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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Orange Cou nty commissioned th is Preliminary Design Study (PDS) for the New 
Independence Pa rkway extension between Avalon Road (CR 545) and the Orange/ 

Lake County Line to the west. 

The results of the PDS support the addition of a new four-lane divided facility 
within the project limits to provide connect ivity between the planned Wellness 

Way in Lake County and the exist ing New Independence Parkway to the east which 

connects to SR 429 (Western Beltway) . A summary of the Recommended Typical 

Section and Alignment features are discussed below. Detailed information and 

results of the PDS effort are contained within the report following this Executive 
Summary. 

Recommended Typical Section 

R/Wl/NE 

25' 

PROPOSED RfW VARIES {120'-2007 

! fCONST. 

26' 
MEDIAN 

us· 1 2.2s 

25' 

The recommended Typ ical Section consists of the following elements: 

• Two 11-foot w ide Travel Lanes in each direction separated by a 26-foot 
wide Raised Median 

• FOOT - Type F Curb & Gutter adjacent to the outside lanes 

• FOOT - Type E Curb & Gutter adjacent to the inside lanes 

• Urban stormwater collect ion system with closed drainage and stormwater 
treatment ponds 

V 

RfWl/NE 



• 10-foot wide Multi-Use Paths located outside the travel lanes on both north 
and sout h sides near R/W Lines to accommodate predicted cyclist use 

• 8-foot wide (or variable width) Utility Strips/Parkway between curb and 
gutter and Multi-Use Path 

• 5-foot wide grass strip between Multi-Use Path and the R/W line 

• Nominal proposed R/W width is 120 feet 

• Permanent Slope Easements and Temporary Construction Easements will 
be required to build and maintain the roadway section due to significant 
rolling terrain 

Alignment 

The preferred horizontal alignment is dominated by fixed endpoints at the Begin 

Project as well as the End Project where the proposed roadway will tie to other 
facil ities either under design (at the east end) or planned (at the west end). The 
horizontal alignment consists of two sets of reverse curves designed for the 45 
mile an hour Design Speed . There are three median breaks within the project 
limits : the western most being for a proposed north-south roadway known as 
Valencia Parkway; a median break for the intersection of Golden Apple Drive (part 
of the Wincey Groves subdivision); and a third median break is provided where 
Wincey Groves Road provides access to residents of the subdivision. 

The vertical alignment is also fixed at both the east and west ends of the project 
alignment. It was a desired by the project team to use the combination of vertical 
and horizontal alignments in harmony with the existing terrain to the extent 
pract icable to provide a smooth, flowing alignment - wh ile also not encouraging 
higher operating speeds on a facility with nearly unl imited sight distance. The 
vertical al ignment will be refined during final design to provide a completed facility 
that "fits the landscape", but also safely checks driver's speeds by managing curve 
lengths and K values . 

Conclusions & Recommendations 

The results of this study support the weste rn extension of New Independence 
Parkway between Ava lon Road (CR 545) and the Orange/ Lake County Line. This 
Orange County extension will connect to a planned Lake County roadway know as 
Wellness Way. Together these two segments will provide a significant east-west 
roadway in this region which will provide a strategic connection between to US 27 
in La ke County and SR 429 (Western Beltway) in Orange County. 

This project concept and facility location has garnered support from numerous 
transportation planning agencies, both counties and numerous property owners 
affected by the alignment. The roa dway is consistent with the major long range 

VI 
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transportation plans within this area including Orange County Horizon's West 

Sector Plan, the Lake-Sumter Long Range Transportation Needs Plan and the CFX 
Long Range Plan . 

The New Independence Parkway Extension Project will provide a well-planned 

transportation facility that ba lances local access, connectivity and mobility 

requirements for vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists. 

It is recommended th is facility as depicted in the Recommended Concept Plans 

move into the Final Design Phase to include environmental permitting, R/W 

acquisition and construction document preparat ion. 

vii 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 

This report documents the findings of the Preliminary Des ign Study (PDS) 
performed for the Orange County Planning, Environmenta l and Development 
Services Department by KCG Engineering. The study objective was to analyze 
the suitability of a new east-west roadway linking US 27 in Lake County with 
SR 429 in Orange County near the Horizon's West Hamlin Groves Community 
at New Independence Parkway. The study addresses features such as the 
existing corridor characteristics, developing future /projected traffic volumes 
and su itable alternatives, and recommend possible roadway improvements 
for the proposed facility in western Orange County. 

The portion of t he proposed east-west faci lity addressed in this PDS is lim ited 
to the Orange County segment beginning at the Orange/Lake County Line and 
end just west of the New Independence Parkway / Avalon Road (CR 545) 
intersection. Figure 1.1 shows the study area and project location. 

This stu dy will document safety, improvement cost, alternative analysis, long 
range plann ing and environmental considerations . This report describes 
alternative road design concepts which provide acceptable transportation 
service while minimizing social, economic and environmental impacts along 
the corr idor to the extent possible . Description and documentation of the 
analysis of alternative alignments and the resultant recommendations, 
including the preferred alignment are included in this repo rt. 

Section 2 explores the need for the facility and discusses capacity 
requirements, safety and transportation plans consistency, as well as 
social/economic factors which have an impact on the proposed road . 

Section 3 of this report describes the existing corr idor, land use, cultural 
features, natural features, utilities, permitting requirements and social 
characteristics of the project area . 

Section 4 is a traffic ana lys is of the proposed facility which takes into account 
both exist ing and future facilities in the study area, adjacent traffic conditions 
and evaluates the goal of providing the needed Level of Service anticipated for 
the new facility . 

Sections 5 identifies the design criteria applied to th is roadway. 
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1.2 

Section 6 describes the analysis of the proposed New Independence Parkway 
corridor within the study limits and the development and evaluation of design 
alternatives. 

Section 7 contains a description of the recommended roadway improvements. 

Included in the Appendix are the Prelim ina ry Engineering Plans and various 
supporting reports. The full Traffic Report includes the detailed analysis of 
existing (where applicable) and future traffic conditions. It also presents the 
supporting documentation for the traffic service recommendations . Also 
included are the Report of Roadway Soil Survey and the Report of Hazardous 
Materials and Petro leum Eva luation wh ich present information perta in ing the 
subsurface characteristics with in the project limits. The Environmental 
Assessment is also included in its entirety wh ich discusses the various 
environmental issues encountered along the project and presents 
recommendations wh ich were incorporated in the project study. 

Project Description 

The project consists of the development of a Preliminary Design Study (PDS) 
for the extens ion of New Independence Parkway / Wellness Way from 
approximately 600' west of County Avalon Road (County Road 545) to the 
Orange/Lake County line. The study will address issue associated with 
extending a new alignment west approxi mately 1 mile as a four-lane divided 
roadway with a sidewalk and a multipurpose path within the study area. Lake 
County is developing a similar roadway from the county line west to US 27. 

1-4 
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2.0 NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT 

The New Independence Parkway Improvement Project is needed for severa l reasons. 
For nearly a decade an east-west Roadway connecting US 27 with State Route 429 
(Western Beltway) at the New Independence Parkway Interchange has been 
contemplated to provide a needed connection between these two major north-south 
Principal Arter ials . The addition of such a facility will improve transportation 
circulation in this region of Central Florida. The project is the result of a focused 
effort to provide economic development, transportation im provements, and forward­
looking land plann ing efforts conducted in this region. 

Numerous stakeholders, both public and private, support the construction of such a 
facil ity. The idea is to improve regiona l connectivity and area traffic circulation, 
address future traffic demands and provide adjacent property access along the 
corridor and connections to US 27 and SR 429. Th is facil ity w ill also increase 
economic development and improve job growth in the region and significantly reduce 
t ravel times. The only other east-west facilities in this region are State Road 50 to the 
north and US 192 to the south. There is an additional proposed roadway parallel 
facility approximately a mile to the south aligning with the Schofield Interchange at SR 
429. This parallel roadway is envisioned as a toll facility . 

The NIP improvements are also consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of 
the 2000-2020 Orange County Comprehensive Policy Plan . Lastly, the extension of 
NIP will help meet and improve the social and economic demands of the area. This 
section of the report presents the findings relative to these areas and a review of the 

recommendations presented by local comprehensive plann ing efforts. 

2.1 Capacity Issues 

There is presently no facility where the proposed NIP is envisioned, and 
therefore, no measurable "existing deficiencies", however, the proposed 
facility will serve to divert trips off adjacent parallel facilities which will relieve 
congestion on those roadways and provide transportation connections to 
existing and future developments such as the expansion of Hamlin Groves at 
the east project terminus and other existing and proposed developments 
within Lake County. Reducing congestion and traffic volumes on those 
adjacent facilities will also improve traffic safety and increase loca l traffic 
circulation as a result of reduced t raffic volumes. 

2-1 
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2.2 Safety Issues 

The existing and foreca sted population growth in Lake County to the west w ill 
continue to add trips to the two parallel facilities noted earlier (SR 50 and US 
192) . Increased traffic on these facil it ies will strain them and likely lead to 
add itional crashes on both facilities. SR 50 & US 192 continue to experience 
significant levels of congestion with existing traffic volumes. These conditions 
will only worsen. 

Our region is also experiencing significant increases in vehicular crashes as 
well as pedestrian injuries and fatalities . It is predictable that the increased 
congestion will contribute to additional crashes. A decrease in traffic volumes 
on these parallel facil ities will be provided by NIP. Reduced volumes typically 
lead to an associated reduction in accidents and improved safety for both 
veh icles and pedestrians. 

2.3 Transportat ion Plan Consistency 

The extension of NIP to the west is consistent with the goals, objectives and 
policies of the adopted 2000-2020 Orange County Comprehensive Policy Plan. 
The four-lane proposed roadway is included in the Orange County 

comprehensive transportation plant long-range transportation plan as noted 
in the 2035 plan . The project is also identified in the Central Florida 
Expressway Authority (CFX) 2035 Master Plan as well as a parallel facility 
approximately 1 mile to the south. 

The Lake Sumter Metropolitan Planning Organization has identified the 
proposed project as an Emerging Regionally Significant Corridor. 

Metroplan Orlando has noted the facility as a significant east-west highway 
for connectivity within the region. The lack of region al connectivity poses 
cha llenges for freight companies and sh ippers. The proposed project would 
provide a significant east-west relief route to the parallel facilities : SR 50 to 
the north and US 192 to the south . 

2.4 Social & Economic Issues 

The absence of an east-west connection between US 27 and SR 429 and the 
presence of large undeveloped tracts of land have served to segregate citizens 
along the US 27 corridor and the Horizons' West areas within Orange County. 
The Horizon's West Development is a burgeoning community with significant 
existing and proposed service for area homeowners, including food, 

2-3 



entertainment and education. It is also becoming an employment hub with 
several large enterprises being brought into the area. This community will 
continue to thrive and draw people to the area, as well as provide needed 
services for residents outside Horizons West . The planned community will 
serve the increasing population moving into the Central Florida Area, which is 
stil l one of the fastest growing regions in the country. Additionally, the major 
employment areas of the Disney and theme park and tourist corridors to the 
south served by SR 429 wil l continue to spur growth and elevate the economic 
potential of the area . 

Lake County also has planned developments in this area as identified in their 
Southeast Lake Sector Plan . There are well over 10,000 acres of undeveloped 
land with in the immediate area, part icularly south of the Wellness Way 
corridor. 

