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Signalized Intersections
Figure 5 shows the signalized intersections and sidewalks in the study area. Three new traffic
signals are under design in the following locations:

¢ |-Drive and Ale House/Helicopter Tours
¢ |-Drive and Austrian Row
® Universal Boulevard and Las Palmeras Hilton Vacation Club/Convention Center driveway

The existing signal controllers for signalized intersections located within the proposed I|-Drive
bus/ transit lane project will be replaced with adaptive control systems that enable traffic signals
to adapt to actual traffic demand. In addition, global positional system (GPS)/infrared dual
preemption will be installed, which will allow for Transit Signal Priority (TSP) and emergency
vehicle preemption.

Traffic Volumes

As shown in Figure 6, the 2018 average annual daily traffic (AADT) on Universal Boulevard,
north of Destination Parkway, ranges from 18,000 to 24,000 while I-Drive’s AADT is 25,000.
Traffic volumes along Sand Lake Road range from 42,000 to 65,000 AADT. Detailed traffic
information within the study area are provided in the Design Traffic and Transit Memorandum.

Bicycle Features
The absence of dedicated bicycle facilities within the study area limits the use of bicycles as an

alternative mode of transportation and the promotion to a segment of tourism that is interested
in bicycling. There are bike lanes only along |-Drive between Universal Boulevard and Oak
Ridge Road, north of the study area.

Effective January 2018, Orange County began to license, permit and regulate the Pedicab
industry within the |-Drive District. A pedicab is a non-motorized vehicle with three wheels that is
operated by a driver using bicycle-like pedals, pulling a cab behind them where passengers
ride. Pedicabs currently operate on sidewalks, creating conflicts with pedestrians circulating
along I-Drive.

Pedestrian Features
Orange County conducted a walkability assessment for the study area in 2014, as documented

in the International Drive Parking Study and Walkability Analysis Technical Memorandum. This
2014 document identifies many positive elements for the pedestrian facilities and walking
environment throughout most of the study area, including the following:

Sidewalks are provided in most developed areas and are generally in good condition;
Roadway and adjacent property lighting illuminates most of the study area;
Crosswalks with various signalization are provided at various locations; and

® Regular pedestrian activity is found along I-Drive north of Pointe Plaza Avenue.
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The Walk Score online tool gives the TFATA study area a score of 44, meaning that the area is
mainly car-dependent, as most errands involve the use of a vehicle for residents and visitors
staying in the area. The 2014 Walkability Memorandum also identifies opportunities for
enhancing walkability within the study area including improvements for crosswalks, walkways,
bikeways, and lighting. A detailed assessment of walkability with respect to each study area
corridor can be found in the Study Area Conditions and Characteristics Report.

2.2.2 Utilities Assessment

Utility providers of electric services within the study area are Orlando Utilities Commission
(OUC) and Duke Energy. Duke Energy owns a power sub-station on the east side of Universal
Boulevard (8101 Universal Boulevard) and a sub-station at 5707 Sea Splash Way next to
SeaWorld. Providers for water/wastewater services include Orange County Utilities, OUC, and
the City of Orlando Water Reclamation. Figure 7 shows the general location of water service
lines along with the numerous utility easements located within the study area. Figure 8 shows
the location of reuse water service lines and OUC electrical distribution. Figure 9 shows the
general location of wastewater service lines and structures.

Gas service is provided by TECO, and traffic signals are provided by Orange County Public
Works. Fiber and phone services are provided by Century Link, Charter Communications, MCI,
Crown Castle, Summit Broadband, Comcast Communications, Smart City Telecom, and Uniti
Fiber LLC.
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2.2.3 Geotechnical Analysis

Results of the geotechnical data coliection activities are provided in the Geotechnical Report;
and are summarized in this section. Most of the soils within the study area are classified as
Group A/D, which includes Basinger fine sand, Smyrna-Smyrna wet fine sands, and Smyrna
fine sand-urban land complex. The next prominent soil within the study area is Group A alone.
The soil survey of the study area is shown in Figure 10.

2.2.4 Environmental Site Assessment

A desktop environmental review for the study area was performed for existing conditions. This
desktop-level assessment included a regulatory document review for properties within %-mile of
the project corridor (one-mile for superfund sites and landfills). A detailed contamination
screening, complying with the Level 1 investigation (FDOT Part 2, Chapter 20) and/or Phase 1
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) (per American Society for Testing and Materials [ASTM]
E 1527-13) was completed. Thirty-seven (37) sites were determined as having the potential for
contamination concern. Of the 37 sites investigated, the following risk rankings have been
applied: 29 sites ranked LOW, 3 sites ranked MEDIUM, and 5 sites ranked HIGH. The rankings
are LOW, MEDIUM, and HIGH and are generally defined below. Table 3 lists the sites with
MEDIUM and HIGH potential contamination concern to the study segments. Figure 11 shows
the location of MEDIUM and HIGH potential contamination sites in relation to the proposed
transit stops.

LOW: A review of available information indicates that past or current activities on the property
have an ongoing contamination issue; the site has a hazardous waste generator identification
(ID) number; or the site stores, handles, or manufactures hazardous materials. However, based
on the review of conceptual or design plans and/or findings from this Level | evaluation, it is not
likely that there would be any contamination impacts to the project.

MEDIUM: After a review of conceptual or design plans and findings from this Level | screening
evaluation, a potential contamination impact to the project has been identified. If there was
insufficient information (such as regulatory records or site historical documents) to make a
determination as to the potential for contamination impact, and there was reasonable suspicion
that contamination may exist, the property was ranked at least as MEDIUM. Properties used
historically as gasoline stations and that have not been evaluated or assessed by regulatory
agencies, sites with abandoned in-place underground petroleum storage tanks, or currently
operating gasoline stations received this ranking.

HIGH: After a review of all available information and conceptual or design plans, there is
appropriate analytical data that shows contamination would substantially impact construction
activities, have implications to right-of-way acquisition, or have other potential transfer of
contamination related liability to the FDOT.
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2.3.1 Existing Traffic Operations

To assess existing and future traffic conditions, both 72-hour roadway segment counts and 8-
hour intersection turning movement counts (TMC) were collected in January 2020 and
considered along with counts from previous studies. The count locations are shown in Figure
13.

An operational analysis was conducted for the study corridors using the Synchro 10 software
and its application of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition. Network performance
results were based on Synchro’s Percentile Delay Analysis, given that the HCM does not

provide network-level performance measures. The Synchro model was developed consistent
with existing geometry. Google Earth was used to develop the model lane configurations and
intersection control types. Posted speed limits along the corridor were input to the model link
speeds. Existing signal timing plans were obtained from Orange County’'s Traffic Engineering
Division and coded in the model. All analysis procedures followed the 2014 FDOT Traffic

Analysis Handbook. Consistent with the traffic methodology, the performance measures are:

* Network performance measures: total delay; average delay per vehicle; underserved
vehicles

® [ntersection performance measures:

> Turning-movement level: level of service (LOS), delay, volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios,
and 95th percentile queue lengths

> Qverall intersection: LOS, delay, max V/C ratio

From the 72-hour classification counts and from prior studies, AADTs were calculated, as
shown in Figure 14. The methodology is shown below. For AADTSs derived from prior year
counts, scale factors were applied as needed.

1. Obtain the Seasonal Factor (SF) and the Axle Correction Factor (ACF) from FDOT
Florida Traffic Online (2018).

2. Apply the formula AADT = ADT x SF x ACF. (ADT stands for Average Daily Traffic)
3. Balance AADTSs along the corridor

K and D factors were also determined for the AM and PM peak periods. Further details can be
found in the DTTER.

At the intersection level, AM and PM peak hours were selected to be 8:00-9:00 AM and 5:00-
6:00 PM, respectively, based on a review of the TMCs. Peak hour factors (PHF) and truck
percentages were then calculated for each of the peak hours. TMCs were seasonally adjusted
using seasonal factors from FDOT's Florida Traffic Online and then balanced. Synchro was
used to provide network- and intersection-level performance.
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summary include more extensive and sometimes disruptive construction along the |-Drive
corridor, the installation of fixed rail and power distribution systems, and utility relocations.
Streetcar systems require extensive agency coordination to start-up, operate and maintain the
new infrastructure and technology modes of transit service.

AV shuttles could present a promising potential addition to mobility solutions for the I-Drive
District in the long-term. The technology rates very high in terms of rider experience,
adaptability/maneuverability, and expandability. However, the limited capacity and low operating
speeds of the current technologies are not consistent with the requirements for a full-scale,
high-frequency transit operation needed in the I-Drive corridor.

3.2.2 Alignment Alternatives

To arrive at the most operationally efficient and cost-effective transit alignment, the 1-Drive
TFATA study considered multiple corridor segments that provide opportunities for premium
transit operations along |-Drive and Universal Boulevard. This section presents the screening
process used to identify the preferred alignment, with regard to both routing and cross-sectional
position.

Routing Selection

A transit alignment along I-Drive from Sand Lake Road to Sea Harbor Drive, heading west along
Sea Harbor Drive to SeaWorld, was identified as Alternative 1. Alternative 2 considers a shift of
varying lengths of the I-Drive segment in Alternative 1 to Universal Boulevard. Both Alternatives
1 and 2 consider potential opportunities to extend the premium transit service north of Sand
Lake Road as a subsequent project and include a spur along Destination Parkway to the east.
Because Universal Boulevard is less developed, it is more feasible to extend the route with the
transit vehicle operating in an exclusive lane.

