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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) conducted a Project Development and 
Environment (PD&E) study reevalution to evaluate alternative improvements for US 92 (SR 600) 
from east of I-4 (milepoint 6.583) to east of County Line Road (milepoint 24.593) in Hillsborough 
County (Figure 1-1), a distance of approximately 18.1 miles.  Study objectives included: reevaluate 
proposed typical sections, while minimizing impacts to the environment; consider agency and public 
comments; and ensure project compliance with all applicable federal and state laws.  Improvement 
alternatives were identified which will improve safety and satisfy future transportation demand.   

A comprehensive public involvement program was carried out for this study consistent with the 
Public Involvement Plan (PIP) prepared for this study.   

Subsequent coordination with agencies occurred through the submittal and review of various 
project reports. Agencies which commented on the proposed project included: 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
• Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC)
• Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources (SHPO)

In addition to agency coordination via report reviews, coordination meetings and/or presentations 
were given to the following local agencies and other groups to inform them about the project and to 
solicit comments: 

• Hillsborough County Public Works engineering staff
• Hillsborough County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
• City of Plant City Engineering Staff
• Plant City Strawberry Festival Board
• Plant City Economic Development Corporation
• Seffner Chamber of Commerce

A mailing list was developed which included 3731 property owners located adjacent to or near the 
proposed project’s limits, in addition to other interested individuals. This mailing list was used in 
distributing three newsletters about the project, included in Appendix B: 

• An initial Kick-Off newsletter
• A public hearing invitational newsletter, and
• A final newsletter distributed after study approval

A project website (http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/garden-lane-to-county-line) was also 
developed and maintained to make information about the proposed project readily available to the 
public and to offer a means for citizens to provide comments online to the study team at any time 
during the reevaluation.  

A public hearing was held for this project in two sessions at separate locations. On December 1, 
2016, the first session was held from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. at the HCC Trinkle Center in Plant City. 

http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/garden-lane-to-county-line
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The second session was held on December 6th, 2016, from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at the Sheraton 
Tampa East Hotel. The hearing was held to inform citizens and interested parties about the project 
details and schedule, and allow them the opportunity to provide comments concerning the 
proposed improvements. The hearing consisted of an open house for the first hour and a formal 
presentation and public comment period beginning after and followed by an open house until the 
end of the session.  

A total of 239 people signed in at the public hearing between the two sessions. The public hearing 
transcript is included in Appendix C. Seventy Seven (77) comment forms were received and 12 
verbal statements were made during the formal public comment period for a total of 89 comment 
forms. Of the 89 comment forms, 33 involved requests to be added to the project contact list and 10 
pertained to access management issues. Most comments expressed support for the project.  Table 
8-1 summarizes public comments received.  Appendix D contains copies of the written comments 
and responses.   Copies of all public hearing displays and presentation materials are included in the 
Public Hearing Scrapbook that was prepared for this PD&E study re-evaluation.

On April 20, 2018, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) approved the US 92 (SR 600) 
PD&E Study Design Change Reevaluation.
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SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PD&E STUDY REEVALUATION PURPOSE 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) conducted a Project Development & Environment 
(PD&E) study reevaluation to consider widening a portion of US 92 (SR 600) in Hillsborough County. 
The project study limits are from east of I-4 to east of County Line Road, a distance of approximately 
18 miles. 

US 92 is an important east-west roadway that spans central Florida. In Hillsborough County, US 92 
connects to several regionally significant corridors including I-4, County Line Road, and CR 579. US 
92 is also a hurricane evacuation route and a designated truck route. On April 20, 2018, the Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT) approved the US 92 (SR 600) PD&E Study Design Change 
Reevaluation.

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project corridor (Figure 1-1) is expected to be improved from an existing, two-lane 
undivided facility to a four-lane divided facility within the entire study limits, with the exception of 
the section from Mobley Street through the downtown Plant City area to east of Park Road where 
it is currently four-lane divided. The proposed improvements will include various intersection 
improvements, in addition to pedestrian and bicycle accommodations.  Improvement alternatives 
were developed to  improve safety, consider cost and capacity needs, and meet future 
transportation demand. A feasibility analysis of providing grade separation/interchanges at Park 
Road and County Line Road was also conducted.

Figure 1-1 Study Area Map 
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1.3  EXISTING FACILITY AND PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS 

The existing typical sections throughout the study area vary. The existing typical section for US 92 
from Garden Lane to Thonotosassa Road is generally a two-lane undivided rural roadway with 12-
foot-wide travel lanes and paved outside shoulders. The paved shoulders are typically five feet wide. 
Stormwater is collected in swales along the outside of the roadway. Sidewalks or boardwalks have 
been added along one or both sides of the roadway. No designated bicycle facilities are provided. 
The existing roadway typical section for US 92 from Garden Lane to Thonotosassa Road is shown in 
Figure 1-2. 

From Thonotosassa Road to Mobley Street, the roadway is in transition and consists of two 12-foot-
wide eastbound lanes and two 12-foot-wide westbound lanes, of which the outside westbound lane 
transitions to a right turn at Thonotosassa Road. The existing roadway typical section for US 92 from 
Thonotosassa Road Mobley Street is shown in Figure 1-3. 

From North Gordon Street to Park Road, the US 92 existing typical section is a four-lane divided 
urban roadway with an 18-foot-wide raised grassed median and concrete curb and gutter on both 
the inside and outside of the roadway. There is a five-foot sidewalk along the north side of the road. 
The existing roadway typical section for US 92 from North Gordon Street to Park Road is shown in 
Figure 1-4. 

From east of Park Road to east of County Line Road, US 92 is a rural facility with two 12-foot-wide 
lanes and grass shoulders and drainage ditches on both sides. The existing roadway typical section 
for US 92 east of Park Road to County Line Road is shown in Figure 1-5. 

Recommended improvements include widening the existing highway to four lanes (except through 
downtown Plant City from Mobley Street to Maryland Avenue) as well as adding paved shoulders, 
and improving sidewalk connectivity. Additional right of way will be required throughout the 
corridor for the recommended improvements. Recommended typical sections are shown in Figures 
1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9 and 1-10. As with the original PD&E study, Downtown Plant City, from Mobley 
Street to Maryland Avenue, will be considered a “No-Build” segment, with no improvements 
proposed.  There are only two segments currently scheduled for funding, in FDOT’s current adopted 
5-year work program (Fiscal Years 16/17 through 20/21).
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Figure 1-2 Existing Typical Section 2-Lane Rural Garden Lane to Thonotosassa Road 
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Figure 1-3 Existing Typical Section 4-Lane Rural Thonotosassa Road to Mobley Street 
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Figure 1-4 Existing Typical Section 4-Lane Urban US 92 from North Gordon Street to 
Park Road 
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Figure 1-5 Existing Typical Section 2-Lane Rural US 92 East of Park Road to East of 
County Line Road 
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Figure 1-6 Typical Section 1 

 

Figure 1-7 Typical Section 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 1-8 Typical Section 3 
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Figure 1-9 Typical Section 4 

Figure 1-10 Typical Section 5 

 

1.4 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

US 92 within the study area plays a significant role in connecting southern Hillsborough County to 
the Tampa Bay region. The purpose of the proposed project is to accommodate future traffic 
demands on US 92 due to growth within the project limits and surrounding areas.  This corridor is 
projected to operate at level of service (LOS) F in the design year (2040) if no increase in capacity is 
provided.  Additional factors which support the need for the project include: 



US 92 (SR 600) PD&E Study Reevaluation Page 1-9 East of I-4 to East of County Line Road 
WPI Segment No.: 435749-1  Comments & Coordination Report 

Regional Connectivity - US 92 is a major east-west regional arterial that parallels I-4 and SR 574 (E 
Dr. Martin Luther King Jr Blvd) and connects eastern Hillsborough County to the Tampa Bay region.  
It provides connectivity between the communities of Lakeland, Plant City, Valrico, and Seffner.   

Safety - With the additional capacity provided in the corridor by the proposed widening to US 92, 
roadway congestion will be reduced, which will decrease potential conflicts with other vehicles and 
potentially increase safety. In addition to the proposed widening of US 92, the addition of turn lanes 
at intersections is expected to improve safety along the corridor. An analysis of traffic crash data for 
years 2009 thru 2013 revealed that the overall average crash rate within the study limits was higher 
than the statewide average crash rate for similar type facilities.    

Plan Consistency - This project is consistent with local planning. The segments of US 92 from US 301 
to County Road 579 and from Park Road to County Line Road have been identified as cost feasible 
projects in the Imagine 2040: Hillsborough Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). These segments 
have also been included in the State Transportation Improvement Program and the Hillsborough 
County Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Transportation Improvement Program for design. 

Emergency Evacuation - US 92 is listed as an evacuation route by the Hillsborough County 
Emergency Management and shown on the Florida Division of Emergency Management’s 
evacuation route network.  US 92 provides access to I-4 via interchanges with north-south 
connections on CR 579 (Mango Rd), McIntosh Rd and Branch Forbes Rd, Thonotosassa Rd, Park Rd, 
and County Line Road all in close proximity to the study limits.   

Current and Future Transportation Demand - The Hillsborough County Metropolitan Planning 
Organization’s (MPO) 2040 LRTP Socioeconomic Projections estimate an employment increase of 
56% and a population increase of 48% for Hillsborough County between 2010 and 2040. Based on 
the growth projected to occur within the corridor, US 92 is projected by the Tampa Bay Regional 
Planning Model (TBRPM Version 8.0) – Cost Feasible Network to have future traffic volumes ranging 
from approximately 13,800 vehicles to 40,950 vehicles per day (VPD) within the project limits by 
year 2040, which would yield a Level of Service (LOS) F for the corridor with the current roadway 
configuration except for the four lane section from Mobley Street through the downtown Plant City 
area to east of Park Road which will remain acceptable LOS. These volumes would exceed roadway 
capacity at the adopted standards of LOS for US 92 within the project limits per FDOT; therefore, 
widening of US 92 needs to be evaluated in order to meet future transportation demand. 

1.5 REPORT PURPOSE 

This Final Comments & Coordination Report is one of several documents prepared as part of this 
PD&E study reevaluation. This report documents the Public Involvement Plan (PIP), agency 
coordination efforts, public involvement activities, and comments received during the study 
reevaluation. 
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SECTION 2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN 

In accordance with Part 1, Chapter 11 of the FDOT PD&E Manual, a comprehensive Public 
Involvement Plan (PIP), was originally approved in June 2015, with an update prepared in January 
2017, which documented the public involvement program. The purpose of this plan was to develop, 
implement, and document the methods that were to be used to inform and solicit responses from 
all interested parties including local residents, public officials, agencies and business owners. The PIP 
helped to identified stakeholders and affected communities and included the following: 

• Project background; 
• Project goals; 
• Outreach activities; and, 
• Evaluation of public involvement for the project. 

The public involvement program included various techniques to notify the public of the proposed 
transportation improvements such as legal display newspaper advertisements, news releases to 
local media and invitational newsletters. The program included three newsletters; the kick-off 
newsletter, the public hearing newsletter, and a final newsletter published after final project 
documents are approved by the District. See Section 5 for more information regarding the project 
newsletters. 

The PIP served as a guidance document for planned public involvement activities. These activities 
included coordination meetings with local officials, a public hearing, presentations to agencies and 
business groups, unscheduled meetings, and coordination with adjacent projects. 
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SECTION 3 COORDINATION EFFORTS 

The FDOT coordinated with numerous local, state, and federal agencies throughout the study 
process. This section summarizes the results of these coordination efforts.  

3.1 AGENCY COORDINATION 

Throughout the course of the study, coordination was conducted with various federal, state and 
regional agencies whose agreement is required for this project. The following is a list of the federal, 
state and regional agencies the FDOT coordinated with: 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
• Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) 
• Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources (SHPO) 

3.1.1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

A copy of the Draft WEBAR (now known as a Natural Resources Evaluation (NRE) was sent to U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for review and concurrence on December 8, 2016. UDFWS found 
that the proposed improvements were not likely to adversely affect resources protected by the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) provided that the standard 
protection measures for the eastern indigo snake are incorporated into the project plan. 