2-4 
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

3.1 

This section of the report describes physical, cultural, and social 
characteristics of the New Independence Parkway (NIP) Extension corridor. 
These descriptions are based on data collection including fie ld investigations, 
review of maps and right-of-way maps, previous reports, and contact with 
uti lity owners . Aerial photography served as the basis for plotting much of the 
data necessary for the engineering and environmental ana lysis, alternative 
corridor, and design stud ies. 

Existing Corridor Characteristics 

3.1.1 Right-of-Way 

Orange County Tax Maps were used initially to establish the existing 
ownership and ownership interests of the areas expected to be 
affected by the proposed roadway. There are two primary property 
interests within the study area: Water Conserv II (WC II) and the 
Wincey Groves Homeowners. WC II is the largest reuse project of its 
kind and is a collaboration between the City of Orlando, Orange 
County and The Agricultural Community. It is located on the southeast 
corner of Rex Drive and McKinney Road . Wincey Groves will be the 
newest home community to develop just north of the New 
Independence Parkway Extension. The offices and plant faci lity are 

just north of the study corridor, and immediate ly west of the new 
Wincey Groves Subdivision at 17498 McKinney Road. 

The Wincey Groves is a planned unit community of single-family 
homes built primarily in the 2020 - 2021 timeframe. A port ion of land, 
120 feet wide, has been identified by the underlying property owner 
as reserved for the future NIP extension . The width of reserved 
(future) right of way expands to over 150 feet closer to the Avalon 
Road intersection in order to accommodate extra turn lanes. 

3.1.2 Util it ies 

There are a number of existing utilities with in the project corridor and 
adjacent areas. The primary utilities are associated with the WC II to 
connect their various RIB sites. Fortunately, these lines are all 
pressure flow and not of great diameter (in the event they must be 
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relocated due to underground confl ict (s) . There also exists severa l 
underground uti lities near the east end of the project that provide 

utility service tot eh Wincey Subdivision . A depiction of the existing 

utilities is provided on Figure 3.1.2. 

The following utility compan ies were identified and notified of the 

proposed project : 

• Charter Communications 

• Century Link 

• Duke Energy 

• Orange County Utilit ies 

• SECO Energy 

• Smart City Telecom 

• Water Conserv II 

3.1.3 Transportation Network Improvements 

The following improvements to the surrounding transportation system 
w ill be included in the development of t he study project . 

Roadway Planned Improvements include: 

• OC RCA: CR 545 (Avalon Road) - from US 192 to New Hartzog 
Road 

• OC PDS: CR 545 (Avalon Road) and Flem ings Road - from Water 

Springs Boulevard to South of New Hartzog Road, approxi mately 

2.6 mi) and Flem ings Road from east of 545 to the west County 
line, approximate ly 1 mile 

• OC PDS: CR 545 (Avalon Road) - Segment 1: Old YMCA Road to 

Schofield Road, Segment 2: 1600 N. Marina Bay Drive to Old YMCA 
Road, Segment 3 : 1300 N Flamingo Crossings to 1600 S. Marina 

Bay Drive, Segment 4: 3000 S Flamingo Crossings to 1300 N. 
Flam ingo Cross ings 

• OC PDS : CR 545 (Ava lon Road) - fro m Schofield Road to McKinney 
Road within the Horizon West Special Plann ing Area 
(approximately 1.8 miles) 

• CR 545 (Avalon Road) - from South of Old YMCA Rd to North of 
Old YMCA Rd 

• CR 545 (Avalon Road) - from South of Seidel Rd to South of Old 
YMCA Rd 
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• CR 545 (Avalon Road) - from North of Water Springs Blvd . to South 

of Seidel Road 

• CR 545 (Avalon Road) -from Florida Turnpike to SR 50 

• Lake Orange Expressway - from US 27 to SR 429 at Schofield 1/C) -
Design 2022 

• Design Project: US 27 (SR 25) -from Lake Louisa Rd to Cluster Oak 

Drive (FPID: 447098-1) 
• Des ign project : US 27 (SR 25) - from US 192 to Greater 

Groves/Golden Eagle (FPID: 437056-1) 
• OC RCA: Roadway concept analysis for Tiny Road from Tilden Road 

to the Bridgewater M idd le School southern property line 
(approximately 2 miles) 

Existing Environmental Characteristics 

3.2 .1 Existing Uses 

The New Independence Parkway extension is w ithin unincorporated 

Orange County and abuts the Lake County line. The land uses adjacent 
to the study corridor can generally be descri bed as an urban mixed­

use district and incl udes, open space, res idential, and retail centers. 
Residential areas include Wincey Groves, Hamlin West, and Si lver Leaf. 

Adjacent to the New Independence Parkway extension is a reclaimed 

water fac ility operated by WC II. The Rap id Infiltration Bas ins (RIBs) 

system serves as an irrigation source for agricultura l and provides 
va luable recharge to Florida's aquifer. 

3.2.2 Future Land Use and Zoning 

Development of vacant properties and redevelopment of developed 

properties wh ich abut the corridor are regulated by Orange County 
future land use, zon ing ordinances, and land development regulations. 

The Orange County Future Land Use (FLU) category which abuts the 
co rridor is Horizon West Village - Town Center (see Figure 3.2 .2) . 

Orange County Comprehensive Plan - Future Land Use Element 
Orange County uses a Village Land Use Classification to define the 
long-range planning vision for West Orange County created through 

the Horizon West planning process. The Vi llage land use classificat ion 
has been designed to provide an alternative to sprawl; create a better 
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jobs/housing balance between the large concentration of employment 
in the tourism industry and the surrounding land uses; create a land 
use pattern that will reduce rel iance on the automobile by allowing a 
greater variety of land uses closer to work and home. The intent is to 
replace piecemeal planning that reacts to development on a project­
by-project basis with a long-ra nge vision that uses the Village to 
transition from rura l to urban use through a specific planning process 
that uses a creative design approach to add ress regional, 
environmental, transportation, and housing issues. More specifically, 
development within the Horizon West Town Center requires 
processing a Planned Development/Unified Neighborhood Plan 
(PD/UNP) or Conceptual Regulating Plan (CRP) and a Planned 
Development/ Regulating Plan (PD/RP). 

The properties abutting the corridor are within an existing Planned 
Development or A-1, Agriculture, zoning district; or open space (WC 
II). A-1 is a holding zone for future development, requiring rezoning to 
planned development, consistent with the Horizon West Village Town 
Center Future Land Use. 

With respect to the PD zoning, the purpose and intent of Hori zon West 
Town Center planned development is as follows : 

A.) To concentrate commercial development in the Town Center 
rather than in radial, strip, isolated, or ribbon development 
patterns, provid ing commercial service and civic support uses 
within one-half-mile wa lking distance of residential, office, and 
employment uses. 
B.) To create a compact urban mixed-use development, within the 
Traditional Town Center Core and Corporate Neighborhood 
Center, supported by a diverse mix of uses that provides necessary 
employment, commercial , housing and lifestyle opportunities for 
current and future residents of Horizon West. 
C.) To plan employment (office) areas in conjunct ion with 
residential and retail areas, creating integrated, mixed-use 
neighborhood units. 
D.) To develop an interconnected system of loca l streets, regional 

and local transit routes, bicycle t rails and routes, and pedestrian 
walkways. 

Related to the following: 
a. Town Center development should recognize the importance of 
the automobile but strive to minim ize its adverse impacts and 
maxi mize pedestrian safety and walkability. 
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b. Town Center should promote a balanced transportation system 
that provides freedom to choose alternative and energy-efficient 
transportation modes. 
c. Town Center developments shall have direct access to the 
interchanges of the SR 429 "Western Beltway" providing 
convenient connection to the Central Florida Region . 
d. Town Center developments should encourage and 
accommodate li nkage with the regiona l transit system. 
e. Town Center should provide a connected, integrated system of 
collector streets, local streets, pedestrian walkways, bike paths and 
recreationa l trails. 

Land Use Districts : 

Urban Residential District - The Urban Residential District reflects 
the character and quality of a trad itional neighborhood, and 
inclu des a mix of attached and detached housing, civic uses, 
neighborhood parks and recreational facilities. A limited number of 
sites appropri ate for neighborhood scale commercial and office 
use may be included within this district to provide close-to-home 
opportunit ies for neighborhood residents to purchase convenience 
goods and services. The typical street and block pattern is fully 

interconnected to accommodate pedestri ans, bicycl ists, and motor 
vehicl es, linked to the trail system of the Town Center. 

Reta il/Wholesale District - The Retail/Wholesale District is 
intended to accommodate regional reta il bus iness, personal 
services, office, warehouse, and warehouse showroom uses for 
the Horizon West area. Transit stops and on-site parking for such 
stops will be incorporated in the plann ing for these dist rict parcels. 
Attached res idential uses may be allowed either as an anci llary use 
within bu ild ings where the primary use is office, retail, or hotel, or 
as a freestand ing use on a site whose location was approved as 
part of the original approva l of a PD/UNP or by substantial change 
request . 

Traditional Town Center Core District - The Traditional Town 
Center Core District will serve as the civic and reta il hea rt of 
Horizon West and the surrounding area . It is intended to be a vita l, 
mixed-use center that contains a vari ety of residential , retail, 
office, hotel, civic and entertainment uses. The district will be 
designed as the primary pedestrian-oriented activity center of the 
entire Town Center Specific Area Plan . The Traditional Town 
Center Core District Street and block system will be a grid or 
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modified grid design, reminiscent of traditional community 

downtown centers, providing convenient pedestrian and vehicular 
access throughout the town Center. Alleys, Lanes and Standard 

Street types should be allowed to provide access to pa rki ng and 

service areas. Building fronts will have a primary orientation to 
streets and parks. Civic spaces and pub lic bu ildings will be 

encouraged, designed and located as focal points throughout the 

Trad itional Town Center Core. 

Open Space District - These districts are interspersed throughout 

the Town Center. As depicted on the Town Center Plan, several of 

the designated areas encompass the WC II lands, the existing 
Orange County Golf Center, and two (2) former landfill sites. Other 

designated areas serve as a common thread that links adjacent 

Land Use Dist ricts, neighborhoods, land uses and res idents 

together, creat ing commun ity character, image, and identity. In 
addition, Open Space Districts may include publ ic elementary 

schools and other types of civic uses (such as libraries and 

churches) pursuant to locat ional, site and building design criteria 
included in the Town Center Code. 

3.2 .3 Cultural Facilities and Community Services 

Aerial searches and field reviews of the project lim its and surrounding 

areas were conducted to identify existing facilities which could be 

impacted by the project or that should be considered during project 
development. These facilities are identified on Figures 3.2.3(a-d) . 

Medical Facilit ies and Fire & Rescue: 

Orlando Health Horizon West Hospital is located at the intersection of 

Porter Road and Avalon Road . The six story, 228,000 square foot 
fac ility includes physicians in cardiovascular care, emergency care, and 

minimally invasive and robotic surgery. Primary care and outpatient 

specialty services are provided in the adjacent medical pavilion . The 

next hospital, Advent Health-Winter Garden is approx. 7 miles north 

on SR 429. 

There is also a family medical fac ility, Winter Garden Health and 

Wellness, located at 15820 Shaddock Dr. in Winter Garden . 

Orange County Fire Department Station No. 44 is located southeast of 
the Avalon Road and Porter Road intersection (south of the Orlando 
Hea lth Horizon West Hospital) at 16990 Porter Road . 
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Educational Faci lities: 

Educational facil ities within the surrounding area consist of the 

following : Three childcare centers (The Goddard School of Winter 

Garden, Ama zing Explorers Academy Hamlin, and Kiddie Academy of 
Winter Garden), a private preschool (KLA Schools of Horizon West), 

three elementary schools (Keene's Crossing, Summerlake, and 

Independence), one middle school (Bridgewater), one high school 

(Windermere), and a private Christian school (Foundation Academy) . 

