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SECTION 1.0
SUMMARY

1.1 COMMITMENTS
Construction

In addition-to the provisions detailed in the Florida Department of Transportation’s (FDOT’s)
“Standard Specifications for Roads and Bridge Construction™ and to minimize impacts to the human

and natural environment, the FDOT is committed to the following:

Specific noise impact problems that may arise during construction of the project will be addressed
by the FDOT’s Construction Engineer. Special measures that will be taken to minimize construction

noise impacts are as follows:

Where the project engineer determines that noise-sensitive residential sites exist at the time of
construction, the contractor will use static rollers for compaction of embankment, subgrade, base,

asphalt, etc.
Screen all stationary equipment such as pumps, compressors, generators, etc., from noise sensitive
receivers if that equipment is to operate beyond normal working hours. If it is feasible, screen this

equipment during normal working hours to reduce noise impacts.

Other construction-related commitments to be provided in the design plans or contractual documents

for the proposed project are:

Restriction of operating hours for lighting the construction areas will be determined and required of

the contractor prior to beginning construction activities that require lighting,

I-1



Coordination with the local media and law enforcement agencies will be undertaken prior to
commencing construction activities to ensure that construction-related impacts are minimized or

adequately mitigated when work during non-daylight hours is required.
Public Lands

The Tampa Bypass Canal/Harney Canal and adjacent properties are publicly owned and managed
by the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD). The primary use of this
property is for flood control, however, limited secondary recreational use is allowed. Given that this
property is pubiiély owned and provides recreational use, it has been determined that Section 4(f)
of the Department of Transportation Act applies to the property. Therefore, the Department will
attempt to avoid or minimize use of all SWFWMD property. Accordingly, the preferred pond sites
are those not situated within SWFWMD property. However, even non-SWFWMD owned pond sites
would require drainage facilities and easements throngh SWFWMD property. Therefore, during the
design phaée of the project, the Department will comply with the requirements of Section 4(f) and
coordinate the approval of a Section 4(f) Evaluation with the Federal Highway Administration

(FHWA) prior to using any SWFWMD properties for drainage purposes.
Noise

During design, the property owners of the Lynch trailer Park are to be contacted prior to the Phase
I plans submittal to confirm that a noise abatement wall is not desired. See section 9.14.10, Noise

Impacts, for further information regarding this commitment.
Coordination with Vandenberg Airport

The Hillsborough County Aviation Authority (HCAA) should be contacted and coordinated with
during the design phase of this project concerning any affects of the proposed improvements on
Vandenberg Airport. Of particular concern is the use of cranes during construction of the new bridge

over the Harney Canal and the location of street lighting along the roadway. Contact Ed Cooley with
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the HCAA at (813) 870-8775.

1.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

1.2.1 Roadway Typical Section

The preferred alternative (Alternative “D”) is a four lane divided suburban typical section consisting
Coftwo 3.6 m (12 ft) travel lanes and 1.5 m (5 ft) outside paved shoulders in each direction. Drainage
1s handled by roadside swales on the outside of the travel lanes. Sidewalks are included between

the right of way (ROW) line and the drainage swales. See Figure 8-7.

This typical section can bé built within the existing 61 m (200 ft) ROW, except for intersection
improvements at Sligh Avenue and Harney Road, stormwater ponds and floodplain compensation

sites.

The preferred alternative includes bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Sidewalks will be built on each
side of the roadway for pedestrian use. Pedestrian signals and crosswalks are to be constructed at
the signalized intersections as part of this project. On the bridges, separate walkways for pedestrians

will be built. For bicyclists, a five foot wide paved shoulder is available for their use.
Street lighting is also recommended on this project, because of the high rate of crashes at night.

Public transit can also be accommodated with the preferred alternative. Although there are no
existing bus routes along this section of U.S. 301, the Hillsborough County MPO has emphasized
the importance of allowing for expansion of Bus service to his area. As the area develops and the
need for public transportation increases, future bus stop locations with bus pads and shelters can be

added by constructing a side drain and filling in the ditch.

The Department anticipates continuing development and increasing traffic along this roadway, even
beyond the design year for this project, 2020. Six lanes are likely to be required eventually, so the
preferred alternative should and will accommodate this. When six lanes are required, it will be

necessary (afier FHWA approval of an environmental document) to convert the roadway to an urban
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section with a closed drainage system to avoid costly ROW acquisition. The preferred alternative
shall be designed so that it can be converted to an urban section with curb and gutter when widened
to six lanes without reconstructing the pavement. A minimum gutter grade of 0.3% is to be used
throughout the prbject to allow for the conversion to an urban section. This will require the use of
a “sawtooth” profile at the beginning of the project which has a 3000 m (9800 ft) long section with
a flat grade. |

1.2.2  Bridge Typical Section

The existing bridges over the Harney Canal and the Tampa Bypass Canal were constructed 20 years
ago and have approximately 30 years remaining of useful life. These bridges are structurally sound
and meet the minimum standards set by the FHWA for bridge width. (See section 4.2 for details on
the existing condition of the bridges). This Report recommends that the existing bridges be used for
the northbound lanes of the proposed four lane roadway. However, it will be necessary to widen the
existing bridges approximately 0.9 m (3 ft) to accommodate the proposed typical section which
includes a pedestrian walkway. See Figure 8-5. A preliminary investigation determined thﬁt no
additional pilings will be required for the 0.9 m widening. The construction cost of the widening
is estimated to be $50,000 for the Tampa Bypass Canal bridge and $130,000 for the Harney Canal
bridge.

To accommodate the southbound traffic, two new bridges are to be constructed to the west of the
existing bridges. A Bridge Design Report was not prepared for this study, this will be done in the
final design phase of this project. It is expected that the new bridges will be approximately the same
length as the existing bridges. A cost estimate for the new bridges was prepared using the
Department’s LRE system. The cost of constructing the new bridge over the Harney Canal is
estimated to be $366,000 with a length of 60 m (197 ff). The cost of constructing the new bridge
over the Tampa Bypass Canal is estimated to be $940,000 with a length of 154 m (505 f1).

The proposed typical bridge section is shown in Figure 8-5.

1.2.3  Ofther Considerations

It is recommended that new traffic counts be taken at the intersection of Sligh Avenue/Maple Lane
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and U.S. 301 when the design phase of this project begins. The I-4 project under constmctfon (Fp
No. 258459 1) involves the construction of a new roadway which connects to U.S. 301 at
Breckenridge Parkway and should reduce the amount of traffic on Maple Lane. The need for
proposed improvements at this intersection, including left and right turn lanes at Maple Lane should

be reconfirmed based on future year projections of the new traffic counts.

' There are currently two median openings being constructed at the U.S. 301 Truck Stop, as part of
the Interstate 4 widening project, (FP No. 258459 1) to allow for separation between passenger
vehicle and commercial truck traffic. The spacing of the two median openings does not meet
minimum standards for U.S. 301's access class 3 classification. The access on this section of U.S.
301 should be reassessed when the final design phase of this project begins, to investigate ways to
bring the median opening spacing in conformance with minimum standards. One possibility is to
allow trucks access on Maple Lane behind the truck stop, so that they can enter and exit U.S. 301
at either the Breckenridge signal or the one at Sligh Avenue. This would eliminate the need for one

of the two median openings at the truck stop, improving the safety of this intersection of U.S. 301.

Special Features

1t is recommended that additional pavement be added at intersections and median openings, to allow

for large trucks to make U-turns. See plan sheets in Appendix D for recommended locations.
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SECTION 2.0
INTRODUCTION

2.1 OVERVIEW

The FDOT is conducting a Project Development and Environment (PD&E) study for the
improvement of U.S. 301 (S.R. 41) generally between 1-4 (S.R. 400) and Fowler Avenue, in
Hillsborough County, Florida. Figure 2-1 illustrates the location and limits of the project and its

relationship to the regional highway system.

The objective of the PD&E study is to provide documented information and analyses which will help
the FDOT and fhe FHWA reach a decision on the type, design and location of the necessary
improvements along U.S. 301 to accommodate the future traffic demand in a safe and efficient
manner. The PD&E study satisfies the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and the FHWA in order to qualify the design, ROW acquisition, and construction phases

of the project for future federal funding.

This report documents the information necessary to confirm the need for this project and develops
and evaluates various improvement alternatives as they relate to the transportation facility.
Information relating to the engineering and environmental characteristics essential for alignment
criteria were set and alternatives were developed. Comparison of alternatives was based on a variety
of parameters using a matrix format. This analytical process identified the alternative that would
have the least impact while providing the necessary improvements. The design year of the analysis
was Year 2020.

2.2 PURPOSE ‘

This report identifies the current and future deficiencies that should be expected along U.S. 301 if
the existing geometric characteristics are maintained, and presents feasible improvement alternatives
that will meet future traffic demands. This report documents the development of all improvement

alternatives after consideration of socioeconomic, cultural and environmental impacts, identifies the
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most viable alternative, and presents the reasons for rejecting other alternatives.

2.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The U.S. 301 (S;R. 41) corridor is a north/south primary arterial facility that has an interchange
connection to Interstate 4 (I-4). The location and limits of the approximately 7.4 kilometers (4.6
miles) long project are shown in Figure 2- 1. Figure 2-2 presents a more detailed map including key
roadways that will be referenced throughout this report. Appendix A of this report includes copies
of roadway maps and the Department’s straight line diagrams illustrating all intersecting streets and
roadways. The entire project is located in unincorporated Hillsborough County. The project travels
through the following sections of the Public Land System: starting in Séction 36, the project passes
through section 25 in Township 28 South, Range 19 East; then travels through sections 30, 19, 18,
17, and 8 in Township 28 South, Range 20 East. U.S. 301 currently transitions from a four lane rural
roadway to a two lane rural roadway at the beginning of the project just north of I-4 and continues

as a two lane rural roadway for the length of the project.
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U.S. 301 PD&E STUDY
PROJECT LOCATION MAP
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SECTION 3.0
NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT

3.1  DEFICIENCIES

U.S. 301 bétween I-4 and Fowler Avenue is a 2-lane roadway which has operated since ils
construction without any major improvements. The section south of tlﬁs project is a 4-lane divided
roadway, which transitions to 2 lanes just north of I-4. Growth in this area has placed increasingly

heavy traffic demands on this highway.

Traffic volumes for 1997 along U.S. 301 range from 10,000 vehicles per day (vpd) at Fowler Avenue
to 27,500 vpd at I-4. The projected traffic volumes for the year 2020 range from 17,000 vpd at
Fowler Avenue to 38,000 vpd at I-4,

To accommodate the expected continued growth in traffic, this section of U.S. 301 will require four
travel lanes, two in each direction. For a more detailed explanation of traffic volumes and analysis,

see section 6 of this report, which summarizes the Traffic Technical Memorandum for this project.

3.2  SAFETY

The high traffic volumes in the section from I-4 to Sligh Avenue currently exceed the capacity of
the two lane roadway, which increases the probability of crashes. Currently, there are approximately
two crashes per million vehicle miles, which is above the statewide average of 0.7 crashes per
million vehicle miles for similar two lane roadways. By the year 2020, the entire project length will

be operating at a Level of Service (LOS) E or F, which is unacceptable,

The existing two lane section of U.S. 301 from 1-4 to Fowler Avenue has a number of characteristics -
which may be contributing to the accident rate. The two lane roadway is undivided, which makes
the chance of a head-on collision due to an errant vehicle more likely than on a divided roadway with
a median to separate opposing traffic. The use of the opposing traffic lane to pass slow moving

vehicles also increases the chance of a head-on collision. The lack of a median to control access for
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left turning vehicles increases the number of conflicts with through traffic as vehicles enter and leave

driveways along the foadway.

At the signalized intersections, particularly Hamey Road, the high turning volumes result in an
unacceptable amount of congestion to which a number of crashes may be attributed.

(See Section 4.1.9 for a summary of accident data.)

3.3  CONSISTENCY WITH TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The Hillsborough County Metropolitan Pianning Organization (MPO) has the responsibility of
developing a long range transportation plan for the county to serve the needs of the metropolitan area
over the next 20 to 25 years. The adopted 2015 Long Range Transportétion Plan (LLRTP), updated
in 1995 has identified the section of U.S. 301 from I-4 to Harney Road to be improved from two

lanes to a four lane divided roadway.

This PD&E Study’s limits, from I-4 to Fowler Avenue, extend past the MPO’s terminus at Harney
Road, for two reasons. One reason is that Fowler Avenue is a more logical terminus, having an
interchange with I-75. The other reason is that the projected 2020 traffic volume will require four
lanes for the entire project, including the section from Harney Road to Fowler Avenue, which is

documented in the Traffic Memorandum.

The FHWA has approved the project limits, from I-4 to Fowler Avenue, with the understanding that
Location and Design Concept Acceptance (LDCA) will only be granted for the section from I-4 to
Hafncy Road in the MPO’s plan. A copy of the letter from the FHWA is included in Appendix B.
The MPO has suggested in a letter (dated October 20, 1997) that if the FDOT plans on improving
U.S. 301 between I-4 and Fowler Avenue, it request the MPO amend the LRTP to extend the
northern limut of the U.S. 301 improvement to Fowler Avenue. The MPO will then consider
including the section of U.S. 301 {from Hamey Road to Fowler Avenue when the LRTP is updated
in 1998 before the 2020 LRTP is finalized. If the MPO’s LRTP is amended so that the U.S. 301
project matches the PD&E Study limits prior to FHWA LDCA, then the entire section from I-4 to

Fowler Avenue can proceed to final design when this study is complete. If the LRTP is amended
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after LDCA, then the rematning portion of the project can be reevaluated and subsequently approved
by the FHWA,

34 SOCIAL/ECONOMIC DEMANDS

According to population projections from Hillsborough County and the regional traffic model
developed by FDOT’s Planning Depar’tmeﬁt, travel demand 1s expected to continue to grow in this
area. Most of the land on both sides of U.S. 301 is zoned as community mixed-use 12, which allows
commercial, industrial, and residential uses, with a maximum of 12 dwelling units per acre. The
future land use of this area is intended to be urban, with development allowed as transportation and
public facility services needed to support these developments are made available. The section of
U.S. 301 being studied is expected to become increasingly commercial (particularly the area near

I-4) which will result in increased traffic on this road.

There are a number of industrial warehouse and distribution buildings under construction or planned
in a five mile stretch of the U.S. 301 Corridor ending at I-4. These expansions total more than. one
million square feet of new buildings. One of these, Hampton Qaks, is within the project limits just
north of [-4. The other industrial parks are on or near U.S. 301 between Bloomingdale Avenue and
I-4.!

3.5 MODAL INTERRELATIONSHIPS

There 1s no rail, mass transit, or HOV lanes planned for U.S. 301. Vandenberg Airport which is
located near U.S. 301, serves small private aircraft and is currently expanding, adding a new runway
to handle an anticipated increase in flights. This anticipated increase in volume at the airport will
result in more vehicles on U.S. 301 and Maple Lane, contributing to the need for this project.
Improvements at the signalized intersections, including Sligh Avenue/Maple lane, are to be

incorporated in this project.

' Tampa Tribune article, Monday, August 25, 1997, Business and Finance section pages 10-11.
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There are no existing sidewalks to serve pedestrian needs. Although pedestrian volumes are low at
present, the number of pedestrians is expected to increase as the area becomes more urban and
commercialized. Sidewalks are to be included in this project, along with a bicycle lane or paved

shoulders for bicycle use.
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SECTION 4.0
EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 EXISTING ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS

4.1.1 Iunctional Classification

Based on AASHTO functional classification, U.S. 301/State Road 41 (S.R. 41) is classified as an
urban principal arterial.

Classifications of other important roads in the study area are:

Interstate 4 (I-4): Urban Interstate

Interstate 75 (I-75):  Urban Interstate

Fowler Avenue (S.R. 582);  Urban Minor Arterial

4.1.2 Typical Sections

Throughout the project limits, U.S. 301 is currently a 2-lane rural roadway with 12 ft wide lanes,

grass shoulders, and drainage ditches. The existing Typical Section is shown in Figure 4-1.

4.1.3 Pedestrian and Bicvcle Facilities

There are no existing pedestrian facilities in the study area. The existing 1.2 meter (4 ft) paved

shoulders are available for bicycle use,

4.1.4 Right of Way
The existing ROW width was obtained from FDOT ROW maps. The existing ROW is 61 m (200

it). The existing 2-lane roadway was constructed with a 20.7 meter (68 ft) offset from the east ROW

line to allow a 4-lane section to be centered in the existing ROW with a 40 foot median.

4.1.5 Horizontal Alignment

Table 4-1 summarizes the existing horizontal alignment characteristics of the project based on
information obtained from FDOT ROW maps and a metric baseline alignment survey completed in

June 1996 for this project.
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TABLE 4-1 ,
EXISTING HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT CHARACTERISTICS ALONG U.S. 301

CURVE P.L DEGREE OF RADIUS | DIRECTION

BASELINE VICINITY OF DEFLECTION {meters) OF
STATION DEFLECTION
120+07.79 North of Sligh Avenue | 11 deg. 59 min. 33 sec. | 1746.379 Right
134+82.48 North of Bypass Canal | 22 deg. 31 min. 03 sec. | 1746.379 Left
152+63.27 North of I-75 Overpass | 53 deg. 43 min. 03 sec. 873.190 Right

South of Fowler 28 deg. 51 min. 20 sec. | 1746.379 Right

174+87.80 Avenue

Source: Metric Baseline Alignment Survey

4.1.6 Vertical Alignment

A profile survey was done for this project to analyze the existing roadway profile, since the original
construction plans for U.S. 301 were not available. Elevations were taken along the existing survey
baseline every 25 meters. Vertical grades and curve lengths were estimated from the profile survey.

A summary of the vertical alignment is provided in Table 4-2.

Vertical sight distance was checked at all Vertical Points of Intersection (VPI’s). The existing
vertical curves meet minimum sight distance requirements for an 80 km/hr (50 mph) design speed.
There are three VPI locations which do not have a vertical curve, but have an algebraic difference
in grades which requires a curve. These locations would have to be reconstructed if the existing

pavement is to be used for the northbound lanes or else an exception would be required.

There is a long flat section with a 0% grade from the beginning of the project to 200 meters south
of Harney Road. If fhe suburban section is selected as the preferred alternative in final
recom.mendation, it should be designed with a minimum gutter grade of 0.3%, even though ditches
are used for stormwater conveyance. This would allow for the roadway to be converted to an urban

section without reconstructing the pavement if widening to six lanes becomes necessary.




TABLE 4-2 _
EXISTING VERTICAL ALIGNMENT CHARACTERISTICS ALONG U.S. 301

BASELINE APPROXIMATE APPROXIMATE
STATION (METRIC) GRADE VPI ELEVATION CURVE LENGTH

(%) (METERS) (METERS)

110+00 7.126

, 0.0

143+33 ©7.126 200
2.00

147403 14.532 250
-1.65

150+34 9.076 225
+3.50 |

153-+13 | 18.847 250
-.63

158+00 15.776 No Curve
-1.68

159+67 12.962 200
+0.82

163+65 16.217 150
-0.89

165+97 14.150 225
+0.82

168+80 16.457 No Curve
-0.10

172+63 16.091 No Curve
-1,27

175+02 13.067 100
+0.62

180+32 16.372 200
-1.23
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4.1.7 Drainage
A Location Hydraulic Report (LHR) ' has been prepared for the U.S. 301 (S.R. 41) PD&E Study.

This section presents-a summary of findings from these efforts.

4.1."7.1 Soils Information

The Soil Survey of Hillsborough County, Florida® was reviewed to identify the soil types along the
project. A map of the soil types in the study area is shown in Figure 4-2. In general, soils are sandy
and range from poorly to excessively drained. More information on the soil types and
characteristics is provided in Section 4.1.8, and detailed descriptions of the soil types are in the

Location Hydraulics Report.

4.1.7.2 Base Floodplains

The preferred alternative was not selected at the time the LHR was prepared. For analysis, all
computations for crossdrain extensions and replacements and floodplain encroachments are based
on the impacts associated with the widest rural typical section. The preferred altemétive to be
presented at the Public Hearing is a suburban section, which fits inside the existing ROW. If the
suburban section remains the preferred in the final recommendation, the impacts to floodplains will

be reduced.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has completed a Flood Insurance Study for
Hillsborough County, dated January 16, 1987. Portioné of the study area are located within the
floodplain limits as shown on the FIRM Community Panels 120112 0236C, 120112 0238C, 120112
0240C, and 120112 0376C as compiled by FEMA (see Figure 4-3). However, the FIRM maps do
not reflect the effects of the Tampa Bypass Canal (TBC) constructed in 1979. Therefore, the
Regulation Manual for Lower Hillsborough Flood Detention Area and Tampa Bypass Canal
(Manual) was consulted to obtain flood stages for the TBC.

' Location Hydraulics Report; Post, Buckley, Schuh, and Jernigan, Inc.: Tampa, FL; August 1997.

* Soil Survey of Hillshorough County, Florida; United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Services;  Washington,
D.C., 1989
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There are five, manually controlled, structures (see Figure 4-4) along the TBC which regulate water
levels at different locations within the TBC. Within the project limits, water levels are controlled
by 5-159 Upper and S-162. The optimum water control levels for all five structures, which include

all events up to and including the 500-year event, are listed in Table 4-3.

TABLE 4-3
CONTROL STRUCTURE DATA

Structure Location Headwater { Tailwater Headwater § Tailwater
Elevation Elevation Elevation Elevation

(m) {m) (ft) {ft)

S-159 Upper On TBC 2,000 ft upstream of Harney Road 7.41 6.22 24.3 204
S-159 Middle * OnTBC, 1,300 ft above Harney Road 6.22 4.15-4.57 204 13.6-15.0
S-159 Lower On TBC, 500 ft below Harney Road 4.15-4.57 3.66-4.57 13.6-15.0 12.0-15.0
S-161 On Harney Canal, 1,600 ft east of intersection of 5.94-6,71 3.66-4.57 19.5.22 12.0-15.0

Harney Canal and Hillsborough River
5-162 On TBC, just upstream of MLK Boulevard 3.66-4.57 3.05 12.0-15.0 10.0

When the optimum water level exceeds those in Table 4-3, the control gates are opened to reduce
water levels within the canal. As stated in the Manual, the maximum headwater elevation south of
Structures S-159 Lower and S-161 and north of S-162 should not exceed 4.85 m (15.9 ft) with the
gates opened or closed. The 100-year floodplain elevation was determined by control elevations
within the Tampa Bypass canal since the FEMA study did not include the effects of the Tampa
Bypass Canal when determining the 100-year floodplain elevations, The Manual also states that the
peak headwater elevation for S-162, 4.85 m (15.9 ft), is the maximum stage one can expect the
Tampa Bypass Canal to reach from S-162 to -159 Lower (south of I-75 to Harney Road). This
evaluation was considered a very conservative estimation of the 100-year floodplain elevation and
was used to determine impacts to the 100-year floodplain (see Figure 4-4). The following areas lie ‘
within the 100-year floodplain as established by $-162: |
° From approximately 350 m (1150 ft) north of Sligh Avenue to 490 m (1600 ft) north of
East Sligh Avenue adjacent to U.S. 301 on the east.
. From approximately 180 m (600 ft) south of Maislin Drive to 620 m (2050 ft) south of
Maislin Drive adjacent to U.S. 301 on the west.
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From Harney Road to Fowler Avenue, the 100-year flood stage was determined, from the Manual,
to be elevation 7.41 m (24.3 ft). This elevation is the peak headwater elevation for S-159 Upper.
Within this area of the project, there are no impacts to the 100-year floodplain as established by S-
159 Upper.

The project corridor has two areas (noted above) which lie in the 100-year floodplain determined by
the peak headwater elevations for the control structures 6n the TBC. The first area is approximately
0.70 hectares (ha) [1.752 acres (ac)] and the second area is approximately 0.42 ha (1.03 ac). The
project crosses fhe floodplain transversely. These floodplain encroachments may require
compénsation for any fill involvement in these areas. No longitudinal crossings of the floodplain

are located within the project limits.

The proposed structures will perform hydraulically in a manner equal to or greater than the existing
structures, and backwater surface elevations are not expected to increase. As a result, there will be
no significant adverse impacts on the natural and beneficial floodplain values or any significant -
change in flood risks or damage. There will not be a significant change in the potential for
interruption or termination of emergency service evacuation routes. Therefore, it has been

determined that this encroachment is not significant.

4.1.7.3 Regulated Floodways

It has been determined through consultation with local, state, and federal water resources and
floodplain management agencies that there is no regulatory floodway involvement on the proposed
project and that the project will not support base floodplain development that is incompatible with

existing floodplain management programs.

4.1.7.4 Drainage Patterns

The existing drainage patterns were determined using the United States Geological Survey (USGS)
quadrangle maps and SWFWMD contour aerials. The existing drainage features in the area are
characterized by gently to moderately sloping poorly drained and well vegetated terrain. The

drainage patterns are shown in Figure 4-3.
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4.1.7.5 Hydraulic Adequacy of Existing Drainage Crossings

Existing cross drain information is shown in Table 4-4 and recommended replacement structure sizes
are shown in Tablé 4-5. Since there are no unresolved drainage complaints throughout the project
limits, minimal design computations may be required for those cross drains requiring modification
or replacement. Each culvert was analyzed using the discharge associated with a velocity of 1.83
m per second (mps) [6 i per second (fps)]. The analysis was completed ﬁsing the alternative with
the widest typical section and the highest design speed, in order to yield the longest extension. The
50-year and 100-year events were analyzed to determine the head differential between the existing
cross drains and the proposed cross drains. These cross drains were analyzed using the procedures
set forth in the FDOT Drainage Manual Volume 2A, applying the HEC-5 nomograph and the culvert
capacity worksheet. A more detailed design will be completed during the design phase, of this
project, to determine actual pipe sizes based on more appropriate design flows and actual pipe

lengths.

As-built drawings were used to determine flowline elevations at each structure. Since a design
survey has not been completed for this project, flowline elevations not shown on the as-built
drawings were either scaled off the drainage structure sheets or assumed. Assumed flowlines are
shown as n/a in Table 4-4. An assumed physical slope of approximately 0.1% was used as the
physical slope of those pipes with assumed flowline elevations. Tailwaters were assumed at one foot
above the crown of the existing cross drains to determine a head differential between the gxisting
and proposed pipes. If lengthening the existing cross drains caused a 3.5 cm (0.1 foot) rise in the

headwaters for the [00-year event, the cross drains were increased in size.

Results of the analysis lead to the conclusion that ten of the twelve cross drains will need to be

replaced (sec Table 4-5).

4.1.7.6 Drainage Problems
The FDOT District Seven office, located in Tampa, was contacted concerning any flooding problems

in the vicinity of, or caused by, U.S. 301 from north of the I-4 interchange to Fowler Avenue.
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According to the previous Assistant Maintenance Engineer, U.S. 301 once had two areas wifhin the
project limits that flooded. The first flooding problem was located at Sligh Avenue, where ponding
occurred within the ROW. The second flooding problem was located at Raulerson Ranch Road
which has a 900 mm (36 in) RCP in a sag condition. The flooding problem was associated with the
outfall for this structure. Approximately fifieen years ago the Tampa Bypass Canal was built and
the outfall for the flooding structure was connected to the canal. The construction of the canal
“appears to have eliminated both flooding problems for the past fifteen years. Jerry Sanford of the-
District Seven FDOT Maintenance Department confirmed that there are no recent flooding incidents

on U.S. 301 in the project area.
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4.1.8 Geotechnical Data
A Geotechnical Study was done by PSI for this project to test soil conditions along the roadway and
at the proposed pond sites. This section summarizes the results of the study. For more detailed

information see the Geotechnical Services Report, finalized in August 1998.

