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I-75 (SR 93) PD&E STUDY 
COMMENTS AND COORDINATION REPORT 

 
 
1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

1.1 REPORT OVERVIEW 
 
This report provides the documentation associated with the Public Involvement Program 
that was developed and implemented for the I-75 (SR 93) Project Development and 
Environment (PD&E) Study.  The purpose of the program was to establish open 
communication with the general public and property owners as well as federal, state, and 
local agencies and elected officials concerned with the project.  Early and continued 
communication was an integral part of this project to identify potential effects, issues, 
and solutions. 
 
Information and a request for input and comment was disseminated in the form of an 
Advance Notification Package, which was mailed to federal, state, and local agencies.  A 
study kick-off newsletter was developed and sent to federal, state, and local agencies as 
well as elected and appointed officials, the media, and owners of properties in the project 
area.  Department representatives met and corresponded with property owners and the 
general public throughout the study process.  The Public Hearing, which was held 
December 13, 2006, was advertised in the Florida Administrative Weekly and the St. 
Petersburg Times.  Notification of the Public Hearing was sent to property owners, state, 
federal, and local agencies, elected and appointed officials, and the interested parties. 
 
Coordination conducted and public comments received during the PD&E Study assisted 
the Department in granting Location and Design Concept Approval (LDCA) for the 
recommended construction alternative, an “ultimate” eight-lane interstate from north of 
SR 52 to south of SR 476B.  The recommended alternative also includes improvements 
to the CR 41 (Figure 7.2) and SR 50 (Figure 7.3) interchanges.  Design Option D was 
selected for the SR 50 improvements.  A final newsletter will be sent to provide further 
details about the recommended alternative.  An advertisement will also be placed in the 
St. Petersburg Times.  

 
1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The purpose of the I-75 (SR 93) Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study 
was to evaluate capacity improvements along a segment of I-75 (SR 93) that extends 
from just north of SR 52 in Pasco County to just south of CR 476B in Sumter County, 
Florida, a length of approximately 20.8 miles.  The project limits are shown on Figure 
1.1. 
  
Within the study area, I-75 is currently a four-lane, interstate, limited access freeway.  
The study area also included two interchanges located at CR 41 (Blanton Road) and US 
98/SR 50 (Cortez Boulevard). 
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The recommended improvements will be completed in two phases.  In Phase 1, the 
mainline of I-75 will be widened to six lanes by constructing a 12-foot wide travel lane in 
each direction within the median, along the existing inside lane.  This phase will also 
include the replacement of the existing I-75 bridges over SR 50 to accommodate the need 
for additional lanes along SR 50.  In Phase 2, the mainline of I-75 will be widened to 
provide eight lanes by constructing an additional travel lane in each direction of I-75 
along the existing outside lane.  Phase 2 also includes the construction of improvements 
at the interchanges of I-75 at CR 41 and SR 50. 
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2.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN 
 
A comprehensive Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was developed and implemented as part of this 
study.  The purpose of this plan was to inform and solicit responses from all interested parties 
including local residents, public officials, agencies, and business owners.  The program included 
three newsletters; the Kickoff Newsletter, Public Information Video Newsletter, and Public 
Hearing Newsletter, all of which are described further in Sections 4.0, 5.0, and 6.0.  The program 
also included an Advance Notification package and a Public Hearing.   
 
 
3.0 ADVANCE NOTIFICATION PACKAGE 
 

3.1  ADVANCE NOTIFICATION 
 
Through the Advance Notification process, the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT) informed federal, state, regional, and local agencies of this project and its scope 
of anticipated activities.  The project Advance Notification package was distributed to the 
Florida State Clearinghouse on March 21, 2005 and forwarded to those agencies listed 
below.  Copies of the Advance Notification package and agency comments may be found 
in Appendix A.   
 
 
3.2  ADVANCE NOTIFICATION MAILING LIST 
 
An asterisk (*) indicates those agencies that responded to the package. 
 
Federal 
• Federal Highway Administration, Division Administrator 
• Federal Emergency Management Agency, Mitigation Division Chief 
• Federal Aviation Administration – Airports District Office 
• Federal Railroad Administration – Office of Economic Analysis, Director 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Branch, District Engineer 
• U.S. Department of Agriculture – Southern Region, Regional Forester 
• U.S. Department of Health & Human Services – National Center for Environmental 

Health 
• U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Regional Environmental Officer 
• U.S. Department of Interior – Bureau of Indian Affairs, Office of Trust Responsibilities 
• U.S. Department of Interior – Bureau of Land Management, Eastern States Office 
• U.S. Department of Interior, U.S. Geological Survey Chief 
• U.S. Department of Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service, Field Supervisor 
• U.S. Department of Interior – National Park Service, Southeast Regional Office 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV, Regional Administrator 
• U.S. Coast Guard – Commander, Seventh District* 
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Tribal 
• Poarch Band of Creek Indians of Alabama 
• Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma* 
• Seminole Tribe of Florida  
• Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 
• Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
 
State 
• Environmental Management Office, Manager (MS 37) 
• Federal Aid Program Coordinator (MS 35) 
• Florida Department of Environmental Protection – Southwest District Office* 
• Florida Department of State – Division of Historical Resources* 
• Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Director, Office of 

Environmental Services* 
• Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission – Regional Director 
• Florida Transportation Commission 
• Florida Department of Transportation – District 5 
 
Regional 
• Southwest Florida Water Management District – Executive Director* 
• Withlacoochee Regional Planning Council – Executive Director* 
• Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council – Executive Director* 
 
Local 
• Hernando County Metropolitan Planning Organization  
• Pasco County Metropolitan Planning Organization 
• Sumter County Board of County Commissioners 
 
 
3.3  SUMMARY OF AGENCY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
Comments were received from six (6) agencies included on the mailing list for the 
Advance Notification package.  Two (2) agencies (indicated below) not included in the 
mailing list also provided comments.  Outlined below is a summary of these comments 
with responses made at the time that the Advance Notification was distributed: 
 

Agency 1: Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council 
 Comment: “It appears that the project may adversely impact regionally-

designated Riverine Habitat.” 
 