Religious Institutions: 

Nine religious institutions are located in and around the vicinity of the 

project. They include Horizon West Community Church, First Baptist 

Horizon West, Discovery Church, Citrus Church-United Methodist, 

Forever Free Chu rch, The Grove Bible Chapel, Windermere Seventh­
Day Adventist Church, and Windermere Musallah . 

Parks, Community Centers, and Cemeteries: 

There are five parks within the study area : Summer Port Pa rk, 

Shoshonei Park, Deputy Scott Pine Community Park, and Summerlake 

Community Park. Horizon West Regiona l Park, a 215 acre site, is 

currently being developed by Orange County. 

The closest Veterans of Foreign Wars bui lding (VFW) is located in 

Winter Garden approximately 10 miles northeast of the study area . 

Cemeteries: There is one cemetery with in the study area, Winter 
Garden Cemetery, located at 13636 Lake Butler Blvd in Winter Garden . 

3.2.4 Archaeological and Historic Features 

Cultura l History 

The project area li es within the East and Centra l Lakes cultural region . 
The majority of the identified sites in this region date to the Archaic 

(7,500 to 1,000 B.C.) or St. Johns (500 B.C. to A.O . 1565) periods. Early 

to Middle Archa ic sites are defined by lithic artifacts consisting of 
fragments (debitage) from toolmaking, and large, stemmed points 
identified as Florid a Archaic Stemmed points. During the Late Archa ic 
(2,000 to 1,000 B.C.), slab-constructed orange ceramics tempered with 
plant fibers appear in the artifact assemblage. St. Johns sites are 
marked by the presence of dist inctive chalky ware ceramics whose 
paste contains microscopic sponge spicules (Milanich and Fa irbanks 
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1980) . Most of the prehistoric sites in th is region are small campsites GOVERNMENT 

associated with reliab le water sources. 

Historically this part of Florida was settled relatively late. After the 
Treaty of Moultrie Creek in 1823, the Seminole were forced into a 
reservat ion which included the Central Lakes area . During the Second 
Sem inole War of 1835 to 1842, military forts were bu il t in the region, 
includ ing Fort Maitland and Fort Gatlin near Lake Apopka. The Armed 

Occupation Act of 1842 at the end of the war led to increased 
sett lement of th is area by Euro-Americans . The origina l U.S. land 
surveys for this area do not show any activity in the project vicinity, 
although the road from Lake Monroe to Tampa is shown about a mile 
to the south (Whitner 1848). 

The initial settlement focused primarily on cattle . Citrus cultivation 
began in the 1870's and increased extensively in the latter years of the 
19th century as ra ilroads were built in the area . The north half of 
Section 19 and the north half of the southwest quarter of the section 
were deeded to George E. Gibson in 1884 (FDEP 2020), but it is 
unknown whether or not Gibson did anything with his property . He 
also owned part of adjacent Section 18 (FDEP 2020). 

According to a previous survey of the road alternatives, most of this 
area was part of the citrus groves of Hi-Acres Grove, Inc. by the 1930s. 
By the mid-20th century, the project area had been cleared at least 
once and appeared to be in agriculture. Freezes in the 1980s led to Hi­
Acres selli ng land in the area, much of it to the City of Orlando for the 
WC II Project (Keel 2016). More recently the area north of the east 
half of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) has been developed, and 
there are roads and stormwater retention ponds to the south and 
north of the both the east and west halves. The project corridor is 
open cleared field and is be ing used for water infiltration/aquifer 
recharge by WC II. 

Results and Recommendations 

The APE is owned by Orange County and/or the City of Orlando, 
primarily as part of the WC II area . The east half borders Hamlin Retail 
Partners (OCPA 2022) . Most of this port ion has been previously 
cleared for the development north of the APE . The eastern end is 
already paved (New Independence Parkway), providing access from 
the development to CR 545 (Avalon Road) . Based on the USGS 
topograph ic map, the entire project area was in citrus agriculture as 
recently as 1980. Today most of the APE runs through pasture, but 
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there is a graded road and several WC II Rapid Infiltration Basins (RIBs) 
to the south and north. Installation of these RIBs may have impacted 
the APE during their construction . 

There are no previously recorded cultural resources within the project 
APE. The existing development on the northeast side of the APE was 
previously surveyed but no cultural resources were recorded (ACI 
2015) . The 2016 survey of the road alternatives (Keel 2016) found no 
cultural resources within the preferred alternative. CR 545 and the 
portion of McKin ney Road east of CR 545 have also been surveyed 
with no cultural resources in proxi mity to the APE (FMSF 2022). The 
closest identified cultural resources are over a half mile away close to 
Lake Ingram and associated wet lands. 

The walkover examinations completed in 2020 and again in 2021 for 
the current review identified no evidence of cultural resources . 

Although the APE is distant from major water sources such as Lake 
Ingram and it s wetlands, there are depressions closer which might 
provide intermittent water sources. Based on the very well -drained 
soi ls and the possible interm ittent water sources, the corridor APE has 
at best a medium potential for archaeological sites, although these 

sites are likely to be small and possibly disturbed by previous land use. 
Subsurface test ing completed in 2016 did not recover any evidence of 
cultural resources (Keel 2016). There are no known historic activities 
other than agriculture. The complete Cultural Resources Review 
document prepared for the project can be found in PDS Report 
Append ix 1. 

In the opinion of the project arch aeologists (Commonwealth Heritage 
Group), the proposed road will not impact any cultural resources listed 
on or eligible for the National Register of Histor ic Places. No further 
research is recommended prior to construction . 

3.2.5 Wetlands and Su rface Waters 

There are no wetlands or su rface waters within the study corridor. 

There are mu ltiple WC II Rapid Infi ltration Basins (RIBs) on the north 
side of the western half of the project and RIBs to the south on the 
eastern half. These RIBs are used by WC II to discharge treated 
effluent from wastewater treatment plants located in the Orlando 
area and pumped to these sites. The soils in this area were identified 
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as high recharge/ fast percolat ion rates suitable for use as infiltration 

batteries. These areas were purchased, developed, and reserved t o 

act as groundwater recharge bas ins to aid the recovery of ou r drinking 
water aquifer. The effluent is pumped into the various pods where 

they quickly disappear underground . No permanent pooling occurs 

beyond the pumpi ng operations, and WC II is vigilant to ma ke sure no 

vegetation sprouts within the basins. No project impacts to these 
basins will be allowed, nor are any impacts planned . 

3.2 .6 Floodpla ins 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has developed 

Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for the project area . FIRM Panel 

No. 12095C0375F (unincorporated Orange County, Florida) conta ins 
the entire project limits. As seen in Figure 3.2.6, the blue lines depict 

the 100 Year Floodpla in Lim it wh ich show the nearest limit is 

approximately Yi mile to the south around Lake Ingram. No areas of 
the project are with in Zone A (Floodplain). 

3.2.7 Environmental Land Use Types/ Vegetative Communities 

The project corridor currently supports two land use types/ vegetative 

communities. The upland land use type/ vegetative communities on 

the site are classified as Open Land (221) and Disturbed Land (740) . 

There are no wetlands present. This area was mapped using the 
Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System, Level Ill 

(FLUCFCS, FOOT, 1999) . The following provides a brief description of 

the land use types / vegetative community identified on the site : 

Uplands: 

221 - Open Land 

A wide open grassy space dominates the western half of the site. It 

would best be classified as Open Land (211) FLUCFCS code. Vegetat ive 

species identified include live oak (Quercus virginiana), bahiagrass 
(Paspalum notatum), dogfennel (Eupatorium capillifolium), and 
Spanish needles (Bidens alba) . 

740 - Disturbed Land 

Nea r a resi dential neighborhood is a section of ba rren land that covers 

the majority of the eastern half of the property. It would best be 
classified as the Disturbed Land (740) FLUCFCS code. Vegetat ive 
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species identified include live oak (Quercus virginiana), Brazillian 

pepper (Schinus terebinthifol ia), caesar weed (Urena lobata), cabbage 

palm (Sabal palmetto), dogfennel (Eupatorium cap illifo lium), passion 

flower (Passiflora sp .), cogon grass (lmperata cylindrical, bahiagrass 

(Paspalum notatum ), rosary pea (Abrus precatorius ), muscadine vine 
(Vitis rotundifolia), blackberry (Rubus pensi lvan icus), rose natal grass 

(Melinis repens), and Spanish needle (Bidens alba). 

3.2.8 Protected Species - Flora & Fauna 

Us ing methodologies outlined in the Florida's Fragi le Wi ld life (Wood, 
2001); Measuring and Monitoring Biologica l Diversity Standard 

Methods for Mammals (Wilson, et al., 1996); Wildlife Methodology 

Guidel ines (1988); and Florida Fish and Wildl ife Conservation 

Commission's Gopher Tortoise Permitting Guideli nes (revised April 

2013); an assessment for "listed" floral and fauna! species was 

conducted at the site in January 2022 . This assessment, which 
covered approximately 90% of the subject site's developable area, 

included both direct observations and indirect evi dence, such as 

tracks, burrows, tree markings and birdcalls that indicated the 

presence of species observed . The assessment focused on species 

that are "listed" by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission's (FFWCC's) Officia l Lists - Florida's Endangered Species, 

Th reatened Species and Species of Special Concern (June 2021) that 
have the potentia l to occur in Orange County. No plant species 

"listed" by either the state or federal agencies were identified on the 

subject site during the assessments conducted . 

The following is a list of those wildlife species identified by direct 

observation and / or indirect evidence observed during the field 

evaluation of the project corridor: 

Reptiles and Amphibians: 
Black Racer (Coluber constrictor) 

*Gopher Tortoise (gopherus polyphemus) 

Birds: 
Black Vulture (Coragyps atratus) 

Blue Jay (Cyanocitta cristata) 

Northern Mockingbird {Mimus polyglo ttos) 

Mourn ing Dove (Zenaida macroura) 

Red-bellied woodpecker{Me/anerpes carolinus) 

3-18 

GOVERNMENT 
F L0k 1D .\ 



I 
KCG 

Mammals: 
Common Raccoon (Procyon lotor} 

Eastern Cottontail Rabbit(Sylvilagus floridanus} 

* Identified species is listed in the FFWCC's Official Lists - Florida's 

Endangered Species, Threatened Species and Species of Special 

Concern (June 2021). 

Gopher Tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus} 
State Listed as "Threatened" by FFWCC 

Currently the gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is classified as a 
"Category 2 Candidate Species" by USFWS, and as of September 2007 

is now class ified as "Threatened" by FFWCC. The basis of the 

"Threatened" classification by the FFWCC for the gopher tortoise is 
due to habitat loss and destruction of burrows. Gopher tortoises are 

commonly found in areas with well-drained soils associated wi th the 
pine flatwoods, pastures and abandoned orange groves. Several other 

protected species have a possibility of occurring in th is area, as they 

are gopher tortoise commensal species . However, none of these 

commensal species were observed du ring the survey. 

The project area was surveyed for the existence of gopher tortoises 

through the use of pedestrian transects. The survey covered 

approximately 90% of the suitable habitat present within the subject 

property boundaries . A combined twelve active / inactive gopher 

torto ise burrows were observed and recorded using GPS technology. 

Based on these twelve potentially occupied burrows, it is estimated 

that approximately eight may be occupied . This number is based on 
the factored occupation rate of 0.614 (Auffenburg-Franz) . Therefore, 

for the purpose of estimating costs associated w ith the subject 
project, as many as eight gopher tortoises are estimated to occupy 
these burrows. 

