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Executive Summary -

The City of South Miami's commercial district, once a small, mostly
. retail sector catering primarily to its residents, has become a vibrant
' youthful, mixed-use downtown attracting both locals and visitors.
’ ' Replete with entertainment venues, restaurants and specialty shops
, : : . this rejuvenated downtown promises to sustain its growth into the
, . ’ : foreseeable future. This popularity, however, has placed a strain on
‘ the City’s ability to accommodate the increase in pedestrian and
. P p - vehicular activity. Accordingly, the City of South Miami has focused
” A, 7 attention on alleviating vehicutar congestion within the downtown and
. Lo neighboring residential districts by promoting mass transportation
and convenient pedestrian movement as viable alternatives.

]

The South Miami Metrorail Station is an existing mass transporta-
tion hub including access to Metrorail, Miami-Dade buses, and the
Downtown Trolley. This transportation terminal also contains a five-
level parking garage. The garage is currently underutilized and could
be tapped as an additional source of parking for the overburdened
downtown. Unfortunately, Dixie Highway’s six-lane north / south
roadway impedes the City from fully utilizing both the station and the
parking garage. Pedestrians are forced to quickly negotiate a
lengthy crosswaik. The City of South Miami befieves that a pedes-
trian overpass will safely and effectively mitigate the physical and
psychologicail barrier created by US.1.

M.C. Harry & Associates, Inc., A/E/P, was commissioned to
investigate and document the potential locations and configurations
for a pedestrian overpass. Their analysis yielded three possible
schemes, each examining a different location and alignment. A
number of governmental agencies participated in the review and
development of the design; among these were MDTA {Metro-Dade
Transit Agency), MPO (Metropolitan Planning Organization), and
FDOT (Florida Department of Transportation). Of the three schemes,
scheme “A” appears to be the most viable solution, offering the best
balance of simplicity, cost, convenience and accessibility.

These findings were presented at a workshop held at City Hall on
February 29, 2000. Participants included City and County represen-
tatives as well as community residents. In general the participants
expressed continued support for the pedestrian overpass. In evaluat-
ing the three proposed schemes, “A” and “B” were the most favored.
While “A” offered a better balance of cost, accessibility, and simplic-
ity; many feit that the location of the east tower in scheme “B” was a
better solution. As a result it was recommended that a follow-on
study be conducted to explore a hybrid solution integrating schemes
‘A’ and “B". Additionally, it was requested that the follow-on study
advance the architectural expression of the various bridge elements
and its visual relationship to the city’s “Hometown” character.
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Project Definition -

The City of South Miami is a growing and dynamic city of
approximately 10,500 inhabitants covering an area of approximately
2.4 square miles. South Miami has been steadily increasing in popular-
ity as a shopping, dining and entertainment destination. The City’s plan-
ning efforts and land development codes encourages mixed-use, in-fill
developments and promotes the concept of “Eastward Ho”, pedestrian
activities and ambiance. With its hometown “Main Street” of commer-
cial offerings along tree lined and brick-paved sidewalks, this downtown
district offers a unique and leisurely shopping experience. The heart of
the retail district runs along SW 72" Street (Sunset Drive) between
US.1 and 57" Avenue (Red Road).

Recently South Miami has experienced an exponential increase
in retail, commercial and entertainment development. A number of new
projects are on the horizon for the city including a possible redevelop-
ment of the property immediately south of the “Shops at Sunset” park-
ing garage. Within recent months the newly completed Shops at Sun-
set Place has positioned itself as a major multifaceted retail and enter-
tainment complex attracting not only locals but residents from neighbor-
ing communities as well as tourists. This growth has placed a premium
on available parking and increased the overall vehicular congestion
during-peak hours. South Miami is investigating ways of alleviating ve-

* hicular congestion while simultaneously promoting altemative methods
of arrival to the City. One such readily available mode of transportation
is the Metrorail. The Metrorail has a station directly ‘across from the
heart of the downtown area. By providing easy access to the downtown
district from the Metrorail station, the City of South Miami hopes to
make this mode of public transportation a safe and convenient alterna-
tive to driving.

Additionally, an increase in activity along Sunset Drive west of
US.1, coupled with plans for future development of this area forecast
significant increase in pedestrian flow across this busy federal high-
way. South Miami has approved a proposed mixed-use joint develop-
ment adjacent to the existing 5-level parking garage located on the
Metrorail station property. This project will provide approximately 120
residential units above 70,000 square feet of commercial/office spaces
located at grade level. Miami-Dade Transit Agency is sponsoring this
project in an effort to promote infill development at existing stations and
promote transit ridership.




South Miami is looking for ways to link it's various land uses by
providing safe and convenient access to services and facilities on ei-
ther side of US.1. The City is fostering a seamless connection between
the retail, offices, and residential areas predominantly to the east of
US.1 with the medical facilities/offices, Civic presence (City Hall, Li-
brary, Post Office}, and residential areas located west of US.1. To suc-
cessfully mitigate the intrusion of this highway into the fabric of South
Miami, a fink must be provided that will satisfy a number of critical items.
This link must first be functional for all users, while at the same time, be
phenomenoilogically enticing, adding to the experience of the City of
South Miami. Maximizing the use of the Metrorail is essential to the
continued growth and development of these land use patterns.

The City of South Miami is promoting the concept of a pedes-
trian overpass as a viable solution to this multi-faceted problem. A pe-
destrian overpass would be one of many components contributing to
the connection between the various land uses. The City hopes that by
introducing a pedestrian overpass into the fabric of the city it will not
only mend the rift caused by US.1 but also encourage the use of ihe
Metrorail as an alternate method of transportation. Integrating the pe-
destrian overpass with the Metrorail station will ultimately make the project
more successful.

