
Florida Department of Transportation 
District Four

Presenter
Presentation Notes

This slide to be on screen prior to the presentation beginning to keep the computer awake.




I-95 AT SOUTHERN 
BOULEVARD (SR 80)
Project Development and 
Environment Study

Public Hearing

Palm Beach County, Florida
Financial Project ID No.: 435516-1-22-02
Efficient Transportation Decision Making Number 
(ETDM): 14183

October 19, 2017
5:30 p.m.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This public hearing is being held relative to the I-95 at State Road 80 or Southern Boulevard Interchange Project Development and Environment, or PD&E study, located in Palm Beach County Florida.  The Financial Project Identification number is 435516 dash 1 dash 22 dash 02 and Efficient Transportation Decision Making, or ETDM number 14183.



Applicable Laws and Regulations
 Section 120.525, Florida Statutes; Meetings, hearings, workshops
 Section 286.011, Florida Statutes; Sunshine Law
 Section 335.199, Florida Statutes; Access Changes
 Section 339.155, Florida Statutes; Transportation Planning
 American with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA)
 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 24; Uniform Relocation Assistance and 

Real Property Acquisition
 40 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1506; Other requirements of the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and other nondiscrimination laws

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This public hearing was advertised consistent with the federal and state requirements shown on this slide  (SLIGHT PAUSE).



Title VI
 Public participation at this hearing is encouraged and solicited without regard 

to race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, disability or family status.
 Persons wishing to express their concerns about Title VI may do so by 

contacting either:

Florida Department of Transportation, 
District 4

District Four Title VI Coordinator
Shavon Nelson

3400 West Commercial Boulevard
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309-3421

(954) 777-4190 or
Toll free at (866) 336-8435, ext. 4190

shavon.nelson@dot.state.fl.us

Florida Department of Transportation, 
Tallahassee

State Title VI Coordinator
Jacqueline Paramore

Equal Opportunity Office
605 Suwannee Street, MS 65

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0450
(850) 414-4753

jacqueline.paramore@dot.state.fl.us

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Persons wishing to express their concerns about Title VI may do so by contacting either the Florida Department of Transportation, District 4 office, or the Central Office in Tallahassee. This contact information is also provided on a sign displayed at this hearing.

mailto:shavon.nelson@dot.state.fl.us
mailto:jacqueline.paramore@dot.state.fl.us


Memorandum of Understanding
 The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 

applicable federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have 
been, carried out by the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 
pursuant to 23 U.S.C. §327 and a Memorandum of Understanding 
dated December 14, 2016 and executed by the Federal Highway 
Administration and FDOT. 
 The FDOT Office of Environmental Management in Tallahassee is the 

approving authority.
 This project will continue to comply with all applicable state and federal 

rules and regulations.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This study was performed by the FDOT in compliance with all applicable environmental laws and according to the agreement with the Federal Highway Association dated December 14, 2016.  The FDOT Office of Environmental Management in Tallahassee is the approving authority for this study and the project will continue to be developed to adhere to all applicable regulations.



Study Area

Location:
 I-95 at Southern Boulevard 

(SR 80) Interchange 
 West Palm Beach, Glen 

Ridge, Cloud Lake
 Southern Boulevard from 

Australian Avenue to 
Parker Avenue

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The project study area is along Southern Boulevard from Australian Avenue, west of I-95 to Parker Avenue on the east side of I-95, and along I-95 approximately 1000 feet north and south of the interchange ramps. 



Project Development - Process Flowchart

*Categorical Exclusion Type II

Construction

 Develop Alternatives
 Environmental and community impact evaluation
 Public Involvement & Agency Coordination

Project Development & 
Environment Study*

Planning

Final Design

Right-of-Way/ 
Acquisition

Time
Varies

> 2 Years

2 – 3 Years

2 – 4 Years

Presenter
Presentation Notes

This study is nearing the end of the PD&E process which is just one step in the overall project development process shown here. The PD&E process satisfies all National Environmental Policy Act , or NEPA, rules and regulations. 

DO WE NEED THIS SLIDE?



Purpose and Need for 
the Study
 Established during the ETDM 

process with agency input

 Enhance overall traffic operations 
and safety at the interchange

 Improve capacity and meet future 
travel demand resulting from 
population and employment growth 
for this critical east / west mobility link

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The purpose and need for this project was established during the Efficient Transportation Decision Making, or ETDM, process with agency input and further refined as the study progressed through the PD&E phase.  The Purpose and Need for this interchange project is to enhance the operation and safety of the interchange and to accommodate for future travel demand for this critical east-west mobility link.  Capacity improvements are needed due to projected population and employment growth, especially in the western area of the county. 



