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APPENDIX A 
 
 

Response to Comments on the Draft Submittal 



 

March 31, 2006 
 
 
Mr. John Czerepak 
FDOT District One 
801 North Broadway Avenue 
Bartow, FL 33831 
 
RE: SR 82 Corridor Access Management Plan 
 Responses to Comments on Draft SR 82 CAMP dated December 2005 
 GMB Project No.: 01-037.36 
 
Dear John:  
 
The following are GMB Engineers & Planners, Inc.’s responses to comments received on the above referenced project, dated February 27, 2006: 
 
General 
Comment #1:  It would appear that some improvement could be made to establish the Class 3 designation by eliminating some median openings to better utilize Meadow Road as a reverse frontage road.  From the City line 
south of Colonial Boulevard and the Lee County line there are 24 full median openings and 14 directional median openings designated in about 15 miles.  16 of the full median openings do not meet the ½ mile spacing criteria 
for a full median opening. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  Lee County could enact an ordinance designating Meadow Road as a frontage Road.  A sample ordinance from Polk County was provided to Lee County staff in December 2005.   
 
General 
Comment #2:  I do not understand why connection spacing is only measured in one direction.  For example #13 Lee Memorial Park and #14 Gateway are separated by 1,135 ft. but the in the report it is said that #13 meets 
standards. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The connection spacing will be measured from both the directions and those median openings that do not meet Access Class 3 criteria will be noted in the report. 
 
Comment #3:   #10 Landfill Road (identified as a full median opening) 1, 525 ft. from #11 Gateway Blvd. (full) – It is my understanding of F.A.C. Rule 14-97 that a directional left-in/left-out would meet the standard.  This 
would permit the movements for the landfill and allow both #10 and #11 to meet spacing. 
 
Response:  Based on the volume of traffic and type of vehicles along Landfill Road, based upon earlier comment from FDOT, and based on discussions on March 23, 2006, the full median opening # 10 at Landfill 
Road was left unchanged. 
 
Comment #4:  Wallace Avenue – recommendation to close and realign with Gateway Boulevard.  The MPO 2030 FF plan has the Todd Avenue project which extends the existing Todd Avenue to the Gateway Boulevard 
intersection with SR 82. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  No response needed. 
 
Comment #5:  #14 Gateway 1,135 ft. (identified as a directional median opening) separation from #13 Lee Memorial Park (full).  This frontage is part of the Bay-Colony Gateway parcel.  The Gateway parcel has a platted 
internal street that connects to #15 Griffin Drive.   
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The median opening #14 at Gateway was deleted based upon the comment and discussions on March 23, 2006. 



 

 
Comment #6:   #16 Gregory Avenue (full) and #17 Haviland Avenue (full) are separated by 2,035 ft. both connect to the same area and are along Meadow Road.  Haviland Avenue is centered.  Since Meadow Road can act as 
a reverse frontage road, it would appear that the Gregory Avenue connection could be directional. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The full median opening # 16 at Gregory Avenue was converted to a directional median opening based upon the comment and discussions on March 23, 2006. 
 
Comment #7:   #17 Haviland Avenue (full) and #18 no name (directional) identified as Fountains DRI are separated by 870 ft.  It states that it meets Class 3 standards (1,320 for a directional median opening).  The separation 
from #18 to #19 Daniels Pkwy./Gunnery Road is 3,454.  It would appear that #18 would meet Class 3 separation standards if it were relocated to the east, such as at Harry Avenue.  It should be noted the Fountains DRI is a 
new Application for Development Approval and that the project, including access points, has not received local or state approval. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  Based upon the discussions on March 23, 2006 the median opening # 18 was deleted. 
 
Comment #8:   #20 Shawnee Road (full) separated by 2,100 ft. from #19 Daniels Pkwy./Gunnery Road (full) – Shawnee Road is an existing dirt road connecting AG property (including several hundred lots, some existing 
residential) to SR 82.  The parcel has approximately 3,000 LF of frontage.  The Fountains DRI property has approximately 1,200 feet of frontage east of #19 Daniels Pkwy./Gunnery Road.  Shawnee Road is approximately 90 
feet west offset from platted ROW for Eric Avenue.  Options to meet connection spacing: 1) Establish a frontage road on the south side to shift the full median opening approximately 600 feet west and combine with #21 a 
proposed directional median opening; 2) reduce #20 to a directional median opening.   
 
Response:  Based upon the discussions on March 23, 2006 and the median opening providing access for several hundred dwelling units to SR 82, the median opening # 20 at Shawnee Road was left unchanged as a 
full median opening. 
 
Comment #9:  #22 SR 40th Street (full) & #23 Rod & Gun Club (directional) separated by 1,230 ft. & #24 Old SR 82 (full) 2,265 ft. east of #22 SW 40th St.  #23 Rod & Gun Club Rd. connects to large AG parcels, some 
residential.  The parcel to the south of #24 is the Wild Turkey Strand Preserve.  It would appear that #24 could be reduced to a left-in/left-out and provide the same level of access. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening # 24 at Old SR 82 was converted to a directional median opening based upon the comment and discussions on March 23, 2006. 
 