Although this study deals with the pedestrian overpass at a
conceptual level, the schemes developed accommodate existing condi-
lions and constraints imposed by setback and clearance reguirements.
The use of a pedestrian underpass (underground connection) was pre-
cluded from this study because of the high cost and complexity associ-
ated with tunneling under an existing highway. The FDOT's “Plans
Preparation Manual” also discourages the use of pedestrian under-
passes as “..generally undesirable;”

M.C. Harry & Associates, Inc., A/E/P, was commissioned 1o
investigate and document the potential locations and configurations for
a pedestrian overpass. MCHA analyzed three conceptual schemes that
address these objectives creatively and efficiently. The overpass fun-
damentally will consist of al least two discharge points, one at either
side of US 1, and at least one elevated walking surface (bridge). The
discharge points will serve as vertical access to the bridge and could
include additional components such as limited retail space that could
increase the usability of the overpass. A revenue-collecting node for
Metrorail passengers has been included in each of the schemes.
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"~ Method and Approach

MCHA began the process by contacting a host of departments
and agencies that would have input directly or indirectly with the design
and location of itie overpass. The information compiled was used to de-
velop and-evalyate the various schemes . The primary contributors were
MDTA_(Metro Dade Transit Authonty) MPO (Metropolitan Planning Or-
ganization), FDOT. (Florida Department of Transportation) and the City of
Swth‘M|M| :

. In order fdr thls prcject to be successful it is critical that the
bndge meet certain cntena That criteria must be identified, analyzed
cnt1cally, and tested using design as a tool for investigation, and present
- recommendatlons for the best possible solution along with alternatives.

The process included collecting historic information related to
traffic and pedestrian circulation pattems and analyzing their impact on
~-the project; identification and familiarity with the nature of influential com-
ponents of the project, such as the Metrorait, US 1, the existing parking
garage, the streets, neighborhoods, and retail area near by.

Accordingly, bridges were designed for each proposed site to
the extent necessary to investigate their impact on the sites, existing
buildings, Metrorail, and US. 1. By incorporating all necessary elements
into the design we were able to determine the size of the site needed on
either side of US. 1 and how the bridge will interface with the Metro rail
and parking garage to the west. This design investigation also assisted
in formulating a cost estimate.

During this process the schemes were presented to members
of BPAC-Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee, TPTAC-Transporta-
“tiorrPlan Technical Advisory Committee, and MPO-Metropolitan Plan-
ning Orginazation to solicit reaction and constructive critique. The vari-
..QUs organizations were supportive and receptive to the project.

trix to weigt .:each site’s advantages and disadvantages. In this way, a
_set Qf criteria was determined and then used to quantify which site best-
" sulted-userneeds-and’ reqwrements and the impact on available re-
- BOUFCES. PR S s

ks

Ultimately, the reporit provides recommendations for the best
__hlocatlon |dent|fy user needs and requirements, and resources required.
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. Analysis -

Our analysis considered existing site conditions, regulations
and guidelines imposed by the various agencies having jurisdiction, and
the objectives set forth by the City of South Miami. This resulted in three
schemes. Each of these schemes adheres to the guidelines set forth by
the various.géveming agencies. In addition to satisfying the requirements
of the South Florida Building Code, Florida Accessibility Code for Build-
ing: Construction, and the City of South Miami zoning ordinances, the

-proposed pedestrian overpasses each meet Florida Department of Trans-
“portation (FDOT) and Metro-Dade Transit Agency (MDTA) design stan-
"_da’fds.MCHA consultedwith the various agencies during the develop-
Vment’of‘t‘hese,_layoutsk,Wcirking within these design parameters MCHA
_has arrived at the following three schemes. Scheme “A” locates the over-
- pass at the'south-end of the Metrorail platform. Scheme “B” studies the
" possibility of creating a “hub” over the center of the Metrorail platform.
_.-Scheme “C” positions the overpass at the north end of the platform. Al
' three schemes provide a safe and convenient means for crossing US.1,
e AECESS 10 aNd from the Metrorail station and a direct link to the existing
parking garage.

Area of Study -

Generally, the location of each overpass was situated on the
property of the South Miami Metrorail Station and parking garage. This
Metrorail Station is directly across from the heart of the City's downtown
business district making it an ideal location for a pedestrian overpass.
This area, bounded by the comer of Sunset Drive and US.1,is a gather-
ing pointfor the various forms of pedestrian traffic. Metrorail passengers,
pedestrians on Sunset Drive and people using the existing parking ga-
rage, converge on this signaled intersection to cross US.1.

R — Directly across from the Metrorail station is a trapezoid shaped

: city block that is bordered on the west by US.1, on the east by SW sgh
Ave, on the South by SW 72" street, and on the North by SW 715! street,
f""The south side of the block is lined with small shops that help define the
: retail corridor on Sunset Drive. Each of the three proposed schemes
discharges its occupants at different points along the US.1 side of this
city block_The location of the circulation towers within the retail district
would serve as the catalyst for growth and redevelopment within the

" block. This redevelopment could include the redefinition of the block into
... aseries of intemal courtyards that are linked to one another while provid-

ing a filtered access to the “Main Street”.
The overpass at a minimum wili consist of the bridge spanning across
"AU.S’;‘I‘"éﬁdl'tﬁél.t\)vdi‘\iéit'ié&l.‘g:’!rcu!ation towers on either side of it.

3 H
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: looking ?soﬁth from
tevel of parking.q




Program Elements -

There are two essential horizontal links to the overpass. The
first, and most important, is the connector spanning over US.1. The sec-
ond ties into the existing 5-level parking garage. This secondary link
mcreasesthe viability of this underutilized parking garage, thus becom-
ing an- addmonal source of parkmg spaces for the retail district.

The ba3|c components of the vertical circulation are stairs,
elevators and escalators.
),The stairs are the p primarily required to meet emergency egress require-
~ ments: The stairs are also necessary during mechanical failure or rou-
_tihe maintenance of the elevator or escalators. Because of the height of
. A . the brldge however, most people will find the stairs too strenuous or time
View looking norih fram the - -~ consuming to undertake. The elevator will satisfy accessibility require-
top level of parking garage " ’ - ments for the physically disabled, while providing safe transportation for
e g elderly people and small children. Depending on the amount of people
- using the facility at cne time, elevators might impede the flow of circula-
tion, This can be remedied somewhat by providing multiple elevator cabs.
Escalators provide a seamless method of transporting pedestrians from
streetto bridge level and conversely. Although the escalator is best suited
for maintaining an uninterrupted flow of pedestrians, it has a high initial
and maintenance cost and is less reliable than the elevator.

