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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Interstate 75 (I-75) is part of the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) and a major interstate highway supporting 

tourism, economic development, emergency management, and mobility of people and goods. The purpose of 

this study is to develop a long-term build-out vision for the North I-75 corridor within the state and identify 

how and when the North I-75 corridor will reach maximum capacity. The Master Plan evaluates I-75 and the 

parallel corridors of US 301, US 441 and US 41 as a system and presents the improvement or widening needs 

of I-75, the parallel corridors as well as their associated impacts. The I-75 corridor from Floridaôs Turnpike 

to I-10 exhibits unique characteristics in that its traffic congestion occurs due to both recurring congestion 

(traffic bottlenecks) and non-recurring congestion (incidents, seasonal and special events, and weather).  The 

combination of recurring and non-recurring congestion is contributing to unsatisfactory traffic operations 

witnessed in both the existing and future conditions on I-75. 

¶ Improvements are needed to the I-75 corridor to accommodate additional projected growth in freight, 

visitor, and local commuter traffic and to enhance public safety and emergency evacuation. 

¶ Alternative parallel corridors (US 41, US 441, and US 301) would require significant improvements in 

urban areas to serve as reliever routes to I-75.  These improvements would have significant impacts to the 

social, cultural, physical, and natural environment and would require changes to local government 

Comprehensive Plans.  

¶ A series of short-term improvements to enhance safety, improve operations, and extend the life of the I-

75 corridor should be evaluated and implemented within the next 2-5 years. Some examples of short-term 

improvements include signal coordination, fiber interconnection, Road Rangerôs service patrol, and 

enhanced regional transportation management center operations.  

¶ Given the importance of I-75 to freight, tourism, mobility of people and goods, and emergency evacuation 

in the state of Florida, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) should immediately begin 

planning studies to determine long-term improvements such as addition of General Use Lanes or Express 

Lanes. However, the widening of I-75 alone does not address the issue of non-recurring congestion and 

the long-term corridor travel demand. 

¶ This Master Plan focused only on existing facilities and determined these existing facilities (I-75, US 41, 

US 441, and US 301) cannot accommodate the recurring and non-recurring congestion. Capacity 

improvements to these corridors will have significant social, cultural, physical, and natural environment 

impacts. It is FDOTôs mission and goal to evaluate the stateôs long-term mobility needs and maintain 

acceptable operations and safety standards. New multimodal and multiuse corridors were 

recommendations of the I-75 Relief Task Force and should be evaluated in other future studies. 

 

 

 

 

 

The next steps after this Master Plan: 

1. FDOT Districts 2 and 5, along with Central Office, are also considering several projects that would 

implement short-term improvements along I-75 before ultimate improvements are constructed. 

2. Initiate the next project phases for the critical segments of I-75 followed by Design and Construction 

phases as funding becomes available. FDOT Districts 2 and 5 have initiated a planning study for 

evaluating improvements along I-75. The limits of this study are from Wildwood in District 5 to I-10 in 

District 2. 

3. Additionally, FDOT has initiated a rail feasibility study to analyze the need for additional passenger 

service from Tampa to Jacksonville. The ongoing study will document potential intercity passenger rail 

connections for further study as travel demand for rail increases.  

4. This Master Plan focused only on existing facilities and determined the existing facilities (I-75, US 41, 

US 441, and US 301) cannot accommodate the recurring and non-recurring congestion. Capacity 

improvements to these corridors will have significant social, cultural, and natural impacts. Itôs FDOTôs 

mission and goal to evaluate the stateôs long-term mobility needs to maintain acceptable operational and 

safety standards. New multimodal and multiuse corridors were recommendations of the I-75 Relief Task 

Force and should be further evaluated in future studies.  
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1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1. Background 

In October 2015, Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Secretary Jim Boxold established the I-75 

Relief Task Force for the purpose of providing consensus recommendations on maximizing existing and 

developing new high-capacity transportation corridors to serve the Tampa Bay to Northeast Florida study 

area, with initial emphasis on the area along and to the west of I-75. The Task Force included 21 members 

representing state agencies, local governments, regional planning councils, environmental organizations, 

businesses, economic development interests and the general public. 

This Master Plan evaluates the recommendations from the Relief Task Force, and proposes short-term and 

ultimate improvements to enhance the movement of people and goods along I-75 and other parallel study 

corridors. 

The four major north-south corridors in the state of Florida that were evaluated are I-75, US 441, US 301 and 

US 41. The project extends from Floridaôs Turnpike to I-10; spanning through three FDOT districts and nine 

counties. All of the corridors evaluated are major routes for moving people and freight not just throughout the 

state of Florida but the United States of America as well. A map illustrating the study corridors is shown in 

Figure 1-1.  

1.2. Purpose of Master Plan 

The North I-75 Master Plan Study outlines improvements needed to provide additional mobility and 

connectivity for residents, visitors and businesses. The purpose of this study is to develop a long-term build-

out vision for the North I-75 corridor within the state and identify how and when the North I-75 corridor will 

reach maximum capacity. The Master Plan evaluates I-75 and the parallel corridors of US 301, US 441 and 

US 41 as a system and presents the improvement or widening needs of I-75, the parallel corridors as well as 

their associated impacts. The key question that the Master Plan addresses is whether maximizing I-75 and the 

parallel corridors will be enough to accommodate the projected future recurring and non-recurring congestion. 

1.3. I -75 Relief Task Force Recommendations 

The Task Force focused on mobility needs along the I-75 corridor along six counties (Alachua, Citrus, 

Hernando, Levy, Marion and Sumter). The Task Force met seven times at various locations between 

December 2015 and August 2016 and recommended a range of options. These recommendations include: 

1. Optimize existing transportation corridors; 

2. Evaluate potential enhancements to, or transformation of, existing transportation corridors; and 

3. Evaluate potential areas of opportunity for new multimodal, multipurpose corridors after evaluation 

of enhancements to I-75 and other I-75 connector roads and determination of need. 

To better evaluate the need for I-75 improvements, the Task Force recommendations included evaluation of 

potential capacity and connectivity enhancements on major north-south corridors parallel to I-75, including 

the US 41 and US 301 corridors, to analyze their ability to provide traffic relief to I-75. 

Based on the Task Force Recommendations, the North I-75 Master Plan study was 

initiated to evaluate I-75 and the parallel corridors as a system and determine their ability 

to accommodate the future congestion. This Master Plan focused only on existing 

facilities of I-75, US 441 US 301, and US 41. A new corridor evaluation was outside 

the scope of this study. It is FDOTôs mission and goal to evaluate the stateôs long-term 

mobility needs to maintain acceptable operational and safety standards. New 

multimodal and multiuse corridors were recommendations of the I-75 Relief Task Force 

and should be evaluated in future studies. 

The flow chart shown below illustrates the origination and timeline of this Master Plan as well as the next 

steps in the overall Transportation Planning Process. 

 North I -75 Master Plan Flow Chart 

 

The North I-75 Master Plan Study area and methodology are presented in the next sections. 

1.4. Report Organization 

Throughout this Master Plan report, existing and future study area conditions and pertinent information about 

the data utilized for the analysis are described in detail and illustrated and summarized on maps and tables. 

For added clarity and consistency with engineering standards, the existing and future conditions for the I-75, 

US 441, US 301 and US 41 study corridors are described from south to north throughout this report. 