To make the shift from I-Drive to Universal Boulevard, six routing options were considered, as
shown in Figure 18. The first two options consider roads that presently serve as private access
driveways behind Kings Dining & Entertainment and ICON Park. Other options consider transit
operations on Via Mercado, Pointe Plaza Avenue, Convention Way, and a combination of
Destination Parkway and Tradeshow Boulevard. As part of the I-Drive TFATA, improvements to
Tradeshow Boulevard were evaluated; the concept recommended in the RCA includes
considerations for median transit lanes that would provide continuity to the proposed transit
lanes along the Kirkman Road extension project.
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Figure 21. Alternative 1 Stations Locations

Legend: . Premium Transit Station 6 I-Ride Trolley Station

@ LYNX Station e I-Ride Trolley Station

Sand Lake Road ®0 Mango's, VUE 360, Wyndham Qrlando Resort, Embassy Suites
0.30m

ICON Park @0 ICON Park, Sonesta ES Suites, Kings Dinning &Entertainment, YMCA
0.30m
Austrian Row @0 Senor fFrogs, Olive Garden, Embassy Suites, Hyatt Place, Residence Inn, Homewood Suites,
034m
Pointe Orlando - North @ -] Dave & Busters, Air Orlando, Pointe Oriando, Wonder Works

0.28 mi

Painte Plaza Ave @ O ® rpointe Orlando, Rosen Inn, Rosen Plaza
0.26 mt

occe/HyattRegency @ @ @ @  OCCC West Building, Hyatt Regency Orfando

0.28 mi

conventionway @@ © @  0CCC West Buitding, OCCC N/S Building, Rosen Centre Hotel
0.28 mi

oestination Pkwy @@ © @  OCCC N/S Building, Hilton Orlando
0.30 mi

D"“"’;L‘:;m @ OCCC N/S Building, Destination Parkway SuperStop, Hilton Orlando

0.60 mi

Westwood Blvd ®0 © Double Tree, Aquatica, New developments along Westwood Blvd
0.60 mi

SeaWorld @ ® ® SeaWorld, Renaissance Orlando, Double Tree
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Figure 22. Alternative 2 Stations Locations

Legend: . Premium Transit Station
@ LYNX Station

Sand Lake Road

ICON Park

On Universal Bivd
and Via Mercado

Via Mercado

Austrian Row

Pointe Orlando - North

Pointe Piaza Ave

0OCCC / Hyatt Regency

Convention Way

Same as Alt 1

Destination Pkwy

Destination
Pkwy
SuperStop

Westwood Blvd

SeaWorld

6 |-Ride Trolley Station
@ I-Ride Trolley Station

@0

Wyndham Orlando Resort, Wawa, I-Shops

Kings Dinning & Entertainment, ICON Park

SEA LIFE Aquarium, ICON Park, La Quinta Inn, Pirate’s Cove Adventure Golf

Senor Frogs, Olive Garden, Embassy Suites, Hyatt Place, Residence Inn, Homewood Suites

Dave & Busters, Air Orlando, Miller’s Ale House, Bahama Breeze

Wonder Works, Pointe Orlando, Rosen Inn

Rosen Plaza Hotel, Pointe Orlando

OCCC West Concourse, Hyatt Regency Orlando, Hyatt Regency Convention Center

OCCC N/S Concourse, Rosen Centre, Hilton Oriando

Destination Parkway SuperStop, Hilton Orlando

DoubleTree, Aquatica

SeaWorld, Renaissance Orlando at SeaWorld

3.4.2 Transit Hub Options

To identify sites that could help transit passengers conveniently transfer at one location to a
different route or service to complete their trip, an assessment of potential transit hubs for the
I-Drive TFATA study area was conducted. Transit hubs can be designed to accommodate a
variety of transit modes and services, and to provide a safe and comfortable waiting area for
passengers and information on transit schedules. This assessment considered five sites, shown
in Figure 23, for the one or more transit hubs that could facilitate connections between local
transit routes serving the I-Drive District and regional transit services to the OlA, downtown
Orlando, theme parks and attractions, and other areas. The analysis included a comprehensive
evaluation to identify the advantages and disadvantages of each site based on the evaluation
criteria initially referenced in Section 3.4.1: Land Use and Development, Multimodal
Connectivity, and Implementation & Impacts. Further detail on each considered site can be

found in Appendix C.
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Position Alignments - Assumptions

* Both curbside and median platforms are assumed to facilitate level boarding with an elevated
curb height (typically 8 to 14 inches). If the platforms are to be shared use with other buses,
the stops may need to be multi-level to provide access to both vehicle types.

* Utility locations were provided for the |-Drive transit lane project (from Jamaican Court to
Destination Parkway). The proposed station locations were reviewed for utility conflicts. It
was assumed that the thickened slab stations can be placed over buried utilities (as would be
assumed for driveway and sidewalk slabs), with the exception of utility vaults and manholes
that were avoided in the alignment/station concepts.

* A consistent station footprint was defined for station locations identified for curbside and
median alignments. Platforms for both median and curb-running alignments are assumed to
be 10 feet deep and 80 feet long with a 2 feet construction and landscaping buffer around
three sides of the perimeter.

Vehicle Technologies — Assumptions
* Modern Streetcar:

> Range of vehicle size / dimensions, assume single car consist, multiple doors, low-floor
> Streetcar vehicles compatible with U.S. Buy America requirements.

> Allowance of $5.2 million per vehicle, plus a 10% allocated contingency.
®* Premium Bus:

> Range of vehicle size / dimensions, multiple doors, low-floor

> Premium bus vehicles compatible with U.S. Buy America requirements.

> Allowance of $1.0 million per vehicle, likely to support acquisition and implementation of
60’ articulated hybrid electric vehicle, plus a 10% allocated contingency.

4.7.2 Capital Cost Components

The major cost components are intended to capture the key cost drivers associated with each
alternative under consideration. Cost components are consistent with the FTA SCC, and costs
for each alternative are organized and presented in the SCC format.

Guideway and Track Elements

Streetcar

Guideway - This category includes costs for excavation and embankment to bring existing grade
to subgrade and finishing the subgrade for the curbside, as well as median running alignments
along the entire route from Sand Lake Road to Sea Harbor Drive, including the spur on
Destination Parkway. For the curbside streetcar alternatives, rail is included along the I-Drive
transit lanes from Sand Lake Road to Destination Parkway. For all remaining segments of the
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curbside and median-running alignments, rail is included on existing general purpose lanes. An
aggregate base under the track slab is included in the estimate, along with geotextile materials
and track drains. Earthwork and aggregate items are quantified by the cubic yard and/or ton as
customarily included in bid documents, and geotextiles are quantified by the square yard.

Track Embedded - This category includes costs to acquire and build approximately 34,500 track
feet (median-running) to 36,400 track feet (curb-running) of embedded track. Included are costs
associated to furnish and install the reinforced concrete slab, insulated rail, and other track
materials. The vehicle maintenance facility and storage yard embedded track (1,200 feet) is also
included in this category (though it is often reported as yard track within SCC 30 Facilities).
Costs for the track and other track materials included in the estimate are based on quoted
budgetary material prices for recent U.S. streetcar projects.

Special Trackwork (Switches, Turnouts) - Special track work includes turnouts, bumping posts,
major interchanges (grand union), and transition rail. The preliminary design and cost estimate
include six turnouts and two half grand unions (at I-Drive and Destination Parkway and at
Tradeshow and Destination Parkway). Special track is quantified by each unit and is made up of
costs to furnish and install the reinforced concrete slab, and turnout. Cost estimates for turnouts
and half grand unions are based on costs experienced in recent U.S. streetcar projects.

Premium Bus

Guideway - This category includes an allowance of $0.4 million per guideway mile, including
any additional improvements need to improve the |-Drive transit lanes, and treatment for mixed
traffic lanes on the remainder of the alignment. For the curbside premium bus alignment
alternatives, the guideway operates along the I-Drive transit lanes from Sand Lake Road to
Destination Parkway. For all remaining segments on the curbside and median-running
alignments, the guideway will be implemented on existing general purpose lanes with mixed
traffic.

Stations, Stops, Terminals, Intermodal

Station costs include capital costs for fixed facilities and infrastructure (platforms, shelters,
seating, and railings), as well as station amenities (lighting, screening, signage and
communication systems, and kiosks). Basic dimensions and amenities are identical for the
streetcar and premium bus alternatives. Number and type of stations do differ between the
curbside (20 side platforms) and median-running alignments (3 side platforms, 8 center
platforms). There is only a minor cost difference per station between the streetcar and premium
bus alternatives, reflecting additional station accommodations required for rail systems.

Support Facilities

Yard, Shops, Administrative Building

Streetcar — The definition of the streetcar alternatives and the capital cost estimate have
assumed the design and construction of a new, specialized vehicle maintenance and storage
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facility (VMSF) to accommodate up to 15 modern streetcar vehicles (to support estimated total
vehicle requirements for the project and potential future expansion) and provide service to the
overall program. It is also assumed that the facility would include space for equipment and
spare parts, as well as a building to support management, administration, and operations staff.
Also included are costs for major equipment needs and sitework in the vicinity of the VMSF site.
The preliminary capital cost estimate for this facility is based on recent costs experienced in
other modern streetcar projects in the U.S. and for comparable-sized facilities and vehicle fleets.

Premium Bus - The cost estimate assumes no costs in this category. It was assumed that
existing or expanded bus maintenance facilities would be available for storage and maintenance
of the I-Drive premium bus fieet, either by the local transit providers, or through private
contracting. This assumption will be re-examined and any cost estimate adjustments
incorporated in future phases of this project.

Sitework and Special Conditions

Demolition, Clearing, and Earthwork

This category typically includes costs for demolition of quantifiable existing infrastructure and an
allowance for other unquantifiable elements that may be defined as the design progresses, such
as project site clearing, demolition, and fine grading. Costs are identical for the streetcar and
premium bus alternatives, with an allowance of $0.5 million per guideway mile applied in the
estimate.

Site Utilities and Utility Relocation

- This category typically includes the capital costs for constructing drainage, water and sewer
improvements, new or modified street lighting, and relocating or adjusting existing public and
private utilities that need to be moved to facilitate project construction. Allowances for utilities
and drainage are included in the cost estimate and are typically similar for the streetcar and
premium bus alternatives, ranging from $1.1 to $1.3 million per guideway mile for utilities and
$0.3 million per guideway mile for drainage modifications.

Environmental Mitigation

This category includes costs for mitigation of environmental conditions along the transit
guideway. An allowance for environmental mitigation has been applied at $0.05 million per
guideway mile for the streetcar and premium bus alternatives.

Roadways, Access-ways and Parking Lots

This category includes construction of various asphalt and concrete pavement sections and
curb and gutter, and the installation of pavement markings and roadway signage. Allowances
for roadway work are included in the cost estimate and differ by technology, ranging from $1.2
million per guideway mile for streetcar to $0.24 million per guideway mile for premium bus,
reflecting higher costs for roadway work in relation to rail tracks in the guideway.
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Maintenance of Traffic and Other Indirect Costs during Construction

This category includes costs associated with contractor mobilization, traffic control/maintenance
of traffic, and temporary erosion control. Allowances for maintenance of traffic are included in
the cost estimate and differ by technology, ranging from $0.5 million per guideway mile for
streetcar to $0.27 million per guideway mile for premium bus. Aliowances for contractor indirect
costs are also included in the cost estimate and are consistent for both technologies at 15% of
direct construction costs.

Systems

Train Control and Signals

Streetcar - This category includes allowance for providing control points and connected vehicle
interfaces along the corridor and at key locations. Costs are based on experience on other
streetcar projects.

Premium Bus - This category is not applicable.

Traffic Signals

This category includes new construction, modifications, and/or upgrades at various intersections
along the alignment. Cost estimates are typically similar for the streetcar and premium bus
alternatives, ranging from $0.22 million per 18 intersections for complex traffic signals, $0.125
million per six modified traffic signals, and an allowance for TSP at $0.28 million per route mile.

