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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Project Overview 

Hillsborough County is proposing to extend Citrus Park Drive from Countryway Boulevard to 
Sheldon Road in Hillsborough County.  The project is a new 2.82-mile roadway that 
connects two existing segments of Citrus Park Drive.  This project will be compatible with 
the proposed Northwest Recreational Corridor Plan (NRCP) to the extent feasible.  The 
study will also evaluate improvements at the Countryway Boulevard and Sheldon Road 
intersections.  The proposed typical section is a four-lane urban roadway with four 12-foot 
travel lanes, bicycle lanes and sidewalks.  A pedestrian/equestrian underpass or overpass 
(multi-purpose crossing) will also be evaluated.  

In addition, interim improvements to the existing segment of Citrus Park Drive east of 
Countryway Boulevard that will provide access to the proposed Deer Park Elementary 
School (to be completed in August 2007) will be designed under a separate contract.  These 
interim improvements include the extension of the existing Citrus Park Drive roadway stub-
out with a cul-de-sac, driveway connections, and an exclusive eastbound left-turn lane into 
Deer Park Elementary School.  Interim improvements will be designed and constructed with 
consideration for future potential ultimate improvement concepts developed in this study. 

1.2 Public Involvement Introduction 

A Public Involvement Program was developed (April 2006, revised August 2006) and is 
being carried out as an integral part of this project.  The purpose of this program is to 
establish and maintain communication with the public at-large and concerned individuals 
and agencies.   

Hillsborough County provided an Advance Notification package to local, state and federal 
agencies.  Hillsborough County conducted interagency coordination and consultation, 
including meetings and various forms of correspondence throughout the development of the 
PD&E Study.   

A Public Information Meeting was held on June 15, 2006.  The Public Information Meeting 
presented the four alternatives being studied, including the No-Build Alternative, and 
provided individuals the opportunity to express their views concerning the conceptual design 
and social, economic, and environmental effects of the proposed improvements.  A second 
Public Information Meeting, held on October 17, 2006, presented the preferred alternative 
and offered an additional opportunity for interested parties to provide comments concerning 
the project.  

This document details Hillsborough County’s program to fully identify, address, and resolve 
all project-related issues identified through the Public Involvement Program. 
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2.0 ADVANCE NOTIFICATION 
In accordance with Executive Order 95-359, Hillsborough County initiated early project 
coordination on March 31, 2006 by distribution of an Advance Notification (AN) package to 
the Florida State Clearinghouse, Office of the Governor, Tallahassee, Florida.  The AN 
package defined the project and described anticipated issues and effects.  The 60-day 
comment period (with extension if requested in writing of Hillsborough County by the State 
Clearinghouse) was afforded to allow for distribution and receipt of agency responses.   

The following agencies received AN packages.  An asterisk (*) indicates those agencies that 
responded to the package. 

FEDERAL 

Federal Highway Administration, Division Administrator  

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Regional Director 

Federal Transit Administration – Region IV, Regional Administrator 

US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Field Environmental Officer 

US Department of Interior – US Geological Survey, Chief - Office of Regional Services 

US Environmental Protection Agency – Region IV, Regional Administrator 

US Army Corps of Engineers – Regulatory Branch, District Engineer  

*US Department of Health and Human Services – National Center for Environmental Health 

*US Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service, Field Supervisor 

US Department of the Interior – Bureau of Land Management, Eastern States Office 

*Federal Aviation Administration – Orlando Airports District Office, Southern Region 

US Department of the Interior – National Park Service, Southeast Regional Office 

*US Department of Commerce – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National 
Marine Fisheries Service 

US Department of Interior – Office of Trust Responsibilities, Bureau of Indian Affairs  

Federal Railroad Administration – Office of Economic Analysis, Director 

US Environmental Protection Agency – Region IV, Regional Storm Water Coordinator 
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STATE 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Office of Environmental Services 

*Florida Department of Environmental Protection 

*Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources 

Florida Department of Transportation, Environmental Management Office 

REGIONAL 

*Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council 

*Southwest Florida Water Management District 

LOCAL 

*Hillsborough County Metropolitan Planning Organization 

*Hillsborough County City-County Planning Commission 

Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission 

Hillsborough County, County Administrator 

Hillsborough County, Public Works Department 

Hillsborough County, Public Works Department, Transportation Maintenance Division 

Hillsborough County, Public Works Department, Transportation Maintenance Division, Right-
of-Way Management Office 

Hillsborough County, Emergency Management Department 

Hillsborough County, County Commission, Board of County Commissioners  

Hillsborough County, Water Resource Services 

Hillsborough County, Planning and Growth Management Department 

*Hillsborough Area Regional Transit (HARTLine) 

Hillsborough County Public Schools 

Hillsborough County, Office of Neighborhood Relations 

*Hillsborough County, Parks, Recreation and Conservation Department 
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Southwest Florida Water Management District, Resource Regulation Division 
Pre-Application Meeting 

August 2, 2006 

The county met with SWFWMD to discuss the environmental and water-related issues 
surrounding the proposed project, specifically regarding the SWFWMD permit application.  
In addition to discussing the numerous wetlands in the project area and the significant 
wildlife corridor issues, SWFWMD also stated several requirements from Hillsborough 
County in its permit application.  These requirements included demonstrating the elimination 
and reduction of impacts, providing appropriate mitigation using UMAM if possible, 
demonstrating no adverse impacts for a 25-year, 24-hour storm event, demonstrating no 
impedance to conveyance of contributing off-site flows, demonstrating no increases to flood 
stages on off-site property, providing equivalent compensating storage for floodplain 
impacts, providing treatment for the entire project area and contributing off-site flows.  It was 
also discussed that the permit type will be an Individual Construction ERP, with Sections A, 
C, and E being required. 

Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission 
Meeting 

August 30, 2006 

Hillsborough County Public Works met with Kelly Holland, Environmental Supervisor at the 
Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission (EPC) to discuss both the 
proposed Citrus Park Drive Extension as well as the interim improvements related to the 
Deer Park Elementary School.  It was discussed that permitting should be conducted under 
a Miscellaneous Activity in Wetlands (MAIW) permit.  During the site inspection, if impacts 
are likely to occur, then a final wetland delineation (FDel) and mitigation would be required.  
EPC stated that a final site inspection will be required for final enabling delegation of 
authority (EDA) determination, and recommended a joint meeting regarding the school and 
the roadway to discuss impacts. 

4.0 PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETINGS SUMMARY 

4.1 First Public Information Meeting – June 15, 2006 

A Public Information Meeting was held on June 15, 2006 at the Upper Tampa Bay Regional 
Public Library, 11211 Countryway Boulevard in Tampa, Florida from 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.  
The meeting was held to present the alternatives being studied in the PD&E Study and to 
give the public the opportunity to express their views concerning the conceptual design and 
social, economic, and environmental effects of the proposed improvements.  The number of 
persons who signed the attendance sheets at the meeting totaled 72.  Copies of the 
attendance rosters are included in Appendix B.  Additionally, ten Hillsborough County and 
consultant staff members also signed the attendance sheets.  Some members of the public 
listed their affiliation/organization or neighborhood/community on the sign-in sheets.  These 
organizations or communities included:  

• Westchase Community Association 
• Westchase 
• Countryway resident 
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• Fawn Ridge 
• Canterbury 
• Windsor Place 
• The St. Petersburg Times 
• Mandolin 
• Tree Tops 
• Deer Park PTA 
• Upper Tampa Bay Alliance – President 
• Highland Lake 
• Sheffield/Westchester 
• Waterchase 

Project documents displayed at the meeting included the Draft Design Traffic Report, Draft 
Contamination Screening, Preliminary Roadway Soil Survey Report, Draft Cultural 
Resources Assessment Survey, Draft Concept Plans, and Draft Wetlands Summary 
Document. 

The meeting on June 15, 2006 consisted of:  

• an open house during which the public could view a continuously-running video and 
the concept plans and project documents on display; 

• the project team introduction and oral presentations by Hillsborough County Project 
Manager Ben Kniesly and PB Project Manager Greg Cutrone, followed by a question 
and answer session where meeting attendees could present their comments to the 
full group; and 

• additional open house time where attendees could view the graphics exhibits and 
pose questions in a one-on-one setting to county and PB staff.   

Project brochures and blank comment forms were available to all attendees (see Appendix 
B). 

Persons were able to offer comments or ask questions in one of three ways:   

• make an oral statement during the question and answer portion of the meeting;  
• complete the Comment Form and drop it in the ‘Comment Form’ boxes; or   
• complete and mail the Comment Form to the PB Project Manager, Greg Cutrone. 

Specific questions and comments raised at the Public Information Meeting were answered 
during the meeting in the question and answer session, on a one-on-one basis with county 
and PB staff at the meeting or during informal discussions with concerned individuals.  
Seven people made oral comments or statements during the question and answer period.  
Eighteen written comment sheets were received at the first Public Information Meeting.  
Eleven written comments were received after that meeting via postal mail and e-mail.  These 
comments totaled 29 written statements (many providing more than one comment), which 
were received either at the meeting or by mail/e-mail.  The comments are summarized in 
Section 5.0. 



Comments and Coordination Report Citrus Park Drive Extension PD&E Study 
February 23, 2007 CIP No.  61134 

11

4.2 Second Public Information Meeting – October 17, 2006 

A second Public Information Meeting was held on October 17, 2006 at Sickles High School, 
7950 Gunn Highway in Tampa, Florida from 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.  The meeting was held to 
present the alternatives being studied in the PD&E Study and to give the public the 
opportunity to express their views concerning the conceptual design and social, economic, 
and environmental effects of the proposed improvements.  The number of persons who 
signed the attendance sheets at the meeting totaled 103.  Copies of the attendance rosters 
are included in Appendix B.  Additionally, 12 Hillsborough County and consultant staff 
members also signed the attendance sheets.  Some members of the public listed their 
affiliation/organization or neighborhood/community on the sign-in sheets.  These 
organizations or communities included:  

• Citrus Park Civic Association 
• Fawn Lake Homeowners Association 
• Fawn Ridge 
• Fawn Ridge Homeowners Association – President 
• Mandolin Reserve 
• Mandolin Reserve – Vice President 
• Tampa Tribune 
• Upper Tampa Bay Alliance  
• Westchase 
• Westchase Reporter 
• Windsor Place 

Project documents displayed at the meeting included the Draft Design Traffic Report, Draft 
Contamination Screening Evaluation Report, Preliminary Roadway Soil Survey Report, Draft 
Cultural Resources Assessment Survey, Draft Concept Plans, and Draft Wetlands Report, 
Draft Threatened and Endangered Species Report, and Draft Comment Summary. 