Purpose and Need for 
the Study

 Growth expected from 
approved developments:
– 14,000 homes
– 150,000+ new trips
– 30,000 anticipated to 

utilize SR 80 

Village Royale

Avenir

Minto West/ 
West Lake

Arden & Central 
Palm Beach Park 
of Commerce

Indian Trail 
Groves 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Already approved developments in the western parts of the County are anticipated to generate over 150,000 vehicle trips of which more than 30,000 are expected to utilize the Southern Boulevard corridor.   



Purpose and Need for the Study

 Emergency Evacuation
 Consistent with local 

transportation plans
– Palm Beach MPO 2040 Long 

Range Transportation Plan

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Improving the I-95 and Southern Boulevard interchange is very important for safety as both roadways are designated hurricane evacuation routes. This  project is consistent with current state and local transportation improvement plans. 



Adjacent Studies

 SR 80 Corridor Action Plan 
– www.sr80actionplan.com
– Develop a long term Action Plan for the 

45-mile segment from US 27 to I-95
– Complete by first quarter of 2018

 I-95 Managed Lanes Master Plan 
– www.95express.com/PBC-Planning-Study
– Identify long term capacity needs along I-95
– Evaluate managed lane concepts
– Complete by Spring 2018

Coordination with both studies is ongoing and 
will continue throughout the process

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This study has been and will continue to be coordinated with the SR 80 Corridor Action Plan and the I-95 Managed Lanes Master Plan to ensure elements are complimentary between the planned improvements.


http://www.sr80actionplan.com/
http://www.95express.com/PBC-Planning-Study


Traffic Conditions on SR 80

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here are traffic conditions on SR 80.



Current Year (2015) Traffic 

PM Peak HR: 1226 veh/hr
LOS: F
Delay: 92 sec/veh
Queue length: >600 ft

AM Peak HR: 1410 veh/hr
LOS: B
Delay: 15 sec/veh
Queue length: >900 ft

PM Peak HR: 1341 veh/hr
LOS: F
Delay: 143 sec/veh
Queue length: >590 ft

AM Peak HR: 1279 veh/hr
LOS: F
Delay: 99 sec/veh
Queue length: >1200 ft

LOS D = Acceptable
LOS E & F = Failing N

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 2015, three of the four major traffic movements at the I-95 and SR 80 interchange were operating at failing levels of service creating long delays and queuing of vehicles. Level of Service, or LOS, is measured from A to F with A being the best traffic flow and F being the worst.



Design Year (2040) Traffic – No Build

PM Peak HR: 1720 veh/hr
LOS: F
Delay: 291 sec/veh
Queue length: >1000 ft

AM Peak HR: 1658 veh/hr
LOS: E
Delay: 61 sec/veh
Queue length: >1000 ft

PM Peak HR: 1625 veh/hr
LOS: F
Delay: 231 sec/veh
Queue length: >1100 ft

AM Peak HR: 1709 veh/hr
LOS: F
Delay: 221 sec/veh
Queue length: >1600 ft

LOS D = Acceptable
LOS E & F = Failing N

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Without needed improvements, in the design year of 2040, traffic projections predict that 3 of the 4 major movements at the interchange will operate at failing levels of service and the eastbound SR 80 to northbound I-95 movement will be approaching a failing level of service. 



No Build Alternative
 No improvements to the existing facility
 Traffic conditions will continue to 

deteriorate
 Congestion and delay will increase
 Emergency response times will increase
 Noise levels will increase, air quality will 

decrease

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The No Build Alternative was carried forward as an alternative throughout the study to satisfy the NEPA process.  The No Build alternative, as its name implies, will result in no improvements to the interchange, worsened traffic and safety conditions throughout the corridor, increased congestion and noise, and decreased air quality.  The No-Build alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need of the project.



Alternatives Analysis

 Meet future travel demand 
 Avoid or minimize impacts to the community 

and environment
 Developed / refined with input from the 

public, local governments and 
environmental agencies
 Criteria for comparison of alternatives:

– Community and environmental impacts
– Operational behavior, lifespan, costs, and 

right-of-way acquisition, etc. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Each of the build alternatives were developed and refined throughout the study process and to meet future travel demand as best they could and avoid or minimize impacts to the community, and natural and physical environments.  The alternatives were then compared to each other using common criteria such as community and environmental impacts, costs, operational behavior, lifespan and others to determine which alternative had the least impacts overall while providing the most long-term benefits. 