Traction Power Supply: Substations

Streetcar — This category includes cost for electric traction power substations (TPSS) located
throughout the alignment. TPSS costs are estimated at $2.5 million per 3.4 route miles,
consistent with experience on recent streetcar projects. The cost estimate assumes that the
majority of the streetcar alignment would operate “on-wire” for electric power supply.

Premium Bus — Electric vehicle power charging stations costs are not included. Costs would
vary based on the type of premium bus.

Traction Power Distribution: Catenary and Third Rail

Streetcar - This category includes improvements required to distribute power across the project
alignment. Costs include overhead contact system (OCS) poles and foundations and various
assemblies, assuming $1.3 million per track mile, consistent with experience on recent streetcar
projects. The cost estimate assumes that the majority of the streetcar alignment would operate
“on-wire” for electric power supply.

Premium Bus — This category is not applicable.
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SCC 70 Vehicles

Streetcar

This category includes allowances to purchase of seven or eight new modern streetcar vehicles
compatible with U.S. Buy America requirements, along with procurement and inspection
support. The allowance for this cost estimate is set at $5.2 million per vehicle, plus a 10%
allocated contingency.

Premium Bus

This category includes allowances to purchase 10 new premium bus vehicles compatible with
U.S. Buy America requirements, along with procurement and inspection support. The allowance
for this cost estimate is set at $1.0 million per vehicle, likely to support acquisition and
implementation of 60-foot articulated hybrid electric vehicle, plus a 10% allocated contingency.

SCC 80 Professional Services

Project Development

This category includes costs associated with advancing the planning and project development,
environmental reviews, and preliminary engineering efforts. An allowance reflecting 3% of direct
construction costs has been applied to all alternatives.

Final Design

This category includes unquantified allowances for final design and related preconstruction
contracts. An allowance reflecting 8% of direct construction costs has been applied for all
alternatives. No decisions have been made at this time regarding project delivery method,
selection of which could impact this cost category.

Project Management for Design and Construction

This category includes allowances for agency and consultant project management efforts and
public outreach costs throughout the life of the project. An allowance reflecting 6% of direct
construction costs has been applied for all alternatives. No decisions have been made at this
time regarding project delivery method, selection of which could impact this cost category.

Construction Administration and Management

This category includes allowances for construction administration and management. An
allowance reflecting 6% of direct construction costs has been applied for all alternatives. No
decisions have been made at this time regarding project delivery method, selection of which
could impact this cost category.
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The capital cost estimates for the viable alternatives are summarized in Figure 25, with more

detailed tables included in Appendix E.
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50 RECOMMENDED PREMIUM TRANSIT SYSTEM

The |-Drive TFATA study completed a detailed evaluation of the viable alternatives to improve
mobility in the I-Drive District. Based on the results from the evaluation of viable alternatives, the
recommended premium transit system identifies a premium bus service operating on {-Drive
from Sand Lake Road to Sea Harbor Drive including a spur on Destination Parkway, with 11
transit stations. As shown in Figure 27, this premium bus system would operate within the |-
Drive transit lanes (northbound and southbound), and would operate in the curbside mixed
traffic lane on Destination Parkway and on |-Drive south from Destination Parkway to Sea
Harbor Drive as well as on Sea Harbor Drive to the proposed south end terminus stop near
SeaWorld. These lanes would also accommodate the LYNX and I-Ride transit services. The
recommended premium transit alignment plan sheets are provided in Appendix F.

The recommended premium bus stations are located at or near key activity centers, spaced in
the core activity area at about every 0.25 mile, to minimize impacts to traffic, pedestrians, and
landscaping along the alignment. Nine of the eleven stations have platforms in both the
northbound and southbound direction, while two stations (Destination Parkway SuperStop and
SeaWorld) have a shared single platform. Each of the stations have been conceptually
designed as 80 feet in length and 8 to 10 feet in width with curb heights to accommodate level
boarding and ADA accessibility. They are generally located on the far-side of signalized
intersections within existing publicly owned right-of-way when feasible. Station design will be
completed during a more advanced engineering phase, but current plans are to include
passenger shelters, information kiosks, fare payment machines, real-time schedule information
and other amenities.

The operating plan for the recommended premium transit system assumes hours of service
starting at 6:00 a.m. daily and continuing to 1:00 a.m. daily. This 20-hour span occurs 7 days
per week. Policy headways have been established as 10 minutes all day and every day. Based
on the vehicle running time analysis and the estimated round-trip cycle time, the operating plan
identifies that a total fleet of 10 premium bus vehicles are required.

The current operating assumption is that each of the premium bus vehicle trips will be
scheduled to travel to and serve the Destination Parkway SuperStop station. The schedule and
level of service to the Westwood Boulevard station could be adjusted as development increases
around that station area and pedestrian access issues are addressed. However, the current
operating plan assumes that each premium bus vehicle stops at each station on each vehicle
trip.
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While only LYNX can receive funding from the FTA Section 5307 Urbanized Area Transit
Program and the state Public Transit Block Grant Program, Orange County may receive funds
from discretionary programs, such as the federal BUILD discretionary grant program and the
state Transit Service Development Program. The County has the requisite transportation
technical and management capability to properly handle procurement steps and to implement
and manage the program. This includes construction of the project as well as the management
and administration of a public or private transit service provider contract to operate the system.

There are several factors to consider regarding whether to pursue FTA Small Starts funding for
the project. The existing financial commitment of Orange County to the design and construction
of the I-Drive transit lanes may constitute a significant portion of the required local match for the
project. The FTA Project Development Process requires federal oversight and project
evaluation, along with other requirements and process steps. The competition for funds is stiff,
and following the process does not guarantee ultimate FTA approval and Congressional
allocation of funds. In addition, the desired timeframe for construction of the |-Drive transit lanes
is also a consideration relative to achievable timing of the construction phase as an FTA Small
Starts project.

If the project uses FTA CIG funds, certain capital project elements may be subject to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This includes requesting a class of action
determination from FTA, and then completing the corresponding NEPA document
(Environmental Impact Statement, Environmental Assessment, or Categorical Exclusion).
Should FDOT and FTA determine that the capital project requires FTA NEPA oversight, Orange
County may need to request a class of action determination directly from FTA. If project
elements requiring NEPA are roadway related (e.g. stations, park and ride lots, etc.), the NEPA
may be performed under FDOT’s NEPA authority as delegated by FHWA. Should the project
use state funds only, the County may follow the state process, which is typically to complete a
Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study or State Environmental Impact Report.

With these considerations, it is recommended that the County follow a strategy to fund the
proposed I-Drive Premium Transit Project primarily with a combination of local and state
funding, possibly supplemented with state and/or federal funding to reduce the amount of
Orange County and FDOT NSTP contributions. The request for state capital cost participation
would be supported with Orange County’s adherence to a project review and evaluation process
consistent with FDOT’s Guidelines for Rail and BRT Project Advancement Utilizing FDOT
Funds.

The general sequence of the near-term implementation steps recommended for the |-Drive
Premium Transit Project are detailed in Table 30.
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Table 30. Near Term Implementation Steps

Implementation Steps

1. Coordination with
LYNX

Description

Orange County will meet and coordinate with
LYNX regarding roles and responsibilities related
to the proposed I-Drive Premium Transit Project.
This discussion will include whether LYNX is
open to a contractual arrangement whereby
LYNX would provide operations services.
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Purpose

LYNX will be a critical partner in the delivery of this
service, and early communication can also help
clanify which funding sources the County will be
seeking to ensure compatibility between Orange
County and LYNX plans.

2. Coordination with
I-Drive Transit Lanes

The County will coordinate proposed on-street
and other transit project elements, such as
stations and shelters.

Reconcile ultimate I-Drive project with current
planned and ongoing construction of the I-Drive
transit lanes.

3. Application for State
New Starts Transit
Program

The County will prepare an application for
submission to FDOT District 5 for state New
Starts Transit Program funds in the amount of
50% of the eligible capital costs of the project,
inclusive of the |-Drive transit lanes. Guidance for
this application is provided in FDOT's “Guidelines
for Rail and BRT Project Advancement Utilizing
FDOT Funds,” along with subsequent direction
and application package currently being
developed by FDOT.

The TFATA substantially addresses requirements of
FDOT's Transit Concept and Altematives Review
(TCAR) guidance, and documents certain
information needed to either request entry into FTA
Project Development or to prepare an application for
FDOT NSTP funding.

4. I|dentification of
additional local funds
needed

The County will document in detail the current
and planned expenditures on the eligible costs of
designing and constructing the I-Drive transit
lanes, which are a critical element of the
proposed |-Drive Premium Transit Project. The
County will identify and commit additional local
funds needed to fully match the amount of state
capital dollars being requested.

Including the cost of the |-Drive transit lanes within
the total cost of the project may allow the County to
claim those costs as committed local share and
match to the state funding being requested.

5. Inclusion of the project
in the Transportation
Improvement Program
and Five-Year Work
Program

The County will coordinate with MetroPlan
Orlando to have the eligible capital costs of the
project included in their priority list and
Transportation Improvement Program, and will
request FDOT District 5 to include capital funding
in the Department's Five-Year Work Program.

Inclusion of the project in these adopted
programming documents is a mandatory
requirement to receive state and federal funding for
the project.

6. Application for federal
funding

The County will prepare for the next round of the
federal BUILD discretionary grants or other
applicable federal discretionary programs, and
will prepare an application for federal funding of a
portion of the capital costs of the project.

If successful, the amount awarded will reduce
equally the share of both local and state dollars
required to fund design, vehicle acquisition, and
construction of the project.

7. Application for FTA
Section 5339 Bus and
Bus Facilities grant

The County will coordinate with LYNX to
determine whether to apply for an FTA Section
5339 Bus and Bus Facilities discretionary grant
to support acquisition of rolling stock and
construction of capital infrastructure.

Any funds received through this discretionary
program will reduce both the local and state shares
of the proposed I-Drive Premium Transit Project
costs.
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were conducted to identify issues and areas of opportunity for the integration of the premium
transit system with the existing transit services. Input from these interviews can be summarized
as follows:

* |-Ride Trolley

> The |-Ride Trolley will be introducing an updated vehicle fleet (utilizing a similar replica
historic trolley design with a single door, but with low-floor capability).

> Expansion of the Green Line is being considered to continue service along Universal
Boulevard (beyond Pointe Plaza toward the Kirkman Road Extension and Destination
Parkway), replacing the current Green Line service operating on I-Drive south of Pointe
Plaza.

* LYNX

> LYNX is pursuing a major transit expansion plan as part of a proposed countywide penny
sales tax referendum to fund transportation projects. Proposed improvements include a
potential route restructuring in the I-Drive District, replacing some of the current bus route
segments with consolidated services.

> An integrated fare structure and transfer policy and the implementation of an off-vehicle
ticket and payment system would facilitate integration between the recommended
premium transit system and other transit services.