3.1.2 Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 

A copy of the Draft WEBAR was sent to Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) for 
review and concurrence on July 29, 2015. On December 22, 2016, FWC responded in concurrence 
with the project biologist’s findings and recommendations.  

3.1.4 Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources (SHPO) 

A Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) Report was submitted to the Florida Department of 
State, Division of Historical Resources, and the State’s Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) on 
September 7, 2016.  Since three resources were identified which are considered eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), further coordination with the division will be 
required during future project development phases. SHRO has been given the Draft CSR for their 
review and concurrence.  A copy of the letter from the SHPO and their CSR concurrence are included 
in Appendix A. 

3.2 LOCAL GOVERNMENT COORDINATION 

Notes or “minutes” from the following meetings are included in Appendix A, including copies of 
slide presentations. 
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3.2.1 Hillsborough County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

The project was presented to the MPO’s Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC) on March 21, 2016 to 
serve as an update on the PD&E study reevaluation. Members were shown a PowerPoint 
presentation. General project support was conveyed, though no formal motions were discussed.  

3.2.2 Hillsborough County 

The project was discussed with county staff on July 6, 2016, to review the recommended 
improvements.  

3.2.3 City of Plant City  

The project was discussed with City of Plant City engineering staff on July 6, 2016, to review the 
proposed improvements and the project’s impact to Plant City.  

3.3 OTHER LOCAL COORDINATION 

Throughout the course of the study, coordination was conducted with various local or community 
groups which would have an interest in this project. The following is a list of local nongovernmental 
organizations or community groups with which the FDOT coordinated. Notes or “minutes” from 
these meetings are included in Appendix A. 

3.3.1 Plant City Strawberry Festival 

The project was discussed with Plant City Strawberry Festival staff on August 17, 2016, to review the 
proposed improvements and the project’s impacts to festival traffic patterns. 

3.3.2 Plant City Economic Development Corporation 

The project was discussed with Plant City Economic Development Corporation staff on October 17, 
2016, to review the proposed improvements and the project’s impacts to Plant City.  

3.3.3 Seffner Chamber of Commerce 

The project was discussed with Seffner Chamber of Commerce members at their meeting on April 
14, 2016, to review the proposed improvements.  
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SECTION 4 MAILING LIST 

A mailing list was developed for this project. The mailing list was updated throughout the duration 
of the PD&E study and contained: 

• Those property owners whose property lies, in whole or in part, within 300 feet on either 
side of the centerline of the project alternative as required by Florida Statutes Section 
339.155. The mailing list was based on information obtained from the property appraiser’s 
database in Hillsborough County. A GIS map showing these parcels is included in Figures 4-1 
to Figure 4-4. 

• Elected and appointed public officials. 
• Individuals or groups who requested to be placed on the study’s mailing list. 
• Public and private groups, organizations, agencies, and businesses and individuals that have 

an interest in the project. 

The property owner mailing list included 3,685 owners. The officials, agency, and interested parties 
mailing list contained approximately 93 people. 

The mailing list was used to disseminate project information and announce the public hearing. 
Newsletters (Section 5) were mailed to all those on the mailing list.  

 
Figure 4-1 GIS Parcel Map of Mailing List 
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Figure 4-2 GIS Parcel Map of Mailing List 
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Figure 4-3 GIS Parcel Map of Mailing List 
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Figure 4-4 GIS Parcel Map of Mailing List 
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SECTION 5 NEWSLETTERS 

Newsletters were mailed to those on the project mailing list as noted in Section 4. Newsletters were 
used to announce the project kick-off, the public hearing, and approval of the reevaluation by the 
District. Copies of the newsletters are provided in Appendix C. 

A study kick-off newsletter was distributed in July 2015. The newsletter described the PD&E study 
reevaluation process, discussed the project purpose, and provided a project schedule with the next 
steps in the study. The newsletter also included contact information and instructions for those 
needing special assistance or language support.  

A public hearing newsletter was distributed in November 2016 to publicize the public hearing and to 
encourage participation and comments. The newsletter presented the recommended build 
alternative and corresponding typical sections. Contact information and instructions for those 
needing special assistance or language support were also provided.  

A newsletter will be published and distributed to the public to announce approval of the project 
documents and to update the public on changes made to the proposed design concepts subsequent 
to the public hearing.   
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SECTION 6 WEBSITE 

Public participation is an integral part of the transportation process, which helps to ensure that 
decisions are made in consideration of public needs and preferences. In an effort to engage and 
inform the public throughout the study process, a project website was developed (Figure 6-1).  

The project website (at http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/garden-lane-to-county-line) was 
used as an educational tool for the general public; explaining what a PD&E study reevaluation 
evaluates and why, listing contact information for comments and questions, and providing links to 
other sites and projects. It was established in April 2015 and updated several times during the study 
reevaluation.  

In addition, the website was used as an information sharing tool. Site visitors could read about 
project details, review past and current newsletters, follow the project schedule, and peruse 
available project documents, information sheets, and FAQs. The site was also one of several 
methods used to notify the public about the public hearing.  

 

 
Figure 6-1 US 92 PD&E Reevaluation Study Website Screenshot  

 

 

 

http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/garden-lane-to-county-line/
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SECTION 7 PUBLIC HEARING 

A public hearing consisting of an informal open house integrated with a formal portion was held for 
this project in two sessions, on December 1, 2016 and December 6, 2016. The first session was held 
at the HCC Trinkle Center from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. and the second session at Sheraton Tampa 
East Hotel from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

The hearing was held to inform citizens and interested parties about the project details and 
schedule, and allow them the opportunity to provide comments concerning the proposed 
improvements. The hearing consisted of an open house for the first hour and a formal portion 
immediately following. After the formal portion, the open house resumed until the end of the 
session.  

The reevaluation’s supporting documents were available for public review from November 8, 2016 
through December 19, 2016 on the project website as well as during normal operating hours at the 
locations shown in Table 7-1. 
 

Table 7-1 Locations the Study Documents were Available for Public Review 

Location FDOT District 7 Seffner-Mango Branch Library Bruton Memorial Library 

Address 
11201 N. McKinley Dr. 

Tampa, FL 33612 
410 N. Kingsway Road   
Seffner, Florida 33584 

302 W. McLendon Street N. 
Plant City, Florida 33563 

Hours Mon-Fri 8 a.m-5 p.m. 
Mon - 10 a.m.-8 p.m.          
Tues - 12 p.m.-8 p.m.  

Wed-Sat - 10 a.m.-6 p.m.      

Mon-Thur - 10 a.m.-9 p.m.          
Fri - 10 a.m.-6 p.m.              
Sat - 10 a.m.-5 p.m.            
Sun – 1 p.m.-5 p.m. 

 

A project newsletter was used to announce the public hearing (Section 5) and was sent via 
electronic mail to public officials and agencies, and via direct mail to property owners and interested 
parties. A legal display notice advertising the public hearing sessions was published in the Tampa 
Bay Times and La Gaceta on the following dates: 

• Tampa Bay Times – November 11, 2016 and November 21, 2016 
• La Gaceta – November 11, 2016 and November 18, 2016 

 A notice was also published in the Florida Administrative Register on November 28, 2016. Copies of 
these advertisements are shown in the Public Hearing Scrapbook. 

FDOT staff and its consultant were available at the hearing to discuss the project and answer 
questions. A continuously-running PowerPoint presentation describing the project and the 
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recommended build alternative was shown during the open house portion of the hearing. Display 
boards were also available for review and consisted of: 

• Existing and Future Traffic Volumes 
• Existing and Proposed Roadway Typical Sections 
• Aerial of the Project Limits 
• Evaluation Matrix  
• Project Schedule and Funding 
• Welcome and List of Citations 

The materials shown at the public hearing were also posted to the project website following the 
hearing. 

The formal portion of the first public hearing session began at 6:30 p.m., with the second session 
formal portion beginning at 7:00 p.m., and was moderated by Kirk Bogen, PE, District Seven 
Environmental Management Engineer. The proceedings were recorded by the court reporter who 
was present throughout the evening. Mr. Bogen welcomed the audience and discussed the purpose 
of the hearing. The next portion of the hearing was devoted to verbal comments.  

Attendees were given the opportunity to provide comments in one of five ways: 

• Make a verbal statement during the formal portion of the hearing; 
• Make a verbal statement to the court reporter during the informal portion of the hearing; 
• Complete a written comment form and place it in the drop box at the hearing;  
• Make a comment on the project website; or, 
• Mail comments to the Department by December 19, 2016.  

A total of 239 people signed in at the public hearing. Forty One (41) written comments were 
received at the hearing sessions and between sessions combined along with 11 verbal statements 
made during the formal public comment period.  

The public hearing transcript is included in Appendix C. Copies of the public hearing materials, 
including the legal display advertisement, the sign-in sheets, display graphics, PowerPoint slides, and 
attendance rosters are included in the Public Hearing Scrapbook prepared for this PD&E study 
reevaluation. 
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SECTION 8 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

The public hearing comment period was advertised to end on December 19, 2016. A total of 89 
comment forms were received. Thirty six (38) written comment forms and 12 verbal comments 
were received from the public hearing. Twenty (20) comment forms were received before the public 
hearing and 19 comment forms were received after. Of the 89 total comment forms, 33 involved 
requests to be added to the project contact list, of the 56 project comments,  10 pertained to access 
management questions. Table 8-1 summarizes those public comments received that pertain to this 
project. 

Appendix D contains copies of the written comments and responses. Because some individuals 
submitted several comments in different formats, the total number of comments received does not 
equal the total number of individuals in favor of or against the project.  
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Table 8-1 Summary of US 92 Public Hearing Comments 

No.      Summary of Comments 
Support 

Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

Pre-Hearing Comments 

1 Add to mailing list N/A Donna Cline 11/23/2015 

2 

Are the improvements for U.S. Hwy 92 still 
going to happen? Will you be using the 1994 
plans or have new plans been drawn up? 
Please keep me posted on all new 
developments. 

  Gregory 
Jewell 2/28/2016 

3 Would like to discuss speaking at Seffner 
Chamber Yes Lori Libhart 3/1/2016 

4 

Request a Q & A 
1. How this project will partner with TBX, 
Express Bus Service and Rail?  
2. Is there any consideration for autonomous 
vehicles. 
3. How will this project reduce sprawl and 
encourage high density living areas 

N/A Mauricio 
Ross 4/24/2016 

5 

My husband and I own Parkesdale Market 
located at 3702 W Baker St. We 
would like to see plans for the proposed 
widening of US 92 as it will 
impact our family business. 

N/A Xiomara 
Meeks 5/6/2016 

6 Add to mailing list N/A Phil Waldron 6/14/2016 

7 Add to mailing list N/A Nicole Cribbs 6/15/2016 

8 Add to mailing list N/A David 
Holloway 6/16/2016 

9 Add to mailing list N/A Kaley 
Wallace 6/27/2016 

10 Add to mailing list N/A Tim O'Brien 8/22/2016 

11 

Hi Lilliam, 
My name is Ali Shasti and I am the owner of 
the property located at the above referenced 
location in Hillsborough County. 
Could you please keep me abreast of any 
proposed activities happening in front and 
around my property?          E-notification, Etc. 
Thank you much, Ali 

N/A Ali Shasti 8/28/2016 
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No.      Summary of Comments 
Support 

Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

12 

I own Jarrett-Scott Ford at 2000 E. Baker 
(SR92). I would like to attend a workshop or 
have a meeting to learn more about what this 
project means to my business. 

