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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1  Project Information

The proposed Lake/Orange County Connector is a strategic transportation investment
aimed at supporting existing and future growth in south Lake and west Orange counties. It
has been identified as a system expansion project need in the last four consecutive Central
Florida Expressway Authority (CFX) master plans, the most current being the 2040 CFX
Master Plan. The Orlando-Orange County Expressway Authority (OOCEA), now CFX,
completed the 2007 SR 429 to US 27 Connector Concept Development and Evaluation
Study which developed various viable corridors/alternatives and identified an unmet need
for an east-west connection between US 27 and SR 429. This study will confirm the
feasibility of the connector and will conduct a Project Development and Environment (PD&E)
Study on defined alignments. Figure 1-1 illustrates the location of the project.

1.2  Project Description/Background

The purpose of the Lake/Orange County Connector PD&E Study is to develop a proposed
improvement strategy that is technically sound, environmentally sensitive and publicly
acceptable. As with every PD&E Study, emphasis has been placed on the development,
evaluation and documentation of detailed engineering and environmental studies including
data collection, conceptual design, environmental analyses, project documentation and the

preparation of a Preliminary Engineering Report (PER).

(This space was left blank intentionally)
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Project Location
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Project Background

The vision of this critical east-west corridor has been documented in prior concept studies.
In 2002, the OOCEA first investigated the potential to extend SR 408 (East-West
Expressway) to the west to address the transportation needs of west Orange and east Lake
counties. A report titled “Western Extension Concept Development and Feasibility Study”

was prepared which investigated the feasibility of a limited-access toll road. Four primary
corridors were identified (see Figure 1-2): a “Northern Corridor”, a “SR 50 Corridor”, a
“Hartwood-Marsh Corridor” and a “Southern Corridor”. The study concluded that only the
“Southern Corridor” connecting SR 429 with US 27 in the general area of Schofield Road

offered any long-term opportunity for Expressway Authority participation.
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In 2007, a Concept Development and Evaluation Study for a potential SR 429 to US 27

Connector was prepared by the OOCEA. The purpose of the study was to determine the
feasibility and viability of a potential SR 429 to US 27 expressway connection within an area
south of Hartwood Marsh Road and north of US 192. Four distinct corridors were
investigated (see Figure 1-3). The study found that Corridor B was not viable due to
significant wetland and surface water impacts and relatively low traffic attraction. Corridor A
(the southernmost option) had the largest traffic attraction but extended through an
environmentally sensitive area while Corridor D (the northernmost option) had the lowest
traffic attraction. Corridor C, which generally traversed the area adjacent to Schofield Road
within the central portion of the study area, offered a potential balance between traffic

attraction and minimization of environmental impacts.
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1.3 Purpose of this Report

The purpose of the Alternative Corridor Evaluation Report (ACER) is to document and link
activities for use in the environmental analysis in accordance with the Planning and
Environment Linkages described under Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST)
Act. The goal of the Alternative Corridor Evaluation (ACE) is to eliminate unreasonable
corridors based on factors such as: not meeting the purpose and need, travel demand, and

disproportionate and/or significant impacts.

(This space was left blank intentionally)
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2. PURPOSE AND NEED
2.1 Purpose

The primary objectives of this transportation improvement project are to: expand regional
system linkage and connectivity in Lake and Orange counties; enhance mobility between
US 27 and SR 429; and accommodate the expected increase in traffic due to population
and employment growth within the study area, while being consistent with accepted local
and regional plans. As such, the proposed improvements include the construction of a
limited-access facility that provides a new east-west connection from US 27 in south Lake

County to SR 429 in west Orange County.

2.2 Need

There are six project needs that serve as justification for the proposed improvements. These
needs are: 1) Provide improved system connectivity/linkage; 2) Accommodate anticipated
transportation demand; 3) Provide consistency with local and regional plans; 4) Support
economic viability and job creation; 5) Support intermodal opportunities; and 6) Enhance
evacuation and emergency service. The following sections describe the needs in more

detail.

2.2.1 System Connectivity/Linkage

System linkage is defined as linking two or more existing transportation facilities or types of

modal facilities between geographic areas or regional traffic generators.

Figure 1-1 illustrates the existing roadway network within the vicinity of the proposed
project. There are two major north-south facilities serving the project area, SR 429, a four-
lane limited-access rural toll road at the eastern project terminus and US 27, a four-lane
divided rural arterial at the western project terminus. In the east-west direction, SR 50, a six-
lane urban arterial facility located approximately 7 miles to the north, and US 192, a six-lane
urban divided arterial located approximately 7 miles south, connect Lake County to the
Orlando urban core. These existing east-west facilities not only serve through traffic but also

provide significant local access, thus limiting their ability to provide effective overall mobility.

At the present time, the east-west connectivity within the study area is deficient with

Schofield Road, an unpaved 20-foot wide rural facility, providing the only connection

Purpose and Need | Alternative Corridor Evaluation Report 2-1
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between US 27 on the west and SR 429 on the east. A new limited-access, direct connection
expressway facility would not only provide the much-needed connectivity in the area but

would also significantly improve regional mobility and travel time.

A PER was completed in 2016 for Wellness Way, a new four-lane divided arterial extending
from US 27 and connecting to New Independence Parkway in the vicinity of SR 429. It
should be noted that the 2007 SR 429 to US 27 Connector Concept Development and
Evaluation Study prepared by the OOCEA stated that a network of east-west six-lane
roadway arterials could also meet the capacity need of the study area. The proposed
Wellness Way facility alone will not be sufficient to provide the necessary east-west linkage
to meet the anticipated growth of the area when compared to a new limited-access, direct

connection expressway facility.

Interchanges are proposed at US 27 in Lake County, SR 429 in Orange County, and the
future extension of CR 455 in Lake County. Lake County’s Visionary Map shows a southerly
extension of CR 455 from its current terminus to the future extension of Sawgrass Bay

Boulevard.
2.2.2 Anticipated Transportation Demand

According to the Central Florida Expressway Authority’s 2040 Master Plan, Lake County’s
population is projected to increase by 56% (to 493,000 residents) and employment is
projected to increase by 60% (to 212,700) by 2040. During the same time period, the
population and employment growth within Orange County are expected to each increase by
more than 50%. Two of the main areas of development generating additional population are
the Wellness Way Area Plan (WWAP) in south Lake County and the Horizon West Special
Planning Area (HWSPA) in southwestern Orange County. The WWAP includes more than
16,000 acres. Horizon West is a growing community of several villages occupying more than
20,000 acres and projected to house over 60,000 residents when completed. Horizon West

also features the future site of a Valencia College satellite campus.

The January 2018 Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) population
projections show from 2017 to 2045 a 54% growth in population is anticipated for both Lake

and Orange counties.
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The study area traverses all five of the WWAP Future Land Use Categories (FLUC); Town
Center and Wellness Way 1, 2, 3 and 4. The planning horizon for the WWAP is projected to
be 2040 with a build-out of 16,500 dwelling units and a projected employment of 36,000.
CEMEX, a multinational building materials supply company, submitted an updated permit
for the proposed Four Corners Sand Mine in August 2017. They propose to operate on
1,200 acres within the WWAP, on property divided by Schofield Road. The permit allows
mining approximately 525 acres over a 22-year period.

The study area also falls within the Town Center and Village H (Hickory Nut) of Horizon
West. The Town Center will be a regional employment center with a projected employment
force of over 27,000 and home to a host of new developments including a satellite campus
of Valencia College and Orlando Health hospital. Overall, Horizon West has an anticipated
build-out of 40,000 dwelling units and a projected commercial area of 9.5 million square feet.

An origin and destination (OD) study conducted by CDM Smith in 2017 for CFX revealed
that much of the potential traffic for a new toll road would come from planned developments.
In the year 2045, there is a potential for 34,000 daily trips traveling between US 27 and SR
429 in the vicinity of Schofield Road. With the proposed project as a tolled expressway,

approximately 19,000 daily trips would be diverted from local roadways.

The proposed connector is anticipated to help accommodate the expected increase in traffic
due to population and employment growth within the study area by expanding the limited-
access expressway system.

2.2.3 Consistency with Local and Regional Plans

Planning consistency of the proposed project is documented in various local comprehensive

plans (see Table 2-1). A brief explanation of each follows.

CEX 2040 Master Plan and Five-Year Work Plan: The subject project is a major component

of the Authority’s plan to provide additional capacity to address the area’s increasing
projected population and employment growth. The Lake/Orange County Connector would
support the economic vitality of the WWAP and the HWSPA developments and is widely
supported among local landowners and community leaders. The project is listed in the five-

year work plan and funded for PD&E in years 2018/2019 and for potential design in years
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2021/2022 and 2022/2023.

Lake-Sumter Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO) — 2040 Long Range Transportation
Plan (LRTP): The Lake-Sumter MPO provides a forum for cooperative decision making

concerning transportation issues throughout the urbanized area of Lake and Sumter
counties. The latest draft list of priority projects (May 2018) shows that a “New Road
Alternative Corridor Evaluation” between US 27 and SR 429 is listed as priority #20 under
the Preliminary Engineering projects. In addition, the portion of the Lake/Orange Parkway
project extending from US 27 to the Lake/Orange County line is included in the Lake-Sumter

2040 LRTP as a cost feasible element and as an Emerging Regional Significant Corridor.

West Orange South Lake Transportation and Economic Development Task Force
(WOSLTED): This task force was initiated in 2000 with the goal of promoting transportation
in the West Orange/South Lake (WOSL) region. In 2008, the task force started a planning

process to ensure coordinated transportation and housing development which eventually
resulted in a proposed system of new roadways and roadway improvements which included
the provision of a proposed east-west connector from US 27 to SR 429. This connector has

always been a main focus of this organization.

MetroPlan Orlando: MetroPlan Orlando is the metropolitan planning organization for the

greater Orlando area. It coordinates and leads transportation planning efforts in Orange,
Osceola and Seminole Counties. The subject project is listed on the 2040 LRTP Plan
Development Cost Feasible projects (updated June 2017) as a funded project for both
PD&E and design.

Table 2-1 — Local Planning Consistency

Agency Remarks

Central Florida Expressway Authority (CFX) Included in the 2040 Master Plan and the Five-Year

Work Plan
Lake-Sumter MPO Identified the proposed project in the 2040 LRTP
Needs Plan
West Orange/South Lake Transportation and Identified a connection between US 27 to Orange
Economic Development Task Force County in its Transportation Plan

Identified in its Technical Report 3: “Plan

MetroPlan Orlando Development and Cost Feasible Projects”
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2.2.4 Economic Viability and Job Creation

The proposed facility is needed to further support the economic viability of the WWAP. This
16,000-acre service area has been recognized for many years as having significant potential
for economic development in southeast Lake County. It is projected to be an economic
engine for job creation in the region and is envisioned to strengthen its connectivity with
other regional economic hubs. With an anticipated buildout of over 16,000 residential units,

this important planned development is expected to generate over 26,800 jobs in the future.

The proposed connector will also directly benefit the economic and job creation potential of
the Horizon West development by expediting the efficient delivery of goods and services in

this developing area of west Orange County.
2.2.5 Support Intermodal Opportunities

The Horizon West Town Center is proposed as an intermodal and freight staging facility
potentially providing access to trucks, rails, airports and/or ports. Its presence enhances the
integration and connectivity of the multimodal transportation system. The proposed
connector would link this freight staging facility with two major Strategic Intermodal System
(SIS) highways (US 27 and SR 429) and thus connect Lake County to a network of limited-
access facilities that provide access to the Orlando International Airport and Port Canaveral.
In addition, the MetroPlan Orlando’s “Regional Freight and Goods Movement Facilities
Profile” noted that there is “limited existing east-west highway and rail connectivity within the
region — which provides logistical challenges for some shippers”. The proposed project will

add a valuable east-west mobility link to the area’s transportation network.
2.2.6 Evacuation and Emergency Services

The East Central Florida Region has been identified by the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) as a high hurricane-vulnerable area within the United
States and thus requires sufficient and efficient evacuation routes. There are no existing
designated east-west evacuation routes within the immediate project area. Only SR 50,
approximately 7 miles to the north, and US 192 (SR 530), approximately 7 miles to the south,
provide effective east-west evacuation connection to important north-south SIS routes in the

area (US 27 and SR 429). The provision of an additional high-speed, limited-access east-
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west facility will afford desirable redundancy of the highway network to accommodate

diverted local and regional traffic during times of natural or man-made emergencies.

Another critical issue deals with potential delays of fire and emergency services. There are
two fire stations just north and south of the study area along US 27 but their linkage to the
east is ineffective due to the lack of a paved or limited-access facility connecting to SR 429,
potentially resulting in additional delays. The proposed connector would facilitate prompt fire

and emergency response.
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3. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

Figure 3-1 illustrates the proposed methodological approach involving five distinct tasks. A

brief description of each task is included in the following pages.

REVIEW INITIAL CORRIDOR OBTAIN CURRENT ENGINEERING
DEVELOPMENT REPORTS ENVIRONMENTAL & SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA
LEGEND
[__] DATA COLLECTION
‘ CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT PROCESS I (TASK 1)
[_] CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT
i (TASK 2)
| [[7] CORRIDOR EVALUATION
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4 RECOMMENDATIONS
(TASK 5)

CORRIDOR EVALUATION PROCESS Il:

l

ESTABLISH SELECTION
CRITERIA

oy

CONDUCT PRELIMINARY
CORRIDOR EVALUATION
AND ELIMINATE INFERIOR!

CORRIDORS

\ 4

AGENCY/PUBLIC  NEEDS
INPUT —(Revisions:

v

CONDUCT FINAL
YES CORRIDOR EVALUATION
: , USING A NUMERICAL
BEENS R DESCRIPTIVE MATRIX
" APPROACH AND THE
ANALYTICAL HIERARCHY
PROCESS

Methodological Approach Figure 3-1
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3.1 Task 1 — Data Collection

The initial task included the collection and review of pertinent data within the study area.
It involved an on-site and desktop inventory and verification of existing conditions as well

as the collection of data that would serve as the basis for evaluation.