Section 2 summarizes the existing study area conditions. Section 3 describes the study methodology including 

data collection, planning criteria and description of the analysis conducted for this study. Sections 4 and 5 

summarize the Existing Year 2015 and Design year 2040 operational analysis for all the corridors. These 

sections will also discuss existing and future traffic development. Section 6 describes other constraints that 

could affect I-75 and the other parallel corridors. Section 7 provides the final improvements recommended by 

this Master Plan. Section 8 provides a summary of the public involvement that was conducted as part of this 

Master Plan. Section 9 provides an overall summary of all findings and the next steps to follow this Master 

Plan.
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2 STUDY AREA CORRIDORS 

2.1. I -75 Existing Conditions 

2.1.1. General Description 

The limits of the six-lane section of I-75 being studied are from Floridaôs Turnpike system-to-system 

interchange to the I-10 system-to-system interchange. The limits are within FDOT Districts 5 and 2. There 

are nineteen interchanges in the study area, listed in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1: I-75 Interchange Locations 

County Interchange Location 

Sumter Floridaôs Turnpike  

Sumter SR 44 

Marion CR 484 

Marion SR 200 

Marion SR 40 

Marion US 27/SR 500 

Marion SR 326 

Marion CR 318 

Alachua CR 234 

Alachua SR 121 

Alachua SR 24 

Alachua SR 26 

Alachua SR 222 

Alachua US 441/SR 25 

Alachua CR 236 

Columbia US 41/SR 25 

Columbia SR 47 

Columbia US 90/ SR 10 

Columbia I-10 

 

Urban interchanges are generally surrounded by development. Rural interchanges are generally surrounded 

by commercial establishments and may have at least one quadrant of undeveloped land. 

2.1.2. Functional Classification 

Functional classification indicates a roadway facilityôs relative importance within the overall roadway 

network, and may assist in prioritizing projects or allocating limited funding. Additionally, the functional 

classification of roadways is important in a travel demand model because each roadway classification has a 

set of model design parameters associated with it that dictates ideal facility operations. The functional 

classification of I-75 within the project limits is a Principal Arterial ï Interstate, with some segments of the 

corridor being designated as both rural and urban. A detailed breakdown of the rural and urban sections of I-

75 within the project limits are identified in Table 2-2. I-75 provides a total of 72.160 miles of rural section 

and 35.408 miles of urban section along the study limits. 

Table 2-2: I-75 Project Area Functional Classification Summary 

Roadway 

Facility  
Functional Classification 

Roadway 

ID 
County Begin MP 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 18130000 Sumter 21.700 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 36210000 Marion 0.000 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Urban 36210000 Marion 2.257 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 36210000 Marion 22.370 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 26260000 Alachua 0.000 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Urban 26260000 Alachua 8.496 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 26260000 Alachua 18.009 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 29180000 Columbia 0.000 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Urban 29180000 Columbia 16.948 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 29180000 Columbia 22.730 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 18130000 Sumter 21.700 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 36210000 Marion 0.000 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Urban 36210000 Marion 2.257 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 36210000 Marion 22.370 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 26260000 Alachua 0.000 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Urban 26260000 Alachua 8.496 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 26260000 Alachua 18.009 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Rural 29180000 Columbia 0.000 

I-75 Principal Arterial ï Interstate Urban 29180000 Columbia 16.948 
Source: FDOT TranStat/SLDs/Straight-Line Diagrams Online GIS Web Application 

2.1.3. Right-of-Way 

I-75 is located predominantly on 300 foot of Right-of-Way (ROW) throughout the study area. The ROW 

narrows to 245 feet north of US 27 interchange and expands at the interchanges. 

2.1.4. Affected Jurisdictions 

There are three cities, four counties, three Regional Planning Councils, two FDOT Districts, law enforcement 

agencies, emergency management services, fire rescue services, chambers of commerce, professional business 

organizations, civic organizations and special interest groups that are affected stakeholders within the I-75 

corridor as part of the North I-75 Master Plan. Table 2-3 depicts all of these jurisdictions and their overall 

geographic area. 
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Table 2-3: I-75 Affected Jurisdictions 

Jurisdiction Type of Jurisdiction Overall Geography of the Jurisdiction 

City of Ocala City Government 
Includes four interchanges along I-75 

corridor 

City of Gainesville City Government 
Includes four interchanges along I-75 

corridor 

City of Lake City City Government Includes one interchange along I-75 corridor 

Sumter County County Government South of and adjacent to Marion County 

Marion County County Government North of and adjacent to Sumter County 

Alachua County County Government North of and adjacent to Marion County 

Columbia County County Government North of and adjacent to Alachua County 

Lake-Sumter Metropolitan 

Planning Organization 

(Lake-Sumter MPO) 

Metropolitan Planning 

Organization 

Currently covers portions of Lake and 

Sumter Counties 

Ocala/Marion County 

Transportation Planning 

Organization 

(Ocala/Marion TPO) 

Transportation Planning 

Organization 

Currently covers portions of Ocala and 

Marion Counties 

Gainesville Metropolitan 

Transportation Planning 

Organization (Gainesville 

MTPO) 

Metropolitan Transportation 

Planning Organization 
Currently covers portions of Alachua County 

Florida Department of 

Transportation 
District 5 

Brevard, Flagler, Lake, Marion, Orange, 

Osceola, Seminole, Sumter and Volusia 

Florida Department of 

Transportation 
District 2 

Alachua, Baker, Bradford, Clay, Columbia, 

Dixie, Duval, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Lafayette, 

Levy, Madison, Nassau, Putnam, St. Johns, 

Suwannee, Taylor, and Union 

 

2.1.5. Primary Features of the I-75 Corridor 

The limits of the six-lane section of I-75 being studied are from the Floridaôs Turnpike system-to-system 

interchange, located at the southern terminus in Sumter County, to the I-10 system-to-system interchange 

located at the northern terminus in Columbia County. The I-75 corridor is located within the jurisdictions of 

the FDOT Districts 5 and 2. The freeway in this area accommodates regional mobility and significant truck 

traffic. Increases in both the volume of truck traffic and the percentage of truck traffic in comparison to overall 

traffic is anticipated, thus ensuring the continued importance of the facility as a major freight corridor. 

2.2. I -75 Existing Physical Features 

An analysis of the I-75 corridor was conducted to determine the existing physical conditions and deficiencies 

of the freeway as they relate to roadway design criteria. The physical conditions evaluated include typical 

sections, design speed, interchange spacing and geometrics, drainage, traffic controls and Intelligent 

Transportation Systems (ITS).  

2.2.1. Design and Performance Criteria 

The current FDOT design criteria, as they pertain to the existing I-75 features, are presented in Table 2-4. 

Table 2-4: Current FDOT Design Criteria  

Features 
Existing I-75 

Design 
FDOT Criteria  Meet Criteria  

Design Speed 70 mph 70 mph Yes 

Lane Widths 12 ft 12 ft Yes 

Median Widths 64 ft ï 100 ft 64 ft Yes 

Median Widths (with barrier) 40 ft 40 ft Yes 

Outside Shoulder (paved) 10 ft 10 ft Yes 

Inside Shoulder (paved) 10 ft 10 ft Yes 
Source: FDOT TranStat/SLDs/Straight-Line Diagrams Online GIS Web Application 

2.2.2. Typical Section 

I-75 is both a rural and urban; both at grade and grade separated interstate facility with opposing traffic flows 

separated by a 40-ft to 140-ft wide grass median. The typical section of I-75 consists of six 12-ft lanes, three 

lanes in each direction with a 40-ft median. Right-of-Way has a minimum total width of 300-ft, but varies in 

locations. There are no frontage or collector-distributor lanes along the corridor. A typical section of I-75 near 

US 41 in Columbia County is shown in Figure 2-1. Table 2-5 provides a detailed breakdown of the cross 

sections of I-75 within the project limits starting at the southern limit. 

