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SECTION 1.
INTRODUCTION

1.1.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND STUDY LIMITS

This project involves a Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) reevaluation study of a
new corridor (the extension of SR 56). The project limits for this reevaluation extend from Meadow
Pointe Boulevard to SR 41 (US 301) in Pasco County, Florida, a total distance of approximately 6
miles. These project limits are within the project limits of the original SR 54/SR 56 PD&E study
(Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact, approved 1/25/93) which extended
from Cypress Creek at the western end to the Zephyrhills East Bypass at the eastern end, a total
distance of approximately 14 miles. Currently SR 56 terminates at its intersection with CR 581/SR
581. The proposed new corridor would extend SR 56 from CR 581/SR 581 to SR 41 (US 301). The
project location map as shown on Exhibit 1 illustrates the study limits of the PD&E reevaluation
study. The proposed project change from the original PD&E study includes realignment to the
south (as shown in Exhibit 1) and a typical section change to a four-lane (expandable to six-lane)
arterial with frontage roads on both sides of the SR 56 mainline between CR 581/SR 581 and SR 41
(US 301). The original PD&E study’s preferred alternative did not include the frontage roads. The
frontage roads were developed to ensure that the roadway provides the mobility needed by
maintaining the access management spacing criteria of an Access Class 3 facility while still

providing adequate access to the land uses adjacent to the corridor.

1.2. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

The purpose of this traffic report is to present traffic forecasts and document the results of
the traffic analyses for the SR 56 Extension segment from Meadow Pointe Boulevard to
SR 41 (US 301). The project limits of the traffic analysis are shown on Exhibit 1. The
scope of this traffic study includes a review of travel characteristics for the study area,
research of approved development in the study area, traffic model development and
application and the development of future traffic forecasts for the years 2030 and 2010.
Utilizing these 2030 and 2010 traffic projections, intersection and highway segment
analyses were performed to determine the lane geometry that would be needed to

accommodate the projected Design Year (2030) traffic volumes.
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SECTION 2.
METHODOLOGY

2.1. MODEL OUTPUT CONVERSION FACTOR (MOCF)

The Design Year (2030) and the Opening Year (2010) traffic forecasts developed by the
application of the FDOT modified Tampa Bay Regional Planning Model (TBRPM)
represent Peak Season Weekday Average Daily Traffic (PSWADT). The peak season
model output was adjusted to Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) by the application
of a peak season adjustment factor based on historical traffic data collected by the Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT). This factor is known as the Model Output
Conversion Factor (MOCF). The MOCEF used for this study is 0.96. This countywide
average value for Pasco County was obtained from the FDOT 2005 Florida Traffic

Information CD.

2.2. DESIGN HOUR TRAFFIC FACTORS (K30, D3 & T)

The Design Year (2030) and the Opening Year (2010) design hour volumes were
estimated using the 30th highest hour K and D (K3 and D3p) factors. The K3y, D3g, and
Truck (T) factors were estimated based on the procedure outlined in the FDOT Project
Traffic Forecasting Handbook, 2002. The K3y, D3, and T traffic factors collected during
the past three years from FDOT count stations in the SR 56 study area are shown in
Table 1. These factors are compared with the state and national data in Table 2. Since
the SR 56 roadway study area is a transitioning urban area, the SR 56 roadway is

considered as a suburban arterial for the purpose of estimating traffic parameters.

The observed average FDOT site specific Kip value of 9.4 percent is within the
acceptable state data range but falls outside the national data range. Since the SR 56 study
area is not in an urban area it is not appropriate to use a Ksy value of less than 10 percent
for the estimation of design hour volumes. The observed average FDOT site specific D3
value of 56.6 percent satisfies both the state and the national data ranges. Based on this
data, the following Ksp, D3p and T factors are recommended to develop the design hour

traffic characteristics in the level of service (LOS) analyses for Design Year (2030) and



Opening Year (2010) conditions. The following traffic factors have been approved by the
FDOT:

K30 = 10 percent T — Daily = 7 percent

D3 = 56.6 percent T — Design Hour = 3.5 percent

Table 1:
Traffic Characteristics for the SR 56 Corridor Study Area
Count Facility Daily
Station Location Type Year Kso D3 Truck %
5505 SR 56 - Sub-Urban 2005 9.42 55.15 8.89
West of I-75 Arterial
2004 9.45 57.88 8.34
2003 9.32 56.84 3.01
5506 | SR 56 - Sub-Urban 2005 9.42 55.15 5.41
East of I-75 Arterial
2004 9.45 57.88 5.56
2003 9.32 56.84 3.65
5115 SR 54 - Sub-Urban 2005 9.42 55.15 8.65
East of CR 581/SR 581 Arterial
2004 9.45 57.88 7.00
2003 9.32 56.84 7.06
5116 SR 54 - Sub-Urban 2005 9.42 55.15 8.21
West of CR 579 (Morris | Arterial
Bridge Road) 2004 9.45 57.88 8.21
2003 9.32 56.84 7.47
Average 9.40 56.62 6.79

Source: FDOT Traffic Information 2003, 2004 and 2005.

Table 2:

Comparison of Site Specific Data with State and National Data for Sub-Urban Arterials

FDOT Site Data

State Data*

National Data*

Kso D30 Ko D30 Kso D30
Observed Minimum 9.32 556.15 9.2 50.8 10.0 52.0
Observed Maximum 9.45 57.88 11.5 67.1 15.0 57.0

*Source: FDOT Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook 2002.
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2.3. TRAFFIC MODEL

In order to develop traffic projections for the years 2030 and 2010, the most current
update of the TBRPM Version 5.1 was utilized. The modified TBRPM provided by the
FDOT, District Seven incorporates the latest adopted 2025 Cost Affordable Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) for the region and includes the updated socio-economic data
based on all the proposed developments in the vicinity of the study area. The model was
developed and approved by FDOT and was determined to be the best tool for developing
traffic projections for the SR 56 Extension. The SR 56 Extension is coded as a four-lane
roadway from Meadow Pointe Boulevard to SR 41 (US 301) in both the 2030 and 2010

models.

