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Introduction

Chapter 8 of the Congestion Management Process (CMP) specifies the transportation system
performance measures by which congestion on the Lake-Sumter Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) roadway network is to be identified, tracked, and monitored. The System
Performance Monitoring Plan identified six categories of performance measure:

e Level of Service,

e Safety,

e Transit,

e Bicycle and Pedestrian,
e Carpooling, and

e Truck Traffic.

Each of the categories are further split into specific performance measures based on available
data.

This report summarizes the evaluations for the CMP Network as identified within the CMP
Policies and Procedures based on year 2019 data. This represents the first year of the Systems
Performance Evaluation State of the System Report.

Level of Service

Calculations for vehicular level of service (LOS) performance measures were based on the
2019 traffic data from the Lake County and Sumter County Annual Traffic Count Reports and
characteristics of the functionally classified roadways included within the CMP network, which is
consistent with each county’s previous Transportation Monitoring System (TMS).

Roadway segment characteristics that affect capacity include number of lanes, median types,
posted speed limits, and area types (urban or rural).

Traffic volumes obtained in 2019 were utilized as the baseline existing conditions. Based on
historical traffic data on individual roadway segments, a five-year short-term forecast was
utilized to estimate traffic volumes for a year 2024 evaluation.

PERCENT OF MILES AND VEHICLE-MILES TRAVELED BY LOS

Maximum Service Volume (MSV) thresholds utilized to determine roadway segment LOS were
derived from the Generalized Service Volume Tables published in the 2012 Florida Department
of Transportation (FDOT) Quality/Level of Service (Q/LOS) Handbook. The service volumes
take into account roadway characteristics such as number of lanes and posted speed limits as
well as adjustments for median types and the presence of turn lanes along a segment. Table 1
and Table 2 summarize the daily LOS calculations for Lake and Sumter Counties, respectively,
for existing 2019 conditions.



Table 1: Lake County LOS Summary, 2019

LOS B LOS C LOS D LOSE
189 405 94 6 13

Roadway Miles
27% 57% 13% 1% 206
Million Vehicle-Miles 310 2070 563 34 61
Traveled (MVMT) 10% 68% 19% 1% 206

Table 2: Sumter County LOS Summary, 2019

LOS C LOS D LOSE
143 149 42 8 3
Roadway Miles
42% 43% 12% 206 1%
Million Vehicle-Miles 233 879 368 230 15
Traveled (MVMT) 14% 51% 21% 13% 1%

The existing 2019 traffic volumes show that approximately 3% of roadway miles and vehicle-
miles traveled in Lake County represent LOS E or LOS F. In Sumter County 3% of roadway
miles represent LOS E or LOS F and 14% of vehicle-miles traveled represent LOS E or LOS F.
The difference in Sumter County is a result of two segments of |-75 that operate at LOS E with
2019 traffic volumes and account for a larger share of vehicle-miles traveled than many other

segments.

Table 3 and Table 4 summarize the short-term year 2024 daily LOS calculations for Lake and
Sumter Counties, respectively. Estimated traffic volumes were based on historical traffic growth
rates and input from local staff where planned development is expected to result in higher traffic

growth than historic trends.

Table 3: Lake County LOS Summary, 2024

LOS B LOS C LOS D LOSE LOS F
170 349 120 7 56
Roadway Miles
24% 50% 17% 1% 8%
Million Vehicle-Miles 289 1669 776 50 817
Traveled (MVMT) 8% 46% 22% 1% 23%
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Table 4: Sumter County LOS Summary, 2024

LOS B LOS C LOS D LOSE
121 132 66 4 21
Roadway Miles
35% 38% 19% 1% 6%
Million Vehicle-Miles 242 803 461 101 476
Traveled (MVMT) 12% 39% 22% 5% 23%

The year 2024 evaluation includes improvements funded for construction within the current five-
year work program and transportation improvement programs for each count. Based on the
forecasted 2024 traffic volumes and assumed capacity improvements to the TMS roadway
network, approximately 9% of roadway miles and 24% of vehicle-miles traveled in Lake County
are expected to operate with LOS E or LOS F. In Sumter County, approximately 7% of roadway
miles and 28% of vehicle-miles traveled are expected to operate with LOS E or LOS F in year
2024.