 

Figure 2-1: I-75 Typical Section in Columbia County 
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Table 2-5: I -75 Project Area Existing Cross Sections 

Roadway Segment 
# of 

Lanes 

Median 

Width (ft)  
Median Feature 

Lane 

Widths 

(ft)  
County Section From (MP) To (MP) 

Sumter 18130000 

21.700 22.099 6 400 Vegetated Median 12 

22.099 25.337 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

25.337 25.953 6 250 Vegetated Median 12 

25.953 28.996 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

Marion 36210000 

0.000 8.793 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

8.793 9.144 6 132 Vegetated Median 12 

9.144 28.055 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

28.055 28.606 6 180 Vegetated Median 12 

28.606 33.877 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

33.877 34.408 6 40 Paved Median 12 

34.408 38.282 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

Alachua 26260000 

0.000 1.669 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

1.669 2.390 6 112 Vegetated Median 12 

2.390 4.575 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

4.575 6.174 6 140 Vegetated Median 12 

6.174 15.770 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

15.770 18.475 6 76 Vegetated Median 12 

18.475 18.942 6 65 Vegetated Median 12 

18.942 20.866 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

20.866 21.592 6 140 Vegetated Median 12 

21.592 33.050 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

33.050 33.483 6 88 Vegetated Median 12 

33.483 35.190 6 60 Vegetated Median 12 

Columbia 29180000 

0.000 4.614 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

4.614 5.490 6 96 Vegetated Median 12 

5.490 11.425 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

11.425 11.671 6 40 Paved Median 12 

11.671 24.501 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 

24.501 25.035 6 80 Vegetated Median 12 

25.035 26.800 6 40 Vegetated Median 12 
Source: FDOT TranStat/SLDs/Straight-Line Diagrams Online GIS Web Application 

2.2.3. Design Speed 

The design speed for the corridor is 70 mph. The posted speed limit for this corridor is 70 mph from Floridaôs 

Turnpike to I-10.  
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2.2.4. Interchanges 

This section examines the interchanges throughout the I-75 study area and the interchange spacing. 

According to the FDOT Interchange Handbook, Technical Resource Document 1, Department Engineering 

Standards, the minimum desired spacing for interchanges is six miles for rural areas, three miles for 

transitioning urbanized areas, two miles for urbanized areas, and one mile for areas in the central business 

district (CBD). Table 2-6 shows the area type and FDOT interchange spacing criteria.   

Interchange spacing within the study boundary ranges from 1.39 to 11.36 miles. Urban interchange spacing 

ranges from 1.39 to 11.36 miles and all but two meet the minimum desired interchange spacing criteria, of 

two miles. The two exceptions are the interchanges at US 27/SR 500 and SR 24. Rural interchange spacing 

ranges from 1.12 to 10.24 miles and all meet the minimum criteria, of six miles, with the exception of SR 44. 

Interchange spacing within the study boundary is listed in Table 2-7. 

 

Table 2-6: Area Types and Interchange Spacing 

Segment Location Interchange Spacing (miles) 

Central Business District (CBD) 1.0 

Urban Areas 2.0 

Transitioning Urbanized Areas 3.0 

Rural Areas 6.0 
Source: Rule Chapter 14-97 F.A.C., SHS Access Management Classification System and Standards 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2-7: Interchange Spacing along I-75 Corridor  

County 
Interchange 

Location 
Type 

Area 

Type 

Minimum 

Desired 

Interchange 

spacing 

(miles) 

Interchange 

Spacing 

(miles) 

Meets FDOT 

Requirement 

Sumter 
Floridaôs 

Turnpike 

System-to-

System 
Rural 6.0 - - 

Sumter SR 44 Diamond Rural 6.0 1.12 No 

Marion CR 484 Diamond Urban 2.0 11.36 Yes 

Marion SR 200 Diamond Urban 2.0 8.98 Yes 

Marion SR 40 Diamond Urban 2.0 2.48 Yes 

Marion US 27/SR 500 Diamond Urban 2.0 1.39 No 

Marion SR 326 Partial Cloverleaf Urban 2.0 4.28 Yes 

Marion CR 318 Diamond Rural 6.0 10.24 Yes 

Alachua CR 234 Diamond Rural 6.0 6.92 Yes 

Alachua SR 121 Partial Cloverleaf Urban 2.0 8.73 Yes 

Alachua SR 24 Diamond Urban 2.0 1.31 No 

Alachua SR 26 Partial Cloverleaf Urban 2.0 3.52 Yes 

Alachua SR 222 Diamond Urban 2.0 2.60 Yes 

Alachua US 441/SR 25 Partial Cloverleaf Rural 6.0 8.95 Yes 

Alachua CR 236 Partial Cloverleaf Rural 6.0 5.43 No 

Columbia US 41/SR 25 Diamond Rural 6.0 9.52 Yes 

Columbia SR 47 Diamond Rural 6.0 8.90 Yes 

Columbia US 90/ SR 10 Diamond Urban 2.0 4.74 Yes 

Columbia I-10 
System-to-

System 
Rural 6.0 7.32 Yes 

Source: FDOT TranStat/SLDs/Straight-Line Diagrams Online GIS Web Application 

* The interchanges are listed in the order they would be encountered along I-75 from south to north, with interchange spacing 

identifying the distance from previously listed interchange to the south. 

2.2.5. Drainage 

I-75 was constructed in the 1960ôs, prior to implementation of storm water management regulations within 

the State. At that time, the roadway was designed as a rural section with side ditches to convey runoff to the 

nearest waterway or wetland. 

Drainage Patterns 

Drainage basin maps available from the United States Geological Survey through the Florida Geographical 

Data Library provided the drainage basin information throughout the length of the project corridor. Figure 2-

2 contains the drainage basin and Florida Outstanding Waters within the project corridor.  
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Existing Drainage Structures 

The study area contains some cross-drain structures along the I-75 study corridor. Six of these cross-drains 

were determined to be major crossings and two were determined to be minor crossings. Table 2-8 summarizes 

the cross drains identified along the corridor.  

Table 2-8: I-75 Summary of Cross Drains 

County Major  Minor  

Sumter Little Jones Creek 1 Ditch 

Marion None None 

Alachua Hogtown Creek 1 Ditch 

Columbia 

Santa Fe River 

Buzzard Creek 

Rose Creek 

Clayhole Creek 

None 

 Source: FDOT Straight-Line Diagram 

Drainage Design Criteria 

Flood stages and discharges are regulated by the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD) 

along Sumter and Marion Counties, the Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD) along 

Alachua and Columbia Counties and the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) for a portion 

of Alachua County. SWFWMD, SRWMD and SJRWMD require that post construction discharges from all 

storm events up through and including the 100 year critical duration storm not exceed pre construction levels 

and also regulates fill in the 100 year floodplain. FDOT and FHWA require flood stages associated with cross 

drains to be kept below the shoulder break point for the 50-year event. Storm water quality is also regulated 

by SWFWMD, SRWMD and SJRWMD. The quantity of runoff required to be treated varies with the 

treatment method. In general, treatment is required for the entire proposed roadway, including untreated 

existing pavement. 