Resolution of the gopher tortoise issue wi ll be required by FFWCC via 
the permitting process prior to the proposed construct ion activities . 

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus} 
State protected by F.A.C. 68A-16.002 and federally protected by both 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (1918} and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (1940} 
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No Bald Eagles were observed within the subject site during the 

wildlife survey and there is no habitat withi n the 660-foot 

recommended protective buffer zone suitable t o support eagle 
nesting. As such, there should be no constraints by the Bald Eagle 

Management Guidelines issued by the USFWS pertaining to the 

development of the project . 

Wood Stork (Mycteria americana) 
Federally Listed as "Endangered" by USFWS 

The subject site is shown to be located within a Wood Stork Nesting 

Colony Core Foraging Area . Wood Storks typically nest colon ially in 

medium to tal l trees that occur in stands located either in swamps or 
on islands surrounded by relative ly broad expanses of open water 

(Ogden 1991; Rodgers et al. 1996). The Wood Stork (Mycteria 

americana) is list ed as "Endangered" by the USFWS. 

Based on a review of availab le databases, there is no record of a Wood 

Stork rookery on or within close proximity to the project . No Wood 

Storks were observed within the subject site during the wildl ife survey 

and there is no habitat to support th is spec ies. As such, there should 
be no constra ints pertaining to the development of the project. 

USFWS Consultation Areas 
The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has establis hed "consultation 

areas" for certa in listed species. Generally, these consu ltation areas 

on ly become an issue if USFWS consultation is requ ired, which is 

usually associated with permitting through the US Army Corps of 
Engineers. The reader should be aware that species presence and 

need for add itional review are often determ ined to be unnecessary 

early in the permit review process due to lack of appropriate ha bitat or 

other cond itions. However, the USFWS makes the final determination . 

Consultation areas are typical ly regional in size, often spann ing 

multip le counties where the species in question is known to exist . 

Consultation areas by themselves do not indicate the presence of a 

li sted species. They only indicate an area where there is a potent ia l for 
a listed species to occur and that additional review might be necessary 
to confirm or rule-out the presence of the species . The additional 
review typ ically includes the applicat ion of species-specific criteria to 
rule-out or confirm the presence of the species in question. Such 

criter ia might consist of a simple review for critica l hab itat types. In 
other cases, the review might include the need for species-specific 
surveys using established methodologies t hat have been approved by 
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the USFWS. The following paragraphs include a list of the USFWS 
Consultations Areas associated with the subject si te . Also included, is 

a brief description of the respective species habitat and potential for 
additional review: 

Florida Scrub-Jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens) 
Federally Listed as "Threatened" by USFWS 

Currently the Florida Scrub-Jay is listed as threatened by the USFWS. 

Florida Scrub Jays are largely restricted to scattered, often small and 
isolated patches of sand pine scrub, xeric oak, scrubby flatwoods, and 

scrubby coastal stands in pen insular Florida (Woolfenden 1978a, 
Fitzpatrick et al. 1991}. 

No Scrub Jays were observed on the subject site du ring the cursory 

survey. A formal Scrub-Jay survey may be required by the USFWS to 
determine if Scrub Jays exist on the subject property. 

Sand Skink (Neoseps reynoldsi) 
Federally Listed as "Threatened" by USFWS 

The subject site falls within the Sand Skink Consultation Area for the 

United States Fish and Wi ldlife Service (USFWS}. The sand skink is 
listed as "Threatened" by the USFWS. 

The results of the pedestrian survey in January of 2022 show no 

evidence (i .e. sinusoidal tracks) that indicate the presence of the sand 

skink. However, the site is within the USFWS Sand Skink Consultation 
Area, contains suitable wel l drained soil types, and is above the 80-

foot elevation requirement. Due to these factors, it is advisable to 

conduct a formal sand skink survey, as it may be required by federal, 

state, and/or local government permitting agencies . 

Everglade Snail Kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis) 
Federally Listed as "Endangered" by USFWS 

The subject site falls within the USFWS Consultation Area for the 
Everglade Snail Kite . Currently the Snail Kite is listed as "Endangered" 
by the USFWS. 

No Snail Kites were observed within the subject site during the wildlife 

survey conducted. There is no Everglade Snail Kite habitat within the 
subject property, therefore no further action is required. 
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The complete Environmental Assessment Report prepared for the 

project can be found in PDS Report Appendix 2. 

3.2.9 Soil Survey & Geotechnical Data 

The groundwater hydrogeology of Central Florida can be described in 

terms of the nature and relationship of three basic geologic strata. 

The near surface sand stratum is fairly permeab le and comprises the 

water table (unconfined) aqu ifer . The soi ls in this area are generally 

Type A soils and the water table in this area is at a depth of greater 
than 80 inches (6 .7 feet) below the natural surface. The actual depth 

to groundwater however, may vary from that described in the Soil 

Survey. This will depend on many factors including the presence of 

drainage swales, ditches, irrigation and potable water wells, and other 

changes in hydrogeological conditions subsequent to the publication 
of the Soil Survey. 

Based on a rev iew of pub lished topographic maps, the Soil 

Conservation Service (SCS) Soil Survey of Orange County, Florida and 

the USGS Quadrangle map, the study area generally slopes from north 
to south. The ground elevat ion appears to range from approxi mately 

+180 feet NGVD at the western limit to approximately +200 feet NGVD 

near the mid-point to approximately +185 feet NGVD at the eastern 
limit. 

The SCS Soil Survey is a generally reliable and comprehensive 
publ ished source of information regarding near-surface soil and 

groundwater condit ions. The SCS Soil Survey of Orange County, 

Florida was reviewed for information regard ing near surface soil 
conditions w ith in the project area and is depicted in Figure 3.2.9. The 

fo llowing soils, wh ich are mapped in the SCS Soil Survey within the 

study area, are presented in the table below. 

USDA Map Depth to 
Symbol Description Groundwater 

#4 Candler fine sand, 0 to 5 % slopes > 8011 

#5 Candler fine sand, 5 to 12 % slopes >8011 

The following presents a brief description of the soil types mapped for 
the project corr idor: 
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Cand ler fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes is a nea rl y level to gently 
sloping, excessively drained soil found on the uplands. The surface 
layer of th is soil type generally consists of very dark grayish brown fine 
sand about 5 inches thick. The seasona l high water table for this soil 
type is at a depth of more than 80 inches. Permeability of this soil 
type is rapid in the surface and subsurface layers and is rap id to 
moderately rapid in the subsoil. 

Candler fine sand, 5 to 12 percent slopes is a sloping to strongly 
sloping, excess ively drained soil found on the uplands. The surface 
layer of this so il type genera lly consists of dark grayish brown fine sand 
about 4 inches t hick. The seasonal high water table for this soil type is 
at a depth of more than 80 inches. Permeabili ty of this soil type is 
rapid in the surface and su bsurface layers and is rapid to moderately 
rapid in the subsoil. 

Given the nature of the existing undeveloped corridor, a 
comprehensive Soil Survey - which is usually performed during the 
final design phase of a roadway project - was cond ucted in late 2021 
and early 2022 . The detailed results of that field and laboratory work 
are contained in the Soil Survey Report found in the PDS Report 
Appendix 3. Summary findings applicab le to this study include: 

Typical Soil Boring Profile 
The soil cond itions encountered in the roadway and pond borings are 
shown on the Report of Auger Borings for Roadway and Report of 
Auger Bori ngs for Ponds sheets found within the Soil Survey Report. 
The soil survey encountered three generalized soi l strata with in the 
survey lim its to the maxi mum depths explored in the borings. In 
genera l, the soil stratification, based on visual examination is as 
follows : 

Stratum 
Description 

AASHTO 
No. Classif. 

1 
Orangish-brown & grayish-brown to 

A-3 
dk brown fine sand to fine sand w/ silt 

2 Orangish-brown silty fine sand A-2-4 

3 Orangish-brown clayey fine sand A-2-6 

The roadway borings typically encountered Stratum 1 soils within the 
explored depths of the borings. Stratum 2 so ils were encountered in a 
few of the roadway borings, typically below a depth of about 10 feet. 
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The pond borings typically encountered Stratum 1 soils to the 
termination depth of 20 feet. Stratum 3 soil was encountered in a 
single pond boring (PB-1) at depth of about 18 feet to the boring 
term ination depth of 20 feet . 

Based on results of the roadway borings and ant icipated proposed 
grades, the minimum separation of 2 feet is anticipated to be easily 
achieved throughout the project alignment. 

Pond Borings 
In general, borings performed at the 3 stormwater pond alternatives 
encountered Stratum 1 (A-3) soils to the termination depth of 20 feet. 
Stratum 3 (A-2-6) soils were encountered at one boring (PB-1) at a 
depth of about 18 feet to the boring termination depth of 20 feet . 

A summary of the recommended pond parameters is presented in the 
Soil Survey Report found in the PDS Appendix 3 (see Table 4 inside the 
Soil Survey Report Appendix) . 

Embankment Use 
The material from Stratum 1 (A-3) and Stratum 2 (A-2-4) can be 
classified as Select and used as roadway embankment in accordance 
with FOOT Standard Plans Index 120-001 of the Standard Plans for 
Road Construction. Material from Stratum 2 (A-2-4) may retain excess 
moisture and may be difficult to dry and compact. The borings 
performed along the proposed roadway alignment primarily 
encountered Stratum 1 soi ls to depths of about 5 to 10 feet. Stratum 
3 (A-2-6) is Plastic material and if encountered during construction, 
should be removed in accordance with Standard Plans Index 120-002. 

If other plastic and / or organic material is encountered along the 
project alignment or ponds during construction, these materials 
should be removed / utilized in accordance with FOOT Standard Plans 
Indices 120-001 and 120-002 . 

LBR Testing 
Laboratory testing of the three bulk soil samples indicated design LBR 
values of 30 (FDOT Mean method) and 34 (FOOT 90% method) . 
Modification of the in-situ soil to achieve a minimum LBR of 40 
(typical ) will therefore be required of the contractor. 

Permeability Testing 
Laboratory permeability testing was performed on soil samples 
obtained from the stormwater pond option areas. The theoretica l 
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vertical unsaturated and theoretical horizontal saturated permeability 

rates both ranged from 7 to 9 feet per day. Given these rates and the 

depth to estimated seasonal high groundwater, we expect the pond(s) 
to operate as dry retention facilities with quick recovery. 

Corrosion Series Testing 
A series of six corrosion tests were performed on soil samples 

obtained along the project alignment from the proposed roadway and 

pond areas. These results indicate that the subsurface environment 

ranges from slightly to extremely aggressive (pH = 4.9) for use in 
selection of an appropriate class of concrete or steel; in accordance 

with FOOT Standards. 

Results of all test ing (LBR, Permeability & Corrosion) are presented in 

the ir respective tables, as well as the results of the field borings are 

found within the Soil Survey Report (see PDS Report Append ix 3). 

3.2.10 Contamination/ Hazardous Material Sites 

A desk top review of the FDEP database " Maps Direct" and 

Environmental Database Report (EDR) was completed to identify 

reported contamination located near the referenced project. The 

available database was reviewed as part of the Contamination 

Screening Evaluation Report (CSER) development in general 

accorda nce w ith the FOOT Project Development and Environment 

(PD&E) Manual dated July 1, 2020. 

The field site visit was conducted on December 22, 2021 to assist in 

the determination of risks associated with past activities and from 

potential sources of contamination. A tota l of six potential risk sites 

were identified based on site characteristics and / or operations 
observed during the field reconnaissance and revi ew of available 

historical data . Below is a summary of the CSER find ings. The full 

details are included in PDS Report Appendix 4. 