Comment #10:   #26 Sunshine Blvd. (full), realign Greenmeadow Road with #26.  Also note that the 2030 MPO Highway Needs Plan includes a project called Alico Expressway as a toll facility depicted on the MPO map to 
connect to SR 82 at #26. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  No response needed. 
 
Comment #11:   #31 Blackstone Rd./Grant Blvd. (full) 1,795 ft. east of #30 Alabama Rd. (full), 1,716 ft. west of #32 Rue LeBeau Cir. (full) & #35 31 Blackstone Rd./Parkdale Blvd. (full);  It would appear that #35 could be 
reduced to a directional median opening.  On the north side Parkdale Blvd., there are street connections to #37 Jaguar Blvd. and #40 Homestead Road.  On the south side the northbound to eastbound left could be 
accomplished at median opening #31 or a right turn/U-turn at the directional median opening proposed at #36. 
 
Response:  Based upon discussions on March 23, 2006 and Blackstone Road and Parkdale Boulevard south and north of SR 82 being major roadways, the median opening # 35 at Blackstone Road/Parkdale 
Boulevard was left unchanged as a full median opening. 
 
Comment #12:  #38 Sparta Ave. (full, does not meet spacing), #39 Nimitz Blvd. (dir) and #40 Homestead Rd. (full).  All three roads are connected by Meadow Rd. as a parallel frontage rd.  The parcel to the south is a 
preserve owned by Lee County.  If #38 were made into a directional, the SB to EB left could be accomplished by taking Meadow Rd. to Homestead Rd. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening # 38 at Sparta Avenue was converted to a directional median opening based upon the comment and discussions on March 23, 2006.  Also, we recommend 
realigning the unnamed street south of SR 82 with Sparta Avenue. 
 
Comment #13:  #43 (dir) existing unnamed dirt road exists from the parcel at #43 to #42 Bell Blvd. (full). 



 

 
Response:  Comment noted.  The directional median opening # 43 was deleted based upon the comment and discussions on March 23, 2006. 
 
Comment #14:  #44 (full) no name; #45 Eisenhower Blvd. (full); #46 Wildcat Dr. (full) & #47 Columbus Blvd. (full).  Meadow Road runs along the north side and could act as a reverse frontage road.  The proposed median 
openings – there is a single parcel to the south with 5,386 ft. of frontage along median openings #44, #45 & #46 and has internal dirt roads connecting to the three proposed median openings.  IF #46 were made a directional 
median opening, then Columbus Blvd. would meet connection separation. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening # 46 at Wild Cat Drive was converted to a directional median opening based upon the comment and discussions on March 23, 2006.   
 
Should you have any questions on the above, please feel free to call. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
GMB ENGINEERS & PLANNERS, INC. 
 

 
 
Babuji Ambikapathy, P.E., AICP 
Senior Vice President  
 



 

December 1, 2005 
 
 
Don Barrett 
FDOT District One 
Southwest Area Office 
2295 Victoria Avenue, Suite 292 
Ft. Myers, FL 33901 
 
RE: SR 82 Corridor Access Management Plan 
 Responses to Comments on Draft Submittal 
 GMB Project No.: 01-037.32 
 
Dear Don: 
 
The following are GMB Engineers & Planners, Inc.’s responses to comments received on the above referenced project, dated November 9, 2005: 
 
Comments from John R. Maccalla of FDOT District One: 
 
Median Opening No. 1:  No comment. 
 
Median Opening No. 2:  To protect the influence area of the interchange and prevent a request for a future signal, this should be a Dual Directional median opening. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening at Teter Road is proposed to be converted to an eastbound/westbound directional median opening. 
 
Median Opening No. 3:  No comment. 
 
Median Opening No. 4:  No comment. 
 
Median Opening No. 5:  No comment. 
 
Response:  This full median opening is moved to the Proposed Hanson Street.  The proposed Hanson Street would provide access to Heritage Lakes to the north and Orchid Isles to the south. 
 
Median Opening No. 6:  No comment. 
 
Median Opening No. 7:  No comment. 
 
Median Opening No. 8:  Consider reversing 8 and 9. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  An eastbound directional median opening is proposed at median opening # 8 and a full median opening is proposed at median opening # 9. 
 
Median Opening No. 9:  Consider reversing 8 and 9. 



 

 
Response:  Comment noted.  Please refer to the response for median opening # 8. 
 
Median Opening No. 10:  Based on the Landfill road volume of traffic and type of vehicles, this should be reconsidered for a full median opening. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  A full median opening is proposed at Landfill Road. 
 
Median Opening No. 11:  Agree with being a FMO and realignment of Wallace Ave. 
 
