T FOREST LAKES 2 3 3 2 !
H S S S ] D D =4 D 3] :
- NOTE:
wist 1. 12°=12°-147 LANE WIDTHS WERE CONSIDERED.
|
! S
i



1985 HCM: SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
- SUMMARY REFORT
.,*******i#**ﬁﬁ*ﬁ***$¥%$$$*%$$%%%*Xﬁ#ﬁ*ﬁ*%Kﬁ%%****%%%%ﬁ%
¢ INTERSECTION. . CURLEW RD/ALT 19 F
' AREA TYPE.can- OTHER

FERKERRKKERRKERRR AR

i ANALYST e ow n o - BN
¢ DATE. v cvwseas.2/25/88
- TIME. weannaana-.2010 DDHVY AH
COMMENT . « v e v .« 12°-127-14" lane widths, % FHF=(0.9Z applied.

VOLUMES

: GEOMETRY
. EE  WH NE SE EER WE NE SH
( LT 181 08 2242 435 : L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0
¢ TH 435 341 1019 1296 = L 2.0 L 2.0 L 12.0 L 12.0
- RT 309 342 393 231 : T 12.0 . T 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.0
RR O o o) 0@ T 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.G T 12.G
{ . TR i4.0 TR 14.0 TR 14.0 TR 14,0
: 12.0 12.0 12.0 - 12.0
¢

Ll ADJUSTMENT FACTORS
o GRADE HY ADJ PEG  BUSES FHF FEDS FED. BUT. ARR. TYFE
(%) (4 Y/ BNm Nb YN

EE .00 2.00 M O O 0.92 S0 Y

.~

WE 0.00 2.00 N o QO 0.92 S0 Y =
NE 0. 00 2.00 N G Q 2.92 S0 Y X
¢ SH .00 2.00 N O Q 0.92 S0 Y =

[ Y SIGNAL SETTINGS CYCLE LENGTH = 95.0
: PH—-1  FH-2  FH-3 FH-4 ‘ PH-1 FH-2 PH-3  FH-4
. EB LT X >~ ONB LT X

K - TH TH ‘ X
E RT o ‘ RT . X
v FD FD X
WE LT X SE LT X

TH TH X
. | RT . | RT . X
s : © FD X FD ¥
iy GREEN 3.4 20.0 Q.0 0.0 GREEN 13.6 32

Z2.0 Q.0 O
YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0

Pl P

w X

¢ LEVEL OF SERVICE
LANE GRF. v/C G/C DELAY Los AFF. DELAY AFF.
( EE L 0.447  0O.141 28.9 D 27.1 D
: TR G.835 0.211 26.7 D
WE L 0.760 0.141 4.8 D
TR O.779 0.711 05,2 D
: D
D
F
D

108

#8.8 D
rapu SR

NE L (. 588 0.143 30.4
™’ G0.924& 0. 3557 29.0

5E L 1.058 O.14% 80.8
TR 1.021 QL3237 8.8

1‘1‘f'~'"‘~§
i
A



1985 HCHM: SIGHNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

SUMMARY REFORT

S ETEEE I IS ELTELESEPELCIETLEESISFLTELE LIS ECITITELELEIELL PSS SRR
INTERSECTION. .CURLEW 2010 DDHY PM F/ALT. 19 IAF GREEN TIMES FM

AREA TYPE. .. .. OTHER

ANGLYST . v n v nw = BN Al2015FP.516
DATE. c vu .. cew e 2/25/88

TIME. v cnanuuan 2010 DDHY PM

COMMEMT. e veeaal@2=12"-14" lane widths & PHF=0.92 applied

YOLUMES : GEOMETRY
ER WE  NE SE ER WE NE S
LT 231 393 309 347 : L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12,0 L -12.0
TH 341 435 1294 1019 : L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0
RT =42 435 308 181 : T 12.0 T iz.0 T 12.0 T 12.0
R o o o O : T 12.0 T 12.0 T i2.0 T 12.6
: TR 14.0 TR 14.0 TR 14.0 TR  14.0
: 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
ADJUSTMENT FACTORS
| BRADE HY ADJ FKG BUSES FHE  FEDS FED. BUT. ARK. TYFE
i L) %) ¥/N  Nm Nb Y/N  min T
' ER 0.00  2.00 N 0 0 0.92 50 Y 33.3 =
WE 0.00  2.00 N o 0 0.92 50 ¥ IT.3 =
NE 0.00 2.00 N o o 0.92 . 50 Y 33.3 =
4 sB 0.00  2.00 N o 0 0.92 50 v 3.3 3
. SIGNAL SETTINGS . - CYCLE LENGTH = 95.0
- PH-1  PH=2 FH-3 PH-4 : FH-1 PH-2 FH-3 FH-4
2 EE LT X NE LT X
o ©TH Y ©TH. X
; RT X RT X
P FD X FD X
WE LT ¥ SB LT X
e TH X TH X
> RT X RT X
FD X FD X
- BREEN 1%.4  20.0 9.0 0.0 GREEN 11.6  34.0 0.0 G0
7Y vELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 G.0
LEVEL OF SERVICE
LANE GRP. V/C G/C DELAY LOS AFF. DELAY AEF. LOS
ER L 0.570 ©0.141 30.2 D 25.0 D
T 0.654 0.211 2%, 1 c
WE L G.970  0.141 S6. 1 E 42.2 E
TR 0.992  0.211 40.9 E
NE L 0.881 0.122 45.0 £ 8.0 D
TR 1.017 0.358 36.8 D
SE L 0.975  0.122 60.72 F 27.3 D
T™® 0.755 0.358 18. 4 c
INTERSECTION: Delay = 34.6 (sec/veh) V/C = 1.077 LOS = D
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1985 HCM: SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
SUMMARY REFORT

f*#****&******ii&i*%k*******x#**xx*k*%s?******x#%#**%+hk$$¥mkmx**$#%*$&$$*
INTERSECTION. . CURLEW RD. E/C.R.1 IAFP GREEN TIMES Ak

