
STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

TYPE 2 CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION FORM 
 

1. GENERAL INFORMATION 

 County: Polk County 

 Project Name: SR 33 PD&E Study 

 Project Limits: From Old Combee Road to North of Tomkow Road 

 Project Numbers: ETDM #13188 FM No. 430185-1-22-01 N/A  

  ETDM Financial Management Federal Aid  

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

  

 

a. Purpose and Need: The primary purpose of this project is to increase the capacity of SR 
33 from Old Combee Road to North of Tomkow Road in order to achieve an acceptable 
Level of Service (LOS) through the design year 2036.  In addition, there is a need to improve 
the I-4 interchange due to substandard vertical clearance over SR 33 and substandard 
roadway profile geometry of I-4 approaching the SR 33 bridges.  The need for the project is 
based on the following issues: 
 
PRIMARY CRITERIA 
 

Capacity 
This project provides increased capacity along SR 33 to meet the projected future travel 
demand. The existing roadway LOS along SR 33 ranges from “B” to “E” with volumes 
ranging from 5,900 to 12,400 AADT. The Polk County Transportation Planning 
Organization’s 2035 Financially Feasible Long Range Transportation Planning model was 
used to develop future traffic volumes.  With the planned future growth in this area these 
volumes are expected to increase to 22,600 to 34,500 AADT by 2036 amounting to a 
roadway LOS "E" or “F”.  The proposed widening to four lanes will allow SR 33 to meet 
future travel demand at an acceptable LOS “D” or better and continue to serve as an 
important regional arterial.  Transportation Systems Management & Operations type 
improvements will not adequately address future travel demand needs. 

 

SECONDARY CRITERIA 
 

Safety 
The crash history along SR 33 within the study limits was reviewed from 2007 through 
2011.  A total of 93 crashes occurred which included four fatalities, 48 injury crashes and 
41 property damage only crashes.  The actual crash rate of 0.989 crashes per million 
vehicle miles of travel is higher than the statewide average for similar roadways of 0.876 
crashes per million vehicle miles of travel.  More than half of the crashes occurred within 
the influence of the I-4/SR 33 interchange. Many of the crashes on SR 33 are types that 
are associated with congestion and the proposed widening of SR 33.  Reconstruction of 
the I-4/SR 33 interchange and addition of turn lanes at intersections is expected to 
improve safety along the corridor. 

Emergency Evacuation 
SR 33 is designated as a hurricane evacuation route by the Florida Division of Emergency 
Management. The proposed enhancement will increase the capacity of traffic that can be 
evacuated during an emergency event and improve emergency response times. The 
capacity improvement will also enhance accessibility to other evacuation routes like 
Interstate 4. 



  
 

 

 
Area Wide Network/System Linkage 
The project will improve the functional viability of SR 33 as a local and regional travel 
alternative to Interstate 4. SR 33 provides connectivity to University Boulevard, a 
committed new four lane road serving the planned Williams DRI, Polk Commerce Center 
DRI, and future Polytechnic University campus. University Boulevard and SR 33 will be 
the most direct link between these new residential and commercial centers and north and 
central Lakeland. 
 

Growth Management Planning 
Traffic on SR 33 is expected to increase due to projected population and employment 
growth both along the corridor and in the region. Population in the project area is expected 
to increase from 37,945 in 2007 to 79,659 in 2035 and employment is expected to 
increase from 8,771 to 41,131 over the same time frame. 
 

Modal Interrelationships 
This project includes provisions for multimodal interface with transit through the typical 
section that will allow for bus stop shelter pads along both sides of SR 33 within the 
project limits. The proposed improvements include bicycle lane accommodations (paved 
shoulders), a sidewalk along the west side of SR 33 and a 12-foot-wide shared use path 
along the east side of the roadway. The resulting multimodal improvements will help to 
improve multimodal connections between neighborhoods immediately adjacent to the 
project and destinations nearby. 

 

b. Proposed Improvements: FDOT proposes to widen SR 33 to a four-lane divided 
suburban roadway with a raised median, paved shoulders, a five foot sidewalk along the 
west side of the road and a 12-foot-wide shared use path along the east side of the road from 
Old Combee Road to University Boulevard and a five foot sidewalk from University Boulevard 
to the end of the project. 
 

c. Project Planning Consistency: Table 1 summarizes the planning consistency for SR 33 
from Old Combee Road to North of Tomkow Road with the FDOT State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) for fiscal years 2014-2018 and the Polk Transportation 
Planning Organization’s (TPO) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for fiscal years 
2014-2018.  The planning consistency package and concurrence letters from the Polk TPO 
are included in the Appendix. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  
 

 

Table 1 – TIP and STIP Consistency 

Phase 
Currently 
Approved 

TIP 

Currently 
Approved 

STIP 
TIP/STIP $ 

TIP/STIP 
Fiscal 
Year 

Comments 

Segment 1 – SR 33 from Old Combee Road to University Boulevard – 3.3 miles 

PE (Final 
Design) 

Y Y $7,350,000 2014 

The project can be found in Polk TPO’s TIP 
(page 2-2) and in the current STIP. PE 
(Final Design) funding is included for both 
Segments 1 and 2. 

Right of Way N N $0 N/A 

No mainline ROW is required for SR 33 
from Old Combee Road to University 
Boulevard.  The Polk 2035 Mobility Vision 
Plan was amended to include ROW for the 
mainline improvements only in FY 2016-
2020; however, ROW is only needed for 
the interchange improvement in Segment 
2.  District Planning staff will coordinate the 
required LRTP amendment to correctly 
reflect ROW funding for the interchange 
improvement only (Segment 2).  

Construction N N $0 N/A 

Construction is not currently funded in 
FDOT’s Tentative Five-Year Work Program 
(FY 2015-2019).  The Polk 2035 Mobility 
Vision Plan was amended to add 
construction in FY 2021-2025 at an 
estimated cost of $77.24 million for the 
mainline only (excludes the interchange, 
see Segment 2 below). 

Segment 2 – SR 33 from University Boulevard to North of Tomkow Road – 1.01 miles 

PE (Final 
Design) 

Y Y $7,350,000 2014 

The project can be found in Polk TPO’s TIP 
(page 2-2) and in the current STIP. PE 
(Final Design) funding is included for both 
Segments 1 and 2. 

Right of Way N N $0 2019 

The Polk 2035 Mobility Vision Plan was 
amended to include ROW for the mainline 
improvements only in FY 2016-2020.  
ROW is only needed for the interchange 
improvement.  District Planning staff will 
coordinate the required LRTP amendment 
to correctly reflect ROW funding for the 
interchange improvement only. ROW is 
outside the current window of the STIP.  
FM #430185-3 is for the I-4 interchange 
improvement for ROW/CST phases only 
and PE (Final Design) is covered under 
FM# 430185-2 for both segments 1 and 2. 

Construction N N $0 N/A 

Construction is not currently funded in 
FDOT’s Tentative Five-Year Work Program 
(FY 2015-2019) nor has construction 
funding been allocated to the I-4 
interchange improvements in the Polk TPO 
2035 Mobility Vision Plan.  It is anticipated 
that funding will ultimately come from the 
2040 SIS CFP. 

  
 
 

 



  
 

 

Project Funding 
The project is currently funded for the preliminary engineering and right-of-way phases using 
a combination of state and federal funding sources.  The construction phase is not currently 
funded in FDOT’s Adopted Five-Year Work Program.  Documentation of funding for this 
project can be found in the adopted Polk TPO’s 2013/14 to 2017/18 TIP, the FDOT STIP for 
Fiscal Years (FY) 2014-2017, and the Polk TPO’s 2035 Mobility Vision Plan.  Right-of-way is 
currently funded in FDOT’s Tentative Five-Year Work Program in FY 2019.  The TIP and 
STIP will be updated to include this funding in October of 2014 subsequent to adoption of the 
Five-Year Work Program.  The Polk 2035 Mobility Vision Plan was amended to include right-
of-way funding in FY 2016-2020 for the mainline.  Although construction is not yet funded in 
FDOT’s Tentative Five-Year Work Program, the Polk 2035 Mobility Vision Plan was 
amended to include construction in FY 2021-2025.  Based on recent guidance provided by 
FHWA dated January 2013, Planning Consistency Requirements have been met for this 
project as the next phase for the entire PD&E Study project limits is reflected in the STIP/TIP, 
i.e. design.  This project is also funded in the TPO’s 2035 LRTP Cost Feasible Plan (CFP) 
with the exception of right-of-way and construction for the I-4/SR 33 interchange. District One 
Planning Office staff will coordinate the needed LRTP amendments when appropriate. Table 
2 summarizes the planned implementation schedule of this project. 
 

Table 2 - Funding Summary 

Phase 
Time Frame 
(Fiscal Year) 

Estimated Cost Funding Source 

Preliminary Engineering 
(Final Design) 

2014** $7,350,000 State and Federal 

Right-of-Way 2019** $4,900,000 State and Federal 

Construction 2021-2025* $66,000,000*** State and Federal 

TOTAL - $78,250,000 - 

Sources: Adopted Polk TPO 2013/14-2017/18 TIP, Approved FDOT STIP, *Adopted Polk TPO 2035 Mobility Vision Plan, 
**FDOT’s Five-Year Work Program, ***SR 33 PD&E Study estimates. 

 
  





  
 

 

 

6. IMPACT EVALUATION 
   Impact Determination*  

  Topical Categories 
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Basis for Decision* 

        

 A. SOCIAL & ECONOMIC      

  1. Land Use Changes [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment A.1 

  2. Community Cohesion [X] [X] [X] [X]  

  3. Relocation Potential [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment A.2 

  4. Community Services [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment A.3 

  
5. Nondiscrimination 

Considerations [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment A.4 

  6. Controversy Potential [X] [X] [  ] [X] See Attachment A.5 

  7. Scenic Highways [X] [X] [X] [X]  

  8. Farmlands [X] [X] [X] [X]  

 B. CULTURAL      

  1. Section 4(f) [X] [  ] [X] [X] See Attachment B.1 

  2. Historic Sites/Districts [X] [  ] [X] [X] See Attachment B.2 

  3. Archaeological Sites [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment B.3 

  4. Recreation Areas [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment B.4 

 C. NATURAL      

  1. Wetlands [X] [X] [  ] [X] See Attachment C.1 

  2. Aquatic Preserves [X] [X] [X] [X]  

  3. Water Quality [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment C.2 

  4. Outstanding FL Waters [X] [X] [X] [X]  

  5. Wild and Scenic Rivers [X] [X] [X] [X]  

  6. Floodplains [X] [X] [  ] [X] See Attachment C.3 

  7. Coastal Zone Consistency [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment C.4 

  8. Coastal Barrier Resources [X] [X] [X] [X]  

  9. Wildlife and Habitat [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment C.5 

  10. Essential Fish Habitat [X] [X] [  ] [X]  

 D. PHYSICAL      

  1. Noise [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment D.1 

  2. Air Quality [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment D.2 

  3. Construction [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment D.3 

  4. Contamination [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment D.4 

  5. Aesthetic Effects [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment D.5 

  6. Bicycles and Pedestrians [X] [X] [  ] [X] See Attachment D.6 

  7. Utilities and Railroads [X] [X] [X] [X] See Attachment D.7 

  8. Navigation [X] [X] [X] [X]  

  a. [X] 
FHWA has determined that the project is EXEMPT from a USCG Permit in  
accordance with 23 CFR 650, Subpart H. 

  b. [X] Coordination with the USCG is necessary. 

  
*Impact Determination: Sig = Significant; Not Sig = Not significant; None = Issue present, no impact; No Inv = Issue absent, no 
involvement. Basis of decision is documented in the referenced attachment(s). 

 E.  PERMITS REQUIRED 

   1. Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD) – Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) 

   2. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) – National Pollution Discharge Prevention and 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit 

3.  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) – CWA Section 404 Dredge and Fill Permit 
 



  
 

 

7. COMMITMENTS 

 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) makes the following commitments: 

1. Eastern indigo snake: The standard FDOT Construction Precautions for the eastern indigo 
snake will be adhered to during construction of the project. 
 

2. Sand Skink: If Pond 1 becomes a preferred alternative, the FDOT will commit to a coverboard 
survey of this pond site before construction begins. 

 
3. Florida sandhill crane: The FDOT will re-survey appropriate habitats for the Florida sandhill 

crane prior to permitting and construction of the project.  Additionally, coordination with FWC 
will be initiated, as appropriate. 