Median Opening No. 12:  No comment. 
 
Median Opening No. 13:  No comment. 
 
Median Opening No. 14:  What is the need for this median opening? 
 
Response:  The westbound directional median opening was initially proposed for providing access to Stoneybrook at Gateway Residential development.  Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 the 
directional median opening is eliminated. 
 
Median Opening No. 15:  No comment.  
 
Response: The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 14. 
 
Median Opening No. 16:  No comment.  
 
Response: Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 the full median opening is converted to a dual directional median opening. The dual eastbound/westbound directional median opening will be re numbered 
as median opening # 15. 
 
Median Opening No. 17:  Consider changing to a FMO. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  A full median opening is proposed at Haviland Avenue. The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 16. 
 
Median Opening No.18:  Why is this located here and not 500'+/- west (other than spacing). 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  An eastbound/westbound directional median opening was initially proposed 550 feet west to line up with the existing sidestreet.  Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 the dual 
directional median opening is eliminated.  
 
Median Opening No. 19:  No comment.  
 
Response: The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 17. 
 
Median Opening No. 20:  Consider moving 600' east to line up with Shawnee Rd. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  A full median opening is proposed to line up with Shawnee Road. The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 18. 
 



 

Median Opening No. 21:  Consider eliminating. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  Median opening # 21 is eliminated. 
 
Median Opening No. 22:  No comment. 
 
Response:  The eastbound/westbound dual directional median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 19. 
 
Median Opening No. 23:  No comment. 
 
Response:  The full median opening at 40th Street Southwest will be re numbered as median opening # 20. 
 
Median Opening No. 24:  No comment. 
 
Response:  The westbound median opening at Rod Gun Club Road will be re numbered as median opening # 21. 
 
Median Opening No. 25:  Old SR 82 doesn't service anything. Is something proposed to the south? 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  A full median opening was proposed as part of SR 82 Properties development. Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 the full median opening is converted to a dual directional 
median opening and will be re numbered as median opening # 22. 
 
Median Opening No. 26:  What does this serve? 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The median opening is proposed as part of SR 82 Properties development.  The median opening will also serve Green Meadows planned development. The eastbound/westbound 
directional median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 23. 
 
Median Opening No. 27:  Who will be responsible for getting Green Meadows Road relocated? 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The full median opening at Sunshine Boulevard will be re numbered as median opening # 24.  The relocation of Green Meadows Road to line up with Sunshine Boulevard has to be 
negotiated between Lee County and the developer for Green Meadows planned development. 
 
Median Opening No. 28:  Why not DDMO? 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  An eastbound/westbound directional median opening was initially proposed at this location to serve SR 82 and Green Meadow properties.  Based on the discussions on March 23, 
2006 the dual directional median opening is eliminated. 
 
Median Opening No. 29:  Why locate a FMO here? 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening is proposed as part of SR 82 Properties development. The full median opening will also serve Green Meadows planned development. The full median 
opening will be re numbered as median opening # 25.   
 
Median Opening No. 30:  Why here and not 300' east to line up with the existing drive? 
 



 

Response: Comment noted.  A dual eastbound/westbound directional median opening was initially proposed and moved 369’ east to line up with the existing side street. Based on the discussions on March 23, 
2006 the dual directional median opening is eliminated. 
 
Median Opening No. 31:  No comment. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The full median opening at Alabama Road will be re numbered as median opening # 26.   
 
Median Opening No. 32:  No comment. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 27. 
   
Median Opening No. 33:  Is this going to be one of the main entrances into Savanna Lakes? IF so consider a FMO. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The full median opening at Rue Labueau Circle will be re numbered as median opening # 28.  Yes, Rue Labueau Circle will serve as the main entrance to Savanna Lakes and a full 
median is proposed. 
 
Median Opening No. 34:  Proposed motor coach park entrance will be 800' west of this MO. Why was this location selected? 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The eastbound/westbound directional median opening will be moved 800 feet west to the motor coach park entrance.  The median opening will also serve the Lee County Fill Dirt 
IPD. The eastbound/westbound directional median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 29.   
 
Median Opening No. 35:  No comment. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The eastbound directional median opening at Kalamar Drive will be re numbered as median opening # 30. 
 
Median Opening No. 36:  No comment. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The full median opening at Parkdale / Blackstone Drive will be re numbered as median opening # 31. 
 
Median Opening No. 37:  No comment.  
 
Response: Comment noted. An eastbound/westbound directional median opening was initially proposed.  Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 the dual directional median opening is eliminated. 
 
Median Opening No. 38:  No comment. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The full median opening at Jaguar Boulevard will be re numbered as median opening # 32. 
 
Median Opening No. 39:  Consider changing to a full and realign intersection to the south to line up with Sparta Ave. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  A full median opening was initially proposed at Sparta Avenue. Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 the full median opening is converted to a dual directional median opening. 
The dual directional median opening at Sparta Avenue will be re numbered as median opening # 33.   
 