ST S

Effective ventilation of the bridge is also an important consider-
ation. A comfortable environment will be a more attractive alternative to
crossing at grade level and therefore worth the additional effort.
Ventilation can be achieved by mechanical or natural means. A
naturally ventilated environment will most likely require some form of
mechanical supply or exhaust air to maintain constant air circutation.
~“The openings required for a naturally ventilated system will require
barmiers to prevent people from throwing objects onto the Metrorail
tracks and US.1. Natural ventilation will require the use of interior
maienals and finishes that are moisture resistant. Air-conditioning the
ovemass will provide the greatest degree of comfort for pedestrians
Iooklngfor temporary relief from the heat. Air-conditioning the overpass
allows ittobe completely enclosed thus eliminating any opportunity
forth rowmg objects below
Thefollowmg isa detatled descrlpnon of each schematic
concept.
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L e .~ Scheme A - South Platform

) . General Description

Scheme “A” examlnes the possibility of locatrng the Overpass at the South end

towers are linked. by elevated bridge elements, totaling approxlmately 280 LF. ThIS in-
P U RSO o1 (] [s -3 =1 4 B extension lmking the Metrorail’s South Miami Station parking garage to the
west tower’ and the marn single span bridge that crosses perpendicular to US.1 and
termlnates at the east tower.

The tower on the west side of US.1 will be completely open at grade level rising
between the tracks on circular columns. It will be accessible at grade level to pedestrians,
" atthe lntermedlate (platform) level to Metrorail riders, and access to the parking garage at
_thetop (crossover) level. Across the highway the east tower will greet pedestrians with an
* énclosed mair-tobby that contains stairs and elevators as well as the potential for some

: small retarl concessrons

: Escalators added to the exterior of each circulation tower could facilitate the flow
of pedestnans to and from the Overpass.

The frrst bridge element in scheme “A” spans across US.1 from the vertical circu-
Iatlon tower located between the Metrorail tracks adjacent to the passenger-loading plat-
+ form, and the circulation tower attached to an existing two-story building at the northeast
corner of US.1 and Sunset Drive. In this scheme the bridge will cross over the Metrorail
tracks and will need to be elevated approximately thirteen feet above the top of the rails.
- The- tower-nestled between the tracks may need to be located further south if MDTA
S — contemplates aneed to.accommodate future expansion of the passenger-loading plat-
form. The second bridge element unifies the existing Metrorail parking garage with the
circulation tower between tracks and thus, to the principal bridge structure. This circula-
._tion tower will allow Metrorail riders to have convenient access to the bridge. Conversely,
pedestrians can access the Metrorail station directly from the circulation tower by enter-
girngwthe passenger—loading platform through a revenue-collecting node inside the tower.

R

o The major benefits of this scheme are its location and simplicity. This scheme is
Poob sﬂuated near the intersection of US.1 and Sunset Drive, a natural crossing point for most
B e B " pedestrians, Fhis proximity to the intersection will make the Overpass a convenient and

: essed alternative to crossing US.1 at grade. The Overpass crosses perpen-
ritor L S.1 making it a relatively short span that does not require any intermediate
L supports. This scheme réquires only a minor amount of modification to the existing
Metrorart ptatform

SR

Drawbacks to this scheme include the limited space available on the northeast
corner of US.1 and Sunset Drive. This location wiil require the relocation of some existing
_..utilities and may ala réquire some modification to the existing two-story building. Addi-
ionally, this scheme in its current configuration will prevent the proposed future expan-
on 'of {fe Metrorail platform to accommodate additicnal train cars. This can be rem-
edied, however, by movrng the circulation tower further south, approximately 75™-0".
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i - Scheme B - Central Platform

£ General Description

S .. Scheme "B" takes a different approach to the way in which the over-

pass |riteracts wﬁh the Metrorail station. The bridge is located above the center
of the passenger-}oadmg platform canopy. It has two main segments that make

?
eenasmnn s

H
B

A A T AR

dpthebndge THefirst spans from the existing parking garage over the Metrorail
o & adi'QSS the southbound lanes of US.1 to the median. At this point the
; ds and the second bridge segment begins, spanning across the
L normb‘ound lanes towards the circulation tower located approximately at the center

of tl)e block The “crossroads“ of these two bndge segments occurs over the

<“Another nbticeable difference with scheme “B” is the hub occurring
overthe Metrorail loading-platform canopy. This hub will be the transitional point
Where pedestnans can walk east towards the South Miami retail district, west to
" access-the parking garage, or take the elevator down to the Metrorail. A rev-
enue-collectlng gate would be located within this hub to control access to the
_station: This scherrie depends on its connection to the existing parking garage
) near the circulation core. This location allows the bridge to make use of the
vemstmg parking garage stairs and elevators. Although this scheme is remotely
located from Sunset Drive, making it slightly more inconspicuous for pedestri-
o ans it is better-integrated and convenient to the underutilized parking garage.
Accbssrblhty to.pedestrians can be improved by adding escalators that begin at

e ihesoutheastcomer of the parking garage and continue up along the east
e jf'g‘ac;a\tit!urif«mtf}(_;arag:;e towards the top level of the parking garage with intermedi-

ate landings located at each parking level. The escalators also provide a smooth
~ and continuous ‘flow up to the bridge. The intermediate landings at each parking
‘»"«I:evel provide additional access points to the bridge.

; The circulation tower on the east side of US.1 is centrally located adja-
:cent to an existing parking lot, This location although removed from Sunset Drive,
__.ipositions the circulation tower near the middle of the block. This opens the

possibility to having the block redevelop into an internalized retail environment,
noyylonsisting of a series of courtyards that allow pedestrians to meander onto
nget Drive, also increasing the amount of retail frontage.

Synge

This Tayout will require modifications to the existing Metrorail passen-
~—-gerdoading platform. Sections of the roof will need to be removed to allow ac-
i cess to the bridge above. The existing elevator will need to be replaced and the
! shatt modified so that it can serve both the Metrorail platform and the pedestrian
: overpass above.

; This scheme requires the greatest amount of structural framework to
p130rt the various elevated components. This includes twin piers rising from
the existing US.1 median to support the intersection of bridge elements and
~-.smaller.support columns on either side of the platform to support the transition
hub above trie station. This scheme is the most complex because of the numer-
ous sup aorts andithe extent of modifications required to integrate the overpass
with the exisfing Metrorall station.

