ATTACHMENT B
TRIP GENERATION AND ITE EXCERPTS



DELANO HOTEL

DAILY
N ) ) Total Site Trips Internal Trips External Trips Multi-Modal Trips Total Vehicle Trips Pass-by Trips Primary Trips
ek IEE B UHDETCETIEE I || G In | Out | Total| In [ Out| Total % In | Out | Total| In | Out|Total| % In | Out | Total] In Out | Total [ % In Out [ Total
Existing Uses
Resort Hotel 330 208 Rooms | T=  2.67 (X) 50% | 50% ] 278 | 277 [ 555 0 0 0 0.0% | 278 | 277 | 555 44 44 88 |15.9%| 234 | 233 | 467 0 0 0 0.0% | 234 | 233 | 467
Proposed Uses
Resort Hotel 330 171 Rooms [ T=  2.67 (X) 50% [ 50%| 229 | 228 | 457 | 25 27 | 52 | 11.4% | 204 | 201 | 405 | 32 | 32 | 64 [159%| 172 | 169 | 341 0 0 0 0.0% | 172 | 169 | 341
Fine Dining Restaurant 931 383 Seats T= 260 (X) 50% | 50%| 498 | 498 | 996 | 27 [ 25| 52 | 5.2% | 471|473 | 944 | 75 [ 75 | 150 | 15.9%| 396 | 398 | 794 0 0 0 0.0% | 396 [ 398 [ 794
Total| 727 | 726 | 1,453 52 | 52 | 104 675 [ 674 [ 1,349] 107 | 107 | 214 568 | 567 | 1,135 0 0 0 568 | 567 | 1,135
Net-New|] 449 | 449 | 898 | 52 | 52 | 104 397397 | 794 ] 63 | 63 | 126 334 | 334 | 668 0 0 0 334 | 334 [ 668
MORNING PEAK HOUR
) ) ) Total Site Trips Internal Trips External Trips Multi-Modal Trips Total Vehicle Trips Pass-by Trips Primary Trips
Land Use ITE Code Size Trip Generation Rate In | Out In [ Out | Total| In [ Out|Total % In | Out| Total| In | Out|Total| % In | Out | Total| In Out | Total| % In Out | Total
Existing Uses
Resort Hotel 330 208 Rooms [ T=  0.33 (X) 70% | 30%| 48 | 21 | 69 0| 0 0 0.0% | 48 | 21 69 8 3 11 | 15.9%| 40 18 58 0 0 0 0.0% | 40 18 58
Proposed Uses
Resort Hotel 330 171 Rooms | T= 0.33 (X) 70% | 30%| 39 17 56 0 0 0 0.0% 39 17 56 6 3 9 |15.9%| 33 14 47 0 0 0 0.0% 33 14 47
Fine Dining Restaurant 931 383 Seats T= 0.02 (X) 50% | 50%| 4 4 8 0 0 0 0.0% 4 4 8 1 0 1 [159%] 3 4 7 0 0 0 0.0% 3 4 7
Total] 43 | 21 | 64 0] o0 0 43 | 21 64 7 3 10 36 | 18 54 0 0 0 36 18 54
Net-New|] -5 0 -5 0 0 0 -5 0 -5 -1 0 -1 -4 0 -4 0 0 0 -4 0 -4
AFTERNOON PEAK HOUR
) N ) Total Site Trips Internal Trips External Trips Multi-Modal Trips Total Vehicle Trips Pass-by Trips Primary Trips
ek IEE B3 W DETIEEEID I || G In | Out | Total| In [ Out| Total % In | Out | Total| In | Out|Total| % In | Out | Total] In Out | Total [ % In Out [ Total
Existing Uses
Resort Hotel 330 208 Rooms [ T= 0.39 (X) 43% | 57%| 35 | 46 | 81 0] 0 0 0.0% | 35 | 46 [ 81 6 7 13 | 15.9%| 29 39 68 0 0 0 0.0% | 29 39 68
Total] 35 46 81 0 0 0 35 46 81 6 7 13 29 39 68 0 0 0 29 39 68
Proposed Uses
Resort Hotel 330 171 Rooms [ T=  0.39 (X) 43% | 57%| 29 | 38 | 67 314 7 | 104% | 26 | 34 | 60 4 6 10 | 15.9%| 22 28 50 0 0 0.0% | 22 28 50
Fine Dining Restaurant 931 383 Seats T= 033 (X) 67%|33%| 84 | 42 | 126 | 4 | 3 7 56% | 80 | 39 [ 119 ] 13 6 19 | 15.9%| 67 33 | 100 0 0 0.0% | 67 33 100
Total] 113 | 80 193 7 7 14 7.3% | 106 | 73 179 17 12 29 89 61 150 0 0 89 61 150
Net-New| 78 [ 34 | 112 | 7 | 7 | 14 71 | 27 | 98 11 5 16 60 | 22 82 0 0




Analyst 1G MULTI-USE DEVELOPMENT Name of Dvipt DELANO HOTEL
Data 1/15/2026 TRIP GENERATION Time Period Daily
[ AND INTERNAL CAPTURE SUMMARY I
Resort Hotel Fine Dining Restaurant
ITE LU Code: 330 ITE LU Code: 931
Exit to External Size: 171 Rooms Demand Balanced Demand Size: 383 Seats Enter from External
_ 201 _ Total | Internal | External [ 38% | 86 | | 25 | [ 5% | 25 | Total | Internal | External [ 471 |
1.1 & [nter| 229 25 204 Enter| 498 27 471  [— 2
12 =——>| Exit| 228 27 201 | Exit| 498 25 473 |/ 2
1.3 204 | Total| 457 52 405 [39% | 88 | | 27 | [ 6% | 27 | Total| 996 52 944 [ 473 | 2
Enter from External % | 100% 11% 89% Demand Balanced Demand % | 100% 5% 95% Exit to External
[T 0]
Demand
[T 01 [ o 1 [T o] [T 0]
Demand Balanced Demand Demand
[ o 1] [T o] [ o ] [ o |
Balanced Demand Balanced Balanced
[T o] [T o] [T o]
Demand Demand Demand
T o || T o] T
Demand Demand Demand
_ 0 _ _ 0 | [ o 1]
Balanced Balanced _ _ 0 _ Balanced
_ _ 0 _ _ _ 0 _ Demand _H_H_
Demand Demand _H_ Demand
Balanced
1 [ T o] ]
#N/A Demand #N/A v
ITE LU Code: #N/A ITE LU Code: #N/A
Exit to External Size: #N/A #N/A Demand Balanced Demand Size: #N/A #N/A Enter from External
_ 0 _ Total | Internal | External _ _ 0 _ _ 0 _ _ _ 0 _ Total | Internal | External _ 0 _
3 | Enter 0 0 0 Enter 0 0 0 —— 3
3 —»| Exit| o 0 0 Pl Exit| O 0 0o 3
3f o | Total| 0O 0 0 [ | o | [ 0 | [ | o | Total| O 0 0 [ o | 3
Enter from External % | 100% |#DIV/0!|#DIV/0! Demand Balanced Demand %| 100% |#DIV/O!| #DIV/O! Exiting to External
Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development
Resort Hotel Fine Dining Restaurant #N/A #N/A TOTAL Source: Kaku Associates, Inc.
Enter 204 471 0 0 675
Exit 201 473 0 0 674
Total 405 944 0 0 1349 INTERNAL CAPTURE
Single-Use Trip Gen.Est 457 996 0 0 1453 7% |
Net Internal Trips for Multi-Use Development
In Out TOTAL
1 Resort Hotel 25 27 52
2| Fine Dining Restaurant 27 25 52
3 #N/A 0 0 0
4 #N/A 0 0 0
Total 52 52 104
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Analyst 1G MULTI-USE DEVELOPMENT Name of Dvipt DELANO HOTEL
Data 1/15/2026 TRIP GENERATION Time Period AM Peak Hour
[ AND INTERNAL CAPTURE SUMMARY I
Resort Hotel Fine Dining Restaurant
ITE LU Code: 330 ITE LU Code: 931
Exit to External Size: 171 Rooms Demand Balanced Demand Size: 383 Seats Enter from External
_ 17 _ Total | Internal | External [ 4% | 2 | | 0 | [ 3% | o | Total | Internal | External [ 4 |
4——| Enter| 39 0 39 Enter 4 0 4 ——
—>|  Exit| 17 0 17 Pl Exit| 4 0 4 >
[ 39 | Total| 56 0 56 [ 9% | 2 | | 0 | [ 6% | o | Total| 8 0 8 [ 4 |
Enter from External % | 100% 0% 100% Demand Balanced Demand % | 100% 0% 100% Exit to External
[T 0]
Demand
[T 01 [ o 1 [T o] [T 0]
Demand Balanced Demand Demand
[ o 1] [T o] [ o ] [ o |
Balanced Demand Balanced Balanced
[T o] [T o] [T o]
Demand Demand Demand
T o || T o] T
Demand Demand Demand
_ 0 _ _ 0 | [ o 1]
Balanced Balanced _ _ 0 _ Balanced
_ _ 0 _ _ _ 0 _ Demand _H_H_
Demand Demand _H_ Demand
Balanced
1 [ T o] ]
#N/A Demand #N/A v
ITE LU Code: #N/A ITE LU Code: #N/A
Exit to External Size: #N/A #N/A Demand Balanced Demand Size: #N/A #N/A Enter from External
_ 0 _ Total | Internal | External _ _ 0 _ _ 0 _ _ _ 0 _ Total | Internal | External _ 0 _
4—| Enter 0 0 0 Enter 0 0 0 ——
—>| Exit| © 0 0 Pl Exit| O 0 0o
[ o | Total| 0O 0 0 [ | o | [ 0 | [ | o | Total| O 0 0 [ o |
Enter from External % | 100% |#DIV/0!|#DIV/0! Demand Balanced Demand %| 100% |#DIV/O!| #DIV/O! Exiting to External
Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development
Resort Hotel Fine Dining Restaurant #N/A #N/A TOTAL Source: Kaku Associates, Inc.
Enter 39 4 0 0 43
Exit 17 4 0 0 21
Total 56 8 0 0 64 INTERNAL CAPTURE
Single-Use Trip Gen.Est 56 8 0 0 64 0% |
Net Internal Trips for Multi-Use Development
In Out TOTAL
Resort Hotel 0 0 0
Fine Dining Restaurant 0 0 0
#N/A 0 0 0
#N/A 0 0 0
Total 0 0 0
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Analyst 1G MULTI-USE DEVELOPMENT Name of Dvipt DELANO HOTEL
Data 12/5/2025 TRIP GENERATION Time Period PM Peak Hour
[ AND INTERNAL CAPTURE SUMMARY I
Resort Hotel Fine Dining Restaurant
ITE LU Code: 330 ITE LU Code: 931
Exit to External Size: 171 Rooms Demand Balanced Demand Size: 383 SF Enter from External
_ 34 _ Total | Internal | External [ 71% | 21 | | 3 | [ 7% | 3 | Total | Internal | External [ 80 |
4—— Enter| 29 3 26 Enter| 84 4 80 j&——
—>|  Exit| 38 4 34 Pl Exit| 42 3 39 |/
[ 26 | Total| 67 7 60 [ 58% | 22 | | 4 | [ 5% | 4 | Total| 126 7 119 [ 39 |
Enter from External % | 100% 10% 90% Demand Balanced Demand % | 100% 6% 94% Exit to External
[T 0]
Demand
[T 01 [ o 1 [T o] [T 0]
Demand Balanced Demand Demand
[ o 1] [T o] [ o ] [ o |
Balanced Demand Balanced Balanced
[T o] [T o] [T o]
Demand Demand Demand
[T o|| 11 T o]
Demand Demand Demand
_ 0 _ _ 0 | [ o 1]
Balanced Balanced _ _ 0 _ Balanced
_ _ 0 _ _ _ 0 _ Demand _H_H_
Demand Demand _H_ Demand
Balanced
1 [ T o] ]
#N/A Demand #N/A v
ITE LU Code: #N/A ITE LU Code: #N/A
Exit to External Size: #N/A #N/A Demand Balanced Demand Size: #N/A #N/A Enter from External
_ 0 _ Total | Internal | External _ _ 0 _ _ 0 _ _ _ 0 _ Total | Internal | External _ 0 _
4—| Enter 0 0 0 Enter 0 0 0 ——
—>| Exit| © 0 0 Pl Exit| O 0 0o
[ o | Total| 0O 0 0 [ | o | [ 0 | [ | o | Total| O 0 0 [ o |
Enter from External % | 100% |#DIV/0!|#DIV/0! Demand Balanced Demand %| 100% |#DIV/O!| #DIV/O! Exiting to External
Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development
Resort Hotel Fine Dining Restaurant #N/A #N/A TOTAL Source: Kaku Associates, Inc.
Enter 26 80 0 0 106
Exit 34 39 0 0 73
Total 60 119 0 0 179 INTERNAL CAPTURE
Single-Use Trip Gen.Est 67 126 0 0 193 7% |
Net Internal Trips for Multi-Use Development
In Out TOTAL
Resort Hotel 3 4 7
Fine Dining Restaurant 4 3 7
#N/A 0 0 0
#N/A 0 0 0
Total 7 7 14



Resort Hotel
(330)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Rooms
On a: Weekday

Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies: 1
Avg. Num. of Rooms: 404
Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per Room

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
2.67 2.67 - 2.67 el
Data Plot and Equation Caution — Small Sample Size
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Fitted Curve Equation: Not Given R2= ***
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Resort Hotel

(330)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Rooms

On a: Weekday,
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m.

Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies: 3
Avg. Num. of Rooms: 574
Directional Distribution: 70% entering, 30% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per Room

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
0.33 0.12-0.41 0.15
Data Plot and Equation
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Resort Hotel
(330)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Rooms
On a: Weekday,
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m.
Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies: 3
Avg. Num. of Rooms: 574
Directional Distribution: 43% entering, 57% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per Room

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
0.39 0.22-0.51 0.15
Data Plot and Equation
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Fine Dining Restaurant
(931)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Seats
On a: Weekday

Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies: 6
Avg. Num. of Seats: 345
Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per Seat

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
2.60 1.83-4.01 0.85
Data Plot and Equation
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X Study Site —— FittedCurve = ----- Average Rate
Fitted Curve Equation: T = 3.90(X) - 447.07 R?= 0.59
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Fine Dining Restaurant
(931)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Seats
On a: Weekday,
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m.
Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies: 5
Avg. Num. of Seats: 355
Directional Distribution: Not Available

Vehicle Trip Generation per Seat

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation

0.02 0.01-0.04 0.01

Data Plot and Equation
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Fitted Curve Equation: Not Given R2= ***
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Fine Dining

Restaurant

(931)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs:
On a:

Setting/Location:

Number of Studies:
Avg. Num. of Seats:
Directional Distribution:

Vehicle Trip Generation per Seat

Seats

Weekday,

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m.
General Urban/Suburban

4

287
67% entering, 33% exiting

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation

0.33 0.17 - 0.50 0.17

Data Plot and Equation

Caution — Small Sample Size
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Table 6.1 Unconstrained Internal Person Trip Capture Rates
for Trip Origins within a Mixed-Use Development

WEEKDAY
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
From OFFICE To Retail 28% 20%
To Restaurant 63% 4%
To Cinema/Entertainment 0% 0%
To Residential 1% 2%
To Hotel 0% 0%
From RETAIL To Office 29% 2%
To Restaurant 13% 29%
To Cinema/Entertainment 0% 4%
To Residential 14% 26%
To Hotel 0% 5%
From RESTAURANT To Office 31% 3%
To Retail 14% 41%
To Cinema/Entertainment 0% 8%
To Residential 4% 18%
To Hotel 3% 7%
From To Office 0% 2%
CINEMA/ENTERTAINMENT To Retail 0% 21%
To Restaurant 0% 31%
To Residential 0% 8%
To Hotel 0% 2%
From RESIDENTIAL To Office 2% 4%
To Retail 1% 42%
To Restaurant 20% 21%
To Cinema/Entertainment 0% 0%
To Hotel 0% 3%
From HOTEL To Office 75% 0%
To Retail 14% 16%
To Restaurant 9% 68%
To Cinema/Entertainment 0% 0%
To Residential 0% 2%

Source: Bochner, B., K. Hooper, B. Sperry, and R. Dunphy. NCHRP Report 684: Enhancing Internal Trip Capture
Estimation for Mixed-Use Developments. Washington, DC: Transportation Research Board, Tables 99 and 100, 2011.

Chapter 6: Trip Generation for Mixed-Use Development
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Table 6.2 Unconstrained Internal Person Trip Capture Rates
for Trip Destinations within a Mixed-Use Development

Weekday
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
To OFFICE From Retail 4% 31%
From Restaurant 14% 30%
From Cinema/Entertainment 0% 6%
From Residential 3% 57%
From Hotel 3% 0%
To RETAIL From Office 32% 8%
From Restaurant 8% 50%
From Cinema/Entertainment 0% 4%
From Residential 17% 10%
From Hotel 4% 2%
To RESTAURANT From Office 23% 2%
From Retail 50% 29%
From Cinema/Entertainment 0% 3%
From Residential 20% 14%
From Hotel 6% 5%
To From Office 0% 1%
CINEMA/ENTERTAINMENT From Retail 0% 26%
From Restaurant 0% 32%
From Residential 0% 0%
From Hotel 0% 0%
To RESIDENTIAL From Office 0% 4%
From Retail 2% 46%
From Restaurant 5% 16%
From Cinema/Entertainment 0% 4%
From Hotel 0% 0%
To HOTEL From Office 0% 0%
From Retail 0% 17%
From Restaurant 4% 1%
From Cinema/Entertainment 0% 1%
From Residential 0% 12%

Source: Bochner, B., K. Hooper, B. Sperry, and R. Dunphy. NCHRP Report 684: Enhancing Internal Trip Capture
Estimation for Mixed-Use Developments. \Washington, DC: Transportation Research Board, Tables 101 and 102, 2011.
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Sex of Workers by Means of Transportation to United States®
Work Census

Note: This is a modified view of the original table produced by the U.S. Census Bureau. This download or
printed version may have missing information from the original table.

s Bureau

Census Tract 42.06; Miami-Dade County; Florida

Label
Estimate Margin of Error
v Total: 1139 +634
> Car, truck, or van: 820 +635
| Public transportation (excluding taxicab): 9 =11
Bicycle 29 +37
Walked 123 +144
Taxicab, motorcycle, or other means 30 +27
Worked from home 128 *65
> Male: 781 +381
> Female: 358 +286

Multimodal trip percentage:
(9+29+123)/(1,139-128) = 161/1,011 = 15.9%




ATTACHMENT C
TRAFFIC DATA, FDOT TABLES, AND CENSUS DATA



Location: Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy & 17th St

City: Miami Beach

Control: Signalized

Nationwide Traffic Data, LLC
Intersection Turning Movement Count

Project ID: 26-570001-001
Date: 1/6/2026

Data - Total

NS/EW Streets: Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy 17th St 17th St
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
7:00 AM 10 42 1 0 5 70 14 0 24 5 16 0 1 1 3 0 192
7:15AM 10 57 2 0 0 77 19 1 18 5 8 0 0 2 3 0 202
7:30 AM 10 57 2 1 0 86 14 0 8 4 15 0 1 2 0 0 200
7:45 AM 17 64 1 0 0 94 22 2 14 2 16 0 1 2 2 0 237
8:00 AM 8 76 2 0 0 104 14 0 9 3 15 0 0 6 0 0 237
8:15 AM 15 81 2 0 0 121 21 1 15 4 9 0 3 0 3 0 275
8:30 AM 19 78 2 0 1 100 17 0 11 1 12 0 0 0 1 0 242
8:45 AM 12 98 1 0 2 94 24 0 16 2 13 0 1 3 1 0 267
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SsuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR wu TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES :| 101 553 13 1 8 145 4 115 26 104 0 7 16 0 1852
APPROACH %'s:| 15.12%  82.78% 1.95% 0.15% 0.89%  82.61%  16.06% 0.44%)| 46.94%  10.61%  42.45% 0.00%] 19.44% 44.44%  36.11% 0.00%|
PEAK HR 08:00 AM - 09:00 AM TOTAL
PEAK HR VOL ; 54 333 7 0 ] 419 76 1 51 10 49 0 1021
PEAK HR FACTOR :| 0.711 0.849 0.875 0.000 0.375 0.866 0.792 0.250 0.797 0.625 0.817 0.000 0.333 0.375 0.417 0.000 0.928
0.887 0.872 0.887 0.750
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
4:00 PM 15 127 2 0 1 103 24 0 25 3 31 0 2 4 2 0 339
4:15PM 19 172 1 0 1 91 19 0 28 2 22 0 2 3 1 0 361
4:30 PM 16 131 3 0 1 111 26 0 24 4 17 0 0 3 2 0 338
4:45 PM 25 122 1 0 0 107 23 0 23 1 16 0 1 4 0 0 323
5:00 PM| 24 91 0 0 2 105 18 0 21 1 18 0 0 2 4 0 286
5:15 PM 13 101 1 1 2 107 16 0 20 1 13 1 0 2 2 0 280
5:30 PM| 17 101 1 0 1 122 38 0 28 1 19 0 0 2 0 0 330
5:45 PM 15 104 0 0 1 107 29 0 19 2 24 0 4 2 3 0 310
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR wu TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES :| 144 949 9 1 9 853 193 0 188 15 160 1 9 22 14 0 2567
APPROACH %'s :| 13.06% _ 86.04% 0.82% 0.09% 0.85%  80.85%  18.29% 0.00%] 51.65% 4.12%  43.96% 0.27%| 20.00%  48.89%  31.11% 0.00%|
PEAK HR :| 04:00 PM - 05:00 PM TOTAL
PEAK HR VOL : 75 552 7 0 3 412 92 0 100 10 86 0 5 14 5 1361
PEAK HR FACTOR :| 0.750 0.802 0.583 0.000 0.750 0.928 0.885 0.000 0.893 0.625 0.694 0.000 0.625 0.875 0.625 0.000 0.943
0.826 0.918 0.831 0.750