Median Opening No. 40:  No comment. 
 



 

Response: Comment noted.  The eastbound directional median opening at Nimitz Boulevard will be re numbered as median opening # 34. 
 
Median Opening No. 41:  No comment. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The full median opening at Homestead Road will be re numbered as median opening # 35. 
 
Median Opening No. 42:  Why was Troyer Brothers Road selected for the DDMO over Lydia Street? 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The eastbound/westbound directional median opening at Troyer Brothers Road will be re numbered as median opening # 36.  The eastbound/westbound directional median opening 
was proposed at Troyer Brothers Road due to the roadway carrying slightly higher traffic volumes compared to Lydia Street. Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006, it is proposed to consolidate the two 
driveways at Troyer Brothers Road and Sakata Road to a single driveway. 
 
Median Opening No. 43:  No comment. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The full median opening at Bell Boulevard will be re numbered as median opening # 37. 
 
Median Opening No. 44:  Why this location and not 300-400' west? 
 
Response: Comment noted.  An eastbound/westbound directional median opening was initially proposed at this location to line up with the existing side street. Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 the dual 
directional median opening is eliminated. 
 
Median Opening No. 45:  Consider changing to a full. The road to the south accesses a large agricultural area (groves and farms). Many of the vehicles will be large trucks and equipment. Spacing is not an issue. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  A full median opening is proposed at this location.  The median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 38.   
 
Median Opening No. 46:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening at Eisenhower Boulevard will be re numbered as median opening # 39.   
 
Median Opening No. 47:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  A full median opening was initially proposed at Wildcat Drive.   Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 this median opening is converted to a dual directional median opening 
and will be renumbered as median opening # 40. 
 
Median Opening No. 48:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening at Columbus Boulevard will be re numbered as median opening # 41.   
 
Median Opening No. 49:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening at Naples Avenue will be re numbered as median opening # 42.   
 
Median Opening No. 50:  No comment. 
 



 

Response:  Comment noted.  The eastbound/westbound directional median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 43.   
 
Median Opening No. 51:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 44.   
 
Median Opening No. 52:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  An eastbound/westbound directional median opening was initially proposed at this location.  Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 the dual directional median opening is 
eliminated. 
 
Median Opening No. 53:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 45. 
   
Median Opening No. 54:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The eastbound/westbound directional median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 46. 
   
Median Opening No. 55:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening at CR 850 will be re numbered as median opening # 47. 
   
Median Opening No. 56:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 48. 
   
Median Opening No. 57:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted. An eastbound/westbound directional median opening was initially proposed at this location.  Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 the dual directional median opening is 
eliminated. 
  
Median Opening No. 58:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The eastbound/westbound directional median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 49.   
 
Median Opening No. 59:  Could be a FMO. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  A full median opening was initially proposed at this location.  Based on the discussions on March 23, 2006 the full median opening is converted to a dual directional median opening. 
The dual directional median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 50.   
 
Median Opening No. 60:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 51.   



 

 
Median Opening No. 61:  Why place a FMO here? 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  A full median opening is proposed at this location to account for future development.   The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 52.   
 
Median Opening No. 62:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening at Lamm Road will be re numbered as median opening # 53.   
 
Median Opening No. 63:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 54.  The median opening is proposed to line up with the existing side street at this location. 
 
Median Opening No. 64:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The eastbound/westbound directional median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 55.   
 
Median Opening No. 65:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The full median opening at Edward Grove Road will be re numbered as median opening # 56.   
 
Median Opening No. 66:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The eastbound/westbound directional median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 57.   
 
Median Opening No. 67:  EB DMO should be located 100' west of the EB DMO. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  The eastbound/westbound directional median opening is moved 154 west of the original proposed location.  The median opening will be re numbered as median opening # 58.     
 
Median Opening No. 68:  No comment. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The signalized full median opening at SR 29 will be re numbered as median opening # 59.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to work with you on this project. Should you have any questions, please feel free to call. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
GMB ENGINEERS & PLANNERS, INC. 
 

 
Babuji Ambikapathy, P.E., AICP 
Senior Vice President  
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Response to Comments Received at the First Public Hearing



 

  
 
 
January 28, 2007 
 
 
Mr. John Czerepak 
FDOT District One 
801 North Broadway Avenue 
Bartow, FL 33831 
 
RE: SR 82 Corridor Access Management Plan 

Responses to Comments on SR 82 CAMP Public Hearing dated September 21, 2006 
 GMB Project No.: 04-019.03 
 
Dear John:  
 
The following are responses to comments received on the SR 82 CAMP Public Hearing, dated September 21, 2006: 
 
Comment # 1a: Public Notice of the date, time and location for the Public Hearing for the SR 82 from Interstate 75 to SR 29 CAMP was not readily available from the FDOT, Collier County or http://www.sr82pde.com/ web 
sites. 
 