®* OCCC Hotel Shuttles

> OCCC hotel shuttle services are free for conventioneers. Strategic pick-up locations serve
hotel blocks that have been previously arranged for events.

> Most OCCC shuttles are in the style of charter coach buses, generally with a capacity of
50 passengers. For large events at OCCC, a range of 100 to 300 shuttle buses,
completing an average of four trips in the morning and three trips in the afternoon, are
needed.

> OCCC shuttle buses generally operate at 15 to 20-minute headways, with some events
requiring a more frequent service operating at 10-minute headways.

Utility Providers

Utility providers within the study area for electric services include Oriando Utilities Commission
(OUC) and Duke Energy. Providers for water/wastewater services include Orange County
Utilities and OUC. Interviews with utility providers were conducted to identify potential impacts to
utilities for the identified Tradeshow Boulevard improvements and the implementation of the
proposed transit system, particularly at proposed station locations. Collective feedback from
utility providers is summarized below:
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Utility providers are working in coordination with Orange County to address impacts to
utilities infrastructure for the I-Drive transit lanes design and construction.

Coordination with electric service providers for the design phase of the project is critical
because transit charging stations might require significant electric load.

Emergency Responders

The Orange County Sheriff's Office and the Orange County Fire Department were invited to
provide their input related to emergency response operations in the I-Drive District. Collective
feedback from emergency respondents is summarized below:

Law enforcement is facing challenges with the fast growth in the I-Drive District area.
Implementing a transit system that helps reduce the number of rental car vehicles wouid
facilitate law enforcement operations.

Maintaining median cut-outs for law enforcement used along |-Drive would facilitate access
to monitor major attractions.

Security elements for transit stations should include cameras and good visibility.

First responders will need to be trained regarding the recommended vehicle technology and
system components.

Traffic and Transit Operations
Coordination with Orange County Traffic Engineering and OCCC identified specific issues and

opportunities related to traffic and transit operations along the I-Drive corridor. Collective
feedback regarding traffic and transit operations is summarized below:

* Orange County Traffic Engineering is installing three new traffic lights for the following

locations: International Drive and Ale House/Helicopter Tours, International Drive and
Austrian Row, and Universal Boulevard and Las Palmeras Hilton Vacation Club/Convention
Center driveway.

Signal controllers for signalized intersections located within the proposed |-Drive transit lanes
project will be replaced with an adaptive control system that enable traffic signals to adapt to
actual traffic demand.

OCCC hotel shuttles are envisioned to operate in the I-Drive transit lanes. However,
passengers using the OCCC hotel shuttles would be picked-up and dropped-off at
designated areas outside of the transit lanes.

The OCCC Master Plan identifies freight routes for the OCCC campus. The need for a truck
access and staging lane for Tradeshow Boulevard to accommodate freight traffic was
identified.
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® |ncorporating transit lanes along Tradeshow Boulevard would provide connectivity with the
planned transit lanes along Kirkman Road extension and the Destination Parkway
Superstop.

* The Destination Parkway SuperStop site facilitates connectivity with future regional transit
services. This location also provides opportunities for connections with transit services
operating along Tradeshow Boulevard.

Other Agencies
Other agencies involved in the development of the I-Drive TFATA study included the FDOT,

Orange County Public Schools (OCPS), Orange County Environmental Divisions, and the
Orange County Real Estate Management Division. Input received from these agencies is
summarized below.

* FDOT

> Opportunities to obtain funds through the service development program could be
considered for the project implementation plan, but there are limitations regarding the
amount.

¢ City of Orlando

> A potential for a request by the City to study options for future expansion, north of Sand
Lake Road was discussed. Options that could be considered for future expansion north of
Sand Lake include I-Drive, Canada Avenue, and Universal Boulevard. Expansion to the
north is challenging due to high traffic volumes along Sand Lake Road and limited right-of-
way along |-Drive north of Sand Lake Road.

® Orange County Public Schools (OCPS)

> OCPS expressed interest in assessing the potential for school buses to use I-Drive transit
lanes.

¢ Orange County Environmental Division

> Impacts associated with the proposed improvements may require regulatory permits and
compensatory mitigation for agencies that claim jurisdiction over these systems.

> Orange County’s S-11 Canal passes under Tradeshow Boulevard. All other wetland and
surface water systems outside of the right-of-way would likely not be impacted by the
transit improvements or the Tradeshow Boulevard roadway improvements.

* Orange County Real Estate Management Division

> Valuation of property is needed if right-of-way acquisition is required for transit stations,
stormwater treatment, and Tradeshow Boulevard improvements.
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Small Groups

Theme Parks

Major theme parks located within the I-Drive District were engaged to incorporate their input
regarding transportation issues and opportunities for visitors traveling to and from the I-Drive
District and circulating to the many attractions and activities within the District.

® Universal Orlando

> The Kirkman Road extension will provide access to the new EPIC Universe theme park
and will incorporate median transit lanes. Ongoing coordination for the design of the
identified improvements for Tradeshow Boulevard would be required, particularly for the
configuration of the intersection with Universal Boulevard.

> The new EPIC Universe development will include a transit hub for Universal buses only
and hubs for other transit services and coach buses.

® SeaWorld Orlando

> SeaWorld expressed concerns related to unsafe conditions for pedestrians in areas near
the theme parks.

> SeaWorld employees currently use the LYNX stop on Sea Harbor. However,
implementing transit service that would bring employees and visitors closer to the park
main entrances at SeaWorld and Aquatica is preferable.

Hotels and Businesses

To understand the perspective of hotels and businesses with respect to transportation needs for
the |-Drive District, interviews were conducted with representatives of Hilton Orlando, Wyndham
Orlando, Rosen Hotels, and Plaza International. The collective feedback from the hotels and
businesses is summarized below:

®* The current situation with COVID-19 is greatly impacting businesses in the |-Drive District
and recovery may take time, which may impact local funding opportunities.

* Improving mobility for the |-Drive District requires considerations for a future expansion of the
premium transit service to serve the hotels and businesses located north of Sand Lake Road.

* Comfortable seating areas and passenger amenities for premium transit stations would
provide a better experience for |I-Drive visitors.

* Efficient operations for the premium transit service require coordination for the use of the
transit lanes by OCCC shuttles as well as designated areas for loading and unloading of
passengers for OCCC events.
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Homeowners Associations

Existing residential developments provide housing options for those working in the I-Drive
District as well as vacation rental opportunities for visitors and conventioneers. Collective
feedback from interviews with homeowners associations is summarized below:

* Tangelo Park HOA

> Considerations for the implementation of security features for the new transit system such
as metal detectors or scanning devices would provide a safer environment for premium
transit operations.

> Implementing transit connections to and from Tangelo Park will reduce the need for
automobile use for residents who work in the |-Drive District.

¢ Bayshore at Vista Cay Condominium HOA

> Bayshore at Vista Cay Condominium is a vacation rental community. Guests often prefer
to rent a car for their transportation needs while visiting the area. The use of transit is low
due to the long walking distance to the I-Ride Trolley stop on Universal Boulevard and
long headways for current transit services within the 1-Drive area.

7.2.3 Public Meetings

Public meetings allowed the public to react to the findings and recommendations of the I-Drive
TFATA study. To ensure maximum exposure and promotion of the public workshops, efforts
were taken to connect with public officials, community organizations, local agencies, employers,
and various media outlets.

Two public meetings were conducted to gathered input from the community. Informational
displays with maps and other graphics were displayed for public review and comment. The
meetings began with a presentation, followed by an informal question and answer session
during which attendees could interact with the study team members to comment and provide
input. The public meeting summaries are contained in Appendix D.

Project Kick-Off Meeting. The first public meeting took place on January 30, 2020. The
purpose of the meeting was to review the general scope of work including the Tradeshow
Boulevard RCA and preliminary existing conditions analysis for the International Drive TFATA
study.

Recommended Alternative Information Meeting. Because of limitations caused by the
COVID-19 pandemic and to adhere to social distancing requirements, the meeting was held on
September 23, 2020, in a virtual space via GoToWebinar. The presentation was prerecorded,
and project representatives were online to host the meeting, conduct instant polls, and answer
questions. For two weeks following the meeting, the public had additional opportunity to provide
input online at MindMixer. The purpose of the meeting was to present the Tradeshow Boulevard
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Appendix A.
VIABLE ALTERNATIVES PLAN SHEETS

(Appendices included separately on CD)
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Appendix B.
STATION AREA ASSESSMENT

(Appendices included separately on CD)
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Appendix C.
TRANSIT HUB ASSESSMENT

(Appendices included separately on CD)
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Appendix D.
ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON MATRIX

(Appendices included separately on CD)
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Appendix E.
CAPITAL AND O&M COSTS SUPPORTING TABLES

(Appendices included separately on CD)
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Appendix F.
RECOMMENDED TRANSIT SYSTEM PLAN SHEETS

(Appendices included separately on CD)
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Appendix G.
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MATERIALS

(Appendices included separately on CD)
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Ac-Ft Acre-Feet

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act

ADT Average Daily Traffic

ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CFS Cubic Feet per Second

CSER Contamination Screening Evaluation Report
EDR Environmental Data Resources, Inc.

ESA Environmental Site Assessment

FAC Florida Administrative Code

FDEP Florida Department of Environmental Protection
FDOT Florida Department of Transportation

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FNAI Florida Natural Areas Inventory

HGL Hydraulic Gradeline

{-Drive International Drive

NPL National Priorities List

OCCC Orange County Convention Center

OlA Orlando International Airport

oucC Orlando Utilities Commission

PD&E Project Development and Environment

RCA Roadway Conceptual Analysis

SFWMD South Florida Water Management District
TFATA Transit Feasibility and Alternative Technology Assessment
TOD Transit-Oriented Development

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service

VPD Vehicles per Day

VWCD Valencia Water Control District

Tradeshow Boulevard RCA
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consistent typical section through the Universal Boulevard intersection, south to Destination
Parkway.

Capacity/Transportation Demand. Within the immediate area, direct connections to
Tradeshow Boulevard are being improved. Destination Parkway has recently been extended
from Tradeshow Boulevard to John Young Parkway as a divided four-lane major collector—
urban roadway. The Kirkman Road Extension from Sand Lake Road to Universal Boulevard
is being planned as a gateway to Universal's Epic Universe as a six-lane general use
roadway with two dedicated transit lanes. The existing two-lane Tradeshow Boulevard will be
over capacity once these connecting major roadways are completed.

Social and Economic Needs. Tradeshow Boulevard provides freight access to the OCCC
North Concourse facilities as an alternate to I-Drive. Expansion of the North Concourse
includes additional freight access and circulation on site with additional and improved
connections to Tradeshow Boulevard. In addition, access is planned from Tradeshow
Boulevard to additional and improved patron parking areas. Orange County is considering
land use changes in the northeast quadrant of Tradeshow Boulevard and Destination
Parkway. Access to this area from Tradeshow Boulevard will be a consideration as the final
land use is determined.