AREA TYFE..w .. OTHER
ONALYSTw e amane BN CRIARO14.516
DATE........g‘EIES/BB
TIME e wnmenansaC 010 DDHY  AM
COMMENT. » v v« & 1“" 127 —14" lane widths, % FHF=0.92 applied.
. VOLUHES : BEOMETRY
EEB WE NE SR : ER WE NE SE
LT 35 g7 51 45 = L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0
™ 914 718 TOT I8 « T 12.0 L 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.0
CRT &5 35 486 45 1 T 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.0 TR 14.0
RR 5] O o O : TR 14.0 T 12.0 R 14.0 12.0
: 12.0 TR 14.0 12.0 12.0
: 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
ADJUSTHMENT FACTORS
GRADE HY ADJ FEG BUSES PHF FEDS FED. EUT. ARE. TYFPE
A (%) Y/N  Nm Nb Y /N min T
ER 0.00 2,00 N O '} 0.92 50 Y 24,3 =
WE 0.00 2.00 N 0 0 0.92 500 Y 24,3 3
. NB 0. 00 2. 00 N O ) 0.92 50 Y 0.3 3
T sB 0.00  2.00. N 0 0 0.92 50 ¥ 0.3 3
‘J) SIGNAL SETTINGS CYCLE LENGTH = B8%9.0
. FH—1 FH-2 FH-3 FH-4 _ FH~1 PH-2  PH-3 EH-4
. EE LT X A NB LT X
ey TH X TH X
RT X RT X
e PD X FD X
N WE LT ¥ SB LT X
ki TH X TH X
. RT X RT ¥
:r FD X FD X
hfj GREEN 13,2 21.8 0.0 0.0 GREEN 3.3 4.7 0.0 0.0
YELLOW 4.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0
LEVEL OF SERVICE
LANE GRF. . V/C G/C DELAY LOS AFF. DELAY AFF. LOS
EER L 0,152 0,148 5.1 D 25,6 D
TR 0.887 0.245 25. 4 D
WE L 0,897 0. 148 41.8 E °7.8 D
TR 0. 4680 0.245 20,5 c
NE L 0. 883 0.037 82.6 F 2.5 _ C
T G.249 0.390 11.9 B
R O.8B&O 0. 390 23.2 C
SE L 0.779 0.037 51.3 F 16.9 C
TR 0. 349 0.390 12.4 B
INTERSECTION: Delay = 24.8 (sec/veh) V/C = 0.948 LOS = C
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1985 HCHM: SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
SUMMARY REFORT
FEEKKKFERHKEREE R E R KKK KRR R KRR KKK KK KR KRR RHER KRR KRR K RREKRRRAXK AR
INTERSECTION. . CURLEW RD/C.R. 1 16F GREEM TIMES  FM
AREA TYFE. .« .. OTHER :
ANALYST. v o« - ..BN CRIF2014.SIG
DATE . o v v e ...2/25/688
TIMEw v e ennna L.2010 DDHY FM
COMMENT. - v v..127°-12°~14" lane widths, % FHF=0.92 applied.
VOLUMES : GEOMETRY
EE WE NE SE : ER WE NE SE
LT 45 486 65 35 : L 12,0 L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12,0
™ 718 914 385 303 : T 12.0 L 2.0 T 12,0 0T 12.0
BT 51 45 ¢ 382 5 2 T 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.0 TR  14.0
RE 0 0 o 0: TR 14.0 T 12.0 W 14.0 12.0
: 12.0 TR 14.0 12.0 12.0
: 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
ADJUSTMENT FACTORS
GRADE HY ADJ FKG BUSES FHE  FEDS FED. BUT. @ARR. TYFE
(%) (%) Y/N  Nm Nb Y/N  min T
. EE .00  2.00 N 0 0 0.92 50 v g 3
. wB 0.00  2.00 N 0 0 0.92 50 Y 24,3 3
: NE 0.00  2.00 N ) 0 0.92 50 v 30,3 3
R4 SE 0.00  2.00 N 0 o 0.92 50 ¥ 0.3 3
L . SIGNAL SETTINGS CYCLE LENGTH = 80.0
2 FH-1 FH-2 PH-3 FH-4 FH~-1 PFH-2 FPH-3 FH-4
»»»»»»» EB LT X NE LT X
o TH X TH X
b BT X RT X
| FD X FD %
. WE LT X SE LT ¥
4 TH X TH X
RT X BT X
- FD X ED X
P2 GREEN 15.5  19.6 0.0 0.0 GREEN .8 25.1 0.0 0.0
YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0
LEVEL OF SERVICE
LANE GRF.  V/C G/C DELAY LOS AFF. DELAY AFF. LOS
ER L 0.149  0.194 20. 4 C 18.8 c
TR 0.46946 0.245 18.7 c
WE L 0.87% 0.194 32.8 D 25.8 D
R 0.8965  0.245 22.5 C
NE L 0.879  ©0.048 70.7 F 22,7 C
T 0.39%  0.314 14.0 B
R 0.840  0.31i4 23.8 C
SE L 0.47%  0.048 1.4 D 15. 3 c
R 0.341  0.314 13.7 B
INTERSECT ION: Delay = 22.7 (sec/veh) V/C = 0.938 LOS = C

RN
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1985 HCHM:

SUMMARY REFORT

******X*****#******i******ﬁ#&*K***%%X#%************ﬁ%*$$$***K$*****i***#%*
INTERSECTION. . CURLEW RD/BELCHER RD E

AREA TYFE.