The data used to evaluate the social, cultural, natural and physical environmental impacts
of each corridor was derived from Geographic Information System (GIS) datasets,
literature and field reviews where appropriate. Various GIS datasets within the Florida
Geographical Data Library (FGDL), the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission (FWC) and County data sources were utilized. A list of GIS data layers which

were used in the assessment of the project study area is provided in Appendix A.

The following features were identified as important considerations: potential land use
changes, well-field impacts, socio-economic impacts, and impacts to potential
historic/archaeological sites, recreational areas, wetlands, water quality, floodplains,

wildlife and habitat, conservation areas, and planned developments, among others.

3.2 Task 2 - Corridor Development Process

This corridor development process is inherently dynamic in nature and generally requires
frequent modifications resulting from the identification of new constraints and
opportunities, input from agencies, etc. The following sections provide specific details

concerning the distinct components of the corridor development process.

3.2.1 Identification of Project Segments

Initially, the study area was divided into three segments to facilitate the analysis. The
segmental breakdown approach ensures that the generated corridor alternatives are more
responsive to the needs of each segment rather than only to the generalized project needs.
Figure 3-2 illustrates the study segments and provides a description of each. Each
segment has unique characteristics as well as differences in environmental, engineering

and socio-economic features.
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Seament 1 comprises the project’s western 2 miles and generally extends from US 27, a

rural four-lane north-south facility, to just west of Cook Road, a minor north-south rural
road just east of Lake Island. Some of the main features within this first segment include
various lakes (e.g., Trout, Pike, Adain, Island), the WWAP Town Center, Wellness Way 1,
the proposed CEMEX Four Corners Sand Mine and portions of Wellness Way 2.

Segment 2 comprises the central portion of the study area and extends from Cook Road

to the Lake/Orange county line for a total length of approximately 1.8 miles. This generally
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rural segment exhibits lower traffic generation potential than the other two segments.
Some of the main features within this segment include the Schofield Tract, portions of
Wellness Way 2 and 3 and Southern Hill Farms north of Schofield Road, a rural two-lane

east-west facility projected to be widened to four lanes in the future.

Segment 3 extends for approximately 1 mile from the Lake/Orange county line to the
study’s eastern terminus at SR 429, a four-lane CFX north-south toll facility. Some of the
principal features within Segment 3 include the Horizon West Town Center and Village H,
the proposed Valencia Community College Horizon West Campus, Zanzibar Planned

Development, and Lake Needham.

(This space was left blank intentionally)

Methodological Approach | Alternative Corridor Evaluation Report 3-4



Lake/Orange County Connector Feasibility/PD&E Study

3.2.2 Identification of Preliminary Segmental Corridors

Next, preliminary segmental corridor options were developed for the proposed
Lake/Orange County Connector (see Figure 3-3). These corridors were developed based
on constraint mapping, and local agency, stakeholder and public input. Each corridor is
800 feet wide for the purpose of assessing the potential social, cultural, natural, and
physical impacts of each corridor option. As shown on Figure 3-3, seven distinct corridor
options were generated within Segment 1, six within Segment 2, and four within Segment
3. A brief description of all the preliminary corridor options follows:

Segment 1: As previously stated, there are seven preliminary corridors within Segment 1.

Corridor 1-1: This corridor commences in the immediate vicinity of the Lake Louisa
State Park entrance on US 27. This corridor extends southeasterly generally
bordering the north edge of Lake Trout, and then easterly within the vicinity of
Schofield Road and north of Lake Island.

Corridor 1-2: This corridor commences approximately 2,000 feet north of the southern
terminus of the South Bradshaw Road intersection on US 27 and extends
northeasterly between Lake Trout and Lake Pike before merging into Corridor 1-1.

Corridor 1-3: This corridor begins approximately one mile north of Frank Jarrell Road
on US 27 and proceeds northeasterly between Lake Pike and Lake Adain turning due

east and merging into Corridor 1-1.

Corridor 1-4: This corridor is similar to Corridor 1-3 from its begin point on US 27 to
the area just north of Lake Adain where it turns due east crossing Lake Adain
approximately 2,500 feet south of Schofield Road.

Corridor_1-5: This corridor begins on US 27 just north of the Frank Jarrell Road
intersection and proceeds northeasterly between Lake Adain and Lake Sawgrass

before merging into Corridor 1-4.

Corridor 1-6: This corridor is similar to Corridor 1-5 from its begin point on US 27 to
the area between Lake Adain and Lake Sawgrass where it then turns more easterly,

generally bordering the southern limit of the study area.
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Corridor 1-7: This corridor was generated in order to consider an option with
maximum directness within the first segment. This option begins in the same general
vicinity as Corridor 1-2 on US 27 and extends due east just north of Lake Adain
where it merges with Corridor 1-4.

Segment 2: This central segment features six distinct corridors as follows:

Corridor 2-1: This east-west corridor generally follows the existing Schofield Road
alignment except in the vicinity of the Schofield Tract, an environmentally sensitive
site, where this option dips farther south in order to avoid impacting the site (see
Section 3.3.2.5).

Corridor 2-2: This corridor starts in the same location as Corridor 2-1 and continues

in a southeasterly direction eventually merging with Corridor 2-4.

Corridor _2-3: This corridor starts at a point approximately 2,500 feet south of

Schofield Road then it veers northeasterly and eventually merges with Corridor 2-1.

Corridor 2-4: This east-west corridor alternative is initially similar to Corridor 2-3 but

then continues eastward along the central portion of Segment 2.

Corridor 2-5: This corridor generally borders the southern study area limits just north

of Lake Sawgrass.

Corridor 2-6: This corridor is similar to Corridor 2-5 from Cook Road to just west of
the Lake/Orange county line, where it veers northeasterly and merges with Corridor
2-4.

Segment 3: There are four preliminary alternative corridors as follows:

Corridor 3-1: This corridor extends northeasterly from the Lake/Orange county line
in the vicinity of Schofield Road to just southeast of the existing SR 429/Avalon Road

overpass.

Corridor 3-2: This east-west corridor generally follows the existing Schofield Road
alignment from the Lake/Orange county line to the existing SR 429/Schofield Road
interchange.

Corridor_3-3: Corridor 3-3 extends from the Lake/Orange county line at a point
approximately 1,500 feet south of Schofield Road and veers northeast terminating
at the existing SR 429/Schofield Road interchange.
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Corridor 3-4: This corridor alternative extends from the Lake/Orange county line just
north of the southern study area limits to just south of the existing SR 429/Schofield
Road interchange.

3.3 Task 3 — Alternative Corridor Evaluation

The objective of this task is to eliminate all inferior or suboptimal alternatives. As illustrated
on Figure 3-4, a multi-phase corridor evaluation and selection process was employed to

properly assess all possible alternative corridors within the study area.

3.3.1 Initial Screening/Purpose and Need Compliance

An initial screening to assess how well each alternative corridor satisfies the previously
established project’s purpose and need was conducted. An alternative that does not satisfy

the project’s purpose and need may be eliminated from further consideration.

In order to avoid elimination, each corridor alternative would need to provide improved
connectivity/linkage as compared to the No-Build (or No Action) Alternative. In addition,
each corridor option was evaluated for traffic volume accommodated, planning
consistency, support of economic development and job creation, and enhanced intermodal

opportunities and emergency services.

Table 3-1 provides the screening criteria and results related to the purpose and need
compliance. In order to better appreciate the obtained outcome, color values were
assigned to the results as follows: Green cells (generally high compliance); Yellow cells
(generally moderate compliance) and Orange cells (generally low compliance). In addition,
the evaluation was conducted by segments in order to more clearly judge the performance
of each corridor option within each individual segment it traverses rather than its “overall”
performance. This approach provides a more in-depth evaluation by showing where the
corridor ranks higher and lower segmentally. The results from Table 3-1 show that,
generally, all the corridors have green cells except for three corridors with yellow cells.
Corridor 1-1 crosses over the Ridgeview PUD within Segment 1. Corridors 3-1 and 3-4
impact the Valencia Community College Horizon West Campus and the Zanzibar PUD,
respectively, within Segment 3. These potential impacts could affect the support of

economic vitality and job creation.
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RATING

[GOOD"  HIGH COMPLIANCE
FAIR MEDIUM COMPLIANCE

[UPOORMN  LOW COMPLIANCE

TABLE 3-1

PURPOSE AND NEED EVALUATION

Improved Connectivity/ Linkage

Traffic Volume Accomodated

Planning Consistency

Support Economic Vitality and Job
Creation

Enhanced Intermodal Opportunities

Enhanced Emergency Services

Basis of Evaluation

A - Based on the provision of effective connection to the existing/proposed major transportation facility/network within the project area

- Projected traffic volume diverted from existing/projected congested transportation facilities

- Consistency with existing/proposed local/regional transportation plan

- Based on the perceived likelihood of desirable economic development adjacent to the proposed interchange locations and their compatibility with existing/proposed abutting land use
- Based on typical section design speed, high speed facility and strategic intermodal system criteria

TMIoO|O|m

- Based on access, safety and design measures
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In summary, although some corridors address the purpose and need more efficiently than
others, it was determined that all of the established corridors do generally address the

purpose and need.

3.3.2 Preliminary Alternative Corridor Evaluation

The preliminary alternative corridor evaluation was based on their potential impact with
respect to engineering, socio-economic, and environmental issues. As previously stated,
the objective of this preliminary evaluation is to eliminate inferior or suboptimal
alternatives. In order to simplify the nomenclature of the various corridor options, the
previous segmental corridors were aggregated to produce alternative corridors spanning
all three project segments. According to Table 3-2, twenty different aggregated corridors

extending from US 27 to SR 429 resulted from these combinations.

(This space was left blank intentionally)
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Table 3-2 — Preliminary Project Corridors

Segment 1 Corridors | Segment 2 Corridors Segment 3 Corridors Preliminary Corridor

Alternatives
3-1 = Alternative 1
3-2 = Alternative 2
3-3 = Alternative 3
3-1 = Alternative 4
3-2 = Alternative 5
3-3 = Alternative 6
3-1 = Alternative 7
3-2 = Alternative 8
3-3 = Alternative 9
3-1 = Alternative 10
3-2 = Alternative 11
3-3 = Alternative 12
3-1 = Alternative 13
3-2 = Alternative 14
3-3 = Alternative 15
3-4 = Alternative 16
3-3 = Alternative 17
3-1 = Alternative 18
3-2 = Alternative 19
3-3 = Alternative 20

In order to better appreciate the obtained results, numerical values/scores were assigned
to the results of the evaluation tables (Tables 3-3 through 3-5) as follows: Green cells
(generally desirable or positive impacts = +2); Yellow cells (generally minor or moderate
impacts = +1) and Orange cells (generally undesirable or negative impacts = 0). In
addition, each evaluation component was assigned a percentage value (weight)
depending on its perceived degree of importance. For example, the importance of the total
engineering component was judged to merit 37% (see Table 3-3) of the total decision
while the environmental (see Table 3-4) and socio-economic components (see Table 3-
5) were assigned relative weights of 25% and 38%, respectively. These parameter
weightings were developed from the average of individual weighting sets prepared by
members of the consultant’s team, reflecting a broad range of professional backgrounds.
A more complete description of the evaluation criteria used in the analyses is included in
Appendix B.
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3.3.2.1 Engineering Evaluation

The engineering considerations used to screen the corridor alternatives are listed in Table
3-3. Engineering factors such as major utility conflicts, geometric considerations, floodplain

encroachment, and traffic considerations were evaluated.
3.3.2.1.1 Traffic Forecasting

The design traffic forecasted for the Lake/Orange County Connector PD&E Study ACE was
developed using the CFX 3.0 model that was created for the purpose of evaluating the
Osceola County Master Plan projects: Osceola Parkway Extension, Northeast Connector
Expressway, Southport Connector Expressway, and the Poinciana Parkway/I-4 Connector
projects. The CFX 3.0 model was based on the Central Florida Regional Planning Model
(CFRPM) v6.1 model. CFX 3.0 was validated for a 2015 base year with a concentration on
the sub-area of Osceola County and south Orange County. This model covers all of Orange,
Seminole, Osceola, Lake Sumter, Marion, Volusia, Flagler, Polk, Brevard counties, as well as
connected portions of Indian River County. The future (or forecast) years for CFX 3.0 are 2025,
2035 and 2045, and comprises a total of 5,406 traffic analysis zones (TAZs) including the 56

external zones.
e 2045 Design Network

The future year networks in the model contain the transportation improvements
identified in the CFX, FDOT and county work programs, as well as the improvements
included in the cost feasible plan from the LRTP for year 2040. In addition to these
improvements, additional network links were added, specifically in the high growth
areas and the study area. As previously mentioned, to ensure proper loading and
distribution of trips on the Lake/Orange County Connector, there was zonal
disaggregation in the study area. These zones are supported in part by a network of
“‘development” roads or roads not considered in the 2040 LRTP or County

transportation plans. The 2045 network improvements of note include:
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RATING TABLE 3-3
GOODM = +2POINTS
— - PORT PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING EVALUATION
JEOORE = 0POINTS
Major Utility Conflicts No. of potential impacts
: 8PP 8PP PP 3PP PP 3PP 8PP 8PP 8PP
Geometric Considerations InterGhiEngsLocationa ; = |
Potential Effects 3
T 3290 3290 3506
FloodPlain Encroachment - Acres 2 4353 4353 4178
% 3
T
Traffic Considerations Traffic Volumes 2
% 3
Total Engineering Weight 37%
;‘;’;Lf’;gg‘:::%ﬁg?;g&ﬂ;:g:::: g;’r'n'.i:::) 150 165 161 165 144 1.47 1.54 133 1.29 168 1.47 1.47 1.32 147 1.47 161 147 179 1.58 1.58

+ Highest scoring Alternatives 18 and 10 are generally highest in all criteria with the exception of the interchange location considerations within segment 3.