2.4. ROADWAY NETWORK

The 2030 model network includes all programmed and planned roadway improvements
in and around the study area. The programmed improvements include those projects in
the Pasco County Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO’s) and Hillsborough
County MPO’s Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs). Planned improvements
include the cost affordable projects outlined in the current drafts of the MPOs’ adopted
2025 Cost Affordable LRTPs. Improvements also include any private developer

committed projects associated with planned developments in the study area.

The Pasco County’s planned roadway improvements, from the Pasco County MPO
adopted 2025 Cost Affordable LRTP that are located within the limits of the SR 56
corridor from Meadow Pointe Boulevard to SR 41 (US 301) are shown in Table 3.



Table 3:

Planned Roadway Improvements

Project Description of
Number Improvement On Roadway From To
Highway Improvements (2010-2016)
New 2-Lane
P-2070 Undivided Roadway Stanley Road SR 56 SR 54
Highway Improvement (2016-2025)
P-1400 Widen from 2 to 4 CR.579 (Morris SR 56 SR 54
Lanes Bridge Road)
P-2250 W'de”Lfrom 2104 | SR 49 (US 301) SR 56 SR 54
anes
i New 2-Lane Hillsborough County
P-2070 Undivided Roadway Stanley Road Line SR 56
New 2-Lane . Chancey
P-1775 Undivided Roadway New River Road SR 56 Extension
P.1725 Widen from 2 to 4 Meadow Pointe SR 56 SR 54

Lanes

Boulevard

2-4




SECTION 3.
FUTURE CONDITIONS

3.1. DESIGN YEAR (2030) AND OPENING YEAR (2010) TRAFFIC
PROJECTIONS

Both the Design Year (2030) and the Opening Year (2010) traffic volumes were obtained
from the TBRPM 2030 and 2010 models modified and provided by the FDOT. The
traffic volumes produced by the model represent PSWADT. The PSWADT model vol-
umes were converted to AADT by the application of a MOCF of 0.96. The projected
AADT volumes are shown on Exhibit 2 and included in Appendix A.

3.2. DESIGN HOUR VOLUMES

The Design Year (2030) and the Opening Year (2010) Directional Design Hour Volumes
(DDHV) were obtained by multiplying the AADT volumes produced by the updated
TBRPM model first by the FDOT approved K3z factor of 10.0 percent and then by the
FDOT approved D3 factor of 56.6 percent (peak direction). The AM peak direction for
the SR 56 corridor west of CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) was assumed as the westbound
direction. The AM peak direction for the SR 56 corridor east of CR 579 (Morris Bridge
Road) was assumed as the eastbound direction. This assumption was made based on the
model’s projected AADT volume distribution along the SR 56 corridor. The projected SR
56 AADT values show that the AADT values are significantly higher west of Meadow
Pointe Boulevard and east of CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) compared to the AADT
values between Meadow Pointe Boulevard and CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road). The peak
direction assumption is reasonable based on the fact that I-75 is located to the west of the
SR 56 Extension and the major arterial SR 41 (US 301) and City of Zephyrhills are
located at the east end of the SR 56 Extension.

The AM and PM Design Year (2030) and Opening Year (2010) turning movement
volumes were developed by manually distributing and balancing the DDHVs at the
intersections. The manual method was used since the roadway currently does not exist
and therefore no turning movement data exists to assist in the development of the Design

Year (2030) and the Opening Year (2010) design hour turning movement volumes. In
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addition, since this is currently an undeveloped area and in the future will be a rapid
developing area (roadway network and land uses), the magnitude and travel patterns of

the traffic volumes could dramatically change over time based on how the area develops.

In developing intersection AM and PM design hour turning movement volumes, first, the
recommended K3y and D3y factors were applied to the projected AADT volumes at all
four approaches and the approach AM and PM directional design hour volumes were
estimated and assigned considering the assumed AM and PM peak traffic directions.
Then, the AM and PM design hour intersection turning movement volumes for each
approach were estimated using the ratios of the estimated AM and PM directional design
hour volumes, respectively. The estimated intersection turning movement volumes were
manually readjusted to satisfy the assumed Ksp and D3y factors for the SR 56 roadway
mainline. In this process it was extremely difficult to satisfy the assumed K3y and Dsg
factors for the cross streets approaches simultaneously with the mainline. In this iterative
process switching peak directions was also considered to derive better estimates. Final
turning movement estimates were reviewed to insure the resulted deviations in cross
street K30 and Dsp factors are acceptable. The magnitude of the reciprocal turning
movement volumes were also reviewed to ensure the values are within the acceptable

magnitude.

In practical field traffic conditions this non-reciprocal pattern was widely observed
because of various reasons (e.g.: am peak concentration hours are not identical to pm
peak concentration hours). Therefore, a 100 percent theoretical traffic pattern for the
analyses was not assumed. The estimates satisfy the main line K3y and D3 factors and are
reasonable to develop intersection lane geometrics. The manual balancing method was
considered to be the most appropriate method since there are no traffic counts available

as no intersections currently exist.

The resulting Design Year (2030) and the Opening Year (2010) AM and PM turning
movement traffic volumes are shown on Exhibits 3 and 4, respectively. The estimated

turning movement volumes show that certain turning movement volumes at the SR 56
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intersections of Meadow Pointe Boulevard and CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) would be
lower for the Design Year (2030) compared to the Opening Year (2010). This scenario is
acceptable considering the fact that the Meadow Pointe Boulevard and CR 579 (Morris
Bridge Road) would be widened to four-lanes north of SR 56 in the Design Year (2030).
Furthermore, the widening of SR 54 to four-lanes east of I-75, along with other proposed
road construction and widening projects north of the SR 56 extension, would result in

traffic re-distribution along the extended SR 56 corridor in the Design Year (2030).