Build Alternatives Considered

Alternative 1 Alternative 2

Alternative 3 Alternative 4

ELIMINATED 
FROM 

FURTHER 
EVALUATION

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Four build alternatives were considered during the study process.  Alternative 2, which featured third and fourth level flyovers was eliminated early in the process due to adverse impacts and public opinion.  Alternatives 1, 3 and 4 and the no build have been carried through the study process and fully evaluated.




Common Elements (all Build Alternatives)
 Entrance and Exit Ramp 

lane additions
 Directional median openings 

closed:
– Lang Road
– Paseo Alcala

 Increased left turn storage 
at Parker Avenue, dedicated 
eastbound to southbound 
right turn lane
 Improved entrance at 

Dreher Park

 Minor improvements on 
Parker Avenue
 No right-of-way impact east 

of I-95
 Upgraded bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities
– Special emphasis 

signs/markings 
– Green pavement in conflict 

zones

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Elements common to all build alternatives include the I-95 exit and entrance ramp improvements, the Lang Road and Paseo Alcala directional median closures, increased turn lane storage at Parker Avenue, a dedicated eastbound to southbound right turn lane at Parker Avenue, minor improvements on the south leg of Parker Avenue,  no R/W impacts east of I-95 and upgraded bicycle and pedestrian features throughout the project limits.   



Common Elements: SR 80 (East of I-95) at Parker Ave

N

EB SR 80WB SR 80

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The travel and turn lane widths on Southern Boulevard east of I-95 have been reduced in order to provide wider bicycle facilities in that area. An extended turn lane storage for Parker and a dedicated right turn lane have also been added. (ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT) The closure of the directional median opening at Paseo Alcala (ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT) allows an improved turn lane and entrance to the Dreher Park (ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT) and discourages cut-through traffic for the neighborhood.  All of these elements are accommodated within the existing right of way.



Alternative 1:  NB I-95 Flyover to WB SR 80

Presenter
Presentation Notes
2 second pause – no talking



Alternative 1: NB I-95 Flyover to WB SR 80

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alternative 1 features a single lane flyover starting from the east side of NB I-95 and ending in the median of WB Southern Boulevard.




Alternative 1 Ramp Improvements

Presenter
Presentation Notes
At the I-95 and SR 80 interchange, Alternative 1 will require 3 left turns and 2 right turns at the NB ramp terminal, (NEED ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT), three left turns and one right turn at the NB I-95 entrance ramp (NEED ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT), two right turns and two left turns at the SB I-95 entrance ramp (NEED ANIMATION) and three right turns and two left turns at the SB I-95 exit ramp (NEED ANIMATION)



Alternative 1:  SR 80 West of I-95
 Requires right-of-way

– West of I-95, north and south side of SR 80

0-22 ft

0-30 ft

0-40 ft

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alternative 1 would require right of way west of I-95. On the north side of SR 80, up to 40 feet of additional right of way would be required for the improvements.  On the south side between Gem Lake Drive and Lang Road, up to 22 feet would be required.  In the area between Lang Road and I-95, up to 30 feet of additional right of way would be required to construct the improvements, however, there are no relocations or displacements of businesses or residents. 



Alternative 3: EB SR 80 Flyover to NB I-95

Presenter
Presentation Notes
2 second pause – no talking



Alternative 3: EB SR 80 Flyover to NB I-95

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The second build alternative evaluated, Alternative 3 features a single lane flyover starting from the east bound median area of Southern Boulevard connecting to the existing NB I-95 entrance ramp.




Alternative 3 Ramp Improvements

Presenter
Presentation Notes
At the interchange ramps, Alternative 3 will require 3 left turns and 2 right turns at the NB ramp terminal, (NEED ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT), two left turns and one right turn at the NB I-95 entrance ramp (NEED ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT), two right turns and two left turns at the SB I-95 entrance ramp (NEED ANIMATION) and three right turns and two left turns at the SB I-95 exit ramp (NEED ANIMATION)



Alternative 3:  SR 80 West of I-95
 Requires right-of-way

– West of I-95, south side of SR 80

12-40 ft

0-35 ft

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alternative 3 would require right of way west of I-95 only on the south side of SR 80. Between Gem Lake Drive and Lang Road, 12 to 40 feet would be required.  In the area between Lang Road and I-95, up to 35 feet of additional right of way would be required to construct the improvements, however, there are no relocations or displacements of businesses or residents.