REMARKS + Lowest scoring Alternatives 9 and 13 had generally the lowest scores due to potential utility conflict issues and somewhat lower traffic attractions.
Sample Calcuation for Alternative 1 (Segment 2) under Major Utility Conflicts Legend
Relative Segmental Score = Segmental _ x Major Utility Conflicts 7% | =014 WPS Water Pump Station
Rating Component Weight LS Lift Station
PP Power Poles
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o 6-lane SR 429 from Seidel Road to SR 414

o 6-lane US 27 from Hartwood Marsh Road to Green Cove Boulevard
o 2-lane New Independence Parkway Extension to US 27

o 4-lane CR 455 extended to Western Way Extension

o 2-lane Schofield Road from SR 429 to US 27

o 4-lane Avalon Road from US 192 to New Independence Parkway

o 4-lane Lake/Orange County Connector Project, and;

o 4-lane Western Way Extension to Sawgrass Bay Boulevard

The future Schofield Road Spur to US 27 was not included. Build and No-Build
networks were created using the corridor alternative alignments and include the

other improvements and development roads.

e Tolls

For the analysis, the toll rate was set to $0.18 per mile in 2017 for design traffic,
consistent with the toll rate established for other planning studies. Toll rates were
escalated at 1.5% per year according to the CFX Customer First Toll Policy. Appendix

B includes the results of the traffic modeling efforts conducted for this evaluation.
3.3.2.1.2 Results of Engineering Evaluation

Based on the results of the preliminary engineering evaluation (Table 3-3), Alternative 18
with a score of 1.79 and Alternative 10 with a score of 1.68 generally scored the highest

in most criteria. Alternative 9 was the least effective option with a score of 1.29.

3.3.2.2 Environmental Evaluation

The potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on the environment of all competing
corridors were considered next. The following parameters were evaluated: impacts to
wetlands, wildlife and habitat, conservation lands/mitigation banks, farmlands, and
contamination. Table 3-4 illustrates the results of the evaluation of these environmental
parameters. According to the results obtained, Corridor 5 had the highest ranking with
a score of 1.29 closely followed by Corridors 2 and 4, both with a score of 1.27. Corridor

16 was the least effective option with a score of 0.96.
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RATING TABLE 3-4

e e PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

" POOR 0 POINTS

1
Wetlands (using Land Use Data) Acres 2
% :
Average Wildlife Index 1
Wildlife and Habitat Ranking; Ranked 1-10,10 | 2
5% is the most important 3
]
Conservation Lands/Mitigation Banks Acres 2

8% 3 3.72 —") 17— 77—
Farmlands (NRCS Data Prime 1 151.24 151.24 151.24 153.26 153.26 153.26 119.56 119.56 119.56 139.27 139.27 139.27
: Acres 2 154.56 134.87 154.56 134.87 134.87 154.56 144.72 14472 149.63 144.72 144.72 149.63 144.72
Farmland) 3
_— ) 1 | | O | 2| | N A | — | — s | ot S— | — —
Contamination No. of Sites g ] [ o [—] o —  — —" | — o — — —"—" ] — [ —, —w—"" T —" —— [

Total Environmental Weight

Total Environmental Score for each Alternative Corridor

(higher score = higher performing alternative corridor) 1.25 327 1.19 1.27 1.29 1.21 1.20 1.22 1.14 1.14 1.16 1.08 1.14 1.16 1.08 0.96 1.07 1.14 1.16 1.08

+ Alternative 5 generally scored the highest in all criteria, closely followed by Alternatives 2 and 4.
REMARKS + On the other hand Alternative 16 was the least desirable with significant wetland impacts within segment 1 and conservation lands/mitigation banks impacts within Segment 3
+ Initial wetland impacts are based on Land Use Data and/or NWI and may change as wetlands are surveyed and assessed.

Sample Calcuation for Alternative 1 (Segment 2) under Wetlands

Relative Segmental Score = Segmental | 1 (Point) x Wetlands Component

Rating Weight

=0.07
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3.3.2.3 Socio-Economic Evaluation

The potential short and long-term effects of each corridor alternative on the adjacent
communities and their resources are of vital importance. The following parameters were
evaluated: impacts to approved developments/future land use, historical/archaeological,
parks/recreational facilities, and right-of-way impacts. Table 3-5 illustrates the results of
the preliminary socio-economic evaluation. According to the results obtained, Corridor 12
had the highest ranking with a score of 1.41 closely followed by Corridors 15 and 17 both

with a score of 1.34. Corridor 7 was the least effective option with a score of 0.76.

3.3.2.4 Preliminary Evaluation Elimination Process

Table 3-6 summarizes the results obtained previously on Tables 3-3 (engineering
evaluation), 3-4 (environmental evaluation), and 3-5 (socio-economic evaluation). The
resulting total scores of these previous tables are shown in the last row of Table 3-6. The

higher ranking “superior” alternative corridors are highlighted in yellow in Table 3-7.

According to Table 3-7, Alternative Corridors 2, 5, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20 were
selected for further evaluation based on the criteria that they exceeded the group median
value of 3.77 and are within the standard deviation of 0.19. As previously noted, the
objective of this phase is not necessarily to determine which options are the best but
rather to identify which alternatives are clearly inferior so that they can be eliminated
before even more stringent evaluation criteria and procedures are used during the next
evaluation phase. The results obtained show that Alternative Corridors 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9,

10, 11, 13, and 14 are clearly inferior and were thus eliminated from further consideration.

(This space was left blank intentionally)
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RATING TABLE 3-5
NGOODE = +2POINTS
FAIR = +1 POINT

0 POINTS

PRELIMINARY SOCIO-ECONOMIC EVALUATION

e

Approved Developments/Future Land

Acres
Use
15%
1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small
1 site f arch site farch ical site cal site >
(noteligible) | (noteligible) | (noteligible) | (noteligible) | (noteligible)
1 medium
archaeological site
by A 5 G % 1 medium 1 medium ‘ 2 medium 2 medium 1 medium 1 medium Pt
. . : 1 historic structure | 1 historic structt 1 historic structt i 1 historic 1 historic struct ect 1 medium UM | 4 historic structure " T um um | historic structure
Historical/Archaeological Number of Sites 2| within 100mv330it | ithin 100m33oft | (" €'IEIE) | yinin 00mv330t : (ot elighle) | \ihin 100m/330ft | within 100mi330ft | (7Ot eible) . T[T e i oo || ST ||| SRS | e e cal site| i 100m/330ft
(noteligible) | - (noteligitle) | 4 e siructure | (POteliaible) | (noteligible) | 4 i ginycture | (POteliaible) | (noteligible) | 4 e giructure | (not eligible) (noteligible) | (noteligible) | (MOteligble) | Troieiigible) |  (noteligible) | (noteligible) | (noteligible) | (noteligible)
within 100m/330ft within 100m/330ft within 100m/330ft
(not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible)
1 smal 1 smal 1 small 1 small 1 smal 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 smal 1 smal
ical site ical site ical site ical site ical site jcal site ical site ical site ical site ical site ical site ical site
3 intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting
7% ]| (noteligible) | (not eligible) (noteligible) |  (not eligible) (noteligible) | (not eligible) (not eligible) | (not eligible) (noteligible) | (ot eligible) (noteligible) | (not eligible)

Interaction with Planned
Parks/Recreational Facilities Recreational Trail or State

Park
7%
AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE
86.64 86.64 86.64 86.95 86.95 86.95
1 NATURAL 3.77 | NATURAL 3.77 | NATURAL 3.77 | NATURAL 48.96 | NATURAL 48.96 | NATURAL 48.96
HYDRIC 4.15 | HYDRIC4.15 | HYDRIC4.15 | HYDRIC862 | HYDRIC862 | HYDRIC 862
TOTAL94.56 | TOTAL94.56 | TOTAL94.56 | TOTAL 14453 | TOTAL 144.53 | TOTAL 144.53
Acres per land use type: AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE - | AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE
. p YPG, 85.87 85.87 AGR:Colng;URE 85.87 85.87 AGR:(;ISJI(.)'I;URE 85.87 i AGR:(;[SJI(.);URE 84.21 84.21 AGR'gch;;URE 84.21 84.21 AGRI:eU;.;'URE AGRIBCZU:;.STURE AGRI;U:.;’URE 84.21 84.21 AGRI:GU;.;URE
Right-of-way Impacts hydric (wetlands and 2 | NATURAL 1.92 | NATURAL1.92 |, 1089% | NATURAL 1.92 | NATURAL 1.92 |\ 10%9% | NATURAL 1.92 | NATURAL1.92 | |, 10%%2 | NATURAL 192 | NATURAL192 =085 = | NATURAL 192 | NATURAL192 | o888 | | 8286 | & OL12 o | NATURAL 1.92 | NATURAL 102 | |\ ~000.
waterbodies ) HYDRIC 21.75 | HYDRIC 21.75 | -0/ "o | HYDRIC 21.75 | HYDRIC 21.75 | e con | HYDRIC 21.75 | HYDRIC21.75 | oo, | HYDRIC21.78 | HYDRIC21.78 | pomy S oo | HYDRIC21.78 | HYDRIC21.78 | w500 | Conim oo [ 1omh = onie | HYDRIC 21.78 | HYDRIC 2178 | L om o o0
TOTAL 109.54 | TOTAL 109.54 TOTAL 109.54 | TOTAL 109.54 TOTAL 109.54 | TOTAL 109.54 TOTAL 107.91 | TOTAL 107.91 TOTAL 107.91 | TOTAL 107.91 TOTAL 107.91 | TOTAL 107.91
AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE AGRICU S URE | AcricuLTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE | AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE
51.95 47.25 51.95 47.25 51.95 47.25 51.95 TR e 51.95 47.25 47.25 51.95 47.25
3 |NATURAL 18.37 NATURAL 26.46 | NATURAL 18.37 NATURAL 26.46 | NATURAL 18.37 NATURAL 26.46 | NATURAL 18.37 WETLANDS | NATURAL 18.37 NATURAL 26.46 NATURAL 26.46 | NATURAL 18.37 NATURAL 26.46
HYDRIC 0.77 HYDRIC 12.49 | HYDRIC 0.77 HYDRIC 1249 | HYDRIC 0.77 HYDRIC 12.49 | HYDRIC 0.77 oan HYDRIC 0.77 HYDRIC 12.49 HYDRIC 12.49 | HYDRIC 0.77 HYDRIC 12.49
TOTAL 71.09 TOTAL86.2 | TOTAL71.09 TOTAL86.2 | TOTAL71.09 TOTAL86.2 | TOTAL71.09 ToTi et RIOIAL oY TOTAL 86.2 TOTAL86.2 | TOTAL71.09 TOTAL 86.2
9% :
Total Socio-Economic Weight 38%
Total Socio-Economic Score for each Alternative Corridor
5 0.85 0.94 0.92 0.85 1.09 1.07 0.76 1.00 0.98 0.90 1.14 1.41 0.83 1.07 1.34 1.28 1.34 0.90 1.14 1.41
(higher score = higher performing alternative corridor)
+ Alternative 12 had the highest total score generally due to its avoidance of significant impacts in two of the three segments to approved developments, historical/archaeological, and park and recreational facilities.
REMARKS + Alternative 1 on the other hand ranked the lowest with potential significant land use impacts within segment 1 and potential impacts to parks and recreational facilities within the first two segments.

* Major impacts to to the Future Valencia College West Campus and Horizon West Town Center
Sample Calcuation for Alternative 1 (Segment 2) under Approved Developments/Future Land Use

Relative Segmental Score = Segmental x Approved =0.15

Rating Developments/Future Land
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TABLE 3-6
PRELIMINARY COMPOSITE RESULTS

Engineering 1.50 1.65 161 1.65 1.44 147 1.54 133 1.29 1.68 147 147 1.32 147 147 1.61 147 1.79 158 1.58
Environmental 1.25 1.27 1.19 1.27 1.29 1.21 1.20 1.22 1.14 1.14 1.16 1.08 1.14 1.16 1.08 0.96 1.07 1.14 1.16 1.08
Socio-Economic 0.85 0.94 0.92 0.85 1.09 1.07 0.76 1.00 0.98 0.90 1.14 141 0.83 1.07 1.34 1.28 1.34 0.90 1.14 141
TOTAL 3.60 3.86 372 377 3.82 3.75 3.50 3.55 34 372 377 3.96 3.29 3.70 3.89 3.85 3.88 3.83 3.88 4.07
TABLE 3-7

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE CORRIDOR ELIMINATION

1 3.60 Failed Criterion #1

2 3.86 Remains Viable

3 3.72 Failed Criterion #1

4 3.77 Failed Criterion #1

5 3.82 Remains Viable

6 3.75 Failed Criterion #1

7 3.50 Failed Criterion #1

8 3.55 Failed Criterion #1

9 3.4 Failed Criterion #1

10 3.72 Failed Criterion #1

11 3.77 il 6139 Failed Criterion #1

12 3.96 Remains Viable

13 3.29 Failed Criterion #1

14 3.70 Failed Criterion #1

15 3.89 Remains Viable

16 3.85 Remains Viable

17 3.88 Remains Viable

18 3.83 Remains Viable

19 3.88 Remains Viable

20 4.07 Remains Viable

Selection Criteria
#1 - Only those alternatives which score higher than the median value for the group will be selected

#2 - The maximum gap between the last selected alternative and the next must not be greater than one
standard deviation
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3.3.2.5 Initial Agency/Public Presentation and Modifications

At this juncture of the project schedule, a presentation of preliminary findings was
conducted to seek additional input from various agencies, stakeholders and the public in
general. Details concerning this presentation and the results of the public involvement
effort are shown in Section 3.4 of this report. As a result of this meeting, the following

segmental alternative modifications were implemented.