3.3. DESIGN YEAR (2030) INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

ANALYSIS

The signalized intersection LOS was estimated using the Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) methodology module of the Synchro software. The unsignalized intersection LOS
was estimated using the Highway Capacity Software (HCS). The intersection lane
geometrics are recommended and shown on Exhibit 5, based on the results of the
iterative operational analyses, with different intersection lane geometric conditions for
the estimated Design Year (2030) design hour traffic scenario. The intersection LOS
results with the recommended intersection lane geometry are summarized in Table 4 and
are shown on Exhibit 6. The Design Year (2030) Synchro and HCS intersection analysis
sheets for the proposed conditions are included in Appendix B.
Table 4:

Design Year (2030) SR 56
Intersection Level of Service Summary

Overall
SR 56 SR 56 Overall | Delay
EB WB NB SB LOS [(sec/veh)
Cross Street AM/PM | AM/PM |AM/PM|AM/PM|AM/PM | AM/PM
Meadow Pointe Boulevard C/D D/C D/D C/C C/C 32/35
CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) D/D C/C Cc/C C/D C/C 31/33
SR 41 (US 301) D/D NA C/C C/C C/C 34 /35
Stanley Road D/C C/C F/F F/F
(unsignalized intersection) (Left-Turn) | (Left-Turn)
New River Road E/D F/F
(unsignalized intersection) (Left-Turn)
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The Design Year (2030) intersection analysis results show that all three proposed
signalized intersections in the SR 56 study corridor would operate at an overall LOS D
for the Design Year (2030) traffic conditions with the recommended intersection
geometric conditions. However, attention should be given to the following aspects of the

proposed intersection geometrics to achieve the LOS presented in the above table.

1. Triple through lanes at both eastbound and westbound approaches of the SR 56 /
Meadow Pointe Boulevard and SR 56 / CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) intersections
would be necessary to achieve the acceptable overall intersection LOS D for the

Design Year (2030) traffic conditions.

2. Dual left turn lanes at the westbound approach and dual through lanes at the
southbound approach were recommended at the SR 56 / Meadow Pointe Boulevard
intersection. The second receiving lane would be constructed at the south leg of the
intersection for an appropriate distance, since the Meadow Pointe Boulevard would
be a two-lane highway south of SR 56, according to the adopted 2025 Cost
Affordable LRTP.

3. Free right turn flow conditions were assumed at the westbound approach of the SR
56 / Meadow Pointe Boulevard intersection. The third receiving lane (acceleration
lane with taper) would be constructed at the north leg of the intersection for an

appropriate distance to facilitate the free flow right turn traffic merge condition.

4. Free right turn flow conditions were assumed at the southbound approach of the SR
56 / Meadow Pointe Boulevard intersection. The fourth receiving lane (acceleration
lane with taper) would be constructed at the west leg of the intersection for an

appropriate distance to facilitate the free flow right turn traffic merge condition.

5. Dual left turn lanes were recommended at the westbound approach of the SR 56 / CR
579 (Morris Bridge Road) intersection. The second receiving lane would be
constructed at the south leg of the intersection for an appropriate distance since the
CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) would be a two-lane highway south of SR 56,
according to the adopted 2025 Cost Affordable LRTP. In addition two through lanes



are recommended at the northbound approach to the intersection. These lanes would
be constructed at an appropriate distance south of the intersection to allow for a
transition to the proposed four-lane widening of CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) north
of SR 56.

Free right turn flow conditions were assumed at the northbound, southbound and
westbound approaches of the SR 56 / CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) intersection. The
fourth receiving lane (acceleration lane with taper) would be constructed at the east
leg and west leg of the intersection for an appropriate distance to facilitate the free

flow right turn traffic merge condition.

Dual through lanes were recommended at the southbound approach of the SR 56 / SR
41 (US 301) intersection. The second receiving lane would be constructed at the
south leg of the intersection to an appropriate distance since SR 41 (US 301) would
be a two-lane highway south of SR 56, according to the adopted 2025 Cost
Affordable LRTP. In addition, two through lanes are recommended at the northbound
approach to the intersection. These lanes would be constructed at an appropriate
distance south of the intersection to allow for a transition to the proposed four-lane

widening of SR 41 (US 301) north of SR 56.

Triple left turn lanes were recommended at the eastbound approach of the SR 56 / SR
41 (US 301) intersection. The third receiving lane would be constructed at the north
leg of the intersection to an appropriate distance since SR 41 (US 301) would be a
four-lane highway north of SR 56, according to the adopted 2025 Cost Feasible
LRTP. However, if north-south routes are developed with SR 56 connections to
provide travel to the north, this would provide relief for the eastbound left turn
movement with the probable reduction in SR 56 eastbound left turn volumes at the
SR 41 (US 301) intersection. A possible north-south reliever route for this movement
is Coates Road which currently terminates just north of SR 56 in the 2025 Cost
Affordable LRTP.
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3.4. ACCESS MANAGEMENT

Access management is concerned with the orderly management of ingress to and egress
from adjacent land uses along a roadway to help maintain a facility that operates in an
efficient, safe and accessible manner. Access management helps a highway facility to
operate efficiently and safely by reducing potential vehicle and pedestrian conflict points.
The FDOT has developed minimum driveway or connector spacing, median opening
spacing, and signalized intersection spacing standards for limited access and controlled
access facilities on the state highway system. SR 56 in Pasco County is designated as a
controlled access facility, Access Class 3. In order to help maintain the spacing criteria of
an Access Class 3, frontage roads were developed on both sides of the mainline. The

minimum spacing standards are summarized on Table 5.