I
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S Scheme C - North Platform

General Description

o e rirasines

5 : L The final location and configuration analyzed was a fink occur-
R e : i e ... NG @t the porth end of the Metrorail platform. This scheme is very
B e S, S|m||ar to 'cheme “A". One circulation tower is located between the
Y ~.. < R Metrorallrtr.acks at the north end of the platform, and the other located
HRRLE i T : e on“the _fidrtheast corner of US 1 and SW 71 Street. The circulation
7 tower o the east side of US.1 is positioned on the corner making a
nearly perpendicular connection across US 1. This location, adjacent
“to SW 71 Street, does not have the same concentration of pedestrian
““acpwty that occurs on Sunset Drive, however this scheme discharges
pedestrians closer to “The Shops at Sunset”, which has become a ma-
" jor destination point.

Thi§ scheme, because of its proximity to the “Shops at Sunset”,
allowedUs to explore the possibility of a direct connection into the mall.
A dlrect link into the mall would occur on the west fagade where the
_..parkmg garage is located. This appears to be impractical and danger-
" ous becausa it would require pedestrians to negotiate their way through
-“a parking garage in order to get to the stair and elevator core. It would
also be inconvenient and obscure for pedestrians to enter the mall and
find their way through the various parking levels to locate the entrance
to the overpass. Additionally, it would require the “Shops” to relinquish
_ parking $paces in order to safely discharge pedestrians. Also, by con-

. necting-the bridge directly to the mall it could be misconstrued as an
'|u_:qive fink for use only by patrons of the "Shops at Sunset”.

J'_Ine location of this scheme makes for a somewhat awkward
,riécﬂon to the parking garage. This scheme requires only minor
figation to the existing Metroralil station; however, a potential prob-
lem with the scheme is the possible future expansion of the Metroralil
platform as described under Scheme “A”. If MDTA insists on maintain-
ing a 75’-0" clearance from the end of the platform for future expansion,
this scheme might no longer be feasible. [t would increase the span
across US 1 and make the connection to the parking garage unreason-
ably long and complicated.

i
;
;
i
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Scheme “A”

b
)

Scheme “B”

Scheme “C”

PEDESTRIAN OVERPASS ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST

BASE BUILDING Scheme "A" Scheme "B" Scheme "C*
structureffinishes SQ. FT. 3068 3825 4140
Price per Sq.Ft. $495 $495 $495
TOTAL $1,518,660.00 $1,893,375.00 $2,049,300.00
SITE IMPROVEMENTS
(4)Elevators $1,208,000.00 $ *604,000.00 $1,208,000.00
(2)Moving walks total, 1 each way $ 386,100.00 $ 912,000.00 $ 501,000.00
Escalators up and down $ 660,000.00 f | $ 600,000.00 k| $ 660,000.00
lighting $ 33,769.00 $ 33,769.00f % 42,298.00
HVAC system $ 168,454.00 $ 168,454.00 $ 210,997.00
Sprinkler system $ 15549.00f | % 1958200} |$ 19,476.00
TOTAL $2,471,872.00 | | $2,337,805.00 | | $2,641,771.00

METRORAIL STATION MODIFICATIONS

Platform access $ 460,700.00 $ 872,500.00 | $ 460,700.00
Elevator na $ 332,200.00 na

revenue collection $ 120,000.00 $ 120,000.00 $ 120,000.00
TOTAL $ 580,700.00 $1,324,700.00 $ 580,700.00
GRAND TOTAL $4,571,232.00 | || $5,555,880.00 k|| $5,271,771.00
NOTES:

*Only 2 new elevators

11



PEDESTRIAN OVERPASS SCHEME EVALUATION

SCHEME "A"
SOUTH

SCHEME “B"
CENTRAL

SCHEME "C"
NORTH

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY

SEAMLESS}’EDESTRIA FLOW

PARKING GARAGE CONVENIENCE

METRORAIL CONVENIENCE

BICYCLE CONVENIENCE

-

B

DISTANCE FROM NEAREST "SAFE" cnossﬁe

.

ACCESSiBILTY 16 COMMERGIAL DISTRICT

ACCESSIBILTY TO PARKING GARAGE |

ACCESSIBILTY TO WEST/EAST HESIDENTIAL DISTFlICT

MINIMIZE IMPACT ON F’HIVATELY OWNED PROPERTY

4
3
3
e
4
2

MINIMIZE IMPACT ON EXSTING OPERATIONS

PARKING GARAGE

w

METRORAIL STATION

MINIMIZE IMPACT ON EXISTING STRUCTURES

PARKING GARAGE

METRORAIL STATION

SIDEWALKS, CURBS, PAVED SURFACES,

LANDSCAPING

iNITIAL CAF’ ITAL OUTLAY

CONSTRUCTABILITY

TOTAL SCORE

SCORING: EXCELLENT=4; GOOD=3; FAIR=2; POOR=1
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Topic #625-000-005 January 1098 Topic #625-000-005 - January 1993