 
4. Bald eagle: Given the possibility of new nests being identified by the FWC during yearly 

surveys, the FDOT will commit to re-surveying the project area prior to construction. If any 
active nests within the 660-foot protection zone are identified, the FDOT will act in 
accordance with the BGEPA (16 U.S.C. 668-668d), as amended, the MBTA (16 U.S.C. 703-
712) and Chapter 68A-16.002, FS. 

 
5. Gopher tortoise: Due to the presence of gopher tortoise habitat within the project footprint 

and observed burrows adjacent to the existing roadway, a gopher tortoise survey in 
appropriate habitat within construction limits (including roadway footprint and stormwater 
management sites) will be performed prior to construction. FDOT will secure any relocation 
permits needed for this species during the design and construction phases of the project. 

 
6. Protected plants: If protected plant species are observed within the proposed impact areas 

during the design and permitting phase, coordination will be initiated with the FDACS or other 
appropriate agency to allow for relocation to adjacent habitat or other suitable protected 
lands, prior to construction. 

 
7. Impacts to wetlands within the project footprint may be unavoidable, and require mitigation. 

Compensatory mitigation for wetland impacts associated with this project will be 
compensated for pursuant to Part IV, § 373, F.S. and 33 U.S.C. 1344. 

 
8. FDOT is committed to the construction of Noise Barrier 1 (west of Wood Circle West to Lake 

Luther Road) and Noise Barrier 4 (adjacent to Spanish Oaks, Cambry and Snow Wood 
subdivisions), as identified in the Noise Study Report,  contingent upon the following: 

 

 Detailed noise analysis during the final design process supports the need for, and the 
feasibility and reasonableness of, providing the barriers as abatement; 



  
 

 

 

 The detailed analysis demonstrates that the cost of the noise barriers will not exceed the 
cost reasonable limit; 

 

 The residents/property owners benefitted by the noise barriers desire that a noise barrier 
be constructed; and 

 

 All safety and engineering conflicts or issues related to construction of the noise barriers 
are resolved. 

 
9. FDOT will coordinate with the City of Lakeland regarding roadway crosswalk material, 

hardscape design at the I-4/SR 33 interchange and other aesthetic considerations during the 
design phase of the project. 
 

10. FDOT will coordinate with Lakeland Area Mass Transit during the design phase regarding 
accommodations for future bus shelters and connections to the proposed sidewalk and 
shared-use path. 

 
11. FDOT will coordinate with the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD) to 

ensure that the most current FEMA floodplain boundaries are used when calculating 
floodplain impacts during the design phase of the project. 

 
8. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Based on engineering and economic factors, FDOT recommends the pavement saving 
alternative as the build alternative for the mainline roadway widening to meet the documented 
purpose and need for the project.  The pavement saving typical section is proposed for the 
entire project corridor.  This alternative is estimated to cost approximately $2.8 million less than 
the full reconstruction alternative.  The pavement saving alternative involves maintaining the 
existing two-lane roadway as the two future southbound lanes and constructing the two future 
northbound lanes to the east of the existing roadway.  The proposed mainline improvements 
can be constructed within the existing 200 feet of right-of-way. 
 
FDOT recommends the diamond interchange alternative over the diverging diamond alternative 
for the I-4/SR 33 interchange improvement.  The crossover movements associated with the 
diverging diamond interchange require a dramatic reduction in speed from the SR 33 mainline 
to the crossover curves which causes concern for vehicle safety through the interchange.  
Additionally, the diamond interchange operates better during the off peak period because traffic 
on the SR 33 mainline will always have to be stopped in one direction with the diverging 
diamond interchange, even when there is no traffic on the ramps.  Right-of-way will need to be 
acquired for the interchange improvements. 



  
 

 

ATTACHMENT 1 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Existing Conditions 

State Road (SR) 33 is an urban minor arterial roadway that begins in the City of Lakeland at US 92 
and extends north into Lake County to SR 50.  The limits of this PD&E Study include the portion of SR 
33 from Old Combee Road to North of Tomkow Road, including the I-4 interchange, a distance of 4.3 
miles. The logical termini for this project were determined as part of the Efficient Transportation 
Decision Making (ETDM) planning screen in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA).  The southern terminus was determined by the limits of the recent widening of SR 33 which 
ends at Old Combee Road.  The northern terminus north of Tomkow Road was determined based on 
the projected traffic for SR 33 and the influence of the I-4 interchange on SR 33. The location and 
limits of this study are shown in the Project Location Map as Figure 1. 

Through the study limits, the existing SR 33 typical section is a two-lane undivided rural roadway 
located within 200 feet of right-of-way. The existing roadway consists of two 12-foot travel lanes and 
five-foot paved outside shoulders.  Stormwater is collected in swales along the outside of the roadway. 
The existing posted speeds vary from 45 mph to 60 mph.  Currently, no bicycle lanes or sidewalks 
exist on SR 33 within the project limits, other than a segment of sidewalk along the west side of SR 33 
adjacent to the Bridgewater development. 

Existing land use is a mix of single and multi-family residential from the beginning of the project to 
University Boulevard and commercial/industrial from University Boulevard to north of Tomkow Road. 
The City of Lakeland Year 2030 Future Land-Use Map shows the planned land use for this corridor as 
a mix of single and multi-family residential west of University Boulevard and commercial/industrial from 
University Boulevard to north of Tomkow Road.   
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B. Proposed Improvements 

The need for the proposed widening of SR 33 is supported by the traffic analysis that was conducted 
as part of the PD&E Study.  According to the Design Traffic Technical Memorandum (November 
2013), in the design year of 2036, the existing two-lane SR 33 is projected to operate at a Level of 
Service (LOS) E or F without improvements.  Additionally, many of the unsignalized intersections, 
including the I-4 on and off ramps, are expected to operate at unacceptable levels of service without 
improvements to SR 33.  As documented in the design traffic report, the proposed widening of SR 33 
from two to four lanes will improve the level of service to the minimum acceptable LOS D, or better, 
through the design year 2036. 
 
In addition to the proposed road widening, Improvements to the SR 33 interchange with I-4 are also 
required.  Currently, I-4 crosses over SR 33 with two parallel, three-lane bridges.  There are 
deficiencies with the existing interchange.  First, the existing vertical clearance over SR 33 does not 
meet the minimum required 16 feet 6 inches of clearance and is as low as 14 feet 9 inches.  
Maintaining this substandard vertical clearance would require the approval of a design exception.  
Second, the pier footings have less than the minimum required depth of cover of 3 feet with cover 
depths as shallow as 1.892 feet.  The horizontal clearance between the center pier and the 
intermediate piers will not accommodate the future four-lane roadway.  Finally, the existing k values for 
the crest and sag vertical curves on I-4 approaching SR 33 are appropriate for 55 mph and 60 mph 
design speeds, but not for the 70 mph design speed required for the interstate.  Reconstruction of the 
interchange with an increased vertical profile of I-4 over SR 33 and improved I-4 roadway profile 
geometry to meet 70 mph design speed is proposed.  Through coordination with FDOT Central Office 
and FHWA, it was determined that the I-4/SR 33 interchange analysis would be documented in a Non-
Interchange Access Request (Non-IAR) per the 2013 Interchange Access Request User’s Guide, 
Section 1.5.5.  An Interchange Operational Analysis Report (IOAR) Not Requiring FHWA Approval 
was prepared to document the interchange alternatives analysis process and is included in Appendix 
D of the SR 33 PD&E Study Preliminary Engineering Report (PER).  
 
The proposed roadway typical section for the SR 33 project is a suburban typical section that would 
include two 12-foot travel lanes in each direction separated by a 30-foot median.  The proposed 
improvements also include a four-foot inside paved shoulder and a five-foot outside paved shoulder in 
each direction.  An open drainage system will collect stormwater runoff and convey it to linear swales.  
A 12-foot-wide shared-use path is proposed along the east side of the road from the beginning of the 
project to University Boulevard.  A five-foot sidewalk is planned along the west side of the road 
throughout the project limits and along the east side of the road from University Boulevard to north of 
Tomkow Road.  This typical section can be constructed within the existing 200 feet of right-of-way.  
The design speed for this typical section is 55 miles per hour.  Figure 2 shows the proposed pavement 
saving typical section.  
 
The proposed stormwater treatment system will consist of linear swales within the existing road right-
of-way and some ponds in the infield areas of the I-4 interchange.  Right-of-way impacts for the project 
will be limited to the interchange area. 
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ATTACHMENT A – SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

A.1 LAND USE CHANGES 

The widening of SR 33 is located within the City of Lakeland and unincorporated Polk County.  
Existing land use is a mix of single and multi-family residential from the beginning of the project to 
University Boulevard and commercial/industrial from University Boulevard to north of Tomkow Road. 
The City of Lakeland Year 2030 Future Land-Use Map shows the planned land use for this corridor as 
a mix of single and multi-family residential west of University Boulevard and commercial/industrial from 
University Boulevard to north of Tomkow Road.  The preferred alternative will not adversely affect the 
future land uses within the project limits. 

In a letter from the Polk Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) dated April 24, 2014, the Board 
stated that the preferred improvement is consistent with their Long Range Transportation Plan.  The 
concurrency letter is included in the Appendix. 

A.2 RELOCATION POTENTIAL 

The preferred alternative will not result in any residential or business displacements, but it will require the 
acquisition of right-of-way in the I-4 interchange area.  FDOT will carry out a right-of-way acquisition and 
relocation program in accordance with Florida Statute 339.09 and the Uniform Relocation and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646, as amended by Public Law 100-17). FDOT 
produced brochures that describe in detail the Department’s relocation assistance program and right-of-
way acquisition program called “Your Relocation: Residential”, “Your Relocation: Business, Farms and 
Nonprofit Organizations”, “Your Relocation: Signs”, and “The Real Estate Acquisition Process.”  Each of 
these brochures were made available and distributed as needed at the public information workshop and 
the public hearing, and were made available upon request to any interested person.    

A.3 COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Community service facilities near the SR 33 corridor include a park-and-ride lot, a golf course (which is 
currently closed until further notice) and Lakeland Fire Station #6.  The project will not impact these 
facilities.  The addition of the raised median will affect how people can access properties, but existing 
social resources will not be impacted by these improvements. 

A.4 NON-DISCRIMINATION CONSIDERATIONS 

This project has been developed without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, disability, 
or family status. Title VI states that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, religion, sex, national 
origin, marital status, handicap or family status, be excluded from participation in, or be denied the benefits 
of, or be otherwise subject to discrimination under any program of the federal, state or local government.  



  
 

 

The preferred alternative does not result in any disproportionate adverse impacts to any distinct minority, 
ethnic, elderly or handicapped groups and/or low-income households.  Title VI information was made 
available at the public workshop and public hearing for the project. 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations, signed 
by the President on February 11, 1994, directs federal agencies to take appropriate and necessary steps 
to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or 
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by 
law.  This project is not expected to have any adverse or disproportionate impacts on minority or low-
income households. 

A.5 CONTROVERSY POTENTIAL 

A Public Involvement Plan was developed and approved on June 26, 2012.  The PIP was 
implemented in compliance with Part 1, Chapter 11 of the FDOT PD&E Manual; Florida Statute 
339.155; Executive Orders 11990 and 11988; Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 23 CFR 
771.  

The Advance Notification Package was submitted to the Florida State Clearinghouse on April 11, 2011 
and through the Environmental Screening Tool to the Environmental Technical Advisory Team as part 
of the Efficient Transportation Decision Making process. 

An Alternatives Workshop was held on September 24, 2013 at the Believer’s Fellowship Word of Faith 
Church located at 5240 North Socrum Loop Road in Lakeland, Florida.  The meeting was conducted 
as an informal open house from 5:00 PM to 7:00 PM. An informational project video ran continuously 
during the open house in a separate room.  As attendees entered the workshop, they were asked to 
sign in and were given a project information handout, comment form, and copy of the most recent SR 
33 newsletter.  The workshop was held in an open house format with members of the study team 
available to answer questions and discuss the project one-on-one with attendees.  Four comment 
forms were received and included comments related to noise, wetland impacts, a drainage issue and 
general comments from the City of Lakeland.  None of the comment expressed opposition to the 
project. 