Modal Interrelationships. The Tradeshow Boulevard RCA is part of the TFATA study to
improve and implement a sustainable multimodal system complementing the surrounding
environment. The planning and design of an effective premium transit system with multiple
transportation modes is the overall intent and purpose of the TFATA study. The increased
lanes, combined with accommodation of multiple transportation modes (including transit) is a
part of the TFATA study purpose and need. Transportation modes being considered, in
addition to premium transit, include shared-use paths to accommodate pedestrians and
bicyclists and potential freight-only lanes.

Safety and Enhancement Concerns. Currently, there are no paved facilities for pedestrians
and bicyclists along this important connector between Universal Boulevard and Destination
Parkway. In addition to providing added roadway capacity and transit access, the Tradeshow
Boulevard improvements will include shared-use paths to provide safe pedestrian and
bicycle access through the corridor. Currently, there is no access from the east side of
Tradeshow Boulevard to the west. There are pathways in areas to the east with no
connections along Tradeshow Boulevard. Residential developments are located adjacent to
or near Tradeshow Boulevard. The improvements will significantly increase user safety,
access, and convenience and will provide immediate access to the current LYNX transit
SuperStop located at the roadway’s southern terminus.

The goals and objectives for the Tradeshow Boulevard project are in accordance with policies
outlined in the Orange County 2030 Comprehensive Plan and the adopted 2030 Long Range
Transportation Plan.
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intersecting at the current terminus of Tradeshow Boulevard. There are no existing transit
services on Tradeshow Boulevard, and there is only a short section of sidewalk parallel to
the Hilton Hotel at the south end of the corridor. The proposed improvements will add lanes,
provide sidewalks and shared-use pathways, and accommodate future transit services within
a consistent typical section through the Universal Boulevard intersection, south to
Destination Parkway.

Capacity/Transportation Demand. Within the immediate area, direct connections to
Tradeshow Boulevard are being improved. Destination Parkway has recently been extended
from Tradeshow Boulevard to John Young Parkway as a divided four-lane major collector-
urban roadway. Kirkman Road Extension from Sand Lake Road to Universal Boulevard is
being planned as a gateway to Universal's Epic Universe as a six-lane general use roadway
with two dedicated transit lanes. The existing two-lane Tradeshow Boulevard will be over
capacity once these connecting major roadways are completed.

Social and Economic Needs. Tradeshow Boulevard provides freight access to the OCCC
North Concourse facilities as an alternate to I-Drive. Expansion of the North Concourse
includes additional freight access and circulation on site with additional and improved
connections to Tradeshow Boulevard. |n addition, access is planned from Tradeshow
Boulevard to additional and improved patron parking areas. Orange County is considering
land use changes in the northeast quadrant of Tradeshow Boulevard and Destination
Parkway. Access to this area from Tradeshow Boulevard will be a consideration as the final
land use is determined.

Modal Interrelationships. The Tradeshow Boulevard RCA is part of the TFATA study to
improve and implement a sustainable multimodal system complementing the surrounding
environment. The planning and design of an effective premium transit system with multiple
transportation modes is the overall intent and purpose of the TFATA study. The increased
lanes combined with accommodation of muitiple transportation modes (including transit) is a
part of the TFATA study purpose and need. Transportation modes being considered, in
addition to premium transit, include shared-use paths to accommodate pedestrians and
bicyclists and potential freight-only lanes.

Safety and Enhancement Concerns. Currently, there are no paved facilities for pedestrians
and bicyclists along this important connector between Universal Boulevard and Destination
Parkway. In addition to providing added roadway capacity and transit access, the Tradeshow
Boulevard improvements will include shared-use paths to provide safe pedestrian and
bicycle access through the corridor. Currently, there is no access from the east side of
Tradeshow Boulevard to the west. There are pathways in areas to the east with no
connections along Tradeshow Boulevard. Residential developments are located adjacent to
or near Tradeshow Boulevard. The improvements will significantly increase user safety,
access, and convenience and will provide immediate access to the current LYNX transit
SuperStop located at the roadway’s southern terminus.
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Utility providers and operators were contacted in February and March 2020 and were provided
an aerial map with the project and study area identified. The UAOs were asked to locate and
identify their existing and planned facilities within the study area to identify potential utility
impacts. The UAOs contacted and a description of the information provided about their facilities
within the corridor are summarized in Table 2-7.

Table 2-7. Existing Utilities on the Tradeshow Boulevard Corridor

Utility Agency Owner Facility Type Description
Charter CATV, Fiber, *No identified facilities.
Communications Telephone
Duke Energy Electric *No identified facilities.
CenturyLink Fiber No facilities present.
Comcast
Communications/ CATV *No identified facilities.
Prev Lk Cnty Cblv
Fiber, Communi- -
MCI cation Lines No facilities present.
8" polyvinyl chloride (PVC) piping and 18" PVC piping
Orange County along Tradeshow Boulevard. 36" PVC piping on east side
Utilities — Waste Wastewater of Tradeshow Boulevard serving the apartment complex.
Water At the Tradeshow Boulevard and Universal Boulevard
intersection, 24" PVC piping.
Orange County Public | Fiber, Traffic N . -
Works Signals No identified facilities.
Orange County oy . _
Utilities Water No identified facilities.

Summit Broadband

Fiber, Telephone

*No identified facilities.

Orlando Utilities
Commission — Water

Water

*No identified facilities.

Orlando Utilities
Commission — Electric
& Water

Electric, Water

Utility line and 16" piping along the west side of
Tradeshow Blvd for the approximate length of study
corridor, and 12" piping adjacent to the roadway near the
Hilton Hotel entrance. An overhead transmission line
easement of approximately 240’ crosses Tradeshow

Boulevard.
Teco Peoples Gas- N . -
Orlando Gas No identified facilities.
AT&T Distribution Telephone *No identified facilities.

Smart City Telecom

Fiber, Telephone

Existing facilities running east-west at the intersection of
Tradeshow Boulevard and Universal Boulevard.

*UAO did not respond or did not provide maps. Further coordination needed.
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A hazardous materials rating system that expresses the degree of concern for potential
contamination problems was used to rate the identified sites. The ratings are LOW, MEDIUM,
and HIGH and are generally defined as follows.

LOW: These sites are listed in a regulatory database but do not indicate any non-compliance,
spill or release, or documentation that would indicate a concern for design or construction.

MEDIUM: Database review provides information for non-compliance, a historic spill or release,
or condition that may pose a threat to design or construction and further review will be required
to rule out. Further review of state or federal files may be warranted to provide greater insight to
their impact to the project.

HIGH: These are sites with known existing releases to soil or groundwater that have a high
likelihood to impact design or construction. Further document review or Level || assessment is
required to understand the nature of the impact to the project.

2.7.2 Findings

Of the 37 sites investigated in the I-Drive TFATA study area, there are 29 LOW ranking sites, 3
MEDIUM ranking sites, and 5 HIGH ranking sites. Within the Tradeshow Boulevard corridor, five
sites were identified as having the potential for contamination—three sites were ranked LOW,
one site was ranked MEDIUM, and one site was ranked HIGH. There are no identified facilities
with potential contamination concerns along the immediate Tradeshow Boulevard corridor, as
shown in Figure 2-12.

Table 2-8 lists the sites with potential contamination concern along and near the Tradeshow
Boulevard corridor. Figure 2-12 displays the locations of the LOW , MEDIUM , and HIGH
ranking contamination sites.
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No.
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Facility Description

One above-ground storage tank

Orange County | 9051 (AST) on site, installed in 2007.
26 Util-Universal PS | Cool Breeze 200 ft Annual inspections in compliance. [LOW
#3995 Dr During site reconnaissance, this
site was a private gated complex.
Orange County Noncompliance violations. During
Convention 9860 site reconnaissance, this site was
27 Center Universal Bivd 500 ft the delivery area for the LOW
North/South Convention Center North/South
Building Building
Orange County | 5921 AST in compliance. During site
28 Util-Destination Destination 400 ft reconnaissance, this site was the LOW
Pkwy #3245 Pkwy Destination Parkway SuperStop.
Brownfield Rehabilitation Site and
Former Landfill Site with
Former Landfill 9751 groundwater contamination.
29 and Brownfield Uni 2,000 ft Remedial action plan in place. HIGH
Site niversal Bivd Multiple locations along Universal
p 9
Boulevard from Destination
Parkway to Via Mercado.
New active fuel user in 2019.
Underground storage tanks (UST)
30 | [oevenstore 18125 o | soot in place. During site MEDIUM
reconnaissance, this site was a 7-
Eleven gas station.
100-gallon spill of hydraulic fluid in
2004. Incident deemed cleaned in
Universal City 9400 2004. A Google Earth review
31 Property Universal Bivd 20 ft shows the site is the entrance to LOW
Management il the OCCC, on Universal
Boulevard, east of Convention
Way.
General stormwater construction
permit terminated in 2007. No
32 (S:Z’rfp'l-:xke Road 18802 1. | 300ft |violations found. A Google Earth  [LOW
review shows this site is the
OCCC.
A 2018 Tank Registration Form
indicates one AST at the site. No
reports of violations or spills.
Permitted facility site for which
6001 effluent, reclaimed water or
33 Hilton Hotel Destination 280 ft wastewater residual discharge into |LOW
Pkwy the environment and/or monitoring

is taking place. The permit
terminated in 2018. A Google
Earth review shows this site is the
Hilton Hotel.
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2.9.4 Religious Institutions

There are no existing religious institutions located along the Tradeshow Boulevard corridor.

2.9.5 Fire/Police Protection
There are no fire or police protection sites located along the Tradeshow Boulevard corridor.

2.9.6 Orange County Convention Center

The Tradeshow Boulevard study area is located east of the OCCC. The OCCC Master Plan
concept solutions include improvements to intersections with the surrounding roadways,
including the Tradeshow Boulevard intersection.

The OCCC is the second largest convention center in the nation. There are two buildings (one
on each side of I-Drive). On the southwest side of I-Drive is the West Concourse, and on the
northeast side are the North and South Concourses in one building. The two buildings are
connected via a covered elevated walkway that also connects the Hyatt Regency hotel and
convention center. Separate walkways connect to the Rosen Plaza and Rosen Centre Hotels.

In 2015, the OCCC crafted a Master Plan to address potential expansion and improvement to
the OCCC campus. The most notable part is expansion of the North/South Concourses, which
has been under construction since March 2020. It would consist of a North/South Connector
and a Multipurpose Venue. The North/South Connector would provide an enclosed hallway to
connect the two Concourses as well as a ballroom and meeting space. Part of the Connector
would be a new “front door” to the North/South Concourse building that is oriented toward
Convention Way. Enhancements are also planned for the West Concourse to include an activity
center at its front entrance, a covered pedestrian plaza, and cafes/informal seating.