Modification #1: The original western terminus of segmental alternatives 1-5 and 1-6 was

near the project’s southwestern limit very close to Frank Jarrell Road. This close proximity
created access management problems for the potential placement of an interchange at
this site. It was thus recommended to modify the terminus of both alternatives slightly to

the north around Lake Adain and away from Frank Jarrell Road.

Modification #2: Although the original alignment of Corridor 2-1 generally followed

Schofield Road, it introduced a significant curve around the Schofield Tract in order to
avoid potential impacts to that Florida Forever conservation resource. Additional research
revealed that the parcel abutting Schofield Road is not part of the Schofield Tract. In view
of this fact, Corridor 2-1 was modified to provide a straighter and more direct alignment

closely following Schofield Road.

It should be noted that these relatively minor modifications do not appreciably change any

of the results previously presented in this report.

(This space was left blank intentionally)
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3.3.3 Pre-Final Alternative Corridor Evaluation

In order to refine the previous analysis, a multi-objective approach using a weighted
numerical/descriptive technique was used for the remaining alternative corridors. Table
3-8 is a numerical/descriptive matrix, which describes and evaluates the features of the
remaining corridor alternatives (see Figure 3-5). The evaluation used involved the
generation of a weighting scheme for each of the evaluation parameters. The evaluation
parameters generally fall within three general criteria categories: engineering,
environmental and socio-economic. Ten (10) different evaluation sub-criteria were used.
Each sub-criteria was assigned a value depending on its perceived degree of importance.
These criteria and sub-criteria weightings were developed from the average of individual
weighting sets prepared by members of the consultant team reflecting a broad range of
professional backgrounds. In addition, the alternative performance with respect to each
parameter was compared using two benchmarks: 1) the overall effect on the specified
parameter and/or; 2) the relative effect between the competing alternatives. The overall
effect received one of the five judgmental values (++ = 1.00, + = 0.80, o = 0.60, - = 0.40,
- - =0.20). If, however, any of the alternatives had an overall negative effect, then the
worst alternative received a (- -) and the relatively better alternative received a higher
score (-). If any two values were approximately equal then they both received the
relatively lowest score. If the alternatives had an overall positive effect then the best
alternative received a (++) and the relatively worse alternative received a lower score (+).
A common value, therefore, signifies an equal overall and relative effect. This evaluation
involves a combination of both qualitative and quantitative values resulting in an overall
score. Each score indicated on the matrix is the result of multiplying the judgmental
analysis rating times the relative weight for that parameter. For example, on Table 3-8,
Corridor 2 under the "Geometric Features" parameter was given a (-) designation
(judgmental value = 0.4) due to the potential access management issue resulting from its
close proximity to Lake Louisa State Park’s main entrance and the potential operational
issues due to the close proximity of the proposed CR 455 interchange to Schofield Road.
This judgmental value of 0.4 was then multiplied by the relative weight of the "Geometric
Features" parameter (12.0) resulting in an overall score of 4.8. Those alternative options
found most feasible, which merited further development and evaluation, are shown in

yellow.
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TABLE 3-8

PRE-FINAL ALTERNATIVE CORRIDOR EVALUATION

Wi ENGINEERING | 43 ENVIRONMENTAL I 26 SOCIO-ECONOMIC | 31
CTS]
GEOMETRIC FEATURES TRAFFIC ATTRACTIONS CONNECTIVITY/ DIRECTNESS UTILITY IMPACTS CONSERVATION LANDS WETLAND IMPACTS RECREATIONAL RESOURCES | APPROVED DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS CONTROVERSY POTENTIAL RIGHT-OF-WAY IMPACTS TOTAL SCORE
AN 12 12 [ 8 [ [0 8| [8 [2 9l [0
Potential access management -|Projected to attract 24,300 +|Provides systems +|Potential to impact 3.5 miles of ~ --|No direct impacts to conservation +|Potentially 30.29 acres of +|Potentially minor visual and o|Potential impacts to Ridgeview -|Highest controversy caused by the potential --|Potentially 334.46 acres ~ +
issue due to the close proximity AADT (generally higher). connectivity / Good major utilities along Schofield lands. wetland impacts (least noise impacts due to close PUD (moderate), CEMEX sand impacts to the Ridgeview PUD, to the parcels of right-of-way impacts
of Lake Louisa State Park main directness. Road and other minor utilities overall). proximity to Lake Louisa mine (minor) and Valencia that are located in the Horizon West Town (moderate).
2 entrance. Potential operational (highest overall). State Park cabins. College campus (minor). Center that front Schofield Road, the Southern
issues due to the close proximity Hills Farms, and a limited access facility 56.8
(1-1) + (2-1) + (3-2) of the proposed CR 455 located in close proximity to Schofield Road.
interchange to Schofield Road.
48 [96] [64] [22] [80] [64] [438] [438] [18] [80]
Potential operational issues due o|Projected to attract 23,700 o|Provides systems +|Potential to impact 3.5 miles of ~ --|No direct impacts to conservation +|Potentially 33.24 acres of +|Potentially minor visual and o|Potential impacts to CEMEX sand  o|High controversy potential due to the potential -|Potentially 384.43 acres 0|
to the close proximity of the AADT (generally medium). connectivity / Good major utilities along Schofield lands. wetland impacts (relatively noise impacts due to close mine (minor) and Valencia impacts to the parcels that are located in the of right-of-way impacts
proposed CR 455 interchange to directness. Road and other minor utilities minor). proximity to Lake Louisa College campus (minor). Horizon West Town Center that front Schofield (moderate).
5 Schofield Road. (highest overall). State Park cabins. Road, the Southern Hills Farms, and a limited 59.0
access facility located in close proximity to "
(1-2) + (21) + (3-2) Sehofield Roxd oy
[72] [72] [64] [22] [80] [6.4] [48] [72] [36] [6.0]
Potential access management o|Projected to attract 23,700 o|Provides systems +|Potential to impact minor +|Potentially 3.72 acres of impacts to o|Potentially 41.01 acres of o|Potentially minor visual and o|Potential impacts to CEMEX sand ~ -|Moderate controversy potential due to the o|Potentially 372.79 acres o
issue on US 27 with S Bradshaw AADT (generally medium). connectivity / Good utilities. conservation lands (moderate). wetland impacts (moderate). noise impacts due to close mine (moderate). potential impacts through the middle of the of right-of-way impacts
1 2 Road and potential geometric directness. proximity to Lake Louisa CEMEX Four Corners Sand Mine. Lower (moderate).
issues due to the S-Curve State Park cabins. controversy potential with reduced impacts to 61.4
(1-4) + (2-4) + (3-3) around Lake Pike approaching the parcels that front Schofield Rd in the
US 27 in Segment 1. Horizon West Town Center.
[72] [7:2] [6.4] [838] [6.0] [48] [48] [48] [5.4] [6.0]
Low potential for geometric +|Projected to attract 23,100 o|Provides systems -|Potential to impact minor +|Potentially 3.72 acres of impacts to o|Potentially 68.25 acres of -|No impacts to recreational +|Potential impacts to CEMEX sand ~ -|Moderate controversy potential due to the o|Potentially 370.11 acres o
issues due to the S-Curve AADT (generally medium). connectivity / Low utilities. conservation lands (moderate). wetland impacts (relatively resources. mine (moderate). potential impacts through the middle of the of right-of-way impacts
1 5 around Lake Pike approaching directness. high). CEMEX Four Corners Sand Mine. Lower (moderate).
US 27 in Segment 1. controversy potential with reduced impacts to 60.6
(1-5) + (2-4) + (3-3) the parcels that front Schofield Rd in the
Horizon West Town Center.
9.6 [72] [32] [838] [6.0] [32] [64] [4.38] [54] [6.0]
Potential interchange spacing -|Projected to attract 24,100 +|Provides systems -| Potential to impact minor +|Potentially 8.46 acres of impact to -|Potentially 65.02 acres of -|No impacts to recreational +|Potential impacts to CEMEX sand ~ -|Moderate controversy potential due to the o|Potentially 323.76 acres  +
isssue at SR 429. AADT (generally higher). connectivity / Low utilities. conservation lands (highest overall). wetland impacts (relatively resources. mine (moderate) and Zanzibar potential impacts to the Zanzibar PD (currently of right-of-way impacts
directness. high). PD (minor). under construction), but impacting the CEMEX (lowest overall).
Four Corners Sand Mine in the south. Lower
1 6 controversy potential with reduced impacts to
the parcels that front Schofield Rd in the 58.2
(1-6) + (2-5) + (3-4) Horizon West Town Center.
48 [96] [32] [838] [4.0] [32] [64] [438] [54] [8.0]
Low potential for geometric +|Projected to attract 23,100 o|Provides systems -|Potential to impact minor +|Potentially 3.72 acres of impacts to o|Potentially 72.98 acres of -|No impacts to recreational +|Potential impacts to CEMEX sand  o|Low controversy potential due to potential +|Potentially 356.18 acres o
issues due to the S-Curve AADT (generally medium). connectivity / Low utilities. conservation lands (moderate). wetland impacts (highest resources. mine (minor). impacts to the CEMEX Four Corners Sand of right-of-way impacts
1 7 around Lake Pike approaching directness. overall). Mine in the south. Lower controversy potential (moderate).
US 27 in Segment 1. with reduced impacts to the parcels that front 64.8
(1-6) + (2-6) + (3-3) (S:chct)field Rd in the Horizon West Town
enter.
96 [72] [32] [838] [6.0] [32] [64] [72] [72] [6.0]
Potential operational issues due -|Projectedd to attract 23,700 o|Provides systems o|Potential to impact 1 mile of -|No direct impacts to conservation +|Potentially 36.81 acres of +|No impact to recreational +|Potential impacts to CEMEX sand  --|Highest controversy potential due to the --|Potentially 355.18 acres o
to the close proximity of the AADT (generally medium). connectivity / slightly better major utilities along Schofield lands. wetland impacts (relatively resources. mine (moderate) and Valencia potential impacts to the parcels that are of right-of-way impacts
proposed CR 455 interchange to than low directions. Road and other minor utilities. minor). College campus (major). located in the Horizon West Town Center that (moderate).
18 Schofield Road. Potential front Schofield Road, the Valencia College
interchange spacing issue at SR Future Campus, the Southern Hills Farms, and 52.2
(1-7) + (2-3) + (3-1)  |[420. a limited access facility located in close
proximity to Schofield Road.
48 [72] [438] [44] [80] [64] [64] [24] [18] [6.0]
Low potential for detrimental -|Projected to attract 23,700 o|Provides systems +|Potential to impact 1.5 miles of -|No direct impacts to conservation +|Potentially 36.84 acres of +[No impacts to recreational +|Potential impacts to CEMEX sand  -|High controversy potential due to the potential -|Potentially 348.74 acres o
geometric issues on US 27 but AADT (generally medium). connectivity / Good major utilities along Schofield lands. wetland impacts. (relatively resources. mine (moderate) and Valencia impacts to the parcels that are located in the of right-of-way impacts
1 9 potential operational issues due directness. Road and other minor utilities. minor). college campus (minor). Horizon West Town Center that front Schofield (moderate).
to close proximity of the Road, and through the middle of the CEMEX 58.0
(1-7) + (2-3) + (3-2) porposed CR 455 interchange to Four Corners Sand Mine.
Schofield Road.
4.8 [72] [6.4] [44] [80] [64] [64] [438] [36] [6.0]
Lowest potential for geometric ++|Projected to attract 23,700 o|Provides systems +|Potential to impact minor +|Potentially 3.72 acres of impacts to o|Potentially 35.86 acres of +|Potentially minor visual and o|Potential impacts to CEMEX sand ~ -|Moderate controversy potential due to the o|Potentially 365.4 acres [}
issues. AADT (generally medium). connectivity / Good utilities. conservation lands (moderate). wetland impacts (relatively noise impacts due to close mine (moderate). potential impacts through the middle of the of right-of-way impacts
20 directness. minor). proximity to Lake Louisa CEMEX Four Corners Sand Mine. Lower (moderate).
State Park cabins. controversy potential with reduced impacts to 67.8
(1-7) + (2-4) + (3-3) the parcels that front Schofield Rd in the
Horizon West Town Center.
12.0 [72] [6.4] [838] [6.0] [64] [4.8] 4.8 [54] [6.0]
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According to Table 3-9, both the group median scores and standard deviation were
initially used as the basis for elimination of inferior options. The results obtained show
that Alternative Corridors 2, 5, 16, 18 and 19 are clearly inferior since they do not meet
selection criterion #1. In addition, Alternative 15 was eliminated for further consideration

due to failing Criterion #3.

Table 3-9 — Pre-Final Alternative Corridor Elimination

Corridor Score Median Star_ldgrd Re_as.ons.for
Deviation Elimination

2 56.8 Failed Criterion #1
5 59.0 Failed Criterion #1
12 61.4 Remains Viable
15 60.6 Failed Criterion #3
16 58.2 59.0 4.09 Failed Criterion #1
17 64.8 Remains Viable
18 54.6 Failed Criterion #1
19 58.0 Failed Criterion #1
20 67.8 Remain Viable

Selection Criteria
#1 — Only those alternatives which score higher than the median value for the group will be
selected.
#2 — The maximum gap between the last selected alternative and the next must not be greater
than one standard deviation.
#3 — Only the top three alternatives which comply with the previous criteria (#1 and #2) will be
selected for further consideration.

(This space was left blank intentionally)
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Table 3-10 illustrates the general performance of the three top remaining alternatives.