The meeting on October 17, 2006 consisted of:  

• an open house during which the public could view the concept plans and project 
documents on display;  

• the project team introduction and oral presentations by Hillsborough County Project 
Manager Ben Kniesly and PB Project Manager Greg Cutrone, followed by a question 
and answer session where meeting attendees could present their comments to the 
full group; 

• additional open house time where attendees could view the graphics exhibits and 
pose questions in a one-on-one setting to county and PB staff.   

Project brochures and blank comment forms were available to all attendees (see Appendix 
B). 

Persons were able to offer comments or ask questions in one of three ways:   

• make an oral statement during the question and answer portion of the meeting;  
• complete the Comment Form and drop it in the ‘Comment Form’ boxes; or   
• complete and mail the Comment Form to the PB Project Manager, Greg Cutrone. 
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Specific questions and comments raised at the Public Information Meeting were answered 
during the meeting in the question and answer session, on a one-on-one basis with county 
and PB staff at the meeting or during informal discussions with concerned individuals.  
Thirty-two people made oral comments or statements during the question and answer 
period.  Thirty-four written statements (many providing more than one comment) were 
received at the meeting.  An additional 55 comments were received via mail or e-mail after 
the second meeting.  The comments are summarized in Section 5.0. 

5.0 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 
This section summarizes the substantive comments received at the two Public Information 
Meetings and thereafter until December 22, 2006.  The written comments are provided in 
Appendix C.  The major issues raised were primarily related to the effects on nearby and 
adjacent properties.  These comments have been reviewed and are summarized in Table 1, 
along with responses.  The comments in Table 1 are listed in order of numbers received.  
The project team prepared a newsletter consisting of questions frequently asked in the 
written comments and county responses.  The newsletter (Appendix B) was mailed in late 
December 2006 to meeting attendees and written commenters who had provided their 
addresses.   
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

70 Request noise barriers/noise abatement measures. 
Noise level analysis for the residences in the vicinity of the proposed 
roadway is not being conducted as part of this PD&E Study.  At this 
time, Hillsborough County does not construct noise barriers. 

22 
Concerns with speeders and posted speed limit on 
proposed road, and suggest lowered posted speed limit, 
such as 30 mph or 35 mph. 

A maximum posted speed of 40 mph is proposed.  The alignment 
also includes several horizontal and vertical curves to encourage 
lower operating speeds.  It is anticipated that a lower posted speed, 
a flashing signal and school zone speed limits will be implemented 
in the vicinity of the proposed Deer Park Elementary School. 

19 Opposed to proposed project. Comment noted. 

19 Requests for vegetative buffers and landscaping (some 
for noise abatement and some for aesthetics). 

Vegetative buffers less than 100 feet have not been shown to 
provide substantial noise abatement.  Hillsborough County will 
consider various options for establishing vegetation in areas of the 
roadway that do not currently have vegetation, and the associated 
scheduling to maximize the benefit to the drivers and residents in 
the Citrus Park Drive Extension vicinity. 

17 In support of proposed project. Comment noted. 

14 

Concerns with entering and exiting the Deer Park 
Elementary School and the residential subdivisions on 
the west end of the project (e.g., Windsor Place, 
Mandolin Reserve, Mandolin Estates).  Especially 
concerned with making left turns.  Request traffic signals 
at the intersections on west end of project (at 
subdivisions and at intersection of Citrus Park Drive and 
Countryway Boulevard) to reduce speeding problems. 

Traffic signals cannot be installed at the intersections of Minaret 
Drive/Windsor Place Circle or Blacksmith Drive due to federal, state 
and local intersection spacing standards.  However, Hillsborough 
County will evaluate the possibility of placing stop signs and/or 
directional median openings at these locations, in order to facilitate 
drivers entering and exiting these communities.  Additional analysis 
will be conducted during the design phase to ensure safe and 
efficient access in and out of these residential developments.  Traffic 
signals are proposed at the intersections of Countryway Boulevard, 
Sheldon Road and Fawn Ridge Boulevard.  A traffic signal at the 
Deer Park Elementary School will be evaluated during design.  It is 
anticipated that a lower posted speed, a flashing signal and school 
zone speed limits will be implemented in the vicinity of the proposed 
Deer Park Elementary School. 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

14 
Suggest moving proposed alignment farther south in the 
vicinity of Fawn Ridge, to minimize effects to residents on 
Breland Drive, Hannigan Court, and Key West Circle. 