2.2.6. Traffic Control 

I-75 is a limited access facility and, as such, all traffic control measures are located at the interchange ramps 

terminal intersections. Of the nineteen interchanges within this segment, two are system-to-system 

interchanges, five are unsignalized and 12 are signalized. A summary of the traffic control type at the 

interchanges along I-75 is provided in Table 2-9.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2-9: I-75 Interchange Traffic Control 

Interchange Location Traffic Control Type  

Floridaôs Turnpike  System-to-System 

SR 44 Signalized 

CR 484 Signalized 

SR 200 Signalized 

SR 40 Signalized 

US 27/SR 500 Signalized 

SR 326 Signalized 

CR 318 Unsignalized 

CR 234 Unsignalized 

SR 121 Signalized 

SR 24 Signalized 

SR 26 Signalized 

SR 222 Signalized 

US 441/SR 25 Signalized 

CR 236 Unsignalized 

US 41/SR 25 Unsignalized 

SR 47 Unsignalized 

US 90/ SR 10 Signalized 

I-10 System-to-System 
Source: Google Earth imagery 

2.2.7. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 

ITS is the advanced application of innovative services to improve transportation. ITS can be implemented to 

many different types of transport. Along the I-75 corridor, there are a few ITS improvements being utilized. 

These include enhanced Regional Transportation Management Centers (RTMC), FDOT Road Ranger Service 

Patrol with Safe Tow, dynamic messaging signs, traffic signal timing SunGuide upgrade and provide fiber 

interconnection between the regional and satellite RTMCs.  
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2.3. I -75 Existing Environmental Characteristics 

2.3.1. Wetlands 

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serviceôs (FWS) National Wetland Inventory (NWI), a number of 

wetland systems occur along the I-75 study corridor. The largest and highest quality systems are found around 

the Floridaôs Turnpike interchange at Lake Panasoffkee conservation area in Sumter County and just north of 

the Marion/Alachua County Line at the Barr Hammock Preserve and the Paynes Prairie Preserve State Park. 

Freshwater marsh and shrub swamp are the dominant wetland community type at Paynes Prairie with 

bottomland hardwood swamp common at the rivers. All of the wetlands located along the corridor are 

displayed in Figure 2-3. 

2.3.2. Threatened and Endangered Species and Conservation Areas 

Figure 2-4 illustrates potential threatened and endangered species along the I-75 project corridor. The 

Floridaôs Scrub Jay has been identified by the SWFWMD at the Lake Panasoffkee conservation area in Sumter 

County. Three spots for the Gopher Tortoise have been identified by the SRWMD at the Santa Fe Springs in 

Alachua County with presence of scattered burrows.   

The FFWCCôs strategic habitat conservation areas and the Florida Department of Environmental Protectionôs 

(FDEP) identified existing and priority of land conservation located within the study corridor. There are 

several areas of recommended critical habitat conservation throughout the corridor. Existing conservation 

lands that are managed according to FNAI include or are adjacent to the project corridor are illustrated in 

Figure 2-4.  

2.3.3. Floodplains 

The 100-Year floodplain is the area that has a 1.0 percent chance of being flooded in any given year and the 

500-year floodplain is the area that has a 0.2 percent chance of being flooded in any given year. Areas of the 

100-year and 500-year floodplain within the I-75 corridor as identified by FEMA are indicated on Figure 2-

5. Areas of 100-year floodplain are identified primarily at the Floridaôs Turnpike interchange in Sumter 

County, north of the Marion/Alachua County Line, at the Alachua/Columbia County Line and scattered areas 

at the I-10 interchange in Columbia County. Areas of 100-year floodplain are small and sporadic throughout 

the rest of the corridor. Areas of the 500-year floodplain are seen throughout the study area. Figure 2-5 

illustrates the floodplains for the corridor. 

2.3.4. Potential Contamination Sites 

Potential contaminated sites were examined to identify potential impacts related to modifications along this 

segment of freeway. A total of 736 potential contamination sites were identified within a 2-mile buffer along 

the corridor; which included 309 storage tank contamination sites, 418 biomedical waste sites and 9 waste 

clean-up sites. The results are summarized in Figure 2-6. 

2.4. I -75 Community Data and Cultural Features 

The community environment for the area comprising the I-75 corridor is primarily rural in nature, aside from 

the more urban developments adjacent to the City of Wildwood in Sumter County, City of Ocala in Marion 

County, City of Micanopy, City of Gainesville and City of Alachua in Alachua County and Lake City in 

Columbia County. Most of this stretch of I-75 passes primarily through rural farm land with low density 

development. 

2.4.1. Cultural Features 

Cultural features were examined to identify potential impacts related to modifications along this segment of 

freeway. These features include sites that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 

potentially eligible for NRHP and historic cemeteries. The cultural features that were identified within the I-

75 corridor are summarized in Figure 2-7. 

2.4.2. Existing Land Uses 

Figure 2-8 contains existing land use maps for the I-75 study corridor. Existing land use was identified from 

FGDL. Land use within the study area in Sumter County is primarily agricultural, recreational and parks, with 

smaller areas made up of residential, very minor commercial and industrial and minimal institutional and 

other.  

Between the Sumter/Marion County Line and SR 200 the land use us is predominantly agricultural and 

recreational with and increase is residential as the corridor approached the City of Ocala, with a concentration 

of commercial areas along the SR 200 corridor. Within the City of Ocala the area is mostly residential, 

commercial and industrial with some agricultural and other uses.  

As the corridor moves north along I-75, from SR 326 to the SR 121 the land use is predominantly agricultural, 

recreational and parks, with smaller areas made up of residential, very minor commercial and other areas with 

a higher concentration of residential areas at Micanopy, just north of the Marion/Alachua County Line. 

From SR 121 to SR 222 within the City of Gainesville, the corridor is mostly residential, with some 

commercial, institutional and agricultural areas and very minor industrial and other areas. From SR 222 to SR 

47 the land use is primarily agricultural, recreational and parks, with scattered residential areas. And from SR 

47 to I-10 the corridor the corridor is mostly agricultural and residential with a high concentration of 

commercial at the junction with US 441 and long US 90 in Lake City.   
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2.5.  I -75 Crash and Safety Analysis 

2.5.1. Crash Trends by Severity and Average Crash Rate 

As part of the North I-75 Master Plan Study, crash and safety analysis was conducted to identify predominant 

crash patterns, high crash locations, contributing factors and potential improvements to enhance safety along 

the project corridor. 

Crash data on I-75 from Floridaôs Turnpike interchange to I-10 was obtained from FDOT for 2009-2013 

timeframe. Since the I-75 corridor is located in four counties, FDOT provided a separate database of crashes 

for each county. Therefore, crash analysis is presented separately for each county in this section. Additional 

cash data is provided in Appendix A. 

Sumter County 

An analysis of crash frequency by severity was performed to determine overall trends within the project limits. 

In Sumter County, 1,074 crashes occurred from 2009 to 2013. Sixteen of the crashes were fatalities. Property 

damage only crashes accounted for 55 percent of the total crashes followed by injury crashes that accounted 

for 44 percent of the total crashes. Fatal crashes accounted for 1 percent of the total crashes. 

A summary of the mainline crash frequency distribution categorized by severity (fatal, injury and property 

damage only) is presented in Table 2-10. 

Table 2-10: Number and Severity of Crashes (Sumter County) 

Crash Severity 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total % 

Fatal Crashes 2 1 1 6 6 16 1% 

Injury Crashes 110 114 101 78 68 471 44% 

Property Damage Only Crashes 102 105 146 108 126 587 55% 

Total Crashes 214 220 248 192 200 1074 100% 
 

The crash rates (per million vehicle miles traveled) were calculated to determine if the increase in total crashes 

was due to driver/roadway conditions or due to increase in AADT. These crash rates were also compared 

against similar facilities in District 5. This comparison is shown in Table 2-11. 