Yes Jim Scott 10/25/2016 

13 Add to mailing list N/A Pat 
Comstock 11/18/2016 

14 Add to mailing list N/A Valerie 
Jackson 11/21/2016 

15 Add to mailing list N/A Jane 
Charpentier 11/22/2016 

16 Add to mailing list N/A Louis 
Bergeron 11/25/2016 

17 
Would like to know more about our house 
4511 Reola Rd. Is the plan to tear it down and 
when 

N/A Angelo 
Caltabiano 11/28/2016 

18 Add to mailing list N/A Jason 
Fernandes 11/30/2016 

19 Add to mailing list N/A Link Property 
II 11/30/2016 

20 Add to mailing list N/A Bill Yavit 12/1/2016 

Hearing Comments 1st Session (Held on December 1, 2016) 

21 

* How will water run-off from proposed Hwy 
be addressed? It is already a problem for those 
of us whose homes are at a lower elevation 
that the existing HWY. * What is the timeline 
for beginning at our address? * Will we be 
offered a buy-out? At 13512 (Next door to 
Catabiano - Reola Rd) * From Lynn Oaks Circle 
to east of Bethlehem Rd pamphlet states build 
alignment will be centered that would put 
sidewalk in our front door if the typical section 
3 80; minimum is met then 50 mph (minimum)  
will be flying just feet from our bedroom 
windows - Dangerous - we would request you 
buy us out. 

N/A William 
Brown 12/1/2016 
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No.      Summary of Comments 
Support 

Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

22 

The area in front of my house was change with 
the construction of schools behind me. The 
electric and septic tank are within the small 
area marked as increasing. Can this be 
discussed? 813-781-2519 

N/A Sue Powers 12/1/2016 

23 
Would love to speak to an engineer about the 
drainage problem we have now since the last 
road improvement project. 

N/A Mark Riebow 12/1/2016 

24 

Segment 1 9611 E US Hwy 92, Access 
Management, Large Trucks - Semis, Vehicles 
towing boats being denied access to west 
bound lanes. 

  Jason Ryan 12/1/2016 

25 

We would like to receive information to our 
address. Had the appraiser not contacted us 
my husband and I would not have known of 
this. Please send any communications to our 
residence. 3970 Medicci Lane Wesley Chapel, 
FL 33543 

N/A Passard & 
Karine Dean 12/1/2016 

26 
We are landlords that will be affected. We did 
not receive any communication. Please send 
communications to the address below. 

N/A Passard 
Dean 12/1/2016 

27 Add to mailing list N/A N/A 12/1/2016 

28 Add to mailing list N/A Ana Chico-
Cruz 12/1/2016 

29 Add to mailing list N/A Leonardo 
Arenas 12/1/2016 

30 

I am concerned about my parking lot at 711 N. 
Park Road in Plant City. I have a small parking 
lot in front of my building and a small parking 
lot in the rear of my building. If you take even a 
small piece of my front parking space, I will be 
in trouble parking wise. There are 4 offices in 
my building and one of those is a hair & nail 
salon, one is am an income tax business, and 
another is an immigration services office. I 
have one office that isn't occupied currently. 
So you can see that parking is already maxed 
out. 

N/A Karlene 
Whidden 12/1/2016 
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No.      Summary of Comments 
Support 

Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

31 

I am a mobile home park manager. I have 
called DOT to try and do something about HWY 
92 between Turkey Creek Rd and Whitehurst 
because of accidents and there is no crossover 
from mobile home park (n side of 92) to 
sidewalks. I believe Hwy 92 from Turkey Creed 
to Alexander are dangerous and a hazard. 

Yes Kay Vance 12/1/2016 

32 

I am writing you in regards to the US 92 
project. As you know, our business will be 
severely impacted by this project. I have visited 
Bruton Memorial Library and I looked through 
the project documents. I have a major concern, 
and that is the ability for east bound traffic on 
US 92 to turn north on our property. And on 
the flip side, the ability for vehicles leaving our 
business to turn on to east bound US 92. 
Currently we have two separate openings in 
the boulevard for our business and for the 
parcel of land that we recently purchased 
directly west of us. We have a tremendous 
number of customers and vendors daily that 
currently have the ability to turn north into my 
business when heading east bound. We also 
have a tremendous number of customers and 
vendors (semi-truck car carriers) who use this 
boulevard opening to head east on US 92 and 
ultimately north on Park Road to travel to I-4. 
Looking at the new design, it appears that we 
would lose both boulevard openings (with the 
new parcel directly west of us that we 
purchased). We cannot go from two of these 
boulevard openings to zero. It would have a 
major negative impact on our business. Please 
take this comment into consideration when 
redesigning US 92, and please keep me 
informed.              -Jim Scott (Jarrett Scott Ford) 

Yes Jim Scott 12/1/2016 
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No.      Summary of Comments 
Support 

Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

33 

Suggest FDOT consider improving the 
intersection of US 92 and Mobley Street. The 
present condition is not the best, because 
vehicles headed west turn south onto Mobley 
and vehicles traveling east turn North and 
cause congestion. At the least, turn lanes 
should be built for both directions. 

N/A Joseph 
Herrmann 12/1/2016 

34 

We have lived on this road, Park Rd. and 
County Line Road for over 25 years. We have 
seen this road become very dangerous to drive 
on. Many pedestrians and bicycles use the side 
of the road in great danger. We have had 
numerous accidents occur in front of our 
home. We truly fear getting rear ended 
attempting to turn left into our property. In 
our minds this project from Park Rd to County 
Line Rd. needs major improvement as soon as 
possible. We will keep praying no one on a cell 
phone rear ends us as we wait to turn into our 
property. Thank you for your consideration to 
our problem. Another issue is that any blip on I 
-4 throws enormous amounts of traffic onto 92 
- this happens regularly. 

Yes Ronald Boles 12/1/2016 

35 

My name is Miguel Quirino. I am the Pastor of 
God's Strong Tower Church in Dover, Inc. 5335 
W US Hwy 92 Plant City 33566. My concern is 
the impact it will have on the property of the 
church. What will the impact be to the parking 
and the existing construction project on the 
temple. 

N/A Miguel 
Quirino 12/1/2016 

36 

Consider the accommodation of a multi-use 
trail through all of the corridor. This can be 
accommodated within the proposed cross 
section - a possible merging of the buffered 
bike-lane and sidewalk may be an option to 
accommodate a multi-use trail. Such a trail 
would be consistent with the Hillsborough 
MPO's Hillsborough County Greenways & Trails 
Plan Update. 
 

N/A Richard 
Ranck 12/1/2016 
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No.      Summary of Comments 
Support 

Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

Comments Between Sessions 

37 

I am writing you in regards to the US 92 
project. As you know, our business will be 
severely impacted by this project. I have visited 
Bruton Memorial Library and I looked through 
the project documents. I have a major concern, 
and that is the ability for east bound traffic on 
US 92 to turn north on our property. And on 
the flip side, the ability for vehicles leaving our 
business to turn on to east bound US 92. 
Currently we have two separate openings in 
the boulevard for our business and for the 
parcel of land that we recently purchased 
directly west of us. We have a tremendous 
number of customers and vendors daily that 
currently have the ability to turn north into my 
business when heading east bound. We also 
have a tremendous number of customers and 
vendors (semi-truck car carriers) who use this 
boulevard opening to head east on US 92 and 
ultimately north on Park Road to travel to I-4. 
Looking at the new design, it appears that we 
would lose both boulevard openings (with the 
new parcel directly west of us that we 
purchased). We cannot go from two of these 
boulevard openings to zero. It would have a 
major negative impact on our business. Please 
take this comment into consideration when 
redesigning US 92, and please keep me 
informed.              -Jim Scott (Jarrett Scott Ford) 

Yes Jim Scott 12/5/2016 

38 Yes we agree with this project we like selection 
#1. 92 gets backed up when I-4 is backed up Yes Joe and 

Debbie Wos 12/5/2016 

39 

We have to do something about US 92. Back in 
September I got rear ended while stopped for 
a truck. We need more lanes before someone 
gets killed 

Yes Hollis Lynn 12/5/2016 
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No.      Summary of Comments 
Support 

Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

40 

US 92 is dangerous, I like to ride my bike and 
US 92 is the shortest route I can take. I do not 
feel safe on the road. Get us some good bike 
lanes. Any of your proposals will work for me. 

Yes Michael Wos 12/5/2016 

Hearing Comments 2nd Session (Held on December 6, 2016) 

41 Change contact address N/A 
Timothy & 

Pamela 
Conway 

12/6/2016 

42 

Hwy 92 between Falkenburg and Williams is so 
dangerous, I've been hit by a car while riding 
my bike 2 times in the last 6 months, we need 
a bike lane. 

N/A John 
Simmon 12/6/2016 

43 

When you are taking land belonging to an 
entire community, is there a point of contact 
to address the community and their concerns 
other than this meeting? 

N/A Charlene 
Adewenmi 12/6/2016 

44 Fix 92 traffic is terrible Yes N/A 12/6/2016 

45 We want a left turn out of Anna Drive Yes Clay Schafer 12/6/2016 

46 

We need a left turn onto Hwy 92 off of Anna 
Drive. Boat and trailers, Semi-Trucks and RV's 
are exiting Anna Drive due to the nature of the 
existing businesses. U-Turns 1/2 a mile away 
will negatively effect our business. 

N/A Jon Reinke 12/6/2016 

47 

To whom it may concern, Being of sound mind 
get us some help with this traffic, took me half 
hour to get to this meeting from 92 and 
Williams. Why didn't you hold the meeting on 
92? 

N/A N/A 12/6/2016 

48 Add to mailing list N/A 
Gerald & 

Carli 
Harrison 

12/6/2016 
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No.      Summary of Comments 
Support 

Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

49 

My name is Miguel Quirino. I am the Pastor of 
the Iglesia de Dios Torre Fuente, which is 
located at 5335 W. US Hwy 92 in Plant City. I 
just want to relate the concern of the impact 
that this project will have, not only to myself, 
but to nearly 100 families that attend our 
church. We are also in the process of 
rebuilding for our future sanctuary. This 
project will definitely effect the construction of 
our future sanctuary. 

N/A Miguel 
Quirino 12/6/2016 

50 
Please have the noise wall come all the way 
past all the homes on US 92. Makes better 
sense. 

Yes Patricia 
Williams 12/6/2016 

51 
I don't want to have to turn west to go east. Do 
to the fact that there will be a grass divide in 
front of my property. 

N/A Greg Moore 12/6/2016 

52 

A roadway of this magnitude will negatively 
impact the local businesses in the area. It is 
designated as a high speed roadway, in a 
suburban business and residential area. A 
roadway similar to the parallel road at MLK 
would be more convince to the area and 
people living and shopping in the community. I 
vigorously object to this plan as currently 
proposed. 

No Salvatore 
Socci 12/6/2016 

53 Add to mailing list N/A Marion 
Smith 12/6/2016 

54 Add to mailing list N/A 
Cornelio 
Vazquez-

Hernandez 
12/6/2016 

55 

I do not feel that this project will be an 
improvement to the area. There are no traffic 
issues in front of my neighborhood (Hammocks 
at Kingsway). This construction project is going 
to force my family out of our home as my 
backyard backs up to Hwy 92. 

No Ashley 
Johnson 12/6/2016 

56 Add to mailing list N/A Leonard 
Arenas 12/6/2016 

57 I will not be able to make a left turn from 
Passadena Dr to US 92. Not acceptable. No Doris Cooper 12/6/2016 



US 92 (SR 600) PD&E Study Reevaluation Page 8-10 East of I-4 to East of County Line Road 
WPI Segment No.: 435749-1  Comments & Coordination Report 

No.      Summary of Comments 
Support 

Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

58 Add to mailing list N/A 
Christine 
Burbage 

Trust 
12/6/2016 

Post-Hearing Comments 

59 Add to mailing list N/A Patricia 
Crabb 12/7/2016 

60 

I am opposed to the widening of Highway 92 as 
you have outlined it. You are turning a country 
into a city, and it is wrong and deceitful to the 
people who have bought out this way to get 
away from all of that city mess that you call 
Tampa etc. You have decided to take a whole 
bunch of people's homes, or part of their 
property, and mess up their lives forever to 
plan to have just more people in this area than 
we need. We are already overcrowded and it is 
a mess to get around even Plant City, not to 
mention trying to go further than that. Just 
widening roads does not relieve the problem, it 
just makes it worse. You are already widening 
574, and it looks like you are getting ready to 
make a mess of highway 60. It just brings more 
and more people out this way. We can't even 
enjoy our lives because there is always 
something you are tearing up or messing with. 
Build it and they will come has been your go to 
word for ages. It has ruined our lives long ago, 
and you are fixing to ruin more people's lives. 
No, No, No, to your plans of widening highway 
92. 