Location: Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy & 17th St

City: Miami Beach

Control: Signalized

Nationwide Traffic Data, LLC
Intersection Turning Movement Count

Project ID: 26-570001-001
Date: 1/6/2026

Data - Cars
NS/EW Streets: Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy 17th St 17th St
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
7:00 AM 10 38 1 0 4 67 11 0 19 3 14 0 0 1 3 0 171
7:15AM 7 52 2 0 0 73 14 0 15 5 7 0 0 2 3 0 180
7:30 AM 9 49 2 1 0 84 12 0 7 4 14 0 1 1 0 0 184
7:45 AM 14 60 0 0 0 88 17 2 13 2 15 0 1 2 2 0 216
8:00 AM 8 66 0 0 0 103 8 0 7 3 14 0 0 5 0 0 214
8:15 AM 13 70 0 0 0 113 16 1 11 3 9 0 1 0 1 0 238
8:30 AM 17 73 1 0 1 95 14 0 8 0 10 0 0 0 1 0 220
8:45 AM 8 89 1 0 2 90 18 0 13 2 11 0 1 2 1 0 238
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SsuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR wu TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES :| 86 497 7 1 7 110 3 93 94 0 4 13 11 0 1661
APPROACH %'s :| 14.55%  84.09% 1.18% 0.17% 0.84%  85.59%  13.21% 0.36%] 44.50%  10.53%  44.98% 0.00%] 14.29%  46.43%  39.29% 0.00%|
PEAK HR 08:00 AM - 09:00 AM TOTAL
PEAKHR VOL : 46 298 2 0 ] 401 56 1 39 8 44 0 2 7 3 0 910
PEAK HR FACTOR :| 0.676 0.837 0.500 0.000 0.375 0.887 0.778 0.250 0.750 0.667 0.786 0.000 0.500 0.350 0.750 0.000 0.956
0.883 0.887 0.875 0.600
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
4:00 PM 13 120 2 0 1 98 21 0 23 3 28 0 2 4 2 0 317
4:15PM 18 168 1 0 1 91 17 0 26 2 22 0 2 3 1 0 352
4:30 PM 15 125 3 0 1 108 22 0 24 4 17 0 0 3 2 0 324
4:45 PM 24 115 1 0 0 105 20 0 21 0 16 0 1 3 0 0 306
5:00 PM| 23 85 0 0 2 105 15 0 19 1 17 0 0 2 3 0 272
5:15 PM 1 95 1 1 1 104 15 0 18 1 13 1 0 2 2 0 265
5:30 PM| 17 97 0 0 1 118 28 0 27 1 19 0 0 1 0 0 309
5:45 PM 14 100 0 0 1 105 23 0 19 2 23 0 2 1 3 0 293
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR wu TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES :| 135 905 8 1 8 834 161 0 177 14 155 1 7 19 13 0 2438
APPROACH %'s:| 12.87%  86.27% 0.76% 0.10% 0.80% _ 83.15%  16.05% 0.00%] 51.01% 4.03%  44.67% 0.29%| 17.95% 48.72%  33.33% 0.00%|
PEAK HR :| 04:00 PM - 05:00 PM TOTAL
PEAK HR VOL : 70 528 7 0 3 402 80 0 94 9 83 0 5 13 5 0 1299
PEAK HR FACTOR :| 0.729 0.786 0.583 0.000 0.750 0.931 0.909 0.000 0.904 0.563 0.741 0.000 0.625 0.813 0.625 0.000 0.923
0.809 0.926 0.861 0.719




Location: Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy & 17th St

City: Miami Beach
Control: Signalized

Nationwide Traffic Data, LLC
Intersection Turning Movement Count

Project ID: 26-570001-001
Date: 1/6/2026

Data - HT
NS/EW Streets: Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy 17th St 17th St
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
7:00 AM 0 4 0 0 1 3 3 0 5 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 21
7:15AM 3 5 0 0 0 4 5 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 22
7:30 AM 1 8 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 16
7:45 AM 3 4 1 0 0 6 5 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 21
8:00 AM 0 10 2 0 0 1 6 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 23
8:15 AM 2 11 2 0 0 8 5 0 4 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 37
8:30 AM 2 5 1 0 0 5 3 0 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 22
8:45 AM 4 9 0 0 0 4 6 0 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 29
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SsuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR wu TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES :| 15 56 6 0 1 1 4 0 3 3 2 0 191
APPROACH %'s:| 19.48%  72.73% 7.79% 0.00% 1.43%  47.14%  50.00% 1.43%| 61.11%  11.11%  27.78% 0.00%] 37.50%  37.50% _ 25.00% 0.00%|
PEAK HR 08:00 AM - 09:00 AM TOTAL
PEAKHR VOL : 8 B85 5] 0 0 18 20 0 12 2 0 2 2 111
PEAK HR FACTOR :| 0.500 0.795 0.625 0.000 0.000 0.563 0.833 0.000 0.750 0.500 0.625 0.000 0.250 0.500 0.250 0.000 0.750
0.800 0.731 0.792 0.375
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
4:00 PM 2 7 0 0 0 5 3 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 22
4:15PM 1 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
4:30 PM 1 6 0 0 0 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14
4:45 PM 1 7 0 0 0 2 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 17
5:00 PM| 1 6 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 14
5:15 PM 2 6 0 0 1 3 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
5:30 PM| 0 4 1 0 0 4 10 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 21
5:45 PM 1 4 0 0 0 2 6 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 17
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR wu TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES :| 9 44 1 0 1 0 1 5 0 2 3 1 0 129
APPROACH %'s:| 16.67%  81.48% 1.85% 0.00% 1.92%  36.54%  61.54% 0.00%] 64.71% 5.88%  29.41% 0.00%] 33.33% _ 50.00% _ 16.67% 0.00%|
PEAK HR :| 04:00 PM - 05:00 PM TOTAL
PEAK HR VOL : 5 24 0 0 0 10 12 0 6 0 0 1 62
PEAK HR FACTOR :| 0.625 0.857 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.750 0.000 0.750 0.250 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.705
0.806 0.688 0.500 0.250




Location: Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy & 17th St

City: Miami Beach

Control: Signalized

Nationwide Traffic Data, LLC
Intersection Turning Movement Count

Project ID: 26-570001-001
Date: 1/6/2026

Data - Bikes

NS/EW Streets: Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy 17th St 17th St
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
7:00 AM 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 9
7:15AM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
7:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
7:45 AM 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
8:00 AM 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8
8:15 AM 0 4 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 11
8:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
8:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SsuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR wu TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES :| 0 2 0 1 1 0 7 2 3 0 1 1 2 0 50
APPROACH %'s | 0.00%  89.47%  10.53% 0.00% 6.67%  86.67% 6.67% 0.00%] 58.33%  16.67% _ 25.00% 0.00%] 25.00% _ 25.00% _ 50.00% 0.00%|
PEAK HR 08:00 AM - 09:00 AM TOTAL
PEAKHR VOL : 0 11 0 0 1 7 1 0 4 1 0 0 1 2 0 29
PEAK HR FACTOR :| 0.000 0.688 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.875 0.250 0.000 0.500 0.250 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.000 0.659
0.688 0.750 0.500 0.375 )
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR WU TOTAL
4:00 PM 0 2 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 6 0 0 17
4:15PM 0 2 1 0 0 5 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 14
4:30 PM 2 1 0 0 0 8 3 0 1 3 0 0 1 4 0 0 23
4:45 PM 1 7 0 0 0 9 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 26
5:00 PM| 0 6 1 0 0 4 2 0 0 6 0 0 1 4 1 0 25
5:15 PM 0 4 3 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 3 0 0 19
5:30 PM| 1 2 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 2 16
5:45 PM 0 6 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
NL NT NR NU SL ST SR SuU EL ET ER EU WL WT WR wu TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES :| 4 30 7 0 1 12 0 6 2 0 2 1 2 151
APPROACH %'s :| 9.76% _ 73.17% 17.07% 0.00% 1.89%  75.47%  22.64% 0.00%] 22.22% 70.37% 7.41% 0.00% 6.67%  83.33% 3.33% 6.67%!|
PEAK HR :| 04:00 PM - 05:00 PM TOTAL
PEAK HR VOL : 3 12 1 0 0 28 7 0 6 7 0 1 14 0 0 80
PEAK HR FACTOR :| 0.375 0.429 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.778 0.583 0.000 0.500 0.583 0.250 0.000 0.250 0.583 0.000 0.000 0.769
0.500 0.795 0.875 0.625




Nationwide Traffic Data, LLC

Intersection Turning Movement Count

Location: Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy & 17th St
City: Miami Beach

Data - Pedestrians (Crosswalks)

Project ID: 26-570001-001
Date: 1/6/2026

Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett

Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett

NS/EW Streets: Mem Hwy Mem Hwy 17th St 17th St
NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
EB WB EB WB NB SB NB SB TOTAL
17 4 13 1 3 11 6 19 74
7 8 11 3 5 9 2 6 51
8 6 8 1 8 8 6 15 60
: 8 2 6 1 8 11 13 15 64
8:00 AM 14 5 3 4 15 13 15 23 92
8:15 AM 2 2 8 13 13 14 14 31 97
8:30 AM 7 10 6 8 16 27 24 26 124
8:45 AM 11 6 7 4 18 20 17 48 131
EB WB EB WB NB SB NB SB TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 74 43 62 35 86 113 97 183 693
APPROACH %'s : 63.25% 36.75% 63.92% 36.08% 43.22% 56.78% 34.64% 65.36%
PEAK HR : 08:00 AM - 09:00 AM TOTAL
PEAKHR VOL : 34 23 24 29 62 74 70 128 444
PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.607 0.575 0.750 0.558 0.861 0.685 0.729 0.667 0.847
0.750 0.631 0.791 0.762 )
NORTH LEG SOUTH LEG EAST LEG WEST LEG
EB WB EB WB NB SB NB SB TOTAL
23 30 9 10 20 30 63 43 228
14 25 13 7 54 33 47 62 255
21 13 2 14 27 27 64 57 225
22 31 2 32 47 54 30 56 274
7 35 13 29 51 40 40 48 263
17 36 20 37 45 60 52 52 319
5:30 PM 35 31 8 26 38 92 49 85 364
5:45 PM 8 21 7 14 50 67 55 83 305
EB WB EB WB NB SB NB SB TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 147 222 74 169 332 403 400 486 2233
APPROACH %'s ;|| 39.84% 60.16% 30.45% 69.55% 45.17% 54.83% 45.15% 54.85%
PEAK HR : 04:00 PM - 05:00 PM TOTAL
PEAK HR VOL : 80 99 26 63 148 144 204 218 982
PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.870 0.798 0.500 0.492 0.685 0.667 0.797 0.879 0.896
0.844 0.654 0.723 0.872 )




ID: 26-570001-001
City: Miami Beach

Prepared by Nationwide Traffic Data, LLC

Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy & 17th St

Peak Hour Turning Movement Count

Collins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hwy

SOUTHBOUND

Day: Tuesday
Date: 1/6/2026
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LOCATION: Collins Ave/limmy Buffett Mem Hwy & 17th St
CITY/STATE: Miami Beach, FL

PROJECT ID: 26-570001-001

DATE: Tue, Jan 06, 2026

L 2 389 Peak-Hour: 08:00 AM - 09:00 AM ¥ s 126 4
Peak 15-Minute: 08:15 AM - 08:30 AM
76 419 263 43 00
e N « - i «
139 51 peak Hour Factor L 18 216 235 o L oo 3
o - DU 200 = -z
10 40 Ty ¥ 2 21 173 102 Y & 500 350
>t P - “at ->
54 333 7 148 105 714
Nationwide Traffic Data, Inc.
¥ m s 4 = ¥ 53 122 4
34 23 1 7 1
L 2 - d ¥V L
128 ¥ R L S
=@
o 4 4 @ . ¥ & o
- - “a ¢t P
24 29 0 11 0
20 18 0
«__ oy v« N
2 B L S k) t
2 -y - 2 = -
* 3 £ Y €
- “a ¢t P - @t
8 35 5
15-Min Count _ [ollins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hvollins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hy 17th St 17th St
Period Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Hourly
Beginning At Left Thru Rgt U R* [Left Thru Rgt U R* | Left Thru Rgt U R* | Left Thru Rgt U R* Total Total
7:00 AM 10 42 1 0 5 70 14 0 24 5 16 0 1 1 3 0 192 831
7:15 AM 10 57 2 0 0 7 19 1 18 5 8 0 0 2 3 0 202 876
7:30 AM 10 57 2 1 0 86 14 0 8 4 15 0 1 2 0 0 200 949
7:45 AM 17 64 1 0 0 94 22 2 14 2 16 0 1 2 2 0 237 991
8:00 AM 8 76 2 0 0 104 14 0 9 8 15 0 0 6 0 0 237 1021
8:15 AM 15 81 2 0 0 121 21 1 15 4 9 0 3 0 3 0 275 784
8:30 AM 19 78 2 0 1 100 17 0 11 1 12 0 0 0 1 0 242 509
8:45 AM 12 98 1 0 2 94 24 0 16 2 13 0 1 3 1 0 267 267
Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Flowrates Left Thru Rgt U R* |Left Thru Rgt U R* |Left Thru Rgt U R*|Lleft Thru Rgt U R* Total
All Vehicles 76 392 8 0 8 484 96 4 64 16 60 0 12 24 12 0 1256
Heavy Trucks 16 44 8 0 0 32 24 0 16 4 8 0 8 4 80 172
Pedestrians 84 76 260 172 592
Bicycles 0 16 0 0 4 8 4 0 8 4 4 0 0 4 8 0 60
Buses 0
Stopped Buses




LOCATION: Collins Ave/limmy Buffett Mem Hwy & 17th St
CITY/STATE: Miami Beach, FL

DATE: Tue, Jan 06, 2026

PROJECT ID: 26-570001-001

¥ s o7 4 Peak-Hour: 04:00 PM - 05:00 PM ¥ 16 4
Peak 15-Minute: 04:15 PM - 04:30 PM
92 412 3 130 24 00
- P I A N - LR 2 -
181 100 o peak Hour Factor Ls = 60 of L oo a2
o - - 100 = -
196 8 "y £s5 2 35 & 0o 50
>t P r ->
75 852 7 67 43 00
Nationwide Traffic Data, Inc.
¥ s o @I ¥ 26 a5 4
=
80 99 7 28 0
|- - L 2
218 ¥ 1 s 2 Lo
T (M) «
204 4 4 . ¥ &
- - q ¢ P
26 63 3 12 1
12 10 0
«__ oy v« N
6 o Lo k) A
T - - nd -
3 £ o 2 €
- a ¢+t P - a1t
5 24 0
15-Min Count _ [ollins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hvollins Ave/Jimmy Buffett Mem Hy 17th St 17th St
Period Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Hourly
Beginning At Left Thru Rgt U R* [Left Thru Rgt U R* | Left Thru Rgt U R* | Left Thru Rgt U R* Total Total
4:00 PM 15 127 2 0 1 103 24 0 25 3 31 0 2 4 2 0 339 1361
4:15 PM 19 172 1 0 1 91 19 0 28 2 22 0 2 3 1 0 361 1308
4:30 PM 16 131 3 0 1 111 26 0 24 4 17 0 0 3 2 0 338 1227
4:45 PM 25 122 1 0 0 107 23 0 23 1 16 0 1 4 0 0 323 1219
5:00 PM 24 91 0 0 2 105 18 0 21 1 18 0 0 2 4 0 286 1206
5:15 PM 13 101 1 1 2 107 16 0 20 1 13 1 0 2 2 0 280 920
5:30 PM 17 101 1 0 1 122 38 0 28 1 19 0 0 2 0 0 330 640
5:45 PM 15 104 0 0 1 107 29 0 19 2 24 0 4 2 3 0 310 310
Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Flowrates Left Thru Rgt U R* |Left Thru Rgt U R* |Left Thru Rgt U R*|Lleft Thru Rgt U R* Total
All Vehicles 100 688 12 0 4 444 104 0 112 16 124 0 8 16 8 0 1636
Heavy Trucks 8 28 0 0 0 20 16 0 8 4 12 0 0 4 00 100
Pedestrians 136 212 484 404 1236
Bicycles 8 28 4 0 0 36 12 0 12 12 4 0 4 24 00 144
Buses 0
Stopped Buses




TOD Schedule Report
for 2665: Collins Av&17 St

Print Date: Print Time:
10/4/2021 3:14 PM
TOD TOD Active Active

Asset Intersection Schedule Op Mode Plan # Cycle Offset Setting PhaseBank Maximum

2665 Collins Av&17 St DOW-2 TOD [03] AM PEAK 100 81 N/A 1 Max 2
Splits
PH 1 PH 2 PH 3 PH 4 PH 5 PH 6 PH 7 PH 8
- NBT - EBT - SBT - WBT
0 54 0 33 0 54 0 33

Active Phase Bank: Phase Bank 1

Phase Walk Don't Walk Min Initial Veh Ext Max Limit Max 2 Yellow Red .

- I - - — —— - — Last In Service Date: unknown

Phase Bank
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 Dormittod Phases

1 - 0 -0-0/l0-0-0]J]0-0-0]0-0-0[l0-0-01]0-0-0 0 0

2 NBT 5 - 5-5[20-20-20]7-7-7]1 -1-1]5-5-51]0-0-0] 4 3 12345678

3 - 0 -0-0/l0-0-0]0-0-0]0-0-0l0-0-01]0-0-0 0 0 Default -2-4-6-8

4 EBT 10 - 10- 10| 14-14 - 14| 7 - 7 - 7 (25 -25-25[12- 12 - 12 |45 - 25 - 24| 4 2.2 External Permit 0 -2-4-6-8

5 - 0 -0-0/0-0-0]l0-0-0]0 -0-0J0-0-01J0o-0-0[o0 0 External Permit 1 -2-4-6-8

6 SBT 5 - 5-5|20-20-20|7-7- 7|1 -1-1|50-5-5]0-0-0| 4 3 External Permit 2 -2-4-6-8

7 - 0 -0-0/l0-0-0]0-0-0]0-0-0[0-0-01]0-0-0 0 0

8 WBT 10 - 10- 10| 14-14 - 14| 7 - 7 - 7|25 -25-25[12- 12 - 12 |45 - 25 - 24| 4 2.2

Page 1 of 3



TOD Schedule Report
for 2665: Collins Av&17 St

Print Date: Print Time:
10/4/2021 3:14 PM
Current . ) s |maw.= q_sw . , . Local TOD Schedule
TOD Schedule Plan Cycle - NBT - EBT - SBT - wpT RingOffset  Offset Time Plan DOW
1 100 0 54 0 33 0 54 0 33 0 12 0000 1 SUMTW Th
2 100 0 63 0 24 0 63 0 24 0 75 0000 7 FS
_ 3 1000 54 0 33 0 54 0 33 0 81 0300 1 FS
4 1000 63 0 24 0 63 0 24 0 68 0300 22 MTW Th
5 110 0 73 0 24 0 73 0 24 0 101 0300 4 Su
6 130 _0 90 0 27 0 90 0 __ 27 0 30 0700 5 Su
7 1200 740 330 74 0 33 0 90 0700 ! MTWThF S
0930 2 MTW Th
8 1100 730 24 0 730 24 0 33 1000 8 su Fs
11 0 0 53 0 24 0 53 0 24 0 17 1500 14 Su F s
12 0 0 53 0 24 0 53 0 24 0 59 [1500 3 VT W Th
13 90 0 53 0 24 0 53 0 24 0 23 1800 18 MTW ThF
14 1200 80 0 27 0 80 0 27 0 88 1800 6 Su S
15 1200 83 0 24 0 83 0 24 0 111 2200 1 MTW Th
16 90 0 53 0 24 0 53 0 24 0 70 2200 6 F
17 0 0 53 0 24 0 53 0 24 0 70
18 1000 54 0 33 0 54 0 33 0 58
21 0 0 53 0 24 0 53 0 24 0 17
22 1000 54 0 330 54 0 33 0 37
23 100 0 54 0 330 54 0 33 0 17
25 140 0 94 0 33 0 94 0 33 0 85
Current Time of Day Function Local Time of Day Function * Settings
Time Function Settings * Day of Week Time Function Settings * Day of Week Blank - FREE - Phase Bank 1, Max 1
0000 TOD OUTPUTS =eoome- SuM T W ThF S 0000 TOD OUTPUTS —ooeeee SuM T W ThF S Blank - Plan - Phase Bank 1, Max 2
0000 PEDRECALL —oeoeee SUMTW 0000 PED RECALL 8--lmv 1 - Phase Bank 2, Max 1
0530 PED RECALL 8---lmev M T W ThF 0000 PEDRECALL  —oeeeeee SUMTW 2 - Phase Bank 2, Max 2
0200 PEDRECALL - 3 - Phase Bank 3, Max 1
0500 PED RECALL 8---4--- Su S 4 - Phase Bank 3, Max 2
0530 PED RECALL 8--—-4--- MTW ThF 5 - EXTERNAL PERMIT 1
6 - EXTERNAL PERMIT 2
7 - X-PED OMIT
8- TBA
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SIGNAL OPERATING PLAN
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Miami-Dade County Public Works Department
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2024 PEAK SEASON FACTOR CATEGORY REPORT - REPORT TYPE: ALL