Table 2-11: Actual vs. Average Crash Rate (Sumter County) 

County 
Roadway 

ID 
Classification 

Begin 

Milepost 

End 

Milepost 

Actual 

Crash 

Rate 

Average 

Crash 

Rate 

Sumter 18130000 Rural 0.000 28.996 0.445 0.407 
 

The actual crash rate for I-75 in Sumter County is higher than the average crash rate. Additionally, given the 

total number of fatalities, the location of each fatality was further analyzed to identify any ñhot spots.ò Fatality 

analysis is discussed in Section 2.5.2.  

Total crashes were also plotted by milepost to determine any segments of I-75 experiencing a high number of 

crashes.  

The results are shown in Figure 2-9 for Sumter County. 

Marion County 

An analysis of crash frequency by severity was performed to determine overall trends within the project limits. 

In Marion County, 2,439 crashes occurred from 2009 to 2013. Twenty-two of the crashes were fatalities. 

Property damage only crashes accounted for 39 percent of the total crashes followed by injury crashes that 

accounted for 60 percent of the total crashes. Fatal crashes accounted for 1 percent of the total crashes. 

A summary of the mainline crash frequency distribution categorized by severity (fatal, injury and property 

damage only) is presented in Table 2-12. 

Table 2-12: Number and Severity of Crashes (Marion County) 

Crash Severity 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total % 

Fatal Crashes 8 3 3 5 3 22 1% 

Injury Crashes 405 303 273 259 218 1458 60% 

Property Damage Only Crashes 164 167 147 222 259 959 39% 

Total Crashes 577 473 423 486 480 2439 100% 

 

The crash rates (per million vehicle miles traveled) were calculated to determine if the increase in total crashes 

was due to driver/roadway conditions or due to increase in AADT. These crash rates were also compared 

against similar facilities in District 5. This comparison is shown in Table 2-13.  

Table 2-13: Actual vs. Average Crash Rate (Marion County) 

County 
Roadway 

ID 
Classification 

Begin 

Milepost 

End 

Milepost 

Actual 

Crash 

Rate 

Average 

Crash 

Rate 

Marion 36210000 Rural 0.000 2.913 0.246 0.407 

Marion 36210000 Urban 2.913 22.092 0.438 0.542 

Marion 36210000 Rural 22.092 38.282 0.367 0.407 

 

There are no segments of I-75 in Marion County in which the actual crash rate exceeds the average crash rate. 

However, given the total number of fatalities, the location of each fatality was further analyzed to identify any 

ñhot spots.ò Fatality analysis is discussed in Section 2.5.2.  

Total crashes were also plotted by milepost to determine any segments of I-75 experiencing a high number of 

crashes.  

The results are shown in Figure 2-10 for Marion County. 

Alachua County 

An analysis of crash frequency by severity was performed to determine overall trends within the project limits.  

In Alachua County, 2,485 crashes occurred from 2009 to 2013. Twenty-eight of the crashes were fatalities. 

Property damage only crashes accounted for 66 percent of the total crashes followed by injury crashes that 

accounted for 33 percent of the total crashes. Fatal crashes accounted for 1 percent of the total crashes. 
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A summary of the mainline crash frequency distribution categorized by severity (fatal, injury and property 

damage only) is presented in Table 2-14. 

Table 2-14: Number and Severity of Crashes (Alachua County) 

Crash Severity 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total % 

Fatal Crashes 3 7 6 7 5 28 1% 

Injury Crashes 198 179 131 134 183 825 33% 

Property Damage Only Crashes 398 325 324 234 351 1632 66% 

Total Crashes 599 511 461 375 539 2485 100% 
 

The crash rates (per million vehicle miles traveled) were calculated to determine if the increase in total crashes 

was due to driver/roadway conditions or due to increase in AADT. These crash rates were also compared 

against similar facilities in District 2. This comparison is shown in Table 2-15. 

Table 2-15: Actual vs. Average Crash Rate (Alachua County) 

County 
Roadway 

ID 
Classification 

Begin 

Milepost 

End 

Milepost 

Actual 

Crash 

Rate 

Average 

Crash 

Rate 

Alachua 26260000 Rural 0.000 9.688 0.590 0.390 

Alachua 26260000 Urban 9.688 19.419 0.820 0.824 

Alachua 26260000 Rural 19.419 21.430 0.600 0.390 

Alachua 26260000 Urban 21.430 21.810 0.110 0.824 

Alachua 26260000 Rural 21.810 23.380 0.655 0.390 

Alachua 26260000 Urban 23.380 25.680 0.515 0.824 

 

There are several segments of I-75 in which the actual crash rate exceeds the average crash rate. Additionally, 

given the total number of fatalities, the location of each fatality was further analyzed to identify any ñhot 

spots.ò Fatality analysis is discussed in Section 2.5.2.  

Finally, total crashes were also plotted by milepost to determine any segments of I-75 experiencing a high 

number of crashes.  

The results are shown in Figure 2-11 for Alachua County. 

Columbia County 

An analysis of crash frequency by severity was performed to determine overall trends within the project limits.  

In Columbia County, 854 crashes occurred from 2009 to 2013. Sixteen of the crashes were fatalities. Property 

damage only crashes accounted for 59 percent of the total crashes followed by injury crashes that accounted 

for 39 percent of the total crashes. Fatal crashes accounted for 2 percent of the total crashes. 

A summary of the mainline crash frequency distribution categorized by severity (fatal, injury and property 

damage only) is presented in Table 2-16. 

 

Table 2-16: Number and Severity of Crashes (Columbia County) 

Crash Severity 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total % 

Fatal Crashes 6 3 6 0 1 16 2% 

Injury Crashes 80 70 56 57 68 331 39% 

Property Damage Only Crashes 128 113 84 75 107 507 59% 

Total Crashes 214 186 146 132 176 854 100% 
 

The crash rates (per million vehicle miles traveled) were calculated to determine if the increase in total crashes 

was due to driver/roadway conditions or due to increase in AADT. These crash rates were also compared 

against similar facilities in District 2. This comparison is shown in Table 2-17.  

Table 2-17: Actual vs. Average Crash Rate (Columbia County) 

County 
Roadway 

ID 
Classification 

Begin 

Milepost 

End 

Milepost 

Actual 

Crash 

Rate 

Average 

Crash 

Rate 

Columbia 29180000 Rural 0.000 18.356 0.362 0.390 

Columbia 29180000 Urban 18.356 22.723 0.384 0.824 

Columbia 29180000 Rural 22.723 30.447 0.388 0.390 

 

There are no segments of I-75 in Columbia County in which the actual crash rate exceeds the average crash 

rate. 

Total crashes were also plotted by milepost to determine any segments of I-75 experiencing a high number of 

crashes.  

The results are shown in Figure 2-12 for Columbia County. 
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Figure 2-9: Sumter County Crashes by Milepost  
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Figure 2-10: Marion County Crashes by Milepost 
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Figure 2-11: Alachua County Crashes by Milepost 
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Figure 2-12: Columbia County Crashes by Milepost 
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2.5.2. Fatality Analysis 

Given the number of fatal crashes in Alachua, Marion and Sumter County, the location of each crash was 

plotted on a map and density analysis (based on crashes per square mile) was performed. The density analysis 

produced a continuous surface (representing equal density) and identified areas along I-75 experiencing high 

crash density. 