 Response: The proposed project crosses the Withlacoochee River, which is 

designated as an Outstanding Florida Water.  No direct stormwater discharge to 
the Withlacoochee River should be expected either from the proposed project 
improvements or the associated stormwater management facilities.  Also, the use 
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of Best Management Practices during construction will minimize disturbance to 
the river.  

 
 

Agency 2: Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services – 
Division of Forestry (not included in mailing list) 

 Comment: “Please note that the entrance to the Croom Motorcycle Area of 
the Withlacoochee State Forest (WSF) is located north of SR 50 and west of the 
interstate – the gatehouse along with the access road are all immediately adjacent 
to the interstate…….It is recommended that the site not be impacted by the 
proposed interstate widening project.” 

 
 Response:  The improvements in the area of the Croom Motorcycle Area will 

occur within existing right-of-way.  The entrance and gatehouse will not be 
affected by these improvements.   

 
 Comment: “The Silver Lake Recreational Area is located on the east side of 

the interstate just before the Withlacoochee River…….It is recommended that the 
site not be impacted by the proposed interstate widening project.” 

 
 Response:  There are no anticipated impacts to the Silver Lake Recreational area 

associated with the improvements to I-75.  
 

  
 Agency 3: Florida Department of State – Division of Historical Resources 

 Comment: No Comment/Consistent 
 

 Response: None required. 
 
 

Agency 4: Withlacoochee Regional Planning Council 
Comment: “…the staff of the Withlacoochee Regional Planning Council 
reviewed the above-referenced project and find it to be consistent with the goals 
and policies of the WRPC’s adopted Strategic Regional Policy Plan for the 
Withlacoochee Region…” 

 
 Response: None required.  
 
 

Agency 5: U.S. Coast Guard – Seventh District 
 Comment: “My examination indicates that there is sufficient factual support 

for concluding that the Withlacoochee River, the site of your bridge project, is 
navigable waters of the United States for the purposes of Coast Guard bridge 
permit requirements….if this project is federally funded, the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHA), as outlined in 23 CFR 650.805, has the responsibility to 
determine if a USCG permit is required.” 
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 Response:  A USCG Bridge Questionnaire was completed and submitted to the 

FHWA for the proposed improvements to the I-75 bridge over the Withlacoochee 
River.  It was determined that the river is not “susceptible to be used in its natural 
condition or by reasonable improvement as a means to transport interstate or 
foreign commerce”.  All current vertical and horizontal clearances will be 
maintained by the proposed improvements.   

 
Agency 6: NOAA – National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat 
Conservation Division (not included in mailing list) 
Comment: “Based on our assessment of the proposed project, the resources 
affected are not ones for which we are responsible and, therefore, we do not have 
any comments to provide regarding this activity.” 

 
 Response: None required. 
 

Agency 7: Muscogee Creek Nation of Oklahoma 
Comment: “In looking at the project location and in checking with our 
resources, we do not foresee any impact.” 

 
 Response: None required. 
 

Agency 8: Southwest Florida Water Management District 
Comment: “In looking at the project location and in checking with our 
resources, we do not foresee any impact.” 

 
 Response: None required. 

 
 
4.0 PROJECT KICKOFF NEWSLETTER 
 

A project kick-off newsletter was developed and mailed to federal, state, and local 
agencies, elected and appointed officials, and interested parties in March 2005.  The 
purpose of the newsletter was to introduce the project and the study objectives.  The 
newsletter announced the start of the project study, provided information on how to 
submit comments, and included the name and contact information of the District’s 
Project Manager.   

  
5.0 COORDINATION EFFORTS 
 
 5.1 PUBLIC INFORMATION VIDEO NEWSLETTER 
 

A second newsletter was mailed to property owners, appointed and elected officials, 
federal, state, and local agencies, and interested parties in October 2006.  The newsletter 
announced the availability of a public information video compiled for the project.  The 
video depicted the current conditions of the corridor and described the alternatives under 
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consideration.  As indicated in the newsletter, the video was made available, beginning 
mid-October 2006, through several venues including Hernando and Pasco County Public 
Television, local libraries, MPO offices, FDOT District 7 offices, and online at 
www.mytbi.com.  This newsletter also announced the date of the Public Hearing. 
 
 
5.2 AGENCY COORDINATION MEETINGS 
 
Throughout the course of the study, several meetings were held with state agencies which 
would be involved with this project or whose agreement is required for this project.  A 
pre-application meeting was held with the Southwest Florida Water Management District 
on November 9, 2005.  Two meetings were held (February and August 2006) with the 
Division of Forestry to discuss potential effects to the Withlacoochee State Forest.  There 
was also a meeting (July 31, 2006) with FDOT District 5 officials to coordinate design 
year 2030 traffic volume forecasts on I-75 in the two districts. 