4.1.8.1 Geology
The geology of Hillsborough County can be briefly described as surficial sands and clay, sandy clays

and clayey sands overlaying limestone.

4.1.8.2 Soils

The sotls within-the limits of the project were categorized according to the USDA, SCS Soil Survey
of Hillsborough County. The soil survey map for Hillsborough County, shown in Figure 4-2,
indicates that there are nine (9) mapping units along the corridor. The mapping units are shown in
Table 4-7. The soils located within the project corridor from just north of the U.S. 301/I-4
interchangé to 0.8 km (4.97 mi) south of Harney Road are poorly_ drained and moderately permeable
soils. In general, the surficial soils found in Jow lying depressions and flatwoods consist of fine silty
sands, and sand-silt-clay mixtures with some muck areas. The slopes are usually flat ranging from
0 to 2 percent. These soils are classified as hydrologic group B/D, which in their natural state
function as a D soil, with the muck soil being classified as a hydrologic group D. The seasonal high
water generally exists at a depth of 0-0.3 m (0-1 ft) below the natural ground surface for the sandy

soils and +0.6-0.3 m (+2-1.0 ft) above/below the natural ground surface for the muck soils.

The soils located from 0.8 km (0.5 mi) south of Harney Road to Fowler Avenue are moderately well
drained to excessively drained soils. Typically the surficial soils found in upland areas consist of
one fine silty sands, and sand-silt-clay mixtures. The slopes are usually flat to gently sloping,
ranging form 0 to 5 percent. These soils are classified as hydrologic group A. The seasonal high |

water generally exists at a depth of 1.1 - > 1.8 m (3.5 - > 6.0 {t) below the natural ground surface.



4.1.8.3 Soils Sampling and Testing

The soils testing for this project consisted of the following:

L.

Performed a preliminary roadway soil survey consisting of thirty-two (32) auger
borings to depths of 2 to 2.4 meters. The borings were performed along the roadway
alignment and in the proposed intersection improvement areas. The borings were
generally performed on alternating sides of the alignment at an interval of

approximately every 300 meters. Two of the borings were performed in proposed

pond area 7

2. Performed two (2) SPT borings to depths of 6.1 to 7.6 meters in the high
embankment areas along U.S. 301 south of Harney Road.

3. Performed eighteen (18) power auger borings to depths of 3.0 to 7.6 meters in eight
(8) of the proposed pond areas.

4. ; Obtained soil samples for standard classification testing and laboratory testing. Tests
mcluded Limerock Bearing Ratio (LBR), grain size analysis, moisture content,
Atterberg limits, and corrosion. '

5. Performed field permeability tests along the subject alignment in the proposed pond =
areas.

6. | Measured existing groundwater tables and estimated seasonal high groundwater
tables.

Soil Boring Results

Based upon the exploratory borings and results of the laboratory testing, the near surface soils along
the project alignment have been grouped into seven (7) strata. See Table 4-6. Each stratum group
exhibits a range of engineering properties related to suitability for roadway construction as outlined
by FDOT Standard Index 505. The Roadway Soils Survey, Figure 4-12, shows the general range

of engineering properties measured in the laboratory for the various soil strata encountered during

our preliminary investigation.
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DATE OF SURVEY:

STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MATERIAL, AND RESEARCH

UNE - JULY 1998 DISTRICT:  SEVEN
SURVEY MADE BYs DS FIN., PROJ. No. 29536212101 ROAD Mo: U5, 301
SUBMITTED BY: CHEING L, KUQ, PhD., P.E, COUNTY: HiLLSBORQUGH
SURVEY BEGING STA. 119+44 SURVEY ENDS §TA, 18306
QRGANIC MOISTURE SIEVE ANALYSIS RESULTS
CONTENT CONTENT 4 PASS ATTERBERG LIMITS (X) CORROSION TEST RESULTS
STRATUM LBR Np, OF 7 No. OF MOISTURE No. OF 1% 40 60 i0¢ 200 N3, OF LIQUID PLASTIC AASHTO NG. OF RESISTIVITY CHLORIDES SULFATE
NO, VA}.UE TESTS ORGANIC TESTS CONTENT TESTS MESH VESH MESH MESH MESH TESTS LIMIT §NDEX GROUP DESCRIPTION TESTS CHM-CM PEM PPM pH
Ve
1 18-36 O — - e 3 100 92-95 73-81 42-45 4-6 e e A-3 DARK BROWN SL1GHTLY SILTY FINE SAND 12 1,660-129,000 15-30 0-276 5.1:6.6
2 58 3 3-4 7 8-25 14 100 94-99 69-96 20-74 13-29 4 19-26 1-8 A-2-4 BROWN §1LTY FINE SAND ] 600-21,000 15 7-24,870 5.4-7.3
- - e 3 17-25 7 100 94-9¢ 84-92 50-70 28-34 4 27-32 12-17 A-2-6 REDOISH-GRAY CLAYEY FINE SAND - . e
L - e 4 21-24 5 160 99-100 93-96 §7-77 36-39 4 24-40 12-22 A-6 GRAY SAKDY CLAY e e e
5 e - 2 25-29 2 100 98-100 89-97 75-89 40-49 2 42-48 22-26 A-7-6 GREEN CLAY - seeee e e
6 e - i a2 1 100 100 95 72 43 H 44 13 A-7-5 GRAY/GREEN CLAY .. o
T e 4 6-32 4 23-100 5 100 74-99 59-93 37.69 21-37 e e A-8 L ——
EMBANKMENT AND SUBGRADE MATERIAL
STRATA BOUNDAR]ES ARE APPROXIMATE AND REPRESENT 5011 STRATA AT EACH TEST HOLE LOCATON ONLY.
EWATER TABLE ENCOUNTERED
GNEWATER TABLE NOT ENCOUNTERED
AWETH TRACE ORGANICS
B WITH CLAY LENSES
CWI TH £ | MESTONE FRAGMENTS
NOTES:

1. THE MATER AL FROM STRATUM NUMBER 1 APPEARS SATISFACTORY FOR USE 1N THE EMBANKMENT WHEN UT(LIZED | N ACCORDANCE WITH | NDEX 505,

2. THE MATERIAL FROM STRATUM NUMBER 2 APPEARS SATISFACTORY FOR USE 1N THE EMBANKMENT WHEN UT (£ [ZED | N ACCORDANCE WITH | NDEX 505,

HOWEVER, THIS MATERIAL 1S LIKELY TO RETAIN EXCESS MOISTURE AND BE DIFFICULT 70 DRY AND COMPACT. IT SHOULD BE USED | N THE EMBANKMENT

ABOVE THE WATER LEVEL EXISTING AT THE TiME OF CONSTRUCTION. THIS MATERIAL MAY NOT BE USED IN THE SUBGRADE PORTION OF THE ROADBED
DUE TO I TS ORGANYC CONTENT.

3. THE MATERIAL FROM STRATA NUMBERS 3,4,5 AND 6 1S PLAST{C MATERIAL AND SHALL BE REMOVED 1N ACCORDANCE WITH I NDEX 500. |T MAY BE PLACED
ABOVE THE EXISTING WATER LEVEL {AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUGCTION! TO WITHIN 4 FEET OF THE PROPOSED BASE. 1T SHOULD BE PLACED UNIFORMLY I N

THE LOWER PORT1ON OF THE EMBANKMENT FOR SOME DISTANCE ALONG THE PROJECT RATHER THAN FULL DEPTH FOR SHORT D! $TANCES.

4. THE MATERJAL FROMSTRATUM NUMBER 7 1S MUCK/A-8 MATERJAL AND SHALL BE OVEREXCAVATED WITHIN THE PROPOSED EMBANKMENT LIMI TS,
THI'S MATERIAL MAY BE USED I N THE EMBANKMENT CONSTRUCTION AS OUTLINED §N FOOT {NDEX 505. THiS MATERITAL SHALL NOY BE USED !N THE

CONSTRUCT 1 ON OF STORMWATER POND BERMS WITH THE EXCEPT t ON OF MUCK USED AS A SUPPLEMENT TO CONSTRUCY TOP SOIL AS DESCRIBED
INSECTION 162 OF THE FOOT STANDARD SPECIFtCAT IONS.

REVISIONS HAME DAFE KANE DATE PR & 1Y { RONMEMTAL FLOR# DA DEPARTHENY OF
W T T bes T SEicherion o il [l T ROADWAY SOILS SURVEY
cHEan(ED Mgﬂ) KOAD HO. COUNTY PROJECT %0,
BURERVIGED BYy BATES F | G U R E 4 - 1 2




TABLE 4-6

SOIL TESTING STRATA
Stratum Soil Description AASHTO Soil
Classification
1 Dark Brown Slightly Silty Fine Sand A-3
2 Brown Silty Fine Sand A-2-4
3 Reddish Gray Clayey Fine Sand A-2-6
4 Gray Sandy Clay A-6
5 Green Clay A-7-6
6 Gray/Green Clay A-7-5
7 Muck A-8

Groundwater

The groundwater table was encountered in approximately half of the borings performed and varied

from 0.9 to 6.4 meters below existing grades at the tested locations.

Groundwater conditions will vary with environmental variations and seasonal conditions, such as

the frequency and magnitude of rainfall patterns, as well as man-made influences, such as existing

swales, drainage ponds, and underdrains.

Seasonal High Groundwater Table (SHGWT) depths were estimated along the project alignment and
pond areas from several of the roadway and pond borings performed. The results are presented in
Table 4-9. These estimates are based on the soil stratigraphy, USDA information, ground surface
topography, vegetation, and past experience. Ficld boring locations were determined by PSI

personnel as based on the existing baseline of survey and were later converted to the centerline of

construction for this report.
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GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING EVALUATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
General

In general, the existing shallow subsurface soils encountered in the borings performed are capable
of supporting the proposed construction of a typical pavement section after subgrade preparation in
" accordance with FDOT Standards. Buried organic soils, debris and unsuitable soils encouniered
during construction should be removed and replaced with clean compacted sandy soils when
encountered at the surface or in open excavations. Similarly, plastic soils, if encountered during
construction within the pavement section, should be removed and placed in areas not affecting

pavement performance.

The removal of topsoil, near-surface clayey soils (if encountered during construction) and surficial
organic soils should be accomplished in accordance with the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road
and Bridge Construction and Index 500. Site preparation should consist of normal clearing and
grubbing followed by compaction of subgrade soils. Backfill should consist of materials conforming
with FDOT Index 505 and compacted in general accordance with the FDOT Standard Specifications
for Road and Bridge Construction. Materials directly beneath the base should be "SELECT"

materials,

Organic soils (organic contents of 6 to 32 percent) were encountered at several locations along the
alignment and in several of the proposed pond sites at various depth intervals between 0.6 and 7.3
meters below existing grade. The delineation of the vertical and lateral extent of these suspect areas

was not performed in this PD&E phase and should be performed in the future stages of the project.
Pavement Design Considerations

Eight Limerock Bearing Ratio (LBR) tests were performed on near surface soils obtained at various
locations along the roadway alignment. The LBR tests yielded values ranging from 18 to 58 percent.

The FDOT 90 percentile method yielded a design LBR value of 24 percent. We recommend a
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design LBR value of 24 percent be used for the existing project soils for use in pavement design,

For a summary of LBR test results, see Table 4-8.

Groundwater levels along the roadway alignment were encountered at depths of approximately 0.9
to 6.4 meters below existing grades at approximately half of the boring locations. The seasonal high
water table data is provided in Table 4-9. The minimum separation between the bottom of the base
and the estimated SHGWT levels shall be designed in accordance with the FDOT Drainage Manual
and other related FDOT and FHWA guidelines. However, if more significant cuts on the order of
I meter or greater are proposed, the choice of base material would depend upon the relationship of
final roadway improvement grades and the bottom of the base to the estimated SHGWT levels,
Coquina shell base materials are more resistant to wet conditions than limerock and the separation
can be somewhat reduced. Crushed concrete is also less sensitive to moisture than limerock, but
should be treated in the same fashion. An asphaltic concrete base may also be used in areas of high

groundwater.
Groundwater Control

Depending upon groundwater levels at the time of construction, some form of dewatering may be
required to achieve the required compaction. Groundwater can normally be controlled in shallow
excavations with pumps and sumps. During subgrade soil preparation any plastic soils below design
grade could become disturbed by construction activities. If this becomes the case, the contractor
‘ may be directed by the owners representative to remove fhe disturbed or pumping soils to a depth
0f 300 to 460 mm below design grade and backfill the area with structural fill. In such situations,
FDOT Indexes 500 and 505 should be followed closely.

General Roadway Construction Recommendations

Site preparation and roadway construction should be done in accordance with the latest FDOT
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction and Roadway and Traffic Design

Standards. Temporary excavation side slopes should also be shored in accordance with OSHA
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requirements.
On-Site Soil Suitability

In general, the majority of the fine sands (A-3; Stratum 1) can be moved and used for grading
purposes, site leveling, general engineering fill, structural fill and backfill in other areas, provided
the fill is free of organic materials, clay, debris or any other material deemed unsuitable for
construction. All fill should be placed in accordance with recommendations provided in this report.
Silty fine sand soils (A-2-4) may be used as embankment soils as described in FDOT Index 505.
However, this matérial may not be used in the subgrade portion of the roadbed due to its organic
content. Clayey soils (A-2-6, A-6, A-7-5 and A-7-6) may be used as emBankment soils as described
in FDOT Index 505. The muck (A-8) encountered shall be over-excavated within the proposed
embankment limits. This material may be used in the embankment construction as outlined in
FDOT Index 505. This material shall not be used in the construction of stormwater pond berms with
the exception of muck used as a supplement to construct top soil as described in section 162 of the
FDOT Standard Specifications.

PRELIMINARY EVALUATION QF STORMWATER RETENTION POND AREAS

In general, the fourteen (14) auger borings performed in the pond areas (3, 7, 10, 23, 25, 27 and 29)
generally encountered fine sands (A-3) underlain by silty fine sands (A-2-4) to a depth of 3 meters
below existing grades. Several of the borings performed in these pond areas also encountered muck
(A-S), clayey fine sand (A-2-6) and clay (A-6) at various depth intervals. Borings performed in
Ponds 11 and 15 were extended to depths of 4.6 to 7.6 meters below existing grades since these pond
areas were covered with fill material approximately 4 to 5 meters above existing grades. The borings
performed in Pond 11 encountered silty and cldyey fine sands (A-2-4 and A-2-6) underlain by clays
(A-6, A-7-6) and muck (A-8) to the boring termination depths. The borings performed in Pond 15
generally encountered silty fine sands (A-2-4) underlain by clayey fine sands (A-2-6) to the boring
termination depths. Several borings encountered clays (A-6, A-7-6) and muck (A-8) at various depth

intervals.
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The groundwater tables in pond areas 3, 7, 10, 11 and 23 varied from 0.9 to 3.0 meters below
existing grades. The groundwater table was not encountered within the depths of the borings
performed in the remaining ponds. Estimated seasonal high water tables for the pond areas varied
from 0.3 to >3.0 meters below existing grades. Horizontal and vertical field permeability results for
five (5) of the pond areas vary from 3.1x10? em/sec (26.8 m/day) to 4.4x107 cr/sec (38.0 m/day)
and 5.1x10™ cm/sec (0.4 m/day) to 1.7x10 em/sec (14.7 m/day), respectively.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLASSIFICATION (Corrosion Test Rest Results)

Corrosion tests were performed on eighteen (18) random samples from the roadway and pond auger
borings. For a complete summary of test results, see the Geotechnical Services Report. Based on
the FDOT's "Structures Design Guidelines, Section 7.2, Topic No. 625-020-150b", the roadway
subsurface environment has been classified as slightly to extremely aggressive for both steel and
concrete. Resistivity and pH values varied from 600 to 120,000 ohm-cm and from 5.4 to 7.3,
respectively. Sulfate and chloride values varied from 0 to 24,870 ppm and from 15 to 30 ppm,

respectively.
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TABLE 4-9 _
GROUNDWATER TABLE DEPTH AT STORMWATER PONDS

Boring
Groundwater Depth to
Pond No. No. Station and Table Confining
Offset Depth (Meters) Layer* (Meters)
(Meters) '
3 P3-1 120+22, 200 RT 1.5 —
P3.2 120+93, 246 RT 1.2 —
7 P7-1 124+95, 184 LT 19 —
P7.2 125433 193 LT 2.0 o
10 P10-1 132+89, 70 RT 0.9 0.6
P10-2 134+09, 53 RT 0.9 1.8
11 Pil-1 134+99, 273 RT 2.4 1.0
P11-2 135+50, 332 RT 3.0 0.9
P11-3 136+10,357TRT 2.1 0.0
15 P15-1 143+03, 514 RT GNE 1.2
P15.2 143+52 511 RT GNE 1.2
P15-3 144+03, S11 RT GNE 0.0
23 P23-1 157470, 71 LT 24 2.7
P23-2 158+18 65LT 2.1 —
25 P25-1 168+56, 165 LT GNE —
P25.2 16$+45, 2471.T GNE -
27 P27-1 169+60, 87 LT GNE —
P27-2 169+41, 181 LT GNE —
29 P29-1 176+54, 171 RT GNE -
pP29-2 176+91, 125 RT GNE —
GNE

Groundwater table not encountered within the depth of the boring performed

" ™ Not encountered within the depth of the borings
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4.1.9 Accident Data

Amual accident reports were obtained from the FDOT records for the section of U.S. 301 between
Interstate 4 (M.P.0.000) and north of Fowler Avenue (M.P. 5.000) for the years 1992 through 1996.
A summary of these reports is presented in Tables 4-10, 4-11, and 4-12. As shown in Table 4-10,
a total of 352 vehicle collisions were reported in the five year period. A significant number of
crashes were rear end (92) and right angle (91) crashes. Table 4-11 summarizes crashes involving
a vehicle running off the road in the five year period studi@d, 16 of these ended in the ditch. Table

4-12 summarizes crashes at night and on wet pavement.

For the period studied, there were approximately two crashes per million vehicle miles, which is

above the statewide average of 0.7 per million vehicle miles for similar two lane roadways.

There was one roadway segment with a significantly high crash rate. The section from Walker Road
to Fowler Avenue east of U.S. 301 (0.8 miles in length) had an average of 20 crashes per year. This
roadway segment includes the intersections at Walker Road, Williams Road, Fowler Avenue west
(signalized), and Fowler Avenue east. See section 9.12 for a discussion on the effect of the

proposed improvements on the crash rate.

A review of the crash data revealed a high percentage of crashes at night. There was an average of
two fatalities per year during the period studied, all occun'ing at night. Of the ten fatalities, four
were pedestrians. A lighting warrant study was done to investigate whether street lighting is justified
for this section of U.S. 301. The study concluded that Iiglﬁing is justified because of the high night

time crash rate. See sections 4.1.11 and 9.12 for more details.
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TABLE 4-12
NIGHT / WET PAVEMENT CRASH ANALYSIS

1692 1993 1694 1995 1996 | TOTAL | AVERAGE

“‘otal Crashes 73 58 75 60 86 352 70.40
Fatalities i 3 2 3 1 10 2.00

. njuries 74 47 82 58 86 347 69.40
Property Damage 25 27 27 25 30 134 26.80

" “otal Crashes at Night 30 27 36 25 29 147 29.40
| Fatalities at Night 1 2 2 3 1 10 2.00
.njuries at Night 32 26 40 28 32 158 31.60
“roperty Damage at Night 10 11 14 9 7 51 10.20
rercent of Night Crashes 41% 46% | 48% 41% 33% 1%
Total Crashes on Wet Pavement 10 9 22 18 25 84 16.80
atalities on Wet Pavement 1 2 1 1 0 5 1.00
Injuries on Wet Pavement 15 7 22 24 24 92 18.40
roperty Damage on Wet Pavement 1 5 9 5 8 18 3.60
Percent of Wet Weather Crashes 13% 15% 29% 30% 29% --- 23%
ff Road Crashes 9 8 12 2 13 44 8.80
Off Road Crashes at Night 6 4] 8 2 9 31 6.20
| 'ff Road Crashes on Wet Pavement 2 0 5 0 4 11 2.20
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4.1.10 Traffic Signals, Locations and Intersection Design

There are three signalized intersections: at Sligh Avenue, Harney Road, and Fowler Avenue. Figure

4-6 graphically illustrates the existing intersection lane geometry at each signalized intersection.

4.1.11 Lighting

There is no existing overhead street lighting on U.S. 301 within the project limits. A lighting
warrant study was done which concluded that lighting ‘was justified on this project because of the

high night time crash rate. See Safety, Section 9.12 and the Preferred Alternative Section 8.5.

4.1.12 Utilities

A Utility Assessment Package has been completed for this project, which is summarized below.

In order to ultimately evaluate potential utility conflicts associated with the most feasible
improvement alternative, all available information must be obtained concerning the location and
characteristics of major existing or proposed utilities with the U.S. 301 corridor. As the first step _
in the process, a preliminary list of utility owners to contact was developed. Candidate owners for
this “contact” list were those owners known to operate or have plans to operate facilities within the
Hillsborough County area. The permit department of Tampa Maintenance and District Seven Staff

of FDOT were contacted to verify the completeness of the list. The resulting “contact” list is shown

below.
. Tampa Electric
. GTE Florida, Inc.
. City of Temple Terrace
| AT&T
. Peoples Gas Company
. City of Tampa Water Department
. Time Warner, Inc.

Each utility owner on the above list was then contacted by telephone and asked to verify ownership
or operation of any utility facilities, existing or proposed (regardless of the proposed project), within
4-24
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the U.S. 301 corridor from I-4 to Fowler Avenue. AT&T and Peoples Gas indicated they have no
such facilities. No further coordination was necessary with these utility owners.

The remaining companies on the “contact” list confirmed ownership of utility facilities within the
project corridor. -Thcse owners were then provided with two sets of aerial-photography-based plans
depicting existing drainage structures, ROW lines, highway stationing numbers, and the conceptual
layout of the most feasible roadway impro#ement alternative. The owners were asked to mark and

return one set with an indication of existing facilities and proposed adjustments.

The existing facilities indicated by the utility owners are summarized in Table 4-13.
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Utility Impacts

As previously discussed and summarized in Table 4-13 of this report, several utility distribution lines
are located within the existing U.S. 301 ROW, including aerial and buried power lines, aerial and
buried telephone cables, aerial cable television lines, potable water mains, force mains, and gés
mains. Depending on their location and depth, implementation of the recommended improvements
for the project may require adjustment of some of these facilities. A set of plans identifying the
preferred alternative was sent to the utility companies t¢ provide utility relocation costs. Table 4-14
identifies the cost associated with utility relocations. These costs are not included in the total

estimated project costs since they will be incurred by the utility owners.

TABLE 4-14
UTILITY RELOCATION COST
(ESTIMATED)
UTILITY COMPANY UNDERGROUND OVERHEAD
RELOCATION " RELOCATION

| CITY OF TEMPLE TERRACE $ 500,000.00

CITY OF TAMPA WATER DEPT. | § 155,165.50

TIME WARNER $ 23,480.00 $ 100,000.00
COMMUNICATIONS

FLORIDA GAS TRANSMISSION | NO RESPONSE TO DATE

co.

GTE FLORIDA, INC. NO RESPONSE TO DATE

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY $ 398,000
TOTAL $ 678,645.50 | $ 100,000.00
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In addition to the utilities listed in Table 4-13, there is a water pipeline being considered by the West
Coast Regional Water Supply Authority along the Tampa Bypass Canal, which crosses U.S. 301.
This is one possible route for the pipeline, which is part of the “South-Central Intertie Project”,
connecting well ‘ﬁelds in Hillsborough County. After meeting with the consultant evaluating the
pipeline rtoutes, it was concluded that the pipe crossing will not conflict with the proposed
improvements on U.S. 301, since the new grade should be at least as high as the existing grade. As
shown in this table, a number of utility distribution lines including telephoﬁe, electric, cable, gas and

water lines are located within the existing ROW of U.S. 301.

4.1.13 Structural and Operational Conditions

It should be noted that Hillsborough County government is planning an intersection improvement
at Harney Road and U.S. 301. The intersection is to be relocated south in order to straighten out
Harney Road. Dual left turn lanes are to be added on Harney Road from both east and west onto
U.S, 301. The County’s plan also shows a turning ramp for traffic turning right from westbound
Harney Road onto northbound U.S. 301. |

4.1.14 Railread Crossings

There are no railroad crossings within the project limits.

4.1.15 Posted Speed Limits
The existing speed limit is 45 mph (70 km/hr) from the start of the project to M.P.1.484 (just north

of the SWFWMD office). From M.P.1.484 to the end of the project, the posted speed is 55 mph (90
km/hr).

4.2  EXISTING BRIDGES

4.2.1 Type of Structure

There are two existing bridges on U.S. 301 within the project limits. One bridge (#100337) crosses
the Harney Canal, the other bridge (#100339) crosses the Tampa Bypass Canal. Both bridges have

two lanes, carrying one lane of traffic in each direction. The bridges are both 12.2 m (40 ft) wide,
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with 2.4 m (8 ft) shoulders on each side. Both bridges are low level fixed span, with a éoncrete

column, girder and floor beam structure.

There are also two bridges on 1-75, #100477 and #100478, which pass over U.S. 301 just north of
Harney Road. These bridges have concrete columns with steel girders and a concrete slab surface.
Both bridges were constructed with an extra span to the west of the existing lanes on U.S. 301 so that

‘ ',U.S. 301 could be widened to four lanes without reconstructing these overpasses.

42,2 Current Condition and Year of Construction
A summary of the latest bridge inspection reports for each bridge, showing the year of construction

and a rating of the condition of each component is provided in Table 4-15.

4.2.3 Horizontal and Vertical Alignment

Bridge #100337 over the Harney Canal is on a horizontal curve with 1746 meter radius (or one

degree curve). This bridge is on a flat section of roadway, with a 0.0% grade.

Bridge #100339 over the Tampa Bypass Canal is on a tangent section of roadway. The vertical
grade 1s -0.60%.

4.2.4 Span Arrangement - Number and Length

A summary of the nurmmber and length of spans is provided in Table 4-15.

4.2.5 Channel Data

The primary function of the Hamey and Tampa Bypass Canals is flood control. There are dams
upstream and downstream of the bridges which regulate the water level of the canal. The dams
prevent the use of the canal by large boats or ships. Recreational use is permitted by SWEWMD,

and small boats can be carried to the canal, although no boat ramps are available.

The condition of the channel for both bridges #100337 and #100339 is good, with no significant

scour noted in the bridge reports.
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Bridge #100337 over the Harney Canal was inspected on October 30, 1992. The distance from the
top of the bridge rail to waterline is 9.1 ft. The distance from the top of the bridge rail to the mudline
1s 23.7 ft. (maximum), giving a water depth of 14.6 ft.

Bridge #100339 over the Témpa Bypass Canal was inspected on April 27, 1994, The distance from
the top of the bridge rail to waterline is 31.0 ft. The distance from the top of the bridge rail to the
mud line 1s 39.0 ft. (maximum), giving a water depth of 8.0 ft.