Table 5:
Access Classification and Standards for Controlled Access Facilities
Facility Design Minimum Minimum
Features (Median Connection Signal
Access Treatment and Spacing (ft) Minimum Median Spacing
Class Access Roads) (>45mph / <45mph) | Opening Spacing (ft) (mi)
Bi-
Directional Full
2 Restrictive w/Service 1,320 / 660 1,320 2640 0.5
Roads
3 Restrictive 660 / 440 1,320 2,640 0.5
4 Non-Restrictive 660 / 440 N/A N/A 0.5
5 Restrictive 440 / 245 660 26407 | 5,025
1,320
6 Non-Restrictive 440/ 245 N/A N/A 0.25
7 Both 125 330 660 0.25

Source: State Highway System Access Management Classification System and Standards,
Florida Administrative Chapter 14-97.
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The SR 56 facility design will use a 70 mph design speed criteria to be consistent with
the previous SR 56 reevaluation segment (CR 581/SR 581) to Meadow Pointe

Boulevard).

3.5. OPENING YEAR (2010) INTERSECTION LOS ANALYSIS

Utilizing the lane geometry determined in the Design Year (2030) analysis and the
Opening Year (2010) turning movement volumes shown on Exhibit 4, the Opening Year
(2010) intersection analyses were performed and the results are summarized in Table 6
and are shown on Exhibit 7. The Opening Year (2010) Synchro intersection analysis

sheets for the proposed conditions are included in Appendix B.
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Table 6:

Opening Year (2010) SR 56 Intersection Level of Service Summary

Overall
SR 56 SR 56 Overall Delay

EB WB NB SB LOS (sec/veh)

Cross Street AM/PM | AM/PM | AM/PM | AM/PM | AM/PM | AM/PM
Meadow Pointe Boulevard B/B C/B D/C B/B B/B 18/18
CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) B/C B/B Cc/C B/B B/B 15/18
SR 41 (US 301) B/C NA B/B A/B B/B 13/15

3.6.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

DESIGN YEAR (2030) AND OPENING YEAR (2010) SR 56 ROADWAY

The Design Year (2030) and the Opening Year (2010) SR 56 roadway segments LOS

analyses were conducted using the FDOT ARTPLAN software. In the planning level

ARTPLAN analysis, the LOS for the six lane alternative was estimated using the SR 56

corridor specific proposed traffic parameters K3, D3, design hour truck factor (T), peak

hour factor (PHF) and g/C ratios. The Design Year (2030) and Opening Year (2010) SR

56 roadway segment analysis results are summarized in Table 7 and Table 8,

respectively. The analysis results are also shown on Exhibit 6 and Exhibit 7,

respectively. The ARTPLAN analysis sheets for the proposed conditions for the Design
Year (2030) and the Opening Year (2010) are included in Appendix C. The ARTPLAN

analysis results show that the six-lane SR 56 roadway would operate with an acceptable

LOS for the design year (2030) conditions.

Table 7:

Design Year (2030) SR 56
Proposed Roadway Segments (Build)

Level of Service Summary

Level of Service

SR 56 AM PM
Between SR 41 (US 301) and CR 579 C C
Between CR 579 and Meadow Pointe Blvd. B C
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Table 8:
Design Year (2010) SR 56

Proposed Roadway Segments (Build)

Level of Service Summary

Level of Service

SR 56 AM PM
Between SR 41 (US 301) and CR 579 B B
Between CR 579 and Meadow Pointe Blvd. B B

3-15




3.7. INTERSECTION QUEUE LENGTH ANALYSIS

The signalized intersection queue length analysis is necessary to estimate the required
storage lengths for the intersection turn lanes along the SR 56 highway. The maximum
queue length for each turning movement was estimated from the design and opening year
AM and PM peak hour Synchro analysis results. Since it is possible that through lane
queuing can sometimes block access to left turn lanes, the anticipated queue lengths in
the through lanes were also reviewed. The maximum queue length, for the SR 56
signalized intersections, during the Design Year (2030) and Opening Year (2010) design

hour traffic conditions are summarized by individual movements in Table 9.
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Table 9:
Design Year (2030) and Opening Year (2010) Queue Lengths

SR 56

Maximum Queue Length (ft.)

Intersections Turn Lane Desiz%r:;;{ ear Oper;i&g oYear
Meadow Pointe Blvd. Eastbound Left 650 350
Eastbound Through 375 250
Eastbound Right 325 25
Westbound Left 175 100
Westbound Through 425 325
Westbound Right 0 0
Northbound Left 225 100
Northbound Through 150 50
Northbound Right 150 75
Southbound Left 200 125
Southbound Through 200 50
Southbound Right 0 0
CR 579 Eastbound Left 375 375
(Morris Bridge Road) Eastbound Through 275 150
Eastbound Right 150 25
Westbound Left 350 100
Westbound Through 325 200
Westbound Right 0 0
Northbound Left 175 100
Northbound Through 175 75
Northbound Right 0 0
Southbound Left 425 150
Southbound Through 400 175
Southbound Right 0 0
SR 41 (US 301) Eastbound Left 725 225
Eastbound Right 175 100
Northbound Left 225 125
Northbound Through 400 225
Southbound Through 475 350
Southbound Right 1125 75
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Appropriate deceleration length should be added to the queue length for the turn lane

design. The required deceleration length for the intersection turn lanes was determined

based on FDOT Design Standards Index No. 301 and are shown in Table 10. The

required turn lane length would be extensive for left-turn movements at certain

intersections because of the longer through movement queue lengths projected in the

Synchro analysis. However, if the left-turn volume is significantly low compared to the

through movement volume at a particular intersection, then providing a longer left-turn

storage lane may not be cost efficient. In these cases, improving intersection capacity for

through movements can be considered.