No Corlene 
Findley 12/8/2016 
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No.      Summary of Comments 
Support 

Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

61 

Our driveway was fine for 30+ years until it was 
resurfaced several years ago. Now every time 
we get a hard rain we have errosion issues - it 
washes gullies down our portion of the 
driveway even though they paved the apron up 
to our property line. Can this be fixed now and 
will it be fixed correctly when the new road will 
be completed. How high will be road be 
compared to the height that it is now. Will the 
driveway be angled/sloped so that we can get 
our travel trailer in and out without major 
problems. How is this going to affect the traffic 
Independence Academy at Hwy 92 & McIntosh 
Roads. Where will the retention ponds be 
located? 

N/A George Forte 12/8/2016 

62 

Thank you for the informative meeting, Dec 1. I 
declined to speak publicly but I was grateful to 
Mr. Ed McKinney who patiently answered my 
questions and spoke with compassion as I 
somewhat emotionally unloaded on him about 
the future of US 92. I have lived in Florida for 
24 years in the same location, 4712 Frtizke Rd. 
We chose a rural location even though my 
husband's job was in east Tampa. Knowing that 
living in a rural area meant "inconvenience" at 
times and a slower pace of life (including 
getting behind trucks going 30 mph) we chose 
this location and we have been very happy. I 
am concerned that the rural lifestyle we have 
enjoyed with our children and with our 
grandchildren is being threatened. I 
understand about I-4 overflow traffic and other 
issues. However, building and widening our 
roads only encourages more traffic, more 
building, etc. I am grateful for the roads we 
have, but do we have to make quiet Dover into 
a place of noise and speed? I would be at a 
great loss. 

No Deborah 
Lewis 12/8/2016 
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No.      Summary of Comments 
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Build 
Alternative? 

Name Date 

63 

Its about time! US 92 gets backed up all the 
time. This is good for my business as cars are 
crawling past my place and my inventory gets 
better exposure. But not good for traffic flow. 
The wooden sidewalks are a joke 

Yes A Car Lot 12/13/2016 

64 
Fix I-4 before you do anything on 92. I never 
use 92 to many trucks. Highway 60 has its own 
exit lane I-4 doesn't. Traffic always backed up. 

N/A Mary Darner 12/13/2016 

65 

I vote yes for #3 as long as I have a bicycle lane. 
I am afraid to ride my bicycle on 92. I never use 
the wooden sidewalks very uneven I go into 
the street and that scares me. We need more 
street lights Thank you. 

Yes Tanya Brad 12/13/2016 

66 Add to mailing list N/A Samantha 
Silber 12/14/2016 

67 Highway 92 is very dangerous. Please get us 
some sidewalks. Yes Richard 

Baranas 12/19/2016 

68 Just spent hour on I-4 -US 92 this morning 12-
15-16 Yes N/A 12/19/2016 

69 Widen I-4 so trucks stop using 92. Trucks are 
getting terrible. N/A R. Sosa 12/19/2016 

70 

I think the speed limit should be lowered it is 
way too fast. Trucks should not be allowed on 
US 92. They have Martin Luther or I-4 they can 
use! Get these people with their bicycles off 
the road have them use side streets. 

N/A Carlos 
Gorrdles 12/19/2016 

71 

I am concerned about access onto US 92. From 
our private road each property owner on 
Brackwood has a driveway to US 92 at this time 
we share some of the road with only one small 
access to get onto US 92. The boardwalk also 
blocks a lot of vision when you are in a car not 
so bad. When in a truck I have avoided many 
head ons on our road Brackwood Road. It is to 
narrow also when I take my horse trailer out 
onto US 92 I have to pick a certain time of day 
to enter 92 can’t make a good swing. When the 
state put the boardwalk in they never 
considered all the separate access onto 92! 

N/A Nora Menge 12/19/2016 
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No.      Summary of Comments 
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Build 
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72 

If this project is 20 or more years away- you 
still won’t need it. We have I-4 to the North 
and 574 (MLK) to the South (which is already 
being widened). 2 line in segment #5 and 
cannot imagine us ever needing 4 lanes plus 
bike lanes and a 54' median. We already have 
drainage problems what will this project do. 
Why not spend the money on I-4. That’s what 
Interstates are for - to move cars. (add a toll 
lane) Widening US 92 will only make the 
backup problems on McIntosh worse. Fix 
problems like that. Don’t ruin one of the last 
rural areas left. Again focus on I-4 and 574. 

No Anette Friese 12/19/2016 
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Alex Hull

To: Jason Houck
Subject: RE: Document Review Confirmation for US 92 Draft WEBAR COMPLETE REPORT

 
 
Alex B. Hull, PE 

INWOOD CONSULTING ENGINEERS 
3000 Dovera Dr., Suite 200, Oviedo, FL 32765 
Office: 407‐971‐8850  
Mobile: 321‐303‐6253 
Direct: 407‐542‐0309 
 
 

From: Selly, Nicole [mailto:Nicole.Selly@dot.state.fl.us]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 28, 2016 10:58 AM 
To: Lilliam Escalera <lilliam.escalera@dot.state.fl.us>; Jason Houck <jhouck@inwoodinc.com> 
Subject: FW: Document Review Confirmation for US 92 Draft WEBAR COMPLETE REPORT 
 
A review was received for the following: 
Event: 435749-1 US 92 from East of I-4 to East of County Line Road WEBAR Review
Document: US 92 Draft WEBAR COMPLETE REPORT 
Submitted By: Jennifer Goff 
Global: Yes 
Comments:  

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) staff has reviewed the Draft Wetland 
Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report (WEBAR) for the above-referenced project, prepared as part of 
the Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Reevaluation Study.  We provide the following comments 
and recommendations for your consideration in accordance with Chapter 379, Florida Statutes and Rule 68A-
27, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). 

 

The project involves an evaluation of widening US 92 (SR 600) from a two-lane roadway to a four-lane divided 
roadway between just east of I-4 to east of County Line Road in Hillsborough County.  The total project length 
is approximately 18.1 miles, but the No Build Alternative has been selected for a segment approximately 2 
miles long between Mobley Street and Park Road in Plant City.  This WEBAR also includes an analysis of 21 
Stormwater Management Facility and 14 Floodplain Compensation alternative sites.  The project vicinity is a 
mix of residential and commercial development, agriculture, upland forests, herbaceous and forested wetlands, 
and man-made ponds and lakes. 

 

The WEBAR evaluated potential project impacts to 22 wildlife species classified under the Endangered Species 
Act as Federally Endangered (FE) or Threatened (FT), or by the State of Florida as Threatened (ST) or Species 
of Special Concern (SSC).  Listed species were evaluated based on range and potential appropriate habitat or 
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because the project is within a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Consultation Area.  Included were: Eastern indigo 
snake (FT), sand skink (FT), American alligator (FT due to similarity in appearance to the American crocodile), 
crested caracara (FT), wood stork (FE), Florida scrub jay (FT), gopher frog (SSC), gopher tortoise (ST), 
Suwannee cooter (SSC), Florida pine snake (SSC), short-tailed snake (ST), Florida burrowing owl (SSC), 
Southeastern American kestrel (ST), Florida sandhill crane (ST), roseate spoonbill (SSC), limpkin (SSC), 
snowy egret (SSC), little blue heron (SSC), tricolored heron (SSC), white ibis (SSC), Sherman's fox squirrel 
(SSC), and Florida mouse (SSC).   

 

Also evaluated were the bald eagle, which was delisted by state and federal agencies, but this species remains 
protected under state rule in Section 68A-16.002, F .A. C. and by the federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668d), and the Florida black bear, which is protected by the FWC pursuant to the Florida 
Black Bear Conservation Rule 68A-4.009 F.A.C. 

 

Project biologists made a finding of "no effect" for the sand skink, crested caracara, Florida scrub jay, 
Suwannee cooter, Florida pine snake, short-tailed snake, and Florida black bear due to a lack of suitable habitat 
for these species within the project area.  The biologists determined that the project "may affect, but is unlikely 
to adversely affect" all the other species.  We agree with these determinations.  

 

We support the project commitments for protected species, which include the following.    

 

1.  The standard FDOT Construction Precautions for the Eastern Indigo Snake will be followed during 
construction. 

 

2.  Due to the presence of gopher tortoise habitat within the project area, a gopher tortoise survey in appropriate 
habitat will be performed within construction limits within 72 hours to 90 days prior to construction.  The 
survey will follow the latest survey criteria from the FWC's Gopher Tortoise Permitting Guidelines and the 
FDOT will secure any required relocation permit from the FWC. 

 

3.  Impacts to potential wood stork suitable foraging habitat will be evaluated during the design phase, and 
mitigation for unavoidable impacts will be provided as appropriate.  This, along with other required wetland 
mitigation, is anticipated to provide mitigation for the loss of foraging habitat for other listed wading bird 
species. 

 

The wildlife surveys did not record individual or nest sitings of Florida burrowing owls, Southeastern American 
kestrels, Florida sandhill cranes, Sherman's fox squirrels, or bald eagles, largely due to either very limited or 
suboptimal habitat for these species within the project area.  Should a nest of any of these species be discovered 
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near the project limits prior to or during construction, please coordinate with the FWC staff identified below to 
discuss avoidance, minimization, and permitting options. 

 

The WEBAR identified 11.33 acres of wetlands that will be impacted by the project, including 9.84 acres of 
forested wetlands, 1.43 acres of herbaceous wetlands, and 0.06 acres of surface waters.  Mitigation would be 
provided via one or more of several mitigation banks or using the FDOT Mitigation Program with the 
Southwest Florida Water Management District.  We agree with the findings of this evaluation. 

 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input on highway design and the conservation of fish and wildlife 
resources.  Please contact Brian Barnett at (772) 579-9746 or email  

brian.barnett@MyFWC.com  

to initiate the process for further overall coordination on this project.  

 











Meeting Minutes
3000 Dovera Drive, Suite 200, Oviedo, FL 32765 I P: 407‐971‐8850 I F: 407‐971‐8955 I www.inwoodinc.com  

DATE: July 6, 2016  

TO: Lilliam Escalera, PE  

FROM: Alex B. Hull, PE 

RE:  435749‐1 US 92 FROM I‐4 TO COUNTY LINE Road PD&E Study Reevaluation 
Presentation to Hillsborough County Staff Meeting Minutes  

ATTENDEES: See attached sign‐in sheet 

A meeting was held with Hillsborough County Engineering staff on July 1, 2016 at the County 
Center, 22 Floor Meeting Room, 601 E. Kennedy Boulevard, Tampa, FL. The purpose of the 
meeting was to discuss the US 92 from I‐4 to County Line Road PD&E Study Reevaluation. A 
PowerPoint presentation regarding the project was given and is attached to these meeting 
minutes. 

The meeting began at 2:00 pm.   

There was general discussion about the project. The main points of discussion follow: 

 
1. The PD&E traffic analysis showed the need to improve the side streets (county streets) in 

order to improve the LOS of the intersection. County staff noted there is no plan 
anticipated in the near future to improve any of the side streets. However, the county 
staff requested the cost estimates of the proposed side street improvements to consider 
coordinating their own improvements with the department’s during the upcoming 
design phases. 

2. The north approach at Park Road is a State facility (SR 553) and its improvements will be 
included in the concept plans. County noted there are future developments planned at 
this location and requested a copy of the cost estimates at this location to consider if 
design of the south side of Park Rd (CR 574) can be included as part of the design project 
(WPIS No. 438998). 