4.2.6 Ship Impact Data

Neither the Harney Canal nor the Tampa Bypass Canal are considered to be navigable waterways
in the area of U.S. 301, since dams prevent ship’s access to the canals. These canals meet the
conditions for exemption from USCG navigational permit requirements noted in 23 CFR 650,
subpart H. The canals are not used or susceptible to use by reasonable improvement as a means to
transport interstate or foreign commerce because of the flood control dams near U.S. 301. The

canals are also not tidally influenced.
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BRIDGE INSPECTION SUMMARY

TABLE 4-15

Bridge Number
General Data: 100337 100339 100477 100478

Year Constructed 1977 | 1978 1983 1983
Year Reconstructed N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dates Inspected 9/30/92 4/27/94 8/12/96 8/12/96
Overall Length 196 ft. 504 ft. 146.6 fi. 151.5 ft.
Maximum Span Length 29 fi. 72 f1. 55.5 fi. 52.7 ft.
Number of Spans 7 7 4 4
Numerical Condition Rating:

Substructure 8 7 8 - 8
Superstructure 8 7 8 8
Deck 7 7 7 7
Approach Roadway 8 7 7 8
Channel 8 8 N/A N/A
Structural Sufficiency:

Sufficiency Rating 873 95.0 85.5 86.9
| Significant deficiency No No No No
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43  ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS

4.3.1 Land Use Data

The existing land use along U.S. 301 is mixed, with predominantly commercial and industrial use
and some residences. The proposed land use in the Hillsborough County Local Government
Comprehensive Plan (LGCP) is to remain mixed. Future uses are expected to become increasingly
commercial along U.S. 301 as traffic increases. There are a number of industrial parks along the
U.S. 301 cormidor expanding warchouse space. See Section 3.4 for more details.

Maps of the existing and planned usage from the Hillsborough County LGCP are shown in Figures
4-7and 4-8.

4.3.2 Cultural Features and Community Services

A Cultural Resource Assessment, including background research and a field survey coordinated with
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), was performed for the project. As a result of the
assessmenf, four previously unrecorded archaeological sites (9HI5926-5929), one previously
recorded archaeological site (8HIS05), and ten previously unrecérded historic structures (8HI5930,
8HI5948-5949, and 8HI5953-5959) were identified. The FHWA, after application of the National
Register Criteria of Significance, found that the sites were not eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. The SHPO rendered the same opinion. Based on the fact that no
additional archaeological or historical sites or properties are expected to be encountered during
subsequent project development, the FHWA, after consultation with the SHPO, has determined that

no National Register properties would be impacted.

There are a number of community facilities along U.S. 301. There are four churches, the Harney
Baptist Church, the Calvary Tabernacle Church the Macedonia M.B. Church, and the Faith Temple.
All churches are on the west side of U.S. 301.

The Sunset Memory Gardens Cemetery is on the east side of U.S. 301, north of Jefferson Road.

The Temple Terrace Youth Sports Complex is also on the east side of U.S. 301, which is operated
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by the City of Temple Terrace on land leased from the SWFWMD.

The community facilities are shown on Figure 4-9.

4.3.3 Natural and Biological Features

4.3.3.1 Wetlands

In accordance with Exécutive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands™ (May 1977), the proposed
project has ‘been évaluated for potential impacts to wetlands. Preliminary wetland determinations
were based on information from US Geological Survey 7.5 minute series Topographic Maps, Soil
Conservation Service’s Soil Survey of Hillshorough County, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s(USFWS) National Wetlands Inveﬁtory Maps, and aerial photography. Field delineations
of wetland boundaries were conducted in June of 1996 and January of 1997. A combined Wetland
Evaluation Report and Biological Assessment was prepared for this project which details the impacts
of each alternative. A summary of the wetland determination process and impacts in the report is .

contained in this section.

A total of forty-seven wetland and deepwater habitats have been identified along the project corridor.
Thirty-three wetland sites have the potential to be impacted by the proposed project. Figure 4-10
depicts the approximate locations of the wetland sites. All wetlands affected by the project have
been grouped and classified according to the USFWS’s Classzﬁcatibn of Wetlands and Deepwater
Habitats of the United States (Cowardin et.al., 1979).

Initial field reconnaissance revealed areas that have been previously dehydrated and/or heavily
disturbed by current land uses. The wetland surface hydrology has been severed by the construction
of the flood control/water supply project (Tampa Bypass Canal, Harney Canal) and building of the
original roadway. Implementation of the proposed project will potentially impact between 3.03
hectares (7.51 acres) to 3.71 hectares (9.18 acres) of wetlands. The project's impact on wetlands is
considered minor since the wetland encroachments will occur in areas that were impacted previously

or created as a result of the original road construction. Typical vegetation observed in the forested
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SECTION 5.0
DESIGN STANDARDS AND CRITERIA

The preferred alternative is a four lane divided suburban section with a raised median and open

swales for drainage. This section will accommodate traffic through the design year, 2020. However,

. development is likely to continue and traffic will increase beyond the design year. Eventually six

lanes will probably be required. At that time it will be necessary to convert to an urban section with

curb and gutter to avoid costly ROW acquisition. For this reason, it is important that the preferred

alternative be designed to allow for widening to six lanes without reconstructing the pavement.

5.1

DESIGN STANDARDS

Design Period: 20 years

Flexible pavernent design: Document 625-010-002

Design speed: 80 km/hr for the preferred alternative

Design Vehicle: WB-15 |

Lane widths: 3.6 meters

Shoulder widths: 3 meters

Paved shoulder widths: 1.5 meters

Cross Slopes: 0.02 standard

Superelevation: Maximum allowed is 0.10 however superelevation should be limited to

0.05 to allow for improvement to an urban section.

Side Slopes:  Front slopes 6:1 or flatter (existing)

Back slopes 4:1 or flatter (existing)

Vertical Alignment and curvature: Minimum length of curve = 100 meters
Minimum “K” value = 36 for crest curves
Minimum “K” value = 25 for sag curves
(Not less than 0.6 X Design speed in km/hr
expressed in meters)

Vertical Clearance for Bridges (over a Roadway): 5.05 meters

Grades: Since an urban section requires minimum grade of 0.3%, the preferred typical
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section should have this minimum grade to allow for improvement to urban

section.

Horizontél Alignment: Minimum length = 3 X Design Speed = 240 meters
Minimum radius = 270 meters
Minimum radius using normal cross slopes = 2600 meters
Horizontal clearance for Light Poles: 6.1 m from travel lane, 4.3 m from auxiliary lane.
Clear Zone: 7.2 meters (24 {t)
Intersections: Control radii 23 meters (Design vehicle WB-15)
Pedestrian and Bicyclist needs: 1.5 meter I:Saved shoulders for bicyclists.
1.5 meter sidewalks at back of ditch for pedestrians.
Utilities: See Utility Accommodation Guide
Traffic Control Devices: See Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)
Bridge Loading: HS-20 (same as existing bridges)
Bridge width: 13.65 meters, including a separate walkway for pedestrians.

Design Exceptions and Variances: No exceptions or variances are proposed.

5.2  DESIGN CRITERIA

This report was prepared consistent with the current edition of the following publications:

1. Roadway Design Geometrics and Criteria found in Volume I, Plans Preparation Manual,
FDOT, 625-000-005 (Metric), January 1998.

2. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, Washington, D.C.,

AASHTO.

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), FHWA, Washington D.C.

Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C.

Bicycle Facilities Planning and Design Manual, FDOT.

A T

Drainage Manual, Florida Department of Transportation, and Supplements, Topic # 625-040-
001.

7. Standard Drawings, Structure Design Office, FDOT, Topic # 625-020-300.
8. Structures Design Guidelines, FDOT, Topic # 625-020-150.
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15,

l6.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.

Flexible Pavement Design Manual, FDOT, Topic # 625-010-002.

Rigid Pavement Design Manual, FDOT, Topic # 625-010-006.

Utility Accommodation Guide, FDOT, Topic # 710-020-001.

Pavement Type Section Manual, FDOT, Topic # 625-010-005.

Life-Cycle Cost Analysis for Transportation Projects, FDOT.

FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.

Computer-Aided Design and Drafting (CADD) Roadway standards Manual, FDOT, Topic
#625-010-007.

Computer Aided Design and Drafting (CADD) Structures Standard Manual, FDOT.
Roadway and Traffic Design Standards, FDOT, Topic # 625-010-003.

Guide for Selecting, Locating, and Designing Traffic Barriers, AASHTO.

Roadside Design Guide, AASHTO.

Florida Highway Landscape Guide, FDOT.

Facilities Access for Persons with Disabilities, FDOT Procedure Topic # 625-010-015.
Major Urban Corridor Studies Policy, FDOT, Topic # 000-725-010.

Environmental Policy, FDOT, Topic #000-625-001.

Maximum Number of Lanes on the State Highway System to be Provided by Department
Funds Policy, FDOT, Topic # 000-525-040.

Median Opening Decision Process, FDOT, Topic # 625-010-020.
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SECTION 6.0
TRAFFIC

6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

U.S. 301 1s a north/south route that travels from Bradenton, Florida to the Florida State Line and

. continues northward into Georgia. This project is located in Hillsborough County and is

" approximately 7.4 kilometers (km) (4.6 miles) in length. There are two bﬁdges within the project
limits. There is a two lane bridge (#10337) over the Harney Canal. The other bridge, over the
Tampa Bypass Canal (#10339), is also two lanes. South of the project limits, the roadway is
currently a four-lane divided rural highway, which transitions to a two-lane undivided roadway just

north of I-4 at Breckenridge Parkway.

There are three traffic signals within the project limits; at Sligh Avenue, Harney Road and Fowler
Avenue. Turning movement counts were taken at each of these signalized intersections to perform
a detailed analysis. There are no railroad crossings or pedestrian facilities within the project limits.
The existing speed limit for the roadway facility is 45 mph (70 km/hr) from the start of the project
to M.P. 1.484 (just north of the SWFWMD office). From M.P. 1.484 to the end of the project, the
posted speed is 55 mph (90 km/hr).

As mentioned previously, this project (the section from I-4 to Harney Road) is designated for
improvement in the Hillsborough County MPO’s LRTP. Four travel lanes are anticipated to
accommodate future traffic conditions along this roadway project. The existing bridges over Harney
Canal (#10337) and the Tampa Bypass Canal (#10339) are to be used for the northbound lanes of
the proposed four lane section. The existing bridges are 40 ft wide, however, and will have to be
widened to construct a separate walkway for pedestrians. New bridges are proposed to be built to
accommodate the southbound traffic. The majority of the existing land use along the road is expected

to remain the same, mostly commercial with some industrial and residential.

There is an intersection improvement project planned at Harney Road, currently under design by

Hillsborough County. This intersection improvement will realign Harney Road at U.S. 301, cutting
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through the existing hill at the (out-of-service) railroad underpass to design tangent sections on each
side of U.S. 301. Hillsborough County’s preliminary concept plans show dual left turn lanes on
Hamey Road from both east and westbound legs onto U.S. 301. Additional improvements at this

intersection will be required by the design year of this PD&E Study, 2020.
Access Management

This section of U.S. 301 is classified as an access Class 3 facility. An access Class 3 roadway is a
controlled access facility that provides limited access to adjacent land in order to minimize the effect

on through traffic flow.

Improvement of this facility to four lanes would include the construction of a restrictive median. A
restrictive median is a type of barrier that separates the traffic traveling in opposite directions (e.g.,
concrete barrier, grassed median, etc.). The spacing requirements and proposed locations of median

openings are discussed in Section 9.22 of this report.

6.2 MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM CONSIDERATIONS

A review of the comprehensive plans for unincorporated Hillsborough County, and publications

including the 2015 Long Range Transportation Plan, the Hillsborough County Mass Transit Corridor
Alternatives Analysis Study, and the Commuter Rail Study was undertaken to determine the effect

local transit plans would have on the U.S. 301 corridor. Review of these sources indicate that:

. None of the plans reviewed identified the U.S. 301 corridor as a viable light rail corridor;

. The Interstate 4 (I-4) improvements, currently under construction, allow for the use of its
median for a high-speed commuter rail line;

. The Hillsborough County Traffic Forecasting Model Program included a transit element
which assigns a certain number of trips to transit facilities in the development of the Year
2015 design hour volumes;

. There are no existing bus routes on the section of U.S. 301 being studied. However, a
conceptual bus route, # 76, identified as the “East Sligh Avenue Feeder to Hillsborough

Avenue Station” travels along U.S. 301 from Sligh Avenue to I-4. This conceptual bus route
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is included in both 2005 Interim and 2015 Long Range Transportation Plan fmprovements
as a local roufe;

. U.S. 301 from I-4 to the Pasco County Line is a Designated Regional Ro'adway i the 2015

| LRTP; Designated Regional Roadways are major roadways that provide the movement of
people and goods across multi-jurisdictions and provide emergency routing of vehicles for
evacuations. '

. U.S. 301 from I-4 to Bullard Parkway (Harney Road) is designated as Sensitive to Area
Residents (STAR). This means it is designated for widening, but the improvements should
include special amenities and consideration to minimize potential impacts due to adjacent
land uses, and the environment. This section of U.S. 301 has been designated as a STAR

roadway by the MPO because of wildlife concerns.

The conceptual bus route would not reduce the need for widening U.S. 301, but the additional
through lanes will help improve the Level of Service (LOS) to lessen the delay for buses traveling
along U.S. 301.

6.3  TRAFFIC ANALYSIS ASSUMPTIONS

The FDOT Planning Department has developed a Regional Transportation Analysis Model for a four
county area to arrive at the projected 2015 traffic. Traffic.counts at the count stations 59, 5262, and
5261 and the projected 2015 traffic were used to extrapolate the design year, 2020 projected traffic.
The latest 1997 traffic counts, 2015 AADT’s, and 2020 AADT’s are listed in the following table.

TABLE 6-1
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES (AADT)
U.S. 301 Section 1997 Current | 2015 Regional Model 2020 Projected
I-4 to Sligh 27,500 35,000 38,000
Sligh to Harney 12,400 24,200 28,000
Harney to Fowler 10,100 15,300 17,000

Review of current growth rates for the count stations 59, 5262, and 5261 and the growth rates used
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to project the traffic volumes in the Regional Model indicates that the projected FDOT 2015 and

2020 daily traffic volumes are reasonable.

The design hour traffic (2020) conditions were determined for the existing roadway and for an
alternate four-lane facility, The design hour factors used for the highway capacity analysis were
provided by the FDOT Plénni_ng Department. A K-factor of 10.1 percent was used to convert the
2020 AADT to the design hour traffic. This K, factor 1s an average developed by the FDOT
Planning Department for U.S. 301.

The HCS Multilane Highway analysis was used to determine the operating conditions for a four-lane
highway facility. The analysis assumed a four-lane divided highway-that includes new two-lane

bridges and uses the existing two-lane bridges.

Turning movement counts taken in May 1996 were used to project turning movement volumes to
the Design Year 2020. The 1996 turning movement counts are shown in Figure 6-1. These counts

were increased by 10% to get the peak volumes for 1996.

The 1996 peak turning movement volumes were then increased by a certain percentage per year to
figure the projected turning movement volumes. For example, the north and southbound traffic was
mcreased by 1.7% per year, which is the growth rate between the 1994 count and the 2015 projected
traffic. The FDOT Planning Department also supplied projected 2015 AADT’s for the signalized
side streets which were used in addition to the U.S. 301 AADT’S to determine the projected turning

movement volumes,

6.4  EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES
The Highway Capacity Software (HCS) was used to determine existing operating conditions within
the project limits. Since the majority of the project is currently a two-lane undivided roadway, the

HCS Two-Lane Highways options was used to evaluate this roadway.

The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) definition for level terrain is any combination of horizontal
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and vertical alignments that permits heavy vehicles to maintain approximately the same speed as
passenger cars. The HCM definition for rolling terrain is any combination of horizontal and vertical
alignments causing heavy vehicles to reduce their speed substantially below that of passenger cars
but not causing heavy vehicles to operate at crawl speeds for any significant amount of time. Given
the existing characteristics of this roadway facility, the level terrain option was selected as the most

appropriate,

The entire project Iengtil of U.S. 301 is contained within a FHWA Urbanized Area Boundary. The
minimum Levei éf Service for an “Urbanized Area” is LOS D, according to “Florida’s Level of
Service Standards and Guidelines Manual for Planning”, topic No. 525-000-005-C. The existing
(and projected) traffic volumes are shown in Table 6-1. The roadway is currently operating at LOS

F during the AM and PM peak hours in the section from 1-4 to Sligh Avenue.

6.5  TRAFFIC VOLUME PROJECTIONS
The projected 2015 AADT volumes from the Regional Model and the 2020 projected traffic volumes -

are shown in Table 6-1.

6.6 LEVEL OF SERVICE
The Arterial Level of Service for three sections of U.S. 301 with existing and proposed traffic is

shown 1n the table below.

TABLE 6-2
Level of Service Summary
U.S. 301 Section Existing Two Lane No-Build Proposed Four Lane
1994 Traffic 2020 Traffic 2020 Design Year
Traffic

I-4 to Sligh F F C

Sligh to Harney D F B

Hamey to Fowler D E A

The three signalized intersections were analyzed to determine the current Level of Service using the

6-5



Highway Capacity Software Program. The existing lane configurations are shown in Figure 4-6.

All of the intersections have fully actuated signals. The maximum signal timing currently
programmed was entered into the HCS analysis to calculate the LOS. As Table 6-3 shows, both
Sligh Avenue and Harney Road intersections are operating at LOS F. This is due to high through'
traffic on U.S. 301 overwhelming the single lane in each direction. - The high turning movement

volumes require additional turn lanes for some movements, which is discussed below.

The proposed lane configurations for the three signalized intersections are shown in Figure 6-2.
During the LOS ﬁnalysis it became apparent that additional turn lanes were needed to meet the

required Level of Service.

At Harney Road, the intersection project currently ﬁnder design by Hillsborough County will make
some improvements, but additional work will be required to meet the demands of the year 2020. A
dual left turn lane on northbound U.S. 301 for traffic tuming' onto westbound Hamey Road is
recommended. Turning ramps are proposed for the high volume of traffic turning right from
eastbound Harney Road onto southbound U.S. 301 and westbound Hamey Road onto northbound
U.S. 301. The right tum movements from Hamey Road onto U.S. 301 are not included in the
infersection analysis because of the right turn ramps and acceleration lanes proposed. These ramps

will allow right tums to occur independently of the signal phasing.

At Sligh Avenue, left and right turn lanes will be required for all legs of the intersection by the year
2020. Dual left turn lanes will be needed for northbound traffic on U.S. 301. Since Sligh Avenue
1s & two lane road, it will have to be widened to allow for merging traffic from the dual NB left turn
lanes. A ramp for eastbound traffic turning right onto US 301 similar to the ones proposed at Harney .

1s recommended, due to the high design year volume (559 vehicles in the Peak Hour).

At Fowler Avenue, dual left turn lanes are needed to meet the Level of Service requirement for
eastbound traffic turning onto U.S. 301. The four lane section should be extended past the horizontal

curve at Fowler to allow the northbound traffic to safely merge to one lane.
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With the proposed four laning and additional turn lanes (see Figure 6-1), all of the intersections will

operate at LOS C orbetter in the year 2020. The Level of Service of each intersection is summarized
below in Table 6-3.

TABLE 6-3
Intersection Level of Service (1LOS)
Existing Year No-Build Proposed Design
Side Street 1996 Year 2020 Year 2020
Sligh Avenue F F
Harney Road F F C
Fowler Avenue D F | C

REFERENCES _
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SECTION 7.0
CORRIDOR ANALYSIS

7.1  EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE CORRIDORS
The section of U.S. 301 being studied is a north-south route in eastern Hillshorough County, which
. serves a diverse group of travel demands. The most important of these are: ‘

. Commuters traveling to office complexes near U.S. 301 (Breckenridée and Hampton QOaks).
This type of travel may increase significantly as there is undeveloped land along U.S. 301
remaining between I-4 and Sligh Avenue, (See Section 4.3.1 for further discussion on
commercial developments planned on U.S. 301.)

. Industrial businesses along U.S. 301 (including the U.S. 301 Truck Stop) which generate a
high volume of truck traffic.

. Trips between Tampa and the Thonotosassa area.

. Access needs of residents on and near U.S. 3Q1.

Five alternative routes were investigated to determine if a feasible alternative exists to improving

U.S. 301, which are discussed below.

7 o

This is a limited access freeway with interchanges at 1-4 and Fowler Avenue. One alternative route
would be to head east on I-4 to [-75, get off the interstate at Fowler Avenue and head east back to

U.S. 301. This route would add approximately 3% miles to the trip.

This alternative route diverts from U.S. 301 at I-4 heading west, exiting on U.S. 92 (S.R. 600) west
to S.R. 583. On S.R. 583, travel north to S.R. 582 (Fowler Avenue), go east to U.S. 301. This route
would add approximately nine miles to the trip. Additional ROW would be required to widen S.R.

583 from four lanes to six lanes.
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Alternative 3 - C.R, 579 (Mango Road)

This alternative route begins at I-4 heading east, going north on C.R. 579 to Fowler Avenue. This
is currently a two lane rural road with no shoulders traveling through an area which is principally
agricultural (Orange groves) and residential (Mobile homes). Additional ROW would also be

required to widen C.R. 579 to four lanes.

| ive 4 - Willi Road - Sligh A
This route begins at I-4, exiting at U.S. 92, crossing 1-4 to Sligh Avenue, heading east to Williams
Road and north on Williams Road to U.S. 301. These sections of Sligh Avenue and Williams Road
are {wo lane rural roads in a residential area, with numerous tight horizontal curves which would
require a design speed lower than 70 km/hr (45 mph). Additional ROW would also be required to

widen Sligh Avenue and Williams Road to four lanes.

Alternative 5 - Harney Road

Another route is I-4 west to U.S. 92 (Hillsborough Avenue) north on Orient Road, west on Stigh
Avenue and north on Harney Road to U.S. 301. A variation of this alternative is to turn off Harney
Road onto Morris Bridge Road, going north to Fowler Avenue, then east to U.S. 301 which would
add another 1% miles to the trip. The roads on this alternative route are all county roads, in
residential areas, unsuitable for the type and volume of traffic traveling on U.S. 301. In addition,
the sharp turns at the intersections of Sligh Avenue with Orient Road and Harney Road could not

be navigated by the large trucks which comprise a high percentage (>10%) of the traffic on U.S. 301.

None of the alternatives adequately serve the travel demands on this corridor, particularly those
requiring access to the businesses and residences along U.S. 301. As businesses develop along the
U.S. 301 corridor, the roadway will become increasingly congested, even if one (or more) of these

alternative routes are improved.

7.2 SELECTION OF VIABLE ALTERNATIVES
The appropriate corridor focus should be on improving U.S. 301 as there is no other viable

alternative which meets the travel needs identified in Section 7.1,
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| SECTION 8.0
ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT ANALYSIS

To.develop an improved roadway facility for U.S, 301 that 1s in the best overall public interest,
engineering, environmental, and economic factors as well as social/cultural conditions must be taken’
into consideration. The improved facility should be designed to safely and efficiently accommodate
the projected design-year vehicular traffic as well as bicycle and pedestrian traffic. The design and
alignment of the improved facility must consider sensitive environmental conditions and areas. Sites
potentially contaminated with hazardous and/or petroleum materials should be avoided. The
alignment should be placed so as to optimize the possibilities for - construction staging and
maintenance of traffic. Access control techniques to promote safe and efficient operations should

be used. These criteria have a direct bearing on the selection of the preferred design concepts.

Included in the following sections are the roadway and structure improvement alternative concepts

developed for U.S. 301 from I-4 to Fowler Avenue, preceded by the “No-Project” alternative.

8.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE _
As mentioned in Section 7, there are no alternative facilities that could serve the travel demand of

the commercial and industrial businesses along U.S. 301.

The No-Project alternative consists of canceling the project or postponing improvement of U.S. 301
beyond the Design Year 2020. Certain advantages and disadvantages would be associated with the
implementation of the No-Project alternative.

The advantages of the No-Project alternative include:

. No new construction costs.
. No disruption to the éxisting land uses due to construction activities.
. No disruption to traffic due to construction activities.

. No ROW acquisitions.
. No business and residential relocations.

. No environmental impacts.




The disadvantages of the No-Project alternative include:

. Unacceptable levels of service on the existing roadway network (see Section 6).

. Increased traffic congestion causing increased road user costs due to travel delay.

. Deterioration of air quality caused by traffic congestion,

. Further deterioration of the existing safety deficiencies due to the traffic increases; increase

of economic losses due to increase in vehicle collisions.

. Emergency service response time increases.

. Deceleration of economic growth.

. Increased roadway maintenance costs.

. No improved stormwater management via stormwater attenuation and treatment.

Postponement of the project may jeopardize its future economic feasibility due to the current
escalation of construction and ROW costs. During the time that the project development is delayed,

land development could occur that would escalate land values and potential business damages.

The No-Project alternative will remain under consideration throughout the alternatives analysis and

evaluation process.

8.2  TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

The objective of Transportation System Management (TSM) is to create additional capacity without
- constructing additional through lanes. This is accomplishéd by measures such as adding turn lanes
at intersections, changing signal timing and phases and removing on-street parking. The possibility
of using TSM as an alternative to widening to four lanes was considered and rejected for the

following reason.

The traffic analysis (see Section 6) showed that four lanes were required to meet the projected
demand of the year 2020. There are intersection improvements proposed at Sligh Avenue, Harney
Road, and Fowler Avenue, which involve adding turn lanes and modifying the signal timing to meet

the traffic demand in the Design Year. The intersection improvements will result in less delay at the
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Intersections. Without these improvements, the benefit of widening to four lanes would not be fully
realized.” However, the intersection improvements alone would not accommodate the arterial traffic

volumes.

8.3 STUDY ALTERNATIVES

The PD&E Study for U.S. 301 began in April of 1996, Initially, detailed information was collected,
documented, and evaluated on the environmental, socioeconomic, land use, archaeological, and
historical features for thé area. This information was then used to develop the conceptual design and
alternatives analysis for the project. Four “Build” Alternatives have been developed and are
analyzed in this report. The “No-Build” Alternative remains viable throughout the study and

selection process.

All “Build” Alternatives propose the widening of the existing two lane roadway to a four lane
divided roadway with intersection improvements at Sligh Avenue, Hamey Road, and Fowler
Avenue. Only one bridge typical section is being considered for all four alternatives. Two of the -
alternatives would require additional ROW from the west side of U.S. 301 for the proposed roadway
improvements. Acquisition of ROW from the west side of U.S. 301 would avoid impacts to the
Tempie Terrace Sports Complex and Sunset Memory Gardens Cemetery. The other two alternatives
could accommodate the proposed roadway improvements within the existing ROW. However, all
“Build” Alternatives would require ROW for pond sites and floodplain compensation requirements.
Finally, the ROW required for the four lane improvements for each alternative would accommodate

any future six laning of U.S. 301 without the acquisition of additional ROW.