Table 10:

Required Deceleration Lengths for Intersection Turn Lanes

Design
Speed Deceleration Length
Roadway Conditions (mph) (ft)
SR 56 Urban 65-70 460
Meadow Pointe Boulevard Urban 50 240
CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) Rural 50 290
SR 41 (US 301) Rural 50 290
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SECTION 4.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The intersection analyses show that three through lanes in each direction would be
necessary to operate the major intersections at Meadow Pointe Boulevard and CR 579
(Morris Bridge Road) along the SR 56 study roadway, with the acceptable overall
intersection LOS D. The arterial analysis results using ARTPLAN software show that the
six-lane SR 56 roadway would operate with an acceptable LOS for the design year (2030)

conditions.

SR 56 in Pasco County is designated as a controlled access facility, Access Class 3. In
order to achieve an acceptable LOS D for the design year 2030 traffic, while maintaining
the spacing criteria for an Access Class 3 roadway, it is recommended that the typical
section configuration for the SR 56 corridor be a six lane typical section with two-way

frontage roads on both sides of the mainline to provide adequate access to the land uses.

The Design Year (2030) intersection analysis results show that all three proposed
signalized intersections in the SR 56 study corridor would operate at an acceptable LOS
D for the Design Year traffic conditions with the recommended intersection geometric
conditions. However, attention should be given to the following aspects of the proposed

intersection geometrics to achieve the acceptable LOS.

1. Triple through lanes at both eastbound and westbound approaches of the SR 56 /
Meadow Pointe Boulevard and SR 56 / CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) intersections
would be necessary to achieve the acceptable overall intersection LOS D for the

Design Year (2030) traffic conditions.

2. Dual left turn lanes at the westbound approach and dual through lanes at the
southbound approach were recommended at the SR 56 / Meadow Pointe Boulevard
intersection. The second receiving lane would be constructed at the south leg of the
intersection for an appropriate distance, since the Meadow Pointe Boulevard would
be a two-lane highway south of SR 56, according to the adopted 2025 Cost
Affordable LRTP.



Free right turn flow conditions were assumed at the westbound approach of the SR
56 / Meadow Pointe Boulevard intersection. The third receiving lane (acceleration
lane with taper) would be constructed at the north leg of the intersection for an

appropriate distance to facilitate the free flow right turn traffic merge condition.

Free right turn flow conditions were assumed at the southbound approach of the SR
56 / Meadow Pointe Boulevard intersection. The fourth receiving lane (acceleration
lane with taper) would be constructed at the west leg of the intersection for an

appropriate distance to facilitate the free flow right turn traffic merge condition.

Dual left turn lanes were recommended at the westbound approach of the SR 56 / CR
579 (Morris Bridge Road) intersection. The second receiving lane would be
constructed at the south leg of the intersection for an appropriate distance since the
CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) would be a two-lane highway south of SR 56,
according to the adopted 2025 Cost Affordable LRTP. In addition two through lanes
are recommended at the northbound approach to the intersection. These lanes would
be constructed at an appropriate distance south of the intersection to allow for a
transition to the proposed four-lane widening of CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) north
of SR 56.

Free right turn flow conditions were assumed at the northbound, southbound and
westbound approaches of the SR 56 / CR 579 (Morris Bridge Road) intersection. The
fourth receiving lane (acceleration lane with taper) would be constructed at the east
leg and west leg of the intersection for an appropriate distance to facilitate the free

flow right turn traffic merge condition.

Dual through lanes were recommended at the southbound approach of the SR 56 / SR
41 (US 301) intersection. The second receiving lane would be constructed at the
south leg of the intersection to an appropriate distance since SR 41 (US 301) would
be a two-lane highway south of SR 56, according to the adopted 2025 Cost
Affordable LRTP. In addition, two through lanes are recommended at the northbound

approach to the intersection. These lanes would be constructed at an appropriate



distance south of the intersection to allow for a transition to the proposed four-lane

widening of SR 41 (US 301) north of SR 56.

Triple left turn lanes were recommended at the eastbound approach of the SR 56 / SR
41 (US 301) intersection. The third receiving lane would be constructed at the north
leg of the intersection to an appropriate distance since SR 41 (US 301) would be a
four-lane highway north of SR 56, according to the adopted 2025 Cost Feasible
LRTP. However, if north-south routes are developed with SR 56 connections to
provide travel to the north, this would provide relief for the eastbound left turn
movement with the probable reduction in SR 56 eastbound left turn volumes at the
SR 41 (US 301) intersection. A possible north-south reliever route for this movement
is Coates Road which currently terminates just north of SR 56 in the 2025 Cost
Affordable LRTP.



APPENDICES

Appendix A: Model AADT Projections

Appendix B: Design Year (2030) and Opening Year (2010)
SYNCHRO Intersection Analysis Sheets

Appendix C: Design Year (2030) and Opening Year (2010)
ARTPLAN Analysis Sheets



Appendix A

Model AADT Projections
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Appendix B

Design Year (2030) and Opening Year (2010)
SYNCHRO Intersection Analysis Sheets



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: SR 56 & Meadow Pointe Blvd. 2/712007

W
182 1900 1900 - 1900 .
Total Lost tlme (s) 4.0 4 0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor - 2097 -0.91:1.00
1 .00 . 0.85
3367

Protected Phases ™~
Permltted Phases

Analy5|s Penod (mln)
ftical Lane Group

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 1




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: SR 56 & CR 579 2/7/2007

Ay v At 2N Y

B O N
1800180044900
40 40 : :
0,97 091_:;?5;;_a>--- 05097
1.00 .
L0095 100,
3367

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 2



HCM Signalized intersection Capacity Analysis
4: SR 56 & US 301 21712007

Lane Configurati ns
Ideal:Flow (vphpi)::iit 1900 -
Total Lost time (S)
Lane Uil Factor
Frt