Hillsborough County has evaluated the possibility of an alignment 
alternative that is located farther south of the homes on Breland 
Drive and Hannigan Court.  At the October 17, 2006, public 
information meeting, a display featured two options, and listed the 
attributes and limitations of alignments located farther south of the 
preferred alignment.  These alignments were determined to be 
infeasible because they impact existing mitigation areas, negatively 
affect roadway geometry, and require substantial land acquisition for 
mitigation.  Specifically, moving the alignment to the south would 
result in two offset T-intersections, lowering capacity (Level of 
Service, or LOS) and creating increased congestion, which would 
result in unacceptable crash potential. 

13 Concerned with project’s effect on property values of 
nearby residences. 

Property values are subject to the influences of multiple factors.  
Hillsborough County cannot predict or assess the future disposition 
of property values. 

10 Concerned with potential increase in crime due to 
increased access to residential areas. 

Hillsborough County cannot make any assertions concerning the 
potential increase or decrease in crime rates and has taken all the 
necessary steps to plan a safe public roadway. 

9 Suggest road be built as a 2-lane roadway, rather than a 
4-lane roadway. 

Traffic modeling and evaluations detailed in the Design Traffic 
Report indicate that traffic demands in the area will surpass the 
capacity offered by a 2-lane road before 2010.  Because of this, the 
roadway is proposed as a 4-lane typical section (2 lanes in each 
direction). 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

8 Suggest implementing measures such as speed bumps, 
speed tables. 

Measures such as speed bumps and speed tables have been 
studied, and are not considered necessary or feasible.  However, 
other speed controlling measures are being implemented or 
considered.  Traffic signals are proposed at the intersections of 
Countryway Boulevard, Sheldon Road and Fawn Ridge Boulevard.  
A traffic signal at the Deer Park Elementary School will be evaluated 
during design. A maximum posted speed of 40 mph is proposed.  
The alignment also includes several horizontal and vertical curves to 
encourage lower operating speeds.  It is anticipated that a lower 
posted speed, a flashing signal and school zone speed limits will be 
implemented in the vicinity of the proposed Deer Park Elementary 
School. 

6 Concern for impacts to wetlands. 

A wetlands impact analysis has been conducted, and is detailed in 
the Wetlands Report.  The preferred alignment has fewer impacts to 
wetlands as compared to the other alignment alternatives 
considered in the PD&E Study.  Mitigation for wetland impacts will 
be required.  The No-Build Alternative is expected to have no 
impacts to wetlands. 

6 Concern for impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat. 

Threatened and endangered species have been evaluated in the 
Threatened and Endangered Species Report.  Although the 
potential for threatened and endangered species occurring in the 
project corridor exists, the project is not expected to adversely 
impact any threatened and endangered species.  The preferred 
alignment has fewer impacts to threatened and endangered species 
as compared to the other alignment alternatives considered in the 
PD&E Study.  The No-Build Alternative is expected to have no 
impacts to threatened and endangered species. 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

5 Concerns regarding traffic signals causing gridlock and/or 
requests to minimize the number of traffic signals. 

At this time, the proposed improvements include new traffic signals 
at Countryway Boulevard and Fawn Ridge Boulevard.  The existing 
traffic signal at Sheldon Road will remain.  The traffic signals at the 
intersection of Citrus Park Drive and Sheldon Road and the 
intersection of Citrus Park Drive and Fawn Ridge Boulevard will be 
synchronized to minimize the effects of these closely-spaced traffic 
signals. 

4 Citrus Park Drive Extension should be extended to 
Linebaugh Avenue. 

Extending Citrus Park Drive Extension to Linebaugh Avenue is a 
part of the county's Long Range Transportation Plan; however, it is 
not being studied as part of this PD&E Study.  This extension may 
be reviewed by Hillsborough County in the future. 

4 Put in roundabouts to slow traffic. 

Hillsborough County has considered roundabouts; however, it was 
determined that the disadvantages outweigh the advantages.  
Roundabouts will not provide the required levels of service nor will 
accommodate the projected traffic, and are not feasible for the 
proposed 4-lane typical section.  The right-of-way requirements for a 
roundabout would be more than double the right-of-way 
requirements for the preferred alignment, and would therefore have 
more environmental and wetland impacts, as well as a higher right-
of-way acquisition cost.  Roundabouts would likely cause excessive 
delays as drivers divert onto them, and are also likely to increase the 
number of accidents.  Additional construction costs, additional 
illumination costs, and possible conflict with the planned multi-
purpose (e.g., pedestrian, equestrian) crossing, are also 
disadvantages.  To ensure a thorough investigation has been 
performed, the county plans to further explore the installation of a 
roundabout at a potential future intersection of Montague Street at 
Citrus Park Drive in the design phase. 