The Public Hearing was held on Thursday, February 27, 2014 at the Peggy Brown Building, which is 
located at 215 South Lake Avenue, Lakeland, Florida.  Based on those attendees who signed the 
sign-in form, 25 citizens and one elected official attended this hearing.  The purpose of this hearing 
was to present to the public the proposed improvements and obtain comments prior to finalizing the 
recommendations.  The format of this hearing was an open house to informally answer questions and 
receive comments, followed by a formal presentation and video at 6:30 p.m.  In addition, visual 
displays were available for review.  The hearing provided an overview of the proposed alternative and 
the costs and impacts of the proposed improvement.  In addition, an opportunity for the public to make 



  
 

 

formal statements or ask questions regarding the study was provided.  One citizen gave public 
comments at the hearing and is generally opposed to the project because she believes that the 
widened roadway will just bring in more traffic, noise and pollution.  Four comment forms were 
received and included input on noise, general support for the project, a request for an improvement to 
a neighborhood connection to SR 33 and general opposition to the project from the same person who 
made the oral statement at the public hearing.  The Transcript Certification Package with the public 
hearing transcript is part of this submittal to FHWA. 

 

 



  
 

 

ATTACHMENT B – CULTURAL IMPACTS 

B.1 SECTION 4(F) LANDS 

The project was examined for potential Section 4(f) resources in accordance with Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (Title 49, U.S.C. Section 1653 (f), amended and recodified 
in Title 49, U.S.C. Section 303, in 1983).  A Section 4(f) Determination of Applicability (DOA) was 
prepared for the Tenoroc Fish Management Area (FMA).  The Section 4(f) DOA was submitted to 
FHWA on October 14, 2013. 

The Tenoroc FMA is a Section 4(f) resource located east of the SR 33 project corridor.  No new right-
of-way would be needed from the Tenoroc FMA for the preferred improvements to SR 33.  FHWA 
found that there would be no Section 4(f) use of the Tenoroc FMA as documented in an e-mail dated 
November 18, 2013.  The Section 4(f) DOA response e-mail from FHWA is included in the Appendix.   

B.2 HISTORIC SITES/DISTRICTS 

A Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS), conducted in accordance with procedures 
outlined in 36 CFR Part 800, including literature review and field survey, was prepared for the 
project.  As a result of the assessment, 50 resources were documented within the Area of Potential 
Effect (APE). These included 32 previously recorded historic structures, 16 newly recorded historic 
resources, one previously recorded resource group, and one newly recorded resource group; none 
were recommended eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. No NRHP‐eligible or listed resources were 

identified within the SR 33 APE.   

The CRAS was submitted to FHWA on September 25, 2013 for review and transmittal to SHPO.  
FHWA and SHPO concurred with the findings and recommendations in a letter received November 
12, 2013.  The FHWA and SHPO concurrence letter is included in the Appendix. 

B.3 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 

A Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS), conducted in accordance with procedures 
outlined in 36 CFR Part 800, including literature review and field survey, was prepared for the 
project. A total of 82 shovel tests were conducted within the Area of Potential Effect (APE).  None 
of the shovel tests yielded cultural material.   

The CRAS was submitted to FHWA on September 25, 2013 for review and transmittal to SHPO.  
FHWA and SHPO concurred with the findings and recommendations in a letter received November 
12, 2013.  The FHWA and SHPO concurrence letter is included in the Appendix. 



  
 

 

B.4 RECREATION AREAS 

There is one recreational area adjacent to the SR 33 corridor; the Tenoroc Fish Management Area 
(FMA).  This is a 7,444-acre facility that is located east of SR 33, south of University Boulevard 
and is bisected by SR 659.  The Tenoroc FMA is made up primarily of previously mined lands that 
have been converted to water-filled pits that remained after strip mining operations were 
terminated.  Recreational fishing accounts for approximately 86% of the annual public use at the 
Tenoroc FMA.  Other recreational uses include hiking, horseback riding, bird watching, picnicking, and 
biking.  The Florida Trail Association helps maintain a six-mile section of the Florida Trail, which runs 
through the Tenoroc FMA.  There are also approximately 20 miles of equestrian trails that are used by 
several local riding clubs.  The Ridge Audubon Society conducts annual bird counts and FFWCC-
sanctioned fishing derbies are held at Picnic Lake and Derby Lake.  A major regional shooting range 
was built on the Tenoroc FMA by the FFWCC.  Limited hunting opportunities are also provided for 
doves, alligators and feral hogs.   

A Section 4(f) Determination of Applicability was prepared for this facility.  FHWA determined that the 
Tenoroc FMA is a Section 4(f) resource.  The proposed improvements to SR 33 will not result in any 
direct or indirect impacts to the Tenoroc FMA or use of the Tenoroc FMA.   

 



  
 

 

ATTACHMENT C – NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

C.1 WETLANDS 

A Wetland Evaluation Report (WER) was prepared in accordance with Executive Order 11990, 
Protection of Wetlands, dated May 23, 1977, and US Department of Transportation Order 56601A, 
Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands, dated August 24, 1978.  The purpose of the wetlands 
evaluation was to consider avoidance, protection, preservation and enhancement of wetlands to the 
fullest extent practicable. 

The preferred alternative will be constructed primarily within the existing FDOT right-of-way.  
Improvements are required to the I-4/SR 33 interchange that will require acquisition of additional right-
of-way.  The preferred alternative may impact 17.8 acres of wetlands.  Based on the findings of the 
WER, it was determined that: 

1. The proposed project will have no significant short-term or long-term adverse impacts to 
wetlands; 

2. There is no practical alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands 
3. All practicable measures have been taken to minimize harm to wetlands. 

The Uniform Mitigation Assessment Methodology (UMAM) was utilized to determine the functional 
losses associated with the unavoidable impacts to wetlands and surface waters.  All affected wetlands 
within the project area are of moderate to low quality.  Functional losses resulting from the project 
were calculated to be 8.2 functional units.  Wetland impacts which will result from the construction of 
this project will be mitigated pursuant to Section 373.4137, F.S. to satisfy all mitigation requirements of 
Part IV. Chapter 373, F.S. and 33 U.S.C. s.1344. 

The use of a mitigation bank to offset adverse impacts resulting from a project is the preferred 
mitigation option of the USACOE. The project must fall within the service area of an approved 
mitigation bank. Currently, there is only one mitigation bank with both state and federal approvals, 
whose service area includes the project corridor (Withlacoochee River Basin) – Green Swamp 
Mitigation Bank (GSMB). A second mitigation bank (Withlacoochee Wetland Mitigation Bank) with the 
same service area has already been granted state approval, and is awaiting federal approval. The 
current cost of a state/federal credit at each of these mitigation banks is $180,000 per UMAM credit.  It 
is anticipated that mitigation will be available within the Withlacoochee River Basin at the time of 
design and permitting. 

The WER was submitted to the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC), the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE).  FFWCC 
responded in a letter dated November 18, 2013 that they concurred with the findings of the WER.  The 
NMFS indicated through an e-mail dated October 22, 2013 that there are no NMFS Essential Fish 



  
 

 

Habitat concerns on the project.  USACOE did not provide any input on their review of the WER.  The 
FFWCC letter and NMFS e-mail are included in the Appendix. 

C.2 WATER QUALITY 

The project is located entirely within the Withlacoochee River sub-basin of the Orange Hammock River 
Watershed as defined by the SWFWMD.  Although the project lies entirely within the Withlacoochee 
River sub-basin, SR 33 currently outfalls to three different sub-basins within the project limits: Lake 
Deeson, Withlacoochee River, and Saddle Creek.  Lake Deeson is a closed basin located north of SR 
33 near Old Combee road.  The general flow pattern within the Withlacoochee River basin is north 
towards the Withlacoochee River.  Saddle Creek is located south of SR 33, and the general flow 
pattern for this basin is south towards the Peace River. 

The proposed stormwater facility design will include, at a minimum, the water quantity requirements for 
water quality impacts as required by SWFWMD in Chapter 40D-4, F.A.C.. 

C.3 FLOODPLAINS 

A Location Hydraulics Report (LHR) was prepared for this project. This project will impact the 100-year 
floodplain through longitudinal impacts resulting from filling the floodplain areas associated with 
isolated wetlands, wetland systems, and depressional areas and transverse impacts resulting from the 
extension and replacement of the existing cross drain culverts.  The preferred improvements will 
impact approximately 5.1 acre-feet of floodplain.  

It has been determined that there is no regulatory floodway involvement within the project limits and 
that the project will not support base floodplain development that is incompatible with existing 
floodplain management programs.  The floodplain encroachments associated with this project are 
classified as minimal and there is not expected to be any change in the flood risk as a result of this 
project.  The following floodplain statement applies to this project: 

The proposed cross drains will perform hydraulically in a manner equal to or greater than the existing 
condition, and backwater surface elevations are not expected to increase.  As a result, there will be no 
significant change in flood risk, and there will not be a significant change in the potential for 
interruption or termination of emergency service or in emergency evacuation routes.  Therefore, it has 
been determined that this encroachment is not significant. 

C.4 WILDLIFE AND HABITAT 

An Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) was prepared for this project as part of the 
interagency coordination required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as 
amended, state threatened and endangered species regulations (Ch. 379.2291, Florida Statutes (FS) 
and Ch. 68A-27, Florida Administrative Code (FAC) and per the requirements of Part 2, Chapter 27 of 
the FDOT PD&E Manual.  The purpose of this evaluation was to document current environmental 



  
 

 

conditions along the corridor and potential impacts to wildlife, habitat, or listed species; evaluate the 
project area’s current potential to support species listed as endangered, threatened or of special 
concern; identify current permitting and regulatory agency coordination requirements for the project; 
and request comments from regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over the study. 

The proposed project corridor falls within the designated USFWS Consultation Areas (CA) for five 
federally-listed wildlife species.  Wildlife consultation areas include the Audubon’s crested caracara, 
Everglades snail kite, Florida scrub jay, sand skink, and blue-tailed mole skink.  The latter two species are 
incorporated into a singular consultation area defined as the “Skink Consultation Area” by USFWS.  In 
addition to the USFWS Consultation Areas described above, the project corridor is located within the Core 
Foraging Area (CFA) of six wood stork colonies.   

FDOT determined that the proposed widening of SR 33 will have “No Effect” on the Florida 
grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum floridanus) and Florida bonneted bat (Eumops 
floridanus).  The project will also have “No Effect” on the state-listed Florida burrowing owl (Athene 
cunicularia floridana), Florida sandhill crane (Grus canadensis pratensis), southeastern American 
kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus), gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus), Florida mouse (Podomys 
floridanus), gopher frog (Lithobates capito), Florida pine snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus), 
Sherman’s fox squirrel (Sciurus niger shermani) or any stated listed plants or wading birds.  
 
The proposed project “May Affect, But is Not Likely to Adversely Affect” Audubon’s crested caracara 
(Polyborus plancus audubonii), Everglades snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus), Florida scrub-
jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens), wood stork (Mycteria americana), eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon 
corais couperi), sand skink (Neoseps reynoldsi) and blue-tailed mole skink (Eumeces egregius 
lividus), and numerous federally listed plant species that could occur within the project corridor.  
 
The ESBA was submitted to the US Fish and Wildlife Service and they have indicated their 
concurrence with these findings in a letter dated November 14, 2013.  The effect determination for 
the state-listed species was concurred with by the FFWCC in a letter dated December 12, 2013.  
The FFWCC’s concurrence is further clarified in an e-mail dated December 16, 2013.  This 
correspondence is included in the Appendix. 
 



  
 

 

ATTACHMENT D – PHYSICAL IMPACTS 

D.1 NOISE 

The traffic noise analysis was performed following FDOT procedures that comply with Title 23 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 772, Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and 
Construction Noise.  The evaluation uses methodologies established by FDOT and documented in the 
PD&E Manual, Part 2, Chapter 17 (May 2011).  The prediction of existing and future traffic noise levels 
with and without the roadway improvements was performed using FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM 
Version 2.5).  
 
The 63 evaluated noise-sensitive sites comprised 62 residences (located within the Grey Moss Manor 
Subdivision, Lake Deeson Village Mobile Home Park, Deeson Manor Subdivision, Landings 
Apartments, Spanish Oaks Subdivision, Cambry Subdivision, Snow Wood Subdivision, and 
residences east of I-4) and the pool at the Landings Apartments. 
 