Response:   In the future the FDOT plans to set up a website for projects of this nature in order to make this and other information more readily available.  The public notice for the public hearing was provided 
in the local newspapers News Star and News-Press, and Naples Daily News on September 6th and 16th 2006. 
 
Comment # 1b: A full copy of the DRAFT or FINAL report for this project was not available at the public meeting for this project held on September 21, 2006 at the Lehigh Acres, Public Library.  The Big Cypress Basin of 
the South Florida Water Management District (BCB/SFWMD) respectfully requests that a copy of the complete SR 82 from Interstate 75 to SR 29 CAMP report be provided for review and comment. 
 
Response: A copy of the Draft report of the SR 82 CAMP was available for review at the public hearing at the East Lee County Regional Library, Lehigh Acres.  Also, a copy of the CAMP was made available for 
review by the public Monday through Friday from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays from Thursday August 31, 2006 through October 2, 2006 at the following four locations: FDOT Southwest Area Office – District 
One, Fort Myers, Hendry County Engineering Department, LaBelle, Immokalee Branch Library, Immokalee, and East Lee County Regional Library, Lehigh Acres.  A copy of the Draft has been forwarded to 
you for your agency's review. 
 
Comment # 1c: Prior notification of this project was not provided to the BCB/SFWMD.  Our agency is charged with managing the water resources for flood control, natural systems, water quality and water supply.  Meeting 
these challenge requires that we develop accurate management plans.  This cannot be accomplished without involvement with other agencies performing studies and planning activities that will affect future regional growth 
and development. 
 
Response: As this is a Planning study, and not associated with any construction activities it was our belief that notification of your agency would be premature. However as you explained this is not the case. In the 
future FDOT will coordinate with your agency on projects such as this. 
 



 

Comment # 1d: The information provided at the public meeting did not identify potential areas within the project boundaries where access sites/points would or should be prohibited or limited, such as adjacent and abutting 
existing drainage features that may be improved or modified in the future. 
 
Response: It is the purpose of the CAMP to address the locations of future median openings only. However as we discussed if your agency feels that any of the proposed locations of said median openings are 
potentially problematic for your agency we would be happy to receive your specific input. 
 
Comment # 1e: While the report identifies 59 access points, with approximately 13 of these access points within Collier County, the final number of access points remains undetermined as FDOT’s permitting process allows 
for the construction of additional access points by both and private and public applicants.  Without coordination with local and regional water resource managers, the potential for increased number of access points, including 
relative locations, may negatively impact regional plans for water resources. 
 
Response: Again, the purpose of the CAMP to address the locations of future median openings only.  Other access issues such a driveway permits are handled though the FDOT's permitting process as described 
in FAC 14-97. However, again, as we discussed,  if you feel that any of the proposed median opening locations are potentially problematic for your agency we would be happy to receive your specific input and 
work with you to arrive at a satisfactory solution. 
 
Comment # 1f: FDOT’s Rights of Way permitting rules should be amended to provide for denial of access or connection at specific locations that were not   identified in the CAMP reports/study for the SR 82 corridor.  Due 
to an apparent lack of coordination, research and direction on this plan, BCB/SFWMD concerns as well as those of other regional entities such as CREW (Corkscrew Regional Ecosystem Watershed) may not have been 
adequately identified or included in development of the report. 
 
Response: Implementation of Median opening recommendations will be a part of either future development plans or FDOT construction plans. While the FDOT has purview regarding the location of median 
openings, our ability to deny access or connections are limited by statute. Your comment regarding amendment of permitting rules and providing for denial of access is acknowledged, however actions of this sort 
would be well beyond the scope of this project. 
 
Comment # 2: This comment is in reference to 625 acres along SR 82 in Hendry County.  Given the size of the property and the type of development proposed, request is for seeking a full median access to the property. Mr. 
Mike Raysor with Tindale-Oliver and Associates is assisting the property owner, Stephane Gardinier with the analysis.  The applicant is requesting to convert the full median opening at # 44 to an eastbound/westbound dual 
directional median opening and a new full median opening at 1,420 east of median opening # 44 (See attached file: SR 82 comment#2.pdf).    
 
Response:  Based on the comment, the full median opening # 44 (approximately 5,538 feet west of South Church Road) will be converted to an eastbound/westbound dual directional median opening along SR 82.  
Also, a full median opening at approximately 1,420 feet east of median opening # 44 will be provided.  The new full median opening will be numbered as median opening # 44A.  Both the eastbound/westbound 
dual directional median opening at # 44 and the full median opening at # 44A would meet the access class 3 spacing criteria in both the directions. 
 