Fit Protected -
Satd. Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted

0957 100" 09
4894

Ih&:refnental Deiay, d2
Belay (s).
Levet of Serv:ce

intetsection Capacity
Analysis Period (min)
¢ Critical Lane Gry

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 3




Queues
1: SR 56 & Meadow Pointe Blvd. 2712007

Lane Group Flow (vph) 924 946 511
vfc-Ratio.. : 092 0 046 055
Control Delay 9.0
Quieue Dalay 0.0
Total Delay
Queue: Length 50th (ft)

Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced vic Ratit

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles

SR 58 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering inc. Page 1



Queues
3: SR 56 & CR 579 2/7/2007

Lane Group Flow (vph) 435
vic Ratio" O77
Control De!ay 55 7
Queue Belay.:. T
Total Delay 55 7
Queue Length 50th (fty. '163_5;

0427086 075
0.8

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering inc. Page 2



Queues
4: SR 56 & US 301 2/7/2007

e

Lane Group Flow (vph) 380 380
vic' Ratio . : 1.04 043 071
Control Delay 3.8 547
Queue Delay 0.0 00
Total Delay 3.8

Queue Length 50thi(ft) ~582 - 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 57
Internat Link Dist (ft) - 16130

Turn Bay Length (ft) 500
Base Capacity (vph) = 21197888
Starvation Cap uctn 0 0

Spilfback Cap Ri

Queue shown is maximum after two cycies

SR 86 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
+HDR Engineering Inc. Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: SR 56 & Meadow Pointe Blvd. 2172007

1.00 085

Satd. Flow (perm) 3367 4988 1553 3367 4988 1553 4894 3471 1553 4894 3471 1553

Effective Green,g(s) 431 350 540 289 208 1148 190 172 464 177 159 1148
. 5 _

Vet on
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 731 904 1553

SR 56 PD&E Study Re—,evaluatidn 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 PM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3. SR 56 & CR 579 2/7/12007

Satd. Flow (prot) 3367 4988 1553 3367 4988 1553 3367 3471 1553 4894 1827 1553

092 092

Tum TYPe A““ Prot pm+ov Prot  Free Prot Free Prot Free

848 1165 593

HCIV! Average Control Delay "~ 328 HCMLevelof Service C

Analy3|s Period (mm) ' 15

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 PM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDOR Engineering Inc. Page 2



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: SR 56 & US 301 21712007

Satd. Fiow (perm) 4894 1553 3367 3471 3471 2733

1575

HCM Average Controf Delay 3 HCM Level of Service C

of lost time (s)

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Desigh Year 2030 PM Build Alternative Synchro 8 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 3



Queues
1: SR 56 & Meadow Pointe Blvd. 217/2007

502 492

Turn Bay Length (ft) 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
i 1963

5th percentil pa
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 PM Build Alternative

Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc.

Page 1



Queues
3: SR 56 & CR 579 2712007

517 427 141
20

Tum Bay Length (/) 500 500 500 500 500 000 S0 500

Sp
Storage Cap Reductn

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 PM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 2



Queues
4: SR 56 & US 301 2/7/2007

eed
Queue shown is maximum
Hle

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluation 10/16/2006 Design Year 2030 PM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

1: SR 56 & Meadow Pointe Blvd. 2/7/2007

Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow: (vphpl) -
TotaE Losttime (s)

) 1900 1900 1900 " 1900
40 40 40 : _
1.00 0 85 1.00
3471 1553 4894

2100 0.95:400 57
4894
.. 230
0.92
65 250
0
Prot

L1900

' Sum of lost tlme
246U Level of Se

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2008 Opening Year 2010 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering inc. Page 1




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: SR 56 & CR 579 2/7/2007

Lane Configurati ' H‘ if ‘i"i"i
Ideal Flow (vphp). 1900 1900 1900 " 1900 1900: 1900 1900, 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) . . . . . . . 4. 0 4.0
Lane Ul. Factor 77091 1.00:°097 091 1007 0.97 095100 .04
Frt . i . . : 0 85 1.00
Fl.t. 'PrOte'c'ted . ;.: :..: )5 oy L ¢ : ,‘ﬂf'i': B S5 50 : 1.00: O 95'._ CA00
' 4894
00:95 100
4894
450
0.92
489

Tum Type l
Protected Is

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2006 Opening Year 2010 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 2



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: SR 56 & US 301 2/7/2007

4900
40

4900 1900 1
40 4.0
Y097
1.00 1.

ideat:Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor

Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s}
Effect;ve Green g (s)'

Vehicle Extension (s} , 30 30 30 Lo AL
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1754 557 651 1790 900 1861

Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utiliza
Analysis Period (min)
¢ Critical Lane Grotip:

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2008 Opening Year 2010 AM Build Alternative Synchre 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 3




Queues

1: SR 56 & Meadow Pointe Blvd. 21712007

P ey v NN ALY

Lane Group ow‘ (vph)“
: 0:69

707

vic Ratio™ . 0:18"

Control Delay 0.8 2.6
QueugDelay o 000 00000 0.0
Total Delay 0.8 26
Quistie Length 50th (f): o

285

Queue Length 95th (ft)

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2006 Opening Year 2010 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 1



Queues
3: SR 56 & CR 579 2/7/2007

Lane Group Flow ph)
vieRatio - L
Contro! Delay

Total Delay

Queue Length 50th-(fy - -
Queue Length 95th (ft)

Turn Bay Length (ﬁ)_

Base Capacity tvph) i
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spiliback Cap Red
Storage Cap Reductn

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2006 Opening Year 2010 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 2



Queues
4: SR 56 & US 301 2/7/2007

Lane Group Flow (vph)
v/c Ratio :
Control Delay

Queiue Delay

Total Delay .
Queue Length 50th {fy~ - 81 @
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist(ft) -
Turn Bay Length ( )

Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reduc
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced:v/c Ratio

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2008 Opening Year 2010 AM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 3




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: SR 56 & Meadow Pointe Blvd. 2/7/2007

Lane Configurations Y
ideal Flow (vphpl) = - - 1900
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util: Factor: . .
Frt

Fit Protected =
Satd. Flow (prot)
FlitPermitted ..
Satd Flow (perm)

3367 -

| Sum of ]ost time (s)
“ICU Level of Servige:. & i

¢ CriticalLane Group

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2006 Opening Year 2010 PM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Repart
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: SR 56 & CR 579 2/7/2007

onfig

ideal Flow (vphpl) = - 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0

Lane Util. Factor: -+ 097 0

Frt 1,00 .
Flt Protected .00 0,95, 1:00 1
Satd. Flow (prot) 3367

Eit Permitted S

Satd. Flow (perm)' - 3367
Volume (vph) 850
Peak-hour factor PHF

Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot -
vfs Ratio Perm
vic Ratio™ L
Uniform Defay, d1
Progress or
Incremental
..: . :s)

Level of Service
Approach Delay
Approach LOS

HCM Level of Ser\nce

~Sumo ost time (s)
elof Service:

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2006 Opening Year 2010 PM Build Alternative Synichro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 2




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: SR 56 & US 301 2/7/2007

Lane Configurations b Lk i 'j"i

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 =1900. 1900
Total Lost time {s) 4 0 4 0
Lane Util. Factor . °

Satd Fldw (orot) 4894" 1553
Fit Permitted. -~ =00 lo e N
Satd. Flow (perm) 4894 1553

La e’:Gtoup_.thw..(.\fph)
Turn Type
Protected Phases .
Perm:tted Phases

Effectlve Green g (s)
ited g/C Ratio

Ciearance Tlme (s)

AnalySIS Period (m|n)
¢ Critical Lane Group -

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2006 Opening Year 2010 PM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 3




Queues

1: SR 56 & Meadow Pointe Blvd. 2{7/2007

>

Lane Group Flow (vph)

924
vic Ratio ®

Controi Deiay
3y 0.0
1.9
Qteye Length 50th (ft): 0
G

Queue Length 95th (ft) 341

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2006 Opening Year 2010 PM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering inc. Page 1



Queues

3: SR 56 & CR 579 21712007

+

Lane Group Flow (vph)

924

044

vicRatio < OT8

Control Delay 29.6 09

Quetie Delay . R 0.0

Totat Delay . 0.9
0

Qu.eue.L‘ength 95th"(ft)

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2006 Opening Year 2010 PM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 2



Queues
4: SR 56 & US 301 21712007

Lane Group Flow (vph)
vicRatio :

Control Delay
Queue DPelay .
Total Delay
Queue Length 50th ()
Queue Length 95th (it}

211

SR 56 PD&E Study Re-evaluations 10/16/2006 Opening Year 2010 PM Build Alternative Synchro 6 Report
HDR Engineering Inc. Page 3



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

IGeneral Information

Site Information

Analyst Praba Intersection Staniey Road & SR 56
Agency/Co. HDR Engineering, inc. Jurisdiction Pasco County
Date Performed 2/6/2007 Analysis Year 2030
IlAnalysis Time Pericd AM Peak
|Project Description SR 56 Traffic Study
|[East/West Street: SR 56 [North/South Street:  Stanley Road
[intersection Orientation: _Fast-West [Study Period (hrs).  0.25
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
[Major Street Eastbound Westbound
[Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 60 887 60 60 1160 60
IPeak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
von ”}]’) ' 65 964 65 65 - 1260 65
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 — - 4 - —
IMedian Type Raised curb
[RT Channelized 0 0
[Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0
[Configuration L T TR L T TR
JUpstream Signal 1 0
[Minor Street Northbound Southbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
Volume {veh/h) 70 10 70 70 70 70
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly FI
oty Rate, HFR 76 10 76 76 10 76
[Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4
Percent Grade (%) 0 0
JFlared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
[RT Channelized 0 0
[Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 1
[Configuration LT R LT R
[Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
lApproach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
[Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
|Lane configuration L L LT R LT R
v (veh/h) 65 65 86 76 86 76
IC {m) (veh/h) 209 332 61 500 57 400
vic 0.31 0.20 1.41 0.15 1.51 0.19
195% queue length 1.27 0.72 7.45 0.53 7.77 0.69
lControl Delay (s/veh) 29.8 18.5 370.6 13.5 419.2 16.1
LOS D C F B F C
Approach Delay (sfveh) - - 203.1 230.1
Approach LOS - - F F

Copyright © 2005 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

HCS+™  varsion 5.21

Generated: 2/12/2007 11:09 AM




TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

General Information Site Information
Analyst Praba intersection Stanley Road & SR 56
Agency/Co. HDR Engineering, Inc. Jurisdiction Pasco County
Date Performed 2/6/2007 Analysis Year 2030
Analysis Time Period PM Peak
JProject Description SR 56 Traffic Study
|[East/West Street: SR 56 North/South Street: Stanfey Road
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period (hrs).  0.25