Furthermore, the OCCC Master Plan addresses parking, freight movement, traffic circulation
(including new Privately Owned Vehicle (POV) lanes at the North/South Concourses), other
pedestrian improvements, and a potential new automated vehicle (AV) shuttle to provide
circulation within its campus. A potential transit hub is proposed in the vicinity of the North/South
Concourses to provide additional modal connectivity. More details can be found in the TFATA
Existing Conditions Report.

2.9.7 Parking

There are no existing free parking features located along the Tradeshow Boulevard corridor.
The OCCC maintains an approximately 50-acre fee based surface parking area on the west
side of Tradeshow Boulevard that is a combination of paved and grassed parking spaces. The
Master Plan proposes to pave the entire area. The Hilton Hotel owns a flat lot and a parking
garage associated with the operation of the hotel.
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2.11.1 Land Use Descriptions and FLUCFCS Codes

Land use and land cover along Tradeshow Boulevard were evaluated in accordance with the
Comprehensive Plan Objective FLU2.3, which states that the Land Development Code and
Future Land Use (FLU) Map shall reflect the coordination of land use and transportation as a
major strategy for implementing the County’s development framework. Policy FLU2.3.9 states
Orange County will support land use policies that reinforce effective transportation
management. This includes support for activity centers, transit-oriented developments (TOD)
and sector planning the Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS)
developed by FDOT in 1999 and combined desktop analysis using the South Florida Water
Management District (SFWMD) Land Cover Land Use GIS data, dated 2016, and site-specific
observations collected during field reviews.

The study area is an active transportation corridor (8140) within a predominantly urbanized area
with associated infrastructure such as electrical transmission lines (8320), commercial services
(1400), muitidwelling residential areas (1330), and disturbed urban land (1900).

2.11.2 Wetlands and Surface Waters

Desktop analysis was used to evaluate wetlands and surface waters. Figure 2-17 displays the
floodplain and wetlands within the study area. Wetlands present within the study area included
one freshwater forested wetland (i.e., cypress with exotic hardwoods). This area is offset from
Tradeshow Boulevard approximately 100 feet to the east, is isolated, and totals approximately
0.35 acre. Man-made surface waters are associated with existing drainage ditches and
stormwater management ponds. Orange County’s S-11 Canal passes under Tradeshow
Boulevard. According to the U.S.D.A. Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soil
survey, the S-11 Canal was excavated through St. John'’s fine sand, a poorly drained, non-
hydric soil. The area should not be considered jurisdictional for regulatory purposes.

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies have authority over jurisdictional wetlands and
surface waters within the study area. These agencies include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), SFWMD, and Orange County Environmental Protection Division. If impacts occur to
USACE and/or SFWMD regulated wetlands or surface waters associated with the proposed
I-Drive District improvements, these impacts could require regulatory permits and compensatory
mitigation depending on area of impact.
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Mitigation banks offering state and federal mitigation bank credits for freshwater wetlands were
available within the Kissimmee River Watershed at the time of this review. Mitigation banks
provide an alternative to permittee-responsible mitigation, and mitigation banks are preferred by
the permitting agencies. If mitigation were required, efforts should be made to purchase
mitigation credits from a mitigation bank within the watershed of impact.

The study area lies within the service areas of ten mitigation banks, including Florida,
Quickdraw, Collany, Reedy Creek, Southport Ranch, Shingle Creek, Hatchineha Ranch, Split
Oak Forest, Bullfrog Bay, and Twin Oaks. Final mitigation requirements, including wetland credit
type and mitigation bank credit availability, would be determined during the permitting and
design phase.

Figure 2-18 shows potential wetland impacts near the Tradeshow Boulevard corridor.

2.11.5 Threatened and Endangered Species

The study area contains dense commercial development with minimal natural habitat aside from
an isolated wetland and man-made drainage features. Past impacts to remnant vegetative
communities and ongoing fragmentation of the remaining habitats likely reduce wildlife
utilization throughout this developed area. Because of these factors, potential impacts to federal
or state listed and/or protected wildlife were deemed negligible.

2.11.6 Protected Wildlife Species

The study area is within the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Consultation Area for the
Everglade snail kite, red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW), sand and blue-tailed mole skink, and
the Florida scrub-jay. The project area is also within the USFWS Core Foraging Area (CFA) for
the wood stork, and undeveloped areas have a low potential to support the Eastern indigo
snake. State-protected wildlife with the potential to utilize this area includes the gopher tortoise,
Florida burrowing owl, and little blue heron. The bald eagle is also found in this area. Potential
effects to these federally and state-protected species were considered, as discussed below.

Federally Listed Species and Critical Wildlife Habitat

The study area was evaluated for Critical Wildlife Habitat, as defined by Congress 17 CFR
35.1532. Review of GIS data provided by the USFWS confirmed there was no designated
critical wildlife habitat within the study area.

Federally protected wildlife with the potential to occur within the study area based on the
USFWS Consultation Area boundaries and/or the FNAI Biodiversity Matrix Report (March 2020)
includes reptiles (Eastern indigo snake, sand and blue-tailed mole skinks) and birds (wood
stork, Everglade snail kite, red-cockaded woodpecker, and Florida scrub-jay).
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The federal protection status for the Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi), sand
skink (Neoseps reynoldsi) and blue-tailed mole skink (Eumeces egregious lividus) is threatened.
The indigo snake uses a range of habitats from disturbed open land to pine flatwoods. Occupied
indigo snake habitat was deemed unlikely in this increasingly urbanized and fragmented area.
Therefore, the project would have no effect on the Eastern indigo snake. The project occurs
within the USFWS Consultation Area for the sand skink and blue-tailed mole skink. However,
per the Peninsular Florida Species Conservation and Consultation Guide (USFWS, 2012),
“skink soils” were not present within the study area based on the NRCS Soil Survey for Orange
County (NRCS, 2012). Therefore, the project would have no effect on the sand skink or the
blue-tailed mole skink.

The federal protection status for the wood stork (Mycteria americana) is threatened. The wood
stork is a transient wading bird that forages in shallow water containing high prey densities and
utilizes forested habitats for nesting and roosting. The study area falls under the jurisdiction of
the USFWS Central Florida Ecological Services Office, which recognizes a 15-mile CFA around
wood stork rookeries, per the USFWS's Standard Local Operating Procedures for Endangered
Species (SLOPES).

The project is within the CFA of three wood stork colonies (e.g., Lawne Lake, Eagle Nest Park,
and Gatorland). The nearest colony was approximately seven miles north of the study area.
Wood stork colonies were not documented within the study area. However, the USFWS
recognizes the need to protect wood stork suitable foraging habitat (SFH) within the CFA of
wood stork colonies. SFH is defined as caim, relatively open waters with a seasonal water level
between 2 and 15 inches (Wood stork Programmatic Key (2010), Foraging Assessment
Methodology (updated 2012) USFWS). Potential impacts to SFH could total 0.09 acre within the
S-11 Canal and 0.09 acre at the cypress wetland. If necessary, wetland mitigation would be
provided pursuant to s.373.4137, F.S., Part IV, Chapter 373, F.S. and 33 U.S.C. §1344. Due to
the requirement to evaluate impacts to SFH and mitigate wetlands per regulatory guidance, the
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the wood stork.

The federal protection status for the Everglade snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus) and
RCW (Picoides borealis) is endangered. The Florida scrub-jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens) is
threatened. The study area is within the USFWS Consultation Area for all three species. Snail
kites feed in shallow sloughs, marshes, lakes and surface waters that contain apple snails.
Because of the increasingly urbanized nature of this area and lack of apple snail habitat, neither
snail kite nesting or foraging would be expected. Therefore, the project would have no effect on
the Everglade snail kite. RCWs are a territorial, non-migratory species that often live in small
nesting groups (i.e., clusters) in fire-dependent pine flatwoods. There were no RCW clusters
recorded within the study area and neither RCW habitat nor nesting cavities were observed.
Therefore, the project would have no effect on the red-cockaded woodpecker. Florida scrub-jays
are also habitat-specific, occupying sand pine, oak scrub, and scrubby flatwoods areas. None of
these habitats were within the study area. Therefore, the project would have no effect on the
Florida scrub-jay.
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State Listed Species
State-protected species with the potential to utilize habitat within the study area include reptiles

(gopher tortoise) and birds (Florida burrowing owl and little blue heron).

The state protection status for the gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is threatened, and
the tortoise is a candidate for federal listing. Tortoises occupy a variety of upland habitats,
preferring those with well-drained sandy soils, a seasonal high water table below 18 inches, and
abundant forage. Habitats supportive of gopher tortoise populations include disturbed open
fields with ruderal vegetation similar to those along Tradeshow Boulevard. Gopher burrows
were not observed. However, if a gopher tortoise or burrow is documented prior to construction,
the County would obtain a gopher tortoise relocation permit from the Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission (FWC). Because of the low likelihood of occurrence and
requirements to relocate tortoises from development sites, no adverse effect is anticipated.

The state protection status for the Florida burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia Floridana) and little
blue heron (Egretta Caerulea) is threatened. The burrowing owl requires dry, open, habitat with
sandy soils. Although the burrowing owl has been found in Orange County, suitable habitat was
not observed within the study area. Therefore, no adverse effect is anticipated. Potential little
blue heron habitat included the S-11 Canal. However, since impacts would be minimized and
mitigated, if necessary, no adverse effect is anticipated to the little blue heron or any other
wading birds.

Non-Listed, Federally Protected Wildlife
The bald eagle was removed from the USFWS List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife

effective August 8, 2007. The bald eagle continues to receive protections through the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 U.S.C. 668-668d), as amended, and the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Construction is restricted within 330 feet of an active nest tree, and the
USFWS Eagle Management Guidelines are required if construction occurs within 660 feet of an
active eagle nest during the nesting season (October 1 — May 15). There were no bald eagle
nests within 660 feet of the corridor. The nearest recorded bald eagle nest was OR047 located
approximately three miles to the southwest. If a bald eagle nest is identified within 660 feet of
the project at the time of construction, the County would coordinate with the USFWS in
accordance with the BGEPA and MBTA. Because this project will be consistent with the BGEPA
and MBTA, the project should not impact the bald eagle.

2.11.7 Protected Plant Species

Given the urbanized and developed conditions within the study area, neither federal nor state
protected plants are expected to be present.