Low Risk - Historical Citrus Grove Areas, Risk for the Overall Area 
within 0.25 mile Radius of Proposed Corridor: Risk Site ( General ) 
Historical aerials indicate the presence of citrus groves from at least 
1954 to 2017. The citrus groves are no longer present. Although 

pesticide and herbicide application are generally applied in accordance 
with manufacturer recommendations, many products contain arsenic 
which tend to accumulate in certain soil conditions, potentially 
creating risk by bind ing with the soils, or potentially infiltrating into the 
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groundwater. Soil chemistry is complex in relation to arsenic 
accumulation in soil or if arsen ic has a pot ential to release or leach to 

the groundwater from potential past long-term use of pesticides, 

herbicides and re lated heavy meta l components contained in 

agricultural products. 

Based on review of the historical aerials and site reconnaissance, no 

obvious indication of the presence of pump houses, sheds and 

mix/load areas were apparent. In addition, the soil conditions listed as 

Candler soil type is a very sandy soil and not prone to absorbing 

arsen ic or other agricultural based pesticides and herbicides 

contami nants. Therefore, the historica l citrus grove area uses are 
considered Low Risk sites. 

Low Risk- Former University of Florida - Research Facil ity: Risk Site 1 
This former UF facility was used for as a field agricultura l research 
fac ility. No specific historical information was found addressing the 

specific research activities performed on-s ite . The fac ility is no longer 

present and no visual soil stain ing was foun d during the site 

inspection . This site is rega rded a Low Risk site . 
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Low Risk- Avalon Road Disaster Debris Management Site: Risk Site 2 
The WC II faci lity located approximat e 844 feet south of the ROW 

extension was formerly used for a temporary hurricane debris st orage 

area. No addit ional informat ion was available. Typically, these si t es 
are used t o store disaster wood and related storm debris and is 

regarded a Low Risk site. 

Low Risk- Haines City Citrus Growers Association Avalon : Risk Site 3 
The facility registered a 1,000-gallon aboveground storage tank (AST) 

w ith no reported discharge or regulatory issues. This site is located 
945 feet northeast of t he proposed ROW and is regard ed a Low Ri sk. 

Low Risk - Winter Garden Citrus Growers Association (aka Wincey 
Groves) : Risk Site 4 
A registered facil ity with a 10,000-gal lon AST reported a fuel oil 

discharge on June 9, 2010, and July 19, 2015. A Source Removal 
Report dated June 2019 documents the removal of all soil impact and 

FDEP issued a Site Rehabilitat ion Com pletion Order (SRCO) in 2019. 

The site has been redeve loped into single fami ly housing and is 

regarded a Low Risk site . 

Low Risk-Water Conserv II : Risk Site 5 
The site has a single active 6,000 ga ll on unleaded AST on-site. No 

Discharges have been reported . Th is site is considered a low risk. 
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Each identified potential sites appear to present Low Risk for 
contaminant impacts based on potential construction activities . No 
Medium or High Risk sites were identified w ithin the project corridor, 
and no other petroleum impacts or other contamination sites were 
identif ied within the study limits. No further action is required. 

In accordance with Orange County Risk Management requirements, 
the fol lowing action items and conditions are incorporated as follows . 

• Historical Citrus Grove Areas, Section 7.0: An empty gas can and a 
55-gallon drum of hydraulic oil at about 25 percent full was 
discovered near adjacent to these ba rr iers. Refer to Exhibit 3B, 
Photographs 16, 17, and 18. 

Action Required: The 55-gallon drum and gasoline container must 
be removed from the site and the area re-inspected for potential 
impacts prior to the right of way acquisit ion or transfe r. 

• Existing or New Fuel Tank Facilities: 

Action Required: All existing and any new fuel facilities installed 
after February 3, 2022 located within a 1/4 -mile of the proposed 
right of way fuel discharge data shall be updated and monitored 
for potential discharges prior to road construction activit ies . 

• Winter Garden Citrus Growers Association (aka Wincey Groves), 
Section 7.0: Winter Garden Citrus had a source removal in 2019 
and was given a SRCO by FOEP (2019) . 

Action Required: In the event construction dewatering is required 
or occurs with in the vicinity of the former Winter Haven Citrus 
Growers Assoc iation site discharge location, dewatering effluent 
should be mon itored for residual petroleum impacts. 

In accordance with 2020 FOOT PE&E Manua l, th is CSER will exp ire on 
Februa ry 3, 2025 corresponding to the origina l draft CSER issuance 
date. 

In addition, the CSER meets the FOOT 2020 PD&E manua l 
requirements and does not the American Society of Testing Materials 
(ASTM) E1527 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Standards . 
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3.2.11 Environmental Perm it Coordination 

Preliminary coordination has been initia ted with several regulatory 
agencies, including: 

• Orange County Environmental Protection Divis ion 

• South Florida Water Management District 

• US Army Corps of Engineers 

Orange County Environmental Protection Division 

Conservation land is to be determined within the project area. There 

are no wetlands nor wet land impacts within the project corridor. 

South Florida Water Management District 

An environmenta l resource permit is to be determined . There are no 
wetlands nor wet land impacts with in the project corridor. 

US Army Corps of Engineers 

There are no wetlands nor wetland impacts with in the project 
co rridor. 

3.2.12 Existing Permits 

At the t ime of th is report, the fol lowing stormwater permits exist 

within the vicinity of the proposed corridor. These permit s include: 

• Hamlin West ERP No. 48-100701-P Mass Grad ing Overall , located in 
the east side of Ava lon Road (CR 545) from SR 429 to McKi nney Road . 

• New Independence Parkway West ERP No. 48-100844-P. The project 

includes widening New Independence Parkway from 2 lanes to 4-lanes 
divided between SR 429 and Avalon Road . 

• Hamlin Southwest Subdivision ERP No. 48-103252-P, located at the 

northeast corner of Avalon Road and Porter Road . 

• Horizon Health Campus. 

• Orange County National Golf ERP No. 48-00885-P located on the east 
side of Avalon Road (CR 545) south of SR 429. 

• Porter Road Widen ing ERP No. 48-02176-P between CR545 and 
Hamlin Groves Trail. The project includes the widening of Porter Road 

from 2 lanes to 4-la nes divided . 
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• Schofield Class Ill Landfill ERP 48-00639-S located at the southwest 

quadrant of Schofield Road and Avalon Road (CR 545) . 

• 

• 
• 

Silverleaf Phase 1 Infrastructure & Phase 2 & 3 Mass Grad ing ERP 48-

104132-P located on the west side of Avalon Road (CR 545) from 

Schofield Road to the Northern Entrance Road and from the 

Lake/Orange County line to Avalon Road (CR 545) . 

Site 89 Elementary School ERP 48-104590-P . 

Site 132-M-W-4 Middle School ERP 48-104721-P . 

• West Orange C&D Landfill ERP 48-016125-009-EM for the Orange 

County C&D Disposal Facility located in the northwest quadrant of the 

Schofield Road and Avalon Road (CR 545) intersection . 

Existing Hydrology 

This section of the report describes the existing hydrologic condit ions of the 

project corridor. These descriptions are based on data collection including 
field investigations, review of maps and survey information, and previous 

reports and permits . Existing Orange County LIDAR information served as the 

basis for plotting much of the data necessary for the engineering, analysis, 
and design studies. 

3.3 .1 Drainage Basins 

The limits of the corridor analysis are located within the jurisdiction of 
South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD). The corridor is 

within the Lake Ingram watershed, which is part of the Reedy Creek 

Basin, however, it is not in the RCID boundary or jurisdiction. The Lake 
Ingram watershed is a closed land-locked basin that receives 

stormwater runoff from land that is primarily vacant with agricultural 
activities. Extensive residential and commercial development is also 

occurring in the area as part of the Horizon West Development. The 

project corridor conta ins a considerable degree of topographic relief 
with the site and surrounding area discharging towards Lake Ingram 
along with several self-contained interconnected depressional surface 
water areas (see Figure 3.3 .1) . 

WC II has several Rapid Infiltration Basins (RIBs) located in the vicinity 
of the project corridor and several deep wells . The RIBs are used for 
recharge of Florida's aquifer through the discharge of recla imed water 
to the RIBs. Levels measured in the wells follow water levels in Lake 
Ingram very closely. This implies that Lake Ingram is well connected to 

the Floridan Aquifer and that lake levels are strongly influenced by 
pressure in the Floridan . 
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The Orange County Comprehensive Plan includes FLU 4.5.7 and FLU 4.5.8. 
FLU 4.5.7 requires that an analysis be completed to ensure that appropriate 
water recharge of the Floridan Aquifer can be maintained. The analysis must 
demonstrate that the recharge characteristics of water entering the soil in the 
post-development condition is comparable to that in the pre-development 
condition . FLU 4.5 .8 requires an evaluation of the development impacts on 
listed plants and wildlife and wildlife habitats. If there are impacts to these 
natural resources, an evaluation of the impacts will be completed, and 
mitigation will be recommended. 

3.3 .2 Existing Roadway Drainage 

The project corridor is within an undeveloped area . There is an 
existing unpaved access road for WC II maintenance, however existing 
drainage flows freely across the existing corridor. A paved roadway 
connection from the Wincey Groves Subdivision to Avalon Road (CR 
545} exists at the east end of the project corridor. This 2-lane road 
was included with the Wincey Groves Subdivision construct ion and will 
likely need to be replaced with the new roadway. Drainage from this 
existing road flows into a stormwater collection system via curb inlets 
on the south side of the road, into a shallow dry retention pond and 
ultimately discharges to the existing roadside dra inage swales on 
Avalon Road (CR 545). 

3.3 .3 Existing Cross Dra ins 

There are no existing cross drains along the alignment. Existing 
drainage patterns allow any overl and water to flow freely across the 
existing terrain . 
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4.0 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

4.1 Existing Traffic Conditions 

This section summarizes the existing conditions traffic data from previous 
studies (includ ing traffic counts along Avalon Road, peak to da ily rat io (K), 
directional spl it (D), and truck (T) factors). A review of previous studies and 
data related to the study segment and intersect ion was conducted . Following 
is a summary of the relevant data collected from those studies. 

4.1.1 Previous Studies - Data Collection 

The 2017 Avalon Road Design Traffic Report by VHB was refenced to 
co llect the fo llowing traffic characteristics, as based on the procedures 
outl ined in the FDOT's Project Traffic Forecasting (PTF) Handbook 
(January 2014) . The following table presents the factors that were 
selected for use and are referenced in th is DTIM : 

Avalon 
Road 

Al l side st reets 

Mainline Characteristics 

9.0% 60.0% 

Side Street Characteristics 

9.0% 60.0% 

7.0% 

2.0% 

5.0 
% 

1.0 
% 

The 2021 CR 545 (Ava lon Road) at West Town Center PDS by TMC was 
also referenced to collect traffic count data including measured 
volume and turn ing movement counts, in add ition to ava ilable FTO 
historical traffic count data. Th is information was supplemented by 
field counts collected by VHB in late 2020. Those counts and the other 
data was adjusted for base year conditions. 

