Meeting Summary
Agency Coordination Meeting #2
March 3, 2016, 1:00 PM
Southeastern Livestock Pavilion (Auditorium)
2232 NE Jacksonville Road
Ocala, Florida 34470
I-75 Relief Study Government / Agency Partners Present:
Mounir Bouyounes
Ramond Chiaramonte
Susan Davis
Laura DiGruttolo
Steven Dopp
Walt Eastmond
Michael Escalante
Chou Fang
Jim Faulkner
T.J. Fish
Derek Fusco
Terry Gilbert
Jeff Hays
Hannah Hernandez
Jason Hopp
Brian Hunter
Colleen Knuk
Gregory LaMont
Masood Mirza
Ginger Morgan
Charlie Pedersen
Monte Ritter
Michael Sherman
Greg Slay
Tracy Straub
Claire Sunquist
Marc von Canal

Marion County
Tampa Bay Regional Transportation Authority
St. Johns River Water Management District
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Gainesville Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization
Citrus County
North Central Florida Regional Planning Council / Gainesville
Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization
St. Johns River Water Management District
Citrus County
Lake-Sumter Metropolitan Planning Organization
Federal Highway Administration
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Alachua County
St. Johns River Water Management District
Southwest Florida Water Management District
Florida Department of Transportation
Southwest Florida Water Management District
Florida Highway Patrol
Marion County
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Southwest Florida Water Management District
Federal Highway Administration
Ocala/Marion Transportation Planning Organization
Marion County
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
St. Johns River Water Management District

Number of Other Interested Individuals in Attendance: 14
The meeting sign-in sheets are included as an Appendix.

1

Meeting Highlights
Note: All meeting materials referenced (including presentations) are available for download at the I‐75 Relief
project website www.i75relief.com.
Welcome and Introduction, Huiwei Shen, FDOT – 1:00 PM
Huiwei Shen, Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Systems Planning Manager, welcomed everyone to the
second Agency Coordination Meeting for the I-75 Relief Task Force.
Overview of the I-75 Relief Study and Task Force
Huiwei Shen, FDOT, presented the objectives for the Agency Coordination Meeting and a review of the I-75 Relief Task
Force purpose, charge, and work to date; The purpose and charge is to look at the area from a high level, focusing on
developing a preliminary Purpose and Need. Ms. Shen introduced the Briefing Books that are available on the project
website, inviting the attendees to review the books and provide input on changes or additions to be made.

Meeting Objectives






Review I-75 Relief Task Force work to date and discuss technical issues as needed
Gather agency input on the purpose and need for enhanced or new transportation corridors
Gather agency input on areas of avoidance and minimization in the Initial Focus Area
Gather agency input on the proposed approach for evaluating potential corridors
Preview the upcoming community open houses

Andrew Young, FDOT, presented several slides as an overview of short- and long-term opportunities to maximize
existing corridors between Tampa Bay and Northeast Florida.
Huiwei Shen closed the presentation by reviewing the Task Force meeting’s discussion regarding multimodal and
multiuse considerations and anticipated advances in transportation technology.
Following her presentation, Ms. Shen asked if there were any questions or comments.
No questions or comments were offered.
Huiwei Shen announced that the public comment period would begin at 3:15 PM, ensuring that any individual who filled
out an appearance card would be able to speak.

Preliminary Purpose and Need, Huiwei Shen FDOT – 1:20 PM
Huiwei Shen, FDOT, introduced the next presentation. She listed and described the inputs that are being considered for
the preliminary Purpose and Need.
Josiah Banet, AECOM, was introduced to present the study area characteristics, including preliminary traffic models and
future conditions. Mr. Banet demonstrated overall traffic data, crash data and growth projections.
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The following questions/comments were offered:
•
•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

•
•

Please add C.R. 470, as it is a future state road. Sunserea Dalton, CH2M Hill, stated that we will add the C.R. 470
corridor to future maps.
Is there a point of contact for wildlife corridors that are being considered? Huiwei Shen indicated that Xavier
Pagan, FDOT Environmental Management Office, is the contact. He will be presenting on avoidance and
minimization areas next on the agenda.
Where does the data come from for the future traffic projections? Mr. Banet explained that the data was provided
by the individual Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) and Transportation Planning Organizations (TPO).
Within each of those long range transportation plans (LRTP), there is a section on socioeconomic growth, and those
numbers are used for traffic projections, which also is why the year 2040 is used as the projected horizon year for
LRTP consistency. Gainesville for instance, compiled City and County plans and used data from University of Florida
(UF) Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) to project population growth.
Has the crash data filtered out those that occur within work zones? Mr. Banet indicated that the data are from
the statewide database, and we will further research to try to get the answer. Ms. Shen elaborated that 60 percent
of the crashes are classified as “Other” causes, meaning that it may be difficult to discern which crashes are work
zone-related.
If traffic capacity will be increased by using auxiliary lanes, won’t crashes increase? Ms. Shen explained that the
team is considering all incident management options and in the future will present how different strategies can
work together.
Is there a lot of truck traffic on U.S. 301? Mr. Banet answered that many trucks will use U.S. 301 to get to
Jacksonville, using S.R. 326 as a crossover, as U.S. 301 is the most efficient and direct route. Ms. Shen added that
at the next Task Force meeting, there will be a lot more data regarding truck traffic specifically.
Is there a breakdown of directional truck traffic on U.S. 301? Mr. Banet responded that while the traffic is not
broken down directionally, it is usually close to equal in both directions.
Are there no-build projections for 2040 with regards to truck traffic? Mr. Banet explained that information is still
in development, the reason being is that if proposed intermodal logistics center plans are developed, there will be
a substantial increase in truck traffic.
Are the distribution centers being built in anticipation of improvements, in turn encouraging further
development? Ms. Shen replied that is a good philosophical question. Many of the distribution centers are driven
by private development, and we are trying to respond to that as well as related and unrelated projected future
growth.
How many of the distribution sites have access to rail corridors? Mr. Banet replied that rail is typically near each
of these developments. He stated that we will look into that to provide more information.
What is the responsibility of the state to provide corridors to support businesses over providing safe corridors for
citizens? Mr. Banet explained that a major part of the purpose and need for I-75 Relief is safety.