This analysis is represented in Figure 2-13. 

The density analysis identified three hot spots: SR 26 (W. Newberry Road) interchange in Alachua County, 

Paynes Prairie area in Alachua County and SR 326 interchange in Marion County. 

SR 26 Interchange Hot Spot 

The crash database identified eleven (11) fatalities within the SR 26 hot spot from 2009-2013. A majority of 

the crashes were rear end incidents. Before the start of the I-75 North Corridor Vision Study, FDOT District 

2 had completed a construction project to improve storage capacity of the northbound off-ramp and to improve 

operations.  

Paynes Prairie Hot Spot 

The crash database identified fourteen (14) fatalities within the Paynes Prairie hot spot from 2009-2013. 

Eleven (11) of the fourteen (14) fatalities occurred during a massive pileup involving 25 cars on I-75 on 

January 29, 2012. The pileup was caused by poor visibility as fog and smoke from a brush fire drifted onto I-

75. 

In response to the pileup, FDOT District 2 has implemented a fog/smoke detection and warning system along 

Paynes Prairie and installed Dynamic Message Signs (DMS) along I-75 and US 441 to warn motorist. In 

addition, detour signs have been placed on I-75 and US 441 so that the roads can be closed during poor 

visibility and traffic detoured to adjacent roadway. 

SR 326 Interchange Hot Spot 

The crash database identified seven (7) fatalities within the SR 326 hot spot from 2009-2013. SR 326 serves 

a major truck route connecting I-75 to US 301. Truck traffic destined for NE Florida switches over to US 301 

at the SR 326/I-75 interchange. The average truck factor for the last five years on SR 326 near I-75 was 13 

percent.  

Figure 2-13: Fatal Crash Density Map 
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2.6.  I -75 Non-Recurring Congestion 

Non-recurring congestion is caused by varying factors that can occur at any time, and are not accounted for 

or expected with basic traffic analysis. Non-recurring congestion accounts for about 80 percent of the total 

congestion on I-75 and significantly affects driving conditions. There are four major factors that contribute to 

non-recurring congestion:  

1. Special Events and Seasonal Traffic: Sporting events such as football games, spring break, summer 

and holidays such as Labor Day, Thanksgiving and Christmas account for approximately 30 percent 

of the congestion on I-75; 

2. Incidents: Lane closing traffic incidents which cause significant congestion issues account for 

approximately 21 percent of the congestion on I-75. On average, more than 500 incidents a year cause 

all lanes to be closed on I-75 within the study area, once every nine days; 

3. Work Zones: Construction and maintenance work zones account for approximately 14 percent of the 

congestion on I-75; and 

4. Weather: Rain was identified as the leading weather-related driving hazard and accounts for 15 

percent of the congestion on I-75. 

The pie chart illustrates how I-75 is affected by recurring and non-recurring congestion. 

Congestion Effects on I-75 

 

 

2.7. US 441 Existing Conditions 

2.7.1. General Description 

The limits of the primarily four-lane section of US 441 being studied are from the US 301/US 441 split to I-

75. The limits are within FDOT Districts 5 and 2.  

2.7.2. Functional Classification 

Functional classification indicates a roadway facilityôs relative importance within the overall roadway 

network, and may assist in prioritizing projects or allocating limited funding. Additionally, the functional 

classification of roadways is important in a travel demand model because each roadway classification has a 

set of model design parameters associated with it that dictates ideal facility operations. The functional 

classification of US 441 within the project limits is a Principal Arterial ï Other, with some segments of the 

corridor being designated as both rural and urban. A detailed breakdown of the rural and urban section of US 

441 within the project limits are identified in Table 2-18 with the rural and urban sections totaling 27.642 

miles and 15.013 miles respectively. 

Table 2-18: US 441 Project Area Functional Classification Summary 

Roadway 

Facility  
Functional Classification 

Roadway 

ID 
County Begin MP 

US 441 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 36001000 Marion 8.545 

US 441 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 36030000 Marion 16.399 

US 441 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 26010000 Alachua 0.000 

US 441 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 26010000 Alachua 9.950 

US 441 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 26020000 Alachua 6.154 

US 441 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 26020000 Alachua 13.646 
Source: FDOT TranStat/SLDs/Straight-Line Diagrams Online GIS Web Application 

2.7.3. Right-of-Way 

The ROW on US 441 varies throughout the corridor and is typically 85 -100 feet. The minimum ROW is 80-

feet north of SR 26.  

2.7.4. Affected Jurisdictions 

There are one city, two counties, two Regional Planning Councils, two FDOT Districts, law enforcement 

agencies, emergency management services, fire rescue services, chambers of commerce, professional business 

organizations, civic organizations and special interest groups that are affected stakeholders within the US 441 

corridor as part of the North I-75 Master Plan. Table 2-19 depicts all of these jurisdictions and their overall 

geographic area. 
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Table 2-19: US 441 Affected Jurisdictions 

Jurisdiction Type of Jurisdiction Overall Geography of the Jurisdiction 

City of Gainesville City Government  

Marion County County Government North of and adjacent to Sumter County 

Alachua County County Government North of and adjacent to Marion County 

Ocala/Marion County 

Transportation Planning 

Organization 

(Ocala/Marion TPO) 

Transportation Planning 

Organization 

Currently covers portions of Ocala and 

Marion Counties 

Gainesville Metropolitan 

Transportation Planning 

Organization (Gainesville 

MTPO) 

Metropolitan Transportation 

Planning Organization 
Currently covers portions of Alachua County 

Florida Department of 

Transportation 
Central Office State of Florida 

Florida Department of 

Transportation 
District 5 

Brevard, Flagler, Lake, Marion, Orange, 

Osceola, Seminole, Sumter and Volusia 

Florida Department of 

Transportation 
District 2 

Alachua, Baker, Bradford, Clay, Columbia, 

Dixie, Duval, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Lafayette, 

Levy, Madison, Nassau, Putnam, St. Johns, 

Suwannee, Taylor and Union 

 

2.7.5. Primary Features of the US 441 Corridor 

The limits of the four-lane section of US 441 being studied are from US 301/US 441 split, the southern 

terminus, to I-75, the northern terminus, all of which is in the jurisdiction of the FDOT Districts 5 and 2. The 

principal arterial in this area accommodates regional mobility and significant truck traffic. Increases in both 

the volume of truck traffic and the percentage of truck traffic in comparison to overall traffic is anticipated, 

thus ensuring the continued importance of the facility as a major freight corridor. 

2.8. US 441 Existing Physical Features 

An analysis of the US 441 corridor was conducted to determine the existing physical conditions and 

deficiencies of the arterial as they relate to roadway design criteria. The physical conditions evaluated include 

typical sections, design speed, drainage, traffic controls and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS).  

2.8.1. Typical Section 

The US 441 corridor is primarily a 4-lane divided arterial from the US 301/US 441 split to I-75. The corridor 

narrows to a 4-lane undivided arterial at a single location in Marion County from Avenue H to Avenue B 

within downtown Ocala. Sidewalks and bicycle lanes are located primarily within the urban city limits of 

Ocala and Gainesville. A typical section of US 441 located just south of SR 24A in Gainesville is shown in 

Figure 2-14. 