The results of the analysis indicate that existing (2012) exterior traffic noise levels range from 47.6 to 
62.6 dB(A), levels that do not approach, meet, or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC).  In the 
future (2036) with the improvements (Build) traffic noise levels are predicted to approach, meet, or 
exceed the NAC at 37 receptors.  Notably, when compared to the existing condition, traffic noise levels 
are not predicted to increase more than 10 dB(A) above existing conditions at any of the evaluated 
sites.  As such, the project would not substantially increase traffic noise (i.e., increase traffic noise 15 
dB(A) or more). 
 
Noise abatement measures were evaluated for 37 noise sensitive sites that are predicted to 
experience future traffic noise levels that would approach, meet, or exceed the Noise Abatement 
Criterion (NAC) with the proposed improvements.  Four noise barriers were considered: 
 

1. Sites 2-20 and 26-27 - Residences located within the Grey Moss Subdivision and Lake Deeson 
Village Mobile Home Park; 

2. Site 31 - The swimming pool at the Landings Apartments; 
3. Sites 32b, 33b, 34b, and 35b - Residences at the Landings Apartments; and 
4. Sites 47-57 - Residences located within the Cambry and Snow Wood subdivisions. 

Of four noise barriers considered, Barrier 1 and Barrier 4 were found to meet the noise design 
reduction goal of 7 dB(A).  Table 3 summarizes the assessment of feasibility and cost reasonableness 
for the two barriers. 



  
 

 

Table 3 – Noise Feasibility and Cost Reasonableness Summary 

Noise 
Barrier # 

and 
Location 

Range of 
Barrier 

Heights and 
Lengths 

Evaluated (ft) 

Range of Number of 
Impacted Receptors 
and Insertion Loss 

(dB(A)) 

Range of Number of 
Benefited Receptors Total 

Estimated 
Cost 

Cost Per 
Benefited 
Receptor 

Cost 
Reasonable 

Yes/No 
5 

dB(A) 6 dB(A) 
7 dB(A) 

or > 
Impact-

ed Other* Total 
1 –Grey 

Moss Subd. 
And Lake 
Deeson 

Heights 8’-22’ 
Lengths  

1,149’ – 1,339’ 
5-8 1-2 7-16 15-21 1-3 16-24 

$276K to 
$789K 

$17K - 
$33K 

Yes 

4 – Cambry 
and Snow 

Wood 
Subd. 

Heights 8’-22’ 
Lengths  1,081 

– 1,345’ 
1-5 0-0 4-10 9-11 0-2 9-13 

$259K to 
$782K 

$29K - 
$60K 

Yes for 8’-14’ 
barrier 

No for 16’-22’ 
barrier 

 

FDOT is committed to the construction of noise barriers at the locations above contingent upon the 
following conditions: 

 Detailed noise analysis during the final design process supports the need for, and the feasibility 
and reasonableness of, providing the barriers as abatement. 

 The detailed analysis demonstrates that the cost of the noise barrier will not exceed the cost 
reasonable criterion. 

 The residents/property owners benefitted by a noise barrier desire that a noise barrier be 
constructed. 

 All safety and engineering conflicts or issues related to construction of a noise barrier are 
resolved.   

 

Land uses adjacent to SR 33 are identified on the FDOT listing of noise- and vibration-sensitive sites 
(e.g., residential use). Construction of the proposed roadway improvements is not expected to have 
any significant noise or vibration impact. If sensitive land uses develop adjacent to the roadway prior to 
construction, increased potential for noise or vibration impacts could result. It is anticipated that the 
application of the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction will minimize or 
eliminate potential construction noise and vibration impacts. However, should unanticipated noise or 
vibration issues arise during the construction process, the Project Engineer, in coordination with the 
District Noise Specialist and the Contractor, will investigate additional methods of controlling these 
impacts.  
 

Land uses such as residences, auditoriums, hotels/motels, libraries, recreational areas, and parks are 
considered incompatible with highway noise levels that exceed the NAC.  To reduce the possibility of 
additional traffic noise-related impacts, noise level contours were developed for the future improved 
roadway facility.  These noise contours delineate the extent of the predicted traffic noise impact area 
from the improved roadway’s edge-of-travel lane for activity categories of land use. Local officials will 
be provided a copy of the Final Noise Study Report to promote compatibility between any future land 
development in the project area. 
 

The Noise Study Report (NSR) for this project is available for review at the FDOT District 1 Office, 
located at 801 N. Broadway Avenue, Bartow, Florida 33830. 



  
 

 

  

D.2 AIR QUALITY 

The project is located in an area that has been designated as attainment for all of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards established by the Clean Air Act of 1990 and subsequent amendments; 
therefore, demonstration of conformity with a state implementation plan is not required for this project. 

Construction activities may cause minor short-term air quality effects in the form of dust from 
earthwork and unpaved roads and smoke from open burning. These effects will be minimized by 
adherence to all state and local regulations and to the latest edition of the FDOT Standard 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. 

This document does not incorporate an analysis of the GHG emissions or climate change effects of 
each of the alternatives because the potential change in GHG emissions is very small in the context of 
the affected environment.  Because of the insignificance of the GHG impacts, those local impacts will 
not be meaningful to a decision on the environmentally preferable alternative or to a choice among 
alternatives.  For these reasons, no alternatives-level GHG analysis has been performed for this 
project. 

 

D.3 CONSTRUCTION 

Construction activities for the preferred alternative may cause minor short-term air quality, noise, water 
quality, traffic congestion and visual impacts for residents and travelers within the immediate vicinity of 
the project. 

Noise and vibration impacts will be from heavy equipment and construction activities.  This will be 
minimized by adherence to noise control measures found in the most current edition of the FDOT 
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, and any special provisions in the 
construction contract. 

Water quality impacts resulting from erosion and sedimentation will be controlled in accordance with 
the most current edition of the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, 
“Prevention, Control, and Abatement of Erosion and Water Pollution,” and through the use of best 
management practices. 

Traffic will be maintained during construction so as to minimize delays through the construction zone.  
This will include the use of detours, signage and information provided to the local news media to notify 
the public of road closures or any other construction related activities that could create delays to the 
traveling public. 
 



  
 

 

D.4 CONTAMINATION 

A Level I contamination evaluation was conducted and documented in a Contamination Screening 
Evaluation Report (CSER) for this project.  The environmental screening has resulted in identification of 
seven sites that may present the potential for petroleum contamination or hazardous materials.  Two 
of these sites have been given a “Medium” ranking and five sites have been given a “Low” ranking for 
contamination potential.  The two Medium ranked sites are: 

 Saddle Creek Phosphate Mine – Reclaimed Strip Mine located along the east side of SR 33 
north of SR 659 

 Lakeland Water Utilities Lift Station located north of SR 33 and SR 659 

The preferred alternative will not require the acquisition of right-of-way from either of these two 
potential contamination sites.   
 

D.5 AESTHETIC EFFECTS 

There is residential development primarily south of SR 659 on SR 33 that is likely to have an interest in the 
visual appearance of the road.  The City of Lakeland is interested in aesthetic features for the I-4/SR 33 
interchange because the City considers it a gateway into the City.  Specific aesthetic and landscaping 
features will be determined during the design phase of the project.  With the addition of sidewalk and 
shared use path along the corridor, the preferred alternative is not expected to have an adverse 
impact on aesthetics along the project corridor. 

 

D.6 BICYCLES AND PEDESTRIANS 

There are no continuous sidewalks or other pedestrian features along SR 33.  There are short segments of 
intermittent sidewalk.  The preferred improvement will include paved shoulders that can be used by 
bicyclists and a continuous sidewalk along the west side of the road. A 12-foot wide shared use path will 
be provided along the east side of SR 33 from Old Combee Road to University Boulevard and a five-foot 
wide sidewalk will be provided on the east side from University Boulevard to the north end of the project. 

There are currently no transit services provided along this section of SR 33.  There are plans to extend 
transit service along this segment of SR 33 in the future when Florida Polytechnic University opens.  The 
PD&E Study included coordination with Lakeland Area Mass Transit regarding accommodations for future 
transit bus stops along SR 33. 

 

D.7 UTILITIES AND RAILROADS 

Overhead and buried utilities are located along both sides of SR 33.  Plan sheets were provided to the 
eight utility owners along the corridor and a request for markups on the plan sheets showing utility 



  
 

 

locations and sizes.  Existing utilities include overhead and buried power lines, cable and fiber optic lines.  
In addition both the City of Lakeland and Florida Gas Transmission have gas lines within the SR 33 right-
of-way.  Florida Gas Transmission also has a high pressure gas line within an easement along I-4 and 
within the I-4 interchange area at SR 33.  Relocation of some utilities will be required with the preferred 
alternative.  Further coordination with utility owners will be required during the design phase. 

No railroad facilities exist within the project. 
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SR 33 PD&E Study from Old Combee Road to N. of Tomkow Road 

Polk County 

FPID 430185-1-22-01 

Planning Consistency 

Table 1-1 summarizes planning consistency for SR33 from Old Combee Road to north of 
Tomkow Road with the FDOT State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) for fiscal 
years 2014-2017 and the Polk County Transportation Planning Organization’s (TPO) 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for fiscal years 2014-2018 (See attachments). 

FDOT  

 The full PD&E project limits are included in the approved FDOT STIP document for
preliminary engineering in fiscal year 2014 (see attached STIP pages).

Polk County TPO 

 The widening of SR 33 from two to four lanes from Old Combee Road to north of
Tomkow Road is included in the Cost Feasible Plan (CFP) of the Polk County TPO’s
2035 Mobility Vision Plan. PD&E and design funding for the I-4 @ SR 33 interchange
is also included in the TPO’s LRTP CFP; however, right-of-way and construction
funding for the Interchange improvements is currently not included in the LRTP CFP.

 The project is included in the Polk TPO’s TIP for fiscal year 2014 – 2018 on page 2-2
(see attached).

City of Lakeland 

 The project is included in the Capital Improvements Plan and Transportation Element
of the City of Lakeland’s 2020 Comprehensive Plan.

 A 12-foot-wide shared-use path along the east side of SR 33 between Old Combee
Road and University Boulevard is included in the City of Lakeland’s Citywide Pathways
Plan.

Table 1-1 
STIP/TIP Consistency 

Phase 
Currently 
Approved 

TIP 

Currently 
Approved 

STIP 
TIP/STIP 

TIP/STIP 
Fiscal 
Year 

Comments 

PE (Final 
Design) 

Y Y $7,350,000 2014 
The project can be found in Polk TPO’s TIP 
(page 2-2) and in the current STIP. 
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Phase 
Currently 
Approved 

TIP 

Currently 
Approved 

STIP 
TIP/STIP 

TIP/STIP 
Fiscal 
Year 

Comments 

Right-of-Way N N $0 N/A 

Right-of-way (ROW) for the I-4 @ SR 33 
interchange is funded in FDOT’s Tentative 
Five-Year Work Program in FY 2019.  No 
mainline ROW is required for SR 33.  The 
TIP and STIP will be updated to include this 
funding in October 2014 subsequent to the 
adoption of the Five-Year Work Program.  
The Polk 2035 Mobility Vision Plan was 
amended to include ROW for the mainline 
improvements only in FY 2016-2020.  The 
Department will coordinate the required 
LRTP amendment to correctly reflect ROW 
funding for the interchange improvement 
only. 

Construction N N $0 N/A 

Construction is not currently funded in 
FDOT’s Tentative Five-Year Work Program 
(FY 2015-2019).  The Polk 2035 Mobility 
Vision Plan was amended to add 
construction in FY 2021-2025. 