Exhibits illustrating the operating level of service for each roadway within the CMP network for
Lake County and Sumter County are located in the Appendix. There is a separate exhibit for
existing year 2019 and future year 2024 LOS operating conditions.

VOLUME-TO-ADOPTED SERVICE VOLUME RATIO

Existing year 2019 and projected year 2024 traffic volumes were compared to the maximum
service volume (MSV) at the adopted LOS standards for each respective roadway facility based
on the County standards.

The adopted LOS standard in Lake County is LOS D for roadway segments partially or wholly
within urban areas (as defined by the latest census) and the adopted LOS standard for roadway
segments in all other areas is LOS C. In Sumter County, the adopted LOS standard for roadway
segments partially or wholly within the urban development boundary (as defined in the Sumter
County Comprehensive Plan) is LOS D, and LOS C for roadway segments in all other areas.
The Sumter County Board of County Commissioners adopted an LOS standard of LOS F for
two corridors—C-462 from US 301 to C-466A and Morse Boulevard from C-466 to US 27—due
to capacity constraints. Table 5 summarizes the total miles and million vehicle-miles traveled
(MVMT) operating below the adopted LOS standard for each county.

Table 5: Lake and Sumter County Roadways with Volumes Exceeding Adopted LOS

Percent Percent
County-wide County-wide
Lake Miles 79 11.1% 126 17.6%
County MVMT 800 26.3% 1,386 38.5%
Sumter Miles 20 5.4% 39 10.6%
County MVMT 449 25.9% 780 37.3%




Approximately 11% of roadway centerline miles in Lake County exceed their adopted LOS
service capacity in 2019 with that percentage increasing to 18% in year 2024. These roadway
segments result in approximately 26% of vehicle-miles traveled occurring on segments
exceeding their adopted LOS service capacity in 2019 and increasing to 39% in year 2024.

Approximately 5% of roadway centerline miles in Sumter County exceed their adopted LOS
service capacity in 2019 and increasing to 11% in year 2024. These roadway segments result in
approximately 26% of vehicle-miles traveled occurring on segments exceeding their adopted
LOS service capacity in 2019 and increasing to 37% in year 2024.

Exhibits illustrating the volume to MSV ratio for each county in year 2019 and year 2024 are
provided in the Appendix.

VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO

Vehicular volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios were calculated for individual roadway segments
within the CMP roadway network. The ‘capacity’ for the purpose of this analysis was taken to be
the LOS E service volume plus 8%. This threshold is more representative of the physical
capacity of a given roadway segment than the adopted LOS service capacity. Table 6
summarizes the V/C calculations for year 2019 and year 2024 considering the assumed
physical capacity of the roadway segments in Lake and Sumter Counties.

Table 6: Lake and Sumter County Volume-to-Capacity Calculations

Exceed Exceed Physical

Adopted LOS Capacity HS (e

2019 Miles 79 5 0.7%

L ake 2019 MVMT 800 58 1.9%

County 2024 Miles 126 31 4.3%
2024 MVMT 1,386 562 15.6%

2019 Miles 20 1 0.3%

Sumter 2019 MVMT 449 7 0.4%

County 2024 Miles 39 15 4.0%
2024 MVMT 780 257 12.3%

In Lake County, less than 1% of roadway centerline miles and approximately 2% of vehicle-
miles traveled were on segments for which the 2019 traffic volume exceeds the physical
capacity of the roadway. In year 2024 approximately 4% of roadway centerline miles and 16%
of vehicle-miles traveled are expected to occur on segments for which the traffic volume
exceeds the physical capacity of the roadway.
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In Sumter County, less than 1% of roadway centerline miles and less than 1% of vehicle-miles
traveled were on segments for which the 2019 traffic volume exceeds the physical capacity of
the roadway. In year 2024, approximately 4% of roadway centerline miles and 12% of vehicle-
miles traveled are expected to occur on segments for which the traffic volume exceeds the
physical capacity of the roadway.