 
5.3 LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEETINGS 
 
Three meetings were held (November 2005, August 2006, and September 2006) with 
representatives of Hernando County to discuss issues including traffic, potential project 
impacts to DRIs in the area, and the design alternatives for the I-75 / SR 50 interchange.  
The project was also presented to the Pasco County MPO at their December 14, 2006 
meeting. 

 
6.0  PUBLIC HEARING  

 
6.1 PUBLIC HEARING ADVERTISEMENTS 
 
A Public Hearing was held on Wednesday, December 13, 2006 from 5-7 p.m. at the 
Ridge Manor West Community Center; 6376 Windmere Road, Brooksville, Florida.  The 
Hearing was an opportunity for the public to comment and provide input regarding 
specific location, design, socio-economic effects, and environmental effects associated 
with the recommended alternative. 
 
The Public Hearing was advertised in the Florida Administrative Weekly on November 
17, 2006.  The Hearing was also advertised as a quarter-page legal display (Figure 6.1) in 
the St. Petersburg Times on Wednesday, November 22, 2006, and on Wednesday, 
December 6, 2006.   
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Figure 6.1 – I-75 PD&E Study Public Hearing Legal Display Ad 
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The Public Hearing newsletter was mailed on November 30, 2006.  This newsletter 
announced the date, time, and location of the Hearing.  It also served as a notice of 
potential effects to those property owners (pursuant to Florida Statutes 339.155) whose 
property falls either partly or entirely within 300 feet of the centerline of the proposed 
project.  
 
Project documents, including the Preliminary Engineering Report, Pond Siting Report, 
Noise Study Report, Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment, Cultural Resource 
Assessment Survey, and Contamination Assessment, were available for public review 
from November 16, 2006 through December 23, 2006 at the East Hernando Library and 
the New River (Pasco County) Library. 
 
The day of the Public Hearing, FDOT representatives were available between 5 p.m. and 
6 p.m. to answer questions and discuss the project informally.  Aerial photographs, 
display boards, and project documents were displayed showing the proposed 
improvements.  The Public Information Video was shown continuously until 6 p.m. at 
which time FDOT representatives began the formal portion of the Hearing.  The video 
was shown again during the formal portion of the Hearing.  Immediately following the 
formal portion of the Hearing, the informal open house resumed and continued until 7 
p.m. 
 
During the hearing open house, a court reporter was available to receive comments in a 
one-on-one setting.  In addition, verbal statements, written statements and exhibits 
submitted at the Hearing became part of the official Public Hearing record.  Comments 
submitted via mail were to be postmarked December 23, 2006 to become part of the 
official Public Hearing record.  
 
Sixty (60) people signed in at the Hearing.  Five (5) people commented on the project 
during the formal portion of the Public Hearing, and a total of seventeen (17) written 
comments were received between December 13, 2006 and December 23, 2006.  A copy 
of the official Public Hearing transcript is provided in Appendix C. 
 
The Public Hearing was held in accordance with 23 CFR 771 and Titles VI and VIII of 
the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968 and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. 
 
6.2 PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 
 
A total of twenty-two (22) comments were received from the Public Hearing for this 
project, five (5) verbal, and seventeen (17) written.  All verbal comments were received 
during the formal portion of the hearing.  The majority of comments concerned the 
removal of the traffic signal at SR 50 and Windmere Road and the construction of noise 
barriers.  Official reponses to these comments were sent in March 2007, and are included 
as Appendix D. 
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6.2.1 Verbal Comments – Open House 

 
No comments were made to the court reporter during the open house 
portion of the Public Hearing. 

 
6.2.2 Verbal Comment Summary – Formal Portion 
 
Some persons made comments on more than one issue during the formal comment 
period.  Therefore, numbers of comments may not match numbers of persons 
commenting. 

 
Comment 1: Four (4) persons commented on the removal of the traffic signal at 
State Route 50 and Windmere Road.  The major concern was access to businesses 
and homes and traffic safety, if the signal is removed. 

             
Response: The recommended improvements along SR 50 on the approaches 
to the interchange with I-75 include implementation of current access 
management standards.  The current Windmere Road Signal is closer than these 
standards allow.  The signal was installed as a temporary measure until 
improvements to SR 50 and the I-75 interchange were implemented.  As the 
traffic volumes in the SR 50 corridor increase, there will be a greater need to 
apply these standards.  The final signal spacing on SR 50 is not yet determined 
pending finalization of the Sunrise DRI development plans.  
 
Comment 2: Three (3) persons commented on the need for noise barriers for 
traffic noise abatement in the area of Ridge Manor West. 
 
Response: Noise barrier analysis performed in the area of Ridge Manor West 
indicated 8 residences would be affected by traffic noise.  The analysis did not 
yield a barrier design that would meet abatement criteria, even at the maximum 
allowable height of 22 feet. 
 
Comment 3: One (1) person expressed his desire that the Department purchase 
property needed for additional right-of-way and storm-water management 
facilities quickly to avoid impacting ongoing development near the SR 50 
interchange and at the Cortez Crossing Industrial Park. 

             
Response: The department will be progressing directly into the design phase 
following FHWA approval of the PD&E study.  Additional required right-of-way 
will be determined as the roadway and stormwater facilities are designated. 

 
  6.2.3 Written Comments     
 

Comment 4: Nine (9) comments were received regarding the construction of 
barriers for traffic noise abatement. 
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Response: Based on the traffic noise study conducted for the project, noise 
barriers are not considered to be a feasible and reasonable abatement measure for 
any of the evaluated noise sensitive sites. 
 