Project Funding 

The project is currently funded for the preliminary engineering and right-of-way phases 
using a combination of state and federal funding sources. The construction phase is not 
currently funded in FDOT’s Adopted Five-Year Work Program. Documentation of funding 
for this project can be found in the adopted Polk TPO’s Fiscal Years (FY) 2014-2018 
TIP, the FDOT STIP for FY 2014-2017, and the Polk TPO’s 2035 Mobility Vision Plan. 
Right-of-way is currently funded in FDOT’s Tentative Five-Year Work Program in FY 2019. 
The TIP and STIP will be updated to include this funding in October of 2014 subsequent 
to adoption of the Five-Year Work Program. The Polk 2035 Mobility Vision Plan was 
amended to include right-of-way funding in FY 2016-2020 for the SR 33 mainline. 
Although construction is not yet funded in FDOT’s Adopted Five-Year Work Program, the 
Polk 2035 Mobility Vision Plan was amended to include construction in FY 2021-2025. 
Based on recent guidance provided by FHWA dated January 2013, Planning Consistency 
Requirements have been met for this project as the next phase for the entire PD&E project 
limits is reflected in the STIP/TIP, i.e. design. This project is also funded in the TPO’s 2035 
LRTP CFP with the exception of right-of-way and construction for the I-4 @ SR 33 
Interchange. District One Planning Office staff will coordinate the needed LRTP 
amendments when appropriate.  Table 1 - 2 summarizes the planned implementation 
schedule of this project. 
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Table 1-2 
Funding Summary 

Phase Estimated Cost 
Time Frame 
(Fiscal Year) 

Funding Source 

Preliminary Engineering 
(Final Design) 

$7,350,000 2014** State and Federal 

Right-of-Way $4,900,000 2019** State and Federal 

Construction $66,000,000*** 2021-2025* State and Federal 

TOTAL $78,250,000 

Sources: Adopted Polk TPO 2013/14-2017/18 TIP, Approved FDOT STIP, *Adopted Polk TPO 2035 Mobility Vision Plan, 
**FDOT’s Five-Year Work Program, ***SR 33 PD&E Study estimates. 
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City of Lakeland

State Road 33 PD&E Study
from Old Combee Road
to North of Tomkow Road
Polk County, Florida
Financial Project ID: 430185-1-22-01
Federal Project No: N/A

Florida Department
of Transportation

District 1
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STIP/TIP

http://tlhost01.dot.state.fl.us:8080/...TEM=430185&WPITMSEG=1&PROJDESC=&RDWYID=&WPFNDGRP=A&SNP=N&SHOWRELI=N[4/2/2014 1:54:26 PM]

Effective Date: 04/02/2014 Florida Department of Transportation Run: 04/02/2014 13.53.55

 Current STIP  
 View Current STIP Phase Grouping Crosswalk  
 POLK TPO  
 Item Segment: 430185 1  
   
 

Fund <2014 2014 2015 2016 2017 >2017 All Years
 

HIGHWAYS
 

 
Item

Number:
430185 1 Project

Description:
SR 33 FROM OLD COMBEE RD TO N OF
TOMKOW RD

*NON-SIS*  

District: 01 County: POLK Type of
Work:

PD&E/EMO
STUDY

Roadway ID: 16070000 Beginning Section: 4.993 Project Length: 3.721
  Ending Section: 8.714 Lanes Existing/Improved/Added: 2/ 2/ 0  

P D & E / MANAGED BY FDOT
   DDR -DISTRICT DEDICATED REVENUE 1,499,425 0 0 0 0 0 1,499,425
   DIH -STATE IN-HOUSE PRODUCT SUPPORT 19,911 49,605 0 0 0 0 69,516

Item 430185 1 Totals: 1,519,336 49,605 0 0 0 0 1,568,941
Project Total: 1,519,336 49,605 0 0 0 0 1,568,941

District 01 Totals: 1,519,336 49,605 0 0 0 0 1,568,941
 

Grand Total 1,519,336 49,605 0 0 0 0 1,568,941
 

http://tlhost01.dot.state.fl.us:8080/ibi_apps/WFServlet?IBIF_webapp=/ibi_apps&IBIC_server=WEBFOCP&IBIWF_msgviewer=OFF&IBIF_ex=DRIVER&CLICKED_ON=&FOCLIB=PPDFM&FOCPGM=TSPRPT02&FSRV=MVS&ABRA=O&DOPT=C&NOYRS=4


STIP/TIP

http://tlhost01.dot.state.fl.us:8080/...TEM=430185&WPITMSEG=2&PROJDESC=&RDWYID=&WPFNDGRP=A&SNP=N&SHOWRELI=N[4/2/2014 1:53:04 PM]

Effective Date: 04/02/2014 Florida Department of Transportation Run: 04/02/2014 13.52.17

 Current STIP  
 View Current STIP Phase Grouping Crosswalk  
 POLK TPO  
 Item Segment: 430185 2  
   
 

Fund <2014 2014 2015 2016 2017 >2017 All Years
 

HIGHWAYS
 

 
Item

Number:
430185 2 Project

Description:
SR 33 FROM OLD COMBEE RD TO N OF
TOMKOW RD

*NON-SIS*  

District: 01 County: POLK Type of
Work:

PRELIMINARY
ENGINEERING

Roadway ID: 16070000 Beginning Section: 4.993 Project Length: 3.721
  Ending Section: 8.714 Lanes Existing/Improved/Added: 2/ 2/ 0  

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING / MANAGED BY FDOT
   ACSU -ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION (SU) 0 343,749 0 0 0 0 343,749
   SA -STP, ANY AREA 0 1,599,824 0 0 0 0 1,599,824
   SU -STP, URBAN AREAS > 200K 0 5,406,427 0 0 0 0 5,406,427

Item 430185 2 Totals: 0 7,350,000 0 0 0 0 7,350,000
Project Total: 0 7,350,000 0 0 0 0 7,350,000

District 01 Totals: 0 7,350,000 0 0 0 0 7,350,000
 

Grand Total 0 7,350,000 0 0 0 0 7,350,000
 

http://tlhost01.dot.state.fl.us:8080/ibi_apps/WFServlet?IBIF_webapp=/ibi_apps&IBIC_server=WEBFOCP&IBIWF_msgviewer=OFF&IBIF_ex=DRIVER&CLICKED_ON=&FOCLIB=PPDFM&FOCPGM=TSPRPT02&FSRV=MVS&ABRA=O&DOPT=C&NOYRS=4


Polk TPO   Transportation Improvement Program - FY 2013/14 - 2017/18

2013/14 through 2017/18 TIP - June 13, 2013_2-13-14
2-2

4301852 SR 33 Non-SIS

Work Summary:

Lead Agency:

From:

To:

Prior Year Cost:
Future Year Cost:
Total Project Cost:
LRTP:
Project Description:

WIDEN ROAD

FDOT

FROM OLD COMBEE ROAD

TO N OF TOMKOW ROAD

7,350,000
8-5
Design (PE)

Phase
Fund

Source 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 Total

PE (32) SU 5,406,427 0 0 0 0 5,406,427
PE (32) SA 1,599,824 0 0 0 0 1,599,824
PE (32) ACSU 343,749 0 0 0 0 343,749

Total 7,350,000 0 0 0 0 7,350,000
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330 W. Church St., Bartow, FL 33831 • (863) 534-6486 • www.polktpo.com 

 

 

 

 
      

 April 24, 2014 
 
Mr. Billy Hattaway, P.E., District Secretary 
Florida Department of Transportation 
Post Office Box 1249, MS 1-36 
Bartow, FL  33831 
 
RE:   POLK TPO ENDORSEMENT OF STATE ROAD 33 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL (PD&E) STUDY 
 
Dear Secretary Hattaway: 
 
At their meeting on April 10, 2014, the Polk Transportation Planning Organization 
(TPO) Board endorsed the Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) Study’s 
preferred alternative for the widening of State Road 33 from Old Combee Road to north 
of Tomkow Road as consistent with Polk County’s Adopted 2035 Mobility Vision Plan 
(MVP).  In evaluating the consistency of the preferred alternative with the 2035 MVP, 
the TPO considered the Goals, Objectives and Policies, as well as the project definition, 
such as the termini and number of lanes, contained in the 2035 MVP.   
 
Exit 38 Interchange 
 
The need for improving the Exit 38 interchange along with widening of State Road 33 
has been, and will continue to be, a high priority of the Polk TPO.   Significant increases 
in automobile and truck traffic are anticipated on State Road 33 and at Exit 38 as a 
result of nearby development activity associated with the Bridgewater and Williams 
developments of regional impact (DRI) and the opening of Florida Polytechnic 
University.  The referenced PD&E study includes the reconstruction of the Exit 38 
interchange of State Road 33 at Interstate 4.  The Department’s Work Program also 
includes funding for the design of this interchange as part of the State Road 33 
widening.  However; right-of-way and construction phases for the interchange are 
currently unfunded in FDOT’s Work Program, as well as the 2040 Strategic Intermodal 
System (SIS) Cost-Feasible Plan.  It is our understanding FDOT plans to program the 
right-of-way and construction of the interchange separately from the State Road 33 
widening project and that FDOT’s Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) funds would likely 
be used fund these phases.  Therefore, the TPO requests the Department to consider 
adding funding in the 2040 SIS Plan to construct the needed interchange 
improvements at Exit 38.  If possible, the funding should be programmed to more 
closely coincide with the implementation of the widening of State Road 33.  
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(MVP).  In evaluating the consistency of the preferred alternative with the 2035 MVP, 
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Exit 38 Interchange 
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has been, and will continue to be, a high priority of the Polk TPO.   Significant increases 
in automobile and truck traffic are anticipated on State Road 33 and at Exit 38 as a 
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University.  The referenced PD&E study includes the reconstruction of the Exit 38 
interchange of State Road 33 at Interstate 4.  The Department’s Work Program also 
includes funding for the design of this interchange as part of the State Road 33 
widening.  However; right-of-way and construction phases for the interchange are 
currently unfunded in FDOT’s Work Program, as well as the 2040 Strategic Intermodal 
System (SIS) Cost-Feasible Plan.  It is our understanding FDOT plans to program the 
right-of-way and construction of the interchange separately from the State Road 33 
widening project and that FDOT’s Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) funds would likely 
be used fund these phases.  Therefore, the TPO requests the Department to consider 
adding funding in the 2040 SIS Plan to construct the needed interchange 
improvements at Exit 38.  If possible, the funding should be programmed to more 
closely coincide with the implementation of the widening of State Road 33.  
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Section 4(f) DOA Response 
from FHWA 
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David Dangel

From: Horwitz, Martin <Martin.Horwitz@dot.state.fl.us>
Sent: Monday, November 18, 2013 10:27 AM
To: David Dangel
Cc: Sherrard, Antone N
Subject: FW: SR 33 4(f) DOA and use

David, 
 
Please see below for your records. 
 

Martin Horwitz 
Environmental Project Manager 
 
FDOT District 1 
801 N. Broadway Avenue 
P.O. Box 1249 
Bartow, Florida 33830 
(863)519-2805 
 

From: Cathy.Kendall@dot.gov [mailto:Cathy.Kendall@dot.gov]  
Sent: Monday, November 18, 2013 10:12 AM 
To: Horwitz, Martin 
Cc: Benito.Cunill@dot.gov; Sherrard, Antone N; Pipkin, Gwen G 
Subject: RE: SR 33 4(f) DOA and use 
 
Martin, 
 
Thank  you for the clarifications.  FHWA concurs with the FDOT recommendation and finds that the Fish Management 
Area is a protected Section 4(f) resource, however, the proposed action (Alternative A‐2) does not have a Section 4(f) 
use of this resource. 
 
If you have any questions concerning this finding, please let me know. 
 
Cathy Kendall, AICP 
Acting Director of Technical Services 
FHWA ‐ FL, PR and VI 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL  32303 
(850) 553‐2225 
cathy.kendall@dot.gov 
 
 

From: Horwitz, Martin [mailto:Martin.Horwitz@dot.state.fl.us]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 13, 2013 8:34 AM 
To: Kendall, Cathy (FHWA) 
Cc: Cunill, Benito (FHWA); Sherrard, Antone N; Pipkin, Gwen G 
Subject: RE: SR 33 4(f) DOA and use 
 



2

Good Morning Cathy, 
 
In regards to your question regarding FWC considering if the Tenoroc FMA is a significant recreational area, they did 
provide an answer stating “it is significant”.  On the 9/30/2013 letter from FWC in the second paragraph and second 
sentence, the letter states “It is agreed the proposed strip is small in relation to the overall Tenoroc FMA, but it is 
significant in that the State’s conservation land is to be held in perpetuity.” 
 
Also in regards to clarification of whether or not there will be a use of the property, there will be no Section 4(f) use or 
impact to the Tenoroc FMA.  There was a “worst case” full buildout of SR 659 to accept a dual left turn lane from SR 33 
(shown on Figure A‐1 of DOA) but it is not being considered as mentioned in the report.  Again this is no longer being 
considered and it was not shown as an alternative during the SR 33 9/24/2013 workshop.  Figure A‐2 of DOA shows the 
proposed intersection improvements which do not involve acquisition of ROW from Tenoroc FMA along SR 659 (aka N. 
Combee Rd.). 
 
If you need any additional information, please contact me. 
 