A four lane rural section with a 12 meter (40 ft) median was considered, and rejected for this project.
The existing 61 m (200 ft) ROW was originally purchased to allow for a 12 m (40 {t) median when
widened to four lanes. However, the construction of this median width would make the eventual six
laning more difficult and expensive. If this section was widened to six lanes to the inside, only 4.8
m (16 ft) would remarmn, which is below the minimum 6.6 m (22 ft) currently required for an urban
section. If widened to six lanes to the outside, maintaining a rural section would require ROW

acquisition that would increase significantly in cost as development continues along the U.S. 301
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corridor. This could more properly be handled by buying 1.8 m (6 ft) of ROW when it is four laned,
which Is alternative “A” (see description below). If this four lane rural section was modified to an
urban section when six laned, it would be similar to Alternative “D” described below, except that

the wider median would make construction more expensive than Alternative “D”.
The four “Build” Alternatives are outlined below.,

Alternative A, Figure 8.1, is a rural typical section consisting of two 3.6 m (12 ft) travel lanes and
1.5 m (5 ft) paved outside shoulders in each direction, separated by a 13.8 m (46 ft) grassed median.
Roadside swales would be used for drainage. This alternative requires approximately 1.8 m (6 ft)
of additional ROW from the west side of U.S. 301.

Alternative B, Figure 8.2, is also a rural typical seétic'nn consisting of two 3.6 m (12 ft) travel lanes
and 1.5 m (5 ft) paved outside shoulders in each direction with roadside swales for drainage.
However, the median for this typical section increases from 13.8 m (46 ft) to 19.2 m (63 ft), allowing
for an increase in the posted speed to 65 miles per hour, Approximately 7.3 m (24 ft) of additional
ROW would be acquired from the west side of U.S. 301.

Alternative C, Figure 8.3, is an urban typical section consisting of two 3.6 m (12 fi) trave] lanes and
1.2 m (4 f1) bike lane in each direction with curb and gutter on both sides of the road. The travel
lanes would be separated by a 13.8 m (46 fi) raised median. An underground pipe system would
handle drainage as opposed to open swales or ditches. This typical section could be built within
existing ROW except for the intersection improvements at Sligh Avenue and Harney Road, and

stormwater ponds and floodplain mitigation.

Alternative D, Figure 8.4, is a suburban typical section consisting of two 3.6 m (12 ft) travel lanes
and 1.5 m (5 fi) outside paved shoulders in each direction. The travel lanes would be separated by
araised 6.6 m (22 ft) median with a mountable (Type E) curb. Drainage would be accommodated
by roadside swales on the outside of the travel lanes. Sidewalks can be added adjacent to the ROW
line at the back of the ditch. This typical section could also be built within the existing ROW except
for intersection improvements at Sligh Avenue and Harney Road, stormwater ponds and floodplain

mitigation.
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communities includes Red Maple, Water Oak, Laurel Oak, Bald Cypress, American Elm, Sabal
Palm, and Live Oak. The typical plant assemblage include Arrowhead, Pickerel Weed, Cattail,
Bulrush, Spike Rush, Pennywort, and Star Rush. Table 4-16 quantifies wetland impacts according

to design alternative and are classified as emergent and forested.

Table 4-16
Wetland Impact Areas
Alternative Classification Total
Design Emergent Forested Hectares/Acres
A 1.23 (3.04) 1.99 (4.93) v 3.22(7.97)
B 1.31 (3.23) 2.40 (5.95) 3.71 (9.18)
C&D 1.18 (2.92) ___1.85(4.59) 3.03 (7.51)

4.3.3.2 Wildlife and Habitat

Suitable habitat for federally listed species was investigated for presence or absence by FDOT staff,
The project corridor was mapped adhering to Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification
System (FDOT 1985). The Hillsborough County MPO has designated this section of U.S. 301 as
Sensitive to Area Residents (STAR), because of wildlife concerns. The aerials along with the
classification legend are contained in the combined Wetland Evaluation Report and Biological
Assessment. Surveys were then conducted in each habitat type for species known to occur or utilize
the classified habitats. These surveys were performed in July through August of 1996 and January
and March of 1997, In addition, random surveys were performed along the corridor throughout the

duration of the study (June 1996 - April 1997) to obtain data on resident and transient species.

Federally Listed Species

No federally threatened or endangered floral species were observed or are known to occur within the
project corridor. The entire corridor was surveyed on numerous occasions, strongly indicating the

absence of these species. Faunal species federally classified as threatened or endangered that have
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the potential to be present include the bald eagle, wood stork, and Eastern indigo snake.

The project has been evaluated for impacts on federally protected threatened and endangered species.
A literature review was conducted to determine those possible threatened or endangered species
which may inhabit the project area. This included, among other methods, using the USFWS’s “The
Red Book”, FGFWFC’s “Florida’s Endangered Species, Threatened Species and Species of Special
‘Concern Official Lists”, “Florida Atlas of Breeding Sites For Herons And Their Allies (updated
1986-89)”, “Source of Wildlife, Eagle Nests and Public Lands Data Maps”, and Florida Natural
Areas Inventory’s “Matrix of Habitats and Distribution By County of Rare/Endangered Species in
Florida.

Based on the above results of the literature review and the field surveys conducted for the proposed
roadway improvements, the Department has determined that no federally listed threatened or
endangered species will be affected by the project. Furthermore, the proposed project is not located
in an area designated as critical habitat by the U.S. Department of the Interior. Therefore, FDOT on
behalf of the FHWA has determined that the proposed project will have "No Effect" on any federally

protected threatened or endangered species.

4.3.4 Hazardous Materials Sites

A Level T Contamination Assessment was conducted of the project corridor for the proposed
improvements to U.S. 301. The report is based on a detailed site investigation and review of records
maintained by the Florida Department of Environment Protection (FDEP), other regulatory agencies,
and companies in the immediate vicinity of the project. The purpose of the contamination evaluation
is to locate and define arcas along the existing roadway and the proposed alignments where
contamination of soil and groundwater by petroleum or hazardous materials has occurred, where
contamination or deleterious conditions may exist, and where the potential for contamination exists

due to present or past land use.

A total of 52 sites were identified within a half-mile of U.S. 301 for the project limits using the

federal and state database search by Radius Data Corporation, Inc. Of these, 26 are located adjacent
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to the ROW and are gas stations, auto repair shops, suspect former gas stations, and light industries
such as truck and construction equipment service, sales, and repair. The potential impacts of these
sites on the project are summarized below. A tabulation of the risk evaluation criteria and the
individual raﬁngs for these sites is provided in Table 4-17. These sites are shown in Figure 4-11.
The rematning sites, comprised of construction, warehousing, and other electrical and mechanical

manufacturers, are located about a quarter of a mile or more from the ROW.

The U.S. EPA National Priorities List (NPL) database, ﬁpdated March 1996, was reviewed to
identify any Superfund sites located within or near the project corridor. (A Superfund Site is any
controlied or abandoned hazardous waste site identified for priority remedial actions by the U.S.
EPA in the interests of public and environmental safety). No Superfund sites are listed within or

near the corridor.

A total of 26 sites with a potential for having an impact on the project were identified and evaluated
using the PD&E Risk Evaluation Guidelines. Five are active gas stations, 10 are transportation

related companies and the remaining 11 are light industries and auto repair shops.

Three of the five gas stations, Sites 4, 13, and 26, have been rated High as regulatory records indicate
contamination or remedial actions. A Level II soil and groundwater investigation for petroleum
constituents is recommended for these sites. One site, Site 24, has been rated Medium as remedial
actions are currently ongoing. Close laison with the FDEP and, based on Remediation progress,
~ a Level II assessment are recommended for this site. The -other, Site I, is an EDI site and the most
recent ispection report does not indicate any contamination. This has been rated Medium and
haison with the FDEP is recommended. Depending on progress of Remediation at the site, a Level

Il assessment in support of utility installation, is recommended.

Site 12 is a used auto parts shop with a considerable number of junk cars on the premises. A
precautionary Level II soil and groundwater investigation for petroleum constituents, solvents, and
heavy metals is recommended. Sites 8, 14, and 15 are {ransportation companies and construction

machinery shops with heavy machinery on the premuses. As junk or abandoned cars can leak
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transmission and other fluids, a precautionary Level II soil and groundwater investigation for
petroleum constituents, solvents, and heavy metals is also recommended for these sites. The

approximate cost to perform these investigations is $6,500 per site,

Sites 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 23 are heavy machinery and auto repair shops which do not exhibit good
housekeeping practices. Additionally, the project corridor in the vicinity of these sites is at a lower
level and is therefore susceptible to surface water and groundwater contamination from these higher
areas. Sites 16 and 23 have had documented petroleum release; however, it is not known whether
closure assessments were performed at thesé sites. A precautionary Level II soil and groundwater
investigation for petroleum constituents, solvents, and heavy metals is recommended for these sites.

The estimated costs for these assessments is $6,500 per site.

Site 3 has been ranked No risk as the FDEP records show no cause for concern. The remaining
Sites, 2, 5 through 7, 9 through 11, 21, 22, and 25, have been rated Low as the FDEP and
Hillsborough County EPC records show no cause for concern. Further environmental assessment

1s not recommended for these sites.

A Level I assessment was also performed for the 30 alternate pond sites. Of the 30 alternate sites,
26 were rated as No or Low risk, with no further environmental assessment recommended. The four
remaining pond sites, numbers 1, 11, 20, and 30 had a Medium or High risk evaluation rating. A
Level I soil and ground water investigation is recommended for these four sites if they are selected

as preferred pond site locations.
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Bridge Structures

For all the “Build” Alternatives new bridge structures will be built parallel to the existing structures
over the Harney and Tampa Bypass Canals. The typical section for both of the proposed bridges
consists of two 3.6 m (12 ft) travel lanes and 3.0 m (10 ft) paved outside shoulders. The existing
structures will accommodate northbound traffic, while the new structures will accommodate
southbound traffic. For all “Build” Alternatives, the bridges will be built within the existing 61 m
(200 ft) of ROW. The bridge typical section is shown on Figure 8-5.

There are common advantages and disadvantages for any of the “Build” Alternatives. They are

outhned below:

Advantages:

¢ Accommodation of projected traffic

. Acceptable project levels of service

. Improved drainage and water quality treatment

. Consistency with the LRTP

Disadvantages:

o Minor environmental and socio-economic impacts
. Temporary construction inconvenience and delays

8.4 EVALUATION MATRIX

The evaluation matrix comparing each alternative is shown in Figure 8-6.

8.5 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
After a thorough analysis of each alternative, including environmental and social impacts, costs of
construction and ROW, recommendations from the V.E. Study and all public comments from the

Public Workshop were considered, Alternative D has been selected as the preferred alternative.

The preferred alternative is a suburban typical section consisting of two 3.6 m (12 ft) travel lanes and
L.5m (5 ft) outside paved shoulders in each direction. Drainage is handled by roadside swales on
the outside of the travel lanes. Sidewalks are included between the ROW line and the drainage

swales. See Figure 8-7.
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This typical section can be built within the existing 61 m (200 ft) ROW, except for intersection

improvements at Sligh Avenue and Harney Road, stormwater ponds and floodplain mitigation.

The selection process for the preferred alternative is outlined below.

Alternatives A and B, the two rural sections, were rejected due to their higher cost and

environmental impacts. These alternatives required ROW acquisition along the entire project length,

greatly increasing the total cost of the project. The wetland and floodplain impacts were higher than

the other alternatives, C and D, which fit in the existing ROW. Business and residential relocations

would also be required for Alternatives A and B. The two remaining Alternatives, C and D were

then compared to select the preferred alternative,

The suburban section, Alternative D has the following advantages over the urban section, Alternative

C:

*

Safety: The posted speed is currently 55 mph for most of the project, with a high percentage
of truck traffic due to the industrial buildings and warehouses along U.S. 301. The
roadway’s clear zone, sight distance, and relatively low number of sidestreets and driveways
allow traffic to travel safely at this speed. The most important advantage of the suburban
section over the urban section is the added safety which the shoulder and clear zone provides,
allowing drivers of errant vehicles to recover and return to the roadway without losing
control. The shoulder also allows for disabled vehicles to pull off the road, reducing the

likelihood of a rear-end collision.

The suburban section is also safer for pedestrians, as the sidewalk is farther away from
traffic.

Cost: The suburban section, Alternative “D” is the least expensive alternative, $1.8 million
less than the urban section, Alternative “C”.

Public Comments: Of the ten written comments received at the Public Workshop, four of
these stated a preference for Alternative “D”, the suburban section. The MPO’s letter was
the only one favoring Alternative “C”. The other five comments did not express a preference
for any of the alternatives.
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o Another advantage of the suburban section over the urban section with curb and gutter is the
relative ease with which new driveway connections, right turn lanes, deceleration lanes, and
bus bays can be added, without having to reconstruct curb and gutter or possibly relocate a

storm water inlet.

The preferred alternative includes bicycle and pedestrian facilities. There are sidewalks on each side
~ of the roadway for pedestrian use. Pedestrian signals and crosswalks are to be constructed at the
signalized intersections as part of this project. On the bridges, separate walkways for pedestrians

will be built. For bicyclists, a five foot wide paved shoulder is available for their use.

Street lighting is recommended for this project as part of the improvements. A study was done

which concluded that lighting is justified because of the high night time crash rate.

Public transit can also be accommodated with the preferred alternative. Although there are no
existing bus routes along this section of U.S. 301, the Hillsborough County MPO has emphasized
the importance of allowing for expansion of bus service to this area. As the area develops and the
need for public transportation increases, future bus stop locations with bus pads and shelters can be

added by constructing a side drain and filling in the ditch.

The Department anticipates contributing development and increasing traffic along this roadway,
even beyond the design year for this project, 2020. Six lanes are likely to be required eventually,
so the preferred alternative should and will accommodate this. When six lanes are required, it will
be necessary to convert to an urban §ection with a closed drainage system to avoid costly ROW
acquisition. The preferred alternative shall be designed so that it can be converted to an urban
section with curb and gutter when widened to six lanes without reconsiructing the pavement. A
minimum guiter grade of 0.3 % is to be used throughout the project to allow for the conversion to
an urban section. This will require the use of a “sawtooth” profile at the beginning of the project

which has a 3000 m (9800 ft) long section with a flat grade.
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IMPACTS

ALTERNATIVE

Evaluation
Factors

Criteria
Ranking

ALT.
“Bll

ALT.
“cﬂ

COSTS

Cost
(in millions)

Right of Way 0 $ 83 $16.4 $ 48
Design (in mithons) 0 $ 10 $ 12 $ 13
Construction (nminons) 0 $10.3 $ 1.7 $126
CE.L (in milions) 0 $ 1.0 $ 1.2 $ 13
TOTAL (nmitions) 0 $20.6 $295 $19.8

SOCIAL

No. of Potential
Sites Affected

Residential Relocations 0 0 1 0

Business Relocations Mo of Pgtantial 0 1 10 0

Parks &

Public Properties Sl Atocied 0 1 1 1

TOTAL g 0 2 12 1

ENVIRONMENTAL

Wetlands - = 0 322(797) | 371(948) | 3.03 (.61

Floodplains T 0 2 2 2

Noise A 0 39 43 38

Air Quality Mittected " 0 0 0 0

Contamination No. of Potertial Stes 0 26 26 26

CULTURAL

RESOURCES

E:::ag& Sites / No, of Sites 0 0 0 0
sl | o : : :

Archaeological

FIGURE 8-6
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SECTION 9.0
PRELIMINARY DESIGN ANALYSIS

9.1 DESIGN TRAFFIC VOLUMES
The Design Traffic Volumes are detailed in Section 6, Traffic.

9.2 TYPICAL SECTION

Typical sections for each alternative are shown in section 8.3. The preferred typical section is on

Figure 8-7.

9.3 INTERSECTION CONCEPTS AND SIGNAL ANALYSIS
Each of the signalized intersections was analyzed using HCS software to determine what
improvements are needed to maintain at least LOS D in the design year, 2020. The intersection

analysis and the proposed improvements were previously summarized in Section 6.6.

The existing lane configurations are shown in Figure 4-6. Many improvements will be required to
meet the demands of 2020 traffic, including additional left and right turn lanes, turning ramps and
dual left turn lanes for some movements. The proposed lane configurations at the signalized
intersections are shown in Figure 6-1. The proposed intersection improvements are also shown on

the plan sheets in Appendix D.

With the proposed improvements, a Level of Service C is predicted at all signalized intersections in

the design year.

9.4  ALIGNMENT AND RIGHT OF WAY NEEDS

Acquisition of ROW along U.S. 301 was needed for two alternatives, A&B. Additional ROW
needed was taken from the west side of U.S. 301 to avoid impacting the Temple Terrace Youth
Sports Complex and the Sunset Memory Gardens Cemetery. The other two build alternatives, C and
D, can be built within the existing 61 m (200 ft) ROW and are centered in that ROW. All of the

alternatives require ROW acquisition for intersection improvements at Sligh Avenue and Harney
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Road. ROW for pond sites is also required for all alternatives. See section 9.19, Drainége, for

further discussion on pond site sizes and locations.

The preferred alternative “D” is centered in the existing ROW. The anticipated ROW required at
the intersections with Sligh Avenue and Harmey Road are shown on the plan sheets in Appendix D.
The locations of the preferred pond sites and floodplain mitigation sites are shown in Figure 9-1.
‘See also section 9.19 Drainage in this report and the Preliminary Pond Siting report for further

information on pond sites.

9.4.1 Vertical Alignment

The proposed profile gradé 1s expected to be about the same elevation as the existing grade, since
there 1s no history of flooding along the project. If the proposed profile grade is the same as the
existing or slightly higher, the proposed typical section should fit in the existing ROW for the
preferred alternative with the exception of the cut section just south of Harney Road. The proposed

ROW needed in this area is shown on the plan sheets in Appendix D.

The proposed profile grade for the preferred alternative should be designed to allow for the eventual
construction of a curb and gutter section with a closed drainage system. Designing the proposed
profile with a minimum gutter grade (0.3%) will eliminate the need for reconstruction if a curb and

gutter section is used when six lanes are needed.

9.5 RELOCATIONS
The relocations for each alternative are presented in section 8.4, in the Evaluation matrix. There are

no residential or business relocations with the preferred alternative.

A Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (CSRP) has been completed for this project in compliance with
the FDOT and FHWA 49 CFR, Part 24, Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition for Federal and Federally Assisted Prog_rams, and the State of Florida Department of
Transportation Right of Way Procedures, Chapter 9, Section 1, Rule Chapter 14-66, Fiorida

Administrative Code.



The objective of the study is to identify the residential and business entities displaced and assess the
conumunity impact, if any, caused by the proposed project. It should be noted displacements occur
not only from physical impact to structures, but may be from significant loss of parking, close

proximity to the ROW, as well as ingress/egress problems.

‘The corridor, U.S. 301 from I-4 to Fowler Avenue, which calls for the existing two-lanes fo be
upgraded to a four lane divided highway, will be constructed almost entirely within the existing

ROW, except for small areas at the intersections of Sligh Avenue and Harey Road, and pond sites.

In view of the fact that the CSRP is intended to address displacements necessitated by project
improvements and in this case there are no displacements, the result is a Negative Impact

Statement,

9.0 RIGHT OF WAY COSTS
The Alternatives Evaluation Matrix in section 8.4 summarized the estimated ROW costs for each

alternative. These estimates include costs of ROW acquisition for all of the following;

. A strip of ROW to the west of the existing ROW for the length of the project (Alternatives
A&B only).

. ROW needed for intersection improvements at Sligh Avenue and Harney Road.

. Pond sites and floodplain mitigation sites.

No ROW acquisition is planned for wetland mitigation. Recent legislation authorizes FDOT to pay
$75,000 per acre of wetland impact to the FDEP and SWFWMD as compensation for the impacts.
The money will be used by the permitting agencies for mitigation projects, eliminating the
requirement of FDOT to create mitigation sites for each project. The $75,000 cost per impacted acre
is included in the construction cost estimate. For further explanation of wetland mitigation, see

section 4.3.3.3.

ROW cost estimates were done for each alternative in 1997. Alternatives C and D have the lowest
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ROW cost, $4.6 million. Alternative A has a ROW Cost of $8.3 million, and Alternative B is
highest at $15.4 million.

9.7 ©~ CONSTRUCTION COSTS

The Alternatives Evaluation Matrix in section 8.4 summarized the estimated construction costs for
each alternative. These costs include the construction cost of two new-bridges at Harney Canal and
the Tampa Bypass Canal. The costs were calculated with the use of the Departments’ Long Range
Estimate (LRE) method.

The construction cost for each alternative is as follows:

Alternative A $10.3 million
Alternative B 511.7 million
Alternative C $12.6 mullion
Alternative D $11.3 million

9.8  PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING COSTS
The costs of engineering (final design) and Construction, BEngineering and Inspection (CEI) were

each estimated as 10.0 percent of the construction costs for each alternative.

9.9 RECYCLING OF SALVAGEABLE MATERIALS

During construction of the project, recycling of re-useable materials will occur to the greatest extent
possible. Where possible, milling of the existing pavement to use in the new pavement will be
considered to reduce the volume of the materials that need to be hauled and disposed of away from
the project and to reduce the cost of purchasing materials suitable for pavement construction. Other
materials, such as guardrail, signs, drainage concrete pipes, etc., will also be salvaged and re-used

for regular maintenance operations if they are‘deemed to be in good condition.

9.16  USER BENEFITS
Numerous benefits will be realized by the public after the preferred build alternative is constructed.

Savings in travel time and vehicle operating costs and traffic accident reduction are the main
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benefits. Based on statistical data developed from research on “before and after” studies of roadways
that experienced similar types of improvements as those proposed for U.S. 301, it is expected that
accident rates along U.S. 301 will drop significantly. The proposed improvemeﬁts are expected to
eliminate or reduce traffic accident types such as head-on, rear-end, and angle-type collisions.

Other benefits expected to be realized by the public include better access to the Temple Terrace
Youth Park and other community facilities, improved emergency-vehicle response time and greater

comfort for motorists as traffic operations will become more efficient.

9.11 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES

The Hillsborough County MPO has designated this section of U.S. 301 as “STAR”, Sensitive to Area
Residents. This means that consideration should be given to lessening plotential adverse impacts to
adjacent land uses and the environment. The MPO has stated in a letter to FDOT dated October 20,
1997 that bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be provided. This was recommended for two
reasons, because of the “STAR” designation and also because a majority of the project falls within

the City of Tampa’s and Hillsborough County’s Urban Service Area.

To accommodate pedestrians, the preferred alternative includes a 1.5 m (5 ft) sidewalk on each side
of the roadway between the ditch and the ROW line. Pedestrian signals and crosswalks are to be
constructed at the signalized intersections as part of this project. On the bridges, separate walkways
for pedestrians will be built. All proposed pedestrian facilities will meet the standards of the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).

9.12 SAFETY

The proposed improvements will upgrade U.S. 301 to a safe and efficient transportation facility. The
increased roadway capacity is expected to result in less congestion therefore reducing the probability
for accidents. Provision of a median separator'between the northbound and southbound traffic will
reduce head-on vehicle collisions. Addition of a second lane in each direction will allow for easy
and safe passing of slow-moving vehicles. The 1.5 m (5") wide paved shoulders will allow bicyclists
to share the roadway with motor vehicles while observing the rules of the road. The placement of

sidewalks, crosswalks at signalized intersections and other safety provisions will provide safe
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pedestrian circulation,

The design and alignment of the roadway will meet applicable safety standards. Adherence to the
design speed as it applies to establishing and setting minimum values on critical roadway design
features will be closely followed. Roadway design elements including curvature, sight distance,
width and clearance will meet or exceed FDOT’s minimum roadway design standards. Access

control techniques to promote safe and efficient traffic circulation will also be used.

According to “before and after” safety studies performed on facilities that have undergone the same
type of improvements, widening of U.S. 301 according to the above-described standards could result
in a reduction of traffic accidents by as much as 65 percent. The reduced traffic accident types

include head-on, rear-end, and angle-type collisions.

An examination of the crash reports revealed a high percentage of crashes at night (See Table 4.1 2).
There were also ten fatalities in the five year period studied, all of which occurred at night. A -
lighting warrant study was done by the Department’s Traffic Operations Department to imvestigate
the need for lighting. The study concluded that lighting is justified because of the high rate of
crashes at night. While the overall crash rate is expected to decline when the roadway is improved
to a four Jane divided facility, even without lighting, the high crash rate at night indicates the need

for street lights.

9.13 ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

As previously presented in section 3, transportation plans developed by the Hillsborough County
MPO call for widening U.S. 301 to four lanes within the project limits. This transportation plan was
developed after thorough evaluation of the future population and development growth in the region
of the project. The proposed U.S. 301 improvements, developed through the process previously
described in Section 8, respond to and fully accommodate the projected need for upgrading U.S. 301

to a multi-lane facility.

The anticipated increase in commercial development along U.S. 301 will generate new employment
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opportunities and enlarge the tax base of the community, benefiting the area’s economy. The
additional lanes will allow residents to the north (particularly the Thonotosassa area) to commute

to and from work ‘with much less delay.

The preferred alternative allows for the widening of U.S. 301 to six lanes without the purchase of

additional ROW, when the traffic volumes exceed the capacity of four lanes.
9.14 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

9.14.1 Land Use

The future land uses in the vicinity of the project were previously shown in Figure 4-8. Since, as
discussed in Section 4.3, the proposed improvements of U.S. 301 are consistent with the long range
planning for this region of Hillsborough County, they supplement the future land use plans without

substantial adverse impacts.

9.14.2 Community Cohesion

The proposed improvements of U.S. 301 should have minimal adverse impact on community
cohesion. No splitting or isolation of neighborhoods Will occur, since the project proposes
improvements to an existing roadway that acts as a boundary for the residential areas along the
project limits. There are no residential or business relocations with the preferred alternative.

The addition of a raised median, while improving safety and lessening delay, also has the effect of
making vehicles traveling within a neighborhood fronting U.S. 301 take a longer route in some
cases. For a great majority of the properties along U.S. 301 this will have no effect on community
cohesion, since it is predominantly commercial and industrial. There is one neighborhood, however,
Just north of Fowler Avenue which currently uses Rockhill Road as a frontage road along U.S. 301.
Rockhill Road is a local street within the existing ROW of U.S. 301 and will be removed when the
proposed improvements are made. This should have only a minor effect on community cohesion,
since travel along U.S. 301 in this neighborhood is not eliminated. The travel route-is sometimes

longer, but actual travel time in the peak hours may be reduced due to the difficulty of making a left
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turn on the existing two lane roadway. The project improvements are therefore not expected to

substantially impact community cohesiveness.

9.14.3 Archaeological and Historical Resources

A Cultural Resource Assessment, including background research and a field survey coordinated with
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), was performed for the project. As a result of the
~_assessment, four previously unrecorded archaeological sites (9HIS926-5929), one previously
recorded archaeological site (8HIS05), and ten previously unrecorded historic structures (8HI5930,
8HI5948-5949, and 8HIS953-5959) were identified. The FHWA, after application of the National
Register Criteria of Significance, found that the sites were not eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. The SHPO rendered the same opinion. Based on the fact that no
additional archaeological or historical sites or properties are expected to be encountered during
subsequent project development, the FHWA, after consultation with the SHPO, has determined that

no National Register properties would be impacted.

9.14.4 Section 4(f) Impacts
The Tampa Bypass Canal and Hamey Canal are publicly owned and managed by the SWFWMD.

The primary use of this property is for flood control, however, limited secondary recreational use
is allowed. Fishing and hiking are permitted although dams prevent access to this area of the canal
by boat and there are no improved boat ramps in the area. Portions of this SWFWMD property can

be developed into a higher use park (such as the Temple Terrace Youth Park) by local governments.