3. The County recommended that the Department consider providing a roundabout at 
Falkenburg Road and all other intersections along the corridor as an intersection alternative. 

4. The County recommended contacting the Hillsborough County School Transportation 
Working Group as part of the Department’s small group meetings efforts. The department 
indicated that it will send an email to the School District to ask if they will like a presentation 
of the PD&E Study Reevaluation efforts. 



indicated that it will send an email to the School District to ask if they will like a presentation 
of the PD&E Study Reevaluation efforts. 

5.    The County noted that there is an existing operational problem at the US 92 and Kingsway 
Rd. intersection during school days. The department noted that there is no design project 
presently scheduled for this location. 

The meeting was concluded at 3:15 pm. 
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

SR 600 (US 92)
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENT

(PD&E) STUDY RE‐EVALUATION

FROM I‐4 TO COUNTY LINE ROAD

WPI Segment No.: 435749‐1 | Hillsborough County, Florida 



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT LOCATION

• Project begins at Garden Lane (East of I‐4)
• Project ends at County Line Road
• Re‐evaluation of original 1994 PD&E Study

2

18 miles



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT DESCRIPTION

US 92 is:
• Major east‐west roadway through 
Hillsborough County

• Important in Tampa Bay area regional 
transportation network

• Project will increase capacity and 
improve safety

• Four‐lane improvement from Garden 
Lane to Mobley Street and from Park 
Road to County Line Road

• No‐build through Plant City

3



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPD&E STUDY PROCESS

• Re‐evaluation of the original PD&E Study 
approved by the Federal Highway Administration 
on March 24, 1994

• Focuses on changed conditions
• Re‐evaluation of proposed improvements 
includes:
– Costs
– Engineering aspects
– Environmental aspects
– Public and agency input
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT NEED

• Capacity
– Future estimated traffic volumes will cause US 92 to operate below 

desired standards
• Transportation Planning

– US 92 from US 301 to CR 579 (Mango Road) and from Park Road to 
County Line Road 

• Included in the Imagine 2040: Hillsborough County MPO Long Range 
Transportation Plan Cost Feasible Plan

• Safety
– Crash data shows that the average five‐year crash rate is higher than 

the statewide average 
• Socioeconomic Demand

– Projected regional growth will increase traffic
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE
• Five typical sections are proposed for the project:

– Garden Lane to west of I‐4 overpass and east of I‐4 overpass to east of Crow Wing 
Drive (purple area)

– West of I‐4 overpass to east of I‐4 overpass (yellow area)
– East of Crow Wing Drive to Edwards Street (orange area)
– Edwards Street to Mobley Street (blue area) 
– West of Park Road to County Line Road (teal area)

• No‐build 
– Mobley Street to west of Park Road (green area)
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE

7

• Garden Lane to west of I‐75 overpass 
• East of I‐75 overpass to east of Crow Wing Drive
• 45 mph design speed
• 136 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE
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• West of I‐75 overpass to east of I‐75 overpass
• 45 mph design speed



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE
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• East of Crow Wing Drive to Edwards Street
• 50 mph design speed
• 160 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE
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• Edwards Street to Mobley Street
• 45 mph design speed
• 114 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE
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• West of Park Road to County Line Road
• 50 mph design speed
• 136 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONACCESS MANAGEMENT

• Combination of directional and full median 
openings proposed
– Directional median openings allow some turns
– Full median openings allow turns in all directions

• Driveway and crossroad locations considered
• Access Management Class 5 spacing criteria

12

Class Medians
Median Openings

Signal
Connection

Full Directional
More than 45 
mph posted 

speed

45 mph and 
less posted 

speed

5 Restrictive

2,640’
At greater than 45 mph 

posted speed
660’ 440’ 245’

1,320’
At 45 mph or less posted 

speed



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONNO‐BUILD ALTERNATIVE

13

• Disadvantages
– Increased traffic 
congestion

– Emergency vehicle access 
is degraded

– Does not improve 
pedestrian or bicyclist 
safety

– Increased user costs due 
to congestion

– Not consistent with the 
identified needs of the 
corridor by the 
Hillsborough Metropolitan 
Planning Organization

• Advantages
– No acquisition of right‐of‐way
– No design, right‐of‐way or 
construction costs

– No inconvenience to the 
public during construction

– No construction impacts to 
natural, physical, and social 
environment



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONBUILD ALTERNATIVE

14

• Disadvantages
– Additional right‐of‐way 
needed

– Design, right‐of‐way, and 
construction costs

– Inconvenience to the 
public during construction

– Construction impacts to 
natural, physical, and 
social environment

• Advantages
– Reduced traffic congestion 
and intersection delay

– Reduced potential for 
crashes

– Reduced vehicle emissions
– Improved emergency vehicle 
response

– Improved pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety

– Consistent with the 
identified needs of the 
corridor by the Hillsborough 
Metropolitan Planning 
Organization



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONTentative Design Schedule

• Two segments tentative scheduled for design
– US 92 from US 301 (east of I‐4) to Mango Road
– US 92 from west of Park Road to County Line Road

• Design scheduled to begin in Spring 2017
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT STATUS

• Re‐evaluation began January 2015
• Small group meetings are currently scheduled 
with local community organizations

• Public hearing – October 18, 2016
• PD&E study re‐evaluation completion ‐ end of 
2016

16



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONContact Information

• http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/i4‐to‐
county‐line/

• FDOT Project Manager
Lilliam E. Escalera
EMO Project Manager
FDOT District VII
Planning & Environmental Management Office (PLEMO)
11201 N. McKinley Dr., 7‐800
Tampa, FL 33612
P: (813)975‐6445
F: (813) 975‐6451

17



 

 

1 
 

Meeting Minutes
3000 Dovera Drive, Suite 200, Oviedo, FL 32765  I   P: 407‐971‐8850  I   F: 407‐971‐8955   I   www.inwoodinc.com

 

 

 

A meeting was held at Plant City City Hall on June 30, 2016. The purpose of the meeting was to 
discuss  the US  92  PD&E  Study  Re‐evaluation with  the  City  staff. A  PowerPoint  presentation 
regarding the project was given and is attached to these meeting minutes. 
 
Issues that the City staff brought up for discussion are as follows: 
 

1. There is planned development being considered along Charlie Taylor Road north of US 92. 
It  is anticipated  that  the development will generate a  considerable amount of  traffic. 
Therefore, the City would like to give preference to Charlie Taylor Road for a full median 
opening.  
 

2. The Hillsborough MPO  is planning on conducting a bike plan study  for  the area. Mark 
Hudson with Plant City is the City’s point of contact for the study. 
 

3. Parksdale Farm Market representatives have expressed concern to the City Council about 
the US 92 widening project and the impacts to their site. 
 

4. The  City  staff  will  organize  a  joint  meeting  of  the  Greater  Plant  City  Chamber  of 
commerce, Strawberry Festival, and  the Economic Development Council  (EDC)  for  the 
project team to make a presentation informing these groups about the project. 
 

 
 
 

DATE:  July 6, 2016, 2016 

TO:  Lilliam Escalera, PE 

FROM:  Alex B. Hull, PE 

RE:  435749‐1 US 92 PD&E Study Plant City Staff Presentation and Discussion Meeting 
Minutes 

ATTENDEES:  See attached sign‐in sheet





US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

SR 600 (US 92)
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENT

(PD&E) STUDY RE‐EVALUATION

FROM I‐4 TO COUNTY LINE ROAD

WPI Segment No.: 435749‐1 | Hillsborough County, Florida 



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT LOCATION

• Project begins at Garden Lane (East of I‐4)
• Project ends at County Line Road
• Re‐evaluation of original 1994 PD&E Study
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18 miles



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT DESCRIPTION

US 92 is:
• Major east‐west roadway through 
Hillsborough County

• Important in Tampa Bay area regional 
transportation network

• Project will increase capacity and 
improve safety

• Four‐lane improvement from Garden 
Lane to Mobley Street and from Park 
Road to County Line Road

• No‐build through Plant City
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPD&E STUDY PROCESS

• Re‐evaluation of the original PD&E Study 
approved by the Federal Highway Administration 
on March 24, 1994

• Focuses on changed conditions
• Re‐evaluation of proposed improvements 
includes:
– Costs
– Engineering aspects
– Environmental aspects
– Public and agency input
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT NEED

• Capacity
– Future estimated traffic volumes will cause US 92 to operate below 

desired standards
• Transportation Planning

– US 92 from US 301 to CR 579 (Mango Road) and from Park Road to 
County Line Road 

• Included in the Imagine 2040: Hillsborough County MPO Long Range 
Transportation Plan Cost Feasible Plan

• Safety
– Crash data shows that the average five‐year crash rate is higher than 

the statewide average 
• Socioeconomic Demand

– Projected regional growth will increase traffic
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE
• Five typical sections are proposed for the project:

– Garden Lane to west of I‐4 overpass and east of I‐4 overpass to east of Crow Wing 
Drive (purple area)

– West of I‐4 overpass to east of I‐4 overpass (yellow area)
– East of Crow Wing Drive to Edwards Street (orange area)
– Edwards Street to Mobley Street (blue area) 
– West of Park Road to County Line Road (teal area)

• No‐build 
– Mobley Street to west of Park Road (green area)
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE

7

• Garden Lane to west of I‐75 overpass 
• East of I‐75 overpass to east of Crow Wing Drive
• 45 mph design speed
• 136 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE
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• West of I‐75 overpass to east of I‐75 overpass
• 45 mph design speed



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE

9

• East of Crow Wing Drive to Edwards Street
• 50 mph design speed
• 160 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE
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• Edwards Street to Mobley Street
• 45 mph design speed
• 114 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE
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• West of Park Road to County Line Road
• 50 mph design speed
• 136 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONACCESS MANAGEMENT

• Combination of directional and full median 
openings proposed
– Directional median openings allow some turns
– Full median openings allow turns in all directions

• Driveway and crossroad locations considered
• Access Management Class 5 spacing criteria
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Class Medians
Median Openings

Signal
Connection

Full Directional
More than 45 
mph posted 

speed

45 mph and 
less posted 

speed

5 Restrictive

2,640’
At greater than 45 mph 

posted speed
660’ 440’ 245’

1,320’
At 45 mph or less posted 

speed



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONNO‐BUILD ALTERNATIVE
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• Disadvantages
– Increased traffic 
congestion

– Emergency vehicle access 
is degraded

– Does not improve 
pedestrian or bicyclist 
safety

– Increased user costs due 
to congestion

– Not consistent with the 
identified needs of the 
corridor by the 
Hillsborough Metropolitan 
Planning Organization

• Advantages
– No acquisition of right‐of‐way
– No design, right‐of‐way or 
construction costs

– No inconvenience to the 
public during construction

– No construction impacts to 
natural, physical, and social 
environment



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONBUILD ALTERNATIVE

14

• Disadvantages
– Additional right‐of‐way 
needed

– Design, right‐of‐way, and 
construction costs

– Inconvenience to the 
public during construction

– Construction impacts to 
natural, physical, and 
social environment

• Advantages
– Reduced traffic congestion 
and intersection delay

– Reduced potential for 
crashes

– Reduced vehicle emissions
– Improved emergency vehicle 
response

– Improved pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety

– Consistent with the 
identified needs of the 
corridor by the Hillsborough 
Metropolitan Planning 
Organization



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONTentative Design Schedule

• Two segments tentative scheduled for design
– US 92 from US 301 (east of I‐4) to Mango Road
– US 92 from west of Park Road to County Line Road

• Design scheduled to begin in Spring 2017
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT STATUS

• Re‐evaluation began January 2015
• Small group meetings are currently scheduled 
with local community organizations

• Public hearing – October 18, 2016
• PD&E study re‐evaluation completion ‐ end of 
2016
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONContact Information

• http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/i4‐to‐
county‐line/

• FDOT Project Manager
Lilliam E. Escalera
EMO Project Manager
FDOT District VII
Planning & Environmental Management Office (PLEMO)
11201 N. McKinley Dr., 7‐800
Tampa, FL 33612
P: (813)975‐6445
F: (813) 975‐6451
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A meeting was held at the Plant City Strawberry Festival offices in Plant City on August 3, 2016. 
The  purpose  of  the meeting was  to  discuss  the  US  92  PD&E  Study  Re‐evaluation with  the 
Strawberry Festival Committee representatives. A PowerPoint presentation regarding the project 
was given and is attached to these meeting minutes. 
 