Plans Preparation Manual - Matric Plans Preparation Manual, Valums | - Metric Reavised 1/99
R
Florida Department of Transportation _ 2.11 Horizontal Ciearances
s ace 1000 N.W. 111 tb. Avenue, Room 6111 PHOMAS . BARRE 210 Vertical Glearances
e Miami, Florida 33172 . SECRETARY " ’ ) " Table 2.11.4 Horzontal Clearance to Signal Poles
- and Controller Cabinets for Signals
Jupe 10, 1999 — —
. . Shall not be located in medians.
Mr. Sergio Pendas. R A Table 2.10.1 Vertical Clearances for Bridges
b g o i{ s, LA = A e g iielien, Should be located as far from Wraffic lznes s practical, Placement within sidewalks shall be such thal
oje anager ' e —_— - —_— e an unobstructed sidewalk width of 1.2 m or more {nc! including the width of curb) is provided.
M.C. Harry & Associates ‘ - CLEARANCE , , , {METERS)
2780 8. W. Douglas Road, Suite 302 floadway - )
Miami, Florida 33133 FAGILITY TYPE Or Rallroad Roadway Pedestrian Pedestrlan Tabla 2,11.5 - Horizontal Glearance to Treas
Over Over Over Over -
RE: City of South Miami, Pedestrian Qverpass Roadway , Rallroad 4, Roadway , Railroad , I einum Horizontal Glearance to trees where the diameter is or is expecied to be grealer than 100
At South Dixie Highway (US-1) near Sunset Drive e mm measured 150 mm above the ground shall be:
Freeways, Arterials o5 7 . 5.5 753 Flush Shoulders: - i
Dear Mr. Pendas: Collectors & Others w = M ’ , , Qutside the dlear zone 1
_ (&S 23%.09 11.55" | z4d.10
We have reviewed the meeting minutes dated May 3, 1999 ( revised May 11, 1999) and the Curb or C;"b aﬁ'jd Gt:uer. . |
E ; : : . : 1. I dutside cur
drawings showing the threc (3) potential US-1 crossover locations. We offer the following 1. Clearance Measurement . b i edfeooﬁ:::f'ielf';"mzslane R R e _J
comments: ’ The least vertical distance betwaen the bridge struclurz and the surface of the roadway i il
{tratiic lznes and shoulders) or the top of the highest rail. able 241.6 Horl tal Clé to Bridae Pl 4
. - A1t orlzon earance ridge
- Scheme “A” in Sheet A-1 and Scheme “B” in Sheet A2 seem to meet FDOT criteria for - b s Ga rieemand Araunssits
herizontal and vertical clearances 2. lacludes Future Underpass Rasurfzcing:
> - ] 150 mm over pavements Minimum Horizontzl Clearance to Bridge Piers ana Abulments:
- Scheme “C” in Sheet A-3 does not appear to meet FDOT required honzontal clearance at the 3. Includes Rail Resurfacing {Track Raiszd). Flush Shouiders;
center support. Tn addition, we foresee a major discuption of traffic on South Dixie Highway 305 mm for conventional rairoads (& " Outslde the clear zone
during the construction of this center support. We recommend that this scheme or any others Others-sze foalitte Ha, &and Section £.3.5 af Chapter Curb of Gurb and Gut
iy s . . . N . S urb or Curb and Gutter:
with intermediate support in the median of South Dixie Highway, are not considered in your 4. Qver High Speed Rall Systams: ) 18 W 4.9 m from the edge of Ihe lravel lane <
study. See Deparimen! guidzlines and specifications for Intermediate Class Rail Operations ! : |
‘ entitled Standard Specifications For The Design And Construction Gf Railways. .
o Table 2.11.7 Horizontal Glearance to Rallro i
- All three (3} schemes do not show what type of foundation is used at each support. We s o Over Waterwa Traffic Corntrol Dexe; ad Grade Crossing
L : . . . earance Over Walerways:
understand that these are prehm_uary drawings, but‘we would like to remind you that FDOT does See Depariment Drainage Manual, Topic No. 625-040-001, Chapter 4
not allow the use of auger cast piles for the foundation. _ and Section 2,70.1 of this chapiar.
Filacement shall be in accordance with the Roadway and Traffic Design Standards,

The attached copies { pages 2-58 & 2-61) of FDOT Plans Preparation Manual, showing the

design criteria for vertical and horizontal ¢ . are for your information. .
gn verty nzental clearance, ar b L Table 2.11.8 Horizontal Clearance to Other Roadside Obstacles

Should you have any questions, please fecl free to call me at (305) 470-5250. ~
Minimum Herizostal Clearanca o other roadside ohslaciss:

Flush Shoulders;
Oulside the clezr zone

Curb or Curb and Gutter:
.2 m back of face of curb. May be 0.8 m back of face of curb when all other !
alternatives are deemed impractical,

Design Geometrics & Crtena

258 Desgr Gearmalncs & Criera 251

www.dot.state.fl.us & meevaco PAPER

27



SEF@i-1999 B5:33 CITY CF SOUTH MIAMI B2CD

P.B1
HETRO-OADE
-: METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO) SECRETARIAT
OFFICE OF COUNTY RMANAGER
August 31, 1899 SUITE 310

111 NW. FIRST STREET
MIAN, FLORIDA 33128.1904
(303) 375-4507
FAX: (305) 375-4950
Subrata Basu
Assistant City Manager
City of South Miami
6130 Sunset Drive
South Miami, FL. 33143

Dear Subrata:

Thank you for inviting us to comment. Below are a few comments on the preliminary report for
the City of South Miami US 1 Pedestrian Overpass Study, dated August 25, 1999. | have also
attached for your information a rewriting of the informal comments [ gave you at the August 6th
meeting with the consultants. | hope these are of help in your review process.

Please note that these comments are mine. 1 believe that David Henderson, our
Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator said that he would prepare a letter with. BPAC comments. As
you go through the various MPO committees, you will probabiy pet additional comments.
Please note that minutes are not prepared for the TPTAC, and the TPC minutes do not include
detail.

I would like to request four more copies of your zeport, one for each of the committee files, and
one to pass around to MPO to solicit edditional comments, if you wish.

The City of South Miami US | Pedestrian Qverpass Studv - Comments
August 31, 1999

These comments are Based the preliminary study report, doted August 25, 1999.

General Comments:

It was not clear to me whether the connection to the South Miami MetroRail Station Garage is
included as part of all the Schemes, and of all the cost estimates, or not. I recall you saying they
were, and p.5, paragraph 3 indicates that the connection to the garage is one of the two essential
links of the bridge. Howeven the last paragraph under Scheme A on p. & says that the second
camponent to the garage can be added later. The same is said of Scheme C on p.8, paragraph 2.
For Scheme B the point js made on p. 7, paragraph 4, that all cornponents need to be included in
the final design. If the connection is included in all, the text should be changed for Schemes A
and C.

AMISCHOVERPAS S enemoB- 2 Tk bwp

SEP-#1-1999 0O:34 CITY CF S0UTH MIAMI BZCD P.e2

I realize that decisions about public involvement belong entirely to the City. However, in
general, I suggest that public involvement be done early, so as not to lock into decisions before
the public has an opportunity to comment. This should include residents, potential users and the
tusiness community.

Specific Comments;

p. 4 The second .pa.ragreph may yvieed to be updated to reflect the fact that a revenue coflecting
node is part of all the schemes and cost estimates. Currently the text mentions these nodes as
potential additional functions of the structures.

\kp. 7 Scheme C - What is meant by “final scheme” in the second ling? Perhaps “Scheme A™

should be substituted.

'D. 8 Scheme C - Paragraph 1 says that the bridge will require support in the US 1 median. [
believe that is an error, since the schematic for C does not show that, nor do T remember any
mention of it during any meeting or discussion.