« v e« OTHER

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

AMNALYST e v v v nw BN
DATE. wnans s« 2/25/88
TIME .t ecsnmns L2010 DDHV AM
COMMENT. . aeaaas 12°-12"-14" lane widths, % PHF=0.92 applied.
VOLUMES s GEOMETRY
ER WR NBE SE = EB WE NE SH
LT Q0 23b6 157 113 ¢ L 12.0 i. 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0
TH 1389 10721 1214 1544 = 71 12,0 L. 12.0 L 12.0 T 12.0
RT 199 a9 186 i14 7 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.0 T 1.0
ER O 18] Q O TR 14.0 T 12.0 T 12.0 BT 14,0
H 12.0 TR 14.0 R 14.0 12.0
H 12.0 12.90 12.0 12.0
ADJUSTHMENT FaACTAOrRS
GRADE HV abd FEG BUSES PHF FEDS FED. BUT. aRR. TYFE
(%3 {7 Y/M  Nm Nb Y /N min T
EE 0,00 2.00 M 0 o] 0.92 5C Y 0.3 3
WEB Q.00 2.00 N ) o] 0.92 S0 Y 0.3 3
NB 0.00 2.00 i O 0O 0.92 S0 Y Z0.3 3
SH G.00 Z2.00 [N O 8] .92 S50 Y 0.3 3
SIGNAL SETTINGS CYCLE LENGTH =" 120.0
FH-1 FPH-2 PH-3 FH-4 FH-1 PH-2 FH-Z FH-4
ER LT X NE LT X
TH X TH X
RT X RT X
FD X FD X
Wwe LT X SE LT X
TH X TH X
BT X RT X
FD X FD X
GREEN 8.7 41.4 (e G0 GREEN 8.2 45,7 Q.0 0.0
YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 Q.0 YELLOW 4.0 4.0 Q.0 O.0
LEVEL OF SERVICE
LANE GRP. v/C G/C DELAY L.0Ss arFrF. DELAY arF. LOS
EB L 0.797 0,072 61.2 F 47.1 E
TR 1.032 0,345 4465.4 E
W L 1.133 Q.072 140.4 F 41 .6 E
TR 0.760 Q.345 23.7 C
NE L 0.800 Q.068 54.2 E 2.2 D
TR 0.825 0,381 25.4 C
Sk L 1.062 G.068 130.4 F 7.4 D
™R 0.986 0.381 1.7 D
INTERSECTION: Delay = 38.4 (sec/veh) Y76 = 1.014 Lgs = 0
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1985 HCHM: SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
SUMMARY REFORT
EXKEREAR AR R A ERRRRKK KK AA
INTERSECTION. . CURLEW RD/BELCHER RD
AREA TYPE. ... OTHER
ANALYSTw v v e v s BN

DATE. ccauamane 2/25/88
TIME. s aceannan 2010 DDHV
COMMENT. o v e 127 —-127-14°

&M

E

***#****#ﬁ******$******%*$#$K*$$**$*$*$$*#$X*$$

lane widths, % FPHF=0.92 applied.
VOLUMES H GEOMETRY
EE WR ME SB = EB WE NE SH

LT 114 i8é 199 87 « L 12.0 L 12.0 i i2.0 [ 12,4
TH 1091 1389 1544 1214 = 7T 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0 T 12,0
RT 187 113 23 g0 3 T 12.0 T 12.0 T i2.0 T 12.0C
RR O L& O O : TR 14.0 T 2.0 T 12.0 TR 14.0
: 12.0 R 14.0 TR 14.0 12,0
H iz2. 12.0 12.0 12.G

ADJUSTHMENT FACTORS
FEDS

GRADE
(%)

HV
(4}

&DJ FPRG
Y/N o Nm

BUSES
Nb

ER .00 2.00 N Q o
WE 0.00 2.00 N 0 0O
NE 0. 00 Z2.00 N O O
SEB 03,00 2.00 M s O

FHF

0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92

50
S50
50

S50

BUT. ARRK .
mirm T

I0.3

T0.3

30.3

S35

o T 1

FH-1  PH-Z2
X

FH-3 FH-4

EB LT
TH
RT
FD
LT X
TH
RT
FD
GREEN

> g >

We

b

SIGNAL SETTINGS

NE

SB

LY
T
RT
FD
LT
TH
RT
FD

CYCLE LENGTH
FH-2  FH-3

120.0
FH-4

Wb DY

>

8.7 IR.9 0.0 Q. GREEN 8.2 47.2 Q.0 3.0
YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 Q.0 YELLOW 4.0 4.0 D.0 0.0

LEVEL OF SERVICE
LOS

LANE GRF.
L
TH
L
TH
L
TR
L

v/C
1.010
G.841
0.893
1.004
1.014
1.014
0.836

G/C
Q.072
0.333
0.072
Q.333
0.068
0.393
0.068

EH

WE

NE

Sk

DELAY
108.0
26.35
6401
40.5
2.8
9.7

aFF. DELAY

el

AFF.

&7.8 23.6
TR 0.736 0.393 20.9
INTERSECTION: Delay = 37.3 {(sec/veh) v/C = 1.010 L.OS = D



,,,,,,

1985 HCM: SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

SUMMARY REFORT .