Given that this property is publicly owned and provides recreational use, it has been determined that
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act applies to the property. Therefore, the
Department, will attempt to avoid or minimize use of all SWFWMD property. Accordingly, the
preferred pond sites are those not situated within SWFWMD property. However, even non-
SWFWMD owned pond sites would require drainage facilities and easements through SWFWMD
property. Therefore, during the design phase of the project, the Department will have to comply with
the requirements of Section 4(f) and coordinate the approval of a Section 4(f) Evaluation with the

FHWA prior to using any of SWFWMD properties for drainage purposes.
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9.14.5 Wetland Impacts and Mitigation

The wetland section of the combined Wetland Evaluation Report and Biological Assessment was
summarized previously in Section 4.3.3.1. A total of forty-seven wetland and deepwater habitats
were identified along the project, with thirty-three of these sites having the potential to be impacted
by the proposed improvements. The project’s impact on wetlands is considered minor since the
wetland encroachments will occur in areas that were impacted previously or created as a result of

the original road construction.

Environmental permits will be required from the following agencies:
. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)

. Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD)
. Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP)

There are no practical alternatives to this construction in wetlands. All practical measures will be
used to reduce harm to wetlands. Short term construction related impacts will be minimized by

adherence to FDOT's "Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction",

Recently legislation was passed regarding wetland mitigation for FDOT projects. This new
Jegislation (FS 373.4137, as created by SB 1986) authorizes FDOT to pay $75,000 for each acre of
wetland impact to the FDEP and SWFWMD. The funds raised will be utilized for aquatic weed
control and to fund project specific mitigation plans approved by the legislature. FDOT plans on

using this method on this project for wetland mitigation.

9.14.6 Aquatic. Preserves

Aquatic preserves are sovereignty submerged lands that are to be preserved in their natural or
existing condition so that their aesthetic, biological, and scientific values, which determine whether
or not a body of water be designated as an aquatic preserve, may endure for the enjoyment of future
generations. Most aquatic preserves are located along the coast and involve marine or estuarine

environments with the exception of a few aquatic preserves which are located inland.
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The District Environmental Management Office has determined that the project is not located in an

aquatic preserve.

9.14.7 Water Quality Impacts

A Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE) will be completed for this project to identify surface
water and ground water impacts resulting from storm water runoff. The additional pavement
constructed will create more runoff, which will be conveyed in ditches to stormwater ponds for

treatment.

The proposed Stormn Water facility design will inchude, at minimum, the water quantity requirements
for water quality impacts as required by the SWFWMD in Rule(s) Chapters 40D-4, 40D-40, 40D-

400, F.A.C. Therefore, no further mitigation for water quality impacts will be needed.

9.14.8 Threatened and Endangered Species

The Biological Assessment section of the combined Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment
Report was summarized previously in section 4.3.3.2. Based on literature review and field surveys
the Department has determined that no federally listed threatened or endangered species will be
affected by the project, including the preferred pond site locations. The United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) concurred with this in a letter dated October 27, 1997 stating that “the
proposed action is not likely to adversely affect resources protected by the Endangered Species Act
of 1973".

9.14.9 Potential Hazardous Materials Sites

The findings of Hazardous Materials investigations for this project was summarized in section 4.3.4.
A total of 26 sites along the U.S. 301 corridor with a potential for having an impact on the project
were identified and evaluated. Eleven of thesé sites were rated as Low or No risk, with no further
environmental assessment recommended. The remaining fifteen sites were rated as Medium or High

risk, with a Level I soil and groundwater investigation recommended for these sites.

The 30 Alternate pond sites were also investigated for hazardous material contamination. A Level
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1 assessment was completed, and the results of this report were used in the selection of the preferred
pond site locations. All of the preferred pond sites had a Low or No risk rating, with no further

environmental assessment recommended.

9.14.10 Noise Impacts

A Noise Study Report was completed for this project in May 1998, which evaluates noise level
increases and presents possible noise abatement considerations for the proposed improvements. The

results of this report are summarized below.

Noise isopleths for the preferred Build Alternative indicate that the 65 decibel (dBA) isopleth
extends between 40.8 m (134 ft) and 58.2 m (191 ft) along U.S. 301 between I-4 and Fowler Avenue.
Based on this data, a total of 40 noise sensitive receivers were identified within the 65 dBA isopleth

warranting abatement consideration.

One noise barrier was found to be feasible and economically reasonable for the Lynch Trailer Park
at the south end of the project. The noise barrier was modeled at the ROW line and a length of 63.1
m (207 ft) and 3.0 m (10 fi) high is predicted to provide a 5 dBA insertion loss for four mobile
homes. The estimated total cost of the barrier is $41,400 or $10,350 per benefitted receiver. Since
most of the other residential areas have direct driveway access onto U.S. 301 the ability to model

continuous noise barriers was limited.

The owners of the Lynch Trailer Park, Mr. and Mrs. Joel Lynch were sent a certified letter on May
12, 1998, and again on June 26, 1998, informing them of the noise impacts and the proposed noise
barrier along their property. In the second letter they were asked to contact the Department by July
10, 1998, about their future plans for the property and interest in a noise barrier. As of August 3,
1998 no response has been received. The Depaitment will contact the owner of the trailer park again
during design prior to the Phase I plans submittal to confirm that a noise abatement wall is not

desired.

9.14.11 Air Quality Impacts

An air quality impact analysis was conducted in accordance with the Clean Air Act Amendments
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(CAAA) 0f 1990 to determine the effects of the proposed improvements on U.S. 301. The objective
of the analysis is to determine whether project-related motor vehicle emissions will cause or
contribute to an exceedance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for carbon

monoxide (CO), the most prevalent air pollutant emission from motor vehicles.

The air quality analysis for U.S. 301 was accomplished by performing the computerized FDOT
“Screening Test”, COSCREEN. Built into this prograﬁ are various worst-case assumptions about
meteorological, tr_affic,‘ and site conditions. COSCREEN uses these assumptions in the FHWA-
approved MOBILBSA and CALINE3 models to determine a “critical distance”. This critical
distance represents the closest distance a receptor can be to an intersection roadway link without risk

of significant air quality impact.

A receptor site is a place where people can reasonably be expected to spend a significant amount of
time, such as the back yard of a residence. Sites which are especially sensitive to air pollution (such
as hospitals, nursing homes, schools, or day care centers) should also be considered. A project -
passes COSCREEN if all reasonable receptors are further from the intersection’s roadway links than

the critical distance.

The intersection of U.S. 301 and Sligh Avenue was selected for analysis because it represented the
worst-case infersection. It has the highest traffic volume of all the study corridor intersections and

has reasonable receptor sites near roadway delay links within 152 m (500 ft) of the intersection.

No sensitive receptors are within the critical distance, which was calculated by the screening test to

be less than 3 m (10 ft). Therefore, this project will not have a significant impact on air quality.

9.15 UTILITY IMPACTS

As previously discussed in section 4.1.12 and summarized in Table 4-10 of this report, a number of
utility distribution lines are located in the existing ROW of U.S. 301. Construction of this project
may require relocation of some utilities. The estimated cost of relocating each utility should this be

necessary, i1s shown in Table 4-11.
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Street lighting is proposed as part of this project (See Section 9.12). The Hillsborough County
Aviation Authority should be contacted to coordinate possible conflicts of the street lighting with

flight paths to Vandenberg Airport.

The West Regional Water Supply Authority should also be contacted to check on the status of the
planned pipeline along the Tampa Bay Bypass Canal which will cross under U.S. 301.

9.16 TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN

U.S. 301 is.a major arterial that provides a primary route for residents in northeast Hillsborough
County to connect with I-4. U.S. 301 also provides access to numerous commercial businesses as
well as office parks, and other community facilities, such as the Temple Terrace Youth Park. Due
to 1ts importance, U.S. 301 should remain functional throughout the duration of the construction
activities. The existing number of travel lanes should be maintained to the maximum extent

possible.

The existing two lanes were constructed at an offset from the center of the existing 61 m (200" ROW

to allow for widening to four lanes, making maintenance of traffic a relatively simple process.

The following construction sequence will help maintain traffic operations along U.S. 301:

1. Relocate existing utilities within the ROW.
2. Construct ponds and stormwater system.
3. Construct new southbound roadway, including the two new bridges across the Tampa Bypass

Canal and Harmey Canal.
4, Divert traffic to the newly constructed lanes and reconstruct the existing road for the

northbound lanes.

The construction of the new bridge at the Harney Canal may require cranes or other equipment
which could affect the flight paths for Vandenberg Airport nearby. The Hillsborough County
Aviation Authority should be contacted during the final design of this project as Traffic Control
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plans are developed. Contact Ed Cooley or Susan Lane at (813) 870-8775.

9.17 RESULTS OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM

A comprehensive Public Involvement Program was developed and implemented as part of this study.
The purpose of this program was to inform and solicit responses from all interested parties including
local residents, public officials and agencies, and business owners, The program includes a Kickoff
~meeting, an Advance Notification Package, a Public Alternatives Workshop, and a Public Hearing.
The Public Involvement Program and the results of its implementation are documented in the

Comments and Coordination Report. A brief summary of the major steps in this process is presented

in this section,

9.17.1 Kick-off Meeting

On May 22, 1996, local public officials and local government staff were invited to attend the project
kick-off meeting. The purpose of this meeting was to introduce the project and to obtain comments

regarding issues and concerns,

Four people attended the meeting, representing Hillsborough County (Engineering Department, the
Sheriff’s Office and Maintenance Department), and the SWFWMD. A list of the comments

expressed at the meeting is provided in Appendix C.

9.17.2 Advance Notification

In accordance with the PD&E guidelines, an Advance Notification (AN) package was mailed to the
Department of Community Affairs (DCA) on April 29, 1996. Responses from the agencies were
collected by the DCA and sent to the Department on June 28, 1996.

9.17.3 Public Alternatives Workshop
A Public Alternatives Workshop was held by FDOT on September 29, 1997 from 5:30 to 8:30 p.m.

at the FDOT District Seven Office, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida. The meeting was
an informal workshop and consisted of a video, display of the feasible alternatives on aerial photos,

and presentation of reports and other materials completed up to that date on the subject project.
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FDOT and study team staff were available to explain the presented information and answer

questions.

Forty people registered as attending the workshop. Comments were solicited from the public on a
form which was attached to an informational handout distributed at the meeting. Written comments

were received from 10 people. A summary of the comments is provided below.
There were a total of 10 written comments received, which are summarized below.

Four (4) comments stated a preference for Alternative “D”, the suburban section. The reasons given
for this choice were that it had the lowest cost, and the location of the through lanes placed traffic

furthest from the ROW line, which should result in less traffic noise.

The Hillsborough County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPOQ) sent a letter stating their
preference for Alternative “C”, the urban section with enclosed drainage and sidewalks. One reason
for their recommendation is the Sensitive t0 Area Residents (STAR) designation for this facility,
which 1n this case means that bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be provided. Although all of
the alternatives accommodated bicyclists (with paved shoulders or a bicycle lane) the urban typical
section (Alternative “C”) was the only one that showed a sidewalk to be constructed. (The suburban
section, Alternative “D” has since been revised to include a sidewalk near the ROW line.) The other
reason for the MPO’s preference for an urban section is that the project falls within the County’s

urban boundary and within the City of Tampa’s and Hillsborough County’s Urban Service Areas.

There were no comments stating a preference for the rural sections, Alternatives A and B. No

comments were received preferring the “No-Build” alternative or opposing the project.

A letter was received from a representative of the U.S. 301 Truck Stop property concerning median
openings in front of the property. Median opening locations and type in this area have been
determined by the Median Access Committee for the I-4 improvement project, which will widen

U.S. 301 in this area to four fanes. A copy of the letter was forwarded to the Project Manager of the
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1-4 project. The median openings in front of the Truck Stop will be constructed as part of the 1-4

project.

A phone call was received from Ms. Lane with the Hillsborough County Aviation Authority
(HCAA) concerning the possible effects of the project on Vandenberg Airport. The HCAA should
be contacted when the design phase of this project begins to allow them to review the design for any
effects to the airport, such as lighting (if added to the project) or cranes used in the construction of
the proposed bridge over the Harney Canal. This is mentioned in the commitments section of this

report.

Other comments received concerned the Location of Pond Sites, recommending some alternate sites
other than those shown during the Public Workshop as preferred locations. These comments have
been reviewed and the alternative sites investigated by the drainage designer. The revised locations

will be shown in a Final Pond Site Report and at the Public Hearing.

9.17.4 Public Hearing

‘The Public Hearing was held on Thursday, June, 30, 1998, at the District Seven Headquarters, 11201
N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida, from 5:30 to 8:30 p.m. The following techniques were used
to notify the public about the meeting: letters to property owners within 91.4 km (300 ft) of the
centerline of the Preferred “Build” Alternative; letters to elected and appointed officials; two quartey-
page legal display advertisements in the Tampa Tribune (June 9, 1998 and June 25, 1998); one
advertisement in the Florida Administrative Weekly (May 29, 1998); and one Press Release (June
29, 1998),

From 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m., a project video was continuously looped every 15 minutes for viewing
in the Executive Conference Room. Graphic displays of project information including the Preferred
“Build” Alternative conceptual plans and the Evaluation Matrix, as well as Right-of-Way and Access
Management information were set up for viewing in the Auditorium. Department staff answered
questions and received comments. At 7:00 p.m., the Department made a formal presentation

regarding the project and its associated impacts. Time for public testimony followed the

9-16



presentation. After the formal session, the informal session continued until 8:30 p.m. A court

reporter was available to receive comments during the formal and informal portions of the Hearing.

Close to 50 people attended the Hearing. Three people made comments during the formal public
testimony period and one person made a statement to the court reporter before the presentation.
Seven written comments were submitted at the Public Hearing and throughout the ten day comment

period ending on July 10, 1998.

In general, comments regarding the proposed improvement to U.S. 301 related to:

. Access and median openings, particularly around the southern section of the project (I-4);
. Drainage/stormwater ponds; |

. Request for additional signalized intersections; and

. Requests for additional information

One of the written comments received was from a member of the Hillsborough County Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO). That member endorsed an urban typical section, Alternative C, from
the Workshop, as their preferred alternative. The basis for this request was that an urban typical
section with curb and gutter on both the inside and the outside shoulders necessitates a lower design
speed. However, this alternative had already been evaluated and eliminated during the Alternative
Analysis stage following the Public Workshop. Please see the “Alternatives Analysis” section of

this report for a detailed explanation. All remaining comments from the Public Hearing, and the

corresponding FDOT responses are summarized in the Comments and Coordination Report.

9.18 VALUE ENGINEERING
A Value Engineering (V.E.) Study (#97-07-02) for this project was completed on February 6, 1998.

The V.E. Study began in October 1997 after the Public Workshop. The V.E. team looked at ways

to add value to the preferred alternative “D”, the suburban section. The team focused on improving

traffic operations and design of the stormwater and floodplain compensation ponds.
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The recommendations made by the V.E, team are listed below, along with responses by the Project

Engineer and any actions taken.

Recommendation: Add right turn lane on northbound U.S. 301 to eastbound Fowler Avenue.
Response: A right turn lane has been added at this location. A right turn lane was also added at the
Temple Terrace Youth Sports Complex, the SWFWMD entrance, and at Jefferson Road. No ROW

will be needed to construct these right turn lanes.

Recommenﬂatioﬁ: Combine Ponds #8 and #14.

Response: Pond Site #14 was not selected as a preferred pond site or a floodplain compensation
site. The V.E. team must have been referﬁnﬂg to Pond Site #15, which was selected as a preferred
pond site, not as floodplain compensation. The Pond Siting Report has recently been revised. There
is only one floodplain site for the project , which has been relocated to avoid impacting SWFWMD
4(f) property. Pond Site 10 (FPC-10) is now the preferred floodplain compensation site.

Recommendation: Relocate Pond #23 to east side of U.S. 301.

Response: Pond #23 was selected as the preferred site in Basin 5 because it is much less expensive
than tﬁe two alternative sites on the east side of U.S. 301, Ponds 21 and 22. The V.E. team
questioned the hydraulic feasibility of Pond #23, as SWFWMD maps indicate the existing ground
is too high. Pond site 23 will be reevaluated before the Final Pond Siting Report is completed to
make sure it is hydraulically feasible. A Geotech study will be done for this project to verify that

the preferred pond sites are feasible.

Recommendation: Install traffic signal at U.S. 301 and Maislin Boulevard.

Response: A signal warrant was done at this intersection in March 1997, which did not recommend
signalization at this time. However, the V.E. team noted that there are a number of vacant parcels
in this commercial trucking/warehouse area which may be developed before this project is
constructed. The V.E. team recommends that another signal warrant study be done prior to
beginning the final design phase of this project, and that the long range estimate be revised to allow

for funding to design and construct this signal if needed.
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The cost of designing and construction of a signal at this intersection will be added to the LRE for
the preferred alternative. It will be noted in the Commitments and Recommendations section of the
Preliminary Engineering Report that the need for a signal at this intersection will be evaluated during

the scope development process for final design.

9.19 DRAINAGE _
A Location Hydraulic Report (LHR) and Pond Sitiné Report were prepared to determine the
dramage requirements flor this project.

The LHR ﬁﬁdings‘were summarized in Section 4.1.7. It was determined that 10 of the 12 existing
crossdrains cannot handle the runoff of the proposed four lane section and will have to be replaced

with larger crossdrains. A summary of the proposed crossdrain sizes is given in Table 4-4.

The Pond Siting Report addresses the stormwater management facilities (SMF) required for this
project and includes a pond site alternative analysis. The study provided pond locations that are both
hydraulically functional and environmentally permittable based on the best available information.
See Figure 9-1 for locations of Pond Sites. Pond site locations were analyzed and evaluated for
cultural resources such as historic structures and archaeological sites; environmental impacts
including wetlands, upland habitat, and protected species involvement; petroleum and hazardous
materials contamination; economic factors including construction cost and acquisition of ROW; and

hydrology [soil types and seasonal high water table (SHWT) and hydraulics).

9.19.1 Design Information Sources

The following sources were used to locate and size the alternative pond sites and floodplain
compensation sites:

> FDOT Drainage Manual, 1997

> SWEFWMD Environmental Resource Permitting Manual, October 1995

> SWEWMD Aerials, September 1976

> USDA SCS Soil Survey of Hillsborough County Florida, May 1989

» USGS Quadrangle Map, 1987 Photo Revised

> Field Review May 7, 1997



> Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), April
17, 1984 '

» FDOT U.S. 301 Plan Set, April 1992 |

> Regulation Manual for Lower Hillsborough Flood Detection Area and Tampa Bypass Canal,
1983

19.19.2 Design Assumptions

All assumptions made were based on the best available information. The general assumptions are

listed below:

Seasonal High Water Determination

The assumptions for the Seasonal High Water Table (SHWT) determinations are critical for the pond
designs. For each site, an average ground elevation was determined from the SWFWMD aerials.
Then, from the USDA, SCS Soil Survey of Hillsborough County, the appropriate SHWT range for
the existing soils was used to estimate the elevation of the SHWT for each pond site. Soil borings
were taken at each preferred pond site location to verify that the selected pond sites are feasible. See

the Geotechnical Report, June 1998, for further discussion.

Treatment Method
The method of stormwater treatment for this project will be wet detention. The wet detention
method mvolves storing the stormwater in a wet pond above the SHWT. Water quality treatment

will be provided for the first 2.54 cm (1 in) of rainfall over the directly connected impervious area.

Pond and Floodplain Compe:asati(;n Site Configuration

The preferred pond and floodplain compensation sites will include a 6.1 m (20 ft) perimeter strip for
maintenance activities, a minimum of 1:4 side slopes, and a minimum of 0.30 m (1 ft) of freeboard.
The mside berm radius of the pond should be 15:24 m (50 ft) with a minimum radius of 10.67 m (35
ft).
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Pond Volume

Pond volumes were estimated by calculating the required treatment volume and adding the storage
volume required for attenuation, However, if the preferred pond sites discharge into the TBC,
attenuation will not be required. Pond sizes were estimated by multiplying the length of roadway

by the ROW width by 15%.

9,193 Methodology

A review of the 1976 SWFWMD acrial photos was completed to determine potential pond site and
floodplain compensation site locations. These sites were also evaluated by field review. On May
7, 1997, a field review was conducted and thirty potential pond sites were identified, shown on
Figure 9-1. For each site, the SHWT was estimated by subtracting the average depth to the SHWT
(SCS Soil Survey) from the average existing ground elevation. However, since this report addresses
preliminary locations without survey information, the depth to SHWT was limited to 0.9 m (3 fi).
Pond sizes were based on the volume required to treat the first 2.54 cm (1 in) of runoff from the
directly connected impervious areas. To conservatively size the ponds before a pre-application
meeting, the directly connected impervious areas included all four travel lanes and the area of the
ponds. According to the SWFWMD Environmental Resource Permit Manual, if the stormwater
runoff from the new pavement can be separated from the stormwater run-off from the old pavement,
1t will not require treatment. During the design phase of this project, treatment of the additional
pavement only should be evaluated. Floodplain compensation areas were sized to provide the
volume of 100-year floodplain lost by the construction of the roadway. For alternate pond site and

floodplain compensation site locations see Figure 9-1.

9.19.4 Site Selection

After the thirty sites were identified, additional analysis of the sites was performed. The analysis
considered hydraulics, wetland impacts, floodplain encroachments, hazardous materials impacts,
protected species involvement, cultural resource evaluation and ROW acquisition costs. Ranking
of sttes was based on a total weighting of 100% with each factor weighted equally. Preferred pond
sites and floodplain compensation sites were selected by analyzing the information collected and

utilizing SWFWMD contour aerials in lieu of a detailed survey. It should be noted, that although
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floodplain compensation is proposed, the TBC’s influence on flood waters may eliminate the need
for floodplain compensation. This should be discussed with SWFWMD at the pre-application

meeting for the design phase. The preferred sites were as follows:

Pond Site 3 Station 114+00 0.88 hectares (ha)[2.18 acres (ac)]
Pond Site 7 Station 118+40 0.34 ha (0.85 ac)
Pond Site 11 Station 130+60 1.24 ha (3.07 ac)
Pond Site 15 Station 135+40 1.36 ha (3.37 ac)
Pond Site 23 ' Station 150+50 0.56 ha (1.38 ac)
Pond Site 25 Station 162+20 0.92 ha (2.27 ac)
Pond Site 27 Station 163+50 0.92 ha (2.27 ac)
Pond Site 29 Station 171+60 0.54 ha (1.33 ac)
Pond Site 10 (FPC-10) Station 126+60 0.34 ha (0.85 ac)

The sites were assessed by a comparative analysis, in which the roadway was divided into eight
different basins as shown in Figure 9-1 and pond sites within each basin were evaluated against each
other. Basin delineation for floodplain compensation included the entire study area, due to the
presence of the TBC and its influence on flood waters. Floodplain compensation sites (FPC-X) were
also evaluated against each other. For details of the analysis, see the Pond Siting Report, revised in
June 1998.

Several pond sites are situated near the TBC. This property is publicly owned and is managed by
SWEWMD. The primary use of this property is for flood control, however, limited secondary
recreational use is allowed. Fishing and hiking are permitted although dams prevent access to this
area of the canal by boat and there are no paved boat ramps in the area. Portions of this SWFWMD
property can be developed into a higher use park (such as the Temple Terrace Youth Park) by local
governments. (iven that this property is publicly owned and provides recreational use, it has been
determined that Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act applies. Therefore, the
Department will attempt to avoid or minimize use of all SWFWMD property. Accordingly, the
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preferred pond sites are those not situated within SWFWMD property. However, even non-
SWEFWMD owned po'nd sites would require drainage facilities and easements through SWFWMD
property. Therefore, during the design phase of the project, the Department will hz'we to comply with
the requirements of Section 4(f) and coordinate the approval of a Section 4(f) Evaluation with the

FHWA prior to using any SWFWMD properties for drainage purposes.

9.20 BRIDGE ANALYSIS
As discussed in Section 4.2 of this report, there are four existing bridge structures within the project
limits. There are two bridges on I-75 (one northbound, one southbound) which cross over U.S, 301.

The other two bridges are on U.S. 301, crossing the Harney Canal and Tampa Bypass Canal.

9.20.1 I-75 Bridges
The widening of U.S. 301 is not expected to affect the I-75 Bridges. As mentioned in Section 4.2,

these bridges were constructed with an extra span to the west of the existing lanes on U.S. 301 so
that U.S. 301 could be widened to four lanes without reconstructing these overpasses. A six lane

section would also fit under the 1-75 spans when it is needed.

9.20.2 Canal Crossing Bridges

The existing bridges over the Harney Canal and the Tampa Bypass Canal were constructed 20 years
ago and have approximately 30 years remaining of useful life. These bridges are structurally sound
and meet the minimum standards set by the FHWA for bridge width. (See section 4.2 for details on
the existing condition of the bridges). This report recommends that the existing bridges be used for
the northbound lanes of the proposed four lane roadway. However, it would be necessary to widen
the existing bridges approximately 0.9 m (3 ft) to accommodate the proposed typical section which
includes a pedestrian walkway. See Figure 8-5. A preliminary investigation determined that no
additional pilings will be required for the 0.9 m widening. The construction cost of the widening
is estimated to be $50,000 for the Harney Canal bridge and $130,000 for the Tampa Bypass Canal

bridge.

To accommodate the southbound traffic, two new bridges are to be constructed to the west of the
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existing bridges. A Bridge Design Report was not prepared for this study, since the design phase
of this project is not in the Department’s current Five Year Work Program. It is expected that the
new bridges will be approximately the same length as the existing bridges. A cost estimate for the
new bridges was prepared using the Department’s LRE system. The Harney Canal bridge cost is
estimated to be $366,000 with a length of 60 m (197 ft). The Tampa Bypass Canal bridge cost is
estimated to be $940,000 with a length of 154 m (505 f1).

The proposed typical bridge section is shown in Figure 8-5.

9.21 SPECIAL FEATURES

It is recommended that additional pavement be added at intersections and median openings to allow
for large trucks to make U-turns. There are numerous commercial distributing and industrial
businésses in the area which generate considerable truck traffic. The large WB-15 trucks would have
difficulty making U-turns when the four lane divided section is constructed. An additional 12 feet
of pavement is proposed where U-turns are allowed. See the plan sheets in Appendix D for locations -

of the additional pavement.

9.22 ACCESS MANAGEMENT
This section of U.S. 301 1s classified as an access Class 3 facility. An access Class 3 roadway is a
controlled access facility that provides limited access to adjacent land in order to minimize the effect

on through traffic flow. The FDOT access management criteria is documented in a report entitled

Rules of the Department of Transportation Chapter 14-97, State Highway System Access
Management Classification System and Standards’ (Rule 14-97).

An access class 3 roadway facility with a posted speed of greater than 45 mph for this roadway (M.P.
1.484 to Fowler Avenue) requires a minimum spacing of 200 m (660 ft.) between connections. There
are numerous driveways, paved and unpaved, on both sides of the road. The spacing between
driveways is sometimes less than required.