CATEGORY: 8700 MIAMI-DADE NORTH

MOCF: 0.95

WEEK DATES SFE PSCF
|1 01/01/2024 01/06/2024 1.07 1.13
2 01/07/2024 01/13/2024 1.03 1.08

3 01/14/2024 01/20/2024 1.00 1.05

4 01/21/2024 01/27/2024 0.98 1.03

* 5 01/28/2024 02/03/2024 0.97 1.02
* 6 02/04/2024 02/10/2024 0.96 1.01
* 7 02/11/2024 02/17/2024 0.95 1.00
* 8 02/18/2024 02/24/2024 0.95 1.00
* 9 02/25/2024 03/02/2024 0.94 0.99
*10 03/03/2024 03/09/2024 0.94 0.99
*11 03/10/2024 03/16/2024 0.94 0.99
*12 03/17/2024 03/23/2024 0.94 0.99
*13 03/24/2024 03/30/2024 0.95 1.00
*14 03/31/2024 04/06/2024 0.95 1.00
*15 04/07/2024 04/13/2024 0.96 1.01
*16 04/14/2024 04/20/2024 0.97 1.02
*17 04/21/2024 04/27/2024 0.98 1.03
18 04/28/2024 05/04/2024 0.99 1.04
19 05/05/2024 05/11/2024 1.00 1.05
20 05/12/2024 05/18/2024 1.02 1.07
21 05/19/2024 05/25/2024 1.03 1.08
22 05/26/2024 06/01/2024 1.04 1.09
23 06/02/2024 06/08/2024 1.05 1.11
24 06/09/2024 06/15/2024 1.06 1.12
25 06/16/2024 06/22/2024 1.05 1.11
26 06/23/2024 06/29/2024 1.04 1.09
27 06/30/2024 07/06/2024 1.03 1.08
28 07/07/2024 07/13/2024 1.02 1.07
29 07/14/2024 07/20/2024 1.02 1.07
30 07/21/2024 07/27/2024 1.01 1.06
31 07/28/2024 08/03/2024 1.01 1.06
32 08/04/2024 08/10/2024 1.01 1.06
33 08/11/2024 08/17/2024 1.01 1.06
34 08/18/2024 08/24/2024 1.01 1.06
35 08/25/2024 08/31/2024 1.01 1.06
36 09/01/2024 09/07/2024 1.01 1.06
37 09/08/2024 09/14/2024 1.01 1.06
38 09/15/2024 09/21/2024 1.01 1.06
39 09/22/2024 09/28/2024 1.01 1.06
40 09/29/2024 10/05/2024 1.01 1.06
41 10/06/2024 10/12/2024 1.01 1.06
42 10/13/2024 10/19/2024 1.02 1.07
43 10/20/2024 10/26/2024 1.02 1.07
44 10/27/2024 11/02/2024 1.02 1.07
45 11/03/2024 11/09/2024 1.02 1.07
46 11/10/2024 11/16/2024 1.03 1.08
47 11/17/2024 11/23/2024 1.03 1.08
48 11/24/2024 11/30/2024 1.04 1.09
49 12/01/2024 12/07/2024 1.05 1.11
50 12/08/2024 12/14/2024 1.06 1.12
51 12/15/2024 12/21/2024 1.07 1.13
52 12/22/2024 12/28/2024 1.03 1.08
53 12/29/2024 12/31/2024 1.00 1.05

* PEAK SEASON

04-MAR-2025 16:32:53

830UPD

6 8700 PKSEASON.TXT



GROWTH RATE CALCULATION

DELANO HOTEL
Roadway FDOT Site Lin::::rY :::nd Expo:eon\t{ieaTtl'rend Dec::i:: ::end
SR A1A/COLLINS AV, N OF 21 ST 5170 -3.57% -4.05% -4.38%
17TH ST, 200' E OFMERIDIAN AVE 8531 -2.00% -2.20% -2.04%
WASHINGTON AVE, 200' N OF 12 ST 8414 -3.89% -4.68% -4.14%
16 ST, 200' E OFMERIDIAN AVE 8567 -5.21% -6.30% -7.05%
Average Annual Growth Rate -3.67% -4.31% -4.40%

Used 0.5% Growth Rate




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS OFFICE
2024 HISTORICAL AADT REPORT
COUNTY: 87 - MIAMI-DADE

SITE: 5170 - SR A1A/COLLINS AV, N OF 21 ST (MIAMI BEACH)

YEAR AADT DIRECTION 1 DIRECTION 2 *K FACTOR D FACTOR T FACTOR
2024 21300 C N 9800 S 11500 9.00 54.90 22.60
2023 21000 C N 10000 S 11000 9.00 55.10 25.20
2022 19500 C N 9000 S 10500 9.00 54.70 6.20
2021 18400 C N 9300 S 9100 9.00 54.30 8.40
2020 10400 C N 5200 S 5200 9.00 54.20 31.10
2019 23500 C N 12000 S 11500 9.00 54.60 10.00
2018 27500 C N 13000 S 14500 9.00 54.30 7.90
2017 26500 C N 13000 S 13500 9.00 55.00 6.60
2016 26000 C N 13500 S 12500 9.00 54.50 20.20
2015 26500 C N 12500 S 14000 9.00 54.70 4.20
2014 27000 C N 12500 S 14500 9.00 54.50 4.10
2013 22500 C N 10500 S 12000 9.00 52.40 9.00
2012 25000 C N 12000 S 13000 9.00 55.70 4.30
2011 26500 C N 13500 S 13000 9.00 55.10 2.80
2010 25000 C N 12500 S 12500 8.98 54.08 2.80
2009 26500 C N 13000 S 13500 8.99 53.24 2.70
AADT FLAGS: = COMPUTED, E = MANUAL ESTIMATE; F = FIRST YEAR ESTIMATE

O
S SECOND YEAR ESTIMATE,; T = THIRD YEAR ESTIMATE; R = FOURTH YEAR ESTIMATE
V = FIFTH YEAR ESTIMATE; 6 = SIXTH YEAR ESTIMATE; X = UNKNOWN
*K FACTOR: STARTING WITH YEAR 2011 IS STANDARDK, PRIOR YEARS ARE K30 VALUES



Traffic Trends - V2023

COLLINS AVE -- SR A1A/COLLINS AV, N OF 21 ST (MIAMI BEACH) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 875170
Location 1 Roadway: COLLINS AVE
Traffic (ADT/AADT)
Year Count* Trend
30000 2015 | 26,500 | 26,290
E==1Observed Count 2016 26,000 25,360
~ ==—Fitted Curve 2017 | 26,500 | 24,420
\..w., 25000 | III 2018 27,500 23,480
a N 2019 23,500 22,540
2 T~ 2020 10,400 21,600
o 2021 18,400 20,660
‘$ 20000 + 2022 19,500 19,720
2 lll 2023 21,000 18,780
wm ™~ 2024 21,300 17,850
©
= 15000 ||
>
m
(]
W 10000 H
W
<
5000
2026 Opening Year Trend
0 L | 2026 | N/A | 15970 |
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year | 2027 | _N/A | 15030 |
2029 Design Year Trend
Annual Trend Decrease: 939 E%E

Trend R-squared:  51.15% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends
Trend Annual Historic Growth Rate: -3.57%
Trend Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -5.27%
Printed: 1/6/2026

Linear Growth Option

*Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

Exponential Growth Option

COLLINS AVE -- SR A1A/COLLINS AV, N OF 21 ST (MIAMI BEACH) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 875170
Location 1 Roadway: COLLINS AVE
Traffic A>U._.>m>_u._.v
Year Count* Trend
30000 2015 26,500 26,190
== 0Observed Count NOA @ N@ OOO Nm ‘_@O
_ ===fitted Curve 2017 26,500 24,110
% 25000 |1 TSN 2015 | 73800 | 22200
[m] y ; ;
w III 2020 10,400 21,300
© 2021 18,400 20,430
‘$ 20000 + 2022 19,500 19,600
2 II'I 2023 21,000 18,810
W 2024 21,300 18,050
(1]
~ 15000
>
'©
[m]
o
W 10000 H
g
<
5000 H
2026 Opening Year Trend
0 ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” 2026 % 16,610
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year 2027 N/A 15,940
2029 Design Year Trend
2029 % 14,680
Trend R-squared: ~ 46.23% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends
Compounded Annual Historic Growth Rate: -4.05%
Compounded Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -4.05%
Printed: 1/6/2026

*Axle-Adjusted




Traffic Trends - V2023

Decaying Exponential Growth Option

COLLINS AVE -- SR A1A/COLLINS AV, N OF 21 ST (MIAMI BEACH) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 875170
Location 1 Roadway: COLLINS AVE
Traffic A>_u._.>m>_u._.v
Year Count* Trend
30000 2015 | 26,500 | 28,210
= Observed Count 2016 26.000 25.390
/ =fitted Curve 2017 26,500 23,750
\..w., 25000 M /l 2018 27,500 22,570
o / 2019 23,500 21,670
@ l/ 2020 10,400 20,930
[}] Py
o [~ 2021 18,400 20,300
‘$ 20000 + 2022 19,500 19,760
2 2023 21,000 19,280
wpluv — 2024 21,300 18,850
©
= 15000 ||
>
‘®
(]
o
W 10000 —+
S
<
5000 +
2026 Opening Year Trend
0 ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” 2026 % 18,110
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year 2027 N/A 17,780
2029 Design Year Trend
2029 % 17,200
Trend R-squared:  56.28% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends
Compounded Annual Historic Growth Rate: -4.38%
Compounded Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -1.82%
Printed: 1/6/2026

*Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

Average Daily Traffic (Vehicles/Day)

COLLINS AVE -- SR A1A/COLLINS AV, N OF 21 ST (MIAMI BEACH) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 875170
Location 1 Roadway: COLLINS AVE
Traffic (ADT/AADT)
Year Count* 3 Yr Avg
30000 2015 | 26,500 | 26,500

Observed Count
m 3 Year Average

2016 26,000 26,300
2017 26,500 26,700
2018 27,500 25,800
2019 23,500 20,500
2020 10,400 17,400
2021 18,400 16,100

20000 2022 19,500 19,500
2023 21,000 20,600
2024 21,300 21,300
15000 -
10000 +
5000
0

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Year

25000

Actual AADT vs 3 Year Average

*Axle-Adjusted



FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS OFFICE
2024 HISTORICAL AADT REPORT
COUNTY: 87 - MIAMI-DADE

SITE: 8531 - 17TH ST, 200' EAST OFMERIDIAN AVE (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE)

YEAR AADT DIRECTION 1 DIRECTION 2 *K FACTOR D FACTOR T FACTOR
2024 15400 F E 8300 W 7100 9.00 52.70 3.80
2023 15600 C E 8400 W 7200 9.00 63.10 3.70
2022 16900 T E 8500 W 8400 9.00 56.50 3.50
2021 16500 s E 8300 W 8200 9.00 55.00 2.90
2020 17300 F E 8700 W 8600 9.00 56.00 4.40
2019 19400 C E 9800 W 9600 9.00 56.00 4.00
2018 16800 T E 7400 W 9400 9.00 54.30 3.00
2017 18800 s E 8300 W 10500 9.00 59.30 2.50
2016 18900 F E 8400 W 10500 9.00 56.10 5.10
2015 19000 C E 8500 W 10500 9.00 57.40 7.10
2014 18700 s E 9600 W 9100 9.00 59.30 10.70
2013 18900 F E 9700 W 9200 9.00 58.90 16.20
2012 19000 C E 9800 W 9200 9.00 59.70 16.00
AADT FLAGS: = COMPUTED, E = MANUAL ESTIMATE; F = FIRST YEAR ESTIMATE

O
S SECOND YEAR ESTIMATE,; T = THIRD YEAR ESTIMATE; R = FOURTH YEAR ESTIMATE
V = FIFTH YEAR ESTIMATE; 6 = SIXTH YEAR ESTIMATE; X = UNKNOWN
*K FACTOR: STARTING WITH YEAR 2011 IS STANDARDK, PRIOR YEARS ARE K30 VALUES



Traffic Trends - V2023

7 ST --17TH ST, 200' EAST OFMERIDIAN AVE (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878531
Location 1 Roadway: 17 ST
Traffic (ADT/AADT)
Year Count* Trend
25000 2015 | 19,000 | 19,240
E==1Observed Count 2016 18,900 18,860
s===fitted Curve 2017 18,800 18,470
= 2018 16,800 18,090
A& 20000 2019 19,400 17,700
w — 2020 17,300 17,320
o 2021 16,500 16,930
S 2022 16,900 16,550
2 —— 2023 15,600 16,160
2 15000 ¢ 2024 15,400 15,780
<
[
>
'®
0 10000 H
(]
(=]
o
W
<
5000
2026 Opening Year Trend
0 ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” 2026 % 15,010
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year 2027 N/A 14,620
2029 Design Year Trend
Annual Trend Decrease: 385 2029 % 13,850

Trend R-squared:  95.10% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends
Trend Annual Historic Growth Rate: -2.00%
Trend Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -2.45%
Printed: 1/6/2026

Linear Growth Option *Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

7 ST -- 17TH ST, 200' EAST OFMERIDIAN AVE (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878531
Location 1 Roadway: 17 ST

Traffic A>_u._.>m>_u._.v

Year Count* Trend

25000 2015 79,000 79,310

= Observed Count NOA @ ‘_m @OO ‘_m wwo

===CFitted Curve 2017 18,800 18,470

= 2018 16,800 18,070

m 20000 + 2019 19,400 17,670

@ —~— 2020 17,300 17,280

o 2021 16,500 16,900

S e 2022 16,900 16,530

2 2023 15,600 16,160

£ 15000 ¢ — 2024 15,400 15,810
S
[
>
'©

0 10000 +
o
o
o
W
<
5000 H
2026 Opening Year Trend
0 ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” 2026 % 15,120
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year 2027 N/A 14,790
2029 Design Year Trend
2029 % 14,140
Trend R-squared:  94.08% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends

Compounded Annual Historic Growth Rate: -2.20%
Compounded Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -2.21%
Printed:  1/6/2026

Exponential Growth Option *Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

7 ST --17TH ST, 200' EAST OFMERIDIAN AVE (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878531
Location 1 Roadway: 17 ST

Traffic A>_u._.>m>_u._.v

Year Count* Trend

25000 2015 | 19,000 | 19,700

= Observed Count 2016 18.900 18.690

s===fitted Curve 2017 18,800 18,110

= 2018 16,800 17,690

A& 20000 2019 19,400 17,370

w /ll 2020 17,300 17,100

o — 2021 16,500 16,880

S 2022 16,900 16,690

2 2023 15,600 16,510

2 15000 ¢ 2024 15,400 16,360
<
[
>
‘©

o 10000 H
o
o)
o
W
<
5000 H
2026 Opening Year Trend
0 ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” 2026 % 16,100
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year 2027 N/A 15,980
2029 Design Year Trend
2029 % 15,770
Trend R-squared:  79.04% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends

Compounded Annual Historic Growth Rate: -2.04%
Compounded Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -0.73%
Printed:  1/6/2026

Decaying Exponential Growth Option *Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

7 ST -- 17TH ST, 200' EAST OFMERIDIAN AVE (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE) County: Miami-Dade (87)

FM # 1234 Station #: 878531
Location 1 Roadway: 17 ST

Traffic (ADT/AADT)

Year Count* 3 Yr Avg

25000 St G 2015 | 19,000 79,000

m3 Yoar Average 2016 | 18,900 18,900

2017 18,800 18,200

2018 16,800 18,300

20000 + 2019 19,400 17,800

2020 17,300 17,700

2021 16,500 16,900

2022 16,900 16,900

2023 15,600 16,000

2024 15,400 15,400

Average Daily Traffic (Vehicles/Day)

2015

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Year

2021

15000 +

10000 +

5000
0

2022 2023

2024

Actual AADT vs 3 Year Average

*Axle-Adjusted




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS OFFICE
2024 HISTORICAL AADT REPORT
COUNTY: 87 - MIAMI-DADE

SITE: 8414 - WASHINGTON AVE, 200 FT N OF 12 ST (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE)

YEAR AADT DIRECTION 1 DIRECTION 2 *K FACTOR D FACTOR T FACTOR
2024 14600 C N 7000 S 7600 9.00 52.70 3.60
2023 15400 C N 7000 S 8400 9.00 63.10 4.30
2022 15100 C N 7000 S 8100 9.00 56.50 4.20
2021 14200 C N 6500 S 7700 9.00 55.00 3.30
2020 14100 C N 7100 S 7000 9.00 56.00 10.70
2019 23000 C N 11000 S 12000 9.00 56.00 2.40
2018 20400 C N 11500 S 8900 9.00 54.30 2.50
2017 20200 C N 9200 S 11000 9.00 59.30 2.40
2016 20800 C N 9800 S 11000 9.00 56.10 1.90
2015 20300 C N 9800 S 10500 9.00 57.40 17.50
2014 21000 C N 10000 S 11000 9.00 59.30 13.90
2013 18700 F N 9200 S 9500 9.00 58.90 16.20
2012 18700 C N 9200 S 9500 9.00 59.70 16.00
AADT FLAGS: = COMPUTED, E = MANUAL ESTIMATE; F = FIRST YEAR ESTIMATE

O
S SECOND YEAR ESTIMATE,; T = THIRD YEAR ESTIMATE; R = FOURTH YEAR ESTIMATE
V = FIFTH YEAR ESTIMATE; 6 = SIXTH YEAR ESTIMATE; X = UNKNOWN
*K FACTOR: STARTING WITH YEAR 2011 IS STANDARDK, PRIOR YEARS ARE K30 VALUES



Traffic Trends - V2023

ASHINGTON AVE -- WASHINGTON AVE, 200 FT N OF 12 ST (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCL| _ County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878414
Location 1 Roadway: WASHINGTON AVE

Traffic (ADT/AADT)

Year Count* Trend

25000 = 2015 | 20,300 21,560

E==1Observed Count 2016 20,800 20,720

—Fitted Curve 2017 20,200 19,890

= iy & 2018 20,400 19,050

& 20000 1 N~ 2019 23,000 18,210

P 4 2020 14,100 17,370

G N 2021 14,200 16,530

£ 2022 15,100 15,690

2 2023 15,400 14,860

g 19000 ¢ N 2024 | 14,600 | 14,020
®
=
>
s

A 10000 1
Q
()]
o
g
<
5000 |
2026 Opening Year Trend
0 ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” 2026 % 12,340
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year 2027 N/A 11,500

Annual Trend Decrease:

Trend R-squared:

Trend Annual Historic Growth Rate:
Trend Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year)
Printed:

838
82.13%
-3.89%
-5.98%

1/6/2026

Linear Growth Option

2029 Design Year Trend

2020 | NA | 0830 |

FS

UTMS Forecasts/Trends

*Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

ASHINGTON AVE -- WASHINGTON AVE, 200 FT N OF 12 ST (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCL County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878414
Location 1 Roadway: WASHINGTON AVE
Traffic A>_u._.>m>_u._.v
Year Count* Trend
25000 2015 | 20,300 | 21,820
== 0Observed Count NOA@ NO @OO NO WOO
e===Fitted Curve 2017 20,200 19,830
= /l 2018 20,400 18,900
A 20000 N 2019 23,000 18,010
w l/l 2020 14,100 17,170
° N~ 2021 14,200 16,370
S 2022 15,100 15,600
2 15000 1 2023 15,400 14,870
W N — 2024 14,600 14,180
©
P
>
‘®
0O 10000 H
o
o
o
S
<
5000 H
2026 Opening Year Trend
0 ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” 2026 % 12,880
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year 2027 N/A 12,280
2029 Design Year Trend
2029 % 11,160
Trend R-squared:  82.30% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends
Compounded Annual Historic Growth Rate: -4.68%
Compounded Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -4.68%
Printed: 1/6/2026

Exponential Growth Option

*Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

ASHINGTON AVE -- WASHINGTON AVE, 200 FT N OF 12 ST (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCL County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878414
Location 1 Roadway: WASHINGTON AVE
Traffic A>_u._.>m>_u._.v
Year Count* Trend
25000 2015 | 20,300 | 22,450
= Observed Count 2016 20.800 20.310
\ S==fitted Curve 2017 | 20,200 | 19,060
= 2018 20,400 18,170
A 20000 /l 2019 23,000 17,480
w /l 2020 14,100 16,920
o III 2021 14,200 16,450
= / 2022 15,100 16,030
2 2023 15,400 15,670
g 15000 7 — 2024 14,600 15,350
S
-
>
‘®
0 10000 H
o
o
o
S
<
5000 H
2026 Opening Year Trend
0 ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” 2026 % 14,780
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year 2027 N/A 14,540
2029 Design Year Trend
2029 % 14,090
Trend R-squared:  65.27% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends
Compounded Annual Historic Growth Rate: -4.14%
Compounded Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -1.70%
Printed: 1/6/2026

De

caying Exponential Growth Option

*Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

ASHINGTON AVE -- WASHINGTON AVE, 200 FT N OF 12 ST (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCl  County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878414
Location 1 Roadway: WASHINGTON AVE
Traffic (ADT/AADT)
Year Count* 3 Yr Avg
25000 St G 2015 20,300 20,300
a3 Year Average 2016 20,800 20,400
2017 20,200 20,500
= 2018 20,400 21,200
S 20000 | 2019 23,000 19,200
2 2020 14,100 17,100
S 2021 14,200 14,500
< 2022 15,100 15,100
2 2023 15,400 15,000
2 15000 2024 14,600 14,600
s
-
>
T
Q 10000 1
Q
[o)]
o
g
<
5000 +
0
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Year

Actual AADT vs 3 Year Average

*Axle-Adjusted




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS OFFICE
2024 HISTORICAL AADT REPORT

COUNTY: 87 - MIAMI-DADE

SITE:

YEAR
2024
2023
2022
2021
2020
2019
2018
2017
2016
2015
2014
2013
2012

8567 - 16 ST,

~
@
o
o
Qdunao"MnHao"dna0A

AADT FLAGS:

*K FACTOR:

200' EAST OFMERIDIAN AVE (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE)

DIRECTION 1 DIRECTION 2 *K FACTOR D FACTOR T FACTOR
E 3200 W 3200 9.00 52.70 3.80
E 3200 W 3200 9.00 63.10 3.70
E 2300 W 2400 9.00 56.50 3.50
E 2200 W 2300 9.00 55.00 2.90
E 2300 W 2400 9.00 56.00 4.40
E 2600 W 2700 9.00 56.00 4.00
E 3800 W 4000 9.00 54.30 3.00
E 4200 W 4500 9.00 59.30 2.50
E 4300 w 4600 9.00 56.10 5.10
E 4400 W 4700 9.00 57.40 7.10
9.00 59.30 10.70

0 0 9.00 58.90 16.20

E 0 W 0 9.00 59.70 16.00

= COMPUTED; E = MANUAL ESTIMATE; F

STARTING WITH YEAR 2011 IS STANDARDK,

= FIRST YEAR ESTIMATE

C

S SECOND YEAR ESTIMATE,; T = THIRD YEAR ESTIMATE; R = FOURTH YEAR ESTIMATE
V = FIFTH YEAR ESTIMATE; 6 = SIXTH YEAR ESTIMATE; X = UNKNOWN
T