Corridor Analysis Methodology – 2:05 PM
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Xavier Pagan, FDOT, presented on the overall corridor planning process and corridor analysis methodology.
Sunserea Dalton, CH2M, presented preliminary Avoidance and Minimization Areas. Ms. Dalton pointed out that the Task
Force had requested the areas shown on the draft map be separated to indicate which resources should be completely
avoided and where efforts to minimize impact would occur. She asked for agencies’ input to identify avoidance areas
versus minimization areas.
Marty Peate, AECOM, presented on the Planning Corridor Assessment Tool (PCAT). He presented the PCAT as a
technique to analyze the avoidance and minimization information, establishing where a corridor is most feasible.
Sunserea Dalton then presented, introducing the next steps in this process as collecting feedback on the current data
layers and initial rankings of each element. Ms. Dalton asked if there were any questions or comments.
The following questions/comments were offered:
•

•

•
•
•

•

•

•

•
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Are the Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) Study and Efficient Transportation Decision Making
(ETDM) tool on the programming screen? Mr. Pagan stated that the Alternative Corridor Evaluation (ACE) studies
and PD&E studies are screened in the ETDM in the Planning and Programming screens.
What are the water management districts addressing in terms of watershed data? Mr. Peate explained that the
water management districts are identifying floodplains and floodways and tighter constraints of issues like
drainage will be addressed as the process progresses.
Are there any surface drainage basins that may be disrupted? Mr. Peate indicated that individual basins may be
identified in the future.
Were sinkholes considered? Mr. Peate stated that yes, sinkholes and karst sensitive areas were identified.
What is the criteria for the inclusion of springs? There are first magnitude springs that appear to be missing. Ms.
Dalton added that all of the first magnitude springs are included, but the layering of the maps may not be clearly
displaying the springs.
Have you taken into consideration the karst sensitive nature of the area and the main recharge for drinking water?
Mr. Peate replied that the drinking water recharge areas must be carefully studied from an engineering standpoint,
and the karst sensitive areas put a constraint on what can be done.
There are areas displayed that are low-critical avoidance, but I know that they are wetlands and not necessarily
part of a management area—what layer would demonstrate that? Mr. Peate answered that at the current level,
the Florida Land Cover Classification System (FLUCCS) codes for wetlands are used. Additional individual wetlands
will be identified in later stages of analysis, and current aerial photography will be obtained, and in subsequent
project development the areas will be “ground-truthed” to make sure that they are existing.
Wastewater facilities are weighted at 30, whereas utilities typically use long corridors. Can there be a partnership
to combine corridors instead of avoiding them? Mr. Peate stated that the ranking is representing the desire to not
relocate them. He added that combining the corridors will certainly be evaluated.
On the weighting sheets, is there anything specific to the rural lands or historic communities? Mr. Peate stated
that historic districts were included, and as the area(s) are refined, we will look for individual structures and other
areas such as historic bridges, historic cemeteries and places on the National Register. Mr. Pagan added that the
agencies are involved as well and the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) works with FDOT and include
members of Environmental Technical Advisory Team (ETAT.)

•
•
•

•

Can you show S.R. 326 on the maps? Ms. Dalton answered yes, S.R. 326 and S.R. 40 will be added to the next series
of maps.
Has there been any specific corridors refined for review yet? Mr. Pagan stated that there have not been specific
corridors identified for review.
What is the difference between Florida Transportation Plan (FTP,) Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) and I-75
Relief? Ms. Shen explained that the FTP is the long-range transportation plan for the entire state of Florida, listing
high-level goals, objectives, and implementation strategies. It includes several elements and lays out objectives for
the next 50 years. The SIS is just one key implementation tool for the FTP. It is a system of high-speed, high-capacity
hubs, corridors, and connectors. The SIS includes the state’s largest and most strategic highways, rail corridors,
seaports, spaceports, etc. I-75 Relief is one of the efforts that is started as a part of the FTP, and I-75 is part of the
SIS.
Is the Task Force involved in the ACE process? Mr. Pagan indicated that they will be involved by identifying several
different options that may work together in order to make a range of recommendations to the FDOT Secretary.
Once the general options are identified, more specific data will be used to evaluate alternative corridors through
the ACE process.