'Florida Department of Transportation System Planning Office. Ruldes of the Department of Transportation Chapter 14-97, State Highway Access

Management Classificarion Sysiem and Standards, December 1990,
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There 1s one driveway in an intersection return at the Sunset Gardens Memorial Cemetery on the
northeast corner of Jefferson Road. The accident reports for the years 1992-1996 were checked, and
there were five crashes at this intersection during the five year period. In two of the five crashes, the
driveway may have been a contributing factor. None of the crashes resulted in a fatality. The
cemetery has a unique semi-circular driveway entrance which connects to the center of the site by
a divided roadway. To relocate their driveway would require the cemetery to rearrange the layout _
of the plots and their entrance with formal landscaping,. ’i‘herefore, no modification of this driveway

1s proposed.

9.22.1 Median Openings

Since U.S, 301 is an access Class 3 roadway facility, improvement of this facility to four lanes would
include the construction of a restrictive median. A restrictive median is a type of barrier that

separates the traffic traveling in opposite directions (e.g., concrete barrier, grassed median, etc.).

The minimum spacing requirements for median openings is given in Rule 14-97. A full median
opening allows all tuming movements from both the state highway and the adjacent connection. For
a Class 3 roadway, the minimum spacing between full median openings is 800 m (% mile). These
full médian openings will be placed at major intersections and connections to businesses or side
streets with a high volume of turning movements. A partial/Directional Median opening allows only

U-turn and left turn movements.

The FDOT minimum spacing between partial/directional openings is 400 m (1/4 mile). There are
many connections to businesses, commercial centers and minor side streets. Because of spacing
requirements, it is not possible to allow full access at each of these locations. Directional median
openings will be placed between the full median openings at locations that will minimize the number

of U-turns required in the area.

A number of property owners expressed their concerns at the Public Workshop about the proposed

locations of median openings.
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Elmer Singletary, representing the U.S. 301 Truck Stop, requested two full median openings.at the
Truck Stop to allow separation of the semi-trucks from passenger cars and small trucks. It was
explained to him that the median opening locations in this area (near 1-4) have already been reviewed
and that the median will be constructed as part of the I-4 project (FP No. 258459 1) currently under

construction. See section 9.17.3 for further discussion.

‘Some residents in the area near Rockhill Road, north of Fowler Avenue expressed their concern
about the difficulty in traveling in their neighborhood (particularly to the church) when a median is
constructed. The current design will require some drivers to turn right and make a U-turn on U.S.
301 to fravel in their neighborhood. There are three existing connections to Rockhill Road and U.S.
301 1n this area. Traffic counts were taken at the three connections between Rockhill Road and U.S.
301 to determine a possible location for a median opening and the number of vehicles that would
be affected. Based on the results of the traffic study, a median opening with a left turn lane will be
provided at Bradley Road. See plan sheets 11 & 12 in Appendix D for an illustration of the median

opening.

Margaret Carr, representing the management of the Shopping Center at the corner of U.S. 301 and
Fowler Avenue objected to the lack of median openings on U.S. 301 for the Shopping Center.
Currently there are two driveways on the west side of U.S. 301, It was explained that the minimum
access standards do not allow an opening between Williams Road and Fowler Avenue, and that
northbound vehicles on U.S. 301 can still access the Shopping Center by turning onto Williams Road
or Fowler Avenue. Traffic counts at the existing driveways will be taken to determine the number

of vehicles turning left in and out of these driveways.

On March 6, 1997 a meeting of the FDOT District Seven Median Review Committee was held to
discuss the location of median openings for this project. In attendance were the committee members
and the PD&E Project Engineer. A summary of the recommended locations of median openings 1s
provided in Table 9-1.
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TABLE 9-1

Summary of Median Openings

Connection Median Median Spacing Meets Remarks
Type (M) Criteria
Breckenridge F , Major Traffic Generator
Parkway '
420 No Meets Directional
U.8. 301 Truck F Need Full to Accommodate
Stop/Motel 6 Truck
‘ Movements To Truckstop
560 No Meets Directional
Sligh Ave. F
560 No
SWEWMD/ F
Valletta Drive
760 Yes
Maislin D (T-Intersection)
660 Yes
Harney Baptist D
Chureh/ North-
South Machinery
560 Yes
Hamey K
. Road
700 Yes
Raulerson Ranch D (T-Intersection)
Road
350 | No
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TABLE 9-1
(Continued)

Summary of Median Qpenings

Connection Median | Median Spacing Meets Remarks
' Type (M) Criteria
Temple Terrace D (T-Intersection)
Sports Complex
560 Yes
Jefferson Road F |
500 No
Walker Road I
520 No
Williams Road F
| 450 Yes
Fowler Avenue D
500 Yes
Fowler Avenue D (Possible Relocation)
East '
400 Yes
Bradley Road D (T-Intersection)
LEGEND: Median Types F = Full

The median openings which do not meet the minimum spacing criteria of Rule 14-97 are discussed
below. It is noted, however that the average median opening spacing opening is 500 meters, less
than the 400 meter minimum. At the beginning of the project, there are two major traffic generators
for which full median openings are proposed. The Breckenridge Office Complex has sufficient
traffic to justify a full median opening. A full median opening is also proposed 420 meters away at
the U.S. 301 Truck Stop. The Truck Stop generates a large amount of truck traffic which could

cause safety and operational problems from trucks making U-turns if a full median opening is not

I = Directional
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provided. This section of U.S. 301 is to be widened to four lanes as part of the 1;4 project, WPI Seg.
No. 258459 1, which 1s reconstructing the U.S. 301 overpass at 1-4.

Another location where the minimum spacing criteria is not met is between Raulerson Ranch Road
and the Temple Terrace Sports Complex. The directional openings are 350 meters apart, however ‘
the minimum opening is 400 meters. Raulerson Ranch Road provides the only access to residences
between I-75 and U.S. 301. The Temple Terrace Sports Complex is a public recreational facility
which has a significant number of vehicles entering and leaving for sports events. The median

opening spacing is justified for these reasons.

At the north end of the project there are three intersections with full median openings proposed, with
spacing less than the 800 meters minimum. Each of these three intersections, Jefferson Road,
Walker Road, and Williams Road are collector roads with through traffic used by local residents.
To avoid the additional traffic and U-turns on U.S. 301, these sidestreets were provided with full

median openings.

9.23 AESTHETICS AND LANDSCAPING
There is no special landscaping planned for this project at this time. Landscaping may be added,
with a construction cost of up to one percent of the total construction cost of the project, if

Hillsborough County will agree to maintain the landscaping after it is constructed.
The aesthetics of the two proposed bridges will be considered during the design phase of this project.

Since the existing bridges are to remain, the new bridges should match closely the appearance of the

existing ones.
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APPENDIX B

Communication Memorandums and Correspondence






I PYY A

TELEPHONE CONVERSATION RECORD
FDOT PROJECT MANAGEMENT

INCOMING:____ OUTGOING: TIME: D2 DATE: _ &-2%- S
SUBJECT:__ (/S B30/ - TR Ty Ly SPN:_ /0260 ~ /5%
CONVERSATION WITH: 757, 2. [ Lot 45, WPL_ /3598
REPRESENTING: /£, /e 4, 2 - [Afi,,- Moo ATED PHONE: 272~ S™gs42

[ caled M~ v///::ézf/;/'& il Lty Lok o T o,
4(‘*{"/-"[47“;\ '7444’,/\ {/f:’ ?yfrn;'ﬁj/\‘? L8 32a /' <7¢¢-L J_ i \:74-’ ﬁ- /d ’t/ﬁ/é-«—';)/
S Seasini. oA T A v n S ot e

.7'/(6, YA 0'4:",«;@) & P/é/ﬂ //-fV((di T, é’ﬁ}‘?/;(@?‘ Py
e o Nip S e e s C"(/'Py?“/ﬁi-f@ /5./7‘“ 7l PR TW&L‘:{;DQ
ﬁL;Q:':f“ ﬂv"/e%/ Co AGIAS G ™ fo Ko T T Pt /Kw J":rf/ el
S5 ey SO g AR o | e e i pé-, - ﬁ;(’ oo & =
g G s bad Aadapgafs T LAY e F¥ Lo PN S

/7/’\ //;}// Pulol’s,  Suipl AT Ao gy el il ///,v{, .
. fle LD el CoaceitS  © S ft @ AT e
AL e, el ov= zf;ﬁ«,-/ /ST

|
\ /?/(f' Co‘/&d& ek T ke éﬂ‘f/ﬁ’/— T el r/&f’:\/.
RS V/'»f/{_/':;?zé’-}'.g Chev bed pin. P Yrpe’ dar’;};é?’;m/

Joak saape ek Lwps s e giva  breg  Conconmd pbeotf—
%&[L!:fe, s 1o L /5o ALl L\S7C ‘/K.e_ :T' 7 S dj«p’&..f\ PeS .
J,\NL‘ ‘)- w_:”b/-c P0Gt Acve gm0 /»v‘{z. . FEix _ prva el /&A(’
AN 'iuxl/w“&:&,fgie‘« wild 7w PP, @!J flunys) Thea. .

A _(_?P( (";'u[. Actic, Al tole d

e

BY: = Cefl o res! ROUTE 7TO: .

¢ Worme \phone ree



FLORIDA =~

LAMYON CIILE5

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

N———— -
.
- —
o R —
“———
Aman——
— BER G WATTS
* Desm—
W —
_m
L
—e—,

o KnoK 11201 N, MCKINLEY DRIVE TAMEA, FLORIDA 33612-6423 * (BI13) FIS 4106 ° §-B00- 2247220 SeRETARY
e, e PLANNING MS 7.340
DATE: Janiuary 7, 1997
TO: Mike Coleman
. ,/‘
FROM: Daniel R. Lamb é
N
COPIES: Donald J. Skelton

SUBJECT:  U.S. 301 PD&E Study Corridor Limits

In response to your request, we have reviewed current and future projected traffic volumes on
U.S. 301 between I-4 and Fowler Avenue to determine whether the project limits for the subject
PD&E study shouid include the portion between Harney Road and Fowler Avenue. Based on our
analysis, I recommend that the project limits for the PD&E study be confined to the segment from
I-4 to Hamey Road. That is, the portion from Harmey Road to Fowier Avenue should not be
inciuded. The reasons for this are as follows:

(1) Projected 2015 AADT on the portion of the corridor from Harney Road to Fowier
Avenue is 15,300, By 2020, the AADT projection is 17,000. Technically, this could be
justification for the four laning of this roadway since Department Level of Service
Standards call for maintaining a Level of Service “D” on this type of roadway, and the
maximum Level of Service “D” service volume is 16,600. However, because the
projected 2020 AADT is only slightly above the threshold, the need for widening is at best
marginal,

This is especially crtical in light of the fact that the Hitlsborough County Long Range
Transporiation Plan (LRTP) must be maintained as cost affordable. That means that to
add this project, another project must be eliminated to free up the funds to pay for it.
Other State Highway projects included in the LRTP either have much higher projected
future traffic volumes and much worse Level of Service conditions or have much higher
priorities for reasons other than congestion relief,

(2) The Hilisborough County MPO has indicated in my discussions with them that they do not
intend to amend their plan to include four laning U.S. 301 north of Harney Road,
especially given that it would mean dropping another project in the adopted plan to fund
this project.

(3) Projected 2015 AADT on U.S. 301 south of Hamey is 24,300. By 2020, projected

AADT reaches 28,000. This is significantly higher than the portion of the roadway north
of Harney and indicates that traffic movements and characteristics are significantly

ARECYCLED
(e



different between the two segments of roadway. In fact, a major movement on the
corridor appears to be between U.S. 301 south of Harney and Temple Terrace Highway /
Bullard Parkway / Busch Boulevard. This would indicate that Harmney would make a
logical northern limit for the PD&E study.

Given the above facts, we recommend that the limits of the U.S. 301 PD&E study extend only
from I-4 to Hamey Road, and not include the portion of the roadway from Hamey Road to

Fowler Avenue,

If you have any questions, please contact me or Fawzi Bitar.
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January 13, 1997

Mr. LR, Skinner

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration

227 N. Bronough Street, Room 2015
Tallahassee, FL 32301-2015

Attention: Mr. Greg Jones, Transportation Engineer

RE:  WPINo. 7113598/FAP No. XU-311-1(33)/SPN 10260-1509
US 301 Logical Termini

Dear Mr. Skinner:

During your (Mr. Jones) last visit to District Seven we did a field review of US 301 and discussed
whether the northern terminus of the project should be at Harney Road or Fowler Avenue. Qur
PD&E study limits were initially set at I-4 and Fowler Avenue, although the Hillsborough County
MOP’s 2015 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) limits were from I-4 to Harney Road. Your
Design Inspection Report dated December 12, 1996 summarizing the findings of our field trip on
December 14, 1996 stated that the current 2015 LRTP should be amended to extend the project to
Fowler Road.

The District Seven Planning Department has reviewed the traffic volumes and discussed the issue with
the Hilisborough County MPO, Their recommendation is that the PD&E study end at Harney Road,
primarily because of the substantial drop in traffic at Harney Road from 28,000 to 17,000 in the
design year. Additionally, the MPO is reluctant to extend the limits north from Harney Road to
Fowler Avenue because the funding implications are that a different project would have to be
removed from the LRTP. A copy of the letter from Planning detailing the reasons for their conclusion
1$ attached.

We ask that the FHWA reconsider Harney Road as the logical terminus based on the reasons in the
attached letter.

Perhaps we can discuss this during your next visit to the District at the end of this month,

Sincerely,

e el

Scott Farash, P.E.
Project Manager

SF/ick
Attachment

cc: M. Coleman
(711359830
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1K REPLY REFER TOHPO_FL

Mr. William H. McDaniel, Jr.

District Secretary i
Florida Department of Transportation =
11201 N. McKinley Drive T
Tampa, Florida 33612 ,

SRR

Attention: Mr. Michael J. Coleman -

POEIAL

Dear Mr. McDaniel: eI

Subject: FAP No. XU-311~1(33) S
WPI Nos. 7113598
State Project Nos. 10260-1509
US-301 PD&E Stugdy
Hillsborough County

We have reviewed the information contained in Mr. Scott Farash's
letter dated January 13, 1997 concerning the subject project. This
included updated traffic forecasts, a review of the project need,
the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), plus the prior field
review of the project.

The issues discussed to date on this project are very similar those
of the SR-39 project addressed in our letter dated December 12,
1996, At that time, we indicated that there were two possible
scenarios for the development of the PD&E study. You could look at
the longer corridor, as the traffic data suggests that a need for
widening could very well be established up to Fowler Avenue. Or you
could set the PD&E limits at Harney Road, as that would also be a
logical northern termini.

Consistency with the LRTP remains an issue. If the Department
studies the longer of the two segments, this would need to be
resolved before we could proceed forward. Through coordination

with the Hillsborough County Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO}, a decision would need to be made to either amend the LRTP or
to reguest location and design approval for only that segment of
the study that was in the approved LRTP. Either way, we are
limited in giving approval for advancement using Federal funds to
only that section of roadway that was in an approved LRTE.

—-more-
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s William H. McDaniel, Jr. 2.

»F

~Lebruary 20, 1997

In summary, the PD&E study could be completed with either northern
limit. However, we would only be able to advance for Federal
funding that portion that is listed in the approved LRTP at the
time of the request.

I hope this has answered the guestions on this project. If you
have any other questions, please call ocur office.

Sincerely yours,
Wk 12 7t

For: J. R. Skinner
Division Administrator
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April 18, 1997

Mr. Joe Zambito

Senior Planning Manzager

Hillsborough County Metropoinan Planning Organization
601 E. Kennedy, 18th Floor

Tampa, FL 33602-5117

RE: WPINo, 7113508/FAP No. NU-311-1(33)/SPN 10260-1500
U.S. 301 PDAE Swdy - 1410 Fowler Avenve/Hilisborouzh County

Dear Mr. Zambno:

This letter 1s1n response 10 your comments on the Trafic Memorandum for the ahove referenced project.
\;cur main concem was that the project limits for the PD&E Swdy (from 1-4 1o Fowler Avenue) did not match
¢ MPO's LRTP (from I-4 10 Harney Road). | wanied 1o resolve this issue before responading 1o vour
emments 2nd finzlizing the Traffic Memo,

3

L

A
-

The FHWA nzs relexed their recuirement thzt 2 PD&E Stucy’s limits always maich ihe Jocal MPO's plan

eiowing us 10 stdy & lonper lengih in some ceses when justified. We now have THWA's DErMISSION 10 end
:he PD&E stdy at either Harney Road or Fowler Avenue, with the understznaing that Location and Desien
accepiance (LDA) would only be granied for the section in the MPO's plan, from I-4 1o Harney Road. A copy
of the letter from FHWA s enclosed. ] have also included 2 copy of 2 Jetter to FHWA informing them thas

we hzve chesen 1o study out 1o Fowler Avenue ang will request LDA for the segment in the LRTP.

‘our commeni asking how the 2020 172 5c was developed mey not have the same imporiance now that the
egment from Hamey Rozd 10 Fowler Avenue can be included in the siudy without amending the MPO s
TP, However, i vou would like more informanion on how the projecied 2015 trafiic wes generated, please
cell Mr. Fawzi Biter 21 973-6433

t—J v

"

£
It
.
o

s enclesed for your review,
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SECAETARY

FWS Log No. gp - 09 O The proposed
action is not likely to adversely affect resources protected by
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C.

1531 et seq.}. This finding fulfills the requirements of the
Act,

October 16, 1997

3.8, Fish and Wildlife Service
6620 Seuthpoint Drive South, Suite 316
Jucksonville, FLL. 32216

(904) 232-2560 FAX (904) 232-2404°

Ms. Deborah D. Manz NNy . W Jo - a7 FT
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Michuel M. Bentzien 7 Date

P.O. Box 19247 Assistant Field Supervisor

Tampa, FL 33686-9247

RE: WPI No.7113598/SPN 10260-1509

US 301, From Interstate 4 (SR 408} to Fowler Avenue ( SR 582)

':; o f

Dear Ms. Manz: _ W‘?ﬁ"i
The Florida Departrent of Transportation is proposing improvements to approximately 7.4 kilometers (4.6
miles) of US 301 from Interstate 4 (SR 400) to Fowler Avenue (SR 582) in Hillsborough County. The
proposed improvements inclhde&?fidening the existing roadway from the current undivided two-jane facility
to a divided four-lane facility. The study teamééhéljfzed four alternatives in the existing corridor. A Public
Workshop was held September 29, 1997, to prgc’c_at:at the various altematives to the public and receive early
input on the proposed concepts. A Wetand Evaluation Report / Biological Assessment has been prepared
to address the biota within the pirb";iffiéd projéct rorridor.

This proposed project has been evaluated for impacts on federally protected threatened and endangered
species. Based on the results of the literature review and field surveys conducted, the Department has
concluded that no federally listed threatened or endangered species will be affected by the proposed
improvements. Furthermore, the proposed project is not located in an area designated as Critical Habitat
by the U.S. Department of Interior. Therefore, the Department on behalf of the Federal Highway
Administration, has determined that the proposed actions will have “No Effect” on any federally protected
threatened or endangered species.

If your office concurs with this determination, piease respond to the Department in writing at your earliest
convenience. If your agency would like a site review or any additional information, please feel free to call
me at (813) 975-6457.

Sincerely,

TR %
Todd Mecklenborg

Biologist
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Roy G. Hatrell, Jr. October 6, 1997 =
Cnaouman, St. Fetersburg
Joe L. Davis, Ji. ™o ]
Vice Charrnan. Wauchuio : N 0T
CurisLtow | Mr. Michael J. Coleman, P.E. aotr

secielary, Llond O'lakes | Fiorida Department of Transportation ' V!
Soliy Thompson

Treasurer. Tarpe | 11201 N. McKinley Drive

T ren | Tampa, Florida 33612-6403

rRamon . Compo

Brongon
Rebecco M Eaet | Subject: Work Program ltem No. 7113598
1Q3010 .
John P. Harilee, IV State PI‘OJCCT. No. 10260-1509
Ronola & LoEmon US-301 Widening from I-4 to Fowler Ave,
-oke Woles SWF Parcel No. 13-Land Use
James E. Modin
1. Petersburg

Biendo Menendez
jompe | LDear Mr. Coleman:

E. D. "Sonny" Vergora .
execuve Drector | (n September 29, 1 had the opportunity 10 attend the Public Alternatives Workshop for
Edward B. Helvenston N . . s ,
Generat Counsel | the US-301 proposed road widening project. This was the first time I had attended
such a workshop. Icongratulate FDOT - the workshop was extremely well organized,

very informative, and the consultants and FDOT personnel did an outstanding job in
explaining the details.

The following are our comments:

, If additional R/W is acquired from the west side of US-301 it will not affect the
District’s Tampa Service Office or the Temple Terrace Sports Complex, both
of which are located to the east of US-301. The Sports Complex is under lease,
from the District, to the City of Temple Terrace.

> Fiood Plain Compensation Pond No.8, located east of US-301 and south of
! Harney Canal, would cause some problems. In this area we have constructed
45 IR a sculling launch site. At least twice a vear the Florida Intercoilegiate and the
Flonida Scholastic Rowing Association hoid their sculling races on the Tampa
Bypass Canal (TBC). In March 1997, the Sunshine State Conference Rowing
Championship drew several hundred athletes and spectators. Proposed Pond
No. 8 is located in the center of this activity zone.

foscy oy

* Perhaps the flood plain compensation pond could be located west of US-301
; and south of Harney Canal as this wouid have less Impact on recreation than
i east of US-301.
Lxcellence | ’
Tireugl |
Qualiny |

Service



Mr. Michael J. Coleman, P.E.
October 6, 1997

Page 2

If I understood Frank Schwarz correctly, it may be possible to locate the flood plain
compensation pond somewhere between S-159 and S-162. When the design criteria has been
determined, I believe it would be appropriate for FDOT 1o discuss the potential [ocation(s)
with our District engineers. | would be happy to arrange a meelting.

The TBC and Harney Canal are an integral part of the U.S, Army Corps of Engineers (COE)
Four River Basins Project; the District is the loca) Sponsor. Any changes or modifications
to the canal prism or canal R/W wil] require COE approval. We will coordinate the review

process with the COE.

This letter addressed the District’s proprietary concerns. It will be necessary for FDOT 1o
coordinate any permitting process with our District Regulatory Department. They are
located at the Tampa Service Office.

It is my understanding that in August 1998, FDOT will have selected one of the four design
alternatives and 2 public meeting will be held to discuss same. Please contact me when FDOT 15
ready to discuss design alternatives with the District. I may me telephoned at SunCom 628-4464
or 1-800-425-1476, extension 4464,

Cordially,

N

Ie %W

Kenneth R. Kramer
Sr. Land Resources Specialist
Land Resources Department

KRK/lac
C: Fritz Musselmann Robert Maglievaz
Lloyd Roberts Gordon McClung

John Heuer
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October 15, 1997

Mr. Kenneth R, Kramer, CLP

Southwest Florida Water Management District
2379 Broad Street (U.S. 4] South)
Brooksville, Florida 34605-6899

RE:  SP No. 10260-1509/ WPI No. 7113598/ FAP No. XU-31 1-1(33
Preferred Floodplain Compensation Sites FPC-§ and FPC-9

Dear Mr, Kramer:

As per discussions at the Alternatives Workshop on September 29, 1997, I am forwarding to you a
copy of the plan sheet including Pond 8 (FPC-8) and Pond 9 (FPC-9). These sites were evaluated
along with six other sites to provide floodpiain compensation along the U.S. 301 corridor. FPC-8
and FPC-9 were ranked as equally desirable. Therefore, either site could have been chosen as the
preferred. To accommodate your concern of impacts to present and future recreational activities, we
will revisit these sites placing more weight on FPC-9. We will also recommend, in the Pond Siting
Report, that the future designer contact you prior to beginning design on any site owned by
SWFWMD,

Should you have any questions or comments, please call me at (813) 975-6456.

Sincerely,

N A

Scott Farash, P.E.
PD&E Project Manager

SF/RKS

Attachment

cc: R, Pscion - PBS&:T
F. Schwarz - PBS&:J
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October 20, 1997

Mr. Michael ] Coleman P. E. ol any ?ﬁ A yme &0
District Seven PD&E Engineer T -
Florida Department of Transportation
11201 North McKinley Drive

Tampa, Florida 33612-6403

Dear Mr. Coleman:

Re:  US 301 PD&E Study, I-4 to Fowler Avenue

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Department’s
PD&E study for the referenced project. Staff attended your workshop on
September 29th and we are providing the following comments based on
the information presented at that meeting.

Staff has looked at the four alternatives presented at the workshop and
recommends that the Department pursue alternative “C”. We feel that
this alternative better complies with the MPO's Long Range
Transportation Plan “STAR” designation for this facility. As you may
recall, the “STAR” designation means that the facility should be
particularly sensitive to adjacent properties. The Long Range
Transportation Plan defines this (among other things) as providing
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Alternative “C” provides both a four
foot bicycle facility in each direction and sidewalks on both sides.

[t shouid also be noted that a majority of the proposed improvement falls
within the urban boundary and within the City of Tampa’s and
Hillsborough County’s Urban Service Areas. These areas are expected to
develop with urban characteristics in future years. Therefore, we feel
that Alternative “C” which provides urban amenities such as enclosed
drainage, sidewalks, etc. is the most appropriate.

Finally, the portion of the improvement north of Bullard Pky /Harney Rd

o
is not included in the current Long Range Transportation Plan. If the i:v
P&k study conciudes that improvemenis ate (o be mads, the w L
Department should ask that the MPO consider extending the northern WL
limit of the US 301 improvement as a part of the Plan update that will be PAKLS
adopted late next vear. wo
Should you have any question on this matter, please call me at 272-5940. p.;m

Sincerely, -

Wucilla L. Aver, AICP
Executive Director

XC: MPPO Board Members

Intran mpocorresph 1997 vus30i.doc

Cooperative Comprehensive Multl-hModal Tiansporiation Planmng for
Ihe Local Governments and Transooriation Agencies 1n Hilsborcugn County, Flonda
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December 29, 1997 EICROIE I ¢

Mr. Scott Farash, P.E.
PD&E Project Manager
FDOT District Seven
11201 N. McKinley Drive
MS 7-500

Tampa, Florida 33612

Dear Mr. Farash:

Re:  U.S.301 PD&E Study, I-4 to Fowler Ave
WPI No: 7112598, SP No: 10260-1509, FAP No: XU-311-1(33)

Per your transmittal of December 19, 1997, we have reviewed the
referenced PD&E Study and provide the following comments:

As noted in our letter of October 20, 1997, the project is located
within the census urbanized area boundary and we believe that an
urban section, with its lower design speed, sidewalks, enclosed
drainage, etc., is more appropriate for this type of area.
Consequently, we urge the Department to pursue proposed
typical section alternative “C”,

We believe that the higher speeds accommodated by alternatives
“A","B", & D", are inappropriate for an urban setting and will
cause problems in the future as urban level development takes
place along the roadway.

Again, we request that whichever alternative is chosen, that
sidewalks by provided and that pedestrian facilities be provided at
each signalized intersection to facilitate pedestrian crossings.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the PD&E document.
Should you have any question on our comments, please call me at
272-5940.