The final AADT and turning movement count f igures, as wel l as the 
associated raw data, are provided in deta il with in the DTIM Report 
found in PDS Report Append ix 5. The Base Yea r (2020) AADT's are 
presented in the table below: 
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Roadway Segment Base Year 
2020 AADT 

South of Schofield Road 14,000 

Schofield Road to Porter Road 8,000 
CR 545 (Avalon Road) 

Porter Road to New Independence Pkwy 9,000 

New Independence Pkwy to McKinney Rd 13,000 

North of McKinney Road 10,000 

Schofield Road West of Avalon Road 7,000 

Porter Road East of Ava lon Road 4,000 

New Independence Pkwy East of Avalon Road 7,000 

McKinney Road East of Avalon Road 700 

4.1.2 Florida Traffic Online (FTO) 

The following traffic data was reported in the year 2020 FTO for 

Ava lon Road south of Old YMCA Road, whi ch is the only traffic count 

station that is near the study area. 

• K-Factor - 9% 

• D- Factor - 53% 

• T factor - 6.6% 

4.1.3 Recommended Design Traffic Factors 

Based on comparison of design traffic factors from both the VHB and 

TMC reports, FTO, proposed land uses near the study area, and 

engineering judgment, the following factors were recommended: 

• K-Factor - 9% 

• D- Factor - 54% 

• T factor - 8% 

• DHT Factor - 2% 

At NIP & Future Valencia Pkwy 
Recommended Recommended Recommended 

2045 AADT 2045 AADT 2047 AADT 
(Valencia Parkway (Valencia Parkway 

2- Lanes) 4- Lanes) 

Wellness Way (West Leg) 43,264 43,495 43,900 

New Independence Pkwy (East Leg) 35,584 35,183 35,500 

Valencia Parkway (South Leg) 10,411 12,455 12,600 
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The Design Year 2047 AADT's were obtained by using the Bureau of 

Econom ic and Business Research (BEBR) Low (0.50%) linear growth to 

the model based 2045 AADT's shown above. The Opening Year (2027) 

and Mid-Design Year (2037) AADT's were estimated based on AADT's 

on New Independence Parkway from the West Town Center PDS, June 

2021. Those AADT's are presented below: 

4.2 Future Traffic Forecasts 

The future traffic volumes (AADT) for the New Independence Parkway 

Extension are as follows: (west of Valencia node/east of Va lencia node) 

• Opening Year (2027) = 20,200 / 16,300 

• Mid-Design Year (2037) = 32,000 / 25,900 

• Design Year (2047) = 43,900 / 35,500 

The complete Design Traffic Techn ical Memorandum (DTTM) is found in 
Appendix S. 
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5.0 DESIGN CRITERIA 

5.1 DESIGN CRITERIA 

Roadway design crite ri a has been established for each design element. The 

design criteria used for the preliminary design of the New Independence 

Parkway Extension PDS was developed from several sources including the 
FOOT Design Manual (FOM), the FOOT Standard Plans and the Manual on 

Uniform Traffic Control Devices. In addit ion, Orange County's design standards 

were also adhered to . Specific design criteria to be used for the development 

of the proposed improvements are shown below: 

DESIGN ELEMENT CRITERIA SOURCE 
Design Speed 45 mph Study by KCG 

Roadway Classification Urban Arterial Scope 

Access Management Class 5 FOOT RCI Database 

Context Classification C3R/C3C FOM Table 200.4.1 

Connection Spacing 245 ft . FOM Table 201.4.2 

Median Open ing Spacing 
660 ft. FOM Table 201.4.2 

Directional 

Median Open ing Spacing 
1320 ft . FOM Table 201.4.2 

Ful l 

Signal Spacing 1320 ft . FOM Table 201.4.2 

Des ign Vehicle WB-62FL FOM Section 201.6 

A. Typical Section 

Number of Lanes 4 Scope 

Desi rabl e 
11 ft . FOM Table 210.2 .1 

Lane Widths 

M inimum 
11 ft . (R/W and exist ing 

Lane Widths 
conditions are stringent FOM Table 210.2.1 

controls) 

Minimum Sidewalk 
6 ft. FOM Ta ble 222 .2.1 

Width 

Minimum Median Width 22 ft . FOM Table 210.3.1 

Cross Slope 

Inside Lane 0.02 FOM Figure 210.2.1 

Outside Lane 0.03 FOM Figure 210.2.1 

Border (from lip of 
14 ft . FOM Table 210.7.1 

gutter) 
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Roadside Slopes 

1:2 or to suit property 
Front Slope owner, not flatter than FDM Table 215 .2.3 

1:6 / Height of Fill: 0-6ft 

1:2 or to su it property 
Back Slope owner, not fl atter than FDM Table 215 .2.3 

1:6 / Height of Fill: All 

Transverse Slope 1:4 / Height of Fill : Al l FDM Section 215.2.3 

Driveway Grades 

Commercial 10% 

Residentia I 28% 
FDM Figure 214.4.4 

Max Breakover 14% 

B. Horizontal Geometry 

Maximum Deflection (no 
1 °00'00" FDM Section 210.8.1 

curve) 

Maximum Deflection 
3°00'00" FDM Table 212 .7.1 

Through Intersection 

Minimum Stopping Sight 
360 ft. FDM Table 210.11.1 

Distance 

Desirable Length of 
675 ft . FDM Table 210.8.1 

Horizontal Curve 

Minimum Length of 
400 ft. FDM Table 210.8.1 

Horizonta l Curve 

Maximum 
5% FDM Section 210.9.1 

Superelevation 

On Tangent 80% FDM Section 210.9.1 

Within Curve 20% FDM Section 210.9 .1 

Superelevation 
d = 1:150 FDM Table 210.9.3 

Transition Slope Rate 

Minimum SET Length 75 ft. FDM Table 210 .9.3 

5-2 



C. Vertical Geometry 
Maximum Grade 6% FOM Table 210.10.1 

Min imum Grade 0.30% FOM Section 210.10.1.1 

Minimum Distance 
250 ft. FOM Section 210.10.1.1 

Between VPl's 

Maximum Change in 
0.70% FOM Table 210.10.2 

Grade (w/o VC) 

Minimum Crest Vertical 
K=98 FOM Table 210.10.3 

Curve 

Minimum Length (3V) 135 ft . FOM Ta bl e 210.10.4 

Minimum Sag Vertical 
K=79 FOM Table 210.10.3 

Curve 

Minimum Length (3V) 135 ft . FOM Table 210.10.4 

Base Clearance Above 
1ft. FOM Section 210.10.3 

Est . Seasonal High 

D. Turn Lanes & Queue Length 

Queue Length Minimum 100 ft . FOM Section 212.14.2 

Tota l Decel Distance L = 185 ft. FOM Exhibit 212-1 

Clearance Distance L1 = 85 ft . FOM Exhibit 212-1 

Brake to Stop Distance L2 = 100 ft . FOM Exhibit 212-1 

Taper Length (Single 
t:, = 50 ft. FOM Exh ibit 212-1 

Left) 

TaperLength(Dua/Left) t:, = 100 ft. FOM Exhib it 212-1 

E. Roadway Clearance and Offsets 

Vertical Clearance for 
17 ft . 6 in. FOM Section 210.10.3 

OH Sign Structures 

Vertical Clearance 
17 ft. 6 in. FOM Section 210.10.3 

Signals 

Light Pole Offset 4 ft . from face of curb FOM Table 215 .2.2 

Uti lity Offset 4 ft . from face of curb FOM Table 215.2.2 

Signal Pole Offset 4 ft. from face of curb FOM Table 215.2.2 

Trees Offset 4 ft . from face of curb FOM Table 215.2.2 

Clearance to Drop-Off 22 ft . from traveled way FOM Figure 215.3 .3 

Other Obstacles Offset 4 ft . from face of curb FOM Table 215 .2.2 

NOTES: 

(1) FOOT Des ign Manual, 
(2) FOOT Standard Plans 

2022 
for Road & Bridge 

Construction 2022-23 
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C UNTY 6.0 IMPROVEMENT ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT GOVERNMENT 

6.1 

6.2 

AND ANALYSIS 

Alternative Typical Sections 

Two primary alternative typical sections were considered during the course of 
this study. Both alternatives provide two lanes in each direction as well as a 
raised median, closed drainage system with curb and gutter and 
accommodates for both pedestrian and cyc li st needs. 

These typical section options were heavily influenced by the fact that the 
Roadway Agreement had establ ished a nominal right-of-way width that varies 
between 120 feet and 200 feet for the proposed facility . Likewise, 
coord ination with Lake County to the west, and more sign ificantly, reflecting 
Orange County's recently widened New Independence Parkway facility to the 
east, affected our typical section evaluation . 

The primary difference between the two alternatives is based on 
accommodating cyclists. Typical Section Alternative #1 (see Figure 6.1a) 
shows on-street bike lanes in both directions and Alternative #2 (see Figure 
6.1b) accommodates the cyclist on 10-foot-wide multi-use paths located on 
both the north and south sides of the proposed roadway. 

It should be noted that the typical section in Lake County accommodates on­
street bike lanes, whereas the recently constructed section of New 
Independence Parkway east of Avalon accommodates cyclists on 10-foot-wide 
multi -use paths. 

Typical Section Alternative #1 uses 11-foot lanes in each direction and Typical 
Section Alternative #2 uses 11-foot lanes in each direction . Both alternatives 
employee a raised median with Type E curb and gutter adjacent to the inside 
lanes and Type F curb and gutter on the outside of the travel way. 

Access Management Determ ination 

The study team coordinated with the county rega rding access management 
options. It was determined that there will be full median openings at both 
connections to the Wincey Groves subdivision with no other med ian open ings 
to the west. This decision was based primarily on the fact that all land west of 
Wincey in WC II property and the only future proposed connection would be 
the planned Valencia Parkway to be constructed by others. Since the precise 
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6.3 

location of that future intersection has not been determined and will be 
heavily influenced by the presence of a deep depression located F L o • 1 o " 

approximately 500 feet south of the roadway alignment on a parcel of 
undeveloped private property. For this reason, the planning and design of the 
New Independence Parkway Extension has taken into account a range of 
viable intersection locations for a 400-to-600-foot stretch along the 
alignment. The range of locations of a future Valencia Parkway intersection 
is shown by the shaded rectangle, along with an inset below that shows the 
intersection lane configuration seen on Figures 6.3a, 6.3b and 6.3c. 

Since the timing of the extension of New Independence Parkway to the west 
into Lake County is uncertain, it has been decided that once the new road is 
constructed, that public access should not be allowed west of the westerly 
Wincey Groves intersection . Restrict ing publ ic access by means of a physical 
fence / barrier will reduce trespassing, illegal dumping, loitering, etc. and 
other undesirable activity. 

Develop Alternative Alignment Improvement Concepts 

Development of the various alignment alternatives was restricted to the fact 
that both ends of the project are constrained . The west end or "Begin 

Project" was established previously by leadership w ith both Lake County and 
Orange County during a previous Wel lness Way Project . The east end is fixed 
at the existing Avalon Road / New Independence Parkway intersection . 
Add itionally, the roughly eastern half of the project alignment was established 
previously - whereby the southern 150 feet of the original "Wincey Groves 
parcel" was dedicated by the previous property owner for the alignment of 
The New Independence Parkway Extension . 

That being the case, only slight variations in the al ignment were poss ible . The 
three alternatives developed and analyzed consist of: 

Alternative Alignment A: 
Th is alignment (see Figure 6.3a) repl icates t he alignment previously 
developed by the earl ier study and referenced in the Roadway Agreement. 

Alignment Alternat ive B: 
Th is alignment shown in Figure 6.3b app lies different curvature which takes 
advantage of the exist ing terrain with respect to the horizontal curvat ure and 
associated superelevations for the 45 miles per hour design speed. This 
alignment also avoids a large Live Oa k due west of the Wincey Groves 
subd ivision . 
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The horizontal curvature consists of two back-to-back curves of radius 2,083' 
and radius 1,206' respectively. The first curve allows the typical section to 
remain at normal crown while the radius of the second curve is superelevated 
at reverse crown, at 2%. The purpose for superelevating the easterly curve is 
to better fit the split profile we have developed south of the Wincey Groves 
Subdivision . 

