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1.0 Introduction

The Interstate 75 (I-75) North Corridor is part of the Southwest Connect™ Interstate Program. The Southwest
Connect™ Interstate Program consists of multiple studies and projects within four corridors along I-75 and I-
4 in Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District 1.
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1.1 Master Plan Purpose and Description

FDOT District 1 conducted a Master Plan Study, hereafter referred to as the Master Plan, for the I-75 North
Corridor from south of SR 777 (North River Road) to north of Moccasin Wallow Road in Sarasota and Manatee
counties, Florida, as shown in Figure 1.1. The I-75 North Corridor is approximately 40 miles in length and
traverses the urban areas of Sarasota and Bradenton.

The primary purpose of the Master Plan is to identify long-term capacity needs along the |-75 mainline and
develop strategies for the mainline and interchanges that will improve accessibility, mobility, and safety. The
needs for improvements are based on traffic congestion and safety, as discussed in this document. Managed
lanes, collector-distributor roadways, auxiliary lanes, and interchange operational improvements were
evaluated in the Master Planning effort. This Master Plan document includes recommendations with phased
implementation to optimize system performance, as well as to analyze alternatives and identify interim
improvements to provide congestion relief within the corridor until completion of the long-term improvements.
The recommendations will support scheduling for future Project Development and Environment (PD&E)
studies, final design projects, and/or construction projects, as necessary and appropriate.

The Master Plan has been developed to meet the following objectives:

e A comprehensive analysis identifying traffic operational deficiencies along the I-75 mainline from
south of SR 777 (North River Road) to north of Moccasin Wallow Road, along with the timeframes(s)
for when improvements are needed.

e Develop an ultimate capacity improvement plan for the corridor to improve the flow of traffic. The need
for, type of, and cost of improvements is defined in the Master Plan.

e Compare design constraints, construction costs, right of way impacts and external stakeholder support
and recommend improvements for further evaluation during a PD&E study or for final design and
construction.

o Define segmentation and a priority list for the I-75 North Corridor including the timing and sequencing

CONNE
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Interstate 75 (I-75) Interstate 75 (I-75) Interstate 75 (1-75) Interstate 4 (1-4)

SOUTH CORRIDOR CENTRAL CORRIDOR NORTH CORRIDOR CORRIDOR
Counties: Counties: Counties: County:
Collier & Lee Charlotie & Sarasota Sarasota & Manatee Polk
Phase: Phase: Phase: Phase:

Planning & Feasibility Planning & Feasibility Planning & Feasibility Planning & Feasibility

The I-75 and |-4 corridors are key facilities of the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS). Both have experienced
increasing traffic as a result of population growth, additional tourism, and special events. FDOT, in partnership
with the Sarasota/Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and local communities, wants to be
proactive in planning for a safe and efficient interstate highway network. The goals during the I-75 Master Plan
phase were to identify and document (in a Master Plan) solutions that improve safety, operational capacity,
functionality, efficiency, and connectivity along and across the corridor.

[-75 North, Central, and South Corridors are included in the Southwest Connect™ Interstate Program. A
separate Master Plan study was prepared for each corridor.

of improvements.

It should be noted that the forecasted traffic volumes, distributions, and operational analysis were developed

under the assumption of no tolling.

Should tolling be implemented in the future, these forecasted traffic volumes, distributions, and operational
analysis will likely change, which in turn may necessitate changes to the line diagrams, typical sections,

ingress/egress points/types, and concept plans.

This Master Plan Summary Report summarizes the technical efforts documented in the following reports:

e Environmental Element

e Existing Conditions Traffic Technical Memorandum
e Future Conditions Traffic Technical Memorandum
e Facility Enhancements Element

e Public Involvement Summary Report
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1.2 Project Development Process

The project development process begins with planning studies and ends with a constructed project. The FDOT
Project Development process is a comprehensive process involving Planning, PD&E, Design, Right of Way, and
Construction phases. A project begins with the analysis of existing conditions and identification of
transportation needs and deficiencies through a planning process that includes continuing coordination with
project partners to determine short- and long-range transportation improvements. Various studies may be
performed during the Planning phase to define or refine project parameters; understand the components of
purpose and need for a project; determine funding needs; identify alternatives, including alternative mode(s);
and define the concept and scope of transportation improvements, including general location of the proposed
improvement. Planning studies inform the development of the scope of work for PD&E studies. Figure 1.2
shows the Department’s project development process, along with the building blocks of each phase. This
Master Plan was prepared during the Planning phase of the project development process.