Suggestion for Photograph Pages:

1) Label
2) Number

Were you planeing 1o try to overlay photographs with outline of the siructures?

Once again, thanks for the opportunity to comment. Please contact me at {305) 3754507 if you

have any questions about this.

Sincerely,

Susan Schreiber
Transportation Analyst

Anachment

AMISCHOVERPAS S mamcd-1 T [wp
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SEP-21-199% P8:34 CIT+ OF SCUTH MIAMT BZCD Boa3

The City of South Miam US 1 Pedestrian Overpass Study
MPO Liaison's Questions and Comments
August 6, 1999

These questions and commenss were for discussion purposes and not meani lo be formal
comments. However, they wera given 1o the City represemuative in rough form for his reference,
at o meeting berween the City, MDTA, and MPQ representaiives and the consultant on August 6,
1999.

The MPO is requesting a brief status report to the BPAC, August 26th, at 7:00 PM in Sowth
Miami ard TPC on September t3th at 2:00 PM in the Miami-Dade Government Center, 18th
Floor Conf. Room 4. In addition we may ask for the same for TPTAC on Sept. 1 (sic) at 1¢:00
AM Govemment Center, 18th Fleor Conf Room 1. Also for City of South Miami lo note that as
soon as the item gets into conceptual/preliminary design of structures, it should go to TARC.

Have any funds been located to cantinue planning this?
How do these plans relate to the Hometown Plan?

What did the South Miami Hometown Plan include besides the streef improvements? Did it
have a physical plan for future development which would show, for example, the Courtyards
referred Lo in scheme 2 or the land use and building footprnmts for the large mangular block, r.

Has there been Public Involvement? Has the Business Community been consulted? Do they
favor any alternative over the others? Has their willingness to gontribute to the costs, been

explored?

Do all alternatives allow for direct access from the overpass te the Metrorail platform via a fare
gate within the vertical structum?

How many flights of stairs for the lower alternatives?

1 would recommend a matrix of some kind evaluating how well each of the schemes service
each of the popalations who do cross ar would cross the highway. This might be defined by
various combinations of departure points apd destinations. Or the matrix could show how
each scheme serves different modes and mode combinations. (1f data were available for the
number of patrons of downtown South Miami; of the South Miami Metrorail Station, and of
Sunset Placc, those could be part of ranking as wefl. Another set of criteria could rate how
well each would meet the various goals of the project. :

Would the City maintain all components of the structure?

Do we know of any studies exarmining pedestrian behavior es far as preference for using overpass
vs. crossing at grade where possible?

AMISCHOVERPASS/comim 794 hap
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Scheme]{later Scheme A):

This Scheme would serve more of the existing pedestrians. Drivers and pedestrians going to
commerdal area of Sunset would prefer A-1; and residents who live south of Sunset, walking to
rail, may also prefer A-1,

Jae Manzella of our bicycle/pedestnian prograrmn prefess this option becanse a) it is the intersection
with the most problems and cumently more pedestrians.

Scheme 2 {later Scheme )
This mainly serves those going 1o and from Metrorail, Buses, or Parking Garage, & pedestrians
crasging from 70th St. to east side of US 1.

Are there two exits from the structure on the Metrorail side: ane for the platform and one for
ground fevel?

[f there is connection to the platform, would provision be made to have covering from the
structure to the “roof” of the pltform?

Ls scheme two (C) showing a canopy at west vertical structure?

What are current and planned uses of the structure and surounding sites E. of US 17

To encourage drivers going 10 Sunsel Place to park at MetroRail this would probably be
preferred. For pedestrians simply trying to cross US | along Sunset, it would not be convenient.

They would probsbly continue to use the intersaction.

Jae Manzeila of our Bicycle/Pedestrian program indicates that this is a low pedestrian zone, and
suggests that there is really no immediate destmaticn on the east side,

Scheme 3 (later Scheme B):

This one is better for drivers, bul not convenient for people who are only traveling by foot (not
car or train) and trying to cross US 1.

Mr Manzella’s commented thal this scheme forces pedestrians to enter the garage and also has no
immediate clear destination. .

Susan Schreiber
MPO
8/6/96, Rev, 8/31/99

AMISCHOVERPAS Sfoontfm 9 up
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JEB BUSH
COVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation

THOBAS F. BARRY, JR,
SECRETARY

M.C. HARRY & ASSOCIATES

2780 SW DOUGLAS ROAD, SUTTE 302

MIAMI, FL. 33133

ATTN: SERGIQ PENDAS, PROJECT MANAGER

FROM: LOUIS FORTIL, P E. ASS’T. DISTRICT DESIGN ENGINEER
SURIECT: CITY OF SOUTH MIAMI OVERPASS STUDY

COPIES: F. BLANCO, K. SAING, FILE

With reference to vour memo of 3/15, please be advised that the clearance criteria shown therein
is correct.

T am returning one copy of your memo and clearance diagram with the approvat comments of the
District’s Structural Engineer, together with some additional siructural info you will need
Should you have additicnal structural questions , you may contact Kim Saing, P E. al 470-5254

The City will be required to obtain a District Permit for this structure and enter into a maintenance

agreernent. For permit questions, you may contact Wahid Nor, P.E. the District’s Permit
Engineer at 470-5347.

ECEIVED
MAR 1% 1999

ECEVED

www.dot stateflus @ RECYCLED PAPER
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MCHARRYASSOCIATES

MEMORANDUM

DATE: March 15, 1999

TO: Mr. Low Fort]

RE: LClty of Sousn hiami Overpass Study

" SM-OVERPAS

Dear M. Forti,
Per cur conversation last wesk, the following represents cur findings for the dimensional critetia
regulating the pedestrian ¢verpass at the South Miami MatroRsil station and 1US-1.
The two basic requiremnents are:
*  Minimum verheal cleerance 5.35m (17°-7° Ig.b}e 2.10.1
+ M pedzoutal clearmaee 2.9m (16%-17Table 2,16.6
Please review the sitached sketeh illvstrating these clearances and make any necessary
COMIMENLS OF COrreciions, ,
Additionally, FBOT ariteria (chaater 8, saction 8.6) requires that the pedestrian overpass have
a rinimum Irterior clear widh of 2.4m (7-11"). Section 5.6 also requires that “Pedestrian
ramps should ba provided af sl pedestrian separation struciures. When possitle, a stairway
can be providad In additon to e ramip. ™ We wouid like to know if ramp only. access o the
padastrian overpass fs mandalary or if there can be an exception allowing aceess to the bridge
by means of stairs and elgvatoronly.
[fthera is any addilional FDOT criteria that would be relevant {o tha design, orientation; or
configuration of tha ovarpass please contact me or fax the information to me at vour earliest
convenience. ) .
We acprediale your tima 6 assistance in thls malter and look forward fo rearing from you
s00N.