Sincerely,

I 7, i
qﬂ& Z%M g,\,
Lucilla L. Ayer, AICP ~
Executive Director

I tran_mpolcorresp\ 1997\ us30la.doc
Cooperative Comprehensive Muiti-Modat Transporiation Planning for
the Locat Governments ang Transportation Agencies in Hillsborough County, Florida
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February 23, 1998

Ms. Lucilla L. Ayer, AICP

Executive Director

Hilisborough County Metropolitan Planning Organization
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard, 18th Fioor

P.O.Box 1110

Tampa, FL 33601-1110

RE:  WPI No. 7113598/ SP No. 10260-1509/ FAP No. XU-3] 1-1(33)
U.S. 301 from I-4 to Fowler Avenue/ Preferred Typical Section

Dear Ms. Avyer:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the Department’s selection of the suburban section,
Alternative “D”, as the preferred alternative for the above referenced project. The reasons for
selecting Alternative “D”, rather than Alternative “C” which was recommended by the MPO, are
explained below,

First [ would like to briefly relate the history of the MPO/Department communication on this matter.
If 1 have misstated your views or omitted anything, piease let me know.

The MPO first expressed its preference for an urban section in a letter dated October 20, 1997, The
principzal reasons mentioned were (1) bicycle and pedestrian facilities were included in the urban
section and (2) the project falls within the City of Tampa’s and Hillsborough County’s Urban Service
Areas, which are expected to develop urban characteristics in the future. Although the urban section
was the only alternative at the Public Workshop that included a sidewalk, the suburban section has
been revised to include a sidewalk near the right of way line.

On January 16th, representatives from the Department and the MPO met to discuss the alternatives
and try to reach a consensus on the preferred alternative. At that time, you re-articulated the MPO’s
reasons for recommending the urban section. As I understand your position, the principal reason for
the MPO’s preference is that the project area is within the adopted urban service area and proposed
urban development area, hence the urban section is the only alternative compatible with the iong
range plans for these areas. You also expressed concern about the unsightly appearance of ditches
on the existing roadway (and other roadways) and urged the Department to select the urban section
with a closed drainage system as the preferred alternative.,



Ms. Lucilia L. Ayer

Page 2

February 23, 1998

Some of the reasons why we have selected the suburban section as the preferred altemative are;

Safety: The posted speed is currently 55 mph for most of the project, with a high percentage
of truck traffic due to the industrial buildings and warehouses along U.S. 301. The roadway’s
clear zone, sight distance, and relatively low number of sidestreets and driveways allow traffic
to travel safely at this speed. The most important advantage of the suburban section over the
urban section is the added safety which the shoulder and clear zone provides, allowing drivers
of errant vehicles 1o recover and return to the roadway without losing control. The shoulder
also allows for disabled vehicles to pull off the road, reducing the likelihood of a rear-end
collision.

The suburban section is also safer for pedestrians, as the sidewalk is farther away from traffic.

Cost: The suburban section, Alternative “D” is the least expensive alternative, $1.8 million
less than the urban section, Alternative “C”. The two rural sections, Alternatives “A” and “B”
were considerably more expensive than the suburban section, by $3.3 million and $10.7
million respectively.

Environmental Impacts; The rural sections had significantly more environmental impacts than
the urban and suburban sections because of the right of way acquisitions required. The urban
and suburban sections had an equal number of impacts.

Public Comments: Of the ten written comments received at the Public Workshop, four of
these stated a preference for Alternative “D7”, the suburban section. The MPO’s letter was
the only one favoring Alternative “C”. The other five comments did not express a preference
for any of the altematives.

Another advantage of the suburban section over the urban section with curb and gutter is the
relative ease with which right turn lanes, deceleration lanes, and bus bays can be added,
without having to reconstruct curb and gutter or possibly relocate a storm water inlet.

We understand and-agree with the MPO’s desire to accommodate alternate modes of transportation,
including buses, pedestrians, and bicyclists. The paved shoulders are available for bicycle use, and
sidewalks have been added to the suburban section for pedestrian use. Pedestrian signals and
crosswalks are to be included at the signalized intersections as a part of this project. As the area
develops and the need for public transportation increases, bus pads and bus shelters can be added
where needed by constructing a side drain and filling in the ditch.



Ms. Lucilla L. Ayer
Page 3
February 23, 1998

The Department recognizes that as vacant land is developed and residential properties are converted
to commercial uses, vehicie speeds will lower and a curb and gutter section may become more
appropriate. Eventually six lanes will probably be required and at that time it will be necessary to
convert to an urban section to avoid costly right of way acquisition. The suburban section will be
designed with a minimum gutter grade and proper super-elevation on curves so that it can be
converted to an urban section with curb and gutter when widened to six fanes without reconstructing
the pavement. Ponds will be of sufficient size to handle storm water run off from six lanes without
purchasing additional right of way. Every effort is being made to allow for future development and
widening of U.S. 301 to minimize the disruption of businesses, residences, and the cost to taxpayers.

We understand the MPO's concern with the aesthetics of the project and that ditches with standing
water are undesirable. The ditches on this project will be designed for conveyance only, with
proposed ponds to be constructed for retention and treatment of storm water. Additionally,
landscaping is a possibility which we did not discuss at our meeting, Hillsborough County could be
reimbursed for landscaping design and installation expenses up to one percent of the roadway
construction cost, if party to a maintenance agreement.

I hope that this adequately explains the Department’s decision. If you have any further concerns,
please call me at (813) 975-6456.

Sincerely,

S P —

Scott Farash, P.E.
Project Manager

SF/RKS
cC: Ken Hartmann, P.E.
Don Skelton, P.E.
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Mr. Scott Farash, P. E.
PD&E Project Manager
FDOT District Seven
11201 N. McKinley Drive
MS 7-500

Tampa, Florida 33612

Dear Mr. Farash:

Re:  WPINo. 7113598/ SP No. 1509/ FAP No. XU-311-1(33)
US 301 from I-4 to Fowler Avenue/ Preferred Typical Section

Thank you for informing us of the Department’s decision on the
preferred alternative for the above referenced project. However, we
are disappointed at the Department’s decision on selecting the
suburban section as the design concept for this project, even after
our lengthy discussion on the potential incompatibility of such
design to the proposed adjacent land -uses.

It is our understanding that the Department’s rationale for choosing
the suburban typical section is based on current roadway and
development characteristics. However, as we have pointed out
before, the Hillsborough County Comprehensive plan designates
the area surrounding this roadway as “community mixed use -12”.
This designation allows a variety of commercial uses and high
density residential of up to 12 dwelling units per acre. We believe
that the area surrounding the roadway will be developed in a much
more urban character than what is existing today.

As you may be aware, US 301 was designated as a STAR (Sensitive
to Area Residents) facility. The existing 2015 Long Range
Transportation Plan has a principle that promotes the usage of
urban design criteria for transportation improvements to increase
their visual appeal and reduce negative impacts on users and area
inhabitants.

Last month, the MPO Board adopted the goals and objectives that
govern the development of the 2020 Long Range Transportation
Plan. One of the guiding principles addresses the desire to “apply
Urban Design Concepts to roadway capacity improvement located
within the Urban Area”.

Cooperative Comprehensive Multi-Modal Transporation Planning for
the Local Governments and Transpertation Agencies in Hilisborough County, Florida

po—
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It was explained to us that this road widening would not occur for another 10
years. Based on the growth experienced in this County, it becomes more
compelling for us to look into the future land use scenarios and not the current
development characteristics in deciding on an appropriate design concept.
Because the improved roadway will have to service the area for 20 years or
more, we believe that the urban typical section (Alternative “C”) is more
appropriate to serve the anticipated deveiopment pattern of the area.

With respect to the cost of the urban section, we fecl that the extra $1.9 million
(about 10%) is not significant given the overall cost of the project and is well
worth the cost in terms of providing the amenities that are appropriate for the
anticipated development characteristics. In addition, by providing the
enclosed drainage system now, there would be a significant savings in the
future should the roadway ever need to be widened to six lanes.

With respect to the four citizens that indicated a preference for alternative
“D”, we wondered if their preference might have been based on the fact the
roadway would be further from their property with the suburban section than
with the urban section (because of the wider median used in the urban
section). However, we do not know if they had been told that if the road were
to be widened to six lanes, that the edge of pavement would be much closer
with the suburban that the urban section.

We are also concerned about the high design speed for this project. It was
indicated to us that due to the current rural nature of the adjacent areas,
people are driving at high speed now and therefore the roadway should be
designed to accommodate them. Once again, because of the location of this
roadway which is actually west of I-75 and well within the Urban Service Area
(a Land Use terminology) and Urban Boundaries (a Transportation
terminology), we believe that high speed should be controlled and not
encouraged. A roadway design based on the higher design speed tends to
result in higher vehicle speeds. This could result in future enforcement

problems as the area develops a more urbanized character.

Finally, it was pointed out to us that it would be more expensive to retrofit
deceleration lanes, turn lanes, bus bays etc. after the roadway is built with
curb & gutter. We could not have agreed with you more, and that is precisely
the reason why it is so important to have these amenities provided for as part
of the initial construction.
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The MPO's Livable Roadways Committee recently discussed the proposed
improvements to US 301, and the Department’s selection of the suburban
typical section for this project, and expressed several concerns. But before
taking any official action, they decided to ask the Department for a
presentation so that they can consider all the issues. Ibelieve they wili be
contacting your office in the near future to arrange for this presentation.

In conclusion, we urge the Department to consider the fact that this roadway
will have a very long useful life, and based on the way the development
characteristics are expected to change, to seriously consider the urban section
as the most appropriate for this road.

We hope that the recommendations from the MPO, the Planning Commission
and soon, the Livable Roadways Committee would be of value to the
Department in pursuing the optimal design for this project.

Should you have any question on the above, please call me at 272-5940.

Since/rely, o

- j

."’ S, /
L/,%{Z@ é[ {f\, _(//C%’/é/(//

ucilla L. Ayer, AICP [/
Executive Director

Linda Saul-Sena, Chairperson, Livable Roadways Committee
Ken Hartmann, P°.E., District Seven Secretary
Don Skelton, P.E., District Director of Planning & Programs

LATRAN_MPONCORRESPA 1995\ US301.DOC
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April 20, 1998

Ms. Lucilla L. Ayer, AICP

Executive Director

Hillsborough County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
601 E. Kennedy Bouievard, 18th Floor

P.O. Box 1110

Tampa, FL 33601-1110

RE: FP No. 2553621/ FAP No. XU-311-1(33
U.S. 301 from I-4 to Fowler Avenue/ Preferred Typical Section

Dear Ms. Aver:

In response to your letter dated March 16, 1998, this letter is intended to clarify the Department’s
reasons for selecting a suburban section as the preferred alternative,

The preferred alternative is not designed only for current roadway and development characteristics.
It is designed to accommodate anticipated future needs of the area, including alternate modes of
transportation. The preferred alternative incorporates urban design concepts, with sidewalks,
pedestian signals, and crosswalks at signalized intersections. The paved shoulders are available for
bicycle use.

The important difference between the preferred alternative, which is a suburban cross section, and
an urban section is that stormwater is conveyed in ditches rather than a closed drainage system with
curb and gutter, inlets and underground pipes. It is this difference that seems to be the source of
concern with the MPO. '

In the Department’s view, the suburban section’s main advantage over an urban section is the added
safety which the shoulder and clear recovery zone provide. This is important since vehicles are
currently traveling at speeds of 55 mph and are expected to continue 1o travel at high speed when this
project is constructed.

It is also important to distinguish between posted speed and design speed. A posted maximum speed
is not the highest speed that might be used by relatively few drivers. It is usually about the 853
percentile speed value determined by a speed study. This is defined in the AASHTO Publication “A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets” and has been adopted by the Department as
the standard for determining posted speed. A speed study was recently done on U.S. 301, north of
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Harney Road, which found the 85 percentile speeds at 53.5 mph and 55.0 mph for north and
southbound traffic, respectively. '

The design speed is a different matter. The design speed is generally set 5-10 mph greater than the
expected posted speed for added safety, but is limited to 80 kmv/h (50 mph) for the suburban section
of the proposed median curb. The design speed used on U.S. 301 will not affect vehicle speeds, as
the horizontal and vertical alignment was originally designed for 70 mph. As the area develops and
becomes more urbanized, the posted speed can be lowered to match the new traffic characteristics.
That has aiready happened in the section south of the Harney Canal towards the [-4 interchange,
where the posted speed is currently 45 mph,

As far as costs are concerned, the additional $1.8 million to construct an urban section may mean
another project would have to be delayed. It is true that the cost of constructing the ciosed drainage
system now would be less than in the future because of inflation, but this could not be considered as
savings. While the cost of building the enclosed drainage system could be expected to rise with
inflation, so would the cost of another project which is delayed because of the additional $1.8 million
speat on this project,

You may have misunderstood our letter dated February 23rd, which listed the advantages of a
suburban section. Concerning the addition of right turn lanes, acceleration/deceleration lanes, and
bus bays, the letter referred to accommodating future development after construction of this project.
The initial construction would be designed to handle the projected traffic for the design year, 2020.
It would also accommodate all existing businesses and residents’ driveways. Any future land
development or bus routes added along U.S. 301 after the initial construction may require new
driveways and bus bays. The advantage of the preferred alternative here is that the additional
pavement can be added without reconstructing curb and gutter or relocating storm water inlets.

Conceming the four citizens’ preference for the suburban section, Alternative “D”, two of them
mentioned that the roadway would be farther away from their property as the reason for their
preference. One gave lower cost as the reason, and the last gave no reason. The edge of the
pavement is 12 feet farther away from the right of way line with the suburban section than the urban
section. The suburban section with a 22-foot median was designed to be widened to the outside
when six laned, whereas the urban section with a 46-foot median to the inside. The outside edges
of the pavement will in fact be in the same location for both sections when six laned.
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We would be happy to arrange a meeting if you would like to discuss these issues further. You can
reach me at (813) 975-6077 or the Project Manager, Scott Farash at (813) 975-6456,

Sincerely,

Michael J. Colemy
District PD&E Enginéer

MIC/SF/RKS
cc: Kenneth Hartmann, District Secretary
Jack Xing, Acting Director of Production
Dwayne Kile, District Design Engineer
Jerry Comellas, District Project Development Engineer
Scott Farash, PD&E Project Manager
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Dear Mr. Farash:

RE: U.S. 301 PD&E Study, 14 to Fowler Avenue
WPI No: 7113598, SP No: 10260-1509, FAP No. XU-311-1(33)

The Planning Commission staff has had the opportunity to review the proposed
“suburban” design for U.S. Highway 301. We are concerned that a “suburban”
design is not compatible with the long range goals of Hillsborough County’s
adopted comprehensive plan. The project is located within the adopted urban
service area and proposed urban development area.

The long term vision of the plan is to encourage more compact, pedestrian-
oriented development within the urban development area. The Planning
Commission staff finds that a high speed “suburban” design for this section of
Highway 301 is incompatible with that long term vision.

Hillsborough County and the City of Tampa have recently been named
Sustainable Communities by. the State Department of Community Affairs. This
agreement calls for us to maximize opportunities for development within areas
‘ that have existing infrastructure and are within the proposed urban development
TR Nemte e ey boundary. This concept was an important component of the Sustainable
smre fioazaisEct-ine. Communites agreement; therefore, we need to make sure that major decisions
' Se. support the agreement goals, as well as the adopted comprehensive plan.

& Consohoaled Cry-County Agency semving the ciies of Tampa. Piant Cuy. Temple Terrece and the County of Hillsborough

An Aflrmaive Action-Equa! Opponunny Emplover
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The Planning Commission staff recommends that an urban cross section with
appropriate pedestrian and bicycle facilities be constructed in this section of
Highway 301 in order to be consistent with the adopted Hillsborough County
Comprehensive Plan and in implementation of the adopted urban service
boundaries.

Thank you for.the opportunity to comment on this proposal. Please call me at
272-5940 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Robert B. Hunter, AICP
Executive Director

RBH/sm
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March 16, 1998

Mr. Robert Hunter, AICP

Executive Director

Hillsborough County City - County Planning Commission
601 E. Keanedy Boulevard, 18th Floor

P.O.Box 1110

Tampa, FL 33601-1110

RE: WPINo. 7113598/ SP No. 10260-1509/ FAP No. XU-311-1(33)
U.S. 301 PD&E Study, I-4 to Fowler Avenue/ Hillsborough County

Dear Mr. Hunter:

I am writing in response to your letter dated February 10, 1998, in which you commented on the
preferred alternative for U.S. 301, You expressed concern about the suburban section selected as
the preferred alternative not being compatible with the Jong range goals of Hilisborough County’s
adopted comprehensive plan, The reasons why the Department has selected this preferred alternative
are explained below,

First I would like to explain the nature of the preferred alternative’s typical section. It is called
“suburban” because it is a hybnd section, combining elements of both urban and rural sections. It has
a raised median with mountable curb separating opposing traffic normally found on an urban section.
Storm water runoff is conveyed by open ditches, as in a rural section.

The suburban section combines the advantages of rural and urban sections, and eliminates the
disadvantages of each. The main disadvantage of a rural section for this project is that it does not fit
in the existing right of way (ROW), resulting in additional ROW cost and increased environmental
impacts. The main disadvantage of an urban section for this project is the lack of a clear recovery
zone and shoulder, which are important safety features, considering the high amount of truck traffic
and vehicle speeds. The suburban section has the added safety of a clear recovery zone and shoulder
provided by a rural section, yet it fits inside the existing ROW.

The suburban section for this project has all of the pedestrian and bicycle amenities typically
associated with an urban section. It has a five foot wide sidewalk on each side of the road for
pedestrian use. Pedestrian signals and crosswalks are to be constructed at the signalized intersections
as part of this project. As the area develops and the need for public transportation increases, bus pads
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and bus shelters can be added at bus stop locations by constructing a side drain and filling in the ditch.
For bicyclists, a five foot wide paved shoulder is provided.

The principal reasons why we have selected the suburban section as the preferred alternative rather
than the urban section are:

. Safety. The most important advantage is the added safety which the shoulder and clear zone
provides. The posted speed is currently 55 mph for most of the project, with a high
percentage of truck traffic due to the industrial buildings and warehouses along U.S, 301.
The roadway’s clear zone, sight distance, and relatively low number of sidestreets and
driveways allow traffic to travel safely at this speed. The clear zone allows drivers of errant
vehicles to recover and return to the roadway without losing control. The shoulder also
aliows for disabled vehicles to pull off the road, reducing the likelihood of a rear-end collision.

The suburban section is also safer for pedestrians, as the sidewalk is farther away from traffic,

. Cost: The suburban section, Alternative “D” is the least expensive alternative, $1.8 million
less than the urban section, Alternative “C”.

. Public Comments: Of the ten written comments received at the Public Workshop, four of
these stated a preference for Alternative “D”, the suburban section. The MPO’s letter was
the only one favoring Alternative “C”, the urban section. The other five comments did not
express a preference for any of the alternatives.

. Another advantage is the relative ease with which right turn lanes, acceleration/deceleration
lanes, and bus bays can be added, without having to reconstruct curb and gutter or possibly
relocate a storm water inlet,

The Department recognizes that as vacant land is developed and residential properties are converted
to commercial uses, vehicle speeds will lower and a curb and gutter section may become more
appropriate. When this type of development occurs, six lanes will probably be required and at that
time it will be necessary to convert to an urban section to avoid costly ROW acquisition. The
suburban section wili be properly designed so that it can be converted to an urban section with curb
and gutter when widened 1o six lanes without reconstructing the pavement. Ponds will be of
sufficient size to handle storm water runoff from six lanes without purchasing additional ROW. Every
effort is being made to maximize opportunities for development while minimizing the disruption of
businesses, residences, and the cost to taxpayers.
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Your letter did not mention a concern with aesthetics, but if desired, landscaping could be added to
this project, in the median and at the back of the ditch near the sidewalk. Hillsborough County could
be reimbursed for landscaping design and installation expenses up to one percent of the roadway
construction cost, if party to a maintenance agreement.

The preferred alternative is based on an analysis of all the engineering, environmental, economic data
and public input available at this stage of the project, however it is not final. We will continue to seek
input from public officials such as yourself and the general public as part of the PD&E public
involvement process. The final determination will not be made until afier the formal public hearing
which is to be held later this year.

If you have any further concerns, please call me at (813) 975-6456.

Sincerely,

Scott Farash, P.E.
Project Manager

SF/RKS

cc: I King
M. Coleman
D. Skelton
B. Clifford
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Dear Mr. Haftmann:
Re:  Widening of US 301 in Eastern Hillsborough County

It has come to my attention that the Florida Department of Transportation is
planning to widen US 301 north of the Interstate to a four lane road. ! have been
told that your office has decided to widen this road with a design that includes
open ditches on each side for drainage.

I believe that such a design is not conducive to the use of public transportation
and is not aesthetically compatible with the anticipated future surrounding land
uses. In addition, I feel that the “openness” of the wide right-of-way with
ditches on both sides will éncourage higher speed that will be difficult to control
without continuous enforcement by the Sheriff’s Department.

As an elected representative of the citizens in this part of the county, I am
puzzled that this type of design is being pursued. Hillsborough County is one of
the fastest growing areas in the state and we should be designing our roadways
to serve a more developed urban character. By this, I mean that there should be
curbs, sidewalks, bicycle facilities, underground drainage, landscaping and
amenities for transit service, etc.

While I'm sure there are “engineering” reasons that you have selected the open
ditch design, including probable lower initial cost, I believe that it is in the best
interest of my constituents that we improve this roadway in such a manner as to
provide the “people friendly” amenities that are expected in an urbanizing area.

An Asfirmanve Acnoasfgual Oprectumes Simpriover
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I ask that you reconsider your decision on the design of this improvement and
that your office proceed with an improvement to this roadway that meets the
needs and expectations of not only the automobile, but the people of the
community as well,

Ilook forward to a favorable response on this request and believe that by
working together, we can develop a project that will best serve the needs of the
community in the near term as well as in the future.

Sincerely,

Dt st

Thormas Scott
County Commissioner

LATRAN_MPONCORRESPANI298\US301TS. DOC
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June 23, 1998

The Honorable Thomas Scott

Chairman, Hilisborough County Board of County Commissioners
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard

P.O.Box 1110

Tampa, FL 33601-1110

RE:

WPI No. 255362 1/ FAP No. XU-31 1-1(33)
U.S.301 from I-4 to Fowler Avenue/ Preferred Typical Section

Dear Commissioner Scott:

Thank you for meeting with me on June M, regarding vour letter dated May 14, 1998, on the
proposed typical section of U.S. 301, As we discussed, 1'd like 10 explain the issues in WTHING as 10
why we are proposing the swale roadway section rather than a curb and guiier section.

First, 1 would like to alleviate your concern about accommodating public transit and allernative
modes of transportation, The suburban section for this project has zll of the bicycle and pedestrian
amenities typically associated with an urban section. It has a stdewalk on each side of the roadway
for pedestnan use. Pedestrian signals and crosswalks are 1o be constructed at the signalized
intersections as part of this project. On the bridges, separate walkwavs for pedestrians are provided.
Although there are no existing bus routes along this section of U.S. 301, the Department recognizes
ihe umportance of allowing for the expansion of bus service 10 this area. As the area develops and
the need for public transportation increases, bus pads and bus sheliers can be added a1 future bus stop
locations by constructing a side drain and filling in the swale. For bicyelists, a five foot wide paved
shouider is available for their use.

Concerning the issue of hagh speed. the current posted speed limit is 55 mph. A speed study was
recently completed on U.S 301 north of Harney Road 1o check vehicle speeds. This study vielded
an 85 percentile speed of approximately 5 mph, which verifies that this is the appropriate posted
speed. Drivers tend 10 travel a1 2 speed they feel sale when traffic permits them to select their own
speed, which depends lareely on sight distance The horizontal and vertjcal alignment and distance
berween side sireets ang dnvewavs allow traffic 10 1rave) safely at 35 mph. Vehicles are expected 10
conunue 1o ravel a1 this speed when the road is widened to four lanes. regardiess of which typical
secbon is constructed. Vehicle speeds mav lower, however, as the area develops and becomes more
urbanized. At that time, the posted speed can be reduced 10 match the new 1raffic charactenistics. In

fact, 1l

e more highly developed section south of the Harney Canal towards the -4 interchange is

=]
currently pested 21 45 mph,
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We recognize that development will continue and traffic will increase along this roadway, even
beyond the design year for this project, 2020, Six lanes are fikely to be required eventually, so the
preferred alternative accommodates this, As vacant land is developed, and land uses change, vehicle
speeds will lower and a curb and gutter section may become more appropriate. When six lanes are
required, it will be necessary to convert to an urban, curb and gutter section to avoid costly right of
way acquisition. The suburban section will be properly designed so that it can be converted to an
urban section with curb and gutter when widened to six lanes without reconstructing the pavement.
Another advantage 10 the suburban section over an urban section is the flexibility to add pavement
as the area develops without having to reconstruct curb and gutter or relocate an inlet. Bus bays,
right turn lanes, acceleration/deceleration lanes and new driveway connections can all be added
retatively easily. Every effort is being made to accommodate new development while minimizing the
disruption of businesses, area residents, and the cost to taxpayers,

The Department shares your concern with aesthetics and would like to work with the County 10
include landscaping in this project. The swales on this project will be designed for conveyance of
stormwater only, with offsight ponds to be constructed for retention and treatment. This will keep
the swales clear of water in times between rains. The preferred alternative has the potential for
landscaping, both in the median and adjacent to the sidewalk, which could greatly improve the
appearance of the project.

As you may be aware, the Department has a grant program administered by the Flonda Highway
Beautification Council to encourage the addition of landscaping on state roads. The grants match
funds contnbuted by local governments for the design and installation of landscaping. In addition,
Distnict Seven has a program that would reimburse Hillsborough County for landscaping design and
nstallation expenses up to 1% of the roadway construction cost. Both of these programs reguire a
maintenance agreement between the local government and the Depariment. All that is required at
this time is for the County 0 send us a “Letter of Interest” agreeing to maintain the landscaping afier
construction. A sample “Letter of Interest” form is included with this letter.

If the County is unable to locate funding for landscaping maintenance, ancther possibility 1o enhance
the appearance of the roadway is the Depariment’s Wildflower Program. In this program, wildflower
seeds are spread and the mowing schedule is adjusted 1o allow the flowers 1o grow and regerminaie
annually. No maintenance agreement is required for this.
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I hope this addresses the concerns you shared with me at our June 11, meeting. Please contact me
if T can answer any further questions on this project.

Sincerely,
ﬁjm@ﬁ/t, 7 ><7£u£’:

Kenneth A. Hartmann, P.E.
Distnct Seven Secretary

KAH/SF/RXS

ce: J. King
D. Skelton
M. Coieman

S. Farash



March 9, 1998

Mr. Scott Farash, P.E., Project Manger PSR
Florida Department of Transportation

District Seven  MS 7-500

11021 N. Malcolm McKinley Blvd.

Tampa, Florida 33612

RE: US. 301, I4 to Fowler Avenue
Dear Mr. Farash:

As the Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator for the MPO, I have reviewed
the design plans for U.S. 301 and have shared them with the Bicycle
Advisory Committee members.

Currently, all of the typical sections with the exception of one, indicate
a 5" paved shoulder on both sides of the roadway and no sidewalk.
Paved shoulders, in rural areas, are suitable for bicycle travel. When
pedestrians are introduced, they also use the shoulder which causes
potential conflict with cyclists, Separate facilities for both modes is
recommended.