According to the table, Alternative 20 is the best option in terms of engineering features,

but only “fair” (i.e. - moderately effective) in terms of avoiding potential environmental

and socio-economic impacts. Alternative 12 is generally “fair’ in all three decisional

components and Alternative 17 is “fair” in terms of engineering features and avoidance

of potential environmental impacts but is the highest ranked in terms of socio-economic

issues. In summary, the total resulting scores of these three top alternatives are indeed

very close and indicate that each could potentially provide a superior solution with an

adequate balance between

the

environmental and socio-economic).

three decisional

Table 3-10 — Pre-Final Alternative Corridor Summary Results

components (engineering,

DECISIONAL
COMPONENTS

ALTERNATIVES

ENGINEERING

ENVIRONMENTAL

SOCIO-ECONOMIC

SUMMARY

12

Provides medium traffic
attraction (23,700 AADT).
Minor potential utility impacts
generally similar to
alternatives 17 and 20.
Provides systems
connectivity/moderate
directness.

Potential access
management issues with US
27 and S. Bradshaw Road.

e Generally minor visual
and noise impacts due
to its close proximity to
Lake Louisa State
Park cabins.

e 41.01 acres of
potential wetland
impacts.

e Only moderate
impacts (3.72 acres) of
impacts to
conservation lands.

e Moderate controversy
potential due to the
potential impacts through
the middle of the CEMEX
Four Corners Sand Mine.

« Potential right-of-way
impact = 373 acres+

¢ Although this alternative

was not the best in any of
the 3 decisional categories
(engineering, environmental
and socio-economic) it was
the second best in
engineering, resulting in a
relatively high total score.

17

Provides medium traffic
attraction (23,100 AADT).
Minor potential utility impacts
generally similar to
Alternatives 12 and 20.

Not as direct as Alternatives
12 and 20.

e Moderate impacts to
conservation lands
(3.72 acres) and no
impacts to recreational
resources but with
higher wetland
impacts (72.98 acres).

e Good alternative with
only minor potential
impacts to approved
developments and the
CEMEX Four Corners
Sand Mine

e Potential right-of-way
impact = 356 acres+

Good alternative but not as
direct as some of the other
corridors.

Good option in terms of
potential avoidance of
impacts to approved
developments (only minor
impacts).

20

Provides medium traffic
attraction (23,700 AADT)
generally similar to
alternatives 12 and 17.
Minor potential utility impacts
generally similar to the other
two alternatives.

Most direct of all alternatives.

o Adequate alternative
with only relatively
minor impacts to
wetlands (36 acres +)
and conservation
lands (3.7 acres).

e Similar to Alternative 12
with moderate
controversy potential due
to the impacts to the
middle of the CEMEX
Four Corners Sand Mine.

o Potential right-of-way
impact = 365 acres+

Generally best solution in
terms of engineering issues
(most direct, minimal utility
conflicts no significant
problems in terms of future
interchange locations).
Tied with other two options
in terms of environmental
issues with moderate
potential impacts to
conservation lands and
wetlands
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3.34 Final Alternative Corridor Evaluation

In order to further test the validity of the results previously obtained in Table 3-9, the
use of a more detailed evaluation procedure is necessary. The core decision-making
tool used for the evaluation was the "Expert Choice" computer software, which utilizes
the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) procedure. The AHP method is based on the
breakdown of each problem into a system of stratified levels of hierarchies where each
level consists of criteria or objectives to be compared. The relative importance or priority
for all the criteria in a given level is then established through a sequence of pair-wise
comparisons, which will ultimately lead to the derivation of priorities (i.e., weights or
importance) for each criterion. Each alternative is then compared in a series of pair-
wise comparisons in relation to each of the evaluation criteria that leads to the
determination of the recommended corridor alternative. A complete description of the
project evaluation criteria and AHP methodology, as well as the AHP computer run
results, are included in Appendix C. The results from the final alternative evaluation
confirm that Corridor 20 is the top-ranked alternative but only by a small margin (see
Figure 3-6). In order to further reduce potential individual bias and investigate any
sensitive criterion that could yield a different alternative ranking, a thorough sensitivity
analysis of the AHP evaluation results was conducted. This feature investigates the
effect on the ranking of the top priority alternative if the criteria take on other possible

weight values.

(This space was left blank intentionally)
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Intensity
of Relative Definition Explanation
Importance
1 Equal importance Two activities contribute equally to the objective.
3 Weak importance of Experience and judgment slightly favor one
one another activity over another.
5 Essential or strong Experience and judgment strongly favor one
activity over another.
7 Very strong importance | An activity is strongly favored and its dominance
is demonstrated in practice.
9 Absolute importance The evidence favoring one activity over another
is of the highest possible order of affirmation.
24,68 Intermediate values When compromise is needed.
between the two
adjacent judgments

LEGEND
Goal Assigned Priority (Weight)

Primary Objective Assigned Priority (Weight)

Secondary Objective Assigned Priority (Weight)
LEVEL 1 ‘@ SELECT MOST, EFFICIENT:
(GOAL) ALTERNATIVE

|
ENGINEERING 7 5| socio-Economic LEVEL 2
INPACTS BRI L 51 @ iypacrs I (PRIARY OBJECTIVES)
1
& o

) LEVEL3
Fotnes | | amcron | [‘orecness | | aeicrs vl I e ey | e | [P7oE (SECONDARY OBJECTIVES
LEVEL4
CORRIDOR 12 CORRIDOR 17, CORRIDOR 20 (ALTERNATIVES)

ALTERNATIVES | JOUM
CORRIDOR 12 0.309
CORRIDOR 17 0.344
CORRIDOR 20 0.348

AHP Results Figure 3-6
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Figure 3-7 illustrates distinct sensitivity analyses or “cases” which explore potential
changes in the engineering deficiencies parameter (case 1), environmental impacts
parameter (case 2), and socio-economic impacts parameter (case 3). The solid red
vertical line shown for each case indicates the originally assigned weight and the arrow
pointing to the dashed line, the necessary increase (arrow pointing to the right) or
reduction (arrow pointing to the left) in the originally assigned weight that would be
required for another alternative to overtake the superior alternative. In terms of case 1
(engineering deficiencies) the originally assigned weight was 0.430. According to Figure
3-7, the weight would only need to be slightly decreased to 0.405 for Alternative Corridor
17 to overtake Alternative Corridor 20. As shown on the table at the bottom of the figure,
this change would reassign values of 0.271 for the environmental impacts (instead of its
original value of 0.260) and 0.324 for socio-economic impacts (instead of 0.310). Under
Case 2 (environmental impacts), Corridor 20 maintains its relative superiority regardless
of a change in criteria weights since the lines representing the competing alternatives
never meet. Lastly, under Case 3 (socio-economic impacts), the originally assigned
weight of 0.310 would only have to be increased to 0.338 for Corridor 17 to overtake
Corridor 20. This change would also result in relatively minor weight reassignments for
the engineering (0.413) and environmental impacts categories (0.250). In summary, the
sensitivity analysis confirms that both Corridors 20 and 17 are essentially tied and that
the obtained results lack the necessary robustness to affirm that one is superior to the

other since a slight shift in criteria weights could alter their final ranking.
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3.4 TASK 4 -PUBLIC OUTREACH AND AGENCY COORDINATION

Various public outreach and agency coordination activities took place throughout the ACE

process to help develop, refine, and evaluate the corridor alternatives. A summary of the

outreach efforts and meetings conducted to date are shown in Table 3-11. Additional

detailed descriptions of specific activities are also provided in this section. A complete

summary of the meetings including meeting notifications, presentations and display

materials, comments, sign-in sheets, and media coverage is provided in the Comments

and Coordination Report available separately.

Table 3-11 — Public Outreach and Agency Coordination Summary

ITEM STAKEHOLDER / GOVERNMENT / AGENCY TOPIC

04/03/18 | CEMEX Coordination Kick-Off Meeting
04/20/18 | Orange County Transportation Planning Division Coordination Kick-Off Meeting
04/27/18 | Lake County Department of Public Works Coordination Kick-Off Meeting
05/07/18 | Water Conserv I Coordination Kick-Off Meeting
05/15/18 | Orange County Transportation Planning Division CFX Progress Meeting
06/12/18 | Orange County Transportation Planning Division CFX Progress Meeting
06/14/18 | Lake County Department of Public Works Coordination Meeting
06/20/18 | Elected and Appointed Officials Kick-Off Letter emailed

06/20/18 | Advance Notification Package distributed

07/02/18 | Orange County Commissioner Betsey VenderLey Project Overview

07/10/18 | Orange County Transportation Planning Division CFX Progress Meeting
07/30/18 | Project and Environmental Advisory Group meetings

08/07/18 | Orange County Transportation Planning Division CFX Progress Meeting
08/08/18 | Lake County MPO Technical Advisory Committee Project Overview

08/22/18 | Advance Notification comment period ends

08/22/18 | Lake County MPO Board Project Overview

08/24/18 | FDOT District Five Project Overview

08/30/18 [ First Public Informational Meeting

09/04/18 | Orange County Transportation Planning Division CFX Progress Meeting
09/10/18 | Greater Orlando Builders Association Project Overview

10/02/18 | Orange County Transportation Planning Division CFX Progress Meeting
10/16/18 | Lake County Department of Public Works Coordination Meeting
10/30/18 | Lake County Department of Public Works CFX Progress Meeting
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3.4.1 Advance Notification

An Advance Notification Package was prepared and sent to the Florida State

Clearinghouse on June 20, 2018, where it was then distributed to the appropriate state

agencies for review. The State Application Identifier (SAI) number assigned to this project
by the Florida State Clearinghouse is FL201806228337. The Advance Notification was
also distributed to appropriate non-state agencies and tribal nations. A copy of the

Advance Notification Package is provided as Appendix D and contains a transmittal list

of all recipients. Table 3-12 provides the summary of comments from the reviewing

agency along with responses.

Table 3-12 — Advance Notification Comment Summaries and Responses

AGENCY

COMMENT SUMMARY

RESPONSE

National Forest
Service

The National Forests in Florida has no
comments. The proposed study does not
affect any US Forest Service holdings

Thank you for your review and response.

National Resources
Conservation
Service

If you need a Farmland Protection
Evaluation for this project please send
request form and .shp files.

We anticipate the need for a Farmland
Protection Evaluation and will coordinate
with NRCS once project alternatives and
.shp files are available.

Seminole Tribe of
Florida

The proposed undertaking does fall
within in the STOF [Seminole Tribe of
Florida] Area of Interest. We have
reviewed the documents provided and
would like to provide the following
feedback. We would respectfully like to
request that once specific alternative
corridors are chosen that a Cultural
Resources Assessment Survey be
conducted and sent to us so that we may
complete our review.

A Cultural Resources Assessment
Survey is being prepared as part of the
Section 106 review process for this
project and will be made available for
review and comment.

State Historic
Preservation Officer

Based on the nature of the project (new
roadway) and the environmental
conditions in the project area, we request
that the project area be subjected to a
professional cultural resources
assessment survey. The resultant survey
report should conform to the provisions of
Chapter 1A-46, Florida Administrative
Code, and should be forwarded to FHWA
and our office upon completion. The
report will help us complete the Section
106 review process and provide
concurrence on federal findings of effect
and recommend any necessary
avoidance or mitigation measures.

A Cultural Resources Assessment
Survey is being prepared as part of the
Section 106 review process for this
project.

Methodological Approach | Alternative Corridor Evaluation Report
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Table 3-12 — Advance Notification Comment Summaries and Responses (Cont.)

AGENCY

COMMENT SUMMARY

RESPONSE

Federal Aviation
Administration

Please note that federal requirements
that pertain to notifying the FAA of
proposed construction and alteration on
or nearby a public-use airport should be
in accordance with FAR Part 77
Regulation. Any tall permanent structure
or temporary equipment near an airport
must conform to this regulation

All tall, permanent structures or
temporary equipment near any airports
will conform with appropriate regulations,
including FAR Part 77.

U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency

The eastern study area of the project lies
partially within the Biscayne Aquifer
boundaries (NEPAssist
https://www.epa.gov/nepa/nepassist).
The Biscayne Aquifer is a sole source
aquifer and is considered a principal
water source for South Florida residents,
visitors, and businesses. The aquifer is
highly permeable and vulnerable to
contamination. The EPA recommends
adherence to all federal, state, and local
government permits, ordinances,
planning designs, construction codes,
operation and maintenance
requirements, and engineering for
avoidance, minimization, and protection
of the water source. Additionally, we
recommend that avoidance and
minimization of any identified
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. be
avoided during the development of
alternatives to the extent practicable.
During construction, please consider the
vulnerability of the sole source aquifer
and protect the drinking water delivered
from this source. Also, follow all best
management activities for erosion and
sedimentation control. The project is a
non-federal action. Therefore,
concurrence from the EPA is not required
according to the Safe Drinking Water Act.
Please contact state and county
environmental offices to address proper
drainage and storm water design. If
federal financial assistance does become
a source of funding for this project,
please contact Region 4, Ground Water
and UIC Section, Mr. Khurram Rafi
(rafi.khurram@epa.gov) or Larry Cole
(cole.larry@epa.gov) for an aquifer
impact determination letter.

Impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional
waters of the U.S. will be avoided and
minimized as much as practicable.
Minimization of impacts to the aquifer is
also being considered during alternative
development. Construction impacts will
be minimized by implementing standard
Best Management Practices for road
construction.
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3.4.2 Project and Environmental Advisory Groups

As a special advisory resource to CFX and the consultant team, the Project Advisory
Group (PAG) and Environmental Advisory Group (EAG) will provide input regarding local
needs, concerns, and potential physical, natural, social and cultural impacts that will be
crucial in the evaluation of corridor and alternative alignments. The first PAG and EAG
meetings were held on July 30, 2018, at CFX headquarters. Invitation letters to the first
PAG meeting were emailed to 61 project stakeholders within the study area. Thirty-six
PAG members and ten staff members attended. Invitation letters to the first EAG meeting
were emailed to 61 environmental stakeholders within the study area. Ten EAG members
and eight staff members attended. The meeting summaries are included in Appendix D.