 Comment 5: One (1) comment was received regarding the placement of 
Stormwater Pond 10B.  The proposed location would remove vehicular access to 
her property.  Nine (9) billboards are located on the property, along I-75.  The 
property owner requested the pond be relocated to an adjacent property, or that 
her access be retained. 

 
 Response: We have reviewed our parcel mapping in the area of recommended 

stormwater pond site 10B and have identified the noted discrepancy.  Comments 
will be taken into consideration when updating the Pond Siting Report during the 
design phase of the project. 

 
Comment 6: Two (2) comments were received in support of Option D for the I-
75 / SR 50 Interchange. 
 
Response: None required. 
 
Comment 7: Two (2) comments were received in opposition to Option C for the 
I-75 / SR 50 Interchange. 
 
Response: None required. 
 
Comment 8: One (1) comment was received in opposition to the construction of 
both Options C and D. 

 
Response: The project study team evaluated many alternatives for improving 
the I-75 interchange with SR 50.  The factors that were considered included 
construction and right-of-way acquisition costs, as well as social, economic, and 
environmental effects.   All of these factors in addition to public comments 
received will be considered when making the decision to recommend a final 
improvement alternative for this interchange. 

 
 Comment 9: Five (5) comments were received regarding the removal of the 

traffic signal at SR 50 and Windmere Road. 
 

Response: The recommended improvements along SR 50 on the approaches 
to the interchange with I-75 include implementation of current access 
management standards.  The existing Windmere Road Signal is closer than these 
standards allow.  The signal was installed as a temporary measure until 
improvements to SR 50 and the I-75 interchange were implemented.  As the 
traffic volumes in the SR 50 corridor increase, there will be a greater need to 
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apply access standards.  The final signal spacing on SR 50 is not yet determined 
pending finalization of the Sunrise development plans. 

 
 Comment 10: One (1) comment was received requesting the use of “shielded, 

energy-efficient lighting that minimizes glare” at the improved CR 41 
interchange.   

 
 Response: Any future lighting of the CR 41 interchange will require a 

Lighting Justification Report. This report will evaluate the different lighting 
options and will consider the surrounding land uses and any potential stray 
lighting impacts. 

 
 Comment 11: One (1) comment was received regarding potential wetlands 

impacts at the improved I-75 / CR 41 interchange.  The commenter requested that 
the project “protect the wetlands, not impact them”. 

 
 Response: This project, if constructed, will require permits from the 

Southwest Florida Water Management District and the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers.  The project will be designed to first avoid, then minimize, and 
finally mitigate any unavoidable impacts to wetlands. 

 
Comment 12: One (1) comment was received regarding the proposed 
improvements ability to carry the increased traffic capacity as a result of future 
development in the area.  The commenter noted that “one day there will be a need 
for Lockhart Road to be increased to four lanes” and that there is a “need for more 
east & west roads to funnel all of this traffic”.  The commenter also asked “How 
will one interchange at Highway 50 (Cortez) ever handle this?”. 

 
Response: The project study team utilized the Tampa Bay Regional Planning 
Model to help project future traffic volumes.  This model includes future land 
uses from each County’s Comprehensive Plan for future planned growth.  The 
future traffic volumes from the TBRPM were utilized to evaluate the I-75 
interchange alternatives at SR 50. 
 
Additional questions raised with respect to new East-West roads in the study area 
can best be answered by Hernando County Planning staff and/or the Hernando 
County Metropolitan Planning Organization.   
 
Comment 13: “Please consider moving drainage retention area 19B to the private 
property on the east side of the interstate.  The Thomas family and the developer 
of the proposed Hickory Hill Community would entertain a real estate swap.” 

 
Response: The hydraulic feasibility of the identified parcel on the east side of 
I-75 for construction of stormwater pond #19B will be evaluated further when the 
Final Pond Siting is updated during the design of the project. 
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Figure 7.1   Recommended “Ultimate” Inside/Outside Widening of 
Interstate 75 

7.0 - RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 
 
 7.1 RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE SELECTION 

Recommended alternatives for I-75 (SR 93) were selected by working in cooperation 
with state and federal agencies and local government, as well as through the review of the 
public comments that were received throughout the study process.   

 
7.1.1 I-75 Mainline Improvements 
 
The proposed improvements would occur in two phases.  The first phase proposes 
the addition of one 12-foot travel lane to the inside of the existing 4-lane roadway. 
Each direction of the roadway will then consist of three12-foot travel lanes, 12-
foot outside shoulders, and 12-foot inside shoulders.  The proposed phase one 
improvements will be constructed within the existing right-of-way.  The second 
phase proposes the addition of one 12-foot travel lane to the outside of the 
existing six-lane roadway.  Each direction of the final proposed design will 
consist of four 12-foot travel lanes, 12-foot outside shoulders, and 12-foot inside 
shoulders.  Additional right-of-way will be required for addition of stormwater 
management facilities. 
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Figure 7.2   Recommended CR 41 Interchange Design Option 

 
7.1.2 County Road 41 Design Option 
 
The “ultimate” proposed design option for the CR 41 interchange (Figure 7.2) 
will replace the existing northbound ramps in the northeastern quadrant with a 
diamond-type interchange ramp alignment similar to the existing SR 50 ramps.  
The northbound diamond off-ramp will provide for additional deceleration and 
queuing of vehicles at the ramp terminal.  Additional right-of-way will be 
required in the southeastern quadrant for construction of the new off ramp. 
 