CONGESTED CORRIDORS

Roadway corridors within the CMP transportation network were categorized as not congested,
approaching congestion, congested, or extremely congested based on the following criteria
which is outlined in the CMP Policies and Procedures Manual:

e Not Congested — Operating at an acceptable LOS

e Approaching Congestion — Operating between 90% and 100% of LOS Standard
e Congested — Exceeding 100% of LOS Standard but less than 108% of LOS E

e Extremely Congested — Exceeding 108% of LOS E (physical capacity)

There are exhibits located within the Appendix that illustrate the levels of congestion on each
roadway within the CMP network for Lake and Sumter County.

Safety

Calculations for safety performance measures were based on the crash incident data between
2014 and 2018 from Signal Four Analytics, a database maintained by the University of Florida.
Historical traffic volumes on the roadway segments were utilized for crash frequency
calculations. Statewide crash rates from FDOT’s Crash Analysis Reporting (CAR) System are
provided for comparison with local crash rates. Statewide averages are reported for year 2016,
which is the most recent validated year of data from FDOT.

TOTAL CRASHES

A total of 31,449 crashes were reported in Lake County over the five-year period with an annual
average of 6,290 crashes per year. Crash severity data indicated that there were 233 fatal
crashes in Lake County over the five-year analysis period resulting in 261 fatalities, and there
were 1,343 serious injury crashes resulting in 1,756 serious injuries. Table 7 summarizes the
crash history in Lake County from 2014 to 2018 by crash severity.

Table 7: Crash Summary, Lake County 2014-2018

2014 AONES) 2016 2017 2018 Total
Fatal 35 49 47 44 58 233
Serious Injury 172 204 288 384 295 1,343
Other Injury 1,515 1,682 1,759 1,831 2,011 8,798
Property Damage Only 3,571 3,905 4,368 4,596 4,635 21,075
Total 5,293 5,840 6,462 6,855 6,999 31,449




A total of 11,636 crashes were reported in Sumter County over the five-year analysis period,
resulting in an annual average of 2,327 crashes per year. There were 96 fatal crashes over the
five-year analysis period resulting in 104 fatalities, and there were 486 serious injury crashes
resulting in 638 serious injuries. Table 8 summarizes the crash history in Sumter County from
2014 to 2018 by crash severity.

Table 8: Crash Summary, Sumter County 2014-2018

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total
Fatal 18 16 16 22 24 96
Serious Injury 114 103 80 84 105 486
Other Injury 399 384 510 518 559 2,370
Property Damage Only 1,380 1,542 1,708 2,027 2,027 8,684
Total 1,911 2,045 2,314 2,651 2,715 11,636

CRASH FREQUENCY

Crash rates were calculated based on million vehicle-miles travelled (MVMT). The crash rates
were calculated based on a weighted average of the daily traffic volumes for the roadways
within the CMP over the five-year evaluation periods.

The crash rate in Lake County was 228 overall crashes per 100 MVMT, with crash rates of 1.7
fatal crashes per 100 MVMT and 9.8 serious injury crashes per 100 MVMT.

The crash rate in Sumter County was 153 overall crashes per 100 million vehicle miles traveled,
with crash rates of 1.3 fatal crashes per 100 MVMT and 6.4 serious injury crashes per 100
MVMT.

The statewide crash rates provided by FDOT for the most recent year of validated data (2016)
was 1.4 fatal crashes per 100 MVMT and 8.1 serious injury crashes per 100 MVMT. The Lake
County crash rates exceed the statewide averages and the Sumter County crash rates are
below the statewide averages.