Two additional PAG and EAG meetings will be held during the study to facilitate open
communication and provide a forum for issue identification and resolution with the project

and environmental stakeholders.
3.4.3 Public Informational Meeting

A Public Informational Meeting was held on August 30, 2018, at the Clermont Arts &
Recreation Center in Clermont, FL. This meeting provided an opportunity for residents,
businesses, stakeholders and other interested parties to view project information, ask
guestions of the study team and provide comments. Public meeting notices were sent by
U.S. mail and published in local newspapers and the Florida Administrative Ad. A total of
126 people signed into the meeting including 104 citizens, four elected officials, and 17
staff members. Nine comments were received during the 10-day comment period:

e Five did not want a limited-access road,

e Three strongly supported the proposed Lake/Orange County Connector; and

e One said it would be helpful to have Lake County staff at the meeting to discuss

extensions of Hancock Road and CR 455.

One additional public information meeting and a public hearing will be held during the

study to facilitate public participation.
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3.5 Task 5-Conclusions and Recommendations

All alternative corridors were developed to meet the project’'s purpose and need;
therefore, no alternative corridor was eliminated based on a failure to meet the purpose
and need criteria. All alternative corridors were evaluated to the same desk-top level of
detail utilizing the methodological approach previously described. The conclusions
obtained show that the resulting scores of Alternative Corridors 12, 17 and 20 (see Figure
3-8) are very close which indicate that each could provide a superior solution with an
adequate balance between the three decisional components (engineering, environmental
and socio-economic). Table 3-13 provides a summary of findings. Based on the above
analysis which produced no appreciable difference between Corridors 12, 17 and 20, and
to allow for flexibility in the alternatives phase, the recommended corridor encompasses
the area that is bordered by Corridor 20 on the north and Corridor 17 on the south (as

shown on Figure 3-9).
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Table 3-13 — Summary of Findings

Key Issues

Effect on Recommended Corridor

US 27: Generally, the study area north of Lake Trout is less
desirable for a future interchange because of its proximity
to the main entrance of Lake Louisa State Park and the
presence of the Ridgeview PUD.

The recommended corridor is south of Lake Trout and thus
avoids conflicts with Lake Louisa State Park’s main entrance
and the approved Ridgeview PUD.

SR 455 Extension: A future interchange in close proximity

The distance between the recommended corridor and

POTENTIAL to Schofield Road would likely be a collocated design to | Schofield Road facilitates the use of a simple and effective
INTERCHANGE effectively provide all local and express movements. Such | interchange configuration.
LOCATION a design involves higher geometric and operational

complexity.

SR 429: The proposed eastern terminal interchange must | The recommended corridor eliminates the need for a new
©) be tied to the existing SR 429/Schofield in order to meet | access point by co-locating the proposed system
z interchange spacing standards. interchange with the existing service interchange.
i
% Traffic forecasts show no significant difference in 2045 | The forecasted 2045 average AADTs within the
= average AADTs between all corridor alternatives. The | recommended corridor ranged from 24,673 to 23,144.
(ZD TRAFFIC highest forecasted average AADT is 24,901 while the
w lowest is 23,144.

The goal of the proposed project is to connect US 27 with | The recommended corridor connects US 27 with SR 429

CONNECTIVITY SR 429. The directness of a corridor alternative is a | and allows for direct, due east, alignments.
& measure of operational efficiency, driver convenience and
resulting road user cost. The more direct a corridor, the
DIRECTNESS more desirable it is.

There are major utilities concentrated along the existing | The recommended corridor is not in the vicinity of Schofield

Schofield Road alignment. Therefore, all corridors within | Road except at the existing Schofield Road/SR 429

the immediate vicinity of Schofield Road will likely have to | interchange. Proposed improvements in this location are

UTILITY IMPACTS contend with major utility issues. likely to be on structures and can be located to avoid major
utilities along the existing Schofield Road alignment.

Conservation lands within the study area are few and | The recommended corridor has the potential to impact

CONSERVATION | include Orange County conservation properties and the | Orange County conservation properties in the vicinity of
LANDS Schofield Tract. Lake Needham.
-
|<£ Most of the existing wetlands are located in the southern | The recommended corridor is located in the southern portion
= portion of the study area. of the study area and thus wetland impacts are unavoidable.
Ll WETLANDS Impacts to existing wetlands will be minimized to the
% greatest extent possible.
o
DS: Most of the potential impacts to recreational resources | The recommended corridor avoids impacts to Lake County’s
o relate to the Lake Louisa State Park (perceived noise and | planned recreational trail. Perceived noise and visual
Ll RECREATIONAL visual impacts and potential access management issues) | impacts may continue due to the presence of park cabins on
RESOURCES and Lake County’s planned recreational trail in the | the west side of US 27, opposite the recommended corridor.
immediate vicinity of Schofield Road.

There are several approved developments associated with | The recommended corridor avoids impacts to currently

the WWAP and the HWSPA, with more expected in the | approved developments. Impacts to the future CEMEX Four
®) APPROVED future. In addition, the CEMEX Four Corners Sand Mine | Corners Sand Mine are unavoidable and will be minimized
§ DEVELOPMENT will operate on approximately 2,000 acres within the study | to the greatest extent possible. The study team will continue
e} area. Given the size of the future mine, all corridor | to coordinate with CEMEX.

% IMPACTS alternatives have the potential to impact it.

O

L

('3 This issue is generally related to disagreements over | The potential for controversy remains and will be minimized
O perceived environmental or operational impacts by the | with a robust public involvement program.

(@) CONTROVERSY proposed improvements.

n POTENTIAL
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4. RECOMMENDED CORRIDOR AREA

The obtained results indicate that the recommended corridor area as shown on Figure 4-1
is the best choice to fulfill the project objectives. This area could provide an effective limited-
access Lake/Orange County Connector facility from US 27 to SR 429, which would greatly
enhance the mobility and linkage needs between south Lake County and west Orange
County. The next steps involve the development of various alternatives within the
recommended corridor which strive to avoid or minimize potential impacts on the physical,
natural, social and cultural environment. A more detailed engineering and environmental
analysis will be performed on the alternative alignments and documented in the Project
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), PER and accompanying environmental reports. The
No-Action or No-Build option remains viable to consider as a basis for comparison, and
possibly selection.
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A. GIS Data Layers

GIS Layer

Source (Year)

SIRWMD - Land Use and Cover

FGDL (2009, 2012 update)

SFWMD — Land Use and Cover FGDL (2008)
Cemetery Facilities in Florida FGDL (2015)
Religious Center Facilities in Florida FGDL (2015)
Fire Department and Rescue Station Facilities in Florida FGDL (2013)
Law Enforcement Facilities in Florida FGDL (2012)
Local, State, and Federal Government Buildings in Florida FGDL (2013)
Health Care Facilities in Florida FDGL (2014)

Future Land Use

Orange County (2016)

Florida Hydrology and Flowlines

Orange County (2016)

USGS National Hydrography Dataset — Waterbody Features

FGDL (2016)

Parks and Trails

Orange County (2017)

Parks & Trails, FDOT District 5 — Parks

Orange County (2016), FGDL (2007)

FDOT District 5 — Conservation Lands

FGDL (2007)

FDOT District 5 — School Boundaries

FGDL (2007)

Orange County Lands of Interest

Orange County (2017)

Green Place Properties

Orange County (2017)

Lake County Conservation Easements Lake County (2014)
Floridan Aquifer Recharge Lake County (2012)
Florida Public Lands FNAI (2011)
Florida Managed Areas FGDL (2016)
Parks and Recreational Facilities in Florida FGDL (2016)
National Wildlife Refuge Boundaries in Florida FGDL (2013)
Wildlife Occurrence System Database 1988-2014 FGDL (2014)
Orange County Wildlife Occurrence Database FNAI (2012)
FFWCC Wildlife Management Areas FGDL (2016)
Cultural Center and Library Facilities in Florida FGDL (2015)
SHPO Resource Groups in Florida FGDL (2016)
SHPO Historical Structure Locations in Florida FGDL (2016)
SFWMD Conservation Easements FGDL (2012)
SHPO Historic Bridges in Florida FGDL (2016)
NW!I Wetlands in Florida FGDL (2016)
Outstanding Florida Waters FGDL (2015)
Aquatic Preserve Boundaries in Florida FGDL (2011)

Conservation

Orange County (2016)

Regulatory Conservation Easements

SJRWMD (2010)

District Conservation Easements

SJRWMD (2016)

FEMA Flood Zones

Orange County (2016), FGDL (2016)

FFWCC Protected Species Consultation Areas(Multiple Layers) FGDL (2014)
Mitigation Banks FGDL (2015)
Mitigation Bank Service Area FGDL (2014)
FFWCC Potential Habitat by Species FGDL (2009)
FFWCC Habitat Conservation by Species FGDL (2009)
USFWS Ecological Services Area Federally Listed Species FGDL (2016)
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GIS Layer Source (Year)
FDEP Waste Cleanup Sites in Florida — Closed FGDL (2016)
FDEP Waste Cleanup Sites in Florida — Open FGDL (2016)
FDEP Waste Cleanup Sites in Florida — Inactive FGDL (2016)

Brownfield Areas

Orange County (2016), FGDL (2015)

FDEP State Funded Cleanup Sites in Florida FGDL (2014)
Petroleum Contamination Monitoring Discharges in Florida FGDL (2016)
FDEP Source Water Assessment and Protection Program Areas FGDL (2008)
US EPA Regulated Superfund Sites in Florida FGDL (2016)
US EPA Electricity Generating Plants in Florida FGDL (2015)
FDEP Hazardous Waste Sites in Florida FGDL (2016)
US EPA RCRA Regulated Facilities in Florida FGDL (2016)
US EPA TRI Facilities in Florida FGDL (2014)
FDEP Solid Waste Facilities in Florida FGDL (2016)
US EPA Regulated Air Emissions Facilities in Florida FGDL (2016)
FDEP Wastewater Facilities in Florida FGDL (2016)
FDEP Surface Water Classification Boundaries FGDL (2016)
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Appendix B: Evaluation Data



Lake/Orange County Connector
(Corridor Phase) DRAFT 2045 Average

AADT's
2045 Comparing to | Comparing to
Average Alternative Alternative
Alternative AADT Al, A2 and A3 A3
Al 24,661 100% 99%
A2 24,255 100% 97%
A3 24,901 100% 100%
Bl 24,207 98% 97%
B2 23,667 98% 95%
B3 24,673 99% 99%
Cc1 23,419 95% 94%
C2 23,144 95% 93%
c3 24,147 97% 97%

Assumptions and Notes:

Fiskhind SE data for study area (Wellness Way and Horizon West)
$0.18 per mile toll rate inflated to 2045 conditions

No Schofield Spur

2-Lane Independence Extension

4-Lane Connector Extending all the way to Western Way Extension
For use in Corridor Phase Only

Aug 29, 2017

P:\FL_00130_CFX\Lake_Orange_Connector\_To_Metric\Model_Summary_Aug29_2018.xlsx
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Geometric Considerations

Location of Interchanges and their geometric implications

1. US 27 Interchange

1.1 Within close proximity of Lake Louisa State Park Main Entrance -Fair
1.1.a Potential conflict with future Ridgeview PUD access points --
1.2 No potential significant problems -Good
1.3 Requires the potential Relocation of S. Bradshaw Rd. on the east side of US-27 -Fair
1.4 Same as 1.3 -Fair
1.5 And 1.6 No potential significant problems -Good

2. Cr455/Schofield Rd. Interchange

2.1 Offers the potential of a combined (in terms of location) interchange serving the local trips
to both (Schofield Rd. and Freeway CR 455) -Good

2.2 Generally similar but not quite as effective as alternative 2.1 -Fair

2.3 Similar to alternative 2.2 -Fair

2.4 Close proximity to Schofield Rd. would create short weaving distance, which results in
operational issues along CR455 -Fair

2.5 Provides sufficient distance between potential interchange at CR455 and vehicles destined
to Schofield Rd. so as not to create operational issues -Good

3. SR429/Schofield Rd. Interchange

3.1 Resulting distance to the existing SR429/Schofield Rd. interchange is inadequate (no possible
separate interchange at this site). A potential single interchange will likely be more complex
and have a higher right-of-way impact on the future Horizon West Town Center. It will likely
impact the existing landfill(s) on the east side of the present interchange -

3.2 Offers the potential of a combined interchange (in terms of location) serving both the local
trips (Schofield Rd) and Freeway trips (SR 429) -Good

3.3 Similar to alternative 3.2 -Good

3.4 Similar to 3.1 but with slightly less potential right-of-way impact. --
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TABLE 3-3

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING EVALUATION

- 3 07 8PP 0. 07 0.07
: 1 0.22
. S Interchange Location & FRE 5
Geometric Considerations ; 2 - 1 ]o -
[ A% | Poenfalffeds o o
1 0.14 0.14 0.14 | 1 0.07 0.07 1 0.07
FloodPlain Encroachment Acres 2 0.14 007 |1 43.53 0.07 0.14 1 20.62 0.07
% | 3 K %30 007 1 .30 007
1 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.12 | 1 0.12 1 0.12
Traffic Considerations Traffic Volumes 2 0.24 0.24 0.24 024 |1 0.12 012 |1 0.12 1 0.12
3 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.12 | 1 0.12 1 0.12
Total Engineering Weight -
1 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.53 0.41 0.48 0.42 0.30 0.30 0.56 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.56 0.44 0.67 0.55 0.55
i Summary of Resdlts , 2 0.67 0.67 0.63 0.67 0.55 0.51 0.67 0.55 0.51 0.67 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.67 0.55 0.67 0.55 0.55
(sum of corridor scores for each evaluation category)
3 0.45 0.60 0.60 0.45 0.48 0.48 0.45 0.48 0.48 0.45 0.48 0.48 0.33 0.48 0.48 0.38 0.48 0.45 0.48 0.48
T?tal Englneermg Score for eac h AIternat!ve COI'I'.IdOI' 1.50 1.65 1.61 1.65 1.44 1.47 1.54 1.33 1.29 1.68 1.47 1.47 1.32 1.47 1.47 1.61 1.47 1.79 1.58 1.58
(higher score = higher performing alternative corridor)
» Highest scoring Alternatives 18 and 10 are generally highest in all criteria with the exception of the interchange location considerations within segment 3.
REMARKS * Lowest scoring Alternatives 9 and 13 had generally the lowest scores due to potential utility conflict issues and somewhat lower traffic attractions.
Sample Calcuation for Alternative 1 (Segment 2) under Major Utility Conflicts Legend
Relative Segmental Score = Segmental _ x Major Utility Conflicts - =0.14 WPS Water Pump Station
Rating Component Weight LS Lift Station