Alternative Alignment C: 
Figure 6.3c shows the alignment option that introduces a tangent section of 
nearly 460' between the two curves by varying the horizontal curves east and 
west of the tangent section . This alignment also avoids the loss of the 
aforementioned large Live Oaks. 

These horizontal curves of 2,083' radius and 1200' radius allow a 
superelevation of normal crown on the westerly curve and reverse crown for 
the easterly curve. 

6.4 Analyze Alternative Alignment Improvement Concepts 

An Alternatives Evaluation Matrix has been prepared to evaluate, document 
and compare the results of the evaluation analysis (see Table 6.4) . The matrix 
is used to clearly identify the most viable improvement concept. Each of the 
three alternative alignments are used. The common practice of including a 
No-Build Option was not performed in the evaluation matrix since the No­
Build Option is not feasib le. 

Each of the items studied under the alternative improvement concepts has 
been included in t he matrix. 

Because the alignment differences are subtle given the previously established 
"Begin Project" and the fact that the eastern alignment has already been 
established (and Right-of-Way conveyed to the County), there are few 
variations with which to compare the alternatives against each other. 
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Table6.4 

Alternatives Comparison Matrix 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 

Minimum RW = 120' Minimum RW = 120' M inimum RW = 120' 

Two curves of 2,083' and 1,206', 
Two curves of 2,083' and 1,200', 

Eva luation Criteria Replicates previous study separated by 460' tangent. 
NC followed by RC 

NC followed by RC 

Relocatlons 

Number of Residential Acquisitions 0 0 0 

Number of Business Acquisitions 0 0 0 

Number of Parcels Impacted 2 2 2 

Soclal, Natural, & Physical Impacts 

Social & Neighborhood Low Low Low 

Archaeological/ Historica l Sites 0 0 0 

Threatened and Endangered Species Low Low Low 

Wetlands (acres) 0 0 0 

Floodplains (acre-feet) 0 0 0 

Potential High or Medium Ranked 

Contamination Sites 
None None None 

Estimated Costs (Present Day Costs) 

Design (15% of Construction) $1,327,382 $1,347,670 $1,341,433 

Right-of-Way Acquisition• $659,250 $659,250 $659,250 

Wetland Mitigation $0 $0 $0 

Roadway Construction $8,849,213 $8,984,467 $8,942,890 

Reimbursable Utility Relocation $0 $0 $0 

CEI (15% of Construction) $1,327,382 $1,347,670 $1,341,433 

Total Cost $12,163,227 $12,339,058 $12,285,007 

*Per Agreement: $45k/ AC 



6.4.1 Compensable Impacts Analysis 

The study team met with the affected property owner (Water Conserv 
II) on multiple occasions to understand the design constraints of the 
new roadway and pond alternatives, receive their input and provide 
their review feedback for establishing alignment alternatives and pond 
option locations. The alignments and pond locations reflect those 
meetings. The presence of WC II RIB sites affected the pond location 
options and selection and the need to accommodate their existing RIB 
site infrastructure. This infrastructure cons ists primarily of 
underground water distribution mains running to and from the 
ind ividual pods and their need for continued access across their 
property for maintenance and operation activities . 

6.4.2 Cost Analysis 

A deta iled cost estimate was developed as part of the PDS effort. for 
the study. The alternative alignments present no significant 
measurable differences in cost, therefore all three options were 
ranked the same. The Engineer's Estimate of Probabl e Cost is 
presented in Table 6.4.2 . The estimate includes costs for the 
constructed facility as well as the estimated Right-of-Way cost based 
on the Roadway Agreement wh ich established a fixed cost per acre of 
needed property for the roadway, pond and slope easements . 

6.4.3 Conceptual Drainage Analysis 

A detailed Pond Siting Report was developed for the study. Given the 
unique nature of th is project, i.e. the fixed Begin and End Project as 
well as the predetermined location for the eastern half of the 
alignment (R/W has been ded icated for the alignment), very few 
options were available for development of the drainage system - both 
collection and treatment. The Pond Siting Report evaluated th ree 
potential pond sites for the western half of the project (Western 

Basin). All three ponds were located toward the western end of the 
project due to the lower elevations near the county line. Each of the 
pond alternative site locations were presented to Water Conserv II for 
review and coordinat ion . The 3 pond alternatives are presented in 
Figure 6.4.3 and the Pond Evaluation/Comparison Matrix is found in 
Table 6.4 .3. 
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Dry ponds were the selected method of stormwater treatment due to 
the existing depth to estimated seasonal high groundwater (greater , L o • , o " 

than 10 feet below ground surface) and the rapid infiltration rates 7-9 
feet per day) . Wet stormwater ponds would require the use of 
expensive pond liners and therefore were not considered . 

Pond Alternative #1 is a rectangular shaped pond oriented east-west 
located on the north side of the roadway alignment near the county 
line. Pond Alternative #2 is a trapezoidal shaped and located on the 
south side of the roadway and east of the future of Valencia Parkway 
intersection . Pond Alternative #3 mirrors Pond #1, but it is located on 
the south side of the alignment. 

The soil types within all three pond alternatives are the same - with 
the exception of the western portion of Pond #1 where A-2-6 material 
was encountered . A-2-6 soils are plastic which are not su itable nor 
desirable for use within dry stormwater treatment ponds since the 
plastic characterist ics significantly decrease pond percolation and 
recovery rates . Removal of the A-2-6 materia l is possible but not 
practica l therefore, the presence of this plastic material makes Pond 
#1 less desirable from a geologic and infiltration perspective. 

All three pond alternatives are located within hydrologically closed 
basins, so there is no difference in any of the three pond outfalls. 
Coordination with the property owner (Water CONSERV II) surfaced 
their preference for Pond # 3 since it is located furthest from any of 
their RIB sites. The Roadway Agreement established a fixed cost per 
acre of the WC II land for acquisition, therefore al l real estate costs will 
be the same across all three pond alternatives. Based on input 
received from WC II, the geologic test results and our analysis, Pond # 
3 was selected . 

6.4.4 Community (social-economic) Impact Analysis 

There are no residences or bus inesses impacted by any of the three 
alternative alignments, nor are there any community facilit ies within 
the project corridor. The only neighborhood found with in the project 
limits is the Wincey Groves subdivision north of the eastern half of the 
alignment . Impacts to this community are the same for all three 
alternatives since the development was coord inated with the County 
previously. The requisite setbacks were established, and the needed 
road right-of-way was identified and conveyed to the County. 
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A nominal width of 120 feet was used to establish the proposed right­
of-way lines for each of the three alternative alignments. There will be • ,. 0 • , " " 

additional right-of-way needs/ variations however due to the differing 
cut and fill slope requirements along the alignments. These cut and fil l 
slopes will be protected by the purchase of additional right-of-way 
from Water Conserv 11. There are no other factors associated with 
community or social-economic impacts. Other than the amount of 
square footage (acreage) needed for each of the three alternative 
al ignments, their impacts will be the same. 

Summary - There are no diffe ring community or social -economic 
impacts for each of the three alignment alternatives. The three 
alternatives have differing right-of-way requirements due to the rolling 
terrain and cut and fill slopes. These differing right-of-way 
requirements are noted on the right-of-way cost estimates. 

6.4.5 Wetland and/or Surface Impacts 

The Project corridor consists of upland areas. The existing land use is 
open grassy space with no surface water areas or wetlands. 

Summary - There are no wetla nds or surface waters within the study 
corridor. The project consists of all uplands. 

6.4.6 Floodplain Impacts 

The entire Project limits lie in FEMA Zone X, which are areas 
determ ined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance floodpla in. 

Summary - There are no floodplain encroachments for any of the 
alternatives. 

6.4.7 Critical and Strategic Habitat Impact 

There are no known US Endangered Species Act critical habitats nor 
FWC identified strateg ic habitat within the project limits and therefore 
no means of preserving such habitat, modifying a potential alignment 
alternative or propose any mitigation. 

Summary - There are no known critical or strategic habitat associated 
with any of the alternatives . 
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6.4.8 Wildlife Corridor Impact 

Prior to the development of the Water Conserv II Project and the 
residential community north of the alignment, the entire project area 
was in citrus agriculture as recently as 1980, accordingly, there are no 
known wildlife corridors with in the project limits and therefore no 
means of preserving such corridors . 

Summary - There are no known wildlife corridors associated with any 
of the alternatives. 

6.4.9 Protected Species, Impacts 

No plant species listed by either state or federal agencies were 
identified within the project corridor during the field assessment. 

During the field review a number of active and inactive gopher tortoise 
burrows were observed within the project corridor. A final count will 
be needed during the permitting phase of final design . Since each of 
the alternatives are variations with no significant footprint changes, 

there are no ranking variations between them . As the project moves 

into final design, coordination with the appropriate regulatory 
agenc ies will be conducted to identify permitability of the facility. 

Summary - There are no protected species (flora or fauna) that wou ld 
affect the ranking of any of the alternatives. 

6.4.10 Archaeological and Historic Feature Impact 

The project corridor had previously been cleared for the development 
of the Water Conserv II installation on the western half, and the 
Wincey Groves development on eastern half. Prior to this, the entire 
project area was in citrus agricu lture as recently as 1980. There are no 
known historic activities other than agriculture. There are no 
previously recorded cu ltural resources with in the project area other 
than the Lake Ingra m area over a half mile away. 

Walkover examinations completed in 2020 and agai n in 2021 for the 
current review identified no evidence of cultural resources . 
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Summary- There are no archaeo logical or historic features associated 
GOVERNMENT 

with any of the alternatives. " L o • , " " 

6.4.11 Contaminated Sites Impacted 

The Level 1 - Contamination Screening Evaluation Report (CSER) 
conducted for th is PDS evaluated potential fo r contamination that may 

influence or impact the proposed alternatives for the roadway and 
pond( s) . The CSER included cons ideration of potentia l contamination 
impacts along the study corr idor and determination of the current 
contamination potential risk level (No, Low, Med ium, High) for 
likelihood to impact any future construction activities . 

A tota l of six potential risk sites were identified based on-site 
characteristics and / or operations observed du ring the field 
reconna issance and review of ava ilable historical data . The six sites 
consisted of five specific locations and one general area (the historica l 
cit rus grove area - removed circa 2017 - th rough wh ich the project 
traverses). Historical citrus grove area uses are considered Low Risk 
sites . Citrus grove area uses are generally considered to be Low Risk 
sites, unless observable or documented sp ill s, contamination, etc . are 
present or have been reported . No such indications were 
encountered; therefore, this area is also considered Low Risk. 

Each of the five specific locations, as well as the old grove present Low 
Risk for contam inant impacts. No Medium or High Risk sites were 
identified within the corridor study area . 

Summary - There are no potential contam inated sites associated with 
any of t he alternatives . 

6.4.12 Geotechnical Analysis 

The geotechnica l investigation identified the two stratum materia ls 
encou ntered in the roadway borings as A-3 (p rimarily) and A-2-4. Both 
can be classified as Select and used as embankment material in 
accordance with standard gu idel ines. The A-2-4 material may retain 
excess moisture and may require addit ional effort to dry and compact. 