Tradeshow Boulevard RCA


































INTERNATIONAL DRIVE
Transit Feasibility and Alternative Technology Assessment

> The minimum road centerline elevation shall be set at or above the 10-year/24-hour
design high water elevation

> The design high water elevation for the 100-year/24-hour storm event shall be contained
within the stormwater ponds and not exceed adjacent building finished floor elevations

* Water Quality (Pollution Abatement Volume)

> Wet Detention—Treatment volume shall be the greater of the first inch of runoff from the
basin or 2.5 inches of runoff times the percentage of imperviousness. The outfall structure
should be designed to drawdown no more than one-half inch of the required treatment
volume within 24 hours following the design storm event and the pond bottom shall be 3
feet above SHWL.

> Dry Retention—Dry retention treatment volume shall be equal to 50 percent of the
amounts computed for wet detention. Dry retention ponds must be designed to recover
the water quality treatment volume within 72 hours following a storm event.

> The bottom of a required retention or detention with filtration pond shall be a minimum of
three feet above the estimated wet-season water table.

> Design criteria for pollution abatement utilizing wet retention or detention with filtration:
Wet bottom ponds will be allowed, provided that a minimum of six (6) feet of water depth
below the control water level is provided and that a maximum length to width ratio 2:1 is
maintained.

> The pollution abatement volume recovery rate shall be as required by the SFWMD.

Secondary Drainage System (Storm Sewer Systems)
® Hydraulic Gradeline (HGL)—Per Orange County Land Development Code, the design storm

frequency to be utilized for the design of the pavement drainage shall set the hydraulic
gradient line at one foot below gutter for a ten-year frequency storm. The hydraulic gradient
line for the storm sewer system shall be computed taking into consideration the design
tailwater on the system and the energy losses associated with entrance into and exit from the
system, friction through the system, and turbulence in the individual manholes/ catch-
basins/junction boxes within the system.

Inlet Capacity—FDOT Types 1 and 3 (single) inlets shall be located such that a maximum of
4.1 and 1.9 cubic feet per second (CFS), respectively, shall be intercepted during the ten-
year frequency storm. Types 2 and 4 (sump) inlets shall be located such that a maximum of
9.0 and 6.5 CFS, respectively, shall be captured during the ten-year frequency storm.
Bypass flow is limited to a maximum of 1.0 CFS. Off-site flows from impervious areas of
more than one-half acre shall be intercepted prior to the right-of-way line. No part of an inlet
structure shall be located within a curb radius or in front of the access to the stormwater
pond.
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5.2.2 Intersection Traffic Volumes

FDOT's approved TURNS5-V2014 was used to develop AM and PM peak hour turning
movement volumes at each study intersection for Opening Year 2025, Interim Year 2035, and
Design Year 2045.

The intersection turning movement volumes are displayed in Figure 5-5 and Figure 5-6 for Year
2025 and 2045, respectively.

5.2.3 Intersection Traffic Operations

The intersection traffic operational results are presented in Table 5-2 through Table 5-5. In the
2045 AM and PM peak hours, the system connection intersections at Destination Parkway and
Universal Boulevard operate at LOS E or better for all Alternative Concepts. At Destination
Parkway, Alternative Concepts 1 and 2 operate almost identically since the turn configurations
are the same. However, Concept Alternative 3 operates slightly worse with the same lane
configuration due to the southbound U-turn volume experienced as a result of accommodating
the right-out-only (RO) movement from the OCCC Parking Access Road. The intersection
operational results reveal that the additional roadway capacity in Alternative Concept 3 does not
provide any benefit to intersection operations at the boundary intersections since the turn lane
configurations and signal timing dictate results.
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Table 5-2. Opening Year (2025) AM Peak Intersection Results

Tradeshow Blvd
Intersection

Alternative Concept 1
4 GL + 2 Median TL

Control
Type

Max
VviC

Delay

LOS

Contro
|

Type

Max
viC

Alternative Concept 2
4 GL + 2 Curbside TL

Delay

LOS

Alternative Concept 3
6 GL + 2 Curbside TL

Control
Type

INTERNATIONAL DRIVE
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Max
VIC

Delay

LOS

Universal Bivd 0.69 48.0 D [Se 0.69 48.0 D xx 0.69 48.0 D
OCCC Freight Access Free fror)

OCCC Parking Access

Rd 0.50 11.8 B xx 0.50 11.9 B (RO) - 1.8 -
Destination Pkwy1 xx 0.85 43.1 D 0.85 45.0 D XD 0.83 58.9 E

'Alternative Concept 3 results are less favorable than Alternative Concepts 1 and 2 due to the Southbound U-turn movement required to accommodate the OCCC

Parking Access Eastbound Right Out Only

Table 5-3. Opening Year (2025) PM Peak Intersection Results

Alternative Concept 1
4 GL + 2 Median TL

Alternative Concept 2
4 GL + 2 Curbside TL

Alternative Concept 3
6 GL + 2 Curbside TL

Tradeshow Bivd Contro
Intersection Control  Max Max Control Max
Type VIC Delay LOS . I VIC Delay LOS Type V/C Delay LOS
ype
Universal Bivd 0.90 61.7 E 0.88 66.9 E un 0.87 64.8 E
OCCC Freight Access Free (1o
Rd (RIRO) - - - xx 0.21 7.2 A (RIRO) - 1.2 -
OCCC Parking Access ®
Rd e 0.46 8.6 A xn 0.46 8.2 A (RO) - 1.5 -
Destination Pkwy1 e e 0.84 58.3 E xo 0.84 63.3 E un 0.85 67.5 E

'Alternative Concept 3 results are less favorable than Alternative Concepts 1 and 2 due to the Southbound U-turn movement required to accommodate the OCCC

Parking Access Eastbound Right Out Only
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Table 5-4. Design Year (2045) AM Peak Intersection Results

Alternative Concept 1
4 GL + 2 Median TL

Alternative Concept 2
4 GL + 2 Curbside TL

Alternative Concept 3
6 GL + 2 Curbside TL
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Tradeshow Blvd Contro
Intersection Control Max Max Control Max
Type VIC Delay LOS . | VIC Delay LOS Type ViC Delay LOS
ype

Universal Bivd 0.95 64.8 E 0.96 63.8 E s 0.95 63.6 E
OCCC Freight Access | Free o]

Rd (RIRO) - - - xx 0.27 18.1 B (RIRO) - 2.9 -
OCCC Parking Access

Rd XX 0.65 135 B o] 0.65 13.4 B (RO) - 3.0 -
Destination Pkwy1 xx 0.98 63.9 E xn 0.98 65.8 E xxn 1.1 85.8 F

"Alternative Concept 3 results are less favorable than Alternative Concepts s 1 and 2 due to the Southbound U-turn movement required to accommodate the
OCCC Parking Access Eastbound Right Out Only.

Note: Red text denote LOS F

Table 5-5. Design Year (2045) PM Peak Intersection Results

Tradeshow Blvd

Alternative Concept 1
4 GL + 2 Median TL

Alternative Concept 2
4 GL + 2 Curbside TL

Alternative Concept 3
6 GL + 2 Curbside TL

Intersection Control Max Ctrl Max Control Max
Type VIC Delay LOS Type VIC Delay LOS Type VIC Delay LOS
Universal Blvd e 0.98 73.2 E 0.98 73.0 E xx 0.98 70.7 E
OCCC Freight Access Free @
OCCC Parking Access
Rd 0.68 12.7 B xx 0.68 13.1 B (RO) 0.55 3.1 -
Destination Pkwy e 0.94 55.3 E == 0.96 535 D xn 0.95 65.0 E

'Altemative Concept 3 resullts are less favorable than Altemative Conceptss 1 and 2 due to the Southbound U-tum movement required to accommodate the OCCC

Parking Access Eastbound Right Out Only
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®* Newover Canal
¢ Canadian Court

Within these four drainage basins, the Tradeshow Boulevard project falls within the following
drainage sub-basins (Figure 6-3):

¢ (QC-4 (Orange County Convention Center)
SRoad (Universal Boulevard)

NC-5A (Newover Canal)

PZI-11A (Canadian Court)

Each drainage sub-basin is associated with the following stormwater ponds and/or receiving
water body (Figure 6-4):

Pond OC-4 (Sub-basin OC-4)

Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B (Sub-basin SRoad)
Newover Canal (Sub-basin NC-5A)
Ponds 9A/10A (Sub-basin PZI-11A)

6.7.2 Stormwater Management Facilities

The existing stormwater management facilities (stormwater ponds) in the Tradeshow Boulevard
study area include the following wet detention systems (Figure 6-4):

®* Stormwater Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B
® Stormwater Pond OC-4
* Stormwater Ponds 9A/10A
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The capacity of the existing stormwater management ponds was investigated to determine if the
additional impervious area associated with the three Tradeshow Boulevard Alternative Concepts
could be accommodated. In the event that the existing stormwater management ponds did not
have sufficient capacity, the scope of work for the Tradeshow Boulevard RCA called for the
evaluation of additional alternative pond concepts. More specifically, if Stormwater Ponds
OC-1A/OC-1B could not accommodate Tradeshow Boulevard improvements between the
Newover Canal and Universal Boulevard (referred to as the North Segment), the following
alternative would be evaluated:

* Expand Pond OC-4 within the Orange County Convention Center

Likewise, if it were concluded that stormwater Ponds 9A/10A could not accommodate
Tradeshow Boulevard improvements between Destination Parkway and the Newover Canal
(referred to as the South Segment), the following alternative would be evaluated:

* Construction of a linear pond between the Tradeshow Boulevard right-of-way and the Duke
Energy easement

6.7.3 Pond Locations

Prior to evaluating stormwater pond alternatives, the total impervious area within the 200-foot
Tradeshow Boulevard right-of-way was estimated—more specifically, the North Segment
(between Universal Boulevard and the Newover Canal) and the South Segment (between
Destination Parkway and the Newover Canal). The following is the breakdown in the right-of-
way area and the impervious area for both segments based on the average of the areas within
the three Alternative Concepts:

North Segment
* Length = 2,395 feet

* Total Right-of-Way Area = 11.00 acres
* |mpervious Area = 6.95 acres
® Pervious Area = 4.05 acres

South Segment
® Length = 705 feet

® Total Area = 3.24 acres
®* |mpervious Area = 1.89 acres
®* Pervious Area = 1.35 acres

Next, the current stormwater characteristics for the SLRC watershed, and more specifically the
four drainage basins within the Tradeshow Boulevard corridor (Section 6.7.1), were established.
The following entity received a conceptual permit modification from the SFWMD (Conceptual
Permit No. 48-102657-P, Application No. 190910-1786, dated December 27, 2019):
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Sand Lake Road Complex Master Stormwater Management System Update
Conceptual Maodification of SFWMD ERP 48-0103-S

Drainage Analysis for Current and Future Conditions

(dated September 2019, revised November 2019)

Prepared for: Universal City Development Partners, LTD.
Prepared by: Donald W. MclIntosh Associates, Inc.