CRASHES INVOLVING HEAVY VEHICLES

There were 1,531 crashes involving heavy vehicles recorded in Lake County during the five-
year analysis period (approximately 306 per year). There were 1,063 crashes involving heavy
vehicles recorded in Sumter County during the five-year analysis period (approximately 213 per
year).
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Transit

Information for the transit performance measures was obtained from the Transportation
Disadvantaged Service Plans composed for both Lake and Sumter Counties, as well as
published fixed route information from their respective websites.

PASSENGER TRIPS

In the latest year of published data (Fiscal Year 2015), Lake County reported 195,804
passenger trips and Sumter County reported 78,275 passenger trips. Both counties reported
higher passenger trip quantities in the prior year with ridership trending downward.

PASSENGER TRIPS PER REVENUE MILE

In the latest year of published data (Fiscal Year 2015), Lake County reported 0.135 passenger
trips per revenue mile and Sumter County reported 0.155 passenger trips per revenue mile.
These rates are lower than the peer group average.

NUMBER OF ROUTES & SERVICE

In Lake County, the LakeXpress transit service operates seven fixed routes throughout the
County. Additionally, the County operates Lake County Connection,

a paratransit service that is available for residents with disabilities or
transportation disadvantaged status.
In Sumter County, the Sumter

LaokeXpress County Transit service operates
_722% to- gov two fixed routes called the
7 Orange Shuttle and the
Wildwood Circulator. Sumter

County also offers door-to-door shuttle services to residents
with disabilities or transportation disadvantaged status.

Bicycle and Pedestrian

Bicycle and pedestrian performance measures were determined based on data provided by the
MPO and obtained from MPO and FDOT databases. The bicycle and pedestrian evaluation is
focused on the urban congested areas, where multi-modal choices should be focused.

Table 9: Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trail Facility Summary

Lake County Sumter County

Miles of Multi-Use Trails 51.6 miles 2.4 miles
Fatal Bike/Ped Crashes (avg 2014-2018) 4.4/year 3.4/year
Serious Injury Bike/Ped Crashes (avg 2014-2018) 18.8/year 6.8/year




Lake County has approximately 51.6 miles of multi-use trails with approximately 166.4 miles
ranked in the MPO'’s list of priority projects, under design, or under construction.

Sumter County has a low number of multi-use trails located within public right-of-way for public
use. The numbers reported do not include private multi-use trails/multi-modal paths such as
those located throughout The Villages.

All CMP roadway segments within the urban areas exceeding 90% of their adopted LOS service
capacity in 2019 or 2024 were considered ‘congested’ and were reviewed for sidewalk and
bicycle facility coverage. There is sidewalk, bicycle facilities, or both on approximately 43% of
Lake County congested urban centerline miles and 55% of Sumter County congested urban
centerline miles.

Carpooling

Data on carpools and vanpools was obtained from the United States Census Bureau, which
surveys the population regarding their commuting patterns as part of the annual American
Community Survey (ACS). The latest available data was obtained from the 2013-2017 ACS 5-
Year Estimates.

Approximately 10% of the commuting population in Lake County and 6% in Sumter County
reported commuting to work in a carpool or vanpool.

Truck Traffic

Roadway segments within the CMP network that are designated as truck routes by FDOT were
reviewed to determine the truck traffic performance measures.

PERCENT OF VEHICLE-MILES TRAVELED ON DESIGNATED TRUCK ROUTE CORRIDORS

ON CONGESTED ROADWAYS

The vehicle-miles traveled on designated truck routes within the CMP network exceeding the
adopted LOS service capacities were compared to the total vehicle-miles traveled on
designated truck routes. Table 10 summarizes the truck traffic evaluations.