. Oy e HH Current Planning
= : ~H Phase
Manatee : '

Project Development

Sarasota Hh ' & Environment Study
I
- : : ' Design
1
: Right-of-Way
I Acquisition
|
1
: Construction
1
)
|

Miles Figure 1.2: Project Development Process

@ Master Plan Corridor Limits
= |nierstates
s State Highways

Major Off-System Roads | - ! Begin Corridor
X Limits

% E——
<. o
i o

Local Roads
Urban Area

== == = County Boundary
Sources: FDOT; FGDL

Figure 1.1: Sarasota-Manatee Master Plan Area

I-75 NORTH CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
MASTER PLAN SUMMARY REPORT




2.0 Existing Conditions

The following sections summarize the Existing Conditions Report (covering roadway, structures and

environmental features) and the Existing Conditions Traffic Technical Memorandum.

Manatee 16.2

2.1 Existing Roadway Conditions

Within the study limits, I-75 is a six-lane divided facility with auxiliary lanes from SR 780 (Fruitville Road) to
SR 64, as shown in Figure 2.1 and Figure 2.2. All travel lanes are 12 feet wide and the inside and outside
shoulders are 12 feet wide total, with 10 feet paved. The median width is typically 64 feet within the non-
bifurcated segments and is up to 405 feet in the bifurcated segments. Existing right of way along the corridor
ranges from approximately 324 feet to 1124 feet in width.

Manatee 14.8

Manatee 11
Manatee 7.3

The functional classifications of I-75 are Rural Principal Arterial - Interstate and Urban Principal Arterial - Manatee 3.7
Interstate. The posted speed is 70 miles per hour. There are 43 horizontal curves, of which three do not meet
the FDOT minimum curve length. There are 149 vertical curves, of which eight do not meet the criteria for

vertical curve length, 12 do not meet the minimum K value, seven do not meet new construction criteria, and

Manatee 0

five do not meet resurfacing criteria. Sarasota 39.1

By the opening year of 2025, the planned improvements at SR 72 (Clark Road) and US 301 will be constructed Sarasota 36.4

and will extend the limits of the auxiliary lanes as summarized below. '
Sarasota 34.4

Existing Year 2022

= SR 777 (North River Road) to SR 780 (Fruitville Road) - six-lane
= SR 780 (Fruitville Road) to SR 64 - six-lane with auxiliary lanes

Sarasota 29

= SR 64 to Moccasin Wallow - six-lane Sarasota 24.7
Opening Year 2025 Sarasota 223

= SR 777 (North River Road) to SR 72 (Clark Road) - six-lane
Sarasota 20.1

(@]
(o]
c
35
<

= SR 72 (Clark Road) to SR 758 (Bee Ridge Road) - six-lane with auxiliary lanes
= SR 758 (Bee Ridge Road) to SR 780 (Fruitville Road) - six-lane

= SR 780 (Fruitville Road) to US 301 - six-lane with auxiliary lanes

= US 301 to Moccasin Wallow - six-lane

I-75 crosses 24 roadways within the study limits and interchanges with 13 of them. There are several planned
interchange modifications that will be constructed by the design year (2045) and are noted with red text in
Table 2.1.

228

224

220

217

213

210

207

205

200

195

193

191

Table 2.1: Interchanges

Moccasin Wallow
Road (CR 683)

I-275

US 301

SR 64

SR 70 (Oneco-Myakka
City Road)

University Parkway

SR 780 (Fruitville
Road)

SR 758 (Bee Ridge
Road)

SR 72 (Clark Road)

SR 681

Laurel Road

Jacaranda Boulevard

SR 777 (North River
Road)

Planned interchange modifications are noted in red.

Diamond

Direct Connect (System to
System)

Partial Cloverleaf (2-
quadrant) /Partial Diamond

Partial Cloverleaf (1-
quadrant)/Partial Diamond

Partial Cloverleaf (1-
quadrant)/Partial Diamond

DDI

Partial Cloverleaf (2-
quadrant)/Partial Diamond

Partial Cloverleaf (1-
quadrant)/Partial Diamond

Diamond

Direct Connect (Half
System)

Diamond

Partial Cloverleaf (1-
quadrant)/Partial Diamond

Diamond

Diamond

Direct Connect (System to
System)

Tight Diamond

Partial Cloverleaf (1-
quadrant)/Partial Diamond

Partial Cloverleaf (1-
quadrant)/Partial Diamond

DDI

DDI (letting in 2026)

Hybrid Displaced Left
Diamond (letting in 2029)

DDI

Direct Connect (Half System)

Diamond

Partial Cloverleaf (1-
quadrant)/Partial Diamond

Diamond

Exit Existing Interchange Type Design Year Interchange Type
ﬂ I (2022) (2045)
229
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Drainage along I-75 is accomplished by collecting stormwater runoff in open roadside ditches, which are
present for the length of the project. Water in the ditches is conveyed by median drains, cross drains and
depressional areas. Within the study limits, there are 78 cross drain locations serving as hydraulic crossings
and 83 existing stormwater management sites, including 78 stormwater treatment pond sites and five
floodplain mitigation sites.