Thank you, 
 

Martin Horwitz 
Environmental Project Manager 
 
FDOT District 1 
801 N. Broadway Avenue 
P.O. Box 1249 
Bartow, Florida 33830 
(863)519-2805 
 

From: Cathy.Kendall@dot.gov [mailto:Cathy.Kendall@dot.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 6:44 PM 
To: Horwitz, Martin 
Cc: Benito.Cunill@dot.gov 
Subject: SR 33 4(f) DOA and use 
 
Hello Martin, 
 
I have reviewed the Section 4(f) determination of applicability for the SR 33 project.   
 
I found in the Appendix of the packet the letter from the Agency with jurisdiction for the property, but I see they did not 
answer as to whether or not they consider the property as a significant recreation area (they indicated that the impact 
to the property may be significant).  I was also unclear on the recommendation in your cover letter that states that the 
project will not use the Tenorac FMA.  From the maps that you provided in the packet, as well as the statement from the 
Agency with Jurisdiction, it seems that the project would take a strip of the Tenorac FMA and potentially constitute a 
Section 4(f) use.   
 
Can you provide any additional clarification? 
 
Thanks, 
 
Cathy Kendall, AICP 
Acting Director of Technical Services 
FHWA ‐ FL, PR and VI 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
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Florida Department of Transportation
RICK SCOTT 801 North Broadwa) Avenue ~NANfH PRASAD, P.S.
CO~ F.R~OR i3arto’.~, FL 33830 SECRETAR\

November 14 2013
Mr John Wrublik
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
South Florida Ecological Services Office
1339 201h Street
Vero Beach, FL 32960

RE: Transmittal of Endangered Species Biological Assessment
SR 33 PD&E Study
From Old Combee Road to North of Tomkow Road
FPID No 430185-1-22-01
Polk County Florida

Dear Mr. Wrublik:

Please find enclosed the Endangered SDecies Biological Assessment (ESBA) prepared for the above
referenced project. The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), on behalf of the Federal Highway
Administration (Fl-IWA), is currently conducting a Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study to
evaluate options for the proposed improvements to SR 33 from Old Combee Road to North of Tomkow
Road. The PD&E Study will evaluate engineering and environmental data, which will aid in determining
impacts, if any, associated with the proposed improvements. The proposed improvements are required
to meet existing and projected traffic demands and safety needs. The total project length is
approximately 4.3 miles and is located in the following sections

Township 27S, Range 24 E, Sections 10, 15 21, 22, 28, 29, and 30

This ESBA was conducted in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 to
assess potential effects on protected species and their h~hit~to within fha nrniar’t ct, Nw hm,tc ,ctnni,tarl

with the alternatives for the proposed improvemei
performed a field review of wildlife resources within ~ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
species-specific surveys. A total of nine federall 1339 20th Street
protected floral species were identified as potenth Vero Beach, Florida 32960
methodologies, along with the detailed results of field 772-562-3909 Fax 772-562-4288

As a result of the data collection effort, field review FWS Log No.
concluded the following for federally protected specie

The proposed action is not likely to adversely affect resources
protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et. seq.).

This fulfills the requirements of section 7 of the Act and further
action is not required. If modifications are made to the project, if
additional information involving potential effects to listed species
becomes available, or if a new species is listed, reinitiation of
con • tation may be necessary.

Larry Williams, !g d Supervisor ate
h

www.dot.state.fl.us



USFWS SFESO Concurrence Justification Form
Worksheet must be completed with Supervisor Approval Prior to sending concurrence

ProjectName: SR 33 from Old Combee Rd. to North of Tomkow Rd. FWSFedActivity#: 2011-CPA-0155
Project Location: Lakeland, Polk County, Florida LeadAgency#: FHWAIFDOT
File Location: L ~//4-c..tiwh€s/jo(I/p0//c / cp4 ~gç Biologist:

Was GIS Check performed: [~‘Jves Date: [_J No If No, Why? please give a brief explanation of why GIS was not needed below).

Species Present in Project Area and Determination made by Action Agency
Species I Determination Species I Determination

Audubon’s Crested Caracara MANLAA Wood stork MANLAA
Everglade snail kite MANLAA Florida bonneted bat NA
Florida scrub-jay MANLA.A Florida grasshopper sparrow NA
eastern indigo snake MANLAA perforate reindeer lichen NA
sand skink MANLAA
Blue-tailed mole skink MANLAA

Justification for Concurrence (sticker recommended)

- Suitable caracara nesting habitat not found in or within 1000 feet of project footprint.

- Suitable snail kite habitat not found in or near project footprint

- Call surveys for the scrub-jay based on the Service’s protocol were conducted in March/April 2013, no scrub-jays observed in or near project
Footprint.

-to minimize impacts to the indigo snake the FDOT has agreed to follow the Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2004 Fish and Wildlife Service, South Flonda Ecological Services Office; Vero Beach, Florida.

- Cover board surveys conducted for the sand skink based on the Services protocol were conducted from April 9, 2013 to May 9, 2013, no
sand skink tracts were observed

j,roject located in CFAs of 3 active wood stork nesting colonies. Project will result in loss of up to 12.19 providing 45.08 kilograms of forage
biomass for the wood stork. The FDOT has agreed to offset the amount of wood stork forage biomass lost due to the project through the
acquisition of adequate credits at either the Green Swamp Wetland Mitigation Bank or the Withlacoochee Wetland Mitigation Bank.

-suitable habitat for the Florida grasshopper sparrow does not occur in or near the project footprint, project not within geographic range of the
Florida bonneted bat (according to FWC range map), reindeer lichen not found on project footprint during pedestrian surveys of site.

Supervisor Questions/Notes

Lc14a12tcL 11/19/2o13~Vck1mAaO,frrtk~i fzjs
Biologist Signature Date Supf sor Signature D te

USFW5 SFESO concurrence Justification Form 2013 October
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December 12, 2013 

Mr. Martin Horwitz 
Environmental Project Manager 
Florida Department ofTransp01iation (FDOT) District One 
801 North Broadway A venue 
Bartow, FL 33830 
Martin.Horwitz@DOT .state. fl. us 

Re: SR 33 multi-laning from Old Combee Road to north ofTomkow Road , Polk 
County, Endangered Species Biological Assessment 

Dear Mr. Horwitz: 

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) staff has reviewed the 
Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) for the above-referenced project, 
prepared as pmt of the Project Development and Enviromnent Study. The FWC 
reviewed this project in May 2011 as ETDM 13188. We provide the following 
comments and recommendations for your consideration in accordance with Chapter 379, 
Florida Statutes and Rule 68A-27, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). 

The project involves an evaluation of widening SR 33 from two lanes to four lanes from 
Old Combee Road to I ,500 feet n01th of Tomkow Road, a distance of approximately 4.3 
miles. The project vicinity is a rural landscape on the outskitis of Lakeland that is rapidly 
undergoing suburban development. 

The ESBA evaluated potential project impacts to 23 wildlife species classified under the 
Endangered Species Act as Federally Endangered (FE) or Threatened (FT), or by the 
State of Florida as Threatened (ST) or Species of Special Concern (SSC). Listed species 
were evaluated based on range and potential appropriate habitat or because the project is 
within a U.S . Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Consultation Area. The ESBA 
included: Florida grasshopper sparrow (FE), wood stork (FE), Everglades snail kite (FE), 
Florida bonneted bat (FE),sand skink (FT), bluetail mole skink (FT), eastern indigo snake 
(FT), Florida scrub jay (FT), crested caracara (FT), gopher tortoise (ST), southeastern 
American kestrel (ST), Florida sandhill crane (ST), Florida burrowing owl (SSC), 
limpkin (SSC), snowy egret (SSC), little blue heron (SSC), tricolored heron (SSC), white 
ibis (SSC), roseate spoonbill (SSC), gopher frog (SSC), Florida pine snake 
(SSC),Sherman's fox squirrel (SSC), and Florida mouse (SSC). 

Other species evaluated included the bald eagle, which was delisted by state and federal 
agencies, but this species remains protected under state rule in Section 68A-16.002, F 
A.C. and by the federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U .S .C. 668-668d) and 
the Florida black bear, which was delisted by the FWC in June 2012. A conservation 
plan has been developed and approved by the FWC as guidance for further improvement 
of the conservation status of the bear. 

Project materials state that project biologists made a finding of "may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect" for all of the federally listed species except the grasshopper 
sparrow and bonneted bat, which were classified as "no effect" due to lack of suitable 
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habitat. For the state-listed species and the black bear and bald eagle, the biologists made 
a determination of "no effect". There is the potential for habitat for these species to be 
impacted, such as for the sandhill crane, the wading birds, and gopher tortoises and their 
commensals. For these animals, we recommend the determination be modified to reflect 
these potential impacts. 

We support the project commitments for protected species, which include the following: 

I. Should a bald eagle nest be built prior to or during construction within 660 feet of 
the construction limits, precautions will be followed based on the USFWS Bald 
Eagle Management Guidelines. 

2. The standard Florida Department ofTransp01tation (FOOT) Construction 
Precautions for the eastern Indigo Snake will be followed during construction. 

3. Due to the presence of gopher t01toise habitat within and adjacent to the existing 
right-of-way, a gopher t01toise survey in appropriate habitat will be performed 
within construction limits prior to construction, and the FOOT will secure any 
necessary relocation permit from the FWC. 

Please reference the FWC's Gopher Tortoise Permitting Guidelines (Revised April 2013 
http: //www.myfwc.com/media/141 0274/GTPermittingGuidelines.pdf) for survey 
methodology and permitting guidance prior to any construction activity. Specific 
guidance in the permitting guidelines includes methods for avoiding impacts as well as 
options and state requirements for minimizing, mitigating, and permitting potential 
impacts of the proposed activities. Any commensal species observed during the burrow 
excavations should be relocated in accordance with Appendix 9 of the Gopher T01toise 
Permitting Guidelines. To the maximum extent possible, the FWC also recommends that 
all staging and storage areas be sited to avoid impacts to gopher t01toise burrows and 
their habitat. 

4. If Pond 1, which contains potential sand skink habitat, becomes the preferred 
alternative, the FOOT will commit to a coverboard survey of the pond site before 
construction begins. 

5. The FOOT will re-survey appropriate habitats for Florida sandhill crane nests 
prior to permitting and construction of the project. The FWC recommends that 
breeding season (January- June) surveys be conducted in potential nesting 
habitat throughout the project area. If nests are identified, the FOOT should 
contact the FWC for consultation and review concerning conservation measures 
and, if needed, permitting and mitigation requirements pursuant to Rule 68A-27 
F.A.C. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the ESBA for the SR 33 project in Polk County. 
If you need fmther assistance, please do not hesitate to contact Jane Chabre either by 
phone at (850) 410-5367 or at FWCConservationPla1mingServices@MyFWC.com. If 
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you have specific technical questions regarding the content of this letter, contact Brian 
Barnett at (772) 579-9746 or email brian.bamett@MyFWC.com. 

Sincerely, 

Je1mifer D. Goff 
Land Use Plmming Program Administrator 
Office of Conservation Planning Services 

jdg/bb 
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From: Horwitz, Martin [mailto:Martin.Horwitz@dot.state.fl.us]  
Sent: Monday, December 16, 2013 1:48 PM 
To: Nathan Chambers 
Cc: David Dangel; Jason Houck; Robert Mrykalo; Sherrard, Antone N; Pipkin, Gwen G 
Subject: RE: SR 33 ESBA Comments from FWC 

Nathan, 

I spoke with FWC, Brian Barnett, in regards to FWC’s letter.  Brian stated that the letter should have stated that they 
recommend a determination of “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect”.  He also stated this is a 
recommendation that doesn’t need to be corrected for this project but should be noted for future ESBA’s submitted.  In 
regards to the gopher tortoise commitment, his comment was just for informational purposes and possible future 
change in wording for future ESBA’s and so we don’t need to revise the commitments.  Lastly, a revised report is not 
required by FWC. 

Therefore based on FWC’s direction, I recommend revising the state‐listed species determinations from “no effect” to 
“may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” since the recommendation is in the SR 33 response letter.  I would 
finalize the ESBA after the revisions to state‐listed species determinations but it does not need to be resubmitted to 
FWC or USFWS. 

In regards to the WER, go ahead and start preparing the final WER.  I would like 1‐hard copy and 1‐ CD of the report. 