PRIOR YEARS ARE K30 VALUES



Traffic Trends - V2023

|6 ST -- 16 ST, 200' EAST OFMERIDIAN AVE (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878567
Location 1 Roadway: 16 ST
Traffic (ADT/AADT)
Year Count* Trend
10000 2015 9,100 8.620
== 0bserved Count 2016 8900 8170
9000 ] — ==fitted Curve 2017 8,700 7,720
= /l 2018 7,800 7,270
E 8000 1| | TN 2019 5,300 6,820
3 N 2020 4700 6,380
3 7000 | N 2021 4,500 5,930
S 2022 4,700 5,480
2 2023 6,400 5,030
m 6000 2024 6,400 4,580
(1]
~ 5000 H /1
>
z E
Q 4000 {]
Q
()]
(]
3 3000 H
<
2000 H
1000
2026 Opening Year Trend
0 ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” ” 2026 % 3,680
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year 2027 N/A 3,230
2029 Design Year Trend
Annual Trend Decrease: 450 2029 % 2,330
Trend R-squared:  60.32% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends

Trend Annual Historic Growth Rate: -5.21%
Trend Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -9.83%
Printed: 1/6/2026

Linear Growth Option *Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

|6 ST -- 16 ST, 200' EAST OFMERIDIAN AVE (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878567
Location 1 Roadway: 16 ST
Traffic (ADT/AADT)
Year Count* Trend
10000 2015 9,100 8,570
_”_O.vmméma Count 2016 8,900 8,030
9000 7] — e==Fitted Curve 2017 8,700 7,520
= /l 2018 7,800 7,050
S 8000 ] /1 2019 5,300 6,610
w /l 2020 4,700 6,190
S 7000 M N 2021 4,500 5,800
M 2022 4,700 5,440
< 2023 6,400 5,090
W 6000 2024 6,400 4,770
©
= 5000 /:/
ﬂ
O 4000 H
o
g
w 3000 H
<
2000 +
1000 H
2026 Opening Year Trend
O | 2026 | NA | 4190 |
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year | 2027 | NA | 3930 |
2029 Design Year Trend
2020 | NA | 3450 |
Trend R-squared:  54.93% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends

Compounded Annual Historic Growth Rate: -6.30%
Compounded Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -6.27%
Printed:  1/6/2026

Exponential Growth Option *Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

|6 ST -- 16 ST, 200' EAST OFMERIDIAN AVE (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878567
Location 1 Roadway: 16 ST
Traffic (ADT/AADT)
Year Count* Trend
12000 2015 9,100 9,650
3 0Observed Count 2016 8,900 8,250
===Fitted Curve 2017 8,700 7,430
\W 10000 1+ 2018 N_woc m_mwmo
a 2019 5,300 6,400
w 2020 4,700 6,030
S / 2021 4,500 5,720
$ 8000 + N 2022 4,700 5,450
Z N 2023 6,400 5,210
g N 2024 6,400 5,000
©
~ 6000 ]
>
m
(]
& 4000 | e
W
<
2000
2026 Opening Year Trend
O | 2026 | NA | 4630
2015 2020 2025 2027 Interim Year Trend
Year | 2027 | NA | 4470
2029 Design Year Trend
2029 | NA | 4180 ]
Trend R-squared:  71.23% FSUTMS Forecasts/Trends

Compounded Annual Historic Growth Rate: -7.05%
Compounded Growth Rate (2024 to Design Year) -3.52%
Printed:  1/6/2026

Decaying Exponential Growth Option *Axle-Adjusted



Traffic Trends - V2023

|6 ST -- 16 ST, 200' EAST OFMERIDIAN AVE (2011 OFF SYSTEM CYCLE) County: Miami-Dade (87)
FM # 1234 Station #: 878567
Location 1 Roadway: 16 ST
Traffic (ADT/AADT)
Year Count* 3 Yr Avg
19000 Observed Gourt 2075 9100|0100
9000 - m 3 Year Average 2017 m”ﬂoo m”moo
2018 7,800 7,300
2019 5,300 5,900
2020 4,700 4,800
2021 4,500 4,600
2022 4,700 4,700
2023 6,400 5,800
2024 6,400 6,400

Average Daily Traffic (Vehicles/Day)

2015

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Year
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Actual AADT vs 3 Year Average

*Axle-Adjusted
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@#4L5LRTP

Dade 2015 Base Year Direction Trip Distribution Summary

|
Trips / Total
TAZ TAZ
625 3525 | Trips 610 160 - 557 431 1,317 679 1,035 4,961
625 3525 | Percent 12.7 33 - 11.6 9.0 27.5 14.2 21.6
626 3526 | Trips 122 - - - 2,090 2,277 1,198 2,942 9,399
626 3526  Percent 1.4 - - - 24.2 26.4 13.9 34.1
627 3527 | Trips 279 - - - 2,051 2,578 845 1,965 8,061
627 3527 | Percent 3.6 - - - 26.6 33.4 11.0 25.5
628 3528 | Trips 298 - 49 79 984 902 332 679 3,579
628 3528  Percent 9.0 - 1.5 2.4 29.6 27.2 10.0 20.5
629 3529 | Trips 1,374 549 344 1,656 1,708 3,707 1,668 2,101 14,261
629 3529 | Percent 10.5 4.2 2.6 12.6 13.0 28.3 12.7 16.0
630 3530 | Trips 952 - 210 347 1,696 2,375 794 1,114 8,135
630 3530  Percent 12.7 - 2.8 4.6 22.7 31.7 10.6 14.9
631 3531 | Trips 255 - - - 1,215 1,471 440 1,030 4,651
631 3531  Percent 5.8 - - - 27.6 33.4 10.0 23.4
632 3532 | Trips 309 - - - 1,242 1,751 750 635 4,880
632 3532 | Percent 6.6 - - - 26.5 37.4 16.0 13.5
633 3533 | Trips 310 - - - 1,181 1,428 750 730 4,590
633 3533 | Percent 7.0 - - - 26.9 32.5 17.1 16.6
634 3534 | Trips 1,502 112 240 837 1,718 1,928 976 1,727 9,998
634 3534 | Percent 16.6 1.2 2.7 9.3 19.0 213 10.8 19.1
635 3535 | Trips 779 - - - 2,021 1,994 952 1,411 8,010
635 3535 | Percent 10.9 - - - 28.2 27.9 13.3 19.7
636 3536 | Trips 1,041 - - 686 1,152 2,072 911 1,071 7,384
636 3536 Percent 15.0 - - 9.9 16.6 29.9 13.1 15.4
637 3537 | Trips 323 31 87 217 126 601 303 290 1,987
637 3537 | Percent 16.4 1.6 4.4 11.0 6.4 30.4 15.3 14.7
638 3538 | Trips 152 35 87 86 114 218 162 126 999
638 3538 | Percent 15.5 3.6 8.9 8.7 11.6 223 16.5 12.9
639 3539 | Trips 825 281 277 1,089 131 1,364 796 599 5,721
639 3539 | Percent 15.4 5.2 5.2 20.3 2.4 25.4 14.9 11.2
640 3540 | Trips 344 247 868 104 43 685 405 274 3,053
640 3540 | Percent 11.6 8.3 29.2 3.5 1.5 23.1 13.6 9.2
641 3541 | Trips 1,051 1,714 291 723 309 1,572 1,188 916 8,356
641 3541 | Percent 13.5 22.1 3.7 9.3 4.0 20.3 15.3 11.8
642 3542 | Trips 1,849 1,404 115 1,263 457 2,697 1,962 1,518 12,299
642 3542 | Percent 16.4 12.5 1.0 11.2 4.1 23.9 17.4 13.5
643 3543 | Trips 1,747 551 - 965 479 2,595 1,554 1,715 10,383
643 3543 | Percent 18.2 5.7 - 10.1 5.0 27.0 16.2 17.9
644 3544 | Trips 2,022 - - - 2,250 4,141 2,585 2,646 15,224
| 644 3544 | Percent 14.8 - - - 16.5 30.4 19.0 19.4 |
645 3545 | Trips 1,268 - - - 907 1,498 1,720 1,351 7,018
645 3545 | Percent 18.8 - - - 13.5 22.2 25.5 20.0
646 3546 | Trips 986 - 156 520 250 1,081 1,094 1,181 5,470
646 3546 | Percent 18.7 - 3.0 9.9 4.7 20.5 20.8 22.4
647 3547 | Trips 350 103 114 165 66 354 359 408 1,979
647 3547 | Percent 18.2 5.4 5.9 8.6 3.5 18.5 18.7 21.2
648 3548 | Trips 1,027 434 254 401 48 903 1,001 514 4,747
648 3548 | Percent 224 9.5 5.5 8.8 1.0 19.7 21.9 11.2
649 3549 | Trips 754 192 184 230 41 612 743 427 3,320
649 3549 | Percent 23.7 6.0 5.8 7.2 1.3 19.2 23.3 13.4
650 3550 | Trips 45 80 104 0 14 155 304 133 850
650 3550 | Percent 5.4 9.6 12.4 0.0 1.6 18.5 36.5 16.0
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Cardinal Directions
Total

515 114 = 541 802

625 3525 | Trips 1,791 829 1,096 5,972
625 3525 | Percent 9.1 2.0 - 9.5 141 315 14.6 19.3

626 3526 | Trips 66 = = = 2,417 3,260 1,417 2,993 11,237
626 3526 | Percent 0.7 - - - 23.8 321 14.0 29.5

627 3527 | Trips 174 = = = 2,276 3,212 1,138 1,885 9,055
627 3527 | Percent 2.0 - - - 26.2 37.0 13.1 21.7

628 3528 | Trips 238 = 23 101 1,053 1,266 390 660 4,028
628 3528 | Percent 6.4 - 0.6 2.7 28.2 33.9 10.5 17.7

629 3529 | Trips 1,686 621 373 1,692 1,801 6,032 2,362 2,490 18,425
629 3529 | Percent 9.9 3.6 2.2 9.9 10.6 35.4 13.9 14.6

630 3530 @ Trips 888 = 326 303 1,717 3,876 1,515 1,553 11,277
630 3530 | Percent 8.7 - 3.2 3.0 16.9 38.1 14.9 15.3

631 3531 | Trips 296 = = = 1,351 2,360 838 1,324 6,591
631 3531 | Percent 4.8 - - - 21.9 38.3 13.6 21.5

632 3532 | Trips 343 = = = 1,500 2,647 1,390 1,098 7,499
632 3532 | Percent 4.9 - - - 21.5 37.9 19.9 15.7

633 3533 | Trips 368 = = = 1,052 1,986 859 841 5,391
633 3533 | Percent 7.2 - - - 20.6 38.9 16.8 16.5

634 3534 | Trips 1,404 80 149 773 1,637 2,733 1,332 1,712 10,593
634 3534 | Percent 14.3 0.8 1.5 7.9 16.7 27.8 13.6 17.4

635 3535 | Trips 566 = = = 1,311 2,266 1,228 1,254 7,246
635 3535 | Percent 8.5 - - - 19.8 34.2 18.5 18.9

636 3536 | Trips 1,066 = = 607 978 3,045 1,398 1,193 8,805
636 3536 | Percent 12.9 - - 7.3 11.8 36.8 16.9 14.4

637 3537 | Trips 468 44 144 315 198 868 501 309 2,865
637 3537 | Percent 16.5 1.6 5.1 111 6.9 30.5 17.6 10.9

638 3538 | Trips 127 33 78 94 79 401 285 185 1,342
638 3538 | Percent 9.9 2.6 6.1 7.3 6.2 31.3 22.2 14.5

639 3539 | Trips 944 303 253 1,068 176 2,395 1,085 905 7,569
639 3539 | Percent 13.2 43 3.6 15.0 2.5 33.6 15.2 12.7

640 3540 @ Trips 119 74 216 10 30 177 136 147 1,166
640 3540 | Percent 13.1 8.2 23.7 1.1 34 19.4 14.9 16.2

641 3541 | Trips 1,145 1,056 206 569 242 2,378 1,724 1,142 9,066
641 3541 | Percent 135 12.5 24 6.7 2.9 28.1 20.4 13.5

642 3542 | Trips 1,701 1,196 113 964 433 3,470 2,140 1,631 12,324
642 3542 | Percent 14.6 10.3 1.0 8.3 3.7 29.8 18.4 14.0

643 3543 | Trips 1,884 580 = 1,133 631 3,768 2,190 2,157 13,183
643 3543 | Percent 15.3 4.7 - 9.2 5.1 30.5 17.7 17.5

644 3544 | Trips 1,948 = = = 2,227 5,534 3,264 3,082 17,780
644 3544 | Percent 121 - - - 13.9 345 20.3 19.2 |
645 3545 | Trips 1,314 = = = 844 1,661 2,170 1,703 8,075
645 3545 | Percent 17.1 - - - 11.0 21.6 28.2 22.1

646 3546 | Trips 1,025 = 125 496 263 1,741 1,656 1,299 6,976
646 3546 | Percent 15.5 - 1.9 7.5 4.0 26.4 25.1 19.7

647 3547 | Trips 296 122 96 109 79 582 661 405 2,490
647 3547 | Percent 12.6 5.2 4.1 4.6 34 24.8 28.1 17.3

648 3548 | Trips 943 278 128 313 73 1,525 1,351 576 5,397
648 3548 | Percent 18.2 5.4 2.5 6.0 1.4 29.4 26.0 111

649 3549 | Trips 643 120 121 216 43 873 952 508 3,661
649 3549 | Percent 18.5 34 3.5 6.2 13 25.1 27.4 14.6

650 3550 @ Trips 60 71 65 8 14 279 312 136 969
650 3550 | Percent 6.4 7.5 6.9 0.9 1.5 29.5 33.0 14.4
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Abstract

The rapid technological developments in the 21* century created new oppor-
tunities for shared-use economy applications around the globe. Among other
services, Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) like Uber and Lyft emer-
ged in the US as a transportation alternative that offered a higher level of
availability, reliability, and convenience than traditional modes. However,
TNCs deployment was also blamed for increases in vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) in large cities that embraced TNC services early on. Concerns about
TNC adoption are also magnified by the current controversy in policy and
legislation as to the regulation of TNCs. These new realizations create a need
to examine the transportation users’ attitudes and perceptions regarding ride-
hailing service, after nearly a decade of service in the Unites States market. In
doing so, this paper compares and contrasts results from two recently com-
pleted studies aiming at creating links between socio-demographic factors
and TNC use. The paper describes the methods employed to collect the data
and presents findings from the analysis of 790 users’ responses in the Bir-
mingham, AL and Miami Beach, FL markets. The study documents prefe-
rences and attitudes toward TNCs and highlights similarities and differences
in travel behaviors related to local considerations. Moreover, the study uses
the Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator (Lasso) method to iden-
tify predictors for TNC use based on the users’ responses in Birmingham and
Miami Beach case studies. Vehicle availability and waiting time emerged as
the only significant predictors for the Birmingham region whereas vehicle
ownership, vehicle use, residency, and prior use of transit and TNC where
some of the predictors identified for the Miami Beach area. Understanding
the characteristics of TNC users and the leading reasons that drive people
towards the use of TNCs services is expected to help transportation agencies
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and TNC providers in their efforts to plan for transportation services that
meet customer needs in the future.
Keywords

Transportation Network Companies (TNC), Ride-Hailing, Travel Behavior,
Mode Choice, Survey, Birmingham, Miami Beach

1. Introduction

Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) such as Uber and Lyft are smart-
phone app-based ride-hailing services that have grown rapidly over the past
decade. Such services match passengers with drivers using online enabled plat-
forms. The launch of TNC services took place in 2009, when Uber (formerly
known as UberCab) introduced the service in the San Francisco area [1]. Soon
after, TNCs made their appearance in various other markets across the US, thus
adding transportation options that competed or complemented available trans-
portation services. The promise to save time, increase affordability and conven-
ience, reduce stress, and the lack of need to own and use a personal automobile
has been appealing to many customers who embraced TNC services, especially
in large metropolitan areas. Among available TNCs in the US market, Uber is
the market leader with 65% market share.

In addition to providing user benefits, TNCs were initially perceived as a solu-
tion for urban congestion. However, in several cities in the United States (US)
where these companies operate, TNCs failed to deliver on this promise. In fact,
recent studies from heavily congested cities in the US have reported that TNCs
took over part of the transit ridership rather than promoting ridesharing among
solo drivers. To make things worse, Uber- or Lyft vehicles waiting for rides con-
tributed to increased Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and urban pollution. In ad-
dition, TNCs have been involved in regulatory and policy challenges, mainly be-
cause of the controversial aggressive models of market entry and the pushback
from regulated for-hire transport industry [2].

A number of recent studies explored the emerging trend of TNC services as a
mode of transportation. A concise summary is available by Sisiopiku et al in [3].
Shaheen (2018) discussed the recent cultural shift from the auto-dependency to
shared mobility and the impact of such shift on the growth of ride-hailing ser-
vices such as Uber and Lyft [4]. Several studies attempted to define TNC market
characteristics using surveys. These studies showed great variations in their
findings depending on the geographical locations and the surveyed user demo-
graphics. For instance, studies conducted in large metropolitan areas like Bos-
ton, Chicago, Los Angeles, New York, San Francisco, Seattle and Washington
D.C. showed that the typical TNC user is 18 - 29 years of age and possesses an
advanced degree [5]. However, TNC users in cities like Pittsburgh and Puget
where predominantly 34 - 44 years old and holding Bachelors’ degrees [6] [7].
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Cirella et al (2017) examined the differences in travel mode choice between
Millennials and Generation Xers in California using inputs from 2155 individu-
als. When compared to Gen Xers, Millennials were three times more likely to use
Uber or Lyft [8]. With respect to older transportation users, Freund et al (2020)
suggested that door-to-door assistance service could increase the use of TNC
service among 65+ years old population [9]. A survey of 380 TNC users in San
Francisco conducted by Rayle et al (2014) reported that 67% of responders used
ridesourcing for social/leisure trips (bars, restaurants, concerts, friends/family
visits) while only 16% used it for commuting purposes. Responders reported that
their leaning towards TNCs was driven by the availability of a secure payment
system with short wait time and 40% of TNC users in the San Francisco region
reported using their private vehicle less due to the availability of on-demand
mobility sharing services [10]. A national Pew Research Center survey of 4787
American adults in 2015 found only 15% of Americans had used ride-hailing
apps, whereas one third had yet to even hear of them [11]. While the author did
not find race or gender as influential factors in the use of these apps; age, educa-
tion, income level and type of locale (ie. urban, suburban, or rural) were all
found to be strongly explanatory.

Opverall, the literature review confirms that knowledge and utility of TNC ser-
vices among travelers vary greatly in accordance to a vast array of socio-demo-
graphic variables, as with most new technology [11]. Moreover, systematic docu-
mentation of actual impacts of TNCs presence on the preferences and daily travel
patterns of the transportation system users is still limited. This is due to the lack of
availability of detailed data resulting from privacy concerns and resistance of TNC
companies to share company data [12]. Thus, localized studies are of great value in
order to document transportation users’ attitudes and preferences and identify so-
cio-demographic variables that influence the use of TNC services.

In light of this need, the objective of this study was to examine the impact of
transportation users’ choice preferences on the selection of ride-hailing services
as a mobility option in the Southeast US. Using questionnaire responses from
two different geo-locations in the Southeast (ie, Birmingham, Alabama and
Miami Beach, Florida) the study documented and compared preferences and at-
titudes toward TNC use as a travel mode of choice. The study considered demo-
graphic data in the analysis and interpretation of the survey findings and the
identification of indicators that affect the use of TNCs at the study locations.

2. Methodology and Data Collection

This study compared results from two surveys that collected and documented
public perceptions related to ride-hailing services in two TNC markets; namely
Birmingham, AL and Miami Beach, FL. The study builds on the authors’ earlier
work [12] that used a questionnaire survey to understand the leading reasons
and conditions that drive people towards the use of TNCs services in the Bir-
mingham Metro Area.

Both surveys were developed using the Qualtrics Research Core tool in accor-
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dance with the Institute of Transportation Engineers Manual on Transportation
Engineering (ITE) Studies guidelines [13]. Qualtrics LLC facilitated the identifi-
cation and recruitment of survey participants and automated the data entry and
management process. The research team obtained the survey responses from
Qualtrics LLC and performed validation checks, data processing, and data anal-
ysis. All necessary approvals were obtained from the Institutional Review Board
(IRB) for Human Use prior to conducting the surveys. For quality assurance,
both questionnaires were pretested and refined prior to distribution.

The surveys sought to get information about users’ attitudes towards using
TNCs along with detailed socio-demographic such as age, gender, education lev-
el, and employment type. The demographic data were categorized based on the
US Census criteria. The survey also requested participants to report detailed trip
information for a typical day (ie, 24-hr travel diary) during a typical weekday
including origin and destination of each trip, travel time, trip purpose and the
travel mode used. Additionally, information related to vehicle ownership, alter-
nate mode choices, and recommendations for future transportation improve-
ments (including expansion of the TNC services) was solicited.

Participants were presented with simple multiple-choice questions with speci-
fied context and were asked to answer each question categorically based on the
context. While some survey questions were identical or similar between the two
study sites, others solicited inputs on issues of unique importance to each study
site. For example, since Miami Beach Area is a popular tourist spot that is busy
during the weekends, Miami Beach survey participants were asked to provide
trip information for a typical weekend, in addition to a typical weekday. In addi-
tion, being an adult who is residing within the geographical area of interest was a
requirement for participation in the Birmingham study, but not in the Miami
Beach survey in order to allow for documentation of responses from tourists that
visited the Miami Beach area for recreational purposes.