Figure 2-14: US 441 Typical Section in Gainesville, FL 

 

2.8.2. Design Speed 

The speed limit along the corridor varies from 35 to 65 miles per hour (mph). Table 2-20 provides a detailed 

summary of the speed limits throughout the corridor.  
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Table 2-20: US 441 Speed Limit Summary 

Roadway 

Facility  

Roadway 

ID 
County Begin MP 

Speed Limit 

(mph) 

US 441 36001000 Marion 8.545 55 

US 441 36001000 Marion 9.100 65 

US 441 36001000 Marion 13.500 60 

US 441 36030000 Marion 16.399 60 

US 441 36030000 Marion 19.100 50 

US 441 36030000 Marion 19.435 40 

US 441 36030000 Marion 20.190 50 

US 441 36030000 Marion 20.500 55 

US 441 36030000 Marion 21.600 65 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 0.000 65 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 2.354 55 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 2.600 45 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 3.300 55 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 3.542 65 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 9.451 60 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 9.700 55 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 11.416 45 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 13.078 35 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 13.623 30 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 14.623 35 

US 441 26010000 Alachua 16.099 45 

US 441 26020000 Alachua 6.154 45 

US 441 26020000 Alachua 7.733 55 

US 441 26020000 Alachua 7.922 60 

US 441 26020000 Alachua 10.247 50 

US 441 26020000 Alachua 10.559 60 

US 441 26020000 Alachua 13.629 65 

US 441 26020000 Alachua 15.648 55 

US 441 26020000 Alachua 16.591 45 
Source: FDOT TranStat/SLDs/Straight-Line Diagrams Online GIS Web Application 

2.8.3. Drainage 

US 441 was constructed in the late 1950ôs, prior to implementation of storm water management regulations 

within the State. At that time, the roadway was designed as a rural section with side ditches to convey runoff 

to the nearest waterway or wetland.  

 

 

 

 

Drainage Patterns 

Drainage basin maps available from the United States Geological Survey through the Florida Geographical 

Data Library provided the drainage basin information throughout the length of the project corridor. Figure 2-

15 contains the drainage basin and Florida Outstanding Waters within the project corridor. 

Existing Drainage Structures 

The study area only contains one cross-drain along the US 441 study corridor. Table 2-21 summarizes the 

cross drain identified along the corridor.  

Table 2-21: US 441 Summary of Cross Drains 

County Major  Minor  

Marion None None 

Alachua Hogtown Creek None 

 Source: FDOT Straight-Line Diagram 

Drainage Design Criteria 

Flood stages and discharges are regulated by the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD) 

along Marion County, the Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD) along Alachua County 

and the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) for portions of Marion and Alachua Counties. 

SWFWMD, SRWMD and SJRWMD require that post construction discharges from all storm events up 

through and including the 100 year critical duration storm not exceed pre construction levels and also regulates 

fill in the 100 year floodplain. FDOT and FHWA require flood stages associated with cross drains to be kept 

below the shoulder break point for the 50-year event. Storm water quality is also regulated by SWFWMD, 

SRWMD and SJRWMD. The quantity of runoff required to be treated varies with the treatment method. In 

general, treatment is required for the entire proposed roadway, including untreated existing pavement. 

2.8.4. Traffic Control 

US 441 is a controlled access facility and, as such, traffic control measures are located at the crossroad 

intersections. Traffic control measures include signalized intersections, two-way stop controlled (TWSC) 

intersections and all-way stop controlled (AWSC) intersections.  

2.8.5. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 

There are no ITS related improvements being considered for the US 441 study corridor at present.  
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2.9.  US 441 Existing Environmental Characteristics 

2.9.1. Wetlands 

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serviceôs (FWS) National Wetland Inventory (NWI), some wetland 

systems occur along the US 441 study corridor. Most of these wetlands are located near the Marion/Alachua 

County Line at the Orange Lake banks and at the Barr Hammock Preserve and the Paynes Prairie Preserve 

State Park in Alachua County. Freshwater marsh and shrub swamp are the dominant wetland community type 

at Paynes Prairie with bottomland hardwood swamp common at the rivers. All of the wetlands located along 

the corridor are displayed in Figure 2-16. 

2.9.2. Threatened and Endangered Species and Conservation Areas 

There is no presence of potential threatened or endangered species along the US 441 project corridor. The 

FFWCCôs strategic habitat conservation areas and the Florida Department of Environmental Protectionôs 

(FDEP) identified existing and priority of land conservation located within the study corridor. There are 

several areas of recommended critical habitat conservation throughout the corridor. Existing conservation 

lands that are managed according to FNAI include or are adjacent to the project corridor are illustrated in 

Figure 2-17.  

2.9.3.  Floodplains 

The 100-Year floodplain is the area that has a 1.0 percent chance of being flooded in any given year and the 

500-year floodplain is the area that has a 0.2 percent chance of being flooded in any given year. Areas of the 

100-year and 500-year floodplain within the US 441 corridor as identified by FEMA are indicated on Figure 

2-18. Areas of 100-year floodplain are identified primarily around the area of Orange Lake in McIntosh in 

Marion and Alachua Counties and at the Paynes Prairie Preserve State Park in Alachua County. Areas of 100-

year floodplain are small and sporadic throughout the rest of the corridor. Areas of the 500-year floodplain 

are seen throughout the study area. Figure 2-18 illustrates the floodplains for the corridor. 

2.9.4. Potential Contamination Sites 

Potential contaminated sites were examined to identify potential impacts related to modifications along this 

segment of arterial. A total of 231 potential contamination sites were identified along the corridor; which 

included 176 storage tank contamination sites, 55 biomedical waste sites and 0 waste clean-up sites. The 

results are summarized in Figure 2-19. 

2.10. US 441 Community Data and Cultural Features 

The community environment for the area comprising the US 441 corridor is primarily rural in nature, aside 

from the urban development adjacent to the City of Belleview, City of Ocala and City of McIntosh in Marion 

County and City of Micanopy, City of Gainesville and City of Alachua in Alachua County. This stretch of 

US 441 passes primarily through rural farm land with low density development. 

2.10.1. Cultural Features 

Cultural features were examined to identify potential impacts related to modifications along this segment of 

the arterial. These features include sites that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 

potentially eligible for NRHP and historic cemeteries. The cultural features that were identified within the US 

441 corridor are summarized in Figure 2-20. 

2.10.2. Existing Land Uses 

Figure 2-21 contains existing land use maps for the US 441 study corridor. Existing land use was identified 

from FGDL. The south portion of the corridor includes highly developed residential areas from US 301 the 

SR 326 in the Cities of Belleview and Ocala with commercial and industrial areas along the corridor. 

From SR 326 to SR 121 the corridor is predominantly agricultural and recreational with some residential and 

commercial areas in McIntosh and Micanopy. Within the City of Gainesville, the corridor is mostly 

residential, with some commercial, institutional and agricultural areas and very minor industrial and other 

areas.  

From Gainesville to I-75, the land use is predominantly agricultural and recreational with an increase in 

residential as the corridor approaches Alachua, with a high concentration of commercial and industrial along 

the US 441 corridor. 



 

 

  North I-75 Master Plan 

 ~ 77 ~ Report 

   December 2017 

2.11. US 301 Existing Conditions 

2.11.1. General Description 

The limits of the primarily four-lane section of US 301 being studied are from Floridaôs Turnpike to I-10. The 

limits are within FDOT Districts 5 and 2.  