AR AR AR AR AR AR R AR AR RN A AR RE AR AR R AR A RERRKARRAR KRR R AR RRRAR
INTERSECTION. . CURLEW RL/COUNTRYSIDE C

OREA TYPE.. ... OTHER
ANALYST. v ..« - . BN
DATE. s v wecnnn- 2/25/788
TIME. s wcananns 2010 DDHV AN
COMMENT .. ... 127127147 lane widths, % PHF=0.92 applied.
VOLUMES : GEOMETRY
ER WE MB SE = EB WE NE SB
LT 109 215 143 i4g ¢ L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12,0
TH 13646 1074 2473 0T = T 12.0 T 12,40 T 12.0 T 12.0
RT 113 116 ¢ 273 1329 = 7T 12.0 T 12.0 TR 14.0 TR 14,0
RR O Q O g 2 TR 14.0 TR 14.0 11.0 12,0
: 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
H 12.0 12.0 12.0 2.0
ADJUSTMENT FACTORS
GRADE HY ADd FEG  BUSES FHF FEDS FED. BUT. ARR. TYFE
(743 (7% Y/N  Nm Nb Y/ minm T
EE 0.00 2.00 N Q QO 0.92 50 Y 21.3 =
g . 0.00 2.00 N O 0 0.92 50 Y 21.3 =
NE 0,00 2.00 M 9] O 0.92 5 Y 27.3 =
SR 0.00 2.00 N 0O Q 0.92 50 Y 27.3 3
SIGNAL SETTINGS CYCLE LENGTH = Q0.0
FH-1 FH-2 FH-3 FH-4 PH—1 FH-2: PH-3 FH-4
ER LT X NE LT X
™ X TH X
RT )4 RT X
FD X =D X
WR LT X SE LT X
T A ™ X
RT X RT X
FD X FD )4
GREEN 17.2 Z0.1 0.0 Q.0 GREEN 10,3 i46.4 0.0 G0
YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.4 0.0 YELLDW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.l
LEVEL OF SERVICE
LANE GRF. v/C G/C DELAY 108 AFF. DELAY AaFF. L0OS
ER L 0,366 0.191 24.4 c 2.9 D
TR 0.983 G.334 20.2 D
WE L 0,722 0,121 1.2 D 22.5 c
TR 0.794 G. 3354 19.1 c
NE L 0.802 0.114 4%.7 E 36.8 D
TR 0.970 0.182 41.9 E
SE L 0.830 0.114 Aé. 6 E 2.0 D
R a.808 0.182 27.3 o
INTERSECTION: Delay = 29.0 {(sec/veh) v/C = 1.091 Laggs = D



1985

HCM: SIGNALLIZED
SUMMARY REFORT

REEEEKERE KRR R AR AR R KRR KRR E AR KRR R A ERRKR AR KRR RR KRR IR KKK
INTERSECTION. . CURLEW RD/COUNTRYSIDE C

INTERSECTIONS

AREA TYFE.....OTHER
ANALYST e w v v e n EN
DATE . e cvvnee. .2/25/88
TIME . nnsneennn 2010 DDHY  FM
COMMENT . « v vv. 127 =127 =147 lane widths,% FHF=0.92 applied.
VOLUMES : GEOMETRY
ER WE NE SH = ER WE NE SE
LT 139 273 113 116 = L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0 L 17,0
TH 107 1364 3I09 243 10 T 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.0
RT 143 148 215 109 = T 12.0 T 12.0 TR 14.0 TR 14.0
RE 9] O 0 o : TR, 14.0 TR  14.0 11.0 12,0
: 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
: 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
ADJUSTMENT FACTORS
GRADE HY aDJ FPEG BUSES FHF  FEDS FED. EUT. ARK. TYPE
Ly T3 Y/N  Nm Nb Y/8  min T
EER Q.00 2.00 N O O 0.92 50 Y 21.3 =
WE 0.00 2.00 N o o} 0.92 50 ¥ 1.3 =
ME: 0.00  2.00 N O O 0.92 50 Y 27.3 =
SH 0.00  2.00 N 5] O 0.92 S0 Y 27.3 3
S SIGNAL SETTINGS CYCLE LENGTH = 90.0
FH-1 FH-2  FH-3 PH-4 PH-1  FH-2 PFH-3 PH-4
EB LT X ‘NE LT %
TH X TH X
RT X RT X
FD X D X
WEe LT X ' SB LT X
TH X TH X
RT X RT X
FD X FD X
GREEN 17.2  32. G.0 0.0 GREEN 8.3 16.4 0.0 .0
YELLOW 4.0 O 0.0 0.0 YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0
LEVEL OF SERVICE
LANE GRF. v/C G/C DELAY Las AFF. DELAY AFFE. LOS
ER L 0.467 0.191 25.4 D 18.4 C
TR 0.764  O.357 17.7 c
WE L 0.917 ©0.191 48.3 E 28.3 D
T 0.947  0.357 24.8 c
NE L 0.787  0.092 45,6 E 6.2 D
TR 0.963  0.182 40.5 E
SE L 0.808  0.092 47.8 E 29.1 3]
TR 0.635  0.182 IR C
INTERSECT ION: Delay = 27.3 (sec/veh) V/C = 1.12%2 LOS = D



1985 HCM: SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

SUMMARY REFORT

K**%**********X*******ﬁ*ﬁ****ﬁ*ﬁ***********ﬁ****ﬁ***X**K*****Xﬁ******#&***
INTERSECTION. .CURLEW RD/TAMFA RD E

AREA TYPE. ...« OTHER
GNALYST. s v v u e BN
DATE. v e v v v ww e 2/25/88

TIME. casnnneass

010  DDHV
COMMENT . e v v wws 127127 =147

Ak

lane widths, # FHF=0.92 applied.

VOLUMES : GEOMETRY
EB WH NE SE @ ER We NE SR
LT 54 0 824 O L 12.0 L 11.0 L 12.0 T 12.0
TH 0 0 1094 1393 : R 12,0 L 11.0 L 12.0 T 12.0
ET 1049 0 0 71 ¢+ R 12,0 T 11.0 T 12.0 TR 14.0
CRR 0 0 O 0 : R 14.0 TR 11.0 T 12.0 12.0
: 2.0 12.0 T 14.0 12.0
: 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
ADJUSTHMENT FACTORS
GRADE HY AaDJ FEG  BUSES . PHF FEDS ED. BUT. aARR. TYFE
(%) %) Y/N  BNm Nb Y /N min T
ER G, 00 2,00 M 0 0 0.92 50 Y 27.5 3
WE 0.00 2.00 ™ G s} 0.92 50 ¥ 7.5 a
NE 0,00 2.00 ™ 0 O 0.92 =0 Y 14.8 =
SE 0. 00 2.00 N 0 O .92 50 Y 14.8 3
. SIGNAL SETTINGS CYCLE LENGTH = 110.0
FH-1 FH-2 PH~3 FH-4 FH~1 PH-2 FH-3 FH-4
EB LT X . i NE LT X
™ TH X
RT X BT %
7D D
WE LT SE LT
TH TH X
RT =T X
FD FD
GREEN 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 GREEN 30.3 4.4 0.0 0.0
YELLOW 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0
LEVEL OF SERVICE
LANE GRP. v/C G/C DELAY LOS aFrF. DELAY are. LOS
ER L 0.119 0.301 21.2 c 33.2 i}
R 0.8%99 0.301 28.8 D
MNE L 1.041 0.275 6.1 F 6.5 D
T 0.763 0.315 25.2 C
SH TR 1.028 0.315 44,9 E 44,5 E
INTERSECTION: Delay = 3I2.9 (sec/veh) V/C = 0.989 1L0S = D