4 Request that traffic flow be studied from Citrus Park Drive 
south on Countryway Boulevard to investigate safety. 

The traffic flow from westbound Citrus Park Drive to southbound 
Countryway Boulevard has been studied as part of the Design 
Traffic Report.  
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

4 Suggestions for turn lanes at various intersections of 
proposed project. 

A new traffic signal will be provided at the Citrus Park Drive and 
Countryway Boulevard intersection.  Dual left-turn lanes from 
westbound Citrus Park Drive to southbound Countryway Boulevard, 
dual right-turn lanes from westbound Citrus Park Drive to 
northbound Countryway Boulevard, and a left-turn lane from 
southbound Countryway Boulevard to eastbound Citrus Park Drive 
will be provided.  Crosswalks, pedestrian signals and Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant curb ramps will be provided. 
 
The following features are proposed in the vicinity of the Deer Park 
Elementary School:  a lower posted speed limit, directional median 
openings, an exclusive left-turn lane, a flashing signal, and school 
zone speed limits. 
 
The new Citrus Park Drive Extension and Fawn Ridge Boulevard 
intersection will include a new traffic signal that will operate in 
conjunction with the traffic signal at Sheldon Road.  There will also 
be a left-turn lane from eastbound Citrus Park Drive Extension to 
northbound Fawn Ridge Boulevard, and a left-turn lane from 
southbound Fawn Ridge Boulevard to eastbound Citrus Park Drive 
Extension. 
 
The existing signal at the Sheldon Road and Citrus Park Drive 
intersection will remain, and will operate in conjunction with the 
Fawn Ridge Boulevard traffic signal.  In addition, several turn lanes 
will be included.  There will be a dual left-turn lane from eastbound 
Citrus Park Drive Extension to northbound Sheldon Road, a right-
turn lane from eastbound Citrus Park Drive Extension to southbound 
Sheldon Road, a left-turn lane from northbound Sheldon Road to 
westbound Citrus Park Drive Extension, and a dual left-turn lane 
from southbound Sheldon Road to eastbound Citrus Park Drive. 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

4 The preferred alignment will reduce the privacy in my 
backyard. 

Hillsborough County will consider working with the community for 
privacy walls where needed and various options for establishing 
vegetation in areas of the roadway that do not currently have 
vegetation. 

3 Concerns regarding proposed roadway creating unsafe 
conditions for school children. 

Crosswalks are planned at the Countryway Boulevard and Sheldon 
Road intersections.  Also, a new signalized intersection with 
crosswalks at the Deer Park Elementary School will be evaluated 
during design.  Sidewalks are planned along both the north and 
south sides of the proposed roadway.  Traffic signals are planned at 
Citrus Park Drive Extension and Sheldon Road, Fawn Ridge 
Boulevard, and Countryway Boulevard.  These safety measures will 
help provide safe conditions for school children and other 
pedestrians. 

3 Concerns regarding relocation of Fawn Ridge entrance. 

Hillsborough County has received correspondence that the Fawn 
Ridge Maintenance Association has been aware of the proposed 
Citrus Park Drive Extension project, and that the Association has a 
contingency fund to relocate the Fawn Ridge community entrance 
features (sign, planters, lighting, etc.) to the north side of the Citrus 
Park Drive Extension on Fawn Ridge Boulevard when the project is 
finished. 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

3 
Concerns regarding the intersection at the proposed 
Deer Park Elementary School (e.g., suggestions for 
roundabouts, queuing lane). 

The following features are proposed in the vicinity of the Deer Park 
Elementary School:  a lower posted speed limit, directional median 
openings, an exclusive left-turn lane, a flashing signal, and school 
zone speed limits.  A traffic signal at the school will be evaluated 
during design. 
 
Hillsborough County has considered roundabouts; however, it was 
determined that the disadvantages outweigh the advantages.  
Roundabouts will not provide the required levels of service nor will 
accommodate the projected traffic, and are not feasible for the 
proposed 4-lane typical section.  The right-of-way requirements for a 
roundabout would be more than double the right-of-way 
requirements for the preferred alignment, and would therefore have 
more environmental and wetland impacts, as well as a higher cost.  
Roundabouts would likely cause excessive delays as drivers divert 
onto them, and are also likely to increase the number of accidents.  
Additional construction costs, not including additional right-of-way, 
additional illumination costs, and possible conflict with the planned 
multi-purpose (e.g., pedestrian, equestrian) crossing, are also 
disadvantages. 

3 Widen Linebaugh Avenue to 6 lanes from Sheldon to 
Countryway Boulevard. 

Improvements at other intersections and roadways are included as 
part of Hillsborough County's regional transportation planning.  
Comments about improvements at specific locations will be 
reviewed by Hillsborough County.  Widening Linebaugh Avenue to 6 
lanes from Sheldon Road to Gunn Highway has been identified in 
the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).  This widening was 
included in the modeling for the Citrus Park Drive Extension, which 
showed the Extension is still needed. 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

3 Widen South Mobley Road instead of constructing 
proposed project. 

Improvements at other intersections and roadways are included as 
part of Hillsborough County's regional transportation planning.  
Comments about improvements at specific locations will be 
reviewed by Hillsborough County.  Widening South Mobley Road to 
4 lanes has been identified in the LRTP.  This widening was 
included in the modeling for the Citrus Park Drive Extension, which 
showed the Extension is still needed. 