Issues that the City staff brought up for discussion are as follows: 
 

1. The  Strawberry  Festival  representatives  expressed  concern  about  the  impact  that 
construction of the project would have on Festival traffic patterns. Ms. Escalera explained 
that the construction documents can contain provisions addressing this issue. 

2. They explained  that  the parking  lot on  the west  side of  the Festival grounds  received 
significant eastbound right turns into the lot. Westbound traffic is primarily directed to 
lots on the eastside of the Festival, but eastbound traffic also reaches the west lot. They 
requested that FDOT consider adding a eastbound right turn into the west parking lot and 
adding a median opening that would serve the west  lot westbound  ingress and egress 
traffic.  Ms.  Escalera  stated  that  she  would  discuss  this  request  with  the  access 
management representative from FDOT. 

3. Mr. Waldron requested a rollout print of the concept map (Note: The map was mailed to 
Mr. Waldron on the following day.) 
 

 
 
 

DATE:  August 17, 2016, 2016 

TO:  Lilliam Escalera, PE 

FROM:  Alex B. Hull, PE 

RE:  435749‐1 US 92 PD&E Study Plant City Strawberry Festival Committee 
Representatives Presentation and Discussion Meeting Minutes 

ATTENDEES:  Lee Bakst, Phil Waldron, Lilliam Escalera, Alex Hull 
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WPI Segment No.: 435749‐1 | Hillsborough County, Florida 



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT LOCATION

• Project begins at Garden Lane (East of I‐4)
• Project ends at County Line Road
• Re‐evaluation of original 1994 PD&E Study

2

18 miles



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT DESCRIPTION

US 92 is:
• Major east‐west roadway through 
Hillsborough County

• Important in Tampa Bay area regional 
transportation network

• Project will increase capacity and 
improve safety

• Four‐lane improvement from Garden 
Lane to Mobley Street and from Park 
Road to County Line Road

• No‐build through Plant City

3



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPD&E STUDY PROCESS

• Re‐evaluation of the original PD&E Study 
approved by the Federal Highway Administration 
on March 24, 1994

• Focuses on changed conditions
• Re‐evaluation of proposed improvements 
includes:
– Costs
– Engineering aspects
– Environmental aspects
– Public and agency input

4



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT NEED

• Capacity
– Future estimated traffic volumes will cause US 92 to operate below 

desired standards
• Transportation Planning

– US 92 from US 301 to CR 579 (Mango Road) and from Park Road to 
County Line Road 

• Included in the Imagine 2040: Hillsborough County MPO Long Range 
Transportation Plan Cost Feasible Plan

• Safety
– Crash data shows that the average five‐year crash rate is higher than 

the statewide average 
• Socioeconomic Demand

– Projected regional growth will increase traffic

5



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE
• Five typical sections are proposed for the project:

– Garden Lane to west of I‐4 overpass and east of I‐4 overpass to east of Crow Wing 
Drive (purple area)

– West of I‐4 overpass to east of I‐4 overpass (yellow area)
– East of Crow Wing Drive to Edwards Street (orange area)
– Edwards Street to Mobley Street (blue area) 
– West of Park Road to County Line Road (teal area)

• No‐build 
– Mobley Street to west of Park Road (green area)

• Preferred alignment shown on concept plans

6



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE

7

• Garden Lane to west of I‐75 overpass 
• East of I‐75 overpass to east of Crow Wing Drive
• 45 mph design speed
• 136 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE

8

• West of I‐75 overpass to east of I‐75 overpass
• 45 mph design speed



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE

9

• East of Crow Wing Drive to Edwards Street
• 50 mph design speed
• 160 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE

10

• Edwards Street to Mobley Street
• 45 mph design speed
• 114 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE

11

• West of Park Road to County Line Road
• 50 mph design speed
• 136 feet R/W



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONACCESS MANAGEMENT

• Combination of directional and full median 
openings proposed
– Directional median openings allow some turns
– Full median openings allow turns in all directions

• Driveway and crossroad locations considered
• Access Management Class 5 spacing criteria

12

Class Medians
Median Openings

Signal
Connection

Full Directional
More than 45 
mph posted 

speed

45 mph and 
less posted 

speed

5 Restrictive

2,640’
At greater than 45 mph 

posted speed
660’ 440’ 245’

1,320’
At 45 mph or less posted 

speed



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONNO‐BUILD ALTERNATIVE

13

• Disadvantages
– Increased traffic 
congestion

– Emergency vehicle access 
is degraded

– Does not improve 
pedestrian or bicyclist 
safety

– Increased user costs due 
to congestion

– Not consistent with the 
identified needs of the 
corridor by the 
Hillsborough Metropolitan 
Planning Organization

• Advantages
– No acquisition of right‐of‐way
– No design, right‐of‐way or 
construction costs

– No inconvenience to the 
public during construction

– No construction impacts to 
natural, physical, and social 
environment



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONBUILD ALTERNATIVE

14

• Disadvantages
– Additional right‐of‐way 
needed

– Design, right‐of‐way, and 
construction costs

– Inconvenience to the 
public during construction

– Construction impacts to 
natural, physical, and 
social environment

• Advantages
– Reduced traffic congestion 
and intersection delay

– Reduced potential for 
crashes

– Reduced vehicle emissions
– Improved emergency vehicle 
response

– Improved pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety

– Consistent with the 
identified needs of the 
corridor by the Hillsborough 
Metropolitan Planning 
Organization



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONDesign Schedule

• Two segments scheduled for design
– US 92 from US 301 (east of I‐4) to Mango Road
– US 92 from west of Park Road to County Line Road

• Design scheduled to begin in Spring 2017
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US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONPROJECT STATUS

• Re‐evaluation began January 2015
• Small group meetings are currently scheduled 
with local community organizations

• Public hearing – November 1, 2016
– Hillsborough Community College Trinkle Center 

• PD&E study re‐evaluation completion ‐ end of 
2016

16



US 92 PD&E STUDY
RE‐EVALUATIONContact Information

• http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/i4‐to‐
county‐line/

• FDOT Project Manager
Lilliam E. Escalera
EMO Project Manager
FDOT District VII
Planning & Environmental Management Office (PLEMO)
11201 N. McKinley Dr., 7‐800
Tampa, FL 33612
P: (813)975‐6445
F: (813) 975‐6451
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US 92 (SR 600) PD&E Study Reevaluation  East of I-4 to East of County Line Road 
WPI Segment No.: 435749-1  Comments & Coordination Report  

Appendix B 
Newsletters  

  



RE-EVALUATION BEGINS!
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District 
Seven has begun a Project Development & Environment 
(PD&E) Re-evaluation for SR 600 (US 92) from east of I-4 to 
east of County Line Road in Hillsborough County, a distance of 
approximately 18 miles (see study area map below). 

The re-evaluation, which began in January 2015, will consider 
a full range of alternatives for improving mobility and safety 
along US 92, including adding traffic lanes, adding turn lanes 
in key locations and improving bicycle and pedestrian access. A 
feasibility analysis of providing grade separation/interchanges 
at Park Road and County Line Road will also be conducted. 

What is a Re-evaluation?

The purpose of this re-evaluation is to update the original PD&E 
environmental document completed in 1993 and approved by 
the Federal Highway Administration on March 24, 1994.  A re-
evaluation is the process used to document compliance with 
new federal laws and to identify any changes that may have occurred on a project since the 
approval of the original environmental document.  A re-evaluation is used to update the earlier 
study, document changes in the design concept, reassess environmental impacts, incorporate 
commitments, and to maintain eligibility for future federal funding before the project 
advances to the next phase of project development.  The re-evaluation will also determine if 
new alternative options exist and compare them to the previously approved improvements.

SR 600 (US 92) 
Project Development & Environment Re-evaluation 
From I-4 to County Line Road 
Hillsborough County  |  WPI Segment No.: 435749-1

JOIN THE 
CONVERSATION!

We want your  
comments and suggestions.  

Now is the time to get involved!

One of the most important 
aspects of a PD&E study is public 
involvement. Your input is important 
to the success of the project and 
opportunities to provide input will 
be available throughout the study.  

This newsletter is being circulated 
to  those who have contacted us 
regarding the project and to all 
property owners adjacent to the 
study area.  If you are not currently 
on our mailing list and would like to 
be included, please contact:

Stephanie Pierce 
FDOT Project Manager 

stephanie.pierce@dot.state.fl.us 
813-975-6445 
800-226-7220 

 
— Or — 

 
for Media Inquiries 

Kris Carson 
Public Information Office 

kristen.carson@dot.state.fl.us 
813-975-6202 
800-226-7220

July 2015

Long Range
Planning

Design 
Phase

Right-Of-Way
Phase

Construction 
Phase

Completed 
Project

PD&E or 
Re-Eval Phase

Transportation Development Processwe are here

Study Area Map



FDOT Adopted Five Year  
Work Program FY 2015-2020

SR 600 (US 92) from Kingsway Rd.  to McIntosh Rd. is funded for 
design in FY 2016 and SR 600 (US 92) from McIntosh Rd. to SR 566 
is funded for design in FY 2016. No other portions of SR 600 (US 
92) within the project limits, including this segment, are funded 
for design, right-of-way acquisition or construction at this time.

Para Preguntas En Español

Si usted tiene preguntas o comentarios o si simplemente desea 
más información sobre este en Español, favor de ponerse en 
contacto con Ia señora Elba Lopez al telefono 813-975-6403 o 
correo electronico elba.lopez@dot.state.fl.us.

Project Website

If you would like to learn more about this study or submit a 
comment, please visit the project website at: 

http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/i4-to-county-line/

Project Schedule

The SR 600 (US 92) re-evaluation began in January 2015. Data 
collection is currently underway. A public hearing is scheduled for 
Spring 2016. Additional public meetings may be held throughout 
the duration of the study as engineering and environmental 
analyses are completed. The re-evaluation is anticipated to be 
completed by Summer 2016.

TASKS
2015 2016
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Re-evaluation Begins

Data Collection

Engineering & 
Environmental Analysis

Public Hearing

Study Complete

Florida Department of Transportation  
District Seven 
11201 N. McKinley Drive, M.S. 7-500 
Tampa, FL 33612

Public participation is solicited without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, disability or family status. Persons who require special accommodations under the 
Americans with Disabilities Act or persons who require translation services (free of charge) should contact Lee Royal by calling 813-975-6427 or by email to: lee.royal@dot.state.fl.us.

SR 600 (US 92) Project Development & Environment Re-evaluation



Comuniquese con Nosotros

Nos importa mucho la opinión del público sobre el proyecto. Si tiene 
preguntas o comentarios, o simplemente desea más información, por 
favor comuníquese con nosotros. Nuestra representante en español 
es: Lilliam Escalera, (813) 975-6445, Departamento de Transporte de 
la Florida – Distrito 7.

Right-of-Way Acquisition (ROW) 

Procedure

We understand that when a transportation project proposes the 
acquisition of private property, you may have questions and concerns. 
To better educate and inform you about the right-of-way acquisition 
process and your rights, the department has created real estate 
acquisition and relocation brochures. These brochures and other 
education materials will be available at the public hearing. Copies of the 
brochures may also be found on our website: http://www.dot.state.

fl .us/rightofway/Documents.shtm. We are interested in hearing 
your concerns and answering your questions. We also encourage you 
to speak with the departments’ Project Manager or a Right-of-Way 
Representative at your convenience.