Lighting is located at interchange locations. High mast lighting is used at all interchanges except at University
Parkway, which uses conventional pole lighting.

There are 26 Utility Agency Owners in the Master Plan limits. Previous PD&E studies show multiple facilities
present along the corridor; however, these will need to be updated during future project-level PD&E studies.

Pavement within the I-75 corridor is in a satisfactory condition. The pavement crack ratings and ride ratings
are all above a satisfactory level for the project limits.

There are no multimodal facilities along I-75. Several crossing facilities have sidewalks, bicycle lanes and
transit routes.

Existing interstate signing is primarily comprised of major guide signs both multi-post ground mounted and
overhead cantilever/truss mounted methods of installation

Intelligent transportation systems (ITS) infrastructure exists from north of Kings Highway in Sarasota County
to south of I-275 in Manatee County. The backbone is located on the east side limited access right of way line
throughout the study limits.

Existing structures along I-75 in the study limits include 66 bridges located at 36 sites, consisting of local
roads, railroad corridor, waterways, overpasses, and interchange layouts. A review of vertical clearances
identified 10 with vertical clearances reported to be less than 16.0 feet. Four bridges (Bridge Nos. 170105,
170106, 170113, 130069) are classified as a roadway bridge over limited access roadway, which requires
16.0 feet for Resurfacing, Restoration, and Rehabilitation (RRR) projects and for new construction affecting
existing bridges. These bridges do not meet minimum FDOT criteria as the vertical clearance is less than 16.0
feet. Six bridges (Bridge Nos. 170095, 170096, 170146, 170081, 130084, 130085) are classified as a
roadway bridge over arterial or collector roadways where a minimum vertical clearance of 14.5 feet is allowed
for RRR projects, but 16.0 feet is required for new construction affecting existing bridges. The project type will
influence if these bridges meet minimum FDOT criteria.

Review of horizontal clearances identified two bridges (Bridge Nos. 170145 and 17016) that have minimum
lateral underclearance (horizontal clearance) of 2.6 feet based on information provided in the inspection
reports, which makes these bridges Functionally Obsolete per FHWA criteria.

Additional measures, such as installation of barriers, may be deemed appropriate for meeting the
requirements provided in FDOT Design Manual (FDM) Table 215.2.2 - Minimum Lateral Offset Criteria with
consideration given to crash histories, site conditions, shoulder widths, traffic counts, traffic mixes, design
speed, etc. when reviewing existing or proposed bridge requirements for new construction projects.

Review of load factor ratings identified four bridges below the threshold for rehabilitation or widening of
existing bridges - bridge numbers 130071 (I-75 NB over Foley Creek), 170108 (I-75 NB over Salt Creek),
170113 (SR 681 over I-75), and 170143 (Proctor Road over I-75). These bridges would require replacement
or strengthening unless a Design Variation is approved.

2.2 Existing Environmental Conditions

Existing environmental features were reviewed to identify potential opportunities, impacts, and agency
coordination required for projects along the corridor. Data for existing environmental features was collected
using the Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) number 14399 Preliminary Programming Screen
Report and other desktop resources. The Preliminary Programming Screen was published on October 11,
2019, when this project was expected to be a PD&E Study. It included the same limits as this Master Plan and
is available at https://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/#.

The study area is mostly urban in nature. Land uses adjacent to the I-75 corridor predominantly consist of
residential, agricultural, commercial/retail/office and vacant nonresidential, as shown in Figure 2.3. Of note,
there are 69.77 acres of agricultural land use with soils classified as Farmlands of Unique Importance.
According to the Future Land Use Maps of Sarasota and Manatee Counties, the area surrounding the project
corridor is expected to continue to support current urban uses, particularly with the conversion of existing
agricultural land. Some of these land use areas likely contain noise sensitive sites such as residences.