Alternative 4: NB I-95 Flyover to WB SR 80 &
EB SR 80 Flyover to NB I-95 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alternative 4, combines alternatives 1 and 3 and features two single lane flyovers.  




Alternative 4: NB I-95 Flyover to WB SR 80 &
EB SR 80 Flyover to NB I-95 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
One ramp would start from the east side of NB I-95 and end in the median of WB Southern Boulevard, similar to alternative 1.  The other ramp is similar to alternative 3,  and features a single lane flyover that starts from the east bound median area of Southern Boulevard and connects to the existing NB I-95 entrance ramp. Both of these ramps would be at the third level.  This is accomplished by braiding the NB to WB ramp end point with the EB to NB ramp beginning point.



Alternative 4:  SR 80 West of I-95

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This rendering highlights the braid of the ramps (NEED ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT THE BRAID) with a view from the western end of the project, looking east toward I-95.  



Alternative 4 Ramp Improvements

Presenter
Presentation Notes
At the interchange ramps, Alternative 4 will require 3 left turns and 2 right turns at the NB ramp terminal, (NEED ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT), two left turns and one right turn at the NB I-95 entrance ramp (NEED ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT), two right turns and two left turns at the SB I-95 entrance ramp (NEED ANIMATION) and three right turns and two left turns at the SB I-95 exit ramp (NEED ANIMATION)



Alternative 4:  SR 80 West of I-95
 Requires right-of-way

– West of I-95, north and south side of SR 80

0-56 ft

12-28 ft
0-7 ft

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alternative 4, requires right of way acquisition along Southern Boulevard west of I-95.  Up to 56’ is required along the north side, 12-28 feet along the south side between Gem Lake Drive and Lang Road, and up to 7 feet between Lang Road and I-95. There are no relocations or displacements of businesses or residents and there is no R/W required east of I-95. 



Alternative 4: SR 80 West of I-95, Typical Section

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Travel lanes on Southern Boulevard have been reduced to measure 11’ which allows a 10’ sidewalk along both sides of Southern Boulevard across I-95 and the railroad.  This also allows a 4’ landscape planter area to address aesthetic impacts and soften the appearance of the wall on the south side of the corridor. 



Perspective View on SR 80 Looking East

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is a rendering of what the roadway may look like driving east on Southern Boulevard approaching I-95, just east of Lang Road.



Approaching SR 80 from Lang Road

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is an illustration showing the approach to Southern Boulevard from Lang Road.



Perspective View from Oak Street

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To address concerns regarding visual effects, this view was created to illustrate what residents in the Vedado-Hillcrest neighborhood would see standing on the corner of Oak street and Parkland Road – the western most part of the residential area.  The lighter gray structure (NEED ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT THE AREA) is the existing noise wall on the I-95 entrance ramp and the sliver of darker gray visible above that (NEED ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT THE AREA) is the proposed flyover. 



View from above I-95, Looking North

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To further address neighbor hood concerns and to demonstrate the distance and height of the proposed EB to NB flyover relative to the Vedado-Hillcrest neighborhood, this rendering illustrates the proposed ramp (NEED ANIMATION TO POINT TO PROPOSED RAMP) well west of the existing ramp (NEED ANIMATION TO POINT TO EXISTING RAMP) and it’s distance from the residential area. As can be seen, the proposed ramp is  descending to meet the existing I-95 NB ramp. 




Design Year (2040) Traffic –Alternative 4

PM Peak HR: 602* veh/hr
LOS: E
Delay: 69 sec/veh
Queue length: >270 ft
At-grade movement only

AM Peak HR: 332 veh/hr
LOS: A
Delay: 0 sec/veh
Queue length: 0 ft

PM Peak HR: 1625 veh/hr
LOS: D
Delay: 41 sec/veh
Queue length: >780 ft

AM Peak HR: 1709 veh/hr
LOS: E
Delay: 74 sec/veh
Queue length: >1350 ft

LOS D = Acceptable
LOS E & F = Failing N

AM Peak HR: 1326 veh/hr
LOS: A
Delay: 0 sec/veh
Queue length: 0 ft

PM Peak : 1118 veh/hr
LOS: A
Delay: 0 sec/veh
Queue length: 0 ft

Presenter
Presentation Notes
With the addition of the proposed improvements in alternative 4, two supplementary movements via the flyovers (NEED ANIMATION TO HIGHLIGHT NEW MOVEMENTS) are added and the majority of the major interchange movements will operate at acceptable levels of service beyond the design year.