The collected responses were carefully checked and validated. After eliminat-
ing any surveys that included incomplete, duplicate, or irregular answers, 451
responses from the Birmingham area and 339 from the Miami Beach area were
analyzed for a total of 790 surveys. It is important to note that out of the 339
respondents in Miami Beach Area, 71 (21%) were Miami Beach residents and
the rest (79%) were visitors from the greater Miami area or out-of-city tourists.
This allowed for examination of potential differences in the preferences and at-
titudes toward TNCs between residents and tourists in the Miami Beach case
study. For a quick reference, Table 1 summarizes characteristics of both study

locations along with information relevant to the two surveys.

3. Data Analysis and Results
3.1. Descriptive Analysis
Population segmentation through demographic characteristics illustrates the size

of potential TNC market in the selected study regions. Among the 451 respond-
ers from Birmingham and 339 from Miami Beach considered in the analysis, 342
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and 204 respectively were women. Based on the responses provided in the Bir-
mingham and Miami Beach surveys, more female than male travelers are TNC
users where the female to male ratio is 74:26 and 55:44 respectively.

When considering the age of the survey participants, the largest percentage of
participants in both the Miami Beach and Birmingham surveys represented the
young adult age group. Inspection of the survey results confirmed that the peak
age group for the overall survey correlated with the TNC users. Figure 1 displays
the distribution of the TNC users by age group.

Figure 2 shows the usage of modes other than private automobile in the past
year for the survey participants. It can be observed that ride-hailing services
were more popular (73% FL and 45% AL) than public transit service and orga-

nized ride sharing programs among the users in both the regions.

Table 1. Summary characteristics of study sites and survey responses.

Miami, FL

Birmingham, AL

Population 1,141,309 capita (2016 Census)
Private vehicle, bus, taxi, TNCs,

Available Travel Modes .r1va € vehice, bus, faxi s
bikes, carpool, vanpool

Total Responses 451

Number of Self-reported trips 1130

88,885 capita (2019 Census)

Private vehicle, bus, taxi, TNCs,
bikes, carpool, vanpool, subway

339
878

Type of Respondents 100% residents 21% residents, 79% tourists
60%
50%

50% 47%
o 40% 35% 34%
oo
£ 30%
8 __ 19%
5 2% -

10% 4% 0% .

b
0% -

Teens Young Adults  Mid Aged Adults Elderly

M Miami Beach M Birmingham
Age Category

Figure 1. Age group of survey participants (TNC users).

. . . 21%
Public Transit Service m

Organized Ride Sharing Program Fl“j% B Miami Beach

40%
None rw%
45%
NC ‘ 73%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

M Birmingham

Mode of Transportation

Percentage

Figure 2. Modes other than private car used in the past year by
the survey participants.
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As shown in Figure 3, the analysis of self-reported trip data over a 24-hr pe-
riod showed that approximately 6.4% of the reported trips in the Birmingham
region were conducted by TNCs whereas in Miami Beach the reported TNC
market share was higher (20% of the weekday trips and 17% of the weekend
trips). There are many possible explanations for the difference. First, Uber was
introduced in the Miami market in June 2014; more than a year and a half before
coming into the Birmingham market thus users are more familiar with TNC
presence. More importantly, there is the severe shortage of parking availability
in the Miami Beach area, which makes ride-hailing services an attractive alterna-
tive to automobile use, especially for tourists and visitors within the Miami area.
The Miami Beach area has a large number of restaurants, bars, and late night
entertainment venues, which can also contribute the use, as users try to avoid
driving after alcohol consumption. It is also worth noting that personal automo-
bile usage in Birmingham is significantly higher (85%) than that at the Miami
Beach (56%). This is consistent with earlier studies in the Birmingham area [14]
[15] which reported automobile use in the Birmingham metro between 83% and
86%. It is also evident that use of transit services for both regions is very low
(2%).

Additional analysis was performed to compare mode choices between week-
day and weekend trips in the Miami Beach region (Figure 4). As previously
mentioned, weekends are typically busy in this region due to high attraction of
tourists and visitors. It can be observed that there are no major differences in the
preference of mode selection in Miami Beach region based on the day of the
week consideration (weekday versus weekend).

Figure 5 illustrates trip purposes of trips performed by survey respondents
using TNC as their mode of transportation during typical weekdays in the Bir-
mingham and Miami Beach regions. Additionally, the weekend trip purpose
versus TNC trip data was added to assess any difference in behaviors during the

weekend scenario in the Miami Beach region.

100%

Percentage

75%
56%
50%
25% 2
8%
3% 4% 6-/I 2%  1%%% 2% 1%.0 0%2%
0%  w—m— L B

& E

M Birmingham  ® Miami Beach

Mode Choice

Figure 3. Mode Choices of Birmingham and Miami survey respondents.
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Total vehicular modes: 20+4+5+8+56 = 93%
Total personal vehicular modes: (56+8+5)/93% = 74%
Total rideshare modes: (20+4)/93% = 26%

100%

75%
56% 57%

Percentage

50%

25% 20% 17%

2955% II 2%3%  A%S%  5%a%  8%6% 2%3%

0% == —— mm m= = -
\S ‘2

X Ry A Y
SZ}‘- F& & <@ & & & &
& <& @QQ @
& W &
Ny o
&
&

m Weekdays m Weekend
Mode Choice

Figure 4. Mode choices of Miami Beach survey respondents during a typical week-
day and a weekend.

M Birmingham (Weekday) B Miami Beach (Weekday) B Miami Beach (Weekend)

28% 29%

25%
2%
19%
16%
15% )
12% 12% 12%
11%
10% 10%
0
" 7% 6% % 69 7 6% %
4%
i%a% 2ol 3%

Eat/Get Home  Nightlife / Pick-up School Service  Shopping Shopping ~ Work
take-out Bar passenger (e.g. Bank) @ Grocery @Retail

% TNC Trips

TNC Trip Purpose

Figure 5. Trip purposes vs TNC trips.

The majority of Birmingham respondents use TNCs to travel to work (29%)
or home (25%). During weekdays, the TNC trips to work in Miami Beach are
just 16%, noticeably lower to those in the Birmingham Metro area. This is ex-
pected, as the majority of the survey respondents in the Miami Beach area are
either tourists or commute to Miami downtown with personal automobile. It
can also be seen that the peak destinations for weekday TNC trips in the Miami
Beach are restaurants (28%) and nightlife/bar (19%). As expected, during week-
ends in Miami Beach, the majority of the TNC trips are geared toward enter-
tainment and shopping with trips to nightlife/bar (22%) being the dominating
trip purpose category.

The relationships between vehicle ownership, TNC usage, and TNC trip pur-
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pose are illustrated in Figure 6 (Birmingham) and Figure 7 (Miami Beach), re-
spectively. In the Birmingham metro area, it is evident that individuals having
vehicle ownership tend not to use TNC as a mode of transportation. Survey res-
pondents having regular access to personal automobiles use TNC service occa-
sionally to commute to work (17%) or home (10%) and for recreational purpos-
es. In the Miami Beach area, the scenario is opposite to that of Birmingham.
Despite personal vehicle ownership, survey respondents opted to use TNC ser-
vice, primarily to access restaurants (21%) and bars (13%) during nighttime.
When non-resident trips were excluded from the analysis, similar results were
obtained with the majority of TNC trips by Miami Beach residents being des-
tined to restaurants (40%) and bars (13%).

35%

30%
® No vehicle availability

25%
M Has regular access to
20% vehicle
® Own a Vehicle
15%
10%
) I I I I
H =

Work Home Eat/Get Nightlife Drop-off School Shopping Shopping Services
take-out orBar passenger -Retail  -Grocery (e.g. Bank,
post office)

ips

% TNC Tr|

TNC Trip Purpose

Figure 6. Car availability of TNC users (Birmingham). Source: [12].

35%
30%
3% M No Vehicle Availability
25%
20% M Has Regular Access to Vehicle

% TNC Trip

1%
15% B Own a Vehicle
10% % 1% 9
- 1%
5% I 1% I
= <1 B

0%

Work Home Eat/ Get Nightlife / Pick-up or School Shopping Shopping Service
take-out Bar Drop-off Retail Groccery (e.g.
Passenger Bank)

TNC Trip Purposes

Figure 7. Car availability of TNC users (Miami Beach).
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Table 2 and Table 3 show the correlation between TNC trip time, waiting
time and vehicle availability on mobile apps for the Birmingham and Miami
Beach regions, respectively. TNC trip times are categorized based on the time of
the day (i.e, daytime and nighttime). It can be observed that the range of waiting
times is different for the two regions under consideration reflecting local condi-
tions. The maximum waiting time for the Miami Beach region is more than 30
minutes (especially during weekends), whereas in Birmingham it is much short-
er, ranging between 11 and 15 minutes. Also, the range of available vehicles in
the app is different in both regions. In contrast to the maximum range of ve-
hicles in Birmingham (3 - 5), the range of maximum vehicles in Miami Beach is
more than 5. The trips are equally allocated during day and night in both re-
gions. The majority of the waiting times in Birmingham are between 0 - 5 mi-
nutes, both in daytime (25%) and nighttime (33%). However, in Miami Beach,
the majority of survey responders report waiting times that range between 5 - 15
minutes both during daytime (27%) and nighttime (25%), possibly reflecting the
nature of the transportation network in Miami Beach that provide accessibility

challenges to the drivers.

Table 2. Correlation of TNC trip time with waiting time and vehicle availability on app

(Birmingham).

Available vehicles on App 1-2 3-5 Total

Day-time trips 38% 12% 50%

0 - 5 minute 19% 6% 25%

11 - 15 minutes 4% 4% 8%

6 - 10 minutes 15% 2% 17%

Night-time trips 50% 0% 50%

0 - 5 minute 33% 0% 33%

6 - 10 minutes 17% 0% 17%
Total 88% 12% 100%

Table 3. Correlation of TNC trip time with waiting time and vehicle availability on app
(Miami Beach).

Available vehicles on App None 1-5 5+ Total
Day-time trips 4% 31% 16% 51%
<5 minute 0% 7% 2% 9%
5 - 15 minutes 0% 15% 13% 28%
15 - 30 minutes 4% 9% 2% 15%
More than 30 minutes 0% 0% 0% 0%
Night-time trips 7% 33% 9% 49%
<5 minute 2% 7% 4% 13%
5 - 15 minutes 4% 18% 4% 25%
15 - 30 minutes 2% 4% 0% 5%
More than 30 minute 0% 4% 2% 5%
Total 11% 64% 25% 100%
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The survey participants in both study locations were asked about their prefe-
rence with respect to future improvements related to transportations infrastruc-
ture and services. Figure 8 illustrates such preferences based on survey res-
ponses in the Birmingham and Miami Beach regions. Based on their responses,
26% and 19% of survey participants recommended an expansion of TNC servic-
es in the Birmingham and Miami Beach regions respectively. Furthermore, sur-
vey participants from both regions equally prioritized improving public transit
facilities (43%).

Survey respondents in Birmingham were also asked to note the reason(s) for
using TNCs in the past. To identify the most influential reasons for selecting
TNC services as a mode of transportation, the reasons stated by the respondents
were factorized in terms of binary values where 1 is assigned to “selected values”
and 0 is assigned to values that were “not selected”. Table 4 documents the

mean and standard deviation according to the survey responses.

Preferred Future Improvements

7%
Bicycle Lane 2%
33%
31%
Public Transit 12%
43%
12%
Parking Lots 1%
22%
13%
Sidewalks 2%
67%
15%
TNC Services 4%
26%

Figure 8. Preference for future improvements of transportation infrastruc-

B Miami Beach Tourists
® Miami Beach Residents

M Birmingham

Future Improvement Choices

ture and services.

Table 4. Summary characteristics of study sites and survey responses.

Reason Mean Standard Deviation

Convenience 0.56 0.50
Safety 0.30 0.46
No car availability 0.27 0.44
Destination has limited/no parking 0.24 0.43
Cheaper than alternatives 0.21 0.41
Parking at destination is expensive 0.19 0.39
Transit is not accessible 0.06 0.23
Transit is not reliable 0.03 0.17
Other reason 0.03 0.18
Other mode not available 0.02 0.15
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The results clearly show that convenience was reported by transportation us-
ers in the Birmingham area as the main driving force for selection of TNCs as a
travel mode. Safety/avoiding driving when intoxicated, and lack of automobile
availability were cited as the second and third most important reasons for use of
TNCs in the survey of Birmingham users.
The survey conducted in Birmingham also asked respondents with no pre-
vious TNC experience within the past year to mark the main reason for not con-
sidering TNCs as a mode of transportation. From Figure 9, it can observed that
nearly 30% survey respondents reported that the use of TNCs was not conve-
nient for them, while another 20% noted that they do not use TNCs due to asso-
ciated cost. The “other reasons” that were cited by the survey respondents in-
clude personal preference to use other transportation modes, distance to desti-
nation making TNC unattractive, concerns about riding in another person’s car
and the lack of accommodations for individuals with limited mobility.
The study also confirmed that trip distance plays a role as a potential determi-
nant of TNC use. According to the characteristics of the TNC trips reported in the
Birmingham case study, TNC users use TNC services for trips under 10 miles. A
comparison between TNC and non-TNC trips revealed that the average trip
length performed by TNC was 5.19 miles, far lower than the average trip length of
automobile trips (9.28 miles) in the region. Further analysis indicated that the
longest TNC trips involved drop-off of a passenger or trips to work or home. The
average trip length per trip purpose for TNC trips is shown in Figure 10.
The survey conducted in Miami Beach also requested feedback from respon-
dents about their willingness to use ride-hailing services to commute if incen-
tives or special services were provided. The four questions that were designed to
portray the hypothetical scenarios are as follows:
¢ Willingness to use ride-hailing services for the first or last mile if incentives
(discounts) are provided

¢ Willingness to use the ride-hailing services for commuting if the public tran-
sit service is made free

o Willingness to use the ride-hailing services for the first or last mile to reach
home or to the nearby public transit stop or station, and

e Willingness to use the ride-hailing services for commuting if a rewards point

system is introduced by their work place.

40.00%
35.00%
30.00%
25.00%

34.02%
29.88%

@ 19.92%
g 20.00%
g 15.00% 10.79%
&  10.00% 5.39%

5.00%

0.00% -

Not Expensive Not available Safety Other (fill in)
convenient /Areanot  concerns

serviced

Reasons

Figure 9. Reasons for not Using TNCs (Birmingham).
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Bank, post
office)
TNC Trip Purpose

Figure 10. TNC trip distance (miles) for various trip purposes (Birmingham). Source:
[12].

The majority of the respondents expressed their willingness to use the TNC
services when incentives or special offers are provided as shown in Figure 11.
The type of incentive offered appeared to make little difference in their response.
Only 20% of the survey participants reported a complete lack of interest in con-
sidering TNC services for commuting purposes, even if incentives were offered.
This is consistent with other studies that suggest that automobile-dependent us-

ers show resistance in embracing alternative modes [16].

3.2. Regression Analysis

In addition to the descriptive analysis, the study employed the Least Absolute
Shrinkage and Selection Operator (Lasso), a very popular machine learning al-
gorithm [17], to perform regression analysis. The purpose of this effort was to
identify parameters that can be used to predict TNC use. Lasso regression pro-
vides two major advantages over linear regression, which made it an attractive
alternative to linear regression, namely 1) clear variable or feature selection and
2) better prediction accuracy. Lasso regression, through shrinkage or regulariza-
tion of the coefficients, increases the prediction accuracy and decreases the va-
riance of the model interpretability. This regression technique selects strong va-
riables in high dimension data for clearer interpretations of the results since
models with too many variables are hard to interpret [18]. Additionally, Lasso
regression eliminates over-fitting, Ze, large variance and unbiased estimates,
which increases prediction accuracy [19].

In Lasso regression, categorical variables are encoded into a set of indicators
by transforming the variables into factors. Consequently, a dummy variable ma-
trix of predictors is created, along with continuous predictors to serve as inputs
to the model. Dummy coding includes binary attributes to indicate category
membership. The reference category is indicated as “0” and corresponding cat-
egory is coded as “1” in the dummy coding. As shown in Equation (1), Lasso
adds a penalty term Ze., product of a bias parameter A with the absolute value of
the slope to regulate the size of the coefficients (Bus0) Which can affect the num-
ber of predictors included in the model.
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60% 63%

56% 58%
25%
I I 19% 189 19% 20% 22% 199 I 22%
Yes No Maybe

m Willingness to use e-hailing services for the first or last mile if incentives
(discounts) are provided

B Willingness to use the e-hailing services for commuting if the transit service is
made free

B Willingness to use the e-hailing services for the first or last mile to reach

home or to the nearby stop-station
Willingness to use the e-hailing services for commuting if rewards point

system is introduced by your office

Figure 11. Willingness to use ride-hailing services in hypo-
thetical scenarios (Miami Beach).

Bsso = Min(Sum of squared residuals)+ A *[slope| (1)

The tuning parameter (1) is chosen by cross validation, Ze. when A = 0 mean
square error is 0. As A increases, shrinkage occurs so that the variables that are
insignificant (“0” value) are eliminated.

In this study, the Lasso method was applied separately on the Miami Beach
Survey and Birmingham Survey Data. There were 155 baseline variables for the
Miami Beach case study and 103 base line variables for the Birmingham case
study. 80% of the data was used to train the model and the remaining 20% was

«_ »

used for model predictions. The dependent variable “y” represented the TNC
usage among the respondents in both study regions. The estimated coefficients
and the variables selected under the Lasso method considered only features that
were significant for the model fitting.

Lasso fits the most significantly contributed variables by making the insignifi-
cant variables exactly to zero. Figure 12 shows the shrinkage of the coefficients
towards zero to eliminate the insignificant variables present in the two models
developed in this study (ie., Miami Beach and Birmingham models).

Figure 13 represents selection of the optimum value of 1 using cross valida-
tion. The optimum A value for Miami Beach and Birmingham model were
0.009294 and 0.00088 respectively. The graphs indicate that the unregularized
models are a good fit. The best mean squared error (MSE) were 13.75% and 0%
for the Miami Beach and Birmingham models, respectively.

The application of the Lasso procedure resulted in the elimination of 123 va-
riables and 101 variables from Miami Beach and Birmingham survey respective-
ly. Finally, the method led to the selection of 32 variables for the Miami Beach
model and 2 variables for the Birmingham model.

Figure 14 showcases the results from the regression analysis by fitting the
model with significant independent variables identified by the Lasso method.
For the Miami Beach model, notable features such as car availability, vehicle
ownership, availability of Uber/Lyft, age range (18 - 29), high income (>$75 K),
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Miami residency etc., possess positive significance for using TNC services in the
Miami Beach region. Additionally, features such as lack of prior use of public

transit, lack of use of TNC services and interest in future expansion of sidewalks

possess a negative significance with respect to using TNC services in the Miami
Beach area. In the Birmingham region only two parameters, namely car availa-
bility and waiting time were found to be significant predictors to choosing TNC

as a mode of transportation.

17 3 0 0 0 0
2
=]
g
o
T T T T T T
4 3 2 -1 0 2
Log Lambda

(2)

Coefficients

0.0

-0.24

-0.4 4

-0.6

-0.8

Log Lambda
(b)

Figure 12. Coefficient Shrinkage for (a) Miami Beach Model; and (b) Birmingham Model.
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Figure 13. Optimum Tuning Parameter for (a) Miami Beach Model; and (b)

Birmingham Model.

0.0

0.0 0.2 0.4

X
()

0.6

0.8

(b)

Figure 14. Regression Model-Fit for (a) Miami Beach Model; and (b) Birmingham Model.
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4., Conclusions

The analysis of 790 questionnaire surveys of transportation system users in the
Birmingham and Miami Beach region shed light on users’ awareness and use of
TNC services in the Southeastern US. Examination of the survey participants’
responses confirmed that TNC service coverage and other geographic considera-
tions and user characteristics impact user perceptions and adoption of such ser-
vices. Thus, local transportation users’ surveys are an important tool to docu-
ment travelers’ preferences and guide planning of TNC services accordingly.

The study also confirmed that, even in small- and medium-size urban areas,
transportation users are aware of ride-hailing services and are taking advantage
of them. It was also found that the trip purpose for using TNC services varied
according to the composition of the survey participants (i.e, local residents ver-
sus visitors/tourists). Residents used TNC trips more for trips to home or work
while visitors chose ride-hailing trips mostly to access entertainment establish-
ments including restaurants and bars.

An interesting difference between the findings from the two surveys was the
relationship between vehicle ownership and TNC use. In the highly automobile-
dependent Birmingham market, TNC use was more closely linked to need (ie,
lack of vehicle availability) than choice, while the opposite was the case in the
Miami Beach case study.

The findings of the surveys also helped us to define the profile of the typical
TNC user in the study regions. In the Birmingham metro area the typical TNC
users are 25 - 34 years of age that use the ride-hailing services for commuting or
entertainment purposes for short to medium range distances (or average of 5
miles). The typical profile of a Miami Beach TNC user is that of younger traveler
(18 - 29 years of age) that uses the ride-hailing service primarily for entertain-
ment purposes, especially during weekends in order to get to the tourist-attraction
locations.

Finally, the model fitting exercise identified predictors for TNC use. For the
Birmingam region, TNC use was strongly correlated with vehicle availability and
waiting time. Several independent variables were identified as significant pre-
dictors of TNC use in the Miami Beach model including vehicle availability, ve-
hicle ownership, availability of Uber/Lyft, age range (18 - 29), high income (>$75
K), and residency.

Opverall, the study findings establish valuable links between travel behaviors
and TNC use. These can inform transportation agencies about the needs and
opportunities for ride-hailing services in the local market. The findings can also
be used to create targeted marketing plans and incentives to encourage mode
switching to shared modes, including TNCs. Overall, the study highlights the
importance of understanding the user characteristics of the local market when

planning for TNC and other ride-sharing services in the future.
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ATTACHMENT E
INTERSECTION CAPACITY REPORTS



EXISTING CONDITIONS



Table 1.1 - 2026 Existing Intersection Capacity Analysis Summary

EBL PM C 26.5
EBT PM C 25.2
EBR PM C 25.2

EB Approach PM C 25.9
WBL PM C 22.9
WBT PM C 22.9
WBR PM C 22.9
WB Approach PM C 22.9
NBL PM B 19.9
NBT PM B 19.9
NBR PM B 17.0

NB Approach PM B 18.3
SBL PM B 14.4
SBT PM B 15.2
SBR PM B 15.2

SB Approach PM B 14.8
Overall PM B 18.2

[1] Delay is average delay per vehicle in seconds
[2] Approach operates under Free-flow conditions

LANGAN

ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Table 1.2 - 2026 Existing Intersection Queue Lengths Summary

(1) Collins Avenue (A1A) & NA
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
m  Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.