2.11.2. Functional Classification 

Functional classification indicates a roadway facilityôs relative importance within the overall roadway 

network, and may assist in prioritizing projects or allocating limited funding. Additionally, the functional 

classification of roadways is important in a travel demand model because each roadway classification has a 

set of model design parameters associated with it that dictates ideal facility operations. The functional 

classification of US 301 within the project limits is a Principal Arterial ï Other, with some segments of the 

corridor being designated as both rural and urban. A detailed breakdown of the rural and urban section of US 

301 within the project limits are identified in Table 2-22 with the rural and urban sections totaling 63.31 miles 

and 43.73 miles respectively. 

Table 2-22: US 301 Project Area Functional Classification Summary 

Roadway 

Facility  
Functional Classification 

Roadway 

ID 
County Begin MP 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 18010000 Sumter 21.599 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 18010100 Sumter 0.000 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 18010000 Sumter 24.526 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 36050000 Marion 0.000 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 36010000 Marion 14.703 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 36030000 Marion 0.000 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 36001000 Marion 0.000 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 36001000 Marion 3.535 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 36002000 Marion 0.000 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 36040000 Marion 14.143 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 26060000 Alachua 0.000 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 28010000 Bradford 0.000 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 28010000 Bradford 6.453 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 28010000 Bradford 10.898 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Rural 71030000 Clay 0.000 

US 301 Principal Arterial ï Other Urban 72140000 Duval 0.000 
Source: FDOT TranStat/SLDs/Straight-Line Diagrams Online GIS Web Application 

2.11.3. Right-of-Way 

The ROW on US 301 varies throughout the corridor with a minimum of 88 feet. 

2.11.4. Affected Jurisdictions 

There are one city, six counties, three Regional Planning Councils, two FDOT Districts, law enforcement 

agencies, emergency management services, fire rescue services, chambers of commerce, professional business 

organizations, civic organizations and special interest groups that are affected stakeholders within the US 301 

corridor as part of the North I-75 Master Plan. Table 2-23 depicts all of these jurisdictions and their overall 

geographic area. 

Table 2-23: US 301 Affected Jurisdictions 

Jurisdiction Type of Jurisdiction Overall Geography of the Jurisdiction 

City of Ocala City Government  

Sumter County County Government South of and adjacent to Marion County 

Marion County County Government North of and adjacent to Sumter County 

Alachua County County Government North of and adjacent to Marion County 

Bradford County County Government North of and adjacent to Alachua County 

Clay County County Government East of and adjacent to Bradford County 

Duval County County Government North of and adjacent to Duval County 

Lake-Sumter Metropolitan 

Planning Organization 

(Lake-Sumter MPO) 

Metropolitan Planning 

Organization 

Currently covers portions of Lake and 

Sumter Counties 

Ocala/Marion County 

Transportation Planning 

Organization 

(Ocala/Marion TPO) 

Transportation Planning 

Organization 

Currently covers portions of Ocala and 

Marion Counties 

Gainesville Metropolitan 

Transportation Planning 

Organization (Gainesville 

MTPO) 

Metropolitan Transportation 

Planning Organization 
Currently covers portions of Alachua County 

Florida Department of 

Transportation 
Central Office State of Florida 

Florida Department of 

Transportation 
District 5 

Brevard, Flagler, Lake, Marion, Orange, 

Osceola, Seminole, Sumter and Volusia 

Florida Department of 

Transportation 
District 2 

Alachua, Baker, Bradford, Clay, Columbia, 

Dixie, Duval, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Lafayette, 

Levy, Madison, Nassau, Putnam, St. Johns, 

Suwannee, Taylor and Union 

 

2.11.5. Primary Features of the US 301 Corridor 

The limits of the primarily four-lane section of US 301 being studied are from Floridaôs Turnpike, the southern 

terminus, to I-10, the northern terminus, all of which is in the jurisdiction of the FDOT Districts 5 and 2. The 

principal arterial in this area accommodates regional mobility and significant truck traffic. Increases in both 

the volume of truck traffic and the percentage of truck traffic in comparison to overall traffic is anticipated, 

thus ensuring the continued importance of the facility as a major freight corridor. 

2.12. US 301 Existing Physical Features 

An analysis of the US 301 corridor was conducted to determine the existing physical conditions and 

deficiencies of the arterial as they relate to roadway design criteria. The physical conditions evaluated include 

typical sections, design speed, drainage, traffic controls and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS).  
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2.12.1. Typical Section 

The US 301 corridor is primarily a 4-lane divided arterial from Floridaôs Turnpike to I-10 except for two 

areas: South of Belleview, from CR 42 to north of SE 145th Street, where the corridor narrows to a 2-lane 

arterial, and within the City of Ocala, from SE 1st Avenue to NW 2nd Street, where the corridor expands to a 

7-lane arterial. Sidewalks and bicycle lanes are mainly located in the urban city limits of Ocala. The 7-lane 

US 301 typical section near CR 464 in Ocala is shown in Figure 2-22. 

Figure 2-22: US 301 Typical Section in Ocala, FL 

 

2.12.2. Design Speed 

The speed limit along the corridor varies from 35 to 65 miles per hour (mph). Table 2-24 provides a detailed 

summary of the speed limits throughout the corridor.  

Table 2-24: US 301 Speed Limit Summary 

Roadway 

Facility  

Roadway 

ID 
County Begin MP 

Speed Limit 

(mph) 

US 301 18010000 Sumter 21.599 45 

US 301 18010000 Sumter 22.233 40 

US 301 18010000 Sumter 23.045 35 

US 301 18010000 Sumter 23.850 40 

US 301 18010100 Sumter 0.000 40 

US 301 18010100 Sumter 0.072 45 

US 301 18010000 Sumter 24.526 45 

US 301 18010000 Sumter 25.323 55 

US 301 18010000 Sumter 27.200 45 

US 301 18010000 Sumter 28.880 55 

US 301 36050000 Marion 0.000 55 

US 301 36050000 Marion 3.048 50 

US 301 36050000 Marion 3.248 40 

US 301 36050000 Marion 3.620 50 

US 301 36050000 Marion 3.975 55 

US 301 36050000 Marion 6.500 45 

US 301 36050000 Marion 6.690 40 

US 301 36010000 Marion 14.703 40 

US 301 36010000 Marion 15.226 45 

US 301 36010000 Marion 16.595 55 

US 301 36010000 Marion 22.959 45 

US 301 36010000 Marion 24.070 35 

US 301 36030000 Marion 0.000 35 

US 301 36030000 Marion 0.904 45 

US 301 36001000 Marion 0.000 45 

US 301 36001000 Marion 0.487 55 

US 301 36001000 Marion 3.800 65 

US 301 36001000 Marion 8.200 55 

US 301 36002000 Marion 0.000 55 

US 301 36002000 Marion 0.500 60 

US 301 36002000 Marion 4.491 55 

US 301 36040000 Marion 14.143 55 

US 301 36040000 Marion 14.500 45 

US 301 36040000 Marion 15.800 55 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 0.000 55 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 1.505 65 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 9.890 55 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 10.295 45 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 11.883 55 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 12.149 65 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 19.932 55 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 20.156 45 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 20.691 55 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 20.879 65 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 25.130 55 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 25.405 45 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 26.939 55 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 27.654 45 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 28.225 55 

US 301 26060000 Alachua 28.414 65 

US 301 28010000 Bradford 0.000 65 

US 301 28010000 Bradford 1.661 55 

US 301 28010000 Bradford 1.965 65 

US 301 28010000 Bradford 4.320 55 

US 301 28010000 Bradford 6.659 45 

US 301 28010000 Bradford 7.200 35 

US 301 28010000 Bradford 7.490 30 

US 301 28010000 Bradford 8.936 35 

US 301 28010000 Bradford 9.225 45 






















