Non-Discrimination Laws

Public participation is solicited without regard to race, color, national 
origin, age, sex, religion, disability or family status. Persons who require 
special accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act 
or persons who require translation services (free of charge) should 
contact Christopher Speese, Public Involvement Coordinator, at 
(813) 975-6405, or by email to: christopher.speese@dot.state.fl .us at 
least seven (7) days before the public hearing.

FDOT Adopted Five Year 
Work Program FY 2017-2021

US 92 (SR 600) from US 301 to CR 579 is funded for design in FY 2017 and US 92 
(SR 600) from Park Road to County Line Road is funded for design in FY 2017. 
The right-of-way and construction phases for these segments are not currently 
funded in FDOT’s Adopted Five-Year Work Program, but they are included in 
the Hillsborough MPO Imagine 2040 Long Range Transportation (LRTP) Plan 
Cost Feasible Plan. There is no current or future funding programmed for the 
segment between Mango Road and Mobley Street.

Funding Summary: Garden Lane to Mango Road

Phase Time Frame (Fiscal Year) Est. Cost

Preliminary Engineering (Final Design) (1) 2017 $1,250,000

Right-of-Way (2) 2026-2030 $21,570,000

Construction (2) 2026-2030 $43,140,000
Total $65,960,000

Funding Summary: Mango Road to Mobley Street

Phase Time Frame (Fiscal Year) Est. Cost
Preliminary Engineering (Final Design) (3) Not Currently Funded $9,150,000

Right-of-Way (3) Not Currently Funded $100,431,300

Construction (3) Not Currently Funded $91,500,000
Total $201,081,300

Funding Summary: Park Road to County Line Road Segment

Phase Time Frame (Fiscal Year) Est. Cost

Preliminary Engineering (Final Design) (1) 2017 $1,800,000

Right-of-Way (2) 2021-2025 $19,380,000

Construction (2) 2021-2025 $38,780,000
Total $59,960,000

(1) Hillsborough County MPO TIP for FY 2016/17 to 2020/21
(2) Hillsborough County MPO Imagine 2040 LRTP, Cost Feasible Plan
(3) FDOT Long Range Estimates (LRE) program

Florida Department of Transportation 

District Seven

11201 N. McKinley Drive MS 7-500
Tampa, FL 33612-6456

Dear Property Owner or Interested Citizen:

You are invited to attend and participate in the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District Seven 
public hearing for a Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study Re-evaluation for proposed 
improvements to US 92 (SR 600) in Hillsborough County, Florida. This public hearing is being held to allow 
interested persons an opportunity to provide comments concerning the location, conceptual design, and 
social, economic, and environmental effects of widening US 92 (SR 600) from east of I-4 to east of County 
Line Road, a distance of approximately 18.1 miles. 

This letter serves as notice to property owners (pursuant to F.S.339.155) that all or a portion of their 
property is within 300 feet of the edge of right-of-way of the proposed project. However, this does not 
mean that all properties will be directly affected.

The public hearing will be held in two sessions (two diff erent days/two 
diff erent locations). Please note the time diff erences as well. The same 
information will be shown at both sessions, so feel free to attend the 
session that is most convenient to you. Department representatives will 
be available at the public hearing beginning at 5:30 pm on December 
1st (6:00 pm on December 6th) to answer questions and discuss the 
project informally. Draft project documents and other project related 
materials will be displayed, and a PowerPoint presentation will run 
continuously during the open house. FDOT representatives will begin 
the formal portion of the hearing at 6:30 pm on December 1st (7:00 pm 
on December 6th), which will provide an opportunity for attendees to 
make formal oral public comments. Following the formal portion of 
the hearing, the informal open house will resume and continue until 
7:30 pm on December 1st (8:00 pm on December 6th). A court reporter 
will be available to receive comments in a one-on-one setting. Persons 
wishing to submit written statements or other exhibits, in place of or 
in addition to oral statements, may do so at the hearing or by mailing 
them to Lilliam Escalera, Project Manager, FDOT, District Seven, 11201 
N. McKinley Drive MS 7-500, Tampa, FL 33612-6456, or electronically to 
the project website at http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/i4-to-

county-line/. All exhibits or statements must be postmarked or emailed 
no later than Monday, December 19, 2016 to become part of the 
offi  cial public hearing record.

If you have questions about the project or the scheduled hearing, 
please contact:

Lilliam Escalera, Project Manager
(813) 975-6445
lilliam.escalera@dot.state.fl .us

Sincerely,

Kirk Bogen, P.E.

Environmental Management Engineer

From East of I-4 to East of County Line Road 
Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study Re-evaluation

WPI Segment No: 435749-1  |  Hillsborough County, Florida  |  November 2016

WE WANT YOUR INPUT!

A successful project depends 
on the public’s participation in the 

project’s development. 

To provide comments, ask questions, 
and make suggestions about the 

project contact:

Lilliam Escalera

Project Manager

813-975-6445 · 800-226-7220
— Or —

Kris Carson

Public Information 
813-975-6202 · 800-226-7220

Send written comments to:
Kirk Bogen, P.E.

Environmental Management 

Engineer

Florida Department of Transportation
District Seven

11201 N. McKinley Drive
MS 7-500

Tampa, FL 33612-6456

Email comments to:
lilliam.escalera@dot.state.fl .us

You may submit written comments or 
other exhibits, in place of or in addition 
to oral comments, at the hearing or by 
mailing your comments to the address 
preprinted on the back of the attached 
comment form or enter them on the 
project website at :

http://active.fdotd7studies.com/
sr600/i4-to-county-line/ 

All comments or other exhibits must 
be postmarked no later than Monday, 

December 19, 2016 to become part 
of the offi  cial public hearing record.

Draft project documents 
will be available for 
public review at the 
following locations from
Tuesday, November 8, 

2016 to Monday, 

December 19, 2016

Seff ner-Mango 

Branch Library

410 N. Kingsway Road
Seff ner, FL 33584
Mon 10 a.m. - 8 p.m.
Tues 12 p.m. - 8 p.m.
Wed-Sat 10 a.m. - 6 p.m.
Sun Closed

Bruton Memorial Library

302 W. McLendon Street
Plant City, FL 33563
Mon-Thur 10 a.m. - 9 p.m.
Fri 10 a.m. - 6 p.m.
Sat 10 a.m. - 5 p.m.
Sun 1 p.m. - 5 p.m.

FDOT District Seven

11201 N. McKinley Drive
Tampa, FL 33612
Mon-Fri 8 a.m.–5 p.m.

Public Hearing Session 1 (East)

Date: December 1, 2016 
Place: HCC Trinkle Center

1206 N. Park Road
Plant City, FL 33563

Time: 5:30 pm-7:30 pm | Open House
6:30 pm | Formal Presentation

US 92 (SR 600)

Sincereleeeeeeeeeee y,

Kirkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk Bogen, P.PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPE.EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

The Public Hearing is being held 

at the following locations:

Public Hearing Session 2 (West)

Date: December 6, 2016 
Place: Sheraton Tampa East Hotel

10221 Princess Palm Avenue
Tampa, FL 33610

Time: 6:00 pm-8:00 pm | Open House
7:00 pm | Formal Presentation

PROJECT LOCATION MAP



Page 2 U S  92 ( S R  600 )  F R O M  E A S T  O F  I - 4  TO  E A S T  O F  CO U N T Y  L I N E  R OA D  P D & E  S T U DY  R E - E VA LUAT I O N

What is a PD&E Study Re-evaluation?  
A re-evaluation is the process used to document compliance with 
federal laws and to identify any changes that may have occurred 
since the approval of the original environmental document. 
The original PD&E study for this portion of US 92 (SR 600) was 
approved on March 24, 1994. However, upon completion, the 
study was put on hold and not advanced to the next phase of 
development.

This re-evaluation is needed  to update the 1994 study, 
documenting changes in the design standards, reassessing 
socio-economic and environmental impacts, and comparing any 
new alternative options with the previously approved roadway 
improvement. 

Project Location & Existing Conditions
The FDOT is conducting this PD&E re-evaluation to improve 
mobility and safety along US 92 from east of I-4 to east of County 
Line Road, a distance of approximately 18.1 miles. This section of 
US 92 (SR 600) is currently a two-lane, undivided roadway with 
two 12-foot travel lanes and 4-foot outside paved shoulders. 
Sidewalks in the area are intermittent. Turn lanes have been 
provided at certain locations.

Project Purpose and Need
US 92 is a major east-west arterial of regional signifi cance that 
parallels Interstate I-4 and SR 574 (E Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. 
Blvd) in Hillsborough County. Within the study area, US 92 plays 
a signifi cant role in connecting eastern Hillsborough County to 
the Tampa Bay region. The purpose of the proposed project is 
to accommodate future traffi  c growth and provide for faster 
emergency response and evacuation times.  This corridor is 
projected to operate at level of service (LOS) F in the design year 
(2040) if no increase in capacity is provided.  Other factors which 
support the need for the project include: regional connectivity, 
safety, consistency with transportation plans, emergency 
evacuation, and modal interrelationships.

Recommended Build Alternative  
Recommended improvements include widening the existing 
roadway to four lanes (except for Mobley Street to Maryland 
Avenue), adding paved shoulders and improving sidewalks. 
Bicycle facilities and transit accommodations will be considered 
as part of the project. Proposed roadway typical sections include 
rural, suburban, and urban typical sections. The project was 
divided into 11 evaluation segments based on changes in land use 
and the proposed typical section in comparison with the land use 
and typical sections from the original PD&E Study. Five diff erent 
typical section alternatives were recommended for the project in 
addition to the No-Build Alternative which was recommended for 
the project segment from Mobley Street to Maryland Avenue. The 
fi ve typical section alternatives are listed below and the proposed 
action for each segment is described in the table on the next page.

Typical Section 1 -  is a suburban roadway with two 11-foot travel 
lanes and a seven-foot buff ered bike lane in each direction. This 
typical section requires a minimum of 136 feet of right-of-way 
and complies with the FDOT minimum 45 mph design speed.

Typical Section 2 - is a suburban roadway with two 11-foot travel 
lanes and a seven-foot buff ered bike lane in each direction. This 
typical section complies with the FDOT minimum 45 mph design 
speed but would require a design variation if the roadway is 
expanded to six lanes in the future.

Typical Section 3 - is a high speed suburban roadway with two 
12-foot travel lanes and a seven-foot buff ered bike lane in each 
direction. This typical section requires a minimum of 160 feet 
of right-of-way and complies with the FDOT minimum 50 mph 
design speed.

Typical Section 4 - is an urban roadway with two 11-foot travel 
lanes and a seven-foot buff ered bike lane in each direction. This 
typical section requires a minimum of 114 feet of right-of-way 
and complies with the FDOT minimum 45 mph design speed.

U S  92 ( S R  600 )  F R O M  E A S T  O F  I - 4  TO  E A S T  O F  CO U N T Y  L I N E  R O A D  P D & E  S T U DY  R E - E VA LUAT I O N Page 3

No-Build Alternative                                                                 

The Recommended Build Alternative applies to the entire project 
length except for a segment from Mobley Street to Maryland 
Avenue. The No-Build Alternative applies to this segment. This 
No-Build Alternative was established in the original PD&E Study 
completed in 1994. The original PD&E Study recommended that 
the section of Baker Street, between Mobley Street and Whitehall 
Street, be converted from a rural roadway to an urban roadway 
in order to provide sidewalks and drainage enhancements. 

These improvements were completed for this section and met 
the intent of the original PD&E Study recommendation. This 
re‐evaluation concludes that this segment, Mobley Street to 
Maryland Avenue, will remain a No-Build Alternative. The No‐
Build Alternative assumes that no further improvements will be 
made to this segment of US 92 through the year 2040 except 
for routine maintenance and safety enhancements as required. 