HCS Signalized Intersection Input Data

General Information Intersection Information HTETEIE TS

Agency Langan Duration, h 0.250 — 4 —

Analyst JSP Analysis Date |1/14/2026 Area Type CBD = ;_

Jurisdiction Time Period |PM Peak PHF 0.94 ;M +

Urban Street Analysis Year |2026 Existing Analysis Period |1>7:00 = =

Intersection Collins Ave and 17th St File Name 2026 Existing PM.xus

Project Description 2026 Existing PM ]

Demand Information EB WB NB SB

Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R

Demand ( v ), veh/h 113 11 97 6 16 6 85 | 624 8 3 466 | 104
.

Signal Information .]I, L & 9_

Cycle, s 100.0 | Reference Phase | 2 ranbEs €7

; Tf' B 1 2 3 4

Offset, s 0 Reference Point End Green1540 1328 100 0.0 0.0 00

Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow|4.0 40 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |3.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 6 7 _€’ 8

Traffic Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v), veh/h 113 11 97 6 16 6 85 624 8 3 466 | 104
Initial Queue (Q»), veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Base Saturation Flow Rate (so), veh/h 1900 | 1900 | 1900 || 1900 | 1900 | 1900 | 1900 | 1900 | 1900 || 1900 | 1900 | 1900
Parking (Nm), man/h None None None None
Heavy Vehicles (P+v), % 6 10 7 4 2
Ped / Bike / RTOR, /h 89 7 0 179 14 0 292 12 0 422 28 0
Buses (Nb), buses/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arrival Type (AT) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Upstream Filtering (/) 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00
Lane Width ( W), ft 11.0 | 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0
Turn Bay Length, ft 0 0 0 0 0
Grade (Pg), % 0 0 0 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
... |
Phase Information EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Maximum Green (Gmax) or Phase Split, s 39.0 39.0 61.0 61.0
Yellow Change Interval (Y), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Red Clearance Interval ( Rc), s 22 22 3.0 3.0
Minimum Green ( Gmin), s 7 7 7 7
Start-Up Lost Time ( /t), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green (e), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Passage (PT), s 2.5 2.5 1.0 1.0
Recall Mode Off Off Max Max
Dual Entry Yes Yes Yes Yes
Walk (Walk), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pedestrian Clearance Time (PC), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Multimodal Information EB WB NB SB
85th % Speed / Rest in Walk / Corner Radius 0.0 No | 25.0 | 0.0 No | 25.0 | 0.0 No | 25.0 0.0 No 25.0
Walkway / Crosswalk Width / Length, ft 9.0 | 120 | 0.0 9.0 | 120 | 0.0 9.0 | 120 | 0.0 9.0 | 120 | 0.0
Street Width / Island / Curb, ft 0.0 0 No 0.0 0 No 0.0 0 No 0.0 0 No
Width QOutside / Bike Lane / Shoulder, ft 120 | 50 | 20 § 120 | 50 | 2.0 | 120 | 5.0 2.0 12.0 | 5.0 2.0
Pedestrian Signal / Occupied Parking No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50

Copyright © 2026 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved.

HCS™ Streets Version 2025

2026 Existing PM.xus

Generated: 2/18/2026 9:34:45 AM



HCS Signalized Intersection Results Summary

Signal Information

General Information Intersection Information EETEIE TS
Agency Langan Duration, h 0.250 4 —
Analyst JSP Analysis Date |1/14/2026 Area Type CBD ;_
Jurisdiction Time Period |PM Peak PHF 0.94 +
Urban Street Analysis Year |2026 Existing Analysis Period |1>7:00 =
Intersection Collins Ave and 17th St File Name 2026 Existing PM.xus

Project Description 2026 Existing PM i
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 113 11 97 6 16 6 85 624 8 3 466 | 104

|
II:‘ :&

Cycle, s 100.0 | Reference Phase | 2 e _—:4: e

. H 1 2 3 4
Offset, s O |Reference Point | End |5 oon(54.0 [32.8 (0.0 |0.0 [0.0 0.0
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow|4.0 40 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Y
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |3.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 6 7 e 8
Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 8 4 6 2
Case Number 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Phase Duration, s 39.0 39.0 61.0 61.0
Change Period, ( Y+R¢), s 6.2 6.2 7.0 7.0
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 4.1 4.1 0.0 0.0
Queue Clearance Time (gs), s 11.9 8.9
Green Extension Time (ge), s 0.8 0.9 0.0 0.0
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 120 | 115 15 15 351 412 347 262
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/In 1020 | 1237 1164 1238 || 1093 1487 | 1679 1235
Queue Service Time (gs), s 9.1 6.9 0.0 0.8 || 13.1 17.6 0.0 12.4
Cycle Queue Clearance Time (gc), s 9.9 6.9 6.9 0.8 || 255 176 | 12.0 12.4
Green Ratio ( g/C) 0.33 | 0.33 0.33 0.33 || 0.54 0.54 || 0.54 0.54
Capacity ( ¢ ), veh/h 398 | 406 433 406 || 636 803 || 943 667
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X) 0.302 | 0.283 0.035 0.036 || 0.552 0.513 || 0.368 0.393
Back of Queue ( Q), ft/In ( 95 th percentile) 105 | 99 11 11 253 256 | 204 163
Back of Queue ( Q), veh/In ( 95 th percentile) 4.0 3.7 0.4 0.4 || 10.1 10.2 8.1 6.5
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1), s/veh 26.2 | 24.9 22.9 229 | 16.5 14.6 || 13.3 13.4
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 3.4 2.3 1.1 1.7
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d), s/veh 26.5 | 25.2 22.9 229 | 19.9 17.0 | 144 15.2
Level of Service (LOS) C C C C B B B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 259 | C 29 | C 183 | B 148 | B
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 18.2

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.1 B 2.1 B 1.89 B 2.08 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.88 A 0.51 A 1.12 A 0.99 A
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FUTURE NO BUILD CONDITIONS



Table 2.1 - 2027 No Build Intersection Capacity Analysis Summary

EBL PM C 26.6
EBT PM C 25.2
EBR PM C 25.2

EB Approach PM C 25.9
WBL PM C 22.9
WBT PM C 22.9
WBR PM C 22.9
WB Approach PM C 22.9
NBL PM C 20.3
NBT PM C 20.3
NBR PM B 17.1

NB Approach PM B 18.5
SBL PM B 14.5
SBT PM B 15.2
SBR PM B 15.2

SB Approach PM B 14.8
Overall PM B 18.3

[1] Delay is average delay per vehicle in seconds
[2] Approach operates under Free-flow conditions

LANGAN

ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Table 2.2 - 2027 No Build Intersection Queue Lengths Summary

(1) Collins Avenue (A1A) & NA
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
m  Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.




HCS Signalized Intersection Input Data

General Information Intersection Information PICIEACZ AR
Agency Langan Duration, h 0.250 — 4 —
Analyst JSP Analysis Date |Jan 14, 2026 Area Type CBD = ;
Jurisdiction Time Period |PM Peak PHF 0.94 ;M +
Urban Street Analysis Year |2027 No Build Analysis Period |1>7:00 = =
Intersection Collins Ave and 17th St File Name 2027 No Build PM.xus

Project Description 2027 No Build PM i
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 114 11 98 6 16 6 86 630 8 3 471 | 105

Signal Information ]|=‘ . - I e
Cycle, s 100.0 | Reference Phase | 2 w1 _—g e

: : 1 2 3 4
Offset, s 0 |Reference Point | End 'Greon(540 (328 (0.0 |00 [0.0__|0.0
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow|4.0 40 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |3.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 6 7 G 8

Traffic Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v), veh/h 114 11 98 6 16 6 86 630 8 3 471 105
Initial Queue (Q»), veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Base Saturation Flow Rate (so), veh/h 1900 | 1900 | 1900 || 1900 | 1900 | 1900 | 1900 | 1900 | 1900 || 1900 | 1900 | 1900
Parking (Nm), man/h None None None None
Heavy Vehicles (P+v), % 6 10 7 4 2
Ped / Bike / RTOR, /h 89 7 0 179 14 0 292 12 0 422 28 0
Buses (Nb), buses/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arrival Type (AT) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Upstream Filtering (/) 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00
Lane Width ( W), ft 11.0 | 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0
Turn Bay Length, ft 0 0 0 0 0
Grade (Pg), % 0 0 0 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
... |
Phase Information EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Maximum Green (Gmax) or Phase Split, s 39.0 39.0 61.0 61.0
Yellow Change Interval (Y), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Red Clearance Interval ( Rc), s 22 22 3.0 3.0
Minimum Green ( Gmin), s 7 7 7 7
Start-Up Lost Time ( /t), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green (e), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Passage (PT), s 25 25 1.0 1.0
Recall Mode Off Off Max Max
Dual Entry Yes Yes Yes Yes
Walk (Walk), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pedestrian Clearance Time (PC), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Multimodal Information EB WB NB SB
85th % Speed / Rest in Walk / Corner Radius 0.0 No | 25.0 | 0.0 No | 25.0 | 0.0 No | 25.0 0.0 No 25.0
Walkway / Crosswalk Width / Length, ft 9.0 | 120 | 0.0 9.0 | 120 | 0.0 9.0 | 120 | 0.0 9.0 | 120 | 0.0
Street Width / Island / Curb, ft 0.0 0 No 0.0 0 No 0.0 0 No 0.0 0 No
Width QOutside / Bike Lane / Shoulder, ft 120 | 50 | 20 § 120 | 50 | 2.0 | 120 | 5.0 2.0 12.0 | 5.0 2.0
Pedestrian Signal / Occupied Parking No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50

Copyright © 2026 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved.

HCS™ Streets Version 2025

2027 No Build PM.xus

Generated: 2/18/2026 9:41:27 AM



HCS Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information L
Agency Langan Duration, h 0.250 4 —
Analyst JSP Analysis Date |Jan 14, 2026 Area Type CBD ;_
Jurisdiction Time Period |PM Peak PHF 0.94 +
Urban Street Analysis Year |2027 No Build Analysis Period |1>7:00 =
Intersection Collins Ave and 17th St File Name 2027 No Build PM.xus

Project Description 2027 No Build PM i
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 114 11 98 6 16 6 86 630 8 3 471 | 105

Signal Information ]|=‘ . - e
Cycle, s 100.0 | Reference Phase | 2 w1 _—g £

. H 1 2 3 4
Offset, s O |Reference Point | End |5 oon(54.0 [32.8 (0.0 |0.0 [0.0 0.0
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow|4.0 40 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Y
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |3.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 6 7 e 8
Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 8 4 6 2
Case Number 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Phase Duration, s 39.0 39.0 61.0 61.0
Change Period, ( Y+R¢), s 6.2 6.2 7.0 7.0
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 4.1 4.1 0.0 0.0
Queue Clearance Time (gs), s 12.0 9.0
Green Extension Time (ge), s 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 121 | 116 15 15 354 416 || 351 265
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/In 1020 | 1237 1160 1238 || 1086 1487 | 1679 1235
Queue Service Time (gs), s 9.2 6.9 0.0 0.8 || 13.5 17.9 0.0 12.6
Cycle Queue Clearance Time (gc), s 10.0 | 6.9 7.0 0.8 || 26.1 179 | 121 12.6
Green Ratio ( g/C) 0.33 | 0.33 0.33 0.33 || 0.54 0.54 || 0.54 0.54
Capacity ( ¢ ), veh/h 398 | 406 432 406 | 632 803 | 943 667
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X) 0.304 | 0.286 0.035 0.037 || 0.560 0.519 || 0.372 0.397
Back of Queue ( Q), ft/In ( 95 th percentile) 106 | 100 11 11 256 259 | 206 165
Back of Queue ( Q), veh/In ( 95 th percentile) 4.0 3.7 0.4 0.4 || 10.3 10.4 8.2 6.6
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1), s/veh 26.3 | 24.9 22.9 229 | 16.7 14.7 || 134 13.5
Incremental Delay ( d 2), s/veh 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 3.6 24 1.1 1.8
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d), s/veh 26.6 | 25.2 22.9 229 | 20.3 17.1 || 14.5 15.2
Level of Service (LOS) C C C C C B B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 259 | C 29 | C 185 | B 148 | B

Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS

18.3

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB

Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.1 B 2.1 B 1.89 B 2.08 B

Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.88 A 0.51 A 1.12 A 1.00 A
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FUTURE BUILD CONDITIONS



Table 5.1 - 2027 Build Intersection Capacity Analysis Summary

EBL PM C 30.5
EBT PM C 26.3
EBR PM C 26.3

EB Approach PM C 28.1
WBL PM C 333
WBT PM C 33.3
WBR PM C 24.6
WB Approach PM C 29.1
NBL PM C 21.9
NBT PM C 21.9
NBR PM B 18.2

NB Approach PM B 20.0
SBL PM B 14.9
SBT PM B 15.9
SBR PM B 15.9

SB Approach PM B 15.3
Overall PM C 20.5

[1] Delay is average delay per vehicle in seconds
[2] Approach operates under Free-flow conditions

LANGAN

ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Table 5.2 - 2027 Build Intersection Queue Lengths Summary

(1) Collins Avenue (A1A) & NA
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
m  Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.




HCS Signalized Intersection Input Data

General Information Intersection Information PIIERCZ AR
Agency Langan Duration, h 0.250 4 —
Analyst JSP Analysis Date |1/14/2026 Area Type CBD ;
Jurisdiction Time Period |PM Peak PHF 0.94 +
Urban Street Analysis Year |2027 Build Analysis Period |1>7:00 =
Intersection Collins Ave and 17th St File Name 2027 Build PM.xus

Project Description 2027 Build PM B
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 114 45 109 92 48 38 86 630 48 29 482 | 105

Signal Information ]|=‘ . - e
Cycle, s 100.0 | Reference Phase | 2 w1 _—g e

: : 1 2 3 4
Offset, s 0 |Reference Point | End 'Greon(540 (328 (0.0 |00 [0.0__|0.0
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow|4.0 40 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Y
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |3.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 6 7 G 8

Traffic Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v), veh/h 114 | 45 109 92 48 38 86 | 630 | 48 29 482 | 105
Initial Queue (Q»), veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Base Saturation Flow Rate (so), veh/h 1900 | 1900 | 1900 || 1900 | 1900 | 1900 | 1900 | 1900 | 1900 || 1900 | 1900 | 1900
Parking (Nm), man/h None None None None
Heavy Vehicles (P+v), % 6 10 7 4 2
Ped / Bike / RTOR, /h 89 7 0 179 14 0 292 12 0 422 28 0
Buses (Nb), buses/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arrival Type (AT) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Upstream Filtering (/) 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00
Lane Width ( W), ft 11.0 | 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0
Turn Bay Length, ft 0 0 0 0 0
Grade (Pg), % 0 0 0 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
. |
Phase Information EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Maximum Green (Gmax) or Phase Split, s 39.0 39.0 61.0 61.0
Yellow Change Interval (Y), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Red Clearance Interval ( Rc), s 22 22 3.0 3.0
Minimum Green ( Gmin), s 7 7 7 7
Start-Up Lost Time ( /t), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green (e), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Passage (PT), s 2.5 2.5 1.0 1.0
Recall Mode Off Off Max Max
Dual Entry Yes Yes Yes Yes
Walk (Walk), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pedestrian Clearance Time (PC), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Multimodal Information EB WB NB SB

85th % Speed / Rest in Walk / Corner Radius 0.0 No | 25.0 | 0.0 No | 25.0 | 0.0 No | 25.0 0.0 No 25.0
Walkway / Crosswalk Width / Length, ft 9.0 | 120 | 0.0 9.0 | 120 | 0.0 9.0 | 120 | 0.0 9.0 12.0 | 0.0
Street Width / Island / Curb, ft 0.0 0 No 0.0 0 No 0.0 0 No 0.0 0 No
Width QOutside / Bike Lane / Shoulder, ft 12.0 | 5.0 20 | 120 | 5.0 20 | 120 | 5.0 2.0 12.0 | 5.0 2.0
Pedestrian Signal / Occupied Parking No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50
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HCS Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information PICIESCC AR
Agency Langan Duration, h 0.250 4 =
Analyst JSP Analysis Date |1/14/2026 Area Type CBD ;
Jurisdiction Time Period |PM Peak PHF 0.94 +
Urban Street Analysis Year |2027 Build Analysis Period |1>7:00 =
Intersection Collins Ave and 17th St File Name 2027 Build PM.xus

Project Description 2027 Build PM B
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand ( v ), veh/h 114 45 109 92 48 38 86 630 48 29 482 | 105

Signal Information ]|=‘ . - e
Cycle, s 100.0 | Reference Phase | 2 w1 _—g £

. H 1 2 3 4
Offset, s O |Reference Point | End |5 oon(54.0 [32.8 (0.0 |0.0 [0.0 0.0
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow|4.0 40 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Y
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |3.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 6 7 e 8
Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 8 4 6 2
Case Number 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Phase Duration, s 39.0 39.0 61.0 61.0
Change Period, ( Y+R¢), s 6.2 6.2 7.0 7.0
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0
Queue Clearance Time (gs), s 17.6 20.1
Green Extension Time (ge), s 14 1.3 0.0 0.0
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.01 0.02

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h 121 | 164 98 91 390 423 || 359 296
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/In 987 | 1297 702 1233 || 1096 1396 || 1524 1260
Queue Service Time (gs), s 10.2 | 9.7 8.4 54 || 154 20.0 0.2 14.1
Cycle Queue Clearance Time (gc), s 15.6 | 9.7 18.1 54 || 295 20.0 || 20.2 141
Green Ratio ( g/C) 0.33 | 0.33 0.33 0.33 || 0.54 0.54 || 0.54 0.54
Capacity ( ¢ ), veh/h 342 | 425 302 404 | 636 754 | 862 681
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X) 0.354 | 0.385 0.324 0.226 || 0.613 0.561 || 0.417 0.435
Back of Queue ( Q), ft/In ( 95 th percentile) 115 | 146 90 71 290 272 | 212 190
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/In ( 95 th percentile) 4.4 54 3.6 2.9 11.6 10.9 8.5 7.6
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 95 th percentile) 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay ( d 1), s/veh 30.0 | 25.8 32.8 244 | 17.6 15.2 || 13.5 13.8
Incremental Delay ( d 2), s/veh 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.2 4.4 3.0 1.5 2.0
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 30.5 | 26.3 33.3 246 || 21.9 18.2 | 14.9 15.9
Level of Service (LOS) C C C C C B B B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 281 | C 291 | C 200 | B 153 | B

Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS

20.5

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB

Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 2.1 B 2.1 B 1.89 B 2.08 B

Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.96 A 0.64 A 1.16 A 1.03 A
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ATTACHMENT G
MULTIMODAL EVALUATION
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SERVICE FREQUENCIES

FRECUENCIAS DE SERVICIO / FREKANS SEVIS YO

FROM TO EVERY

DESDE / DE | HASTA /A | CADA / CHAK
5:30a.m. | 7:00 p.m. | 30min

WEEKDAY

DIAS LABORABLES

LASEMEN )
7:00 p.m. | 10:00 p.m. 60 min
6:00a.m. | 7:00p.m. | 30min

SATURDAY

SABADO

SAMDI .
7:00 p.m. | 10:00 p.m. | 60 min
6:00a.m. | 7:00p.m. | 30min

SUNDAY

DOMINGO

DIMANCH .
7:00 p.m. | 10:00 p.m. 60 min

Frequencies are approximate and may vary depending on traffic and road conditions.
Los frecuencias son aproximadas, pues dependen del trfico y ofras condiciones de los vias.
Asosye yo apwoksimatif epi yo ka varye selon kondisyon sikilasyon sou wout yo.

NEetroOCONNECT

YOUR FREE AND DIRECT
CONNECTION TO
MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT

SCAN TO DOWNLOAD
THE APP OR CALL

786-321-5842

L1 X\
CONNECT @ , i
y o

—

Language Assistance: Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) is committed to providing
information about its transit services to passengers with limited English as part of
its non-discrimination program. MDT publishes route information in Spanish and
Haitian Creole and offers assistance in both languages at our Call Center at 3-1-1
or 305- 468-5900. For more information, call MDT's Office of Civil Rights & Labor
Relations at 786-469-5486.

Miami-Dade County provides equal access and equal opportunity in employment and
does not discriminate on the basis of disability in its programs or services. Auxiliary
aids and services for communication are available with five days’ advance notice. For
material in alternate format (audiotape, Braille or computer disk), a signlanguage
interpreter or other accommodations, please contact: Miami-Dade Transit, Office
of Civil Rights and Labor Relations, 701 NW 1st Court, Suite 1700, Miami, FL
33136. Attention: ADA Coordinator. Telephone: 786-469-5225, Fax: 786-469-5589.
E-mail: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

Espaiiol: El Departamento de Transporte Piblico de Miami-Dade (MDT, su
sigla en inglés) estd dedicado a proveer informacion sobre sus servicios a los
pasajeros que no hablan inglés. MDT publica informacién sobre sus rutas de
autobls en espafiol y crecle haitiano y ofrece asistencia en ambos idiomas en
nuestro Centro de Llamadas en el 3-1-1 o 305-468-5900. Para mds informacion,
llame la Oficina de Derechos Humanos y Relaciones Laborales de MDT
al 786-469-5486.