Vehicle VOIUIT-I;S and Adjustments

Major Street Eastbound Westbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T [
Volume (veh/h) 70 1160 70 70 887 70
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.2 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
|(Veh ”31’) 76 1260 76 76 964 76
[Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 — - 4 _ _
[Median Type - Raised curb
{RT Channelized 0 0
[Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0
{Configuration L T TR L T TR
|[Upstream Signal 1 0
[Minor Street Northbound o Southbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
[Volurne (veh/h) 60 10 60 60 10 60
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
veh "31’) 65 10 65 65 10 65
|Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4
Percent Grade (%) 0 0
Flared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
|IRT Channelized 4] 0
[Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 1
[Configuration LT R LT R
|Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
[Lane Configuration L L LT R LT R
v (veh/h) 76 76 75 65 75 65
C {m) {veh/h) 326 264 60 583 70 496
v/c 0.23 0.29 1.25 011 1.07 0.13
j25% queue length 0.89 1.16 6.32 0.37 5.62 0.45
[Control Delay (s/ven) 19.4 24.1 3134 11.9 230.8 13.3
lLos C C F B F B
Approach Delay (s/veh) -~ - 173.4 129.8
Approach LOS - - F F

Copyright © 2005 University of Florida, All Righis Reserved

HCS+™  version 5.21

Generated: 2/12/2007 11:28 AM




TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

General Information Site Information
IAnalyst Praba Intersection New River Road & SR 56
LAgency!Co. HDR Engineering, Inc. Jurisdiction Pasco County
Date Performed 2/6/2007 Analysis Year 2030
\Analysis Time Period AM Peak
Project Description SR 56 Traffic Study
East/West Street: SR 56 [North/South Street:  New River Road
Intersection Orientation: Easf-West Study Period (hrs). 0.25
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Major Street Eastbound Westbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 3]
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 150 760 1060 150
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
g‘;‘;&%’) Flow Rate, HFR 163 826 0 0 1152 163
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 e - 4 — -
Median Type Raised curb
|RT Channelized 0 0
{Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0
[Configuration L T T TR
JUpstream Signal 0 1
[Minor Street o Northbound Southbound
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 200 200
[Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly FI
(vehlg) ow Rate, HFR 0 0 0 217 ) pom
[Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4
Percent Grade (%) 0 0
Flared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
JRT Channelized 0
[Lanes 0 0 0 1 0 1
[Configuration R
[Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L L R
v (veh/h) 163 217 217
C (m) (veh/h) 246 81 502
v/c 0.66 268 0.43
55% queue length 4.20 20.89 215
[Control Delay (s/veh) 44.4 870.3 17.5
[Los E F C
[Approach Delay (sfveh) - - 4439
Approach LOS — - F
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

iGeneral Information Site Information

[Anaiyst Praba Intersection New River Road & SR 56
Agency/Co. HDR Engineering, inc. Jurisdiction Fasco County

Date Performed 2/6/2007 Analysis Year 2030

lAnalysis Time Period PM Peak

Project Description SR 56 Traffic Study

[EastWest Street: SR 56 [North/South Street:  New River Road

[intersection Orientation:  East-West Study Period (hrs): 0.25

[Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

[Major Street Eastbound Westbound
[Movement 1 2 3 4 5 3
L T R ' L T R
\Volume {veh/h) 200 1060 . 760 200
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
m‘;‘;ﬁ’) Flow Rate, HFR 217 1152 0 0 826 217
|Percent Heavy Venhicles 4 - — 4 — —
Median Type Raised curb
RT Channelized 0 o
Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0
|Configuration T T TR
|Upstream Signal 0 1
[Minor Street Northbound Southbound
[Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
\Volume (veh/h) 150 150
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
lgzl;&%ﬂow Rate, HFR 0 0 0 163 0 163
Percent Heavy Vehicles 4 4 4 4 4 4
|Percent Grade (%) 0 0
[F1ared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
[RT Channelized 0
[Lanes 0 0 0 1 0 1
[configuration L R
IDelay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
IApproach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 ) 10 11 12
L ane Configuration L L R
v (veh/h) 217 163 163
|C (m} (veh/h) 365 81 578
v/C 0.58 ' 2.01 0.28
95% queue length 3.67 14.47 1.15
[Controt Delay (s/veh) 28.3 580.8 13.7
|Los D F B
Approach Delay (s/veh) - - 2972
Approach LOS - -- F

Generated: 2/12/2007 12:28 PM
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Appendix C

Design Year (2030) and Opening Year (2010)
ARTPLAN Analysis Sheets



ARTPLAN 2002 Conceptual Planning
Analysis

~ Description/File Information

561 3] 1146700 | 26151 60.] Restrictive

1(to CR 579) - 4 nziozs)
12 (to Meadow Pointe Bivd.) 1 114}026]

oMy 30 1]3%00] 18591 60 _ Restrictive

e 1251 0891 130 D
{2 (to Meadow Pointe Blvd.) 132] 079] 40315 D




ARTPLAN 2002 Conceptual Planning
Analysis

Homes\Enginecring Data
and Analysis\Traffic

520
. [HDR Engineering, Inc.

Us 301

SR E

Notes Design Year 2030 PM

1(tCR579) | 10j022] 4 65i 3| 1[46700] 2615] 60] Restrictive.
12 (to Meadow Pointz Bivd ) | Usjois] 4f 570 3 1}33000] 1859 60| Restrictive

Automobile 1.OS

995! 083  aas7| -
869.0 0881 5359 | D 05, . €




ARTPLAN 2002 Conceptual Planning
Analysis

2/13/2007

1520 .
§HDR Engineering, Inc. - Hhis

S 301

Actuated. iﬁffw@

o

Restrictive

60 .. Restrictive,

1 (o CR 579) . . _
12 (to Meadow Pointe Bivd.) L smjosal 4f 30 3] 1128900 1618] 60[ ~ Restictive

Automobile LOS

i1 (I CR5T9)

{2 {to Meadow Pointe Blvd.) ] 1196 064 ] 2372 i a4y B




ARTPLAN 2002 Conceptual Planning
Analysis

YASR 56 GL.
Homes\Engineering Data
and Analysis\Traffic

1120300 1137,

____________________ . 60
12 (1o Meadow Pointe Bivd) P sat02sy 4l 44l 3 1128900 1618{ 60} Restictive

A S B
9851 0721 31.08 | C 381} B
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