The southbound ramps in the southwestern quadrant will be reconstructed with a 
partial cloverleaf configuration that will meet current design standards and 
provide sufficient queuing for vehicles at the ramp terminal with CR 41.  
Additional right-of-way will be required in the southwestern quadrant to 
accommodate the expanded footprint of the new ramp design. 
 
This option will also relocate the existing access roads in the northwestern and 
southeastern quadrants of the improved interchange.  The access road 
intersections will be relocated further from I-75 along CR 41 to allow for 
expansion of limited access right-of-way limits to meet current standards. 
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Figure 7.3   Recommended State Route 50 Design Option D 

 
7.1.3 State Route 50 Design Option D 
 
The Option D “ultimate” improvement (Figure 7.3) will accommodate the 
motorists who are traveling northbound on I-75 and are destined to westbound SR 
50 by providing a direct “flyover” ramp, thus removing this traffic entirely from 
traveling through the signalized intersections at the termini of the I-75 northbound 
and southbound ramps to SR 50.  To avoid access and relocation impacts to 
several businesses along SR 50, the “touchdown” point of the ramp is proposed 
within the SR 50 median.  The northbound exit ramp terminus will be constructed 
approximately 3,900 feet south of SR 50 to allow for sufficient distance for 
deceleration and decision time for the movement to either the westbound flyover 
ramp or the eastbound at-grade ramp.  The new northbound ramp design will 
require acquisition of additional right-of-way along the east side of I-75. 
 
In addition, the existing I-75 bridges over SR 50 will be reconstructed to 
accommodate a greater number of lanes on SR 50 under the interstate.  This 
improvement will be included with the initial 6-lane construction on I-75.  The 
new bridges will be designed to accommodate the “ultimate” 8-lane I-75 roadway 
typical section.  To meet current design standards, the new bridges will require a 
change in elevation of both the bridges and the I-75 roadway approaches.  The 
roadway approaches to the new bridges will be reconstructed for a distance of 
approximately 2,000 feet to the south and 2,300 feet to the north of SR 50.  The 
existing elevation of the on and off-ramps is lower than the grade of the proposed 
roadway.  These ramps will be reconstructed to tie in to the reconstructed 
mainline elevation. 
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December 7, 2006

PUBLIC HEARING
INTERSTATE 75 PD&E STUD Y
~rom North of SR 52 to South of CR 476B
Pasco, Hernando, and Sumter Counties
W~f Seg. No.: 4110J4 J

FAP No.: 0751-120I

Mr. Robert M, Clifford
Modal Planning and Development Manager
Interstate 75 PD&E Study

Dear Mr. Clifford:

As the owners of the property on the southeast and southwest sides of the County Road
41 Interchange, we have great interest in the design and placement of any upgrade
considered due to future traffic demands.

After reviewing the Project Development and Environment Study received from the State
of Florida DOT we see no reason why a traditional diamond interchange: both northbound
and southbound wouldn’t be in the best public interest as is the case in maw of the
nearby interchanges up and down 1-75. Further, the proposed routing of the exit in the
southeast quadrant of the interchange departs significantly from the highway, cutting
through and thereby diminishing the value ofthat property. The curv~iture ofthis exit
seems arbitrary and it appears the same result could be accomplished with a routing
closer to 1-75 near the existing frontage road with an opposite side radius of curvature,

While we have little knowledge of the process to date; we are fairly certain that more
than one option is available to meet the needs of future growth. Since we have already
received solicitations from law firms specializing, in eminent domain, we assume this is a
pd~-~ibahty. Private property rights are what separate America from much of the world
and we do not take them lightly, We would like to know more about how the state arrived
at. t~e proposal as outlined in Figure 4; page,six of the Public Hearing Newsletter recently
received.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
James F. Molbreak, Trustee : ....

NOTE: Please complete and place in th9 "Comments" box or mail~to Mr. Robert M. Clifford. at"the address
on {he back of this form, by December 23, 2006. All comments are part 0fthe project record and are avail-
able for viewing by the public a~d the media.



PUBLIC HEARING
INTERSTATE 75 PD&E STUDY
From North of SR 52 to South of CR 476B
Pasco, Hernando, and Sumter Counties
WPISeg. No.: 411014 1
FAP No.: 0751-]20I               ~,

December 13, 2006

COMMENT FORM
We encourage your comments regarding this project.

NOTE: Please complete and place in the "Conkments" box or mail to Mr. Robert M. Clifford at the address
on the back of this form, by December 23, 2006. All comments are part of the project record and are avail-
able for viewing by the public and the media.



PUBLIC HEARING
INTERSTATE 75 PD&E STUDY
From North of SR 52 to South of CR 476B
lgasco, Hernando, and Sumter Counties
WPISeg. No.: 411014 1
FAP No.: 0751-120I

December 13, 2006

COMMENT FORM
We encourage your comments regarding this project.

0

NAME:

ADDRESS:       "~

NOTE: Please complete and place in the "Comments" box or mail to Mr. Robert M. Clifford at the address
on the back of this form, by December 23, 2006. A!l comments are part of the project record and are avail-
able for viewing by the public and the media.