Thanks, 

Martin Horwitz 
Environmental Project Manager 

FDOT District 1 
801 N. Broadway Avenue 
P.O. Box 1249 
Bartow, Florida 33830 
(863)519-2805 

From: Nathan Chambers [mailto:nchambers@inwoodinc.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2013 8:37 AM 
To: Horwitz, Martin 
Cc: David Dangel; Jason Houck; Robert Mrykalo 
Subject: SR 33 ESBA Comments from FWC 

Martin, 

The FWC requested minor changes to the ESBA in their recent letter.  Specifically, they do not agree with the “no effect” 
determination for the sandhill crane, state‐listed wading birds, and the gopher tortoise/commensals.  Although they 
didn’t specifically state this, I am assuming they are requesting a determination of “may affect, not likely to adversely 
affect,” as there is potential for these species to occur in the project area. 
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They also requested that some more detailed language be added to the commitment regarding gopher tortoises 
(language contained in their response).  Can you confirm that you are ok with making the requested changes, which 
don’t substantially affect the project?  Do we need to provide a revised report to the FWC requesting concurrence, or 
submit a letter response indicating that the changes will be incorporated?  Alternatively, do we simply incorporate the 
changes and prepare and submit a final ESBA, including an Appendix with agency comments?  Since the affected species 
are state‐listed, I don’t see a need to resubmit to USFWS, since we already have concurrence for federally listed species.

Also, in regards to the WER, we have received concurrence from NMFS and FWC.  I’d like to prepare the final report, 
including an Appendix with Agency Comments.  How many hard copies of the report do you want? 

Nathan E. Chambers 
ECOLOGIST

INWOOD CONSULTING ENGINEERS 
3000 Dovera Dr., Suite 200, Oviedo, FL 32765 
P: 407‐971‐8850 
F: 407‐971‐8955 
inwoodinc.com 



Concurrence Letters from 
FFWCC and NMFS 



Florida Fish 
and Wildlife 
Conservation 
Commission 

Commissioners 

Richard A. Corbett 
Chairman 
Tampa 

Brian S. Yablonski 
Vice Chairman 
Tallahassee 

Ronald M. Bergeron 
Fort Lauderdale 

Aliese P. "Liesa" Priddy 
Immokalee 

Bo Rivard 
Panama City 

Charles W. Roberts Ill 
Tallahassee 

Executive Staff 

Nick Wiley 
Executive Director 

Eric Sutton 
Assistant Executive Director 

Karen Ventimiglia 
Chief of Staff 

Off ice of t11 e 

Executive Director 

Nick Wiley 
Executive Director 

(850) 487-3796 
(850) 921-5786 FAX 

Managing fish and wildlife 
resources for their long-term 
well-being and the benefit 
of people. 

620 South Meridian Street 
I §II§ II§§§@@, I 16118§ 
32399-1600 
Voice: (850) 488-4676 

Hearing/speech-impaired: 
(800) 955-8771 (T) 
(800) 955-8770 (V) 

MyFWC.com 

November 18, 2013 

Mr. Martin Horwitz 
Environmental Project Manager 
Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) District One 
801 North Broadway Avenue 
Bartow, FL 33830 
Mattin.Horwitz@DOT.state.fl .us 

Re : SR 33 multi-laning from Old Combee Road to north ofTomkow Road, Polk County, 
Wetland Evaluation Report 

Dear Mr. Horwitz: 

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission staff has reviewed the Wetland 
Evaluation Report (WER) for the above-referenced project, prepared as part of the Project 
Development and Environment Study. We agree with the findings of the WER, and support the 
recommendations and commitments for the project. 

If you need fmther assistance, please do not hesitate to contact Jane Chabre either by phone 
at (850) 410-5367 or at FWCConservationPlanningServices@MyFWC.com . If you have 
specific technical questions regarding the content of this letter, contact Brian Barnett at (772) 
579-9746 or email at brian.bamett@MyFWC.com. 

Jennifer D. Goff 
Land Use Planning Program Administrator 
Office of Conservation Planning Services 

jdg/bb 
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1

Laura Clark

From: Horwitz, Martin <Martin.Horwitz@dot.state.fl.us>
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 10:57 AM
To: David Dangel
Cc: Laura Clark; Sherrard, Antone N
Subject: FW: NMFS response to SR 33 Wetland Evaluation Report

David, 
  
Please see email below from NMFS for your records. 
  
Martin Horwitz 
Environmental Project Manager 
  
FDOT District 1 
801 N. Broadway Avenue 
P.O. Box 1249 
Bartow, Florida 33830 
(863)519-2805 
  
From: David Rydene ‐ NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 10:19 AM 
To: Horwitz, Martin 
Subject: NMFS response to SR 33 Wetland Evaluation Report 
  
NMFS staff had reviewed the Wetland Evaluation Report (part of the PD&E Study) for the proposed widening 
and improvement of State Road 33 from Old Combee Road to North of Tomkow Road in Polk County, Florida 
(Financial Project Number 430185-1-22-01). It does not appear that there will be any direct or indirect impacts 
to NMFS trust resources.  Since the resources affected are not ones for which NMFS is responsible, we have no 
comment to provide regarding the report. 
  
--  
David Rydene, Ph.D.  
Fish Biologist  
National Marine Fisheries Service  
Habitat Conservation Division  
263 13th Avenue South  
St. Petersburg, FL 33701  
Office (727) 824-5379  
Cell   (813) 992-5730  
Fax    (727) 824-5300  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District One, is conducting a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for the proposed widening of State Road (SR) 
33 in Polk County. The limits of the project are from Old Combee Road to north of Tomkow 
Road.  The recommended action would widen SR 33 from a two-lane undivided roadway to 
a four-lane divided roadway.  Reconstruction of the SR 33 interchange with Interstate 4 (I-4) 
is also proposed.  The interchange improvements would replace the I-4 bridges over SR 33 
and reconstruct the segment of I-4 approaching the interchange.  

The traffic noise analysis was performed following FDOT procedures that comply with Title 
23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 772, Procedures for Abatement of Highway 
Traffic Noise and Construction Noise.  The evaluation used methodologies established by the 
FDOT that are documented in the PD&E Manual, Part 2, Chapter 17 (May 2011).  The 
prediction of existing and future traffic noise levels with and without the roadway 
improvements was performed using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Traffic 

Noise Model (TNM Version 2.5).  

A total of 63 noise-sensitive sites were evaluated.  The sites were comprised of 62 residences 
(located within the Grey Moss Manor subdivision, Lake Deeson Village Mobile Home Park, 
Deeson Manor subdivision, Landings Apartments, Spanish Oaks subdivision, Cambry 
subdivision, Snow Wood subdivision, and residences east of I-4) and a pool at the Landings 
Apartments. 

The results of the analysis indicate that existing (2012) exterior traffic noise levels range from 
47.6 to 62.6 dB(A), levels that do not approach, meet, or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria 
(NAC).  With the exception of one receptor for which the predicted level approaches the NAC, 
future (2036) noise levels without the proposed improvements (No-Build) also do not 
approach, meet, or exceed the NAC.  In the future (2036) with the improvements (Build) traffic 
noise levels are predicted to approach, meet, or exceed the NAC at 37 receptors.   Notably, 
when compared to the existing condition, traffic noise levels are not predicted to increase 
more than 10 dB(A) above existing conditions at any of the evaluated sites.  As such, the 
project would not substantially increase traffic noise (i.e., increase traffic noise 15 dB(A) or 
more). 
 
Noise abatement measures were considered for the 37 impacted receptors (36 residences 
and the pool).  The measures were traffic management, alternative roadway alignments, and 
noise barriers.  The results of the evaluation indicate that although feasible, traffic 
management and an alternative roadway alignment(s) are not reasonable methods of 
reducing predicted traffic noise impacts at the impacted receptors.  The results of the analysis 
performed to evaluate noise barriers indicates that barriers would meet minimum noise 
reduction requirements and reduce traffic noise at least 5 dB(A) at 32 of the 37 impacted 
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receptors at a cost below the reasonable limit.  The benefited residences are at the following 
two locations:    

 Barrier 1: Residences located within the Grey Moss Subdivision and Lake Deeson 
Village Mobile Home Park from West of Wood Circle W. to Lake Luther Road (Sites 
2-20, 26-27) 

 Barrier 4: Residences located within the Cambry and Snow Wood Subdivisions (Sites 
47-57) 

Statement of Likelihood 

The FDOT is committed to the construction of noise barriers at the locations above contingent 
upon the following: 

 Detailed noise analysis during the final design process supports the need for, and the 
feasibility and reasonableness of, providing the barriers as abatement; 

 The detailed analysis demonstrates that the cost of the noise barriers will not exceed 
the cost reasonable limit; 

 The residents/property owners benefitted by the noise barriers desire that a noise 
barrier be constructed; and 

 All safety and engineering conflicts or issues related to construction of the noise 
barriers are resolved.  

Land uses adjacent SR 33 are identified on the FDOT listing of noise- and vibration-sensitive 
sites (e.g., residential use). Construction of the proposed roadway improvements is not 
expected to have any significant noise or vibration impact. If sensitive land uses develop 
adjacent to the roadway prior to construction, increased potential for noise or vibration 
impacts could result. It is anticipated that the application of the FDOT Standard 

Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction will minimize or eliminate potential 
construction noise and vibration impacts. However, should unanticipated noise or vibration 
issues arise during the construction process, the Project Engineer, in coordination with the 
District Noise Specialist and the Contractor, will investigate additional methods of controlling 
these impacts.  

Land uses such as residences, auditoriums, hotels/motels, libraries, recreational areas, and 
parks are considered incompatible with highway noise levels that exceed the NAC.  To reduce 
the possibility of additional traffic noise-related impacts, noise level contours were developed 
for the future improved roadway facility.  These noise contours delineate the extent of the 
predicted traffic noise impact area from the improved roadway’s edge-of-travel lane for activity 
categories of land use. Local officials will be provided a copy of the Final Noise Study Report 
to promote compatibility between any future land development in the project area. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Description of the Proposed Action 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District One, is conducting a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for the proposed widening of State Road (SR) 
33 in Polk County. The limits of this project are from Old Combee Road to north of Tomkow 
Road, a distance of approximately 4.3 miles. The location of the project is shown on Figure 

1-1. 

The recommended action would widen SR 33 from a two-lane undivided roadway to a four-
lane divided roadway.  Reconstruction of the SR 33 interchange with Interstate 4 (I-4) is also 
proposed.  The interchange improvements would replace the I-4 bridges over SR 33 and 
reconstruct the segment of I-4 approaching the interchange.  

1.2 Project Purpose and Need 

1.2.1 System Linkage 

SR 33 serves as a primary north-south connection between Lakeland and I-4.  The project 
would improve the functional viability of SR 33 as a local and regional travel alternative to I-
4.  SR 33 provides connectivity to University Boulevard which serves the planned Williams 
Development of Regional Impact (DRI), Polk Commerce Center DRI and the future University 
of South Florida/Polytechnic campus.  University Boulevard and SR 33 will serve as the most 
direct link between these new residential and commercial centers and north and central 
Lakeland. 

1.2.2 Capacity/Transportation Demand 

This project provides increased capacity along SR 33 to meet the project future travel 
demand. Forecasted traffic has been completed as part of the SR 33 PD&E Study.  According 
to the Design Traffic Technical Memorandum (AIM Engineering, November 2013), in the 
design year of 2036, the existing two-lane SR 33 is projected to operate at a Level of Service 
(LOS) E or F without improvements.  Additionally, many of the unsignalized intersections, 
including the I-4 on and off ramps, are expected to operate at unacceptable levels of service 
without improvements to SR 33.  
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1.2.3 Roadway Deficiencies 

As part of the project, improvements to the SR 33 interchange with I-4 are also proposed.  
Currently, I-4 crosses over SR 33 with two parallel bridges (three lanes each bridge).  There 
are deficiencies with the existing interchange.  First, the existing vertical clearance over SR 
33 does not meet the minimum required 16.5 feet of clearance (the clearance is as low as 
14.9 feet).  Maintaining this substandard vertical clearance would require the approval of a 
design exception which would not be approved by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA).  Second, the pier footings have less than the minimum required depth of cover of 
three feet (cover depths are as shallow as 1.892 feet).  The horizontal clearance between the 
center pier and the intermediate piers will not accommodate the future four lane roadway.  
Finally, the existing k-values (i.e., the rate of vertical curvature) for the crest and sag vertical 
curves on I-4 approaching SR 33 are appropriate for 55 mph and 60 mph design speeds, but 
not for the 70 mph design speed required for I-4.    