El Condado de Miami-Dade ofrece igualdad de acceso y de oportunidades en el
empleo y no practica la discriminacion por discapacidad, en sus programas o
servicios. Los dispositivos y servicios de ayuda auditiva para la comunicacion estdn
disponibles previa solicitud, con cinco dias de anticipacion. Para obtener materiales
en formato alternativo (cinta de audio, Braille o disco de computadora), para solicitar
un intérprete del lenguaje de las sefias u otros servicios similares sirvase llamar a:
Transporte de Miami-Dade, Oficina de Derechos Civiles y Relaciones Lahorales,
701 NW 1st Court, Suite 1700, Miami, FL 33136. Atencién: ADA Coordinator. Teléfono:
786-469-5225, Fax: 786-469-5589. Correo electrénico: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

Kreyol Ayisyen: Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) angaje li a bay pasaje ak konesans
limite an Anglé yo tout enfomasyon sou sévis transpo piblik nan lang pa yo. MDT
pibliye enfomasyon sou traje otobis yo an Espanyol ak an Kreyol Ayisyen epi li bay
asistans nan toude lang yo nan Sant Repons nou an 3-1-1 oswa 305-468-5900. Pou
plis enfomasyon, rele Biwo Dwa Sivik ak Relasyon Travay MDT la nan 786-469-5486.

Konte Miami-Dade bay akse ak opotinite egal ego nan anplwa epi li pa fé
diskriminasyon baze sou enfi mite nan pwogram li yo ak sevis li yo. Aparéy ak sevis
kominikasyon pou moun ki pa tande/wé byen yo disponib ak yon preyavi senk
jou. Pou jwenn dokiman nan lot foma (tep odyo, Bray oswa disk konpit), sévis
yon entépret ki pale lang siy oswa lot akomodasyon, tanpri kontakte: Miami-Dade
Transit, Biwo Dwa Civil ak Relasyon Travay, 701 NW 1st Court, Suite 1700, Miami,
FL 33136. Atansyon: ADA Coordinator. Telefon: 786-469-5225, Faks: 786-469-5589.
Imel: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

=] (=]

miamidade.gov/transportation
@ Information ¢ Informacion « Enfomasyon
311 (305.468.5900) TTY/Florida Relay: 711

o

@GoMiamiDade

GETITON

P> Google Play
GO Miami-Dade Transit

METROBUS

4

MARCH 2025 MARZO 2025 | MAS 2025

* Local service seven days a week.

e Travels from Mt. Sinai Medical
Center to Omni Metrobus

Terminal / Adrienne Arsht Center -
Metromover Station along Collins
Ave, Washington Ave, and the /==\

-0z
/1N

MacArthur Causeway.

e Servicio local los siete dias de la semana.

e Vadesde Mt. Sinai Medical Center hasta
la terminal Omni del Metrobis/estacion
Adrienne Arsht Center del Metromover,
pasando por Collins Ave, Washington Ave
y MacArthur Causeway.

e Sévis lokal sét jou sou sét.

*  Vwayaije soti nan Mt. Sinai Medical Center
pou rive nan Omni Metrobus Terminal /
Adrienne Arsht Center Metromover Station
sou Collins Ave, Washington Ave, ak
MacArthur Causeway.

MORE INFORMATION
MAS INFORMACON | PLS ENFOMASYON

DRIVE LESS.LIVE MORE. e
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SERVICE FREQUENCIES

FRECUENCIAS DE SERVICIO / FREKANS SEVIS YO

FROM | TO EVERY
DESDE / DE HASTA / A CADA / CHAK
. ) 60 min
1200am. | &00am. |\ e Bead
. . 30 min
WEEKDAY 400am. | 6:00am. | ot e
DIAS LABORABLES
LASEMEN . : 15 min
6:00a.m. | 10:00 p.m. (Hialeah-M Beach)
. . 30 min
10:00 p.m. | 12:00a.m. |l ppea)
. ) 60 min
1200am. | 5:00am. | oo mBea)
. . 30 min
SATURDAY 5:00am. | 7:00am. |l MBed)
SABADO
SAMD! : : 15 min
7:00a.m. | 10:00 p.m. (Hialeah-M Beach)
. : 30 min
10:00 p.m. | 12:00am. | v e
. ) 60 min
1200am. | 5:00am. | e mBead
. . 30 min
SUNDAY 5:00am. | 00am. | o Eead
DOMINGO
DIMANCH ! ; 20 min
8:00am. | 800pm. | L N Beach)
. : 60 min
800p.m. | 1200am. | .k vBeady

Frequencies are approximate and may vary depending on traffic and road conditions.
Los frecuencias son aproximadas, pues dependen del trfico y ofras condiciones de las vias.
Asosye yo apwoksimatif epi yo ka varye selon kondisyon sikilasyon sou wout yo.

Language Assistance: Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) is committed to providing
information about its transit services to passengers with limited English as part of
its non-discrimination program. MDT publishes route information in Spanish and
Haitian Creole and offers assistance in both languages at our Call Center at 3-1-1
or 305- 468-5900. For more information, call MDT's Office of Civil Rights & Labor
Relations at 786-469-5486.

Miami-Dade County provides equal access and equal opportunity in employment and
does not discriminate on the basis of disability in its programs or services. Auxiliary
aids and services for communication are available with five days’ advance notice. For
material in alternate format (audiotape, Braille or computer disk), a signlanguage
interpreter or other accommodations, please contact: Miami-Dade Transit, Office
of Civil Rights and Labor Relations, 701 NW 1st Court, Suite 1700, Miami, FL
33136. Attention: ADA Coordinator. Telephone: 786-469-5225, Fax: 786-469-5589.
E-mail: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

Espaiiol: El Departamento de Transporte Piblico de Miami-Dade (MDT, su
sigla en inglés) estd dedicado a proveer informacion sobre sus servicios a los
pasajeros que no hablan inglés. MDT publica informacién sobre sus rutas de
autobls en espafiol y crecle haitiano y ofrece asistencia en ambos idiomas en
nuestro Centro de Llamadas en el 3-1-1 o 305-468-5900. Para mds informacion,
llame la Oficina de Derechos Humanos y Relaciones Laborales de MDT
al 786-469-5486.

El Condado de Miami-Dade ofrece igualdad de acceso y de oportunidades en el
empleo y no practica la discriminacion por discapacidad, en sus programas o
servicios. Los dispositivos y servicios de ayuda auditiva para la comunicacion estdn
disponibles previa solicitud, con cinco dias de anticipacion. Para obtener materiales
en formato alternativo (cinta de audio, Braille o disco de computadora), para solicitar
un intérprete del lenguaje de las sefias u otros servicios similares sirvase llamar a:
Transporte de Miami-Dade, Oficina de Derechos Civiles y Relaciones Lahorales,
701 NW 1st Court, Suite 1700, Miami, FL 33136. Atencién: ADA Coordinator. Teléfono:
786-469-5225, Fax: 786-469-5589. Correo electrénico: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

Kreyol Ayisyen: Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) angaje li a bay pasaje ak konesans
limite an Anglé yo tout enfomasyon sou sévis transpo piblik nan lang pa yo. MDT
pibliye enfomasyon sou traje otobis yo an Espanyol ak an Kreyol Ayisyen epi li bay
asistans nan toude lang yo nan Sant Repons nou an 3-1-1 oswa 305-468-5900. Pou
plis enfomasyon, rele Biwo Dwa Sivik ak Relasyon Travay MDT la nan 786-469-5486.

Konte Miami-Dade bay akse ak opotinite egal ego nan anplwa epi li pa fé
diskriminasyon baze sou enfi mite nan pwogram li yo ak sevis li yo. Aparéy ak sevis
kominikasyon pou moun ki pa tande/wé byen yo disponib ak yon preyavi senk
jou. Pou jwenn dokiman nan lot foma (tep odyo, Bray oswa disk konpit), sévis
yon entépret ki pale lang siy oswa lot akomodasyon, tanpri kontakte: Miami-Dade
Transit, Biwo Dwa Civil ak Relasyon Travay, 701 NW 1st Court, Suite 1700, Miami,
FL 33136. Atansyon: ADA Coordinator. Telefon: 786-469-5225, Faks: 786-469-5589.
Imel: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

=] (=]

miamidade.gov/transportation
Q Information ¢ Informacion « Enfomasyon
311 (305.468.5900) TTY/Florida Relay: 711

2 Download on the GETITON

[ App Store P> Google Play
@GoMiamiDade GO Miami-Dade Transit

METROBUS

APRIL 2024 ABRIL 2024 | AVRIL 2024

* Local service seven days a week. =
e Travels from Hialeah Metrorail
Station to South Beach along NW/ 7=—\
NE 79 St, the 79th Street Causeway
and Collins Ave M
*  Overnight trips travel from Northside I\\ _ zl

Metrorail Station

e Servicio local los siete dias de la semana.

*  Vadesde la estacién de Hialeah del
Metrorail hasta South Beach, pasando
por NW/NE 79 St, 79th Street Causeway y Collins Ave.

¢ En el horario nocturno el recorrido comienza en la
estacién Northside del Metrorail.

e Sévis lokal sét jou sou sét.

*  Vwayaije sofi nan estasyon Hialeah Metrorail pou rive nan
South Beach sou NW/NE 79 St, 79th Street Causeway
ak Collins Ave.

*  Vwayaj lannwit yo fét soti nan estasyon Northside
Metrorail.

MORE INFORMATION
MAS INFORMACON | PLS ENFOMASYON

MIAMI-DADE,
COUNTY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC WORKS
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SERVICE FREQUENCIES

FRECUENCIAS DE SERVICIO / FREKANS SEVIS YO

FROM TO EVERY
DESDE/DE | HISTA/A CADA / CHAK

12:00 a.m. | 4:00 a.m. 60 min

WEEKDAY
DIAS LABORABLES | 4:00 a.m. | 10:00 p.m. 9 min
LASEMEN

10:00 p.m. | 12:00a.m. | 20 min

12:00 a.m. | 5:00 a.m. 60 min

SATURDAY | 5:00a.m. = 7:00am.  15min
SABADO
SAMDI 7:00a.m.  10:00p.m. 9 min

10:00 p.m. | 12:00a.m. | 15 min

12:00 a.m. | 5:00 a.m. 60 min

SUNDAY 5:00a.m.  7:00am. | 30 min
DOMINGO
DIMANCH 7:00a.m. | 830p.m.  15min

8:30 p.m.  12:00a.m. 30 min

Frequencies are approximate and may vary depending on traffic and road condifions.
Las frecuencias son aproximadas, pues dependen del trdfico y otras condiciones de las vics.
Asosye yo apwoksimatif epi yo ka varye selon kondisyon sikilasyon sou wout yo.

NetroCONNECT

YOUR FREE AND DIRECT
CONNECTION TO
MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT

THE APP OR CALL
786-321-5842

SCAN TO DOWNLOAD [5] =
; =

-
CONNECT ) . Wa
@ g mad OVia

—

Language Assistance: Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) is committed to providing
information about its transit services to passengers with limited English as part of
its non-discrimination program. MDT publishes route information in Spanish and
Haitian Creole and offers assistance in both languages at our Call Center at 3-1-1
or 305- 468-5900. For more information, call MDT's Office of Civil Rights & Labor
Relations at 786-469-5486.

Miami-Dade County provides equal access and equal opportunity in employment and
does not discriminate on the basis of disability in its programs or services. Auxiliary
aids and services for communication are available with five days’ advance notice. For
material in alternate format (audiotape, Braille or computer disk), a signlanguage
interpreter or other accommodations, please contact: Miami-Dade Transit, Office
of Civil Rights and Labor Relations, 701 NW 1st Court, Suite 1700, Miami, FL
33136. Attention: ADA Coordinator. Telephone: 786-469-5225, Fax: 786-469-5589.
E-mail: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

Espaiiol: El Departamento de Transporte Piblico de Miami-Dade (MDT, su
sigla en inglés) estd dedicado a proveer informacion sobre sus servicios a los
pasajeros que no hablan inglés. MDT publica informacién sobre sus rutas de
autobls en espafiol y crecle haitiano y ofrece asistencia en ambos idiomas en
nuestro Centro de Llamadas en el 3-1-1 o 305-468-5900. Para mds informacion,
llame la Oficina de Derechos Humanos y Relaciones Laborales de MDT
al 786-469-5486.

El Condado de Miami-Dade ofrece igualdad de acceso y de oportunidades en el
empleo y no practica la discriminacion por discapacidad, en sus programas o
servicios. Los dispositivos y servicios de ayuda auditiva para la comunicacion estdn
disponibles previa solicitud, con cinco dias de anticipacion. Para obtener materiales
en formato alternativo (cinta de audio, Braille o disco de computadora), para solicitar
un intérprete del lenguaje de las sefias u otros servicios similares sirvase llamar a:
Transporte de Miami-Dade, Oficina de Derechos Civiles y Relaciones Lahorales,
701 NW 1st Court, Suite 1700, Miami, FL 33136. Atencién: ADA Coordinator. Teléfono:
786-469-5225, Fax: 786-469-5589. Correo electrénico: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

Kreyol Ayisyen: Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) angaje li a bay pasaje ak konesans
limite an Anglé yo tout enfomasyon sou sévis transpo piblik nan lang pa yo. MDT
pibliye enfomasyon sou traje otobis yo an Espanyol ak an Kreyol Ayisyen epi li bay
asistans nan toude lang yo nan Sant Repons nou an 3-1-1 oswa 305-468-5900. Pou
plis enfomasyon, rele Biwo Dwa Sivik ak Relasyon Travay MDT la nan 786-469-5486.

Konte Miami-Dade bay akse ak opotinite egal ego nan anplwa epi li pa fé
diskriminasyon baze sou enfi mite nan pwogram li yo ak sevis li yo. Aparéy ak sevis
kominikasyon pou moun ki pa tande/wé byen yo disponib ak yon preyavi senk
jou. Pou jwenn dokiman nan lot foma (tep odyo, Bray oswa disk konpit), sévis
yon entépret ki pale lang siy oswa lot akomodasyon, tanpri kontakte: Miami-Dade
Transit, Biwo Dwa Civil ak Relasyon Travay, 701 NW 1st Court, Suite 1700, Miami,
FL 33136. Atansyon: ADA Coordinator. Telefon: 786-469-5225, Faks: 786-469-5589.
Imel: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

=] (=]

miamidade.gov/transportation
@ Information ¢ Informacion « Enfomasyon
311 (305.468.5900) TTY/Florida Relay: 711
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@GoMiamiDade

2 Download on the GETToN

& AppStore | P> Google Play
GO Miami-Dade Transit

METROBUS
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MARCH 2025  MARZO 2025 | MAS 2025

* Local service seven days a week. QM
* Travels from the Bus Terminal at |\O/|
Aventura Mall to Downtown Miami
through Miami Beach.
*  Stops include the Government Center
Metrorail / Metromover station.

¢ Servicio local los siete dias de la semana.

¢ Vadesde la terminal de autobuses en
Aventura Mall hasta el downtown de Miami,
pasando por Miami Beach.

e Con parada en la estacién Government =
Center del Metrorail y el Metromover.

e Sévis lokal sét jou psou sét.
*  Vwayaije soti nan Téminal Otobis la nan

Aventura Mall pou rive nan Downtown Miami

atravé Miami Beach. CI
e Aréyo gen ladan estasyon Metrorail /

Metromover Government Center.

MORE INFORMATION
MAS INFORMACON | PLS ENFOMASYON

DRIVE LESS.LIVE MORE. e

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC WORKS
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SERVICE FREQUENCIES
FRECUENCIAS DE SERVICIO / FREKANS SEVIS YO
FROM TO EVERY
DESDE / DF HASTA / A CADA/ CHAK
SEVEN
DAYS
A WEEK 5am.  11p.m. 30min
LOS SIETE DIAS
SET JOU YON SEMEN

Frequencies are approximate and may vary depending on traffic and road conditions.
Las frecuencios son aproximadas, pues dependen del trdfico y otras condiciones de los vias.
Asosye yo apwoksimatif epi yo ka varye selon kondisyon sikilasyon sou wout yo.

Language Assistance: Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) is committed to providing information
about its transit services to passengers with limited English as part of its non-discrimination
program. MDT publishes route information in Spanish and Haitian Creole and offers
assistance in both languages at our Call Center at 3-1-1 or 305- 468-5900. For more
information, call MDT's Office of Civil Rights & Labor Relations at 786-469-5486.

Miami-Dade County provides equal access and equal opportunity in employment and
does not discriminate on the basis of disability in its programs or services. Auxiliary
aids and services for communication are available with five days' advance notice. For
material in alternate format (audiotape, Braille or computer disk), a signlanguage
interpreter or other accommodations, please contact: Miami-Dade Transit, Office
of Civil Rights and Labor Relations, 701 NW 1st Court, Suite 1700, Miami, FL
33136. Attention: ADA Coordinator. Telephone: 786-469-5225, Fax: 786-469-5589.
E-mail: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

Asistencia lingiiistica: £l Departamento de Transporte Piblico de Miami-Dade (MDT, su
siglaen inglés) estd dedicado a proveer informacion sobre sus servicios a los pasajeros que no
hablaninglés. MDT publicainformacién sobre susrutas de autobts en espafioly creole haitiano
yofreceasistenciaenambosidiomasennuestroCentrode Llamadasenel3-1-10305-468-5900.
Para més informacion, llame la Oficina de Derechos Humanos y Relaciones Laborales de MDT
al 786-469-5486.

El Condado de Miami-Dade ofrece igualdad de acceso y de oportunidades en
el empleo y no practica la discriminacion por discapacidad, en sus programas o
servicios. Los dispositivos y servicios de ayuda auditiva para la comunicacion estdn
disponibles previa solicitud, con cinco dies de anticipacion. Para obtener materiales
en formato alternativo (cinta de audio, Braille o disco de computadora), para solicitar
un intérprete del lenguaje de las sefias u otros servicios similares sirvase llamar
a: Transporte de Miami-Dade, Oficina de Derechos Civiles y Relaciones Laborales,
707 NW 1t Court, Suite 1700, Miami, FL 33136. Atencién: ADA Coordinator. Teléfono: 786-
469-5225, Fax: 786-469-5589. Correo electronico: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

Asistans Lang: Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) angaje i a bay pasaje ak konesans limite an
Anglé yo tout enfomasyon sou sévis transpo piblik nan lang pa yo. MDT pibliye enfomasyon
sou traje otobis yo an Espanydl ak an Kreyol Ayisyen epi li bay asistans nan toude lang yo nan
Sant Repons nou an 3-1-1 oswa 305-468-5900. Pou plis enfomasyon, rele Biwo Dwa Sivik ak
Relasyon Travay MDT la nan 786-469-5486.

Konte Miami-Dade bay aksé ak opotinite egal ego nan anplwa epili pa fé diskriminasyon baze
sou enfi mite nan pwogram li yo ak sévis |i yo. Aparéy ak sévis kominikasyon pou moun ki pa
tande/we byen yo disponib ak yon preyavi senk jou. Pou jwenn dokiman nan Iot foma (tep
odyo, Bray oswa disk konpit), sévis yon entéprét ki pale lang siy oswa lot akomodasyon, tanpri
kontakte: Miami-Dade Transit, Biwo Dwa Civil ak Relasyon Travay, 701 NW 1st Court, Suite
1700, Miami, FL 33136. Atansyon: ADA Coordinator. Telefon: 786-469-5225, Faks: 786-469-
5589. Imel: DTPW-ADA@miamidade.gov.

miamidade.gov/transportation
G Information ¢ Informacién « Enfomasyon
311 (305.468.5900) TTY/Florida Relay: 711

o

@GoMiamiDade

GO Miami-Dade Transit

S0 o
METROBUS

APRIL 2025 AVRIL 2025
MIAMI BEACH AIRPORT EXPRESS

*  Express service and limited-stop service, seven
days a week. —

ABRIL 2025 |

¢ Express service from Miami International Airport
Metrorail station to Mid Beach along the Julia Tuttle 7=
Causeway.

*  Limited-stop service from Mid Beach to South
Beach along Collins Ave / Indian Creek Dr and ~
Washington Ave.

Servicio expreso y con paradas limitadas, los siete
de la semana.

Servicio expreso desde la estacién del Metrorail del
Aeropuerto Internacional de Miami hasta Mid Beach
por Julia Tuttle Causeway.

Servicio con paradas limitadas desde Mid Beach
hasta South Beach por Collins Ave/Indian Creek Dr y
Washington Ave.

Sévis eksprés ak sévis aré limite, sét
jou sou set.

.

Seévis eksprés soti nan estasyon
Metrorail Ayewopd Enténasyonal
Miami rive nan Mid Beach sou Julia
Tuttle Causeway.

.

Seévis aré limite sofi nan Mid
Beach rive nan South Beach sou
Collins Ave / Indian Creek Dr ak
Washington Ave.