Table 10: Truck Traffic on Congested Roadways

Truck Route MVMT Exceeding

MVMT Adopted LOS FEIEEE
2019 1,634 642 39%
Lake County
2024 1,994 1,052 53%
2019 1,001 449 45%
Sumter County
2024 1,199 760 63%
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Corridors and Locations for Additional Analysis

A part of the CMP process is receiving public input on areas of congestion and roadway
conditions contributing to congestion that may not be recognized in a traditional level of service
evaluation. The results of the State of the System analysis were presented to a technical
committee on September 20, 2019 to the TAC and CAC on November 11, 2019 and to the MPO
Board on December 11, 2019. Information from these meetings is summarized below and
considered for areas of future study.

Based on the aforementioned performance measures and input from stakeholders in the
development of this State of the System Report, the following roadways and intersections are
recommended for additional analysis to identify capacity, operational, multi-modal, complete
streets, or safety improvements to reduce congestion.

CONGESTED CORRIDORS

The highest priority segments in the CMP network are those that were identified as “extremely
congested” based on their respective 2019 or 2024 traffic volumes exceeding the physical
capacity of the roadway (LOS E service volume plus 8%). Twenty (20) roadway segments were
identified as “extremely congested” in Lake County and one (1) was identified in Sumter County.
The roadway segments are summarized in Table 11 and illustrated in the Appendix. Many of
these roadways have already been identified within the Long-Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP), List of Priority Projects (LOPP), or Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) in
various planning, design, and right-of-way acquisition phases but do not have construction
funding allocated within the current five-year work program/TIP.

Table 11: Extremely Congested Corridors

County Segment Miles

Lake Florida’s Turnpike — US 27 Interchange to Orange C/L 10.82
Lake | SR 19 - CR 561 to Lane Park Rd 0.90
Lake SR 19 — Stevens Ave to Golf Links Ave 0.50
Lake SR 44 — CR 437 to CR 46A 1.15
Lake SR 44 — US 441 to Waycross Ave 0.45
Lake | SR 50 - East Ave to US 27 0.92
Lake CR 44 — CR 473 to Apiary Rd 3.17
Lake CR 44 —CR 452 to SR 19 0.68
Lake CR 466A — Timbertop Lane to CR 468 1.38
Lake | S Hancock Rd — Hooks St to Johns Lake Rd 1.23
Lake | Hartwood Marsh Rd — US 27 to Hancock Rd 0.70
Lake | Micro Racetrack Rd — Lake Ella Rd to CR 466A 1.74
Lake US 27 — SR 44 to CR 25A (N) 0.63
Lake | Wolf Branch Rd — US 441 to Britt Rd 1.16




County Segment Miles ‘

Lake Old Hwy 441 — CR 44C/Eudora Dr to Lakeshore Dr 1.06
Lake CR 452 — CR 44/CR 452 to SR 19 0.99
Lake Rolling Acres Rd — US 27 to CR 466 0.50
Lake | Donnelly St —11™ Ave to 5" Ave 0.38
Lake CR 437 — Wolf Branch Rd to SR 46 0.49
Lake Kurt St — W Lakeview Ave to David Walker Dr 0.25
Sumter | US 301 — Warm Springs Ave to Florida’s Turnpike 2.73

Roadways exceeding their adopted service volume but not exceeding their physical capacity in
either year 2019 or year 2024 were identified as “congested” and should be monitored and
potentially programmed for congestion management improvements. Twenty-two (22) segments
were identified as “congested” in Lake County and six (6) were identified in Sumter County. The
segments are summarized in Table 12 and illustrated on the exhibit within the Appendix.