1.3 Planning Consistency 

Table 1-1 summarizes the project planning consistency with the FDOT State Transportation 
Improvement Plan (STIP) and the Polk County Transportation Planning Organization’s 

(TPO) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  A summary of the plans that were 
evaluated for consistency follows the table. 

Table 1-1  

STIP/TIP Consistency 

Phase 

Currently 

Approved 

TIP 

Currently 

Approved 

STIP 

TIP / 

STIP 

TIP/STIP 

Fiscal 

Year 

Comments 

PE (Final 
Design) Y Y $7,350,000 2014 

Project can be found on page 287 of the FDOT 
"Current STIP" document and on page 13-2 of 
the Polk TPO FY 2013/14-2017/18 TIP. 

R/W N N $0 N/A 

All phases of SR 33 from Old Combee Road to 
Tomkow Road are included in the Cost 
Affordable Plan of the Polk TPO’s 2035 Mobility 
Vision Plan.  

Construction N N $0 N/A 

All phases of SR 33 from Old Combee Road to 
Tomkow Road are included in the Cost 
Affordable Plan of the Polk TPO’s 2035 Mobility 
Vision Plan.  
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FDOT  

 The project is included in the FDOT STIP on page 287 of the Current STIP document. 
 

Polk County Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) 

 The widening of SR 33 from two to four lanes from Old Combee Road/Deeson Point 
Drive to Tomkow Road is included in the Cost Affordable section of Polk County TPO’s 

2035 Mobility Vision Plan. 

 The project is included in the Polk TPO’s FY 2013/14 – 2017/18 TIP on page 13-2.  
 

City of Lakeland 

 The project is included in the Capital Improvements Plan and Transportation Element 
of the City of Lakeland’s 2020 Comprehensive Plan. 

 A 12-foot-wide multi-use pathway along the south side of SR 33 between SR 659 
(Combee Road) and University Boulevard is included in the City of Lakeland’s 

Citywide Pathways Plan. 

 

1.4 Typical Section Alternatives 

The proposed roadway typical section for this project (Figure 1-2) is a suburban typical 
section that would provide two 12-foot travel lanes in each direction separated by a 30-foot 
median.  The proposed improvements also include a four-foot inside paved shoulder and a 
five-foot outside paved shoulder in each direction.  An open drainage system will collect 
stormwater runoff and convey it to off-site ponds and/or linear ponds.  A 10-foot-wide multi-
use path is proposed along the south side of the road between SR 659 (Combee Road) and 
University Boulevard.   A five-foot sidewalk is planned along the north side of the road 
throughout the project limits and along the south side of the road from University Boulevard 
to north of Tomkow Road.  This typical section can be constructed within the existing 200 feet 
of right-of-way.  The design speed for this typical section is 55 miles per hour (mph).   

Figure 1-2 
Typical Section 

  



  
 
  

Noise Study Report 
FM 430185-1-22-01 Page 5 SR 33 PD&E Study 
  
 

2.0 Methodology 

2.1 Evaluation Process 

The traffic noise analysis for the SR 33 project was prepared in accordance with Title 23 CFR 
Part 772, Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise.  
Methodologies established by FDOT and documented in the PD&E Manual, Part 2, Chapter 
17 (May 2011) were also used.  The potential feasibility and reasonableness of providing 
noise barriers as an abatement measure for impacted non-residential land uses (e.g., active 
sports areas and parks) was determined following procedures in FDOT’s publication, A 

Method to Determine Reasonableness and Feasibility of Noise Abatement at Special Use 
Locations. 

The predicted noise levels presented in this report are expressed in dB(A).  This scale most 
closely approximates the response characteristics of the human ear to traffic noise.  All noise 
levels are reported as equivalent levels (Leq(h)), which is the hourly equivalent steady-state 
sound level that contains the same acoustic energy as a time-varying sound level over a 
period of one hour. 

2.2 Noise Model 

The prediction of existing and future traffic noise levels with and without the roadway 
improvements was performed using the FHWA’s computer model for highway traffic noise 
prediction and analysis – TNM Version 2.5.  The TNM propagates sound energy, in one-third 
octave bands, between highways and nearby receptors taking the intervening ground’s 

acoustical characteristics/topography and rows of buildings into account. 

2.3 Traffic Data 

Noise levels are low when traffic volumes are low (LOS A or B) or when traffic is so congested 
that movement is slow (LOS D, E, or F).  Generally, the maximum hourly noise level occurs 
between these two conditions; therefore, traffic volumes used in the SR 33 analysis reflect 
either the design LOS C volumes or the demand volumes (if forecast demand levels meet the 
LOS A or B criteria), whichever were less.  The Existing (2012), Future No-Build (2036), and 
Future Build Year (2036) traffic data used in the analysis are presented in Table 2-1.  As 
noted in Table 2-1, the posted speed limits were used in the analysis.  Additional 
documentation related to the traffic data is provided in Appendix B of this NSR. 
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Table 2-1 

Traffic Data for Noise Analysis 

Segment Scenario 

Total Peak Hour Peak 
Directional Volume 

Peak Directional Volume by Vehicle 
Type 

Off-Peak Directional Volume by Vehicle 
Type Posted 

Speed 
(mph) LOS C 

 
Demand Cars MT HT 

 
Buses 

 
MC Cars MT HT 

 
Buses 

 
MC 

Old Combee Rd 
to Lake Luther 
Rd1 

Existing 840 409 385 7 13 1 3 308 6 11 1 3 45 

No-Build 840 1,720 790 15 27 1 7 790 15 27 1 7 45 

Build 1,910 1,720 1,620 30 55 1 14 1,305 24 44 1 11 50 

Lake Luther Rd 
to N Combee Rd 
(SR 659)1 

Existing 880 294 277 5 9 1 2 222 4 8 1 2 55 

No-Build 880 1,471 829 15 28 1 7 829 15 28 1 7 55 

Build 1,910 1,471 1,385 26 47 1 12 1,115 21 38 1 9 50 

N Combee Rd 
(SR 659) to 
University Blvd2 

Existing 880 496 457 12 22 1 4 367 10 18 1 3 60 

No-Build 880 1,690 810 22 40 1 7 810 22 40 1 7 60 

Build 1,910 1,690 1,557 42 76 1 14 1,255 33 61 1 11 50 

University Blvd 
to EB I-4 On/Off-
Ramps2 

Existing 880 524 482 13 24 1 4 388 10 19 1 3 60 

No-Build 880 1,471 810 22 40 1 7 810 22 40 1 7 60 

Build 1,910 1,471 1,356 36 66 1 12 1,092 29 53 1 9 50 

EB I-4 On/Off-
Ramps to WB I-4 
On/Off-Ramps2 

Existing 880 588 542 14 26 1 5 436 12 21 1 4 60 

No-Build 880 1,361 810 22 40 1 7 810 22 40 1 7 60 

Build 1,910 1,361 1,255 33 61 1 11 1,010 27 49 1 9 50 

WB I-4 On/Off-
Ramps to 
Tomkow Rd2 

Existing 880 618 569 15 28 1 5 459 12 22 1 4 60 

No-Build 880 1,127 810 22 40 1 7 810 22 40 1 7 60 

Build 1,910 1,127 1,038 28 51 1 9 836 22 41 1 7 50 
1 Medium Trucks (MT) = 1.75%, Heavy Truck (HT) = 3.21%, Buses = 0.04%, Motorcycles = 0.8%   
2 Medium Trucks (MT) = 2.46%, Heavy Truck (HT) = 4.5%, Buses = 0.04%, Motorcycles = 0.8%   
Note: The total peak hour peak direction traffic data used in the analysis is denoted by bold and italic text.  
Source: AIM Engineering, 2013.
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3.0 Traffic Noise Analysis 

3.1 Noise Sensitive Sites 

Noise-sensitive sites, and the receptors (i.e., locations for predicted traffic noise levels) at 
these sites, are properties and locations where frequent human use occurs.  To evaluate 
traffic noise at these sites/receptors, the FHWA established Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC).  
As shown in Table 3-1, the criteria vary according to the properties’ activity category.  For 

comparative purposes, typical noise levels for common indoor and outdoor activities are 
provided in Table 3-2. 
 

The location of the receptor at each noise-sensitive site is illustrated on the project aerials 
provided in Appendix A.  The residences were evaluated as Activity Category “B” and the 
pool (a recreational area) was evaluated as Activity Category “C”.  For both categories, noise 
abatement measures were considered if future traffic noise with the proposed improvements  
was predicted to be 66 dB(A) or more or levels were predicted to increase 15 dB(A) or more 
with the improvements when compared to existing levels. 
 

3.2 Measured Noise Levels 

As previously stated, existing and future noise levels with and without the proposed 
improvements were modeled using the TNM.  To verify the accuracy of the predictions, the 
computer model was validated using measured noise levels adjacent to the project corridor.  
Traffic data including motor vehicle volumes, vehicle mix, vehicle speeds, and meteorological 
conditions were recorded during each measurement period. 
 
The field measurements were conducted in accordance with the FHWA’s Measurement of 

Highway-Related Noise.  The measurements were obtained using a Larson Davis Model 831, 
Type II integrating sound level meter (SLM).  The SLM was calibrated before and after the 
measurement periods with a Larson Davis CAL200 calibrator.  
 
The recorded traffic data were used as input for the TNM to determine if, given the topography 
and actual site conditions of the area, the computer model could “re-create” the measured 

levels with the existing roadway.  Following FDOT guidelines, a noise prediction model is 
considered within the accepted level of accuracy if the measured and predicted noise levels 
are within a tolerance standard of three dB(A). 
 
Table 3-3 presents the field measurements and the validation results.  As shown, the ability 
of the model to predict noise levels within the FDOT limits of plus or minus three dB(A) for 
the project was confirmed.  Documentation in support of the validation is provided in 
Appendix C of this NSR. 
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Table 3-1 

FHWA/FDOT Noise Abatement Criteria 
[Leq(h) Expressed in dB(A)] 

Activity 

Category Description of Activity Category 

Activity Leq(h)1 

FHWA FDOT 

A 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance 

and serve an important public need and where the preservation of 

those qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its 

intended purpose. 

57 

(Exterior) 

56 

(Exterior) 

B2 Residential 
67 

(Exterior) 

66 

(Exterior) 

C2 

Active sports areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, 

cemeteries, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, 

parks, picnic areas, places of worship, playgrounds, public meeting 

rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, 

recording studios, recreational areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, 

television studios, trails, and trail crossings. 

67 

(Exterior) 

66 

(Exterior) 

D 

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical 

facilities, places of worship, public meeting rooms, public or 

nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios, 

schools, and television studios. 

52 

(Interior) 

51 

(Interior) 

E2 
Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands, 

properties or activities not included in A-D or F. 

72 

(Exterior) 

71 

(Exterior) 

F 

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, 

logging, maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, 

retail facilities, shipyards, utilities (water resources, water 

treatment, electrical), and warehousing. 

--  --  

G Undeveloped lands that are not permitted. --  --  

 

Sources: Table 1 of 23 CFR Part 772 and Table 17.1 of Chapter 17 of the FDOT’s PD&E Manual (dated 5-24-11).  
1 The Leq(h) activity criteria values are for impact determination only, and are not design standards for noise 

abatement measures. 
2 Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category. 

 

Note: Noise abatement considerations are also warranted when a substantial noise increase is predicted to occur (i.e., 

when the predicted future traffic noise level with an improvement project is equal to or greater than 15 dB(A) when 

compared to the existing traffic noise level. 
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Table 3-2 
Typical Noise Levels 

Common Outdoor Activities 
Noise Level 

dB(A) Common Indoor Activities 

  110 Rock band 

Jet flyover at 1,000 feet    

  100   

Gas lawnmower at 3 feet    

  90   

Diesel truck at 50 feet at 50 mph  Food blender at 3 feet 

  80 Garbage disposal at 3 feet 

Noisy urban area daytime    

Gas lawnmower at 100 feet 70 Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet 

Commercial area  Normal speech at 3 feet 

Heavy traffic at 300 feet 60   

   Large business office 

Quiet urban daytime 50 Dishwasher in next room 

     

Quiet urban nighttime 40 Theater, large conference room (background) 

Quiet suburban nighttime    

  30 Library 

Quiet rural nighttime  