PP Power Poles
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TABLE 3-4
PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

oo oo

1 0%
Wetlands (using Land Use Data) Acres > 007 |4 0.07 014 |1 007 |1 0.07 . . 7 0.14 7 0.14 0.07
0.14 0.07 0.14 0.14 0.07 0.14 0.14 0. 0.07 0.07
7% | : - Ed Rl l
Average Wildlife Index 1 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Wildlife and Habitat Ranking' Ranked 1-10. 10 2 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
_ is the most important 3 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
i
Conservation Lands/Mitigation Banks Acres 2 0.16 016 0.16 0.16
- 3 3.72 0.16 | 1 3.72 0.08 0.16 3.72 0.08 0.16 3.72 0.08 0.16 | 1 3.72 0.08 0.00 3.72 0.08 3.72 0.08
Farmlands (NRCS Data, Prime 1 [ 0.00 | 0.00 | 1 151.24 0.02 |1 151.24 0.02 |1 151.24 0.02 | 1 153.26 0.02 | 1 153.26 0.02 |1 153.26 002 |1 119.56 0.02 |1 119.56 0.02 119.56 0.02 | 1 139.27 0.02 139.27 0.02 |1 139.27 0.02 126.73 0.2 |1 126.73 0.02 |1 129.75 0.02 |1 129.75 0.2 1 129.75 0.02
’ Acres 2 002 |1 154.56 0.02 |1 134.87 0.02 |1 154.56 002 |1 134.87 002 |1 134.87 0.02 |1 154.56 002 |1 144.72 002 |1 144.72 0.02 149.63 0.02 |1 144.72 0.02 144.72 0.02 |1 149.63 0.02 118.57 002 |1 126.53 002 |1 144.72 0.02 |1 144.72 0.02 149.63
Farmland) - 3 004 | 1 108.82 0.02 004 | 004 | 1 108.82 0.02 004 | 1 108.82 0.02 004 | 1 108.82 0.02 004 | 004 | 1 108.82 0.02
1 | 0.06 | | 0.06 | | 006 [ 006 | 0.06 | | 0.06 | | 0.06 | 0.06 |1 1 008 |11 1 Jomffe] 1 [0 ]9 03 |11 1 Joo3ff] 1 [ 003 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 1 ] 03 J1] 1 Jos 4] 1
Contamination No. of Sites 2 003 003 003 0% [1] 1 | 0w 003 003 005 [1] 1 [om 000 | 000 | 000 | 000 | 000 | 000 003 000 | 000
3 | 0.06 | | 0.06 | | 0.06 | | 006 | | 0.06 | | 0.06 | | 0.06 | | 0.06 | | 0.06 | | 0.06 | | 0.06 | | 006 | | 0.06 | 0.08 1 0.03 | 006 | 0.06
Total Environmental Weight
1 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.34 0.34 0.31 0.31 0.31
2 0.38 0.38 0.45 0.38 0.38 0.45 0.38 0.38 0.45 0.35 0.35 0.42 0.35 0.35 0.42 0.38 0.38 0.35 0.35 0.42
3 0.48 0.50 0.35 0.48 0.50 0.35 0.48 0.50 0.35 0.48 0.50 0.35 0.48 0.50 0.35 0.24 0.35 0.48 0.50 0.35
To?al EnwmnmenFal sl e.aCh AIterna.tlve Co'.."dor 1.25 1.27 1.19 1.27 1.29 1.21 1.20 1.22 1.14 1.14 1.16 1.08 1.14 1.16 1.08 0.96 1.07 1.14 1.16 1.08
(higher score = higher performing alternative corridor)

REMARKS

+ Alternative 5 generally scored the highest in all criteria, closely followed by Alternatives 2 and 4.
+ On the other hand Alternative 16 was the least desirable with significant wetland impacts within segment 1 and conservation lands/mitigation banks impacts within Segment 3
* Initial wetland impacts are based on Land Use Data and/or NWI and may change as wetlands are surveyed and assessed.

Sample Calcuation for Alternative 1 (Segment 2) under W etlands

1 (Point) x Wetlands Component

Weight

Relative Segmental Score = Segmental
Rating

=0.07
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TABLE 3-5

PRELIMINARY SOCIO-ECONOMIC EVALUATION

Component Weight
Approved Developments/Future Land Use
15%
1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small
archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site
intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting
(not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible)
A R v 0.07 0.07 0.07 e 0.07 0.07 0.07 1 e 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site
. : . : 1 historic structure 1 historic structure intersecting 1 historic structure 1 historic structure intersecting 1 historic structure 1 historic structure intersecting 1 medium 1 medium 1 historic structure 1 medium 1 medium 1 historic structure 2 medium 2 medium 1 medium 1 medium 1 historic structure
H|St0r|ca|/ArChaeolog|Ca| Number of S|tes within 100m/330ft Wwithin 100m/330ft (not eligible) Within 100m/330ft Wwithin 100m/330ft (not eligible) Within 100m/330ft Within 100m/330ft (not eligible) archaeologlgal site archaeologlgal site Within 100m/330ft archaeologlc?al site archaeologlgal site Wwithin 100m/330ft arch'aeologlc.aI sites arch'aeologlc.aI sites archaeologlgal site archaeologlt?al site Within 100m/330ft
(not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) Intersecting Intersecting (not eligible) Intersecting Intersecting (not eligible) Intersecting Intersecting Intersecting Intersecting (not eligible)
1 historic structure 1 historic structure 1 historic structure (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible)
within 100m/330ft within 100m/330ft within 100m/330ft
(not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible)
0.07 0.07
1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small 1 small
archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site archaeological site
intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting intersecting
70/ (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible) (not eligible)
0
Interaction with Planned
Parks/Recreational Facilities Recreational Trail or State
Park
%
AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE
86.64 86.64 86.64 86.95 86.95 86.95
NATURAL 3.77 NATURAL 3.77 NATURAL 3.77 NATURAL 48.96 NATURAL 48.96 NATURAL 48.96
HYDRIC 4.15 HYDRIC 4.15 HYDRIC 4.15 HYDRIC 8.62 HYDRIC 8.62 HYDRIC 8.62
TOTAL 94.56 TOTAL 94.56 TOTAL 94.56 TOTAL 144.53 TOTAL 144.53 TOTAL 144.53
0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
ACI'GS per |and use type’ AGRI;:SU;;I'URE AGRI§5U§;-URE AGRICULTURE AGRIE(;SU;;'URE AGRIgSUé_;'URE AGRICULTURE AGRI§5U5|3_;-URE AGRIgSUEI;_;'URE AGRICULTURE AGRI§4U£_:'[I'URE AGRI§4U£_;I'URE AGRICULTURE AGRI§4U;_;I.'URE AGRI§4U;_:'[I'URE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRI§4U;_;I'URE AGRI§4U;_:'[I'URE AGRICULTURE
Right-of-way |mpaCtS hydrIC (Wetlands and NATURAL 1.92 NATURAL 1.92 LU NATURAL 1.92 NATURAL 1.92 i NATURAL 1.92 NATURAL 1.92 L0l NATURAL 1.92 NATURAL 1.92 B NATURAL 1.92 NATURAL 1.92 HIBE e L NATURAL 1.92 NATURAL 1.92 O
HYDRIC 4.91 HYDRIC 4.91 HYDRIC 4.91 HYDRIC 5.92 HYDRIC 5.92 HYDRIC 22.16 HYDRIC 17.04 HYDRIC 5.92
WaterbOdieS ) HYDRIC 21.75 HYDRIC 21.75 TOTAL 109.93 HYDRIC 21.75 HYDRIC 21.75 TOTAL 109.93 HYDRIC 21.75 HYDRIC 21.75 TOTAL 109.93 HYDRIC 21.78 HYDRIC 21.78 TOTAL 102.78 HYDRIC 21.78 HYDRIC 21.78 TOTAL 102.78 TOTAL 104.52 TOTAL 108.16 HYDRIC 21.78 HYDRIC 21.78 TOTAL 102.78
TOTAL 109.54 TOTAL 109.54 ' TOTAL 109.54 TOTAL 109.54 ' TOTAL 109.54 TOTAL 109.54 ’ TOTAL 107.91 TOTAL 107.91 ' TOTAL 107.91 TOTAL 107.91 ' ’ ’ TOTAL 107.91 TOTAL 107.91 '
0.09 0.18 0.09 0.09 0.18 0.09 0.09 0.18 0.09 0.18 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.18 0.09 0.18 0.09
AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRIE:SU;;—URE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE
51.95 47.25 51.95 47.25 51.95 47.25 51.95 NATURAL 26.45 51.95 47.25 47.25 51.95 47.25
NATURAL 18.37 NATURAL 26.46 NATURAL 18.37 NATURAL 26.46 NATURAL 18.37 NATURAL 26.46 NATURAL 18.37 WETL ANDé NATURAL 18.37 NATURAL 26.46 NATURAL 26.46 NATURAL 18.37 NATURAL 26.46
HYDRIC 0.77 HYDRIC 12.49 HYDRIC 0.77 HYDRIC 12.49 HYDRIC 0.77 HYDRIC 12.49 HYDRIC 0.77 12.48 HYDRIC 0.77 HYDRIC 12.49 HYDRIC 12.49 HYDRIC 0.77 HYDRIC 12.49
TOTAL 71.09 TOTAL 86.2 TOTAL 71.09 TOTAL 86.2 TOTAL 71.09 TOTAL 86.2 TOTAL 71.09 TOTAL 9221 TOTAL 71.09 TOTAL 86.2 TOTAL 86.2 TOTAL 71.09 TOTAL 86.2
9%
Total Socio-Economic Weight 38%
0.23 0.23 0.23 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.58 0.58 0.58
Summary of Results
) ry . 0.31 0.31 0.16 0.31 0.31 0.16 0.31 0.31 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
(sum of corridor scores for each evaluation category)
0.31 0.40 0.53 0.16 0.40 0.53 0.16 0.40 0.53 0.16 0.40 0.53 0.16 0.40 0.53 0.47 0.53 0.16 0.40 0.53
Total Socio-Economic Score for each Alternative Corridor
0.85 0.94 0.92 0.85 1.09 1.07 0.76 1.00 0.98 0.90 1.14 1.41 0.83 1.07 1.34 1.28 1.34 0.90 1.14 1.41

(higher score = higher performing alternative corridor)

REMARKS

* Alternative 12 had the highest total score generally due to its avoidance of significant impacts in two of the three segments to approved developments, historical/archaeological, and park and recreational facilities.
+ Alternative 1 on the other hand ranked the lowest with potential significant land use impacts within segment 1 and potential impacts to parks and recreational facilities within the first two segments.

Sample Calcuation for Alternative 1 (Segment 2) under Approved Developments/Future Land Use

| 1(Point) |

Relative Segmental Score = Segmental Rating

X Approved
Developments/Future Land

=0.15

* Major impacts to to the Future Valencia College West Campus and Horizon West Town Center
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Appendix C: Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) Results



Lake/Orange County Connector Feasibility/PD&E Study

Alternatives Evaluation

The final evaluation of the various corridor alternatives for the proposed Lake/Orange
County Connector involved essentially a multi-objective/multi-attribute decision-making
process. The establishment of the relative importance of each objective/criteria was
critical in order to ultimately choose the most efficient or “best” corridor alternative. This
process involved decisions which must make trade-offs between different and often
conflicting objectives/criteria. The core decision-making tool utilized during the
evaluation was the Analytic Hierarchical Process (AHP). This process was developed
by Thomas J. Saaty for decision analysis of complex subjective problems involving a
large number of criteria. This appendix documents the application of the AHP computer
decision-making software used to determine the recommended corridor alternative for
the proposed project. Study participants started by addressing pertinent issues such as
setting priorities, subsequently establishing criteria and criteria weights, and finally by
evaluating the various alternatives for the proposed project improvements. Figure C-1
illustrates the methodology utilized in the evaluation of the corridor alternatives for the

proposed project.

Evaluation Methodology

The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) method is based on the breakdown of each
problem into a system of stratified levels or hierarchies where each level consists of
criteria or objectives to be compared. Each of the criteria or objectives in a level is
further broken down in subsequent levels into sub-criteria or objectives that are easier
to quantify. The relative importance or priority for all the criteria in a given level is then
established through a sequence of pair-wise comparisons which will ultimately lead to
the derivation of priorities (i.e., weights or importance) for each criterion as well as the
determination of the recommended corridor alternative. Pair-wise comparisons have
been technically proven to be more reliable in eliciting human judgment than directly
assigning weights.  Once the hierarchy was established and agreed upon, a

guestionnaire was developed based on pair-wise comparisons of the established

Appendix C C-1
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ASSEMBLE
PANEL OF
DECISION MAKERS

}

DEVELOP POTENTIAL
CRITERIA/OBJECTIVES
FOR LAKE/ORANGE COUNTY
CONNECTOR PD&E STUDY

REFINE
CRITERIA/OBJECTIVES
AND CONSTRUCT
HIERARCHY

PERFORM INITIAL
PAIRWISE COMPARISONS
USING AHP AND DETERMINE
INCONSISTENCIES

MODIFY COMPARISONS AND
ESTABLISH INDIVIDUAL
NORMALIZED CRITERIA

WEIGHTS

AGGREGATE WEIGHTS
TO DEVELOP GROUP
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!