lewu-
TWE CRITERIA SHOWMN ABROUE
\S CoRR e,
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MCHARRYASSQCIATES
5.1. The first scheme illustrated & vertical cireulation element between the tracks at the south end of . . .
the Metrorail platform and ¢rossing perpendicular to US.1 at the southaast cornar of US.1 and > f,_lgcc}:%T]gg?;zs?ﬁ::fil:ﬁ??oir:gaﬂ;o?r the structural system of the bridga {t does not allow the
Sunset Driva, 3
T 5.2. The second scheme locates the overpass ahave the existing platform canopy and discharges B. FDO'IL'Jgo?curred that !hfe bott.om of the bridge would be well above the mandated minimurm height
it's occupants in a parking area at mid-block diveclly across from the slation. This area could ?;e‘r(s -1 when complying with the minimum required clearance over the elevated Metrorail
racks,

then develop inlo a seres of courtyards filtering the pedestrians through the shops and cnto L .
7. MCHA will issue copies of the drawings fo Mr. Blanco's attentian for review within hls department.

Sunset Drive. .
5.3. The thirg scheme was similar to the first except that the vertical ¢cleculation element was . As with the other participants it is expected that FDOT develop a list of general commenis

DATE: ' May 3, 1999
ReVEsENETITo

IERI tg JJEg'FNG.: g:}yﬂgﬁﬁg‘ Miaml, Pedestrian Overpass located at the north end of he Metrorail platform. The overpass discharges I's occupants at oullining the positive and negative aspects of each schete as relates 16 their jurisdiction. The
LOGATION: MCHA Offices the soulhwest cormer of SW 71 slreef and US.1. purpose of the revlew is to Identify FDOT constraints, which must be adhered to, to achleve an
6. Mr. Basu re~emphasized the imporlance of providing a “seamless” flow of pedestrtan movement acceptable design concepl{s). ’

across US.1 to the retall district. Mr. Basu believes the best way to accomplish this is to introduce
escalalors in addltion to the required stairs and elevators, MCHA nated thal the height of the
bridge coupled with the escalalor slope woutd generete an escalator with a run of over 90°-0”. |t
was also pointed out that the size of the escalator and its exposure to the elements wouid make it
expensive and castly to maintain. MCHA will further investigate the possibility of Integrating an
escaletor Into the varlous schemes.

7. MDTA Is receptive to some form of connection across US.1. They are currentiy involved In 2 retail .
/ residentig! development that will occur at the perimater of the existing South Miamf Station
parking garage. This "Liner” development has a strong posslbllity of progressing hayond the
conceptual phase.

A meeting was held af 10:00 AM on May 30, 1999 at the offices of MCHA to discuss the proposesd
schemes locating the pedestrian overpass across US.1. Representatives of Metro-Dade Transit
Authority (MDTA) and Flonda Department of Transportation (FDOT) wera invited logether with Mr,
Subrata Basu, Planning Director and Assistant City #anager for the City of South Miami, (o review
and comment on the various layouts. Representatives of FDOT did nof artive untll 2:06 PM and ware
lthereftore nat parl of the group diseussion. However, they did briefly review and comment on the
ayouts. .

It Is the responsibility of all meeting attendees to bring all emlssions andlor corrections in

The following were in attendanca:
these minutes to the attention of the undersigned within 10 days of re ceipt,

Subrata Basu C5M 305-663-6244 :

Maria C. Batista MDTA/Transit Dev.  305-375-1497 8. MDTA expressed a desire 10 integrate the proposed overpass with this new development.

Juan Cuelo MDTAProperty 305-375-3013 8. MCHA will illustrate the "Liner” developmsnt on the site plan background,

Alberto Urrechaga MDTA/Engineering  305-375-4504 10. MCHA will Issua sets of the proposed schemes lo each of the MDTA representatives for review

Lee Vega MDTA/Safely 305-375-4240 v and comment The drawings will include some general dimensions and clearances, and will be Sincerely,

Tom Carlson MCHA 305-445-3765 labeled as schemes “A through C*. Each department will review the drawings and develap a list

g\fyat_tol;t:ﬂ?ﬂrown MSHQ 305-445-3785 of generai comments oullining the posilive and negalive aspects of each scheme as relates 1o M.C, Harry & As tes, Inc
ergio Pendas H 305445-3765 thelr Jurisdlction. The comments should be generic and concepiual In nature and not focus on°

speciflc components of the design. The purpose of the review is to identify MDTA constraints,

which must be adhered to, to achieve an acceptable design concepls). 5@ :
: Serglo Pendas, R.A.

The representatives from FDOT errived at 2:00 PM and an Irformal mesting was held 1o review the h
Project Manager

1. Mr. Basu opensd the meeting by describing he objectives for the pedestrian overpass, He |avouts
youts.

faxpressed the desira to unify Sunset Drive at the point where it is hisected by US.1. The
importance of providing a safe, efficient and seamless methad of transporling pedestrians across

the busy federal highway was smphasized. Additionally, Mr, Basu believes a pedestrian The following were in afiendance:

2780 SW. DOUGLAS ROAD, SLITE 302, WAL FLORIDA 10133, VOICE 435,445 3768, FAXL 105.446.9506. ANCIGOSET EBOODISE] ARCHITECTURE. ENGINEERING. PLAKNING

overpass weuld help stimulate growth on the North and South side of Sunset Drive. Ulimately, ) s
the pedlglsiréan verpass would promote the downtown retai district s a desirable and easily fg?r:q“sg';’;m Egggg;:g;g gﬁ_z'g” Eng gggg;gg%gﬁ SF/sp
accessible destinalion, ) . . -470-
1.1. Eﬁ' = i AT e PR T ST l?'tﬁ;‘léﬂii[ﬂﬂ'ﬁ‘ﬁy{d Serglo Pendas MCHA 305-445-3765
. I ; A iz i R i fan e
i 4 %@ e halaiiad eanverica il sco bl Aolhe 1. The three schemes were shown to the representatives of FDOT.