2 Citrus Park Drive should be designated as evacuation 
route. 

Citrus Park Drive Extension does not meet the criteria to be a 
designated evacuation route. 

2 Citrus Park shopping areas currently have adequate 
access, and do not need additional roads. 

The traffic flow to the Citrus Park shopping areas has been studied 
as part of the Design Traffic Report, and although access is 
provided, the current roadway network will not support future traffic 
volumes.  The model shows failing Level of Service (LOS) on area 
roads, and that the Citrus Park Drive Extension is needed. 

2 

Concerns regarding Fawn Ridge Homeowners 
Association’s (HOA) use, access and/or saleability of 
Tampa Electric Company (TECO) easement property 
south of Key West Circle. 

The TECO easement will be accessible from Sheldon Road and 
Fawn Ridge Boulevard.  Concerns regarding its use or saleability 
are not under the purview of the Hillsborough County Public Works 
Department, and may need to be discussed between TECO and the 
Fawn Ridge HOA. 

2 
How can the county build a road that is meant to provide 
access to the Northwest Recreational Corridor, which 
isn’t funded yet, and may never be built? 

This road is needed for regional transportation purposes.  The level 
of service on surrounding roads is projected to fail if the Citrus Park 
Drive Extension is not built. 

2 

Opposed to proposed project because proposed 3-mile 
roadway will not accomplish objectives of the LRTP, and 
the area will be adequately served by the planned and 
funded widening of other roads such as South Mobley 
Road, Race Track Road, and Linebaugh Avenue 
(between Countryway Boulevard and Race Track Road). 

The No-Build Alternative has been analyzed and is determined to 
not be consistent with the LRTP.  The three alternatives analyzed 
and listed in the evaluation matrix (as displayed in the public 
information meetings and in the PER) were determined to be 
consistent with the LRTP.  Additionally, traffic flow has been studied 
as part of the Design Traffic Report, and the model shows failing 
LOS on area roads, and that the Citrus Park Drive Extension is 
needed. 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

2 Preserve sidewalk and common area along Mandolin 
Reserve. 

The sidewalk on the south side of Citrus Park Drive near Mandolin 
Reserve will be maintained and will continue to Sheldon Road.  
Additionally, a new sidewalk along the north side of Citrus Park 
Drive from Countryway Boulevard to Sheldon Road is included as 
part of the proposed improvements. 

2 
Proposed project would increase air pollution in vicinity of 
project due to construction and/or additional vehicular 
traffic. 

Minor air quality impacts are anticipated during construction.  The 
contractor will be required to follow applicable federal, state and 
local pollution control measures during construction.  An air quality 
study was not performed for this project.  

2 
The preferred alignment has been selected with 
consideration only given to project cost, and minimal 
attention given to affected property owners. 

Various alternative alignments have been analyzed as part of the 
comprehensive PD&E Study completed for this proposed project.  
As shown during the public information meetings and in the PER, a 
matrix, encompassing multiple factors, including the five primary 
factors the county considers, was used to quantitatively and 
qualitatively assess each alternative’s strengths and weaknesses.  
These factors included: Wetlands Affected, T&E Species, 
Cultural/Historic Resources, Existing Park lands, NWRCP and Parks 
Department Support, Community, Residential Relocations, Business 
Relocations, Number of Parcels Affected, Contamination Sites of 
Concern, Water Quality, Safety, Bridge Construction Costs, 
Roadway Construction Costs, Right-of-Way Costs, Total Cost, and 
Consistency with the LRTP. 

2 
Utilize overpasses (for example, over Fawn Ridge 
Boulevard, Racetrack/Nine Eagles/Countryway 
Boulevard). 

Hillsborough County has considered overpasses; however, it was 
determined that the disadvantages outweigh the advantages.  
Vehicular overpasses would require the construction of interchanges 
which were determined to be infeasible due to numerous residential 
relocations, high costs, and extensive right-of-way requirements. 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

1 
Area roadways do not have the congestion problems that 
most major thoroughfares in Tampa have.  Attention 
should be focused on those other areas instead. 

Improvements at other intersections and roadways are included as 
part of Hillsborough County's regional transportation planning.  
Comments about improvements at specific locations will be 
reviewed by Hillsborough County.  Additionally, traffic flow has been 
studied as part of the Design Traffic Report, and the model shows 
failing LOS on area roads, and that the Citrus Park Drive Extension 
is needed. 

1 
Before proceeding with new construction, re-pave 
Linebaugh Avenue between Sheldon Road and Race 
Track Road. 

Linebaugh Avenue has recently been repaved. 

1 Better construction restraints in regard to planning are 
needed. 

Growth and development will continue to be controlled and 
conducted according to Hillsborough County planning and 
development standards and procedures, as well as state and federal 
standards.  With the planned Northwest Recreational Corridor Plan 
in this area, no residential or commercial development is planned 
between Countryway Boulevard and Sheldon Road. 