19685 HCM: SIGNALIZED
SUMMARY REFORT
ﬁ**K**Kﬁ****%*%*K**i$$$$i$$$*$$#**#**$*Kﬁ%*ﬁﬁ**ﬁ***ﬁ*#*******####*#*#K**#*
INTERSECTION. . CURLEW RD/TAMPA RD B . '

o % o« w

INTERSECTIONS

TRAF2011.816G
/88
DDHY

....... BN

‘:..2/..'..»..‘

TIME. c s nnwmana 2010

-------

FM

COMMENT .« .« L12°-12°~14" lane widths, % FHF=0.92 applied.
VOLUMES : GEOMETRY
ER WE NE SB : ER We NE SH
L 71 0 1049 0L 12.0 L 1.0 L 1z.0 T 12.0
TH 0 0 1393 1094 : R 1z.0 L 11.0 L 2.0 T 12.0
RT 824 o o 56 : R iz.0 T 11,0 T 12.0 TR 14.0
RR 0 o o 0 : R 4.0 TR 11.0 T 12.0 12,0
: 12.0 12.0 T 14.0 12.0
: 12.0 12.0 12,0 12.0
ADJUSTHENT FACTORS
GRADE HY ADJ FKE BUSES FHF  PEDS FED. BUT.  ARR. TYFE
(%) () Y/N  Nm N Y/N  wmin T
¥ EB 0.00 2.00 N 0 0 0.92 50 Y 27.73 3
L WE 0.00  2.00 N 0 o 0.92 50 ¥ 27.3 3
S NE 0.00  2.00 N 0 o 0.92 50 Y 14.8 3
¥  SB 0.00  2.00 N 0 o 0.92 50 Y 14.8 3

ER

&=
= .
uw

LT
TH
RT
D
LT
™
RT
FD

GREEN
YELLOW

FH-1
X

A

26.1

4.0

FH-2

O, 0

.0

LANE GRF.

INTERSECTION:

VG
0,192
0.896
1.035
1.015
0.844

SIGNAL SETTINGS

FH-3

Q.0
0.0

O.
.

PH-4

ME

SH

LT
TH
RT
FD
LT
™
RT
FD

O GREEN
G YELLOW

o
o

CYCLE LENGTH
FH~3

PH-Z

.
X

"110.0
FH-4

G.0 0.0
.0 0.0

LEVEL OF SERVICE
L3S

G/C
Q.237
O.237
0.353
0.301

0.301

DELAY

= g =
2S3.D

Ty

& ow

57.2
42.5

25.9

ommoQ

arF.

DELAY

4.5

434

32.9

(

sec/veh)

AFF. LGS

D



1985 HCM: SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
SurMMaRY REFORT

*%x%*##*k*xk*&*xafiﬁkﬁ**Y%$$*$*$**%\‘&%Kk%***mf*&*##$x$mmme$$x¥$*$imk¥$x$
INTERSECTION. .CURLEW RD/FOREST LAKES D

AREA TYPE.. ... OTHER

ANALYST. v v v o - . BN

DATE. . cn ... 2/25/788

TIME. e e a e s 2010 DDHV AR
COMMENT. . s v 12°=12°-147 lane widths,% FHF=0.92 applied.
VOLUMES : GEOMETRY
ER WH NE SRB @ ER We NE SK
LT 1461 187 A4G7 210 ¢ L 12.0 L. i2.0 i 12,60 L 12.0
T™H 1738 1382 457 581 ¢ L 12.0 L. 12.0 L 12.0 L 12.0
RT 219 165 2173 206 = T 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.0
RR Q O O 0 T 12.0 T 12.0 T 12,0 T 12.0
: TR 14.0 R 14.0 TR i4.0 TR 14.60
: 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
ADJUSTHMENT FACTORS
GRADE HY apd FEG BUBES PHF FEDS FED. BUT. aRR. TYFE
{4 (4 ¥/N  Nm NbB Y /N mirg T
ER .00 Z.00 N O 0 Q.92 50 Y F3.3 3
WH OQ.00 2.00 N O 0. .92 S0 Y 3E.3 3
ME Q.00 2,00 N Q G V. T2 S50 b IE.3 =
SB Q.00 2.00 N Q O 0.92 50 Y 3E.3 3
SIGNAL SETTINGS : CYCLE LENGTH = 113.0
FH-1 PH-2 FH-3 FPH-4 FH-1 FH-2 FH-Z FH-4
EB LT X NE LT X
; TH ' X TH X
RT x RT X
FD FD
WB LT X SR LT X
TH X TH : X
RT X RT X
D =D
GREEN 7.0 56.5 .0 GO GREEN 15.8 19.7 a.0 G.0
YELLOW 4.9 4.0 0.0 0.0 YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0
LEVEL OF SERVICE
LANE GRF. v/C G/C DELAY LGOS AFF. DELAY ArFF. LOS
ER L 0.921 . 061 70.7 F 45,7 E
TR 1.032 0.4%1 44,0 E
WE L 0. 9585 O, 061 78.0 F 19.0 C
TR Q.702 G. 491 15.2 e
NE L 1.6031 0,137 79.3 F 44.8 E
TR Q.701 0.171 I7.6 D
Sk L 0.532 0. 137 36,0 D S7.0 E
TR 1.049 0.171 bL2.4 F
INTERSECTION: Delay = 3I%2.2 (sec/vehl] v/C = 1.222 LOg =



1985 HCHM: SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

SUMMARY REFPORT
******K*****X*************ﬁ***************************X*#$$**i*ﬁ*i*#******
INTERSECTION. .CURLEW RD/FOREST LAKES D