Environmental Considerations
 Natural Environment

– Threatened and Endangered Species
– Wildlife and Habitat
– Wetlands
– Water Resources

 Physical Environment
– Contamination 
– Noise and Air Quality

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Each of the alternatives were evaluated for environmental resources effects and proper coordination with the permitting agencies has occurred during the course of this study.  There are no anticipated adverse impacts on any of the natural environmental resources in the study area.  A noise study was performed and results indicate that no new noise walls are currently warranted.  Air quality will temporarily be affected due to construction activities but long term effects will result in overall improved air quality for the interchange area.



Environmental Considerations

 Other Environmental Factors
– Socio-Cultural
– Socio-Economic
– Visual and Aesthetics

 Archaeological and Historic Resources
 Parks and Recreational Resources

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Other environmental factors shown here were also carefully evaluated and addressed. A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey was prepared for the study area and proper coordination with the City of West Palm Beach Preservation Planner and the State Historic Preservation Office has occurred regarding the surrounding areas.  



Environmental Considerations

 Other Environmental Factors
– Socio-Cultural
– Socio-Economic
– Visual and Aesthetics

 Archaeological and Historic Resources
 Parks and Recreational Resources

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The State Historic Preservation Office has concurred with the findings of the Cultural Resources document and the Section 106, Case Study document will be prepared after the public comment period has ended for this hearing. There are no adverse impacts anticipated for these resources. 




Advantages and Disadvantages of Alternatives
Alternative Advantages Disadvantages

No-Build

• No expenditure of public funds for construction or right-of-way
• No disruption or temporary impacts (air, noise, vibration, travel 

patterns) due to construction activities

• Does not meet the project purpose and need
• Increased vehicular congestion and delay; which leads to increased 

travel costs
• Increased safety concerns, emergency response and evacuation 

times
• Does not provide pedestrian or bicycle facility upgrades 
• Does not provide opportunities for transit related improvements
• Decreased air quality in the area

Alternative 1

• Provides an express type movement for one of the major 
movements of the interchange area, moving the traffic through the 
interchange more efficiently

• Improved interchange operations
• Improved adjacent intersection operations
• Upgraded pedestrian and bicycle facilities

• Does not fully address projects purpose and need through the 
design year

• Temporary construction impacts (noise, dust, vibration)
• Visual impact of new facility on first row of residences in the Towns 

of Glen Ridge and Cloud Lake

Alternative 3

• Provides an express type movement for one of the major 
movements of the interchange area, moving the traffic through 
the interchange more efficiently

• Improved interchange operations
• Improved adjacent intersection operations
• Upgraded pedestrian and bicycle facilities

• Does not fully address projects purpose and need through the 
design year

• Temporary construction impacts (noise, dust, vibration)
• Visual impact of new facility on first row of residences in the Towns 

of Glen Ridge and Cloud Lake

Alternative 4

• Fully addresses the projects purpose and need through the 
design year

• Provides an express type movement for two of the major 
vehicular movements of the interchange area, moving the traffic 
through the interchange more efficiently

• Improved interchange operations
• Improved adjacent intersection operations
• Upgraded pedestrian and bicycle facilities

• Temporary construction impacts (noise, dust, vibration)
• Visual impact of new facility on first row of residences in the Towns 

of Glen Ridge and Cloud Lake

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The advantages and disadvantages of each of the alternatives are listed here. The main disadvantage of the no-build, and alternatives 1 and 3 is they do not fully meet the projects purpose and need to enhance the operation and safety of the interchange or to accommodate for future travel demand for this critical east-west mobility link.  




Legend: = Neutral - Negative + Good ++ Better +++ Best

Evaluation 
Matrix:
All Build 
Alternatives

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The alternatives were also compared to a series of evaluation criteria including engineering, environmental, socio-cultural and cost criteria. The alternatives were evaluated for both qualitative and quantitative impacts.  The results are listed here and each of the alternatives are similar for impacts, however, the benefits of alternative 4 are greater than the other alternatives. For that reason, alternative 4 was selected as the recommended alternative.