Within 500 feet of the corridor, there are two cultural centers, two emergency services facilities, one school,
two religious centers, 11 recreational areas, seven existing recreational trails, and nine recreational trail
opportunities. Recreational areas and trails are displayed on Figure 2.4.

There are 16 previously recorded historic resources within 500 feet of the corridor, including structures,
resource groups and one 1912 historic cemetery. Most of these resources are either ineligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places or have not been evaluated by the State Historic Preservation Officer.
There are eight archaeological resources within 500 feet of the corridor.

Major surface water resources within the area include the Manatee River, Braden River, and Myakka River.
The Manatee River is a navigable waterway. The Myakka River at I-75 will require a U.S. Coast Guard (USCG)
navigable determination for future projects during the PD&E phase because it may not meet the interstate
commerce standard nor be subject to bridge permit guidelines. It should be noted that the Braden River is not
navigable around I-75 due to a flood control structure, located south of SR 70, that hinders access to open
water. Additionally, there are numerous creeks, wetlands, and floodplains along the corridor. Surface waters
and wetlands are shown in Figure 2.5.

Multiple protected species and habitat may be present along the corridor. The corridor occurs within U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) Consultation Area and Service Area for the Florida scrub jay; Occasional Range for
the Florida black bear; FWS Consultation Area for the Florida bonneted bat; critical habitat for the West Indian
manatee (Manatee River); Rare and Imperiled Fish Habitat for the mangrove rivulus; and Core Foraging Area
for the wood stork. According to the FWS Information for Planning and Consultation species lists, federally
listed species potentially occurring in the two-county area include: two fish, three plants, one lichen, two
mammals, eight birds, and four reptiles. There are also numerous state protected species.
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2.3 Existing Traffic Conditions
The traffic analysis supporting this Master Plan Summary Report has been prepared in accordance with the
approved Traffic Methodology Statement for this project submitted to FDOT in April, the Safety Methodology
4 - ; = Eﬂ o —— Statement for this project submitted to FDOT in August 2019, and the Traffic Analysis Memorandum of
,?%:_/ - : Agreement finalized with FDOT in June 2020. The traffic analysis study area and study interchanges are shown
;
#
.

: o} in Figure 2.6.
5 | & 23.1 Traffic Counts, Field Observations, and Crash Data
U, Palme“O r \ : Available existing traffic data for the I-75 mainline and ramps was obtained from FDOT District 1. Additional
“ree LTI e ' X _ traffic data collection occurred primarily from August 2019 through December 2019. There were twenty-nine
72-hour' bi-directional classification counts, one hundred and two 72-hour bi-directional volume counts, r?md
Bradenton 75 turning movement counts collected between 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM on typical
b= . 'g‘,% s — : weekdays. The AM and PM peak hours were determined to occur from 7:30 AM to 8:30 AM and from 4:45 PM

to 5:45 PM, respectively.

684}

Field visits were also conducted to collect information on existing driver behavior, queuing, and congestion
levels and to observe signal behavior, such as protected/permitted left-turn operations, right-turn-on-red
. ?6} _ = restrictions, phasing, etc. Existing signal plans and timing information for signalized intersections were
5 _ | ! 41 obtained from Sarasota County and Manatee County. Crash data was obtained from FDOT’s Crash Analysis
= @_ M R G e i _'** Manatee =~ . Reporting System (CARS) Online and the University of Florida’s Signal Four crash database for the five-year

= ' | Sarasota 5 analysis period from 2013 to 2017 within the study limits.
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23.2 Historical Safety Analysis

imits / Safety analysis included review of the historical crash data for the I-75 North Corridor. There was a total of
m\ Moccasin Waiios 8 a = 5,314 crashes involving 36 fatalities and 3,109 injgries. Analysis of the study a.rea' was bro'ken out into 66
e 2% o interstate segments, 60 ramp segments, 57 arterial segments, and 66 arterial intersections. Of the 66
= : m‘;ﬁ‘;i‘f'; ! interstate segments, 19 (29 percent) have a crash rate that is significantly higher than the statewide average
m for similar roadway facilities. Additionally, two (3.5 percent) of the 57 arterial segments and 12 (18 percent)

m : of the 66 arterial intersections contain a crash rate that is significantly higher than the statewide average.

High crash rate locations have been identified in Table 2.2 for all interchanges in the study area. Locations

m with a high crash confidence of 95 percent or higher were determined to have a crash rate that is statistically
significantly higher than the statewide average. Among the driver contributing causes documented in the crash
data, careless/negligent driving (1,426 crashes, 61.0 percent) was the highest.
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