AFREA TYPE.....OTHER

ANALYST. w w wwn BN

DATE . s v anwea 2/25/88
TIME w wuoennns 2010 DDHY FHM
COMMENT. « v v . L1712 ~14° lane widths, % FHF=0.9Z applied.
VOLUMES : GEOMETRY
ER We NE SE EER WE NB =3¢]
LT 206 213 519 165 ¢+ L 12.0 L 12.0 L 12,0 L 12.0
T™H 1382 1758 s81 457 : L 12.0 i 12.0 - 12,0 L 12,0
RT 407 210 167 161 = T 12,0 T 12.0 T 12.0 T 12.0
RR s} O o O+« T 12.0 T 12.0 T. 12.0 T 12.0
: : TR 14.0 TR 14.0 TR 14.0 TR 14.0
: 12.0 12.0 12.0 12,0
ADJUSTHMENT FACTORS
GRADE HY anJ PEG  BUSES FHF FEDS FED. BUT. ARR. TYFE
(%Y A% Y/M  Nm Nb Y/N min T
EE 0,00  2.00 N O O 0.92 50 Y 3.3 =
WR 0.00 2.00 N o0 0.92. S0 Y 33.3 3
NE .00 2,00 M s 0 0.92 =50 Y I3.3 3
SE 0.00 © 2.00 N 0 0 0.92 50 ¥ 3I5.3 3
:  SIGNAL SETTINGS CYCLE LENGTH = 110.0
PH-1 FH-2 FH-3 PH-4 ' FH-1 FH-2 EH-3 FH-4
ER LT - X NE LT X '
TH X TH X
RT X RT X
FD FD
We LT % SB LT ¥
TH X TH : X
BT ' X RT %
FD ED
GREEN 8.1 48.0 0.0 0.0 GREEN 19.7 i8.72 0.0 .0
YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 YELLOW 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0
L EVEL OF SERVICE
LAME GRF. v/C G/C DELAY LOS AFPF. DELAY AFFE. LOS
ER L 0.974 0.074 7hH.2 F ?83.9 D
TR 0.931 0.4346 23,7 C A
WE L 1.007 0.074 85.3 F 4.2 D
R 1.005 0.434 TE.2 D
NE L 1.009 0.179 65. 1 F 50,2 £
TR 1.024 0. 165 55.4 E
SH L 0.321 0,179 TO.0 D I3.0 D
T 0.852 0,145 33.7 D
INTERSECTION: Delay = 3b6.4 (sec/veh) V/C = 1.204 LOS = D
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;ﬁTPRELIMINARYroESIGN-OF;IMPROVEMENTSfTo?STATEtaoAD’586?aNDYSTAthRéad*ss&

AGENDA

ITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION

" METROPOL.

15s

; 100 PME

BOARD ASSEMBLY -ROOM

5TH FLOOR, COUNTY COURTHOUSE
CLEARWATER, FLORIDA

CcALL TO ORDER (
INVOCATION AND PLEDGE »
APPROVAL OF MINUTES — Meeting of September 25, 1987

DESIGN OF THE STATE ROAD 580 BRIDGE — Presentation by FDOT

PLANS FOR THE EAST-WEST CONNECTOR ROAD IN OLDSMAR" -

FaLL UPDATE OF THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
a. TIP for Fiscal Years 1988-1992 |

B. Priority Program of State Projects

AUTHORITY OF THE MPO REGARDING TRANSIT PLANNING ACTIVITIES -— Report From
Assistant County Attorney Scott Steady

WILLIAMS PARK TRANSIT TERMINAL RELOCATION STUDY

TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM UPDATE

A. Small Bus Vs. Large Bus Recommendation — Carryover from September
Meeting

B. Elderly and Handicapped Service Recommendation

C. Approval of Monthly Report and Invoice

4
RESULTS OF JOINT MPO/JWB TRANSPORTATION DISADVANTAGED NEEDS SURVEY

UMTA GRANT ACCEPTANCE

REESTABLISHMENT OF THE STATEWIDE MPO ADVISORY COUNCIL

PROPOSED ORDER ON THE ALDERMAN ROAD PETITION FOR DECLARATORY STATEMENT

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTIONS

A. Resolution #87-17 Regarding Clean Air Measures

8. Resolution #87—18 Regarding Williams Park Relocation

C. Resolution #87—19 Regarding County Road Names and Numbers

TRAFFIC SIGNAL AND MEDIAN CONTROL COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Proposed Signals
B. Review of Median Opening Proposals

C. Review of. signals at McMullen Booth Road/Drew Street and Ulmerton
Road/58th Street

OTHER BUSINESS

A. Guideway Transit Project ,

8. Supplemental Agreements for Joint School Bus Use Contract
C. Correspondence ’

D. Other '

ADJOURNMENT




MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 28, 1987

T0: SR 586/SR 584 Project File - HWL Job 436
FROM: Bern Guentner
SuBJ: 13 Control Criteria for Design

A meeting was held this morning in the DOT District 7 Tampa office to
dis%qss 13 Control Criteria for the SR 586/584 Project. Attendance at the
meeting:

“Teresa Estes, FDOT

Mariano Berrias, FHWA

Dennis Simpson, Pinellas County

Rudy Garcia, Pinellas County

Hugh Williams, HWL

Bern Guentner, HWL

Each of the Control Criteria was discussed as related to the project. Table
One - Recommended Design Criteria in the Preliminary Engineering Report,
covered most of the Control Criteria. What is not listed in Table One is
included in other sections of the report.

Teresa Estes requested additional information be included in the report with
respect to the Lake Tarpon Outfall Canal and the bridge which carries SR 586
over the canal. This information should include:

- Reference to the canal being a non-navigable waterway;

_ Substantiation that full shoulders are. not needed on the bridge
because its length is less than 500 feet. (The FDOT Green Book
indicates that full shoulders are needed for disabled vehicles on
bridges over 500 feet in length.)