1 
Citrus Park Drive Extension should not be allowed to be 
a truck route, because it would be dangerous and 
undesirable. 

Citrus Park Drive Extension does not meet the criteria to be a 
designated truck route.  

1 
Citrus Park Drive Extension should utilize the alternative 
that has the sidewalk separated as far as possible from 
the roadway. 

The preferred typical section has sidewalks on both sides of the 
roadway.  The sidewalks are separated by a 5-foot buffer.  A larger 
buffer requires more right-of-way and would have more impacts. 

1 
Consider building the road through the road next to 
Outback Restaurant on Sheldon through to Westchase.  
What are the impacts of going through that road? 

An alignment near the Outback Restaurant would create another 
major intersection and traffic signal on Sheldon Road, which would 
not meet intersection spacing requirements.  This alignment would 
also impact a wetland mitigation bank and cross the utility 
easement, both of which would be very costly. 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

1 Do not care about park, but do not want any additional 
homes built along the proposed roadway. 

Growth and development will continue to be controlled and 
conducted according to Hillsborough County planning and 
development standards and procedures, as well as state and federal 
standards.  With the planned Northwest Recreational Corridor Plan 
in this area, no residential or commercial development is planned 
between Countryway Boulevard and Sheldon Road. 

1 Do not re-district our neighborhood children to any other 
school besides Deer Park Elementary School. 

School districting is not under the purview of the Hillsborough 
County Public Works office, which is conducting this study. 

1 How will the proposed project impact new industrial areas 
being developed? 

Growth and development will continue to be controlled and 
conducted according to Hillsborough County planning and 
development standards and procedures, as well as state and federal 
standards.  With the planned Northwest Recreational Corridor Plan 
in this area, no residential or commercial development is planned 
between Countryway Boulevard and Sheldon Road. 

1 
How will traffic be controlled without impacting those 
across Racetrack Road, such as the residents of 
Westwood Lakes? 

The proposed Citrus Park Drive Extension is anticipated to serve all 
drivers in the area.  This project could alleviate some traffic on 
Racetrack Road.  

1 
If the Northwest Recreational Corridor Park is not 
ultimately created, will the proposed roadway open the 
way for more development? 

Growth and development will continue to be controlled and 
conducted according to Hillsborough County planning and 
development standards and procedures, as well as state and federal 
standards.  With the planned Northwest Recreational Corridor Plan 
in this area, no residential or commercial development is planned 
between Countryway Boulevard and Sheldon Road. 

1 
Initial planning was poor, which allowed development of 
residences (e.g., Windsor Place) in proximity to the 
planned extension and expansion. 

Comment noted. 

1 
Meeting format should not have been predetermined.  
Question period should be open.  Meeting was public’s, 
not county’s. 

Hillsborough County held the first public information meeting to 
present the PD&E process and the alternatives being analyzed.  The 
county held the second meeting to present the preferred alternative 
and the alternatives evaluation process.   
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

1 Montague Road should be extended to Citrus Park Drive 
Extension. 

Extending Montague Road to connect with Citrus Park Drive 
Extension is not a part of the proposed improvements related to this 
project.  This extension may be reviewed by Hillsborough County in 
the future. 

1 

Most of study addressed east end of project.  Request an 
additional meeting in future to investigate how study 
addresses the school and the west side of project and 
associated issues. 

The PD&E Study analyzed the entire project area for the proposed 
roadway, and the two public information meetings included maps, 
plans, reports and information encompassing the entire roadway 
project area.  In addition, roadway concept plans at the school  were 
also displayed. 

1 

Need to improve north-south roadways, such as Sheldon 
Road, rather than constructing the proposed project.  The 
proposed road will increase the traffic north of Linebaugh 
Avenue onto Sheldon Road. 

Improvements at other intersections and roadways are included as 
part of Hillsborough County's regional transportation planning.  
Comments about improvements at specific locations will be 
reviewed by Hillsborough County. 

1 
No stoplight should be made for Deer Park Elementary, 
but it should be ensured that the school has adequate 
on-site queuing lane. 

At this time, the proposed improvements include new traffic signals 
at Countryway Boulevard and Fawn Ridge Boulevard.  The existing 
traffic signal at Sheldon Road will remain.  The roadway 
improvements at the school include a left-turn lane.  A traffic signal 
at the Deer Park Elementary School will be evaluated during design.  

1 
Opposed to county spending major money on another 
road that dead-ends [at Countryway Boulevard].  Citrus 
Park Drive Extension would only service Westchase. 

Extending Citrus Park Drive Extension to Linebaugh Avenue is a 
part of the county's Long Range Transportation Plan; however, it is 
not being studied as part of this PD&E Study.  This extension may 
be reviewed by Hillsborough County in the future.  The proposed 
Citrus Park Drive Extension is anticipated to serve all drivers in the 
area.  Additionally, traffic flow has been studied as part of the 
Design Traffic Report, and the model shows failing LOS on area 
roads, and that the Citrus Park Drive Extension is needed. 

1 

Proposed project will destroy natural beauty of green 
space and interrupt the park walkway and bike trail that 
were designed to allow non-motorized access to the 
park. 