2. MCHA explained that during the earllar meeting we had decided to provide the participants with

{Eifalizal gl
2. Mr. Basu requasted thal MCHA invite Mr, Qscar C f MPO to th N i . i
N : Fhanea o the next meeting. According coples of the drawlngs and ragquested that they review and comment on each of the layouts. Their

to Mr. Basu, MPO [s providing funding for this study and should be Included in the review

process,
. Mr. Basu asked lhe pasticipants 16 review the proposals al a conceptual fevel, The purpase is to

comments should ba generic and conceptual in nature and not focus on spscific components of
the dasign.

determine the probability that the schame(s) could evolve into a workable solulion. 3. MCHA asked_l? FDOT would allow a bridge support pier to be lccatet_i in lr.sa US.1 median. FDOT
- #erial photos of the sita commissioned oy MCHA wers distributed lo acquaint the participants was not definitive cn whether It wiould be acceptable or nof, MCHA cited the Viscaya Cverpess as
with the area and it's surroundings. a precadent for thls arrangement. FDOT stated that the Viscaya Overpass was nel a valid
. MCHA presented the three schemes iflustrating potential US.1 crossover locatlons and example and should not be relied upon. It did appear howaver, that some variance could be
amangements. All schemes have & connection 10 the existing parking garage and access for achieved that would allow an intermediate bridge support In tha widest portion of the eiisting
Melrorail riders to access Ihe tridge and, conversely, allow individuals lo access the Metrorail through US. 1 median.
4, FDOT stated that US. 1 could not be shutdown for any extended period of lime or during peak

ravenue-collecling checkpoint

hours.
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DET-29-1999  15-@3 CLTY OF SUUIH FLHAL 520D F.ole © DCT-29-1999  1S:@4 CiTY OF SCUTH MIAMI BZCD P.13

Souih Miami Ovetpass Study Stairway structure in existing lot¢ker area?

¥ .
MPO requesting & btief status report to the BPAC, August 26th, at 7:00 PM in South Miami and Scheme2: (= C_ )

TPC on September 13th at 2:00 PM in the Miami-Dade Government Center, 18th Floor Conf. )
Room 4. Possibly TFTAC on Sept. 1 at 10:00 AM Government Center, 18th Floor Conf: Room Are there two exils from the structure op the Metrorail side: one for the platform and one for
1. Also for City of South Miami to note that as soon as the ilem gets into conceptual / ground level? This mainly serves those to and ffom Metrorail, Buses, or Parking Garage, &
preliminary design of structures, it should go to TARC. ( Mecre ?{, ot Meds & Fleo mmeoit pedestrians crossing from 70th S1. 1o commercial east side of US 1.

qzs Bor' T G 1E Ccrwﬁ izeo.. . . .
: -3 If connection to platform would provision be made to have covering from the structure to the

, . (e
Have any ﬁan§s been located to eontinue planning this? _)umof, of the platform?
How do these plans relate to the Hometown Plan? ' . Is sche . )
_ . . . - twe showing a canopy at west 7

What did the South Miami Hometown Plan inchude besides the street improvements? Did it metwos ? Py at wiest vertical structure

have a plan for pbysical plan for fiture development which would show for example the Lind Do we know of any studies examining ped behavior as far es selection of overpass vs. crossing at

u.SE and Puﬂdmg faotprints fer the large trianpular block Or the Courtyards referred to in grade where possible, unless it were to go directly inta at least one structure.

schens 2. .

_ What are current and planned uses of the structure and surrounding sites E. of US17?

Public Involvement? .

Business Comtnunity? Favor?, Willing to Confribute? . b o . "«,! To encourage drivers going to Sunset Place to park at metro rail this would probably be

preferred.

Do alt alternatives allow for direct access from the averpass to the Meworail platform via a fare ) .
gatte within the vertical structure? /faq “ jFor pedestrians simply trying to eross US 1 along Sunset it would not be convenient. They would

probably continue to use the intersection.

How many flights of stairs for the lower altermatives?

Jae:
1 would recommend a matrix of some kind evaluating how well each of the schemes service )
each of the populations who do cross or would cross the highway. Might be defined by various Low Pedestrian traffic zone
combinations of departure points aud destinstions. Or show how each scheme serves Drop off to powhere
different modes and mode combinations. It would also belp 1o have mumbers; Patrons of
downtown SM; of Metrorail at that station and of Sunsct Place. Or how well sach echieve the Scheme 3:
varlous goals of the project. . 7 This pne is better for drivers, hud not convenient for people who only are traveling by foot (ot

The City wouid maintain? car or train} and trying to cross US 1.
What are current and planned uses of the structure and surrounding sites E. of US17

cheme]:
- . . . 7 Jae:
Do we know of any studies examining ped behavior as far as preference fbr using overpass vs. Force Peds to enter the garage
crossing a1 grade where possible, unless it were to go directly into at least ope structure. Drop off to nowhere :
; Overhang?
Jae ¥anzella of our bicycle ped program prefers this option because a} il is the intersection with
the most problems and currently more pedestrians,
Would serve more of the existing pedestrians. Dirivers and peds going to commercial area of
Sunset would prefer A-1; and residents who live south of Sunset walking to rail may also prefer
A-1.
AMMISCROVERPASS\CommentsB-6-09 Jwp

AMIBCROVERPASS:Commemns§-6-991wp
TOFAL P.13°
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Hybrid A+B

General Description

As a result of the workshop held February 2000, a consensus
was formed among the participants that a fourth scheme be contem-
plated. This fourth scheme is a hybrid developed from the integration of

_the west tower of scheme “A” with the east tower of scheme “B”. This
: '00nf|guratton will have a longer span across US.1 without the benefit of

ah: 1ntermed1ate support making it moderately more expensive than

- Schieme “A”,

Advantages of this hybrid over “A” include the remoteness of the

‘East tower from the streetscape, helping to preserve the current building

scale along Sunset street. Additionally, this location will promote the

,concept of the overpass as a catalyst for redevelopment of the retail

block both internally and along US.1. The cost of this hybrid scheme is
estimated to be approximately $5 million dolfars. It comparison this

scheme will cost more than “A” but less than either scheme “B” or “C”.
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