Table 12: Congested Corridors

County Segment Miles

Lake Florida’s Turnpike — Sumter C/L to US 27 Interchange 12.60
Lake Main St (Leesburg) — Thomas Ave to US 27 1.03
Lake Main St (Leesburg) — US 27 to Canal St 0.84
Lake | SR 19-CR 455toCR 478 7.45
Lake SR 33 — Anderson Rd to CR 561 9.92
Lake | SR33-CR561toCR 474 2.33
Lake SR 44 — CR 46A to Overlook Dr 8.77
Lake SR 46 — CR 46A to Seminole C/L 261
Lake | US 27 - CR 44Ato US 27/US 441 Split 0.15
Lake US 441 — Lee Stto N Canal St 0.42
Lake Lakeshore Dr (Clermont) — Harder Rd to Lake Louisa Rd 0.67
Lake CR 46A — SR 44 to SR 46 (existing alignment) 5.59
Lake CR 46A Realignment — SR 44 to SR 46 3.65
Lake CR 25 — Marion C/L to Griffin Ave 1.53
Lake SR 50 — CR 455 to Orange C/L 1.53
Lake SR 44 — Waycross Ave to Orange Ave 1.65
Lake SR 19(N) — Stevens Ave to CR 452 1.55
Lake CR 474 — Green Swamp Rd to US 27 3.35
Lake CR 452 — Marion C/L to Felkins Rd 3.93
Lake CR 50 — CR 455 to Orange C/L 1.92

10
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County Segment Miles

Lake CR 561 — CR 48 to S Astatula City Limit 0.63

Lake Hartwood Marsh Rd — Hancock Rd to bend 141
Sumter | I-75 — Hernando C/L to CR 673 1.78
Sumter | I-75 — C-470E to SR 44 7.71
Sumter | Florida’s Turnpike — 1-75 to Lake County Line 10.67
Sumter | SR 50 — SR 471 to Lake C/L 6.43
Sumter | SR 50 — Hernando C/L to C-478A 2.40
Sumter | CR 104 — US 301 to CR 101 1.31

Roadway segments for which the 2019 or 2024 traffic volume accounted for 90% or greater of
the adopted LOS service volume were identified as “approaching congestion,” and should be
monitored moving forward. Twelve segments were identified as “approaching congestion” in
Lake County and 7 were identified in Sumter County as summarized in Table 13.

Table 13: Corridors Approaching Congestion

County Segment Miles ‘
Lake US 441 — US 27/US 441 Split to Lee St 0.75
Lake US 441 - E Dixie Ave to E Main St 0.25
Lake SR 46 — CR 435 to CR 46A Realignment 0.87
Lake | SR50-CR565toCR 33 0.77
Lake Main St (Leesburg) — Dixie Ave/SR 44 to Nichols Dr 0.32
Lake CR 470 — Sumter C/L to Florida’s Turnpike 0.94
Lake CR 561 - SR 19to CR 448 1.62
Lake CR 561 — CR 455 to Howey Cross Rd 1.74
Lake Citrus Tower Blvd — US 27 to Oakley Seaver Dr 1.80
Lake Duda Rd — CR 448A to Orange C/L 0.64
Lake Lakeshore Dr (Clermont) — Oswalt Rd to Harder Rd 1.62
Lake | W Lakeview Ave —Kurt St to SR 19 0.43

Sumter | St Charles Pl — Bailey Trl to Buena Vista Blvd 0.83

Sumter | Bailey Trl — Buena Vista Blvd to Sunset Ridge Dr 0.93

Sumter | US 301 — SR 48 (Main St) to C-48 (Florida St) 0.13

Sumter | US 301 — Florida’s Turnpike to CR 156 0.18

Sumter | El Camino Real/Paige Pl — Morse Blvd to Lake C/L 0.29

Sumter | Belvedere Blvd — C-466E to Churchill Downs 0.36

11



CRASH LOCATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY

Geographical crash data from years 2014 through 2018 was reviewed to identify areas of high
crash concentrations that could benefit from future study. Locations were identified for further
evaluation based on the congregation of crashes recorded during the five-year analysis period,
specifically fatal and incapacitation injury, run-off the road type, and bicycle and pedestrian
crashes. Potential improvements that would benefit congestion levels could include construction
of paved shoulders, construction or extension of turn lanes, signal timing or phasing
adjustments, lighting, bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements, or signal coordination. Table
14 summarizes the high crash locations recommended for future study.