COMPARE & RATE
INDIVIDUAL ALTERNATIVES
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OBJECTIVE/CRITERIA EVALUATION

MATRIX
|

v
PERFORM SENSITIVITY
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ALTERNATIVES TO
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}
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ALTERNATIVE FOR LAKE/ORANGE
COUNTY PD&E STUDY

FIGURE NO.
EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

FLOWCHART C-1
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Figure C-1 criteria. It should be noted that even though project questionnaires are
often utilized by participants to establish the importance, priority or weight of each
criterion, in our case the panel participants agreed to adopt the weights previously
established during the previous evaluation phase (see values at top of Table 3-8).
However, a questionnaire was developed to compare each of the corridor alternatives
based on each parameter comprising the criteria. After the questionnaires were

completed, the data was input into the computer program.

Evaluation Results

The AHP computer application was performed with a group consensus results obtained
by aggregating the responses of all participants and applying the group median method.
The group median judgments and preferences were then incorporated into the AHP
computer program. The AHP computer application results are included at the end of
this appendix and Table C-1 provides a brief explanation of the included outputs. A
thorough sensitivity analysis of the results was conducted after finding the
recommended roadway alternative as selected by the participants of the study through
the execution of the program. The analysis included the investigation of sensitive
criterion or criteria within the results. The AHP software also includes a sensitivity
analysis feature. This feature investigates the effect of the ranking of the recommended
roadway alternative if criteria take on other possible values. The sensitivity analysis
identifies the relatively sensitive criteria (i.e., those that cannot be changed much
without changing the ranking of the top roadway alternative) to try to estimate these
more closely, and then to select a solution which remains a good one over the ranges of
likely values of the sensitive parameters. Usually, there will be some criteria that can be
assigned any reasonable value without affecting the ranking of the recommended
alternative. However, there may also be criteria with likely values that would yield a

new ranking of the recommended alternative.

Appendix C C-3
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Table C-1
Page No.
Contents
1 Weight assignment for all Primary & Secondary objectives
and Final Computed results for both competing alternatives
2 Weight Assignment graph for Primary Objectives
3 Weight Assignment graph for Engineering Impacts

Computed alternative results with respect to secondary
4to7 objectives of traffic congestion/safety, traffic accommodated,
and connectivity

8 Weight Assignment graph for Environmental Impacts

Computed alternative results with respect to secondary
objectives of SIRWMD Regulatory Easement impacts,

9to 11 . . . .
° wetland impacts, wildlife and habitat, and outstanding
Florida waterway impacts
12 Weight Assignment graph for Socio-Economic Impacts
13 to0 14 Computed alternative results with respect to secondary

objectives of Community Cohesion and controversy potential

15to 16 Synthesis of computed alternative results

Appendix C C-4
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Model Name: Lake/Orange County Connector AHP

Treeview

|Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor Evaluation |
% Engineering (L: .430)\

— Geometric Considerations (L: .279) |

% Traffic Attractions (L: .279) \

% Connectivity/Directness (L: .186)\

% Utility Impacts (L: .256) \

% Environmental (L: .260)\

— Conservation Lands (L: .385) |

— Wetland Impacts (L: .308) |

% Recreational Resources (L: .308)\

~ Socio-Economic (L: .310) |

%Approved Development Impacts (L: .387)\
% Controversy Potential (L: .290) \

% Right-of-way Impacts (L: .323)\

Alternatives
Alternative 12 333
Alternative 17 333
Alternative 20 333

* ldeal mode
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Priority Graphs

Priorities with respect to:
Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corrid...

Engineering
Environmental
Socio-Economic

Inconsistency = 0.00

with 0 missing judgments.


http://www.novapdf.com

10/31/2018 3:47:20 PM

Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor E
>Engineering

Geometric Considerations
Traffic Attractions
Connectivity/Directness
Utility Impacts
Inconsistency = 0.00

with O missing judgments.

.279

.279
.186

.256
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Engineering
>Geometric Considerations

Alternative 12

Alternative 17
Alternative 20

Inconsistency = 0.00
with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Engineering
>Traffic Attractions

Alternative 12

Alternative 17
Alternative 20

Inconsistency = 0.00
with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Engineering
>Connectivity/Directness

Alternative 12

Alternative 17
Alternative 20

Inconsistency = 0.00
with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Engineering
>Utility Impacts

Alternative 12

Alternative 17
Alternative 20

Inconsistency = 0.00
with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Environmental

Conservation Lands

Wetland Impacts

Recreational Resources
Inconsistency = 0.00

with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Environmental
>Conservation Lands

Alternative 12

Alternative 17
Alternative 20

Inconsistency = 0.00
with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Environmental
>Wetland I mpacts

Alternative 12

Alternative 17
Alternative 20

Inconsistency = 0.00
with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Environmental
>Recreational Resources

Alternative 12

Alternative 17
Alternative 20

Inconsistency = 0.00
with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor Evaluatic
>Socio-Economic

Approved Development Impacts

Controversy Potential

Right-of-way Impacts
Inconsistency = 0.00

with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Socio-Economic

>Approved Development Im...

Alternative 12

Alternative 17
Alternative 20

Inconsistency = 0.00
with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Socio-Economic
>Controversy Potential

Alternative 12

Alternative 17
Alternative 20

Inconsistency = 0.00
with O missing judgments.
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Priorities with respect to:

Goal: Pre-Final Alternative Corridor
>Socio-Economic
>Right-of-way Impacts

Alternative 12

Alternative 17
Alternative 20

Inconsistency = 0.00

with O missing judgments.

Synthesis: Details

Page 15 of 16

Alts Level 1
Total A...
Total Engineering (L: .430)

Engineering (L: .430)

Total Environmental (L: 260)
Alternat..
Environmental (L: .260)

Total Socio-Economic (L: .310)

Socio-Economic (L: .310)

Total A...
Total Engineering (L: .430)

Engineering (L: .430)

Total Environmental (L: 260)
Alternat..
Environmental (L: .260)

Total Socio-Economic (L: .310)

Socio-Economic (L: .310)

Total A...
Total Engineering (L: .430)

Alternat.. . .
Engineering (L: .430)

Level 2

Geometric...
Traffic Att...
Connectiv...
Utility Imp...

Conservat...
Wetland ...
Recreatio...

Approved ...
Controver...
Right-of-w...

Geometric...
Traffic Att...
Connectiv...
Utility Imp...

Conservat...
Wetland ...
Recreatio...

Approved ...
Controver...
Right-of-w...

Geometric...
Traffic Att...
Connectiv...

Prty
0.309
0.139
.01063
.04975
.03316
.04560

0.089
.04146
.03316
.01474

0.080
.02211
.01658
.04146

0.344

0.126
.02299
.04975
.00737
.04560

0.089
.04146
.01474
.03316

0.129
.04975
.03731
.04146

0.348

0.178
.04975
.04975
.03316

'QFinal Score =

Total Sum

7
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Alts Level 1 Level 2 Prty
Engineering (L: .430) Utility Imp... .04560
Total Environmental (L: 260) 0.089
Conservat... .04146
Environmental (L: .260) Wetlandl... .03316
Alternat.. Recreatio... .01474
Total Socio-Economic (L: .310) 0.080
Approved ... .02211
Socio-Economic (L: .310) Controver... .01658
Right-of-w... .04146
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ADVANCED NOTIFICATION
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CENTRAL FLORIDA EXPRESSWAY AUTHORITY

ADVANCE NOTIFICATION
SUMMARY REPORT

Lake / Orange County Connector (US 27 to SR 429)
Feasibility / Project Development and Environment Study
Lake and Orange Counties, Florida

CFX Project Number: 599-225

SEPTEMBER 2018

CENTRAL
FLORIDA

AUTHORITY



Central Florida Expressway Authority

An Advance Notification Package was prepared by the Central Florida Expressway Authority (CFX) as part
of the Lake /Orange County Connector Feasibility / Project Development and Environment (PD&E) study.
The Florida State Clearinghouse received the Advance Notification on June 20, 2018 and distributed it to
the appropriate state agencies for review. The State Application Identifier (SAI) number assigned to this
project by the Florida State Clearinghouse is FL201806228337. The Advance Notification was also
distributed to appropriate non-state agencies and tribal nations. A copy of the Advance Notification
Package is provided as Appendix A and contains a transmittal list of all recipients.

Comments to the Advance Notification were received from the National Forest Service, National
Resources Conservation Service, Seminole Tribe of Florida, State Historic Preservation Officer, Federal
Aviation Administration, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The complete comments to the
Advance Notification are provided in Appendix B. Below is a summary of comments along with responses
and contact information for the reviewing agency.

Commenting Agency: National Forest Service

John McKechnie

Forest Engineer

Forest Service

National Forests in Florida
325 John Knox Rd
Tallahassee, FL 32303
Office: 850-523-8522
Mobile: 850-274-0470

Fax: 850-523-8505

Email: jmckechnie@fs.fed.us

Comment Summary:
The National Forests in Florida has no comments. The proposed study does not affect any US Forest
Service holdings.

Response:

Thank you for your review and response.

Commenting Agency: National Resources Conservation Service

LeRoy Crockett

Resource Soil Scientist
Perry Paige Bldg. Suite 305N
1740 S MLK Blvd
Tallahassee, FL 32307
Office: 850-412-7809
Mobile: 352-262-0192
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Comment Summary:
If you need a Farmland Protection Evaluation for this project please send request form and .shp files.

Response:
We anticipate the need for a Farmland Protection Evaluation and will coordinate with NRCS once project
alternatives and .shp files are available.

Commenting Agency: Seminole Tribe of Florida
Victoria L. Menchaca, MA, Compliance Review Specialist
STOF-THPO, Compliance Review Section
30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004
Clewiston, FL 33440
Office: 863-983-6549 ext. 12216
Email: victoriamenchaca@semtribe.com

Comment Summary:

The proposed undertaking does fall within in the STOF [Seminole Tribe of Florida] Area of Interest. We
have reviewed the documents provided and would like to provide the following feedback. We would
respectfully like to request that once specific alternative corridors are chosen that a Cultural Resources
Assessment Survey be conducted and sent to us so that we may complete our review.

Response:
A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey is being prepared as part of the Section 106 review process for
this project and will be made available to the public for review and comment.

Commenting Agency: State Historic Preservation Officer
Timothy A. Parsons, Ph.D.
Director, Division of Historical Resources
and State Historic Preservation Officer
and
Ginny Jones
Transportation Compliance & Review Architectural Historian
500 South Bronough Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399
Office: 800-847-7278 (Main)
Office: 850-245-6333 (Direct)
Email: ginny.jones@dos.myflorida.com

Comment Summary:

Based on the nature of the project (new roadway) and the environmental conditions in the project area,
we request that the project area be subjected to a professional cultural resources assessment survey. The
resultant survey report should conform to the provisions of Chapter 1A-46, Florida Administrative Code,
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and should be forwarded to FHWA and our office upon completion. The report will help us complete the
Section 106 review process and provide concurrence on federal findings of effect, and recommend any
necessary avoidance or mitigation measures.

Response:
A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey is being prepared as part of the Section 106 review process for
this project.

Commenting Agency: Federal Aviation Administration
Bart Vernace, P.E.
Manager
FAA/Orlando Airports District Office
8427 SouthPark Circle, Suite 524
Orlando, FL 32819
Office: 407-487-7220 (Main)
Office:407-487-7223 (Direct)
Fax: (407) 487-7135
Email: Bart.vernace@faa.gov

Comment Summary:

Please note that federal requirements that pertain to notifying the FAA of proposed construction and
alteration on or nearby a public-use airport should be in accordance with FAR Part 77 Regulation. Any tall
permanent structure or temporary equipment near an airport must conform to this regulation.

Response:
All tall, permanent structures or temporary equipment near any airports will conform with appropriate
regulations, including FAR Part 77.

Commenting Agency: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Roshanna White
Life Scientist, NEPA Program Office
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV
61 Forsyth Street SW
Atlanta, GA 30303
Office: 404-562-9035
Email: white.roshanna@epa.gov

Comment Summary:

The eastern study area of the project lies partially within the Biscayne Aquifer boundaries (NEPAssist
https://www.epa.gov/nepa/nepassist). The Biscayne Aquifer is a sole source aquifer and is considered a
principal water source for South Florida residents, visitors, and businesses. The aquifer is highly permeable
and vulnerable to contamination. The EPA recommends adherence to all federal, state, and local
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government permits, ordinances, planning designs, construction codes, operation and maintenance
requirements, and engineering for avoidance, minimization, and protection of the water source.
Additionally, we recommend that avoidance and minimization of any identified jurisdictional waters of
the U.S. be avoided during the development of alternatives to the extent practicable. During construction,
please consider the vulnerability of the sole source aquifer and protect the drinking water delivered from
this source. Also, follow all best management activities for erosion and sedimentation control. The project
is a non-federal action. Therefore, concurrence from the EPA is not required according to the Safe Drinking
Water Act. Please contact state and county environmental offices to address proper drainage and storm
water design. If federal financial assistance does become a source of funding for this project, please
contact Region 4, Ground Water and UIC Section, Mr. Khurram Rafi (rafi.khurram@epa.gov) or Larry Cole
(cole.larry@epa.gov) for an aquifer impact determination letter.

Response:

Impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional waters of the US will be avoided and minimized as much as
practicable. Minimization of impacts to the aquifer is also being considered during alternative
development. Construction impacts will be minimized by implementing standard Best Management
Practices for road construction.



Appendix A: Advance Notification



CENTRAL FLORIDA EXPRESSWAY AUTHORITY

ADVANCE NOTIFICATION
PACKAGE

Lake / Orange County