Comment # 3:  We want to recommend that if the Florida Department of Transportation has to acquire land for right of Way purposes, it should acquire land North of SR 82.  It is very important to take into consideration that 
the lots North of SR 82 do not have much depth, and that any reduction in the depth of these lots would materially affect their value.  Also, you should take into consideration that the area on the North side of the SR 82 is 
zoned for “Urban Areas” {residential, commercial and industrial land uses}, while the area south of SR 82 is mostly zoned as agricultural.   
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The comment has been forwarded to the project manager of SR 82 Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Project currently underway.  Please visit http://www.sr82pde.com/ 
web site for updated information on the PD&E project.   
 
Comment # 4a:   Please make every effort to align Sunshine Blvd (in Lehigh Acres) with Green Meadows Rd (a private road) as part of your planning. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  Closing of Green Meadows Road and realigning with Sunshine Boulevard is already recommended in the study.   
 
Comment # 4b: CR 850 becomes a major detour route whenever any accident occurs on I-75 which results in a complete closure.  You may want to consider upgrading this intersection to a traffic signal in spite of the low 
traffic under normal conditions.  This is the only road connecting SR 82 to I-75 east of Daniels Rd. 
 



 

Response:  The comment has been forwarded to the District Traffic Operations Department for review.  The actual determination for the need of a traffic signal will be based on satisfying the traffic signal 
warrant criteria as described in the MUTCD and FDOT Manual on Uniform Traffic Studies (MUTS). When the warrants are met, the Department will coordinate with the local agency with regard to the 
installation of a traffic signal.   
 
Comment # 4c:  I am concerned that there are not more restrictions on driveway access to SR 82.  There is a significant risk of commercial traffic choking the thruput of this road even with just “right in- right out” access.  
This would become even more critical if mining for fill is permitted south of SR 82 and large trucks are turning on to the road. 
 
Response:  Based on comments from the hearing and from discussions with staff from Lee, Hendry, and Collier Counties, modifications have been made to the CAMP.  Revisions include changing the proposed 
access classification of 3 presented at the September public hearing to 2 along SR 82 from Wallace Avenue in Lee County through Hendry County to SR 29 in Collier County.  The proposed access class 2 is the 
same as access class 3 with the exception of limiting the driveway connections spacing to 1320’ compared to 660’ under access class 3.  Access Class 2 relates to roadways with existing or planned service roads so 
that driveway spacing would be restricted to 1320’ and access to properties would be from the existing or planned service road. 
 
Comment # 5:   Looking forward to seeing progress on this much needed improvement. 
 
Response: The comment has been forwarded to the project manager of SR 82 Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Project currently underway.  Please visit http://www.sr82pde.com/ web site for 
updated information on the PD&E project.   
 
Comment # 6:  It is our concern at Lee Memorial Park that traffic will be congested at the cemetery entrances primarily the main entrance off 82 into the cemetery.  With circle inside the cemetery traffic will back up on 82 in 
funeral processions especially from Ft. Myers.  There needs to be a turn lane into the cemetery.   
 
Response:  Comment noted.  Based on the discussions with Lee County staff on November 22, 2006, the full median opening # 13 proposed at the second entrance of Lee Memorial Park will remain unchanged.  
The full median opening at the second entrance of Lee Memorial Park would meet access class 2 spacing criteria in both directions.  A right in/right out only will be allowed at the first entrance. 
 
Comment # 7a:   Request traffic signal at Gateway @ S.R. 82. 
 
Response:  Based on discussions with District Traffic Operations Department staff, a traffic signal has been approved at this location.  However, the funding for construction of the traffic signal has not been 
identified yet. 
 
Comment # 7b:   Request traffic signal at Griffin @ S.R. 82. 
 
Response:  The comment has been forwarded to the District Traffic Operations Department for review.  The actual determination for the need of a traffic signal will be based on satisfying the traffic signal 
warrant criteria as described in the MUTCD and FDOT Manual on Uniform Traffic Studies (MUTS).  When the warrants are met, The Department will coordinate with the local agency with the regard to the 
installation of a traffic signal. 
 
Comment # 7c:   Consider Access to Omni Lane (unmarked, east of Forum Boulevard). 
 
Response:  Omni Lane is located on the north side of SR 82 east of Forum Blvd.  There is a right-in/right-out currently proposed.  The length of the westbound left turn lane at Forum Boulevard (full median 
opening # 3) extends past Omni Lane.  Therefore, it is not possible to accommodate any median opening at this location. 
 
Comment # 8:  # 8 median opening should be switched with #9 or both #8 & #9 should be full median. This will keep the thru traffic from going through the Sherwood neighborhood to exit.  
 
Response:  Based on the design project currently underway along SR 82 from Ortiz Boulevard to Colonial Boulevard / Lee Boulevard, the full typical section for SR 82 will be extended east to median opening #8 
(Sta. 477+00) and then transition back to the existing 2-lane roadway.  Based on the intersection and queuing analysis for the intersection of SR 82 and Colonial Boulevard / Lee Boulevard it was determined that 



 

vehicles approaching the intersection along westbound SR 82 would not queue until the proposed median opening #8 at Publix approximately 1,410’ east of the intersection.  Based on the analysis it is 
recommended to place a full median opening at Publix (median opening #8) and place an eastbound directional median opening to serve Sherwood development (median opening #9).   
 