Right-of-Way Acquisition

This project will not cause any relocation of families or businesses. All 
right-of-way acquisition will be conducted in accordance with Florida 
Statute 339.09 and the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, commonly known as 
the Uniform Act.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This project will not cause any relocation of families or businesses. All right of way acquisition will be conducted in accordance with Florida Statute 339.09 and the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, commonly known as the Uniform Act. The right of way specialists who are supervising this program are here tonight and will be happy to answer your questions



Public Outreach
 Towns of Glen Ridge and Cloud Lake
 Palm Beach MPO Staff
 Palm Beach County MPO Advisory Committees
 City of West Palm Beach: Preservation Planner 

& Planning Staff, Parks and Recreation, 
Engineering

 Palm Beach County Engineering
 South Florida Regional Transit Authority 

(SFRTA) Staff
 Vedado-Hillcrest Neighborhood

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There have been various opportunities for the public to provide input on this project. Several meetings have been held, dating from mid-2016 until tonight with various stakeholders such as the Towns of Glen Ridge and Cloud Lake, Vedado-Hillcrest neighborhood representatives, Palm Beach County and the City of West Palm Beach and others. 



What’s Next?

 PD&E 
– Incorporating public and stakeholder input 

into the alternatives and documents
– Location Design Concept Acceptance 

(LDCA):  March 2018

 Design 
– Currently funded in 2021
– Continued coordination with stakeholders 

for design details

 Construction 
– Currently funded in 2024

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The next step is to incorporate your input on this public hearing into our decision-making process. After the comment period closes and your input has been considered, a decision will be made and the Final PD&E document will be sent to the FDOT Office of Environmental Management which based on the MOU signed with FHWA on December 14, 2016 has approval authority on this project granting location and design concept acceptance. 



What’s Next?

 PD&E 
– Incorporating public and stakeholder input 

into the alternatives and documents
– Location Design Concept Acceptance 

(LDCA):  March 2018

 Design 
– Currently funded in 2021
– Continued coordination with stakeholders 

for design details

 Construction 
– Currently funded in 2024

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This project has and will continue to comply with all applicable state and federal rules and regulations.
This project is currently funded for design in 2021 and coordination will continue with interested stakeholders to further refine design details.   Construction funding is currently for 2024.

 
 


 
 




Your Comments are important!

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We welcome your oral or written comments that will help us make this important decision. At the conclusion of this presentation our personnel will distribute speaker cards to those in the audience who have not received one and would like to make a statement. A court reporter will record your statement and a verbatim transcript will be made of all oral proceedings at this hearing. If you do not wish to speak at the microphone, you may provide your comments in writing or directly to the court reporter at the comment table. Every comment method carries equal weight. 
 
Written statements may be presented in lieu of or in addition to oral statements.  All comments received or postmarked no later than October 30, or 10 days following the date of this public hearing will become a part of the public record for this hearing. All written comments should be addressed to the Project Manager and mailed to the address shown on the slide and in your handout. This contact information is also available on the projects website: www.i95atsouthern.com




Your Comments are important!

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We welcome your oral or written comments that will help us make this important decision. At the conclusion of this presentation our personnel will distribute speaker cards to those in the audience who have not received one and would like to make a statement. A court reporter will record your statement and a verbatim transcript will be made of all oral proceedings at this hearing. If you do not wish to speak at the microphone, you may provide your comments in writing or directly to the court reporter at the comment table. Every comment method carries equal weight. 
 
Written statements may be presented in lieu of or in addition to oral statements.  All comments received or postmarked no later than October 30, or 10 days following the date of this public hearing will become a part of the public record for this hearing. All written comments should be addressed to the Project Manager and mailed to the address shown on the slide and in your handout. This contact information is also available on the projects website: www.i95atsouthern.com




Contact Information
Humberto Arrieta, P.E.

FDOT Project Manager

Florida Department of Transportation, District Four
3400 West Commercial Boulevard

Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309

Phone: 954-777-4152
Toll free: 1-866-336-8435 ext. 4152

Email: humberto.arrieta@dot.state.fl.us 
Project website: www.i95atSouthern.com 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
For additional information, please contact Humberto Arrieta the FDOT project manager at the address, phone and email shown here.  You can also visit the website to enter comments, suggestions or to contact Humberto or the project team.



Thank You

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This concludes our presentation. We now offer you the opportunity to make a statement. 
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