Table 14: High Crash Locations for Future Study

County Type ‘ Description ‘
Lake Segment CR 44 — Emeralda Ave to CR 452
Lake Segment CR 473/Creek Road — SR 44 to CR 44
Lake Intersection US 27/US 441 at N 14" St/US 27/US 441
Lake Segment US 27/441 — S Dixie Avenue to Picciola Road
Lake Segment CR 468 — SR 44 to Lewis Road
Lake Intersection SR 19 at US 27
Lake Segment US 192 — US 27 to Orange C/L
Lake Segment SR 44 — CR 437(S) to CR 435
Lake Intersection Lakeshore Drive at Bronson Road
Lake Intersection CR 448 at Lake Jem Road
Sumter Intersection SR 50 at C-478A
Sumter Segment SR 44 east and west of I-75
Sumter Intersection SR 44 at Powell Rd
Sumter Segment US 301 — CR 462 to CR 466
Sumter Intersection CR 48 at CR 326
Sumter Segment C-466 — US 301 to Buena Vista Blvd

STAKEHOLDER-RECOMMENDED CORRIDORS AND INTERSECTIONS

Through coordination with Lake-Sumter MPO stakeholders in the process of developing these
performance measures, several intersections and corridors were identified as having
contributing factors causing congestion that was not realized within the roadway traffic and
crash data obtained. The locations and contributing factors are summarized in Table 15.

12
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Table 15: Stakeholder-Recommended Corridors and Intersections

County Location Justification

Lake | East Ave (Clermont) School-related traffic congestion
Lake Round Lake Rd School-related traffic congestion
Sumter | CR 466 School-related traffic congestion
Sumter | CR 466 near US 301 Poor signal timing/coordination
Lake US 441 near Radio Rd Poor signal timing/coordination
Lake Lake Denham Future development anticipated to impact surrounding network
Lake | Tara Oaks Future development anticipated to impact surrounding network
Sumter | The Villages Future development anticipated to impact surrounding network
Lake | The Villages Future development anticipated to impact surrounding network
Lake | Old Hwy 50 Narrow travel lanes
Lake | Clayton Street II\DA%r:rI]If:)%lgthrough for traffic between Orange County and
Lake gigg;ﬁzﬁﬁﬁgzgzg‘;? Parallel cut-through traffic and narrow lanes
Lake US441 & CR 44 Intersection operational issues
Lake | CR 44 & N Silver Lake Rd | Intersection operational issues
Lake Hooks St & US 27 Intersection operational issues
Lake | Limit Ave & N Donnelly St | Intersection operational issues
Lake | US 441 & N Donnelly St Intersection operational issues
Lake HZ?scr? CFI; de & Hartwood Intersection operational issues
Sumter | C-466 & US 301 Intersection operational issues
Sumter | SR 44 & CR 229 Intersection operational issues
Sumter | Morse Blvd & Stillwater Trl | Intersection operational issues

13




Summary and Next Steps

This document summarizes the CMP system performance for the first year evaluation (year
2019) and a short-term five-year horizon (year 2024). This information will serve as a baseline
for future year CMP State of the Systems evaluations to identify trends and areas of focus for
improved congestion levels, multi-modal transportation choices, and safety improvements.

The information within this document should be evaluated with the congestion mitigation
strategies matrix provided within the CMP Policies and Procedures Handbook. The technical
committees of the MPO and the respective municipalities should use this information to identify
potential mitigation measures and additional studies to be incorporated into the LOPP, TIP,
LRTP, and local operational studies.

The CMP database will also be utilized by the individual municipalities to review congestion
levels and facilitate transportation concurrency reviews through local land development review
processes. The CMP Database for each County based on this first year evaluation are provided
within the Appendix.
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Lake County
Figure L-4: 2019 Volume-to-MSV
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Volume-to-MSYV ratios are calculated as the peak hour directional volume divided by
the maximum service volume of the roadway segment based on its adopted level of service
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