Comment # 9a: Point #10 full median access – “truck entering road” caution light and sign.   
 
Response:  The comment has been forwarded to the District Traffic Operations Department for review.   
 
Comment # 9b:  Going west on 82 from exiting point #10, have a left turn merge lane for trucks to get back onto 82 going west. 
 
Response:  The comment has been forwarded to the District Traffic Operations Department for review.   
 
Comment # 9c:   Keep a left turn slow down lane at entrance of point #10 going west on SR 82. 
 
Response:  The comment has been forwarded to the District Traffic Operations Department for review.  Based on “SR 82 Project Traffic Report from Colonial Boulevard to SR 29, August 2006” an exclusive 
westbound left turn lane along SR 82 is recommended at the intersection of SR 82 and Landfill Road. 
 
Comment # 9d: Going east, keep a right turn lane for turns into our entrance.    
 
Response:  The comment has been forwarded to the District Traffic Operations Department for review.  Based on “SR 82 Project Traffic Report from Colonial Boulevard to SR 29, August 2006” an exclusive 
eastbound right turn lane along SR 82 is recommended at the intersection of SR 82 and Landfill Road. 
 
Comment # 10: My property is at the Teter Road frontage area.  During the rainy season it has a drainage problem, and most of the time is full with water.  My concern is; with additional road elevation will worsen the 
condition: how will the FDOT take care of the situation.  Will they install new more adequate culverts to replace the existing ones?  
 
Response:  The existing Seasonal High Water Table has an approximate elevation 20.5' which is higher than existing ground elevations of 18' to 19' and confirms the drainage problems.  With the construction of 
SR 82, the offsite drainage conditions will not be changed.  However, Improvements will be made to the roadside drainage ditches and storm pipes to maintain the existing offsite drainage flows and to insure 
adequate drainage for the roadway. 
 
Comment #11:  One of the two things should happen in my opinion.  #8 and #9 should be switched, or both be full access medians.  This is so traffic such as large trucks and vendors, from the Publix plaza don’t drive through 
Sherwood to go East on 82.  Because that’s exactly what they will do.  They won’t take the more complicated u-turn options to get going east.  They’ll go 1,000 feet and just use the full access.  We should prevent them from 
this scenario by switching them or full accessing both #8 and #9. 
 
Response:  Please refer to response for Comment # 8. 
 
Comment #12: Entrance to Tri County Mining is approx. 3000’ east of marker #43 and 900’ west of marker #44.  Tri county mining has approx 200-400 dump trucks per day.  Extra entrance is needed.  New entrance will 
also be used for future development. 
   
Response:  Based on the comment, a full median opening 1,320’ west of median opening #44 will be provided.  The new full median opening will be numbered as median opening #43A.  Both the 
eastbound/westbound dual directional median opening at #43 and the full median opening at #43A would meet the access class 2 spacing criteria in both the directions. 
 
Comment #13: Lee Memorial Park median break #13 will cause a slowing of traffic because of reduced speeds of funeral processions entering the cemetery coming from Ft. Myers.  The main entrance to the business is at the 
first entrance which will move traffic off State Rd 821 quicker than the second Entrance thus less time of traffic flow block.  The second entrance to the cemetery will cause a hardship on the business due to no lighting within 
the cemetery after dark when families & general public are coming to visitations after dark.  The median breaks needs to be at the first Drive of Lee Memorial Park.   
 



 

Response:  Comment noted.  Please refer to response for Comment # 6. 
 
Comment #14: The widening of SR-82 is an important one and long overdue. The citizens of Lehigh Acres have been overlooked for many years and we are sadly known as the “step-child” of Lee County.  Not only do we 
need roads from east to west, but north to south as well.  For at least 20 years, I have been traveling roads and have seen how dangerous some intersections are and continue to be.  And now that the community has grown and 
people moving to our town, it has gotten worse.  We are over populated and in desperate need of the roads being widened.  I have a total of 81 members of my family residing in Lehigh Acres, and it would be a tragic if we 
lost one because of the many accidents along our roads.  It has also become very inconvenient for us to travel to work, let alone in an emergency.  Please take into consideration.  It would be greatly appreciated.  
 
Response: The comment has been forwarded to the project manager of SR 82 Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Project currently underway.  Please visit http://www.sr82pde.com/ web site for 
updated information on the PD&E project.   
 