"Bob Tisdale"
<TisdaleH@Hiilsborough
County.ORG>

t2/20/2006 04:55 PIVI

To .<Manuel.santos@dot.state.fl.us>,
<marian,scorza@dot.state.fl.us>

Interstate 75 PD&E WPI Segment 411014 1/FAP 0751-!201-
comments

Hello,

It was my understanding that public comment on the referenced project is accepted
through December 23, 2006. 1 live in the area east if 1-75 on Amberlea Road. My
mailing address is PO Box 1182, San Antonio, Florida 33576.

Please give consideration to the following:

1) The documentation states that the new County Road 4 ! Interchange would be very
similar to that now at Highway 50. The Highway 50 exit is currently lighted with
"stadium-type" lighting. Please consider in your environmental impact and energy
calculations the benefit of using shielded, energy efficient lighting that minimizes glare,
and light trespass instead of the stadium lighting. FDOT used energy-efficient, shielded
(or similar to) lighting as part of the recent improvements of 1-275 near the I-4 exchange
and they work well

2) Please consider as part of the environmental impact a noise abatement system along
that part of the interstate that crosses Lake Moody, iust south of the County Road 41 exit.
Noise travels unobstructed across the lakes on either side of the interstate, adding miles
to the distance impacted by travel noise. Large trucks must push their engines in order to
get up the hill, regardless of which direction they are traveling. With the doubling of the
lanes, the noise will only become greater. Walls could do double duty, the base of the
wall serving as part of whatever stormwater contaimnaent/treatment system is required as
part of doubling the impervious area, and the upper part of the wall to mitigate noise.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.



PUBLIC HEARING
INTERSTATE 75 PD&E STUDY
From North of SR 52 to South of CR 476B
Paseo, Hernando, and Sumter Counties
WPI Seg. No.: 411014 t
FAP No.: 0751-120I

COMMENT F 0 I~JM
We encourage your comments regarding this project.

Deeembe~{-3,200~6

NOTE: Plehse complete and place in the "Comments" box or mail to Mr. Robert M. Clifford at the address
on the back of this form, by December 23, 2006. All comments are part of the project record and fire avail-
able for viewing by the public and the media.



PUBLIC HEARING
INTERSTATE 75 PD&I~~Yp~ 2: l i
From North of SR 52 to South of CR 476B
Pasco, Hernando, and Sumter Counties
WPI Seg. No.: 411014 1
FAP Noo: 0751-1201

December 13, 2006

COMMENT FORM
We encourage your comments regarding this project.

NOTE: Please complete and place in the "Comments" box or mail to Mr. Robert M. Clifford at the address
on the back of this form, by December 23, 2006. All comments are part of the project record and are avail-
able for viewing by the public and the media.



PUBLIC HEARING
INTERSTATE 75 PD&E
From North of SR 52 to Soutl~ of CR 476B
PascO, Hernando, and Sumter Counties
WPISeg. No.: 411014 1
FAP No.: 0751-!201

December 13, 2006

COMMENT FORM
We encourage your comments regarding this project.

/

NAME:

ADDRESS:

NOTE: Please complete and place in the "Cotangents" box or mail to Mr. Robert M. Clifford at the address
on the back of this form, by December 23, 2006. All comments are part of the project record and are avail,
able for viewing by the public and the media.



PUBLIC HEARING
INTERSTATE 75 PD&E STUD Y
From North of SR 52 to South of CR 476B
Pasco, Hernando, and Sumter Counties
WPISeg. No.: 411014 1
FAP No.: 0751-120I

COMMENT FORM
We encourage your comments regarding this project.

December 13z.~006~

NOTE: Please complete and place in the "Comments" box or mail to Mr. Robert M. Clifford at the address
on the back of this form, by December 23, 2006. All comments are part of the project record and are avail-
able for viewing by the public and the media.
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INTERSTATE 75 PD&E STUDY
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Pasco, Hernando, and Sumter Counties
WPI Seg. No:: 411014 t
FAP No.: 0751-120I

December 13, 2006

~�’~K-’~\I~ ~ 3 H (cOD.. COMMENT FORM
We encourage your comments regarding this project.

~D

NOTE: Please complete and place in the "Comments" box or mail to Mr. Robert M. Clifford at the address
on the back of this form, by December 23, 2006. All comments are part of the project record and are avail-
able for viewing by the public and the media.
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PUBLIC HEARING
INTERSTATE
From North of SR 52 to South of CR 476B
Pasco, Hernando, and Sumter Counties
WPISeg. No.: 411014 1
FAP No.: 0751-120I

75 PD&E STUD Y

COMMENT FORM
We encourage your comments regarding this projecz.

December~, 20~~

NOTE: Please complete and place in the "Comments" box or mail to Mr. Robert M. Clifford at the address
on the back of this form, by December 23, 2006. All comments are part of the project record and are avail-
able for viewing by the public and the media.



PUBLIC HEARING, b~o OE 22 ~N 12:
INTERSTATE 75 PD&E STUDY
From North of SR 52 to South of CR 476B
Paseo, Hernando, and Sumter Counz~’es
WPISeg. No:: 411014 1
FAP No,: 0751-120I

December 13, 2006

COMMENT FORM
We encourage your comments regarding this project.

NOTE: Please complete and place in the "Comments" box or mail to Mr. Robert M. Clifford at the address.
on the back of this form, by December 23, 2006. All comments are part of the project record and are avail-
able for viewing by the public and the media.



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation

11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSO$
INTERIM SECRETARY

Marie Peters
30020 Johnston Road
Dade City, FL 33523

Dear Ms. Peters,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.
You had ~tten us with comments in regards to our parcel mapping in the vicinity of
Stormwater Pond site i 0B.