All six pond borings (two borings in each of t he three pond alternative 
sites) encountered A-3 soils to the boring termination depth of 20 
feet. The except ion was for Pond #1 (boring PB-1) where t he lowest 2 
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feet (depth 18-20 feet) encountered a lens of A-2-6 material. The A-2-
GOVERN~IENT 

6 material is Plastic which is not su itable nor desirable for use within a , L O • , 0 ,, 

dry stormwater treatment pond since the plastic characteristic 
negatively affects pond percolation and recovery rates. 
Presence of the A-2-6 (plastic) material must be considered during the 
pond siting evaluation . Options include modify the pond design (i.e., 
pro-rating permeability rates across the pond footprint), remove the 
A-2-6 material with in the pond footprint, or eliminate the subject 

pond alternative from cons ideration . Since the pond borings were 
terminated at 20 feet, the thickness of the plast ic material is unknown. 

The soils investigation determined very favorable groundwater tables 
depths for roadway and pond construction of 10 feet or more below 
the existing surface. Accordingly, neither the profile nor pavement 
design will be affected by expected seasonal high groundwater 
cond it ions. Results from the evaluation indicate the exist ing soils 
encountered can support the proposed roadway typical pavement 
section, and excavated material from the mainline and pond is suitable 
for use in roadway construction . 

Summary - There are no geotechnical conditions which would affect 
any of the roadway alternatives . Pond Alternative #1 is negatively 

impacted by the presence of plastic material in the western half and 
should be ranked accordingly. 
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7.0 PRELIMINARY DESIGN ANALYSIS 

7.1 General 

7.2 

The PDS recommendations for a 4-l ane divided roadway with accompanying 

accommodations for both cyclists and pedestrians are consistent wi th t he 
proposed Wel lness Way coming from Lake County and are based on the 

Design Year 2047 Traffic. Given the nature of the corridor (the adjacent 

properties are primarily owned and controlled by Orange County and the City 
of Orlando by way of Water Conserv II), protecting the functi onal utilit y of the 

roadway should be straightforward . Controlling access to the roadway and 

providing limited median openings should be poss ible since only the future 

Valencia Parkway connection is programmed between the Orange / Lake 

County Line and the Wincey Subdivis ion. 

Design Criteria 

DESIGN ELEMENT CRITERIA SOURCE 

Design Speed 45 mph Study by KCG 

Roadway Classification Urban Arterial Scope 

Access Management Class 5 FOOT RCI Database 

Context Classification C3R/C3C FDM Table 200.4.1 

Connection Spacing 245 ft . FDM Table 201.4.2 

Median Opening Spacing 
660 ft. FDM Table 201.4.2 

Direct iona l 

Median Opening Spacing 
1320 ft . FDM Table 201.4.2 

Ful l 

Signal Spacing 1320 ft. FDM Table 201.4.2 

Typical Section 

Number of Lanes 4 Scope 

Desirable Lane Widths 11 ft. FDM Table 210.2.1 

11 ft. (R/W and existing 
Minimum Lane Widths condit ions are stringent FDM Table 210.2 .1 

controls) 

Minimum Sidewalk 
6 ft . FDM Table 222 .1. 1 

Width 

Minimum Median Width 22 ft. FDM Table 210.3.1 

Number of Lanes 4 Scope 
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Cross Slope 

Inside Lane 0.02 FDM Figure 210.2.1 
Outside Lane 0.03 FDM Figure 210.2.1 

Border (from li p of 
14 ft . FDM Table 210.7.1 

gutter) 

Roadside Slopes 

Front Slope 1:2 or to suit property 
owner, not flatter than FDM Table 215.2.3 

1:6 

Back Slope 1:2 or to su it property 
owner, not flatter than FDM Table 215 .2.3 

1:6 

Transverse Slope 1:4 FDM Section 215.2.3 

Driveway Grades 

Commercial 10% 

Residential 28% FDM Figure 214.4.4 

Max Breakover 14% 

Horizontal Geometry 

Maximum Deflection (no 
1 ·oo'oo" FDM Section 210.8.1 

curve) 

Maximum Deflection 
3°00'00" FDM Table 212.7.1 

Through Intersection 

Min imum Stopping Sight 
360 ft . FDM Table 210.11.1 

Distance 

Desirable Length of 
675 ft . FDM Table 210.8.1 

Horizontal Curve 

Minimum Length of 
400 ft . FDM Table 210.8.1 

Horizontal Curve 

Maximum 
5% FDM Section 210.9 .1 

Superelevation 

On Tangent 80% FDM Section 210.9 .1 

With in Curve 20% FDM Section 210.9.1 

Su perelevation 
d = 1:150 FDM Table 210.9.3 

Transition Slope Rate 

M inimum SET Length 75 ft. FDM Table 210.9.3 
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t-' L O II. I D A 

Vertical Geometry 
Maximum Grade 6% FOM Table 210.10.1 

Minimum Grade 0.30% FOM Section 210.10.1.1 

Minimum Distance 
250 ft . FOM Section 210.10.1 .1 

Between VPl's 

Maximum Change in 
0.70% FOM Table 210.10.2 

Grade (w/o VC) 

Minimum Crest Vertical 
K=98 FDM Table 210.10.3 

Curve 

Minimum Length (3V) 135 ft. FOM Table 210.10.4 

Minimum Sag Vertical 
K=79 FOM Table 210.10 .3 

Curve 

Minimum Length (3V) 135 ft . FOM Table 210.10.4 

Base Clearance Above 
1 ft. FOM Section 210.10.3 

Est . Seasonal High 

Turn Lanes & Queue Length 

Queue Length Minimum 100 ft. FOM Section 212.14.2 

Tota l Decel Distance L = 185 ft. FOM Exhibit 212-1 

Clearance Distance L1 = 85 ft. FOM Exhibit 212-1 

Brake to Stop Distance L2 = 100 ft. FOM Exhibit 212-1 

Taper Length (Single 
6 = 50 ft. FOM Exhib it 212-1 

Left) 

Taper Length (Dual Left) 6 = 100 ft . FOM Exhibit 212-1 

Roadway Clearance and Offsets 

Vertical Clearance for 
17 ft. 6 in. FOM Section 210.10.3 

OH Sign Structures 

Vertical Clearance 
17 ft . 6 in . FOM Section 210.10.3 

Signals 

Light Pole Offset 4 ft . from face of curb FOM Table 215.2.2 

Utility Offset 4 ft . from face of curb FOM Table 215.2.2 

Signal Pole Offset 4 ft. from face of curb FDM Table 215.2.2 

Trees Offset 4 ft. from face of curb FOM Table 215.2.2 

Clearance to Drop-Off 22 ft . from traveled way FOM Figure 215 .3.3 

Other Obstacles Offset 4 ft . from face of curb FDM Tab le 215.2 .2 

NOTES: 

(1) FOOT Design Manual, 
(2) FOOT Standard Plans 

for Road & Bridge 
2022 

Construction 2022-23 
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7.3 

7.4 

7.5 

Typical Section 

The recommended typica l sect ion is a four-l ane divided urban section which 

includes four, 11-foot through lanes, a 26-foot raised med ian and 10-foot 
mu lti -use paths on both sides of the roadway. Th is typ ical sect ion, shown in 

Figure 7.3, requ ires a min imum of 120 feet of Right-of-Way. 

The four-lane urban typical cross section includes the fol lowing: 

• Four travel lanes at 11-feet 

• Type F Curb & Gutter (outside lanes) w/ closed drainage collection system 

• 26-foot raised median with Type E Curb and Gutter (Type F adjacent to 

Wincey Subdivision) 

• 8-foot-wide sodded Utility Strip beh ind outside curb 

• 25-foot Border Width 

• 10-foot Mu lt i-use Path on both sides 

• 120-foot Right-of-Way width (min imum) 

Slope easements are expected and will be required where field cond itions do 

not allow for tie- in to existing grades w ithin the proposed right-of-way. 

Intersection Requ irements 

Two minor side streets requ ire median open ings and left turn storage lanes 

(Golden Apple Drive and Wincey Groves Road). Neither of these intersections 

requ ire signali zat ion, nor do they requ ire dedicated right turn lanes although 

they may be considered during fina l design . A future signalized intersection is 

anticipated for the add ition of Valencia Parkway at some point in the future . 
The design of New Independence Parkway Extension has made provisions for 

that future roadway connection (by others) . A med ian opening for the future 

Valencia Parkway intersection wil l be constructed by the New Independence 

Parkway Extension . 

Al ignment 

The recommended alignment is shown on the Recommended Improvements 

(Plan Sheets) which are included at the end of this Section . 
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7.6 Stormwater Management 

An urban roadway typical section with curb and gutter will be used to direct 
su rface stormwater runoff to cu rb inlets . The piped collection system will 
convey the runoff to stormwater management facilit ies (ponds) for water 
qua lity treatment and peak flow att enuation . Ana lysis of the roadway 
drainage indicates the need for one new stormwater facility for the western 
portion of the project, with the eastern portion being conveyed to a master 

stormwater treatment system east of Avalon Road with in the Hamlin 
Development. The west system will consist of a single dry pond located on 
the south side of New Independence Parkway Extens ion, j ust east of the 
county line. 

Western Basin - Pond 1 (Sta. 700+00 to 730+50) 
Pond 1 will provide wate r quality and attenuation and is landlocked on the 
south side of New Independence Parkway Extension. The pond location is 
based on proposed profile of the roadway (i.e ., topography) and available 
land, as well as the limits of the eastern port ion of New Independence 
Parkway Extension as identified below. 

Eastern Basin - Pond 2 (Sta . 730+50 to 750+50} 
Pond 2 is designated "Hamlin West Pond 200-A" was designed and perm itted 

through the Haml in West Mass Grad ing Project. The drainage basin of the 
pond includes Basin OS NIP-W, which captures the east ern port ion of New 
Independence Parkway Extension from the western limits of the Wincey 
Groves Subdivis ion (Sta . 730+50) to Ava lon Road (CR 545). The design of Pond 
200-A assumed 70% impervious area in Basin OS NIP-W for retent ion 
requirements. The tab le below conta ins the recommended pond site 
information for both basins. 

Basin Limits (Sta) 
Total Basin WQVolume Pond 

Pond Area Required Area 
Designation 

Begin End ac ac-ft ac 
Pond 1 700+00 730+50 8.18 4.09 2.3 

Pond 200-A1 730+50 750+50 7.56 3.94 18.842 

1. Basin OS NIP-Was defined in Hamlin West Mass Grading Permit #48-100278-P 

2. Pond Tract Area total 

Figure 7.6 ident ifies both the eastern and western basins along w ith their 
respective stormwater treatment pond locations. The f igure also shows the 
approximate locations of the four proposed cross drains needed to mainta in 
hydraulic connection between the north side of New Independence Parkway 
Extension and the south side. 
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7.7 Conclusion 

The New Independence Parkway Extension (Well ness Way) PDS evaluated the 
need for improvements to the corridor and analyzed potential solutions 
suitable to address the growing demands on the transportation network due 
to increased traffic volumes. As part of the PDS study effort, a public 
involvement program was undertaken . As a result of input received during 
project development, the vertical alignment of the roadway was lowered, and 

a split profile typical section was applied to provide greater vertical separation 
between the new roadway and the homes within Wincey Groves abutt ing the 
project. Mathematically, lowering the noise source further below the 6' high 
concrete privacy wall will reduce the decibels for the ground floor units to 
some degree. 

The extension of New Independence Parkway West to t he Orange / Lake 
County line as a four- lane divided urban section with the improvements 
identified in th is PDS Re[port is recommended . Construction of the roadway 
is supported by numerous factors includ ing the advancement of Lake County's 
section to the west . We advocate moving into final design with the 
recommended alignment. 

Following this section are Concept Plans 
depicting the Recommended Alignment. 
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