- A discussion of why the existing bridge should be used as part of the
future bridge.

- Reasons why the future bridge should not be shifted to the north or
south of existing alignment.

Advanta%es and disadvantages of each alternate should be incorporated into
the Preliminary Engineering Report so that these can be reviewed before the
Draft Environmental Document is prepared. Mariano requested a copy of the
updated Preliminary Engineering Report when it is available so that the FHWA
can_be ready for the Draft Environmental Document as it is circulated for
review.

Teresa suggested that copies of the notes from meetings that were attended
by the FHWA be included in the Appendix of the Preliminary Engineering
Report. Also, copies of coordination letters from Pinellas County MPO
should be included.

BFG/b
8-31-87 Bern436.Mem



TO: Dennis Simpson, Consultant Coordinator
Engineering Department

FROM: Hugh Pascoe

Transportation Planning Admi graftor
SUBJECT: S.R. 586/584 Alternate Design Concépts
DATE: July 14, 1987

We have reviewed the S$.R. 586/584 alternate deisgn concepts that you
forwarded to us on July 6, 1987, and have the following general comments:

While Alternative "C" would offer a higher level of design, the

‘ additional right-of-way requirements could conceivably make
Alternative “B" more acceptable from an environmental and social
impact standpoint. additional information would be needed to
determine if Alternative “C" would be precluded for those
reasons. Nevertheless, it would appear that "B" is clearly
acceptable in meeting design standards, and is in conformance
with adopted right—of-way requirements.

However, Alternate "A", with it's 11' lanes (including the curb
lane) and painted median does not merit serious consideration.

HP/jmz
7793P/0300P




(813)576-2535

April 6, 1987

Mr. Elmer N. Spence, P.E.

Chief, Consulting Services

PINELLAS COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND UTILITIES
315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516

Re: SR 586 (Curlew Road) and SR 584 (Tampa Road) from SR 595 (Alt. U.S. 19)
to the Seaboard System Railroad

Dear Mr. Spence:

Three items are enclosed as an outcome of the meeting on Friday, April 3,
1987:

kkkk t (~ 1) Meeting notes. '
- 2) Recommended Design Criteria (Revised April 3, 1987).
3) Typical Cross Sections (Revised April 3, 1987).
We assume you are in agreement with the changes indicated in the enclosed
Design Criteria and Typical Cross Sections, and the procedures we are to use
in development of project costs. Our work in the next several weeks will

focus on the evaluation of Minimum and Desirable Typical Cross Sections.

Very truly yours,

H. W. LOCHNER, INC.

Bernard F. Guentner, P.E.

BFG:ark

Enclosures

b CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND PLANNERS
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 3, 1987 -
T0: Curlew Road (SR 586)/Tampa Road (SR584) Project File;
Job No. 436.00

FROM: John Sandeen and Bern Guentner

SUBJ: Meeting to Review Design Criteria and Typfcal Cross Sections

Location: FDOT Urban Office (D7) Tampa

In Attendance: See attached sign-in sheet.

‘1. Project base maps were reviewed. Attention was focused on existing right of
way along the project.

2. Elmer Spence suggested that Lochner call HNTB for intersection details related
to the McMullen-Booth Road Project. Jim Russell is the person to contact.
Design criteria was discussed, with the following results:

- Design speed for SR586/SR584 should be changed from 45 mph to 50 mph.

- Minimum pavement width of continuous two-way left-turn lane should be
changed from 10 feet to 12 feet.

- Minimum width of Paved Flush Median should be changed from 10 feet to
12 feet.

- Minimum border width should change from 8 feet to 10 feet.

- The 6-foot sidewalk against back of curb should be used only where
essential to minimize right of way requirements. It is undesirable.

- Add Buffer Strip Width having a minimum of 2 feet.

FHWA will not support 11-foot lanes unless the cost savings compared to
12-foot lanes is "substantial®.

County wants the 14-foot outside lanes so that bicycles can share the road
with motorized vehicles.

r
The FHWA needs justification for the 2-way left-turn lane--if that cross
section is recommended.



Page 2
T0: Curlew Road (SR 586)/Tampa Road (SR584) Project File; Job No. 436.00
DATE: April 3, 1987

7. Typical cross sections were discussed and decisions were made to determine
: right of way. impacts (and costs) for a minimum cross section as compared to
! a desirable cross section. Highlights of this comparison are as follows:

1

a. Minimum cross section

Six 11-foot lanes (no provisions for bicycles).
14-foot two-way left-turn lane.

10-foot borders.

100-foot right of way.

% % % %

b. Desirable cross section

* Four 12-foot lanes and two 14-foot lanes (provisions for bicycles).
* 30-foot raised median.
* 12-foot borders.
* 130-foot right of way.
. (T c. Develop right of way costs--for both Minimum and Desirable cross sections.
o I the Desirable cross section is determined to have significantly higher

costs than the Minimum cross section, then the Desirable cross section
should be reduced en a step-by-step basis until a Minimum Desirable cross
section is established. Priorities for this reduction process are as fol-

Tows:
1) Reduce Median to 22 feet.

2) Reduce Border to 10 feet.

3) Reduce 12-foot lanes to 11-foot lanes.
4) Reduce 14-foot outside lane to 11 feet.

If all four width reductions are made, the resultant right of way require-
ment would be 108 feet.

8. Elmer Spence was given a letter in response to the comments Lochner received
on the traffic report. The significance of the letter is to receive approval

of the traffic report.

A




Page 3
T0: Curlew Road (SR 586)/Tampa Road (SR584) Project File; Job No. 436.00

DATE: April 3, 1987

9. A text on the Corridor Analysis for the project was also given to Elmer Spence.
The Corridor Analysis addresses a transportation corridor extending easterly
from the junction of SR 584/SR 586 to the Pinellas/Hillsborough County Line
just north of the Tampa Bay Downs Race Track. The analysis finds the only
feasible corridor to be along Curlew Road and Tampa Road.