MORE INFORMATION
WS INFORMACION | PLIS ENFONASYON

DRIVE LESS.LIVE MORE. esicsi

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC WORKS
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ATTACHMENT H
SERVICE TIME DATA, ITE EXCERPTS, AND VALET QUEUEING
ANALYSIS CALCULATIONS
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Valet Service Time Calculations - Hotel

DELANO HOTEL

Travel Time from Valet Booth to Valet Parking Spaces

Valet Service Time Drop-off Speed (mph) Speed (mps) | Distance to Vehicle Parking (m) | Travel Time (sec)
Activity Service Time (min) From Valet Stand 10 4.44 527.00 118.58
Vehicle Pick-Up 0.40
Vehicle Travel Time (Including vehicular signal delay) 2.98 Travel Time from Parking Garage to Valet Drop-Off
Return to Valet booth (Including pedestrian signal delay) 5.00 Speed (mph) Speed (mps) Distance to Valet Drop-Off (m) Travel Time (sec)
Total Service Time 8.38 From Valet Parking 10 4.44 488.00 109.80

Valet Service Time Pick-up

Valet Operator time to return to Booth

Return to Valet booth from Valet Parking

m_:::

Activity Service Time (min)
Get Ticket/Keys 0.15
Pickup Car Time (Including pedestrian signal delay) 5.00
Vehicle Travel Time (Including vehicular signal delay) 2.83
Return car 0.25
Total Service Time 8.23




QUEUING ANALYSIS - Hotel
DELANO HOTEL

Estimated Service Time Afternoon Peak Hour Trip Generation Summary
Operation Type Time (min)* Total
Land U ITE Cod | Out .
Valet Operation 8.38 and tse ode " “ Trips
Resort Hotel 330 16 21 37
Fine Dining Restaurant 931 50 24 74
Total 66 45 111

Variable Equation

60

Peak hour service rate per attendant (veh/hr/attendant) 7.1631

Q
Number of valet attendants N 8
q

Peak hour arrival rate of vehicles (veh/hr) 37
Coefficient of ut p= %le 0.6457
SO
Probability of no guests in system P(0) = M Q + Q 0.0054
! 1 —_
L ont N(1-p) .
@"
Proportion of guests who wait P[(Ew) > 0)] = Q P(0) 0.1927
N (1-p)
Probability of a queue exceeding a length M v
(95th Percentile) PG> M) = (p") PIEwW) > 0] 0.08

Queue length which is exceeded 5% of the time (veh) M= InP@x>M)=InP[EW) > S_ -1 2 F\k 2m> 2

Inp * Adopted from ITE Transportation and Development, 1988 ERING ONMENTAL SERVICES




Valet Service Time Calculations - Restaurant
DELANO HOTEL

Travel Time from Valet Booth to Valet Parking Spaces

Valet Service Time Drop-off

Activity

Service Time (min)

Speed (mph)

Speed (mps)

Distance to Vehicle Parking (m)

Travel Time (sec)

From Valet Stand

10

4.44

567.00

127.58

Vehicle Pick-Up

Vehicle Travel Time (Including vehicular signal delay)

Return to Valet booth (Including pedestrian signal delay)

Total Service Time

0.40

3.13 Travel Time from Parking Garage to Valet Drop-Off

6.00 Speed (mph) Speed (mps) Distance to Valet Drop-Off (m) Travel Time (sec)
9.53 From Valet Parking 10 4.44 567.00 127.58

Valet Service Time Pick-up

Service Time (min)

Valet Operator time to return to Booth

Get Ticket/Keys

Return to Valet booth from Valet Parking

m__.:.:

0.15

Pickup Car Time (Including pedestrian signal delay)

6.00

Vehicle Travel Time (Including vehicular signal delay)

3.13

Return car

0.25

Total Service Time

9.53




QUEUING ANALYSIS - Restaurant
DELANO HOTEL

Estimated Service Time Afternoon Peak Hour Trip Generation Summary
- = —
w\wﬂmwm“%ﬁm ._._am M_.:. Land Use ITECode| n out H._M
Resort Hotel 330 16 21 37
Fine Dining Restaurant 931 50 24 74
Total 66 45 111
Variable Equation
60
Peak hour service rate per attendant (veh/hr/attendant) Q= Service Time 6.2984
wce |t
Number of valet attendants N 16
Peak hour arrival rate of vehicles (veh/hr) q 74
Coefficient of ut p= %le 0.7343
@, @ |
Probability of no guests in system P(0) = M Q|+ _\/ 0.0000
] 1 —
Lont NH1-p) .
@
Proportion of guests who wait > — 0.1785
PIEW) >0 = |gra—5 PO
Probability of a queue exceeding a length M N1
(95th Percentile) PG> M) = (p") PIEw) > 0] 0.05
L . InP(x>M)—InP[E >0
Queue length which is exceeded 5% of the time (veh) M= np )= InPIEW) > 0] -1 3 F\k 2m> 2
Inp * Adopted from ITE Transportation and Development, 1988 £ ERING IONMENTAL SERVICES
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228 Chap. 8 / Drive-In Facilities

APPLICATIONS OF QUEUEING ANALYSIS

Providing an adequate and well-defined storage area for drive-thru fraffic is particularly
critical, especially at fast-food restaurants and drive-thru bank facilities where queues can,
and do, become quite long. Waiting vehicles should be stored on private property clear of
driveways so that traffic back-up does not interfere with movement on the arterial street,
At fast-food restaurants, the menu board should be installed upstream of the service
window to permit drive-thru customers to place their orders prior to their arrival at the
service window. Preparation of their order can then begin before they reach the service
window, thus minimizing their time at the service window. A well-defined storage area
for the waiting traffic should be located so that the waiting vehicles do not block or impede
the movement of driveway traffic.

Whele a single service position is involved, the situation is referred to as a single-
channel problem. M ultiple-channel problems arise when two or more service positions are
available. Such problems commonly arise with bank tellers (indoor as well as drive-in
windows), entrances and exits at large parking lots and garages, at passenger pick-up areas
at transit stations and taxi stands, truck terminals or loading/unloading areas, supermarket
checkout counfers, telephone calls, build'mg entrances, and transit-station turnstiles. The
assumptions of Poisson arrivals and negative exponential service time are commonly
acceptable and used for both single- and multiple-channel problems, Thurgood [11] found
these assumptions to be representative of drive-in facilities.

Customers arriving randomly at a drive-in facility may enter into service immedi-
ately or may have to enter the queue until they can be served. Waiting lines occur whenever
the immediate demand for service exceeds the current capacity of the facility providing
that service.

Basic Notation and Terminology
The following notation is employed throughout this section:

1 = number of customers in the drive-in system

M = number of customers in the queve waiting to be served (number of
customers in the system minus the number being served)

P(n) = steady-state probability that exactly n customers are in the queueing
system
P(0} = probability that zero vehicles are in the queucing system
N = number of parallel service positions
g = mean average arrival rate of vehicles into the system (vehicles/hour)
( = mean average service rate per service position {vehicles/hour/position)
Avg () = 8 = mean service time expressed in minutes per vehicle
p = g = coefficient of utilization
E@n) = expected (average) number of customers in the system
E(n) = expected (average} number of customers waiting in the quene
E(r) = expected (average) waiting time in system (includes service time)
E(w) = expected (average) waiting time in queue (excludes service time)

The equations employed in the analysis of queucing probiems are given in
Table 8-10. '

Jones, Woods, and Thurgood [4] have developed a graph (Figure 8-6) for deter-
mining the probability that theie will be no customers in the systermn— values for P(0).
They also developed graphs for determining the average number of waiting customers
(Figure 8-7), the average waiting time (Figure 8-8), and average queue length (Figure 8-9).
These figures avoid the necessity to perform the time-consuming, although simple,
queucing-analysis calculations. See pp. 228-30.
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TABLE 8-10
Queueing System Equations
Equation
Number Variable Equation
{8-1) Coefficient of utilization p = 9
NQ
r n N
(8-2) Probability of no customers ' Mt (%) (%/ ]_1
in the system P(0) = _Eﬂ FRRTT p)J
C g\
A3)
(8-3) Mean number in the queue E{m) = N R P(0)
(8-4} Mean number in the system En) = Em) + %
(8-5) Mean wait time in queue
E
{hours} Ew) = Em).
q
(8-6) Mean time in the system E(t) = E(w) + ?15
thours) = Ew) + Avg ()
q N
{(8-7) Proportion of customers [ (5) ]
who walt P[Ew) > 0] = m P(0)
(8-8) Probability of a queue
exceeding a length M Pix > M) = (p""")PLEw) > 0]
> —
(8-9a) Queue storage required M= []n Pl M)]n pln Ew) > 0] -1
P(x > M) —
(8-9b)* Queue storage required M= [in « InM;); In QM] -1

*Q,, 15 & statistic which is a funciion of the utillzation rate and the number of service channels (service positions); see Table 8-11.
The table of Q,, values and use of Equation (8-9b) greatly simplifies the calculations compared to those using Equations {8-2a).

Use of the equations and the graphs may be illustrated by the following exafnple of
a drive-in bank,

Conditions:

Number of drive-in windows, N = 3
Demand on the system, ¢ = 70
Service capacity per channel, @ = 28.6 for an average service time, Avg (t) =

2.1 minutes
Solution Using Graphs:

o Coefficient of utilization = 70/(3) (28.6) = 0.816

e Probability that there are customers waiting in the system, Figure 8-6:
P(0) = 0.05

e Expected average number of customers waiting in the queue, Figure 8-7:
E@)y/N = 1.0; and the average number E(m) = (3} (L.0) = 3
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location, a 5% probability of back-up onto the adjacent street is judged to be acceptable.
Demand on the system for design is expected to be 110 vehicles in a 45-minute period.
Average service time was expected to be 2.2 mmutes Is the queue storage adequate?

Such problems can be quickly solved using Equation (8-9b} given in Table 8-10 and
repeated below for convenience.

__IilﬂP(.X>M)_1ﬂQM:|_1
np
where:
M = queue length which is exceeded p percent of the time
N = number of service channels (drive-in positions)
(@ = service rate per channel (vehicles per hour)
demand rale: =4 utilization factor
p= service rate  NQ
g = demand rate on the system (vehicles per hour)
Qu = tabled values of the relationship between queue length, number of channels,
: and uuhzatlon factor (see. Table 8.11)
TABLE 8-11
Tabie of Gy Values
N= 2 3 4 6 8 i0
0.0 0.0000 0.0000° 0.0000 0.0000
04 1000  ".o1p2 0037 0008- 0000  0.0000  0.0000
2 .2000 0666 .0247 0098 .0015 0002 .0000
B 306¢ 1385 L0700 0370 011 .0038 0011
& LG0U 2866 AETT O80F 5400 0405 6588
5 5000 3333 2368 1735 0851 058 0366
B - 6000 4501 3548 2870 19865 L1385 1013
7 7000 5766 4923 4286 3358 2706 2218
8 .8000 711 8472 5964 5178 45786 4093
9 2000 8526 8172 7878 T401 7014 6687
1.0 1.0000 1 0000 1.(}00(_) 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

o

_ - arrival rate, total
p= N’O {number of channels) (service rate per channel)
N = number of channels (service posﬁxons)

]

 Solution

) _ 60 min/hr

Step L: Q= 2.2 min/service

Step 2: " g = (110 veh/45 min) X (60 min/hr) = 146.7 vehicles per hour

g 1467 :

NG GIGE) = (.8950

Step 41 Q4 = 0.7303 by interpolation between 0.8 and 0.9 for N = 6 from the
table of Qy values (sce Table 8-11).

Step 5:  The acéeptable probability of the queue, M, being longer than the storage,
18 spaces in this example, was stated to be 3%. P(x > M) = 0.05, and;

_ [In 0.05 —In 0.7303} B :' [—2.996 — (—0.314)] _
In 0.8956 -~0.110
= 24,38 — 1 = 23.38, say 23 vehicles.

= 27.3 services per hour

Step 3:
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The number of vehicles in the queue would be expected to exceed 23 more than 5%
of the time. Since the site plan will accommodate a queue of 18 vehicles, the storage is
not sufficient for the conditions stated. '

It is important to realize that, for any P (x > M) value, the queue length required
increases very rapidly for values of p >> 0.85 (sec Figure 8-9). When p > 1.0, the
solution is indeterminate and the queue length theoretically becomes infinite.

Analysis of Service Times, In many instances it is effective to demonstrate that
a proposed design not only is inadequate to store vehicles waiting for service but will result

in unacceptable wait times as well. The necessary equations are given in Table 8-10.

For purposes of checking computations it is convenient to know that the limit of
P(0), as the number of channels approaches infinity (in practical terms when N > 10), is:
limit P(Q) = ¢ where A = ¢q/0

N—=w
Drive-In Bank Example:  Under the site-development approval requirements, representa-
tives of a bank presented a site plan for the construction of a new bank having three service
posmons Information provided by bank officials and observations at other local banks

provided the following data:
o Expected average arrival rate during the design hour (4:30-5:30 p.m. on Fri-
days) = 70 vehicles per hour (vph)
e Average service time per customer = 2.1 minutes

Does the site plan provide for sufficient storage to accommodate all vehicles arriving 95%
of the time?

g = 70 vph arrival rate
60 minutes per hour

- =.28.6 vph servi
g 2.1 minutes per service vph service rafe
70
=-———=10.816
a (3)(28.6) .
q 70
— == =0
0" ;m6 P

Qy = 0.674 by interpolation from Table 8-11
P(x > M) =1.00 — 0,95 = 0.05

By Equation (8-9b)

‘M = [ln 0.05 — In 0.674] = [—2.996 - (—0.396)
in 0.816° —0.203

] — 1 = 11.8, say 12

Thus, it would be necessary to store 12 vehicles, exclusive of the three service
positions, in order to accommodate the arriving vehicles 95% of the time; or alternatively,
to have waiting vehicles extending back into the adjacent street no more than 3% of the
time between 4:30 and 5:30 p.m. on Pridays. Since the site plan provides for six spaces,
the site plan as submitted is inadequate and should be disapproved,

A solution to the problem would be to increase the storage, or if this is not possible
add a service position in order to reduce the average service time.

* Addition of a service position would reduce the number of storage spaces needed to
three (three storage plus four service positions)-—assuming the same arrival rate and
service time:

M = [m 0.05 — In 0.301

In 0.612 ] —1=27 say3
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A redesign to provide four service positions would have the additional benefit
of substantially reducing the expected waiting time (from over 4 minutes to less than
4 minute) for the bank customers using the drive-in windows:

Wun 1 r

firee Servic

(_JSE((UH N

(‘,
(ﬂ]
"w o]

5 — L.S5.7
= 70 = {.816
P ) (28.6)

[(2.45°  (2.45)! (2‘45)2+ (2.45) -1

A I T TR T 3{1_@15")]
‘ 3

[1 + 2.45 + 3.00 + 13.37]"" = 0.0505

S

———=0.0505 = 2.
E(m) = 3T 08167 0.0505 = 2.97
E(n} = 2.97 + 7 /0(28 6 = 542
2.97 2.8
E@t) = = = = 0.0424 hours or 2.55 minutes
E(w) = 0.0424 + Eél-g = 0.0774 hours or 4,64 minutes
With Four Service Positions:
g = 70 vph
Q = 28.6 vph
q
— = 2.45
0
70
= ————— = (,612
P=ase  ° .
[(2.45)"  (2.45)' (2.45)* (2.45)° (2.45)
P(O) = + + + +
© 0! 1! 2! 3! 2.45
4f1 - (==
L . 4
= 0.0783
_ [fo.612) (2.45)4] _
E(m) = 2101 = 0.612) 0.0783 = .48

E(n) = 0.48 + 2.45 = 2.93
E(f) = 0.007 + . 0.042 hours or 2.51 minutes

28.6
E(w} = % = {0,007 hours or 0.41 minutcs

|

However, the service time would increase somewhat unless an additional teller
were also added. Nevertheless, an increase to 2.5 minutes, or more, would still reduce the
storage space required and result in better service (less time in the system). Besides, time
spent being served is Iess iritating to the customer than an equal time spent waiting.
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Conversion of a Residence. An existing single-family residence was situated
on a 2.5-acre tract fronting on the major north—south arterial in the urbanizing fringe of
a motlopolitan area of 100,000 population. The 85th percentile speed. exceeded 50 mph;
however, it was anticipated that the speed limit would be reduced t¢ 45 mph as further
urbanization occurred.

Requests for rezoning from smgle-famtly residential to general commerc1al had
received negative recommendations from the Planning and Zoning Commission and
denied by the City Council. Nevertheless, the fact that chat_%gmg conditions in the v1cm1ty
of the site were making the property less desirable as a single-family residence was
generally recognized. Therefore, when an application was submitted for a Cond1t10nal
Use Permit to establish a private school using the existing residence for c]assrooms
the Planning and Zoning Commission was very favorably dlSpOSCd to the request. The
applicant provided the following information prior to the public hearing.

1. The completed apphcauon for & conditional use

2. A statement that the intended use was for a Montessori school using the existing
stiucture

3. Alsite plan as required for all proposed development other than smgle-famﬂy
and duplex residential development, before a building permit will be issued for
a new structure and for remodeling of an existing one

The following information was presented at the puolic hearing by the applicant:

1. Atleast 40 students would be enrolled before any change would be made in the
site circulation,

2. Elghty percent of the students were expected to be picked up within a 20-minute
period— a substantial additional fee was to be charged for children picked up
more than 30 minutes after school.

3. A strong parent—schoodl Lelatlonshlp was intended, so that average pick-up time
of af least 2 minutes and visits of 5 minutes or longer would not be unusual.

The following were agreed upon at the public hearing;

1. The probability of vehicles l_)‘acking up onto the main lane of the major arterial
should be negligible, less than 1%.

2. The site plan, with no change in the circulation pattern, would provide for four
service positions and three storage positions.

Based upon these conditions, the following analysis was performed using Equa-
tion (8-Sh):
M=13
N =4 ‘
Q = 60 minutes per hour + 2 minutes per service = 30 vph

60 -
g = (40 students)} {80% in 20 minutes) (—2—6) = 96 vph

_ 9%
P W60 0.8000

P(x > 3) = 0.01 (a 1% chance of vehicles backing up onto the arterial)
Oy = 0.8585, from Table §-11
3 = [m Pix>3)—In 0.5964} _
In 0.8000
3 = [m Plx > 3) — (~O.5168)] _
—0.2231




Applications of Queueing Analysis 235

Then,
In P(x > 3) = (4)(—0.2231}) — 0.5168 = —1.4092

and
Plx > 3) = ¢4 = (0,244 or 24%

Thus, the calculated probability that the queue could back up onto the arterial is 24%
(given the stated conditions), which is considerably greater than the acceptable probability
of less than 1%, and the application was denied. The Planning and Zoning Commission
suggested various compromises of redesign of the site and issuance of a conditional use
permit for a school (under the ordinance, a school can be located in any zoning district by
condition} with the condition that the maximum enrollment would not exceed 24 students,
which is the number necessary to achieve a value of P(x > 3} < 0.01. All such proposals
were rejected by the applicant. The site was subsequently rezoned to the Administra-
tive and Professional District (a restricted office district) and is now being used as a
dentist’s office,
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Joe Goldberg

From: Barrera, Jimena <JimenaBarrera@miamibeachfl.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2026 2:14 PM

To: Dante Burgos

Cc: Oscar Mejia; Jakub KOCANDRLE

Subject: Re: Delano Hotel Miami Beach - 17th Street Parking Spaces
Attachments: Valet Service - Checklist 2025.pdf

Good afternoon, Dante,

Thank you for taking my call. Please send me the photos of the area where you plan to ramp, along with
the corresponding space numbers, and | will discuss the

request with my Assistant Director. Additionally, please confirm the name of the restaurant and ensure
that they have an active BTR.

Here are the necessary steps you need to take to begin operations:

1. Visitthe Customer Service Department
Go to 1755 Meridian Ave, Suite 100 to apply for adding the new location to your Business Tax
Receipt (BTR).
Bring all required documents. | have attached the check list to the email for your reference.

2. Document Verification
The office will review your documents. Once approved, you’ll receive a BLPL number (BLPL2026-
XXXXX).

3. (Important) Operational Plan Submission
Submit a Valet Operational Plan when you turn in your documents. This plan must be reviewed by
a Traffic Engineer.

4. Department Review
Your application will be reviewed by departments such as Parking & Transportation, Code
Enforcement, and Finance using your BLPL number. They will determine whether to approve or
deny your request.

Once your application is approved, we can discuss operations.

Please provide me with the BLPL number once you have applied and below is the link to the city's
ordinance.

ARTICLE VIII. - PARKING LOT | Code of Ordinances | Miami Beach, FL | Municode Library

Please feel free to reach out if anything is unclear. | understand this is a lot of information, and
I’m here to help!

Regards,



Jimena Barrera - Parking Admin Specialist

PARKING DEPARTMENT

1755 Meridian Ave Suite 200, Miami Beach, Florida 33139
Tel: 305-673-7000 ext. 26220 / www.miamibeachfl.gov

-Space rental hours of operation are Monday-Friday 8:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
-Space rental must be requested at least (3) business days in advance.
-Non-metered/residential areas require at least (15) business days' nofice.
-Payment must be received 48 hours or two (2) business days in advance,
whichever is greater, of the rental date.

-Modifications, refunds and/or credits cannot be issued once the invoice is paid.

We are committed to providing excellent public service and safety to all who live, work and play in our vibrant, tropical, historic
community.

From: Jakub KOCANDRLE <jakub.kocandrle@delanohotels.com>

Sent: Friday, February 20, 2026 3:38 PM

To: Dante Burgos <dburgos@metropolis.io>; Barrera, Jimena <JimenaBarrera@miamibeachfl.gov>

Cc: Oscar Mejia <omejia@metropolis.io>; Alejandro SANCHEZ <Alejandro.Sanchez@delanohotels.com>
Subject: RE: Delano Hotel Miami Beach - 17th Street Parking Spaces

You don't often get email from jakub.kocandrle@delanohotels.com. Learn why this is important

Good afternoon, Ms. Barrera,

I hope this email finds you well, and pleasure to e-meet you.

This is to confirm that we are engaged with Metropolis, and in final stages of contract agreement for Valet
Parking Services. As Dante mentioned, we are seeking permits to obtain an operational space for our
Food & Beverage Operations Valet Station on the 17" Street.

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions.

Yours sincerely,

JAKUB KOCANDRLE - DIRECTOR OF ROOMS
Jakub.KOCANDRLE @delanohotels.com

DELANO MIAMI BEACH
17th Street Entrance, 1685 Collins Ave, Miami Beach, FL 33139, US

D



From: Dante Burgos <dburgos@metropolis.io>

Sent: Friday, February 20, 2026 2:39 PM

To: Barrera, Jimena <JimenaBarrera@miamibeachfl.gov>; Jakub KOCANDRLE <jakub.kocandrle@delanohotels.com>
Cc: Oscar Mejia <omejia@metropolis.io>

Subject: Re: Delano Hotel Miami Beach - 17th Street Parking Spaces

Good afternoon Jimena,

| hope you are doing well.

As we approach the Delano Hotel's reopening in Miami Beach, currently scheduled for the end of
March 2026, we would like to resume our discussion regarding the rental of municipal parking spaces

along 17th Street adjacent to the property.

| have copied Jakub, The Hotel Manager at the Delano, should you require any additional information
or have specific requirements.

We would appreciate the opportunity to meet and discuss this in more detail to ensure full compliance
with City of Miami Beach requirements and proper coordination with the Parking Department.

Would you be available this Monday for a brief meeting? Please let me know a time that works best
for you and | will gladly accommodate.

Thank you for your time and assistance. | look forward to your response.

Best regards,

Dante Burgos | Metropolis
Regional Manager
Mobile: 786 515 7900 | metropolis.io