We have reviewed our parcel mapping in the area of Recommended Stormwater Pond
site 10B and have identified the discrepancy you noted. We will take your comments
into, consideration when updating the Pond Siting Report during the Design Phase of the
project.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813-975-
6173,

Sincerely,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel.santos@dot, state.fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Departmen¢ of Transportation
1120! N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
INTERIM SECRETARY

Rex Hobbs
3 I035 Amberlea Road
Dade City, FL 33523

Dear Mr. Hobbs,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.
You had written us with comments in regards to noise and sound barriers.

Based on the traffic noise srady conducted for the project, sound barriers are not
considered to be a feasible and reasonable abatement measure for any of the identified
noise sensitive sites along the corridor.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and~or comments at 813-975-
6173.

Sincerely,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel, santos@dot, state, fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transporta$ion

11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
INTERI~¢! SECRETARY

James P. Nico
6511 Barcelona Blvd.
Brooksville, FL 34607

Dear Mr. Nico,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values~ your input on the widening of 1-75.
You’had written us with comments in regards to the Windmere Road traffic signal.

................ mvro v,~m,mts along SR 50 on the approaches to the interchange with
1-75 include implementation of current access management standards. The current
Windmere Road Signal is closer than these standards allow. The signal was installed as a
temporary measure until improvements to SR 50 and the 1-75 interchange were
implemente&

As the traffic volumes in the SR 50 corridor increase, there will be a greater need to apply
access standards to the corridor. The final signal spacing on SR 50 is not yet determined
pending finalization of the Sunrise development plans.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813-975-
6173.

Sincerely,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel.santos@dot.state.fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation
11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
INTERIM SECRETARY

James F. Molbreak
13614 Montclair Place
Bradenton, FL 34202

Dear Mr. Molbreak,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of .1.75.
You had written us with cormner~ts in regards to the CR 41 Interchange.

The woject study te~m evaluated many different interchange configurations at CR 4!, in
addition to the feasible alternatives presented in the project study reports. The selection
of the recommended alternative considered the environmental and socioeconomic
impacts in addition to the operational benefits.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813-975-

Sincereiy,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel, santos@dot, state, fl.us

ww~v.dot.state.fl.us



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation

] ]201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 336]2-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
INTERIM SECRETARY

David Bard
7119 Lexington Circle
Brooksville, FL 39602

Dear Mr. Bard,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.
x ou had written us with comments in regards so-trod barriers and the ,~T-.= .... r~,au
traffic signal.

Based on the traffic noise study conducted for the project, sound barriers are not
considered to be a feasible and reasonable abatement measure for any of the identified
noise sensitive sites along the corridor.

The recommended improvements along SR 50 on the approaches to the interchange with
1-75 include implementation of current access management standards. The current
Windmere Road Signal is closer than these standards allow. The signal was installed as a
temporary measure until improvements to SR 50 and the 1-75 interchange were
implemented. As the traffic volumes in the SR 50 corridor increase, there will be a
greater need to. apply these standards. The final signal spacing on SR 50 is not yet
determined pending fmalization of the Sunrise development plans.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813-975-
6173,

Sincerely,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel, santos@dot, state, fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation

11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
INTERIM SECRETARY

Doris Wendell
39086 Inwood Circle
Brooksville, FL 34602

Dear Ms. Wendell,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environmem
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.
You had written us with comments in regards sound barriers and traffic signals on SR 50.

Based on Lhe traffic~l,,~s,~,,,; o o~,,~:~,,n,T .......... o~,,,n,~o,on for the vioje,~,,"; ’~" sound        ho,~;~,’o~,~,,~,,~o          are
considered to be a feasible and reasonable abatement measure for any of the identified
noise sensitive sites along the corridor.

The recommended improvements along SR 50 on the approaches to the interchange with
1-75 include implementation of current access management standards. The current
Windmere Road Signal is closer than these standards allow. The signal was installed as a
temporary measure tmtil improvements to SR 50 and the I=75 interchange were
implemented. As the traffic volumes in the SR 50 corridor increase, there will be a
greater need to apply these standards. The final signal spacing on SR 50 is not yet
determined pending finalization of the Sunrise development plans.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and!or comments at 8!3-975-
6173.

Sincerely,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel, santos@dot, state, fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us



CHARL~ CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation
11201 N. McKinley Drive STEPHAN~E KOPELOUSOS
Tampa, FL 33612-6456 INTERIM SECRETARY

Emma Lou Amoss
Woodtrace Drive
Ridge Manor, FL

Dear Ms. Amoss,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.

h~np................. ~ ......

The recommended improvements along SR 50 on the approaches to the interchange with
1-75 include implementation of current access management standards. The current
Windmere Road Signal is closer than these standards allow. The signal was installed as a
temporary measure until improvements to SR 50 and the 1-75 interchange were
implemented. As the traffic volumes in the SR 50 corridor increase, there will be a
~r,~a~e~ need to apply ~’~o~.,.o,~ standards. The final signal spacing on SR                                                           ~,�" is not .... y~
determined pending finalization of the Sunrise development plans.

The project study team evaluated many alternatives for improving the 1-75 interchange
with SR 50. The factors that were considered included construction and fight-of-way
acquisition costs, as well as social, economic, and environmental effects. All of these
factors in addition to public comments received will be considered when making the
decision to recommend a final improvement alternative for this interchange.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813-975-
6173.