BG:ark
4/6/87
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RECOMMENDED DESIGN CRITERIA

SR 586 (CURLEW ROAD) SR 584 (TAMPA ROAD)

-

Design Speeds

* SR 586/SR 584~ 50 mph

* Crossroads and Cross streets
-U.S. 19 Mainline - 60 mph Des./55 mph Min.
-U.S. 19 Frontage Roads - 45 mph
-Major Urban Arterials - 45 mph
-Minor Urban Arterials - 40 mph
-Minor and Major Urban Collectors - 35 mph
-Local Streets - 30 mph

Pavement Widths
*SR 586/SR 584
—Traffic Lane - 12' desirable/11' minimum
~Traffic/Bikeway Lane - 14'
-Continuous Two-way Left-turn lane - 14' desirable/12' minimum

Median Widths
* Raised Median
-Desirable minimum - 30' e-e
. -Minimum - 19.5' e-e
: <f % paved Flush Median (Continuous Two-way Left-turn Lane)
| -14* Desirable/12' minimum

- Horizontal Alignment
' _ *Degree of curvature - 6° Maximum
! *Minimum length for small deflection angles:
-900' for central of 1°
-500' for central of 5°
*Tangent lengths between reverse curves - adequate to facilitate super-

elevation transition

Vertical Alignment
*Rates of Grades (flat terrain)
-Desirable maximum - 4%

-Maximum - 6%
*Stopping sight distance - FDOT Green Book, 1986

*Crest and sag curves - FDOT Green Book, 1986

Superelevation Rate
*Maximum Rate - 0.05 feet per foot
-Consideration must be given to fronting properties, intersecting

streets and driveways, and drainage,
A

pavement Cross Slope (Not in Superelevation Section)
*Recommended - 0.02 feet per foot
: *Maximum - 0.04 feet per foot
| *Minimum - 0.015 feet per foot
*Change in cross slope between adjacent travel through-lanes - 0.04

feet per foot

.
§
|
}




i |
|
3

Miscellaneous

* Border Width (edge of pavement to R/W)
-Desirable - 12' :
-Minimum - 10'

* Sidewalk Widths: : N
-5' when distance between back of curb and face of sidewalk is 2.5"
or more.

-6' when sidewalk is against back of curb (try to avoid).
*Buffer strip width (between back of curb and sidewalk)
-Minimun - 2° ’
* Clear zone width:
-Desirable Minimum ~ 4'
-Minimum - 2.5%'
* ytilities - Per FDOT "Utility Accomodations Guide" .
* Roadway Lighting - Continuous, at iliumination levels recommended by
AASHTO '

Sources

* A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. AASHTO, 1984.

* Manual of Uniform Minimum Standards for Design, Construction and
Maintenance for Streets and Highways (Greenbook). FDOT, 1986.

*Roadway and lratfic Standards. FDOT, 1984.

*Recommended Practices for subdivision Streets. ITE.

*Draft E1S, U.S. 19 (State Road 55) from State Road 694 (Gandy Blvd) in
Pinellas County to state Road 595 (Alternate U.S. 19 in Pasco
County, Florida. FDOT and FHWA.
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TYPICAL CROSS SECTIONS

SR 586 (CURLEW ROAD)/SR 584 (TAMPA ROAD) PD&E STUDY

Three typical cross sections have been developed for usé during conceptual
design studies that will be undertaken upon approval of the Traffic Report
by Pinellas County and the FDOT.

These typical cross sections are attached. . The rationale and right-of-way
requirements for each cross section are as follows:

Typical Section ‘A’ - Flush Median
This is the narrowest cross section under consideration. Features are:

-14 foot continuous two-way left-turn lane for flexibility of access to
the many driveways and minor Cross streets. Standard painted left-turn
lanes would be utilized at major cross streets.

-11 foot traffic lanes to minimize right-of-way requirements.
-Curb and gutter Type F normally used adjacent to outside traffic lanes.

i -6 foot sidewalk because it is located next to back of curb and the 8-
foot combination of sidewalk and curb and gutter is a minimum.

(' -10 foot border width is a minimum.

-2 foot minimum beyond the sidewalk is required for utility pole line
and construction requirements to match existing conditions. In the
past, costs for a temporary construction easement were normally
negotiated with property owners, but because of the high cost for
negotiations and damages, the FDOT now prefers to purchase the property

outright.
-Right-of-Way needed for Typical Section 'A' is 100 feet.

Typical Section 'B' - 22 Foot Raised Median
This cross section was designed to provide more safety and attractiveness.
Major features are:

-22 foot raised median would establish a physical barrier between
opposing traffic lanes. It can be interrupted at most driveways and
cross streets. Or, it can be interrupted at only major cross streets,
which would give it more capacity and safety. This median can also be
planted with sod and/or landscaped for a more attractive appearance.

-Type E Curb and Gutter normally used adjacent to raised median.

-12 foot traffic lanes.

-14 foot outside traffic lanes to allow for bicyclists. Without
provision for bicyclists, the lane width could be reduced to 1Z feet.




-Curb and Gutter Type F normally used adjacent to outside traffic lanes.

-& foot sidewalk,

-10 foot border width,

-2 Foot minimum beyond the sidewalk is required for utility pole line
and construction requirements to match existing conditions. In the
past, costs for a temporary construction easement were normally
negotiated with property owners, but because of the high costs for
negotiations and damages, the FDOT now prefers to purchase the property
outright.

-Right-of-Way needed for Typical Section 'B* is 118 feet.

Typical Section ‘C' - 30 Foot Raised Median

This cross section is similar to lypical Section ‘B' except the median is 30

feet wide and the four non-bicycle lanes are each 12 feet wide, The

additional 8 feet of median provides a safer refuge for longer vehicles as

they await a gap in the traffic stream for completion of their left-turn

from driveway or cross street intersections. The 30-foot median also allows

for dual left-turn lanes. The 12-foot wide lanes are standard.
-Right-of-Way needed for Typical Section ‘C' is 130 feet.

3/17/87

Revised 4/3/87
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