Break – 3:00 PM

Public Comment Period – 3:20 PM

•

•

•
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Judy Etzler, Micanopy resident, stated that she would like a more in-depth explanation of the significance of
“opportunity of economic development” as one of the drivers for roads through North Florida. Ms. Etzler also
asked if there is a land use ranking lower than “10”. She expressed a concern about eminent domain. She also
requested that eastern Alachua County be avoided because of the environment making it difficult to build roads
through there.
Bill Halback, Micanopy resident, asked, “If the need for I-75 relief is decided to be necessary, what is the targeted
percentage of relief?” He stated that answering that question will result in knowing the answer to a number of
other questions. He listed faster truck flow and safer car travel as some benefits to truck-only lanes which could
be enough of a relief that new corridors need not be considered. He then asked, “If truck-only lanes were to
relieve 25 percent of the current traffic, what would be the 2040 future traffic forecast?” Mr. Halback then added
that he views the FDOT districts as similar to water management districts (WMD). He wondered why there is no
cap on the amount of roadway facilities that are built, similar to capping the number of wells that can be built by
a WMD. He continued, saying that there should be stricter regulations on distribution center construction that
ties in with existing infrastructure.
Kayla Sosnow, Gainesville resident, representing the Facebook page for I-75 Relief North Central Florida
Information requested that each of the remaining meetings be videotaped and made available for viewing to
those who cannot attend the meetings. She read the petition that was then presented to Huiwei Shen, FDOT, for
the public record.

Huiwei Shen thanked the commenters and addressed the request for the agency representatives to give feedback on the
Land Suitability Map and related layers and weighting, providing it by March 10, 2016. She asked if there were additional
questions on the rankings.
The following questions/comments were offered:
•

•

•

•
•
•

Are there different goals based on local objectives? Xavier Pagan responded, saying once there is a move into the
project development, we can visit in person and ground-truth a lot of the impacts that cannot be determined on
geographic information system (GIS) at a high-level analysis. Sunserea Dalton added that consistency with local
plans is part of Purpose and Need. Local coordination is important, especially once we move past GIS data.
Looking at the weighting, it appears that some things cannot be mitigated, how are things like historical
cemeteries weighted? Marty Peate explained that items such as historic buildings, bridges, cemeteries are
weighted high at 30, and should be avoided. As the scale is narrowed, alternatives will be reviewed in relation to
those resources.
How do ETAT meetings take place? Mr. Pagan indicated that the ETAT meetings/webinars can take place on all
projects that go through the ETDM screening process. These meetings may be advertised and are open to the
public. Further documentation of ETAT activities is available on the ETDM website (found through the FDOT
website.) Additionally, many of the ETAT members are at the meeting today, as the ETAT members were invited
to this Agency Coordination meeting.
Is the ETAT project-specific? Mr. Pagan indicated that it is not project specific and the same team evaluates
projects as they are developed. It was created 10-15 years ago as part of the ETDM review process.
Is most of the work done through email? Mr. Pagan indicated that most of the communication to the ETAT
members is by email, but not all.
Are all ETAT members required to participate? Mr. Pagan stated that if they feel that the project falls within their
jurisdiction, they will participate. Ms. Dalton added that for the first I-75 Relief Agency Coordination meeting, held
on December 8, 2015, some agencies may not have been able to participate; the I-75 Relief ETAT webinar was
scheduled to provide the ETAT members a chance to view the information and presentations and provide
feedback. Agency meetings will continue to occur per the I-75 Relief work plan, and as agencies ask for additional
opportunities, we may schedule additional meetings. After each meeting the team coordinates all of the
correspondence in a summary for review. Those summaries are available on the project website under “Meeting
Materials.”

Summary of Next Steps – 3:40 PM
Huiwei Shen, FDOT, presented the next steps for the I-75 Relief, including upcoming and future meetings. She also
mentioned again the availability of the initial Briefing Books. She reiterated that FDOT appreciates all agency and public
input, and if she is emailed, she will distribute the comment to the correct staff for a response. She once again
addressed that the agency feedback is requested by March 10th. Following the presentation, she mentioned that staff
will be available to answer questions or comments. Ms. Shen then thanked the attendees and concluded the meeting.
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Meeting Adjourned – 3:45 AM

Summary of Study Team Action Items:
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Separate more clearly the resources that will be avoided versus those where impacts will be minimized, per Task
Force.



Incorporate C.R. 470 corridor onto future maps (especially Sumter County maps)



Incorporate S.R. 326 on future maps.

Appendix
Meeting Sign-In Sheets
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