Sincerely,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel, santos@dot, state, fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVE~OR

Florida Department of Transportation
11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
INTERIM SECRETARY

Bob Tisdale
P.O. Box 1182
San Antonio,’FL 33576

Dear Mr, Tisdale,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.

Any future lighting of the CR 41 interchange will require a Lighting Justification Report.
This report will evaluate the different lighting options and will consider the surrounding
land uses and any potential stray lighting impacts.

Based on the traffic noise study conducted for the project, sound barriers are not
cons:~d,~l,~d; "~’~ to    be a ~,,,o~,~¢~"~u~ and reasonable ~’-÷ ....¯ ~auat~m~m meas~e for may of me
noise sensitive sites.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813-975-
6173.

Sincerely~         ,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel, santos@dotostate.fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us



CHARLLE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation

11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
INTERIM SECRETARY

Jo Ann Reid
31015 Amberlea Road
Dade City, FL 33523

Dear Ms. Reid,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.
You had written us with comments in regards to sound barriers.

Based on the traffic noise study conducted for the project, sound braziers are not
considered to be a feasible and reasonable abatement measure for any of the identified
noise sensitive sites.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813-975-
6173.

Sincerely,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel.santos@dot.state, fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation

11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
hNTERIM SECRETARY

Rhesea Johnson
31025 Amberlea Road
Dade City, FL 33523

Dear Ms. Johnson,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.
v~.. had "’-:~
I L~U      WJ_ILLeU US WlULI ewOllJ_[llellt~ iii

Based on the traffic noise study conducted for the project, so~±nd barriers are not
considered to be a feasible and reasonable abatement measure for any of the identified
noise sensitive sites.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813,975,
6173.

Sincerely,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manue!, santos @dot. state.fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation

11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
INTERIM SECRETARY

Joann Wright
31047 Amberlea Road
Dade City, FL 33523

Dear Ms. Wright,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.

*~ in regards to suunu u~u,e~.

Based on the traffic noise study conducted for the project, sound barriers are not
considered to be a feasible and reasonable abatement measure for any of the identified
noise sensitive sites,

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813-975-
6173.

Sincerely;

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager~
manuel, santos @dot. state, fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation

11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
INTERI1VI SECRETARY

Bill Smith
8607 Ruth Place
Tampa, FL 33604

Dear Mr. Smith,

Thank you for your interest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of TranspOrtation values your input on the widening of 1-75.
I uu had w-ritten us -with corrccnel~s in regards to noise and "-~ .......,A~ r... _1.__ ~

development.

We have revised the final Noise Study Report for the study to include your property at
Lockhart Road as a noise receiver location. Based on this fmal noise study, sound
barrierS are not considered to be a feasible and reasonable abatement measure for any of
the identified noise sensitive sites along the 1-75 corridor.

The project study team utilized the Tmnpa Bay- Regionalr~mwmng~’ .... " ~ xwuuc~ ~ "~ ~’ to ~c,p~’~’- project
future traffic volumes. This model includes future land uses from each County’s
Comprehensive Plan for furore planned growth. These future traffic volumes from the
TBRPM were utilized to evaluate the 1-75 interchange alternatives at SR 50.

Additional questions that you raised with respect to new East-West roads in the study
area can best be answered by Hernando County Planning staff and/or the Hernando
County Metropolitan Planning Organization.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813,975-
6173.

Sincerely,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel, santos@dot, state.fl.us

www:dot.state.fl.us



CHARLIE CRIST
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation
11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

STEPHANIE KOPELOUSOS
INTERI~I SECRETARY

Harmon S. Steams
7110 Lexington Circle
Brooksville, FL 34602

Dear Mr. Steams,

Thank you for your imerest in the Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.

Based on the traffic noise study conducted for the project, sound barriers are not
considered to be a feasible and reasonable abatement measure for any of the identified
noise sensitive sites along the corridor.

The recommended improvements along SR 50 on the approaches to the interchange with
1-75 include implementation of current access management standards. The current

standards allow. The signal was ~,,~,,~ ~ a
tempor~ meas~e ~til improvemems to SR 50 ~d the 1-75 imerch~ge were
~mp~crnenteu. As the tramc v-ol-~es in the SR 50 condor increase, there ~ll be a
~eater need to apply these st~d~ds. The final signal spacing on SR 50 is not yet
dete~ined pending finalization of the S~se developmem plus.

Please feel ~ee to comact me with ~y additional questions ~or eo~ems at 813-975-
6173.

Sincerely,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager
manuel.santos@dot.state.fl.us

ww~v.dot.state.fl.us



c~m crest
GOVERNOR

Florida Department of Transportation
11201 N. McKinley Drive STEVHa~aE KOPELOU$OS
Tampa, FL 33612-6456 ~TE~ SEC~T~Y

Pat Carver
14315 Hale Road
Dade City, FL

Dear Mr. Carver,

Thank you for your interest in thee Interstate 75 Project Development and Environment
Study. The Department of Transportation values your input on the widening of 1-75.

This project if constructed will require permits from the Southwest Florida Water
Management District and the United States Army Corps of Engineers. The project will
be designed to first avoid, then minimize, and finally mitigate any unavoidable impacts to
wetlands.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions and/or comments at 813-975-
6!73.

S.~c~.eiy,

Manuel E. Santos
Project Manager~
manuel, santo @dot. state, fl.us

www.dot.state.fl.us
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