Typical Section 5 -  is a high speed suburban roadway with 
two 12-foot travel lanes, a fi ve-foot sidewalk, and a seven-
foot buff ered bike lane in each direction. The travel lanes are 
separated by a 40-foot median with eight-foot inside shoulders 
with a 50 mph design speed. 

Project Impacts  
The Recommended Build Alternative will meet future traffi  c needs 
and have minimal impact on the environment. Three resources 
within the Build Segments have been identifi ed as being eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. They are the 
Polk County Obelisk, Camp Knox Tourist Court Resource Group, 
and the Tomlin Middle School Resource Group. None of these 
are anticipated to be impacted. The hearing process will provide 
the hearing process participants an opportunity to comment on 
eff ects to these resources. Details of all project impacts separated 
by segment will be displayed at the public hearing. 

Evaluation 

Segment
Portion of Segment Build Typical Section

Build Alignment

(Shifted North, Shifted South, or Centered)

1

Garden Lane to West of I-75 & East of I-75 to West of 
Mango Road

Typical Section 1 Garden Ln. to Falkenburg Rd.: North
Falkenburg Rd. to Mango Road: South

Just West of I-75 to Just East of I-75 Typical Section 2

2 West of Mango Road to East of Mango Road Typical Section 1 Mango Road Intersection: North

3 East of Mango Road to North Parsons Avenue Typical Section 1 South

4 North Parsons Avenue to East of Crow Wing Drive Typical Section 1 North

5 East of Crow Wing Drive to Castlewood Road Typical Section 3 North

6 Castlewood Road to West of Gallagher Road Typical Section 3 South

7 West of Gallagher Road to Lynn Oaks Circle Typical Section 3 South

8 Lynn Oaks Circle to East of Bethlehem Road Typical Section 3 Centered

9
East of Bethlehem Road to Edwards Street Typical Section 3 E. of Bethlehem Rd. to Turkey Creek Rd.: North

Turkey Creek Rd. to Woodrow Wilson St.: North
Woodrow Wilson St. to Mobley St.: CenteredEdwards Street to Mobley Road Typical Section 4

10 Mobley Street to Maryland Avenue No-Build No-Build

11 West of Park Road to County Line Road Typical Section 5 North



US 92 (SR 600)
From East of I-4 to East of County Line Road  

Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study Re-evaluation

WPI Segment No: 435749-1  |  Hillsborough County, Florida

Public Hearing Session 2 Directions:  
Sheraton Tampa East Hotel | 10221 Princess Palm Avenue, Tampa, FL 33610 | 6:00 pm-8:00 pm
•	 From Interstate 75 

From I-75 take Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard Exit, proceed west to Falkenburg Road, turn left onto Falkenburg Road, then 
turn left onto Princess Palm Avenue and proceed to the hotel.

•	 From Broadway Ave 
Head east on E Broadway Avenue toward Queen Palm Drive, turn left tonto N Falkenburg Road, then turn right at the 2nd cross 
street onto Princess Palm Avenue and proceed to the hotel. 

•	 From US 92  
Head west on US 92 toward N Falkenburg Road, turn left onto N Falkenburg Road, turn left onto FL 574 E/ E Dr. Martin Luther 
King, Jr. Boulevard, turn right onto Queen Palm Drive, then turn left onto Princess Palm Avenue and proceed to the hotel. 

•	 From Mango Road 
Head south on Mango Road, turn right onto FL 574 W/E Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, turn left onto Queen Palm Drive, 
then turn left onto Princess Palm Avenue and proceed to the hotel. 

P ublic      H earin     g  S e ssi   o n  2



 
  US 92 (SR 600) PD&E STUDY RE-EVALUATION 

From East of I-4 to East of County Line Road 
Hillsborough County, Florida 

WPI Segment Number 435749-1 
 

Public Hearing Comment Form 
 

We encourage your comments regarding this project                    

__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
 

Name (Print):________________________________________ 
 
Address:____________________________________________ 
 
City, State, Zip:_______________________________________ 
 
Email:______________________________________________  
 
 

  If you did not receive notice of the public hearing but would like to be included on the mailing list for this 
project, please check. 

NOTE: Please complete and place in the “Comments” box or mail Kirk Bogen, P.E., at the address on the back of 
this comment form. All comments postmarked by Monday, December 19, 2016 will become part of the public 
hearing record and are available for viewing by the public and the media.  
Public participation is solicited without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, disability or family status. Persons 
who require special accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act or persons who require translation services (free of 
charge) should contact Christopher Speese, Public Involvement Coordinator, at 813-975-6405 or 800-226-7220 at least seven 
working days in advance of the Public Hearing. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING SESSION ATTENDED: 

Session 1  
Thursday, December 1, 2016 
HCC Trinkle Center 
 
Session 2  
Tuesday, December 6, 2016 
Sheraton Tampa East Hotel 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Kirk Bogen, PE, Environmental Management Engineer 
Florida Department of Transportation, District 7 
MS 7-500 
11201 N. McKinley Drive 
Tampa, Florida  33612-6456 
 
 
 
 
 

Fold 

Fold 

Place 
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Here 
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Appendix D 
Public Hearing Comments 

and Responses 
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Hall, Justin P.

To: Escalera, Lilliam
Subject: RE: 435749-1: SR 600 (US 92) PD&E Study Re-evaluation Meeting Request

From: Bogen, Kirk [mailto:Kirk.Bogen@dot.state.fl.us]  
Sent: Monday, May 2, 2016 11:16 AM 
To: mrosas1001@mac.com 
Cc: Escalera, Lilliam; Adair, Rick; Hull, Alex 
Subject: RE: 435749‐1: SR 600 (US 92) PD&E Study Re‐evaluation Meeting Request 
 
Dear Mr. Rosas: 
  
Thank you for your interest in the US 92 Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study.  We received the 
questions you submitted through the project website and we offer the following responses.   
  
1. How will this project partner with TBX, Express Bus Service and Rail? 
        The proposed US 92 multi‐laning project would be independent of the TBX, Express Bus Service and Rail projects. 
However, the Tampa Bay Regional Model on which the need for this project is based takes into account those projects 
that are in the      cost feasible Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
2. Is there any consideration for autonomous vehicles?   
        Although the use of autonomous vehicles is not precluded, the project does not specifically provide for special 
features related to autonomous vehicles at this time. 
3. How will this project reduce sprawl and encourage high density living areas? 
        The project’s purpose and need is to address future capacity needs due to projected regional population growth. 
Also, the project is intended to improve safety for motorists and other facility users. The project’s implementation is not 
specifically intended to reduce urban sprawl nor encourage high density urban growth but to address the stated need. 
The goals you mentioned would be best addressed to  Hillsborough County Planning Commission as well as the City of 
Plant City as they undertake their comprehensive planning activities. 
  
I hope this response has addressed your questions.  However, if you require additional information or have any further 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me via e‐mail at kirk.bogen@dot.state.fl.us or by phone at (813) 975‐6448. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Kirk Bogen, P.E. 
Environmental Management Engineer 
FDOT District Seven 
Planning & Environmental Management Office (PLEMO) 
kirk.bogen@dot.state.fl.us 
(813) 975‐6448 / (800) 226‐7220 x6448 
FAX: (813) 975‐6451 
  
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Mauricio Rosas [mailto:mrosas1001@mac.com]  
Sent: Sunday, April 24, 2016 12:55 PM 
To: Bogen, Kirk 
Subject: 435749‐1: SR 600 (US 92) PD&E Study Re‐evaluation Meeting Request 
  
To: 
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Kirk Bogen 
  
Name: 
Mauricio Rosas 
  
Email: 
mrosas1001@mac.com 
  
Phone: 
8137276680 
  
Meeting Details: 
Request a Q & A 
1. How this project will partner with TBX, Express Bus Service and Rail?  
2. Is there any consideration for autonomous vehicles. 
3. How will this project reduce sprawl and encourage high density living areas 
  
Sent from (ip address): 96.252.207.60 (96.252.207.60) 
Date/Time: April 24, 2016 12:55 pm 
Coming from (referer): 
http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/i4‐to‐county‐line/public‐involvement/meeting‐request/ 
Using (user agent): Mozilla/5.0 (iPhone; CPU iPhone OS 9_3_1 like Mac OS X) AppleWebKit/601.1.46 (KHTML, like Gecko) 
Version/9.0 
Mobile/13E238 Safari/601.1 
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Hall, Justin P.

To: Escalera, Lilliam
Subject: RE: WPI 435749-1:  US 92 FROM I-4 TO COUNTY LINE PD&E Reevaluation- Project 

Concern

From: Escalera, Lilliam  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 12:14 PM 
To: 'gforte53@gmail.com' 
Cc: Bogen, Kirk; Waris, Abdul 
Subject: WPI 435749‐1: US 92 FROM I‐4 TO COUNTY LINE PD&E Reevaluation‐ Project Concern 
 
Re: WPI Segment No. 435749-1/US 92 (SR 600) PD&E Study Reevaluation – Project Concerns  

Dear George Forte: 

This email is in response to your comments made at the December 1, 2016 public hearing session
held for the proposed future widening of US 92, from east of I-4 to east of Count Line Road.
Specifically, you inquired about erosion issues, road height, traffic at Independence Academy, and
retention ponds. 

Following the hearing, the FDOT evaluated your request along with the other comments received
during the comment period. Currently this segment of the project corridor is not funded for design,
right of way acquisition, or construction based on the FDOT 5-year work program. Of course, once
the proposed project enters the design phase, this plan could be revised to reflect future traffic
patterns, crash information, land use conditions as well as the latest design standards. Until the
project is funded for right of way acquisition there will not be any properties purchased along the
corridor. In addition the vertical alignment and retention pond locations are all issues that will be
handled during the design phase when it is funded. As far as the drainage is concerned, your home is
located in an area where the drainage basins are semi closed with significant relief. During storms
you will see water being conveyed downstream through your property. US 92 is a small contributor of
runoff compared to the total runoff in the overall basin. 

Thank you for your interest in this reevaluation do not hesitate to contact me at
lilliam.escalera@dot.state.fl.us or (813) 975-6445 with any future questions or concerns or you can
access the project website for any project update: http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/garden-lane-
to-county-line/  

 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Lilliam E. Escalera 
EMO Project Manager 
FDOT District VII 
Planning & Environmental Management Office (PLEMO) 
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Hall, Justin P.

To: Escalera, Lilliam
Subject: RE: WPI Segment No. 435749-1/US 92 (SR 600) PD&E Study Reevaluation – Right of 

way Acquisition 

From: Escalera, Lilliam [mailto:Lilliam.Escalera@dot.state.fl.us]  
Sent: Monday, May 15, 2017 11:34 AM 
To: Cherlene@premiumsolutionsgrp.com 
Cc: Hull, Alex; Hall, Justin P. 
Subject: WPI Segment No. 435749-1/US 92 (SR 600) PD&E Study Reevaluation – Right of way Acquisition  
 
Dear Cherlene Adewinmi: 
 
This email is in response to your comments made at the December 6, 2016 public hearing session held for the proposed 
future widening of US 92, from east of I‐4 to east of County Line Road. Specifically, you inquired about the point of 
contact for right of way acquisition for this project. 
 
Following the hearing, the FDOT evaluated your request along with the other comments received during the comment 
period. Currently this project is not funded for right of way acquisition based on the FDOT 5‐year work program, so there 
is not a specific point of contact assigned. You can always request public records via email at 
D7.PublicRecords@dot.state.fl.us or contact the project team through the project website 
http://active.fdotd7studies.com/sr600/garden‐lane‐to‐county‐line/. 
 
Thank you for your interest in this reevaluation, and do not hesitate to contact me with any future questions or 
concerns. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Lilliam E. Escalera 
EMO Project Manager 
FDOT District VII 
Planning & Environmental Management Office (PLEMO) 
11201 N. McKinley Dr., 7‐800 
Tampa, FL  33612 
P: (813)975‐6445 
F: (813) 975‐6451 
Lilliam.escalera@dot.state.fl.us  
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