The purpose of the recently approved SFWMD conceptual permit modification prepared by
DWMA was twofold. First, to establish a baseline for flood stages (design high water elevations)
and peak discharge rates based on “current” conditions and best available data. Second, to
account for future development and determine if the overall SLRC watershed meets the 2005
conceptual permit with respect to flood stages, peak discharge rates, and water volume. The
recent conceptual permit modification drainage analysis prepared by DWMA provides the best
available data to use as a baseline to investigate stormwater management alternatives
associated with the Tradeshow Boulevard improvements.

As mentioned in Section 6.7.2, if it could be confirmed that the existing stormwater ponds have
sufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed Tradeshow Boulevard improvements with
respect to water quality (peak attenuation) and water quality (pollution abatement), investigating
stormwater pond alternatives would not be warranted. The remainder of this section documents
that the existing stormwater ponds (Pond OC-1A/OC-1B and Pond 9A/10A) have sufficient
capacity to accommodate the North and South Segments, respectively.

In the unlikely event that Orange County is unable to secure legal authority to access and utilize
Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B, then expanding Pond OC-4 within the OCCC property would be required.
Based on the Supporting Calculations prepared for the Tradeshow Boulevard Stormwater
Report, Pond OC-4 would need to be expanded by approximately 0.25 acre to accommodate
the North Segment of the Tradeshow Boulevard improvements. Should Orange County be
unable to secure legal authority to access and utilize Ponds 9A/10A, constructing a stormwater
pond between Tradeshow Boulevard and the existing Duke Energy easement would be
required. Based on the Supporting Calculations, this new pond would need to be approximately
0.15 acre in size to accommodate the South Segment of the Tradeshow Boulevard
improvements. The Tradeshow Boulevard Stormwater Report details the analysis including
supporting calculations.

North Segment
The North Segment of the Tradeshow Boulevard improvements encompasses drainage Sub-

basins OC-4 and SROAD and a minor portion of Sub-basin NC-5A (Figure 6-4). Therefore, an
option that was considered was to divert a portion of the stormwater runoff from the right-of-way
area to Pond OC-4 and the remainder of the runoff to Pond OC-1A/OC-1B. However, the
preferred option is to direct the stormwater runoff from the entire North Segment right-of-way to
Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B and determine if sufficient capacity is available.
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The following two SFWMD permit files were reviewed for drainage Sub-basins OC-4 and
SROAD and for Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B to confirm the future land use conditions and stormwater
capacity:

¢ Conceptual Permit No. 48-102657-P
Application No. 190910-1786 (issued 12/27/19)
Universal SLRC Conceptual Permit Modification

® Permit No. 48-01098-S
Application No. 170315-11 (issued 04/04/17)
Orange County Convention Center | North-South Overflow Parking

Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B were reanalyzed based on an impervious area of 80 percent for drainage
Sub-basin SROAD and the updated design water elevations and peak discharge rates approved
by the SFWMD in the recently secured Conceptual Permit No. 48-102657-P, previously
referenced. Sub-basin SROAD is 6.24 acres in size, and the assumed percent impervious of 80
percent equates to an impervious area of 4.99 acres. In comparison, the estimated impervious
area for the North Segment based on the three Alternative Concepts is 6.95 acres, which
exceeds the estimated permitted 4.99 acres. Because the proposed impervious area (6.95
acres) exceeds the assumed permitted impervious area (4.99 acres), additional water quality
(pollution abatement) volume would be required.

However, Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B were permitted with an exceedance of 115.05 acre-feet of
additional water quality volume than what is required. Therefore, the required water quality
treatment volume associated with the North Segment of the Tradeshow Boulevard
improvements can be accommodated within Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B.

Regarding the peak attenuation requirements associated with Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B, it should
be noted that to avoid diverting some of the runoff to Pond OC-4, and the remainder to Ponds
OC-1A/OC-1B, it was decided to redirect the entire North Segment runoff to Ponds OC-1A/OC-
1B and model the design storm event to determine if the additional drainage area could be
accommodated. Based on the recently secured conceptual permit, there are 12 drainage sub-
basins that contribute stormwater runoff to Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B for a total drainage area of
300.73 acres and a weighted runoff curve number of 93. With the entire North Segment runoff
redirected to Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B, the total drainage area increases to 305.61 acres, which
constitutes a 4.88-acre increase. Note that the 4.88 acres of additional drainage area
corresponds to the right-of-way area within Sub-Basin OC-4 that would be redirected to Ponds
OC-1A/OC-1B. It should be noted that the weighted runoff curve number remained unchanged.
Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B were remodeled using the Interconnected Channel and Pond Routing
(ICPR) software (Version 4.0), which confirmed that the design high water elevations and peak
discharge rates were still in compliance with the recently secured conceptual permit. The
Tradeshow Boulevard Stormwater Report Supporting Calculations for the weighted runoff curve
number computations, as well as the ICPR input data and flood routing results, which
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demonstrate that Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B can accommodate the 4.88-acres of additional drainage
area being rerouted from OC-4 to OC-1A/OC-1B.

Therefore, it can be concluded that the existing Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B have sufficient volume
(peak attenuation and pollution abatement) to accommodate the North Segment
improvements of the Tradeshow Boulevard Recommended Alternative and will not need
to be expanded from their current configurations. However, as previously stated, in the
unlikely event that Orange County is unable to secure legal authority to access and utilize
Ponds OC-1A/OC-1B, then expanding Pond OC-4 within the OCCC property would be required.
Based on the Supporting Calculations, Pond OC-4 would need to be expanded by
approximately 0.25 acre to accommodate the North Segment of the Tradeshow Boulevard
improvements.

South Segment
The South Segment of the Tradeshow Boulevard improvements falls within drainage Sub-basin

PZI-11A and an insignificant portion of MP-4 (Figure 6-4). The preferred option is to direct the
stormwater runoff from the entire South Segment right-of-way to Ponds 9A/10A and determine if
sufficient capacity is available. If so, an analysis of an additional pond alternative would be
unnecessary.

The following two SFWMD permit files for drainage Sub-basin PZI-11A and Ponds 9A/10A were
reviewed to confirm the future land use conditions and stormwater capacity:

® Conceptual Permit No. 48-102657-P
Application No. 190910-1786 (issued 12/27/19)
Universal SLRC Conceptual Permit Modification

¢ |ndividual Environmental Resource Permit No. 48-102429-P
Application No. 191028-2144 (issued 02/14/20)
Hilton Orlando Convention Center Hotel

Based on both SFWMD submittals, which represent the latest design approved by the SFWMD
for the study area, Ponds 9A/10A were reanalyzed based on an impervious area of 80 percent
for drainage Sub-basin PZI-11A, and the updated design water elevations and peak discharge
rates were approved by the SFWMD. Based on the South Segment’s footprint within drainage
Sub-basin PZI-11A and assuming an 80 percent impervious area, the computed impervious
area is 2.59 acres compared to the average impervious area of the three Alternative Concepts
of 1.89 acres. Since the impervious area associated with the future Tradeshow Boulevard
improvements was confirmed to be less than the impervious area anticipated within drainage
Sub-basin PZI-11A, it can be concluded that the existing Ponds 9A/10A have sufficient
volume (peak attenuation and pollution abatement) to accept additional flows from the
South Segment improvements of the Recommended Alternative and will not need to be
expanded from their current configurations. However, in the unlikely event that Orange
County is unable to secure legal authority to access and utilize Ponds 9A/10A, then constructing

Tradeshow Boulevard RCA













INTERNATIONAL DRIVE
Transit Feasibility and Aiternative Technology Assessment

Table 6-1. Median Access Control

Median Access Control for Recommended Alternative: 4GP + 2 TL + Truck Access Road — Orange County
Proposed

Distance To/From Nearest Proposed
FULL Median Opening (ft)

Distance To/From Nearest Proposed
DIRECTIONAL Median Opening (ft)
Opening To the South To the North To the South To the North To

Type Distance Variance Distance Variance Distance Variance Distance Variance
Access Management Class 5/C4 — Urban General (Spacing 660-ft Directional and 1,320-ft Full) — 35 MPH

Intersection Median

Connectivity
(STATION Comments

East: Begin
Destination | Project
Parkway Limits;
Tradeshow access for
Boulevard southbound
at Full/ o o vehicles to
Destination Signalized N/A N/A 700 -50% N/A N/A 900 -66% West: Destination
Parkway Destination | Parkway and
(10+00) Parkway Destination
Parkway
Transit
SuperStop
OCCC East: None | Access to
Parking Full . . . OQCC and
Access Signalized N/A N/A 850 -36% 900 -66% 2,340 -11% West: OCCC | Hilton Hotel
Road & Hilton Hotel | for SB
(19+00) vehicles
OCCC East: None
Freight Full West: Acpesg for
Access Signali N/A N/A 850 -36% 850 -68% 1,490 -44% ——— freight into
Road ignalized OQCC.Lot ot
(27+50) (unidentified)
OCCC East: None
Freight U- Access for
Turn Directional/ o _2g0 7g0, West: freight into
Access Signalized | &0 | 3% | NA NA | 1,700 | -36% | 640 76% | OCCC Lot | lotand truck
Road (unidentified) | staging lane
(36+00)
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Intersection
(STATION

Tradeshow
Boulevard
at Universal
Boulevard
(42+40)
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Median Access Control

Median Access Control for Recommended Alternative: 4GP + 2 TL + Truck Access Road — Orange County

Proposed Distance To/From Nearest Proposed Distance To/From Nearest Proposed
Median DIRECTIONAL Median Opening (ft) FULL Median Opening (ft) Connectivity Comments
Opening To the South To the North To the South To the North To
Type Distance Variance Distance Variance Distance Variance Distance Variance
End Project
Limits;
access for
northbound
. vehicles to
Full/ @ Universal
Signalized 640 -52% N/A N/A 2,340 -11% N/A N/A Universal Boul d
ignalize Boulevard oulevar
and the
future
Kirkman
Road
Extension
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comment. The meetings began with a presentation, followed by an informal question and
answer session during which attendees could meet one-on-one with study team members to
comment and provide input. The public meeting summaries are contained in Appendix E.

7.3.1 Project Kick-Off Meeting

The Project Kick-off Meeting was held on Friday, May 24, 2019 The purpose of the meeting was
to review the general scope of work including the Tradeshow Boulevard RCA and preliminary
existing conditions analysis for the International Drive TFATA study.

7.3.2 Alternatives Information Meeting

The Alternative Information Meeting was held on Friday, January 30, 2020. The purpose of the
meeting was to present the Tradeshow Boulevard Alternative Concepts and the transit analysis
that was conducted for the TFATA study for public review and comment.

7.3.3 Recommended Alternative Meeting and Feedback
The Recommended Alternative Meeting was held virtually on September 23, 2020.
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