Further, when we considering future development along this
particular section of U.S. 301 from I-4 to Fowler, we felt that the design
would be more appropriate as an urban section, with the bike lanes
signed and marked. Retrofitting in the future would be quite difficult,
therefore incorporating the bicycle lanes now shows insight and sets
an example for other communities to follow.

If you have any questions, please call me at 813-272-5940.
Sincereiy,

N\

Gena Torres |
Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator
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March 27, 1998

Ms. Gena Torres

Bicycle/ Pedestrian Coordinator

Hilisborough County Metropolitan Planning Organization
601 E. Kennedy Boulevard, 18th Floor

P.O. Box 1110

Tampa, FL. 33601-1110

RE-  FM No. 2553621/ FAP No. XU-311-1(33
U.S. 301 from 1-4 to Fowler Avenue/ Preferred Typical Section

Dear Ms. Torres:

I am writing in response to your letter dated March 9, 1998, concerning bicycle and pedestrian
facilities on U.S. 301,

The preferred altemnative for this project is “suburban” section, which includes a sidewalk on each
side of the road near the right of way line. A drawing of the preferred typical section showing
sidewalks is included with this letter. Sidewalks were added to the suburban section in response 10
the MPO’s comments on the alternatives shown at the Public Workshop held in September 1997.

The preferred alternatives’ typical section is called “suburban™ because it is a hybnd seclion,
combining elements of both urban and rural sections. It has a raised median with mountable curb
separating opposing traffic normally found on an urban section. Storm water runoff is conveyed by
open ditches, as in a rural section.

The suburban seciion for this project has all of the pedestrian and bicycle amenities typically
sssociated with an urban section. 1t has a five foot wide sigewalk on each side of the road for
pedestnan use. Pedesinan signals and crosswalks are 10 be constructed at the signalized intersections
as part of this project. As the area develops and the need for public transportation increases, bus pads
and bus shelters can be added at bus stop Jocations by construcing a side drain and filling in the ditch.
For bicvelists. 2 five foot wide paved shoulder is provided.

The suburban section combines the advantages of rural and urban sections. without the principle
disadvantages of each The main disadvantage of a rural seciion is that is does not fit in the exisung
right of way (ROW), resulting in additional cost for ROW acquisition and increased environmental
impacts. The main disadvantage of an urban section is the lack of a clear zone and shoulder, which
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are important safety features, considering the high amount of truck traffic and vehicle speeds. The
suburban section has the added safety of a clear zone and shoulder provided by a rural section, yet
it fits inside the existing ROW.

The principal reasons why we have selected the suburban section as the preferred altemnative rather
than the urban section are: '

’ Safety: The most important advantage is the added safety which the shoulder and clear zone
provides. The posted speed is currently 55 mph for most of the project, with a high
percentage of truck traffic due to the industrial buildings and warehouses along U.S. 301,
The roadway’s clear zone, sight distance, and relatively low number of sidestreets and
driveways allow traffic to travel safely at this speed. The clear zone allows drivers of errant
vehicles to recover and return to the roadway without losing control. The shoulder also
allows for disabled vehicles to pull off the road, reducing the likelihood of a rear-end
collision.

The suburban section is also safer for pedestrians, as the sidewalk is farther away from
traffic.

. Cost: The suburban section, Alternative “D” is the least expensive alternative, $1.8 million
less than the urban section, Alternative “C".

. Public Comments: Of the ten written comments received at the Public Workshop, four of
these stated a preference for Alternative “D”, the suburban section. The MPQ's letter was
the only one favoring Alternative “C”, the urban section. The other five comments did not
express a preference for any of the alternatives.

. Another advantage is the relative ease with which right turn lanes, acceleration/deceleration
lanes, and bus bays can be added, without having to reconstruct curb and gutter or possibly
relocate a storm water inlet.

The Department recognizes that as vacant land is developed and residential properties are converted
to commercial uses, vehicle speeds will iower and a curb and gutter section may become more
appropriate. When six lanes are needed a curbed section will be used to avoid costly right of way
acquisition,



Ms. Gena Torres
Page 3
March 26, 1998

The preferred altemative is based on an analysis of all the engineering, environmental, economic data
and public input available at this stage of the project, however it is not final. We will continue to seek
input from public agencies and the general public as part of the PD&E public invoivement process.
The final determination will not be made until after the formal public hearing which 1s to be held later
this year.

If you have any further concerns, please call me at (813) 975-6456.

Sincerely,

Lo P ——

Scott Farash, P.E.
Project Manager

SF/RKS
cc: J. Comellas
K. Nosworthy
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: June 30, 1998

Metropolitan
Mr. Michael ], Coleman . E.

: Iannlng . District Seven PD&E Engineer
O[‘ganlzatlon Florida Department of Transportation
. 11201 North McKinley Drive

Tampa, Florida 33612-6403

Dear Mr. Coleman:

Counciman SqouPare  Re:  US 301 PD&E Study, I-4 to Fowler Avenue
oo 0 o WPI No: 7113598, SP No: 10260-1509, FAP No: XU-311-1(33)
Vico Crariman FPN: 255362 1

Councitman Bob Buckromn O behalf of the Hillsborough County Metropolitan Planning
City of Tampa - . . .
Organization, I am again requesting that the Department select the
Commissioner Joe Chillura  #,14 ’” 1 1 : e - - ;
Hisoorooan covne, | urban” typical section (e?lternatwe C”) as the preferred alternative for
the above referenced project. As we have stated before, we feel that
Comrnissioner Richard Glorioso . AT . 3
cyolPanicity  TOAdwWays within the urban area boundary should be designed for lower
Mayor Dick A. Greco Spe.e.d.s and to provide urban amenities such as sxc.iewalks, bicycle
CiiyorTampa  facilities and underground drainage. We also believe that the urban

Commissioner Chris Han ~ S€CHION is mMore accommodating to future public transportation.
Hitishoreugh County

Monroe Mack, Chaiman  Hollowing is a listing of previous correspondence relating to this project,

Expressway Authorit . . . .
PO copies of which are attached for your consideration.
Counciiman Scott Paine

Cityol T -
‘ " e Letterto you from me dated October 20, 1997, explaining that US 301
HARTInG Roomaeemrnd is designated a “STAR” (Sensitive to Area Residents) facility on the
Commissioner Ed Turanchik MPO’s LRTP, indicating that Alternative “C” i§ preferred, and
Hillsborough County explaining that the limits of the referenced project are not consistent

Mayor Bob Woodard Wlth fhe adopted 2015 LRTP.
City of Temple Terrace
« Letter to Scott Farash from me dated December 29, 1997, urging the

Witkam Connors (Ex-Otficio) - . . S eall . . ; 3
 coorouan Co. hven Aty Department to pursue alternative “C” as the preferred typical section.

Roben Siemer {Ex-Officio)

Tampa Por aumorty  ®  €tter to Scott Farash from Robert Hunter, Executive Director of the

Sooley) Houghiatng (Ex-Ollco] Hiillsborough County City-County Planning Commission, explaining

Tne Planning Commuission that the “suburban” section (alternative ") is not consistent with
‘nain A Hanmana, P.E. (Ex-Officio) the Planning Commission’s long term vision to encourage more
FOOT Distiict Seven compact, pedestrian oriented development within the urban
Lucilia L. Ayer, AICP development area.

Executive Director

+ Letter to Scott Farash from Gena Torres, Hillsborough County

Mi:snorough County Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator, dated March 9, 1998, indicating that
TEroRalian Fienang Qiganzation the Bicycle Advisory Committee felt that an “urban section” with

801 E Kennedy, 18th Floor
Tampa, Flonda 33601-1110Q
BY3/272-5340
FAX NO: 813/272-6258
FAX NO.B13272.6255 Cooperative Comprehensive Mulh-hModal Transportation Pianning tor
veww.plancom.org the Local Governments and Transportaton Agencies in Hillsborough County. Flonda



Mr. Michael J. Coleman, P. E.

Re: US 301 PD&E Study, 1-4 to Fowler Ave.
June 30, 1998

Page 2

signed and marked bicycle facilities, would be more appropriate for
this area of US 301.

e Letter to Scott Farash from me dated March 16, 1998, pointing out
that the US 301 project is within the “Urban Service Area” (a
Comprehensive Plan designation) and that the MPO had adopted
goals and objectives that promote the application of “urban design
concepts to roadway capacity improvements located within the
Urban Service Area”. We again pointed out that US 301 was
designated as a STAR facility in the adopted LRTP and urged the
Department to “consider the fact that this roadway will have a very
long useful life, and based on the way the development
characteristics are expected to change, to seriously consider the urban
section as the most appropriate for this project”.

We again request that the Department select the urban section
(alternative “C”) as the most appropriate design for the referenced
project.

Should you have any questions on the above or wish to discuss it
further, please call me at 272-5940.

Sincerely,

Lucilla L. Ayer, AICP
Executive Director

Attachments: Letter from Lucie Ayer dated October 20, 1997
Letter from Lucie Ayer dated December 29, 1997
Letter from Robert Hunter dated February 10, 1998
Letier from Gena Torres dated March 9, 1998
Letter from Tucie Ayer dated March 16, 1995

cc: Scott Paine, Chairman, Hillsborough MPO

Uniran mpolcorresp i 1998001 public hearing doc
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July 22, 1998

Ms. Luctlla L. Ayer, AICP

Executive Director '

Hillsborough County Metropolitan Planning Organization
001 E. Kennedy Boulevard, 18th Floor

P.O.Box 1110

Tampa, FL 33601-1110

RE:  WPI Seg. No. 255362 1/ FAP No. XU-3] 1-1(33)
U.S. 301 PD&E Study from 1-4 to Fowler Avenue

Dear Ms. Ayer:

This is in response to your letter delivered at the June 30, 1998, Public Hearing requesting an urban
typical section for this project.

First, I would like to respond to your concermn about accommodating public transit and alternative
modes of transportation. The suburban section for this project has all of the bicycle and pedestrian
amenities typically associated with an urban section. It has a sidewalk on each side of the roadway
for pedestrian use. Pedestrian signals and crosswalks are to be constructed at the signalized
intersections as part of this project. On the bridges, separate walkways for pedesirians are provided.
For bicyclists, a five foot wide paved shoulder is available for their use.

Although there are no existing bus routes along this sectior of U.S, 301, the Department recognizes
the importance of allowing for the expansion of bus service to (his area. As the area develops and
the need for public transportation increases, bus pads and bus shelters can be added at future bus stop
iocations by constructing a side drain and filling in the swale. Bus bays can be actually added more
easily 10 a suburban section than an urban section since there are no stormwater inlets or curb and
gutter to reconstruct,

The preferred altemative was selected after a thorough analysis considering all factors includine
engineering principles, environmental and social impacts, costs, and comments from the public.

The selection process is outlined below.

Alternatives "A™ and “B”, the two rural sections, were rejected due to their higher cost and
environmental impacts. These allematives required ROW acquisition along the entire project fength,

06 feey mzn pases
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Ms. Lucilla L. Ayer, AICP
Page 2
July 22, 1998

greatly increasing the total cost of the project. The wetland and floodplain impacts were higher than
the other alternatives, “C” and “D”, which fit in the existing ROW. Business and residential
relocations would also be required for Alternatives “A” and “B”. The two remaining Alternatives,
C and D were then compared to select the preferred alterative.

The suburban section, Alternative “D” has the following advantages over the urban section,
Alternative “C”: (These advantages were stated previously in our responses (o your correspondence
attached to your June 30th fetter.)

. Safely: The posted speed is currently 55 mph for most of the project, with a high percentage
of truck traffic due to the industrial buildings and warehouses along U.S. 301. The
roadway’s clear zone, sight distance, and relatively low number of sidestreets and driveways
aliow traffic to travel safely at this speed. The most important advantage of the suburban
section over the urban section is the added safety which the shoulder and clear zone provides,
allowing drivers of errant vehicles to recover and return to the roadway without losing
control. The shoulder also allows for disabled vehicles to puli off the road, reducing the
likelihood of a rear-end collision,

. Cost: The suburban section, Allernative “Dr is the least expensive altemative, S1.8 million
less than the urban section, Alternative “Cv '

. Public Comments: Of the ten written comments received at the Public Workshop, four of
these stated a preference for Altemative “D7, the suburban section. The MPO’s letter was
the only one favoring Alternative “C”, The other five comments did not express a preference
for any of the alternatives. Comments from the Public Hearing.

. Another advantage of the suburban section over the urban section with curb and gutter is the
relative ease with which new driveway connections, right tum lanes, deceleration lanes, and
bus bays can be added, without having to reconstruct curb and gutter or possibly relocate a
storm waler inlet.

Currently, the limits of the PD&E Study do not match the MPO's adopted 2015 LRTP. Fowler
Avenue was selected as a more logical terminus of the project for two reasons. One reason is that
Fowler Avenue has an interchange on 1-75 near U.S. 301, The other reason in that & traffic analysis
showed the need for four lanes out 1o Fowler Avenue in order 1o meet the minimum Leve] of Service
for U.S. 301 in the Design year, 2020, We ask that the MPO extend the northern limit of the project
from Hamey Road (o Fowler Avenue i the 2020 LRTP so that the fimits are consistent,



Ms. Lucilla L. Ayer, AICP
Page 3
July 22,1998

Thank you for your comments and interest in this project. The Department will make a final
decision on the preferred alternative after all comments from the Public Hearing are received and
considered.

Sincerely,

Jeraldo Comellas, P.E.
Acting PD&E Engineer

JC/SF/RKS

cc: K. Hartmann, J. King
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Summary of Comments Received from Public Meetings
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Hillsborough County, Florida

Name: .. ?_/_ ﬂ’/’//f ///L//_’ S 7/“/

Address: _ S p M HLY 3

City: T2t £ State: 74 Zip: 33557
Teiephone: GEE 7S

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Michael J. Coleman, P.E.,
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612- 6403, P]ease
have comments postmarked by October 9, 1997 so project development may proceed.
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT (PD&E) STUDY
PUBLIC ALTERNATIVES WORKSHOP

WORK PROGRAM ITEM NO. 7113598
STATE PROJECT NO. 10260-1509

U.S. 301
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Hilisborough County, Florida
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Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Michael J. Coleman, P.E.,
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by October 9, 1997 so project development may proceed.
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT (PD&E) STUDY
PUBLIC ALTERNATIVES WORKSHOP

WORK PROGRAM ITEM NO. 7113598
STATE PROJECT NO. 10260-1509

U.S. 301
I-4 to Fowler Avenue (S.R. 582)
Hillsborough County, Florida

Name: W E 03T poe Vs R, IRtz | o i (srvmivne d pnsc —)
et S A e e S

City: T e e State: =1 Zip: %3 @ g
Telephone: _£2ls - 2€ G- ¢ g oy

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Michael J. Coleman, P.E.,
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N, McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by October 9, 1997 so project development may proceed,
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Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Michael J. Coleman, P.E.,
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by October 9, 1997 so project development may proceed.
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STEINER & ASSOCIATES

SEPTEMBER 15, 1997

MR. MICHAEL J. COLEMAN, P.E,
DISTRICT PD&E ENGINEER

FLORIDA DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION
11201 N. MCKINLEY DRIVE

TAMPA, FL 33612-6403

RE: SP#: 10260~-1509/WPI#: 7113598
- HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY/U.S, 301 PD&E STUDY FROM I-4 TO
FOWLER AVENUE

Dear Mr. Coleman,

We own five(5) communities that will be effected by the
subject road improvement.,

We support the project and encourage you to expedite the
construction.

NCS/pim

ns\imemo

UmmdewHkmmeMﬁﬂn%ﬂmmnRwﬁkmm-Mmm@mma&bmeCmmmmM@
5012 Lemon Street « Tampa. Florida 33609 « Tampa (813) 289-0500 * Fax (813)289-2617



COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

@J“Qp PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT (PD&E) SREBOEIVED POOF

PUBLIC ALTERNATIVES WORKSHOP
970CT -3 Pif 2: 10
WORK PROGRAM ITEM NO. 7113598
STATE PROJECT NO. 10260-1509

U.S. 301
I-4 to Fowler Avenue (S.R. 582}
Hillsborough County, Florida

Name: Elmer L. Singletary repregenting J.H, Williams Qi1 Company, Inc.
Address: 1237 East Twigas Street, P.0. Box 439

City: Tamoa State: Fi Zip: 33601-~04389

Telephone: (813) 228-7776

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Michael J. Coleman, P.E.,
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by October 9, 1997 so project development may proceed.

I work for J.H., Williams 01l Companv. Our Companv. owns the Tampa

301 Truck Stoo real estate and Sub-leage the properiy . tno Poyce
Abernathy. The facility serves the interstate, intra—state., apd
local fueling needs and servicing reguirements of the trucking industry.

The facilityv serves two hasic classes nf frade.
1 Over the roazd semi class trucks that are served at our diesel
fuel islands lccated at the northerly end cof ocur facility.

These vehicles generally enter and exit throuch ocur norihern
ingress/egress.

2. Passenger cars and gmall truck vehicles are served a2t _onr
gasoline islands and this traffic enters/exits at our southern
ingress/egress, Additionally this area is where our 150 seat
restaurant, store and small wvehicle parXing is located.

The two (2) clesses of trade demand senarabtion of vehicle tyvnes £or
safetv and functionalitv. We currently have this senaration

Qur current rnorthern incress/ecress is siwxtv (60') feet wide. The
preponderance of vehicles using this entrance are semis and are

North bound, right turn in. The preponderance of traffic leaving

exit to the left, South round,

FDCT is proposing to reduce this ingress/egress to fortv-eight (48')

feet, We suggest that this will rreats » degree of wack.nn fraffic

anLlllS 201 in +that ewitingo trucks will ke attemphing to enter s

(Use Reverse Side If Necessary)




(continued from reverse side)

301 simultaneously as arriving trucks enter. Turning radius is critical
to moving trucks off of the highway. We suggest that the opening remain
as is. FDOT is proposing a median cut at this ingress/egress.

our current Southern ingress/egress is five hundred twenty-eight {528') feet
South of our Northern ingress/egress ané is currently one hundred ten (110')
feet wide. FDOT is proposing toc reduce the opening to approximately thirty-

eight (38') feet =+.

The preponderance of vehicles using this ingress/egress are approaching from
the South and are right turn in, when exiting the majority are left turn out,
South wound. Proposed FDOT design plans will encompass a median at this
point and preclude laft turn out.

We suggest that a directional South bound opening be placed in the median

to allow cars and small trucks exiting our Southern ingress/egress, left turn
capability. We have made this suggestion in past FDCT presentations. At
vour public meeting held on Monday, September 29, 1997 REF 301 PDS&E Study it
was indicated Lo me by your staff pecple assisting at the meeting that their
was a planned decel lane and opening in the mecdian that would allow for

left turn of North bound traffic at precisely the same location that we have
been reguesting left turn South bound.

Under the proposed, it has been suggested that traffic leaving our Southerly
driveway would exit right to a median cut approximately five hundred (500'}
feet + to the North and U-turn to go South.

Ve suggest that this method may create a greater safety probdblem than zllowing
a left turn mecian cut.

There is no practical solution to internal routing of cars to the northern
exit,

We ask that you please give us your every consideration.

Ser Sty
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' (Interstate 4 to Fowler Avenue)
Hillsborough County, Florida
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City: T Am 04- State: _[ZC Zip: D363
Telephone: 13 e 1S Y

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Jerry Comellas Ir., P.E., Acting
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by July 10, 1998 so project development may proceed.
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U.S. 301
(Interstate 4 to Fowler Avenue)
Hillsborough County, Florida

Name: A///f % ‘/(&a,c//cﬂ ?7" /C-“

Address: _ 45 ST A/ dm A o ;f—

City: /7'W\nm _ State: _ =/ Zip: 3. 360/
Telephone: >?// ?// ¥ Zl O

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Jerry Comellas Jr., P.E., Acting
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by July 10, 1998 so project development may proceed.
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FUE Comments and Recommendations

Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study
Public Hearing

WPI Seg. No. 255362 ]

U.S. 301
(Interstate 4 to Fowler Avenue)
Hillsborough County, Florida

Name:__Wayne Gochnauer

Address: _0815 Maple Lane

City: Tampa . State:_Florida . Zip: 33010
Telep}mne: (813} 0621-2637,

Pesﬁﬁld\ I_OCdt!OI'l 0{. IODOHL(I POTI(] %“

My mother, Helen Gochnauer (who has placecl this property in a trust followinb
the death of Iy father about a vear ago), was unable to be at the June 30th meeting
due to ﬂmnb out that momming for a two week out of state trip. | therefor attended the
meeting as a representative.

Per my conversation with Mr. Frank Schwartz at the above mentioned meeting, 1
uncluxtancl that the site (lznown as Pmpoaecl Pond 3) is considered to be the sole
option for a location in the apphcab]e basin.

As this location involves a portion of our family’s pasture, I would prefer to see an
area [elsewllere] used, that is not in current usage, The Image of preference Leing given
to utilizing land that is curren’c]y in use over wooded areas (seeming]y all such being
considered as "Wetlanc}s") and lligller valued land (as that with road f,mntage) is not a
plea:ant tlloubllt

One pu.fnnecl suggestion would be the comlnmmD of the basin for this area (basin
27 mth the basin to the north 1, with an adequate]v sized poncl located NW of the
U8 301/ Qllbll Ave. intersection, which poncl [ believe iz drafted as l}cmb along the
Harnev Canal.

There is property both to the south and east of us that is currentl_v under-utilized.

That vacant land to the south (which would lilzely entail a longer pipe run if using

the sanie propnsec] easement to I\laple Lane) Ims an existing pond at the cast end



From: W. Gochnauer (813) 821-2632 [Prmiy Send){Prmily. Send) D&T: 7/8/98 23:112:19 Py 20!2

which may or may not be incorporated into a highway stormwater ponci. I realize that
doing S0 may disturh the anigator(s) which makes its home there, That applics to the
existing poncl in the S.W. corner of our property also.

The (O'Berry) property to the east has an area of unutilized land to the north of
the two existing ponds, these latter pon(}s lx-:ing in line with the c,]u.'ainage ditch which
is along our south property line. The outflow (to the Tampa B}’pass Canal) casement
would pass through this area anyway under the proposec] pond location. Fither a pond
or an outflow easement at the northem partion of that property could invelve a small
former dump in the N.W. correr.

If an [inﬂow] casement were ruled to be required tlu'ougll the western portion of
our properiy (a]ong i\Iaple Lane), it would pref‘eral)ly be located to the south of the
bui]c]ings, where it would cause a lesser disturbance to ils current usage. As referred to
in conversation with Mr Sch\vartz, this would also necessitate the removal of fewer
cypress trees.

Any requimd iiig]uvay stormwater pond on the property should be located along the
Fast side or possibly in the 8. corner, with allowance made for that drainagc which

flows to the S.E. corer. I such need arises, my mother may have some input on that.

Disclaimer: The opinions expressed herein are raine, and do not necessavily reflect
P P

-

tlmse of any 1anc{o“-'ners and/or otllet: resiclents of this ncigl}borhood.

Bincwely, W. Bochnausn
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WPI Seg. No. 255362 1

U.S. 301
(Interstate 4 to Fowler Avenue)
Hillsborough County, Florida

Name: //’// > \—f’ “ /r&cu;//@ ?7""/6’

Address: __ e o0 \b& i 2 W e ;7&—
City: ’L7’c?v\1)m . State: _ 4= Zip: 5. E6./11
Telephone: Y/ 3?// S 2/ O

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Jerry Comellas Ir., P.E., Acting
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by July 10, 1998 so project development may proceed.
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COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT (PD&E) STUDY
PUBLIC HEARING IV

S8 UL -9 Al B 2N
WPI Seg. No. 255362 1

U.S. 301
(Interstate 4 to Fowler Avenue)
Hillsborough County, Florida

Name: T be s Qeanes  OR C e A

Address: A0S R o MASW oo d

City: ™S en 008 88 S o State: R e Zipr RDITAT
Telephone: __© V¥l — 56 Nb .

Note: Piease sign and retumn to a FDOT representative or mail t0: Jerry Comellas Jr., P.E., Acting
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKiniey Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by July 10, 1998 so project development may proceed.
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT (PD&E) STUDY"Q

T""‘\
PUBLIC HEARING = ?%
WPI Seg. No. 255362 1 -
U.S. 301 =
(Interstate 4 to Fowler Avenue) o
Hillsborough County, Florida o
——=>  Name: m\&u/ﬁ\,bm o Q\(\ % CJKJWN
Address: 1 1S 0 oW G ood
City T 0 050 S 0S5 80y State:
Telephone: Tr¥Vvw—- S5,

k&/ Zip: _3 AN}

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Jerry Comellas Jr., P.E., Acting

District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by July 10, 1998 so project development may proceed.
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT (PD&E} STUDY
PUBLIC HEARING

WPI Seg. No. 255362 1
U.S. 301

(Interstate 4 to Fowler Avenue)
Hillsborough County, Florida
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Name:

Address: g0 Boy [

City: Wty 2 s State: _F=L .  Zipi_TH G/
Telephone: D=5 G e

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Jerry Comellas Jr., P.E., Acting
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKiniey Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by July 10, 1998 so project development may proceed.

WO'L«@O 'ﬂ/f?,&»:ze_f //“é,a_ 7D L&O’p—a . (,__E)!Of“ﬁ_‘-}
JZ P D}’a-yﬂ/fﬁ’“ Pref. Ene. ([({eperT-
(oo Tss. |99 F

M")'—"’

2 copies ] Aderiafie (pmﬁ/,m/)
Aotcecrive,. 57 LS =387 45%1'-61/%%»97 227
Juborsbetom oo cis s
hc,(/%W o i & C V%r‘""“

k d/&/@“a/&cﬁa rwgé\c,(u?ﬁ—zy— W
;va.

!

(Use Reverse Side If Necessary)



)

L ope
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT (PD&E) ST8Bv & Lot .
PUBLIC HEARING 98 U e
TS M g

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

WPI Seg. No. 255362 1

U.S. 301
(Interstate 4 to Fowler Avenue)
Hillsborough County, Florida

Name: Q/L/Kﬂ, //Z é// /W@ 4 [z b‘”‘ff”‘/?’;?/;’

Address: L/ | ///W%’Lﬁ EL el e
City: State: Zip:
Telephone:

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Jerry Comellas Ir., P.E., Acting
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by July 10, 1998 so project development may proceed.
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT (PD&E) STUDY
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WPI Seg. No. 255362 1

U.S, 301
(Interstate 4 fo Fowler Avenue)
Hillsborough County, Florida

Name: 7. €. mel At R — Ll s . Cos D P, - 272 £
Address: g Bot [ A

City: T AP Sate; _ T Zip: _TE &/
Telephone: /,7—’7 2 —5 /2

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Jerry Comelias Jr., P.E., Acting
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please
have comments postmarked by July 10, 1998 so project development may proceed.
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT (PD&E) STUDY
PUBLIC HEARING

WPI Seg. No. 255362 1

U.S. 301 T
(Interstate 4 to Fowler Avenue) e
M

Hillsborough County, Florida
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S Gy
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Name:

Address: LO. Box SagalM -
City: Tompa State: 1 Zip: 33652
Telephone: _( %! 1) 262~ o Z/k_q’

Note: Please sign and return to a FDOT representative or mail to: Jerry Comellas Jr., P.E., Acting
District Seven PD&E Engineer, 11201 N. McKinley Drive, Tampa, Florida 33612-6403. Please

have comments postmarked by July 10, 1998 so project development may proceed
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