The proposed roadway will contain landscaping in keeping with the 
NRCP. 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

1 Pursue a variance to the protected status of land at end 
of road near Fawn Ridge Road. 

Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission and 
SWFWMD have indicated that creating significant impacts to 
mitigation areas will be unfavorable for permit approval.  The 
mitigation areas near the east end of the proposed project are 
protected by state, federal and county laws.  Development projects 
require environmental compliance with these laws and impacts to 
wetlands must be eliminated and reduced to the greatest extent 
possible before a permit for a project can be issued.  Any impacts 
that cannot be avoided must be mitigated to the fullest extent via 
creation, enhancement or preservation of wetlands and uplands.  
The wetlands in the area around Fawn Ridge Boulevard were 
created and preserved via a conservation easement for impacts to 
wetlands during the construction of roadways at Citrus Park Mall.  
This deed is held in perpetuity and vacating the easement would 
pose significant permitting issues with the agencies, as it would 
nullify the process of elimination/reduction of wetland impacts that 
must be undertaken prior to any future permits being issued.   

1 Remove the five houses at Key West Circle and move 
the alignment away from Breland Drive. Relocation of five houses would be an undesirable option.   

1 Request bicycle lanes along proposed roadway. Bicycle lanes have been included as part of the proposed typical 
section. 

1 Road will eventually outgrow traffic demands. 

Future traffic along the proposed Citrus Park Drive Extension has 
been modeled as part of the Design Traffic Report.  The model 
forecasts an LOS of B (which is acceptable) through the design year 
2030 and beyond. 

1 Support Alternative 3, expects it to keep traffic volume 
lower and increase safety of trail and sidewalk users. Comment noted. 
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Table 1 
Written Comment Summary 

 

Number 
Received Comment Response 

1 

The Fawn Ridge Maintenance Association has been 
aware and has been planning for the Citrus Park Drive 
Extension project for a long time.  It has created a 
contingency fund to relocate the entrance features (sign, 
planters, lighting, etc.) to the north side of the Citrus Park 
Drive Extension on Fawn Ridge Boulevard when the 
project is finished. 

Comment noted. 

1 

The parcel at northwest corner of Citrus Park Drive 
Extension and Sheldon Road should not be granted a 
rezoning that permits ingress/egress onto Citrus Park 
Drive or Sheldon Road.  Access should be limited to 
Fawn Ridge Boulevard, so that cars can freely stack on 
dedicated southbound turn lane on Sheldon Road and 
can safely accelerate on Citrus Park Drive Extension. 

Access to this parcel is not part of the planned improvements for this 
project.   

1 

This project will be a nightmare for the community if 
commercial development is allowed on the Westfield 
Shoppingtown mall side, or other location along the 
proposed route. 

Growth and development will continue to be controlled and 
conducted according to Hillsborough County planning and 
development standards and procedures, as well as state and federal 
standards.  With the planned Northwest Recreational Corridor Plan 
in this area, no residential or commercial development is planned 
between Countryway Boulevard and Sheldon Road. 

1 Volunteer to serve on a citizen’s board for project, if the 
opportunity arises. Comment noted. 

1 
What makes the projection on the need for this road any 
better than the original projection that included Citrus 
Park Drive Extension in the 2025 plan?   

The original traffic projection for the Citrus Park Drive Extension 
indicated the need for 6 lanes.  The traffic study conducted as part 
of the PD&E Study for this proposed project indicated the need for a 
minimum of 4 lanes.  Hillsborough County has concluded that a 4-
lane typical section for this roadway will be more compatible with the 
park surroundings and residential areas in the vicinity, and will be 
expected to meet the traffic needs of the proposed roadway. 

314*  TOTAL 
Note: *Many comment sheets included comments on more than one issue. 
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6.0 SUMMATION 
Public comments received during and after the Public Information Meetings primarily dealt 
with noise levels and noise barriers, shifting the alignment to the south away from Fawn 
Ridge, speed and speed control measures, general opposition to the project, as well as 
general support of the project. 

While many of the commenters recognized the need for the project to relieve traffic, most 
commenters had concerns with the impacts that the project would have on the nearby 
communities and residences, and the natural environment.  Residents in the communities of 
Fawn Ridge (near the east side of the project) and Windsor Place, Mandolin Estates and 
Mandolin Reserve (near the west side of the project) voiced their concerns regarding the 
impact of the proposed road on their homes and communities, specifically in terms of noise, 
safety, and decrease in privacy. 

Many commenters possibly would be more supportive of the project if certain measures 
were taken during design to minimize some of the impacts.  These measures primarily 
included noise abatement (walls, vegetation, or building materials for homes),  and speed 
and traffic control (lowered posted speed limits, speed calmers, constructing a two-lane road 
rather than a four-lane road, roundabouts or traffic signals/stop signs). 
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Consultation Materials 
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Appendix B 
Public Information Materials 
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Public Information Meeting Brochure 
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Attendance Rosters 
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Public Information Frequently Asked Questions Newsletter 
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Appendix C 
Written Comments 