Comment #15: Please accept these comments on the recently proposed Corridor Access Management Plan for SR 82 from Interstate 75 to SR 29.  I am a resident of Rod and Gun Club Road in Fort Myers.  The CAMP 
proposed a right in / right-out / left-in connection to SR 82 from our roadway.  Our dead end, unpaved roadway currently supports 20 parcels with residences, including one with a 25 stall commercial horse stable as well as a 
6,000 square foot commercial building that formerly housed the Rod and Gun Club.  In addition, there are 7 vacant parcels not in governmental ownership and several hundred acres owned by Iroquois Builders that have the 
potential to be developed at 1 residence per 10 acres.  Several of the existing parcels are supporting agricultural activities, namely equine and bovine operations.  These operations regularly have trailers entering and exiting 
the properties.  Personally, I work, shop, attend church and visit family and friends in Fort Myers on a daily basis.  I would estimate that the percentage of trips that I make that require a left turn out of Rod and Gun Club 
Road would exceed 99%.  My husband has a similar distribution of trips.  It is estimated that upwards of 90% of people invited to our house would make a left turn out of Rod and Gun Club Road upon leaving.  Personal 
observations would indicate that I am in the majority of our residents as far as trip distribution on SR 82.  While I understand the desire to reduce the number of conflict points at any given intersection, I also recognize the 
sheer volume of traffic traveling this roadway.  I worry that with a right turn followed by a u-turn farther south on SR 82 may result in more Good Samaritan crashes if the queue lengths are even half the length they currently 
are (currently traffic backs up from Daniels/Gunnery to Alabama on a regular basis).  Given the above information, I respectfully request for the benefit of all the residents of Rod and Gun Club Road that you consider adding 
a left-out movement to SR 82 at our intersection.  It appears from a review of our CAMP that you have included numerous turn lanes to properties based on speculative zoning and development plans and I would ask that you 
consider the current residents who are, for the most part, patiently tolerating the rapidly deteriorating level of service of this stretch of state road!  Also, thank you for the addition of the turn lanes at Owen and 40th Streets.  It 
has greatly helped traffic flow in the afternoon. 
 
Response: Based on the discussions with Lee County staff on November 22, 2006, the westbound directional median opening # 21 proposed at Rod Gun Club Road will remain unchanged.   
 
Comment #16: Please see the attached SR 82 Comment #16.pdf for the comment. 
 
Response: Based on discussions with Lee County staff on November 22, 2006 and the property owner, the eastbound/westbound dual directional median is converted to a full median opening approximately 
2,300’ feet east of the full median opening # 28 at Rue Labeau Circle.  The full median opening would not meet access class 2 spacing criteria in the eastbound direction. 
 
Comment # 17a: If Owen Avenue is not going to be made into a full intersection with the ability to access both east and west SR 82, and if the other Gateway exit onto SR 82 is also not to be made into a full intersection, The 
Gateway / Wallace intersection does become imperative.  We do also approve of the plan to four way intersection with Gateway Avenue, as it will then become a viable access for both current and future residents north of SR 
82 between Leonard Blvd, and from east of the Sherwood Development to Lee Memorial Park as well as Gateway to access both directions of SR 82.  If this relocation does not occur, then both Owen Avenue and the south 
Gateway entrance must be made into full intersections. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  Based on the comment received from Lee County staff dated February 27, 2006 and based on discussions on March 23, 2006, Wallace Avenue was recommended to be closed and 
realigned with Gateway Boulevard (full median opening # 11) via Todd Avenue Extension.    
 
Comment # 17b:  With this new four way intersection thus taking most of the traffic from both sides of SR 82, a signalized intersection must be installed.  The delays already being experienced at both the south entrance to 
Gateway (used because of the difficulty accessing via the northern intersection) as well as the back ups experienced at Owen call for a light when the two are combined.  The current construction on both sides of the road will 
bring the traffic loading at the Gateway / Wallace intersection past the point where a light is mandatory. 
 
Response: Based on discussions with District Traffic Operations Department staff, a traffic signal has been approved at the intersection of SR 82 and Gateway Boulevard.  However, the funding for construction 
of the traffic signal has not been identified yet. 



 

 
Comment # 17c: I disagree with the idea of Meadow Road becoming a frontage road.  It is in a residential area and not designed to handle heavy traffic.  There is also heavy school bus traffic.  In addition, Meadow Road is 
not a complete road, being interrupted by Lee Memorial Gardens. 
 
Response:  Based on comments from the hearing and from discussions with staff from Lee, Hendry, and Collier Counties, modifications have been made to the CAMP.  Revisions include changing the proposed 
access classification of 3 presented at the September public hearing to 2 along SR 82 from Wallace Avenue in Lee County through Hendry County to SR 29 in Collier County.  The proposed access class 2 is the 
same as access class 3 with the exception of limiting the driveway connections spacing to 1320’ compared to 660’ under access class 3.  Access Class 2 relates to roadways with existing or planned service roads so 
that driveway spacing would be restricted to 1320’ and access to properties would be from the existing or planned service road. 
 
Should you have any questions on the above, please feel free to call. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
GMB ENGINEERS & PLANNERS, INC. 

 
Babuji Ambikapathy, P.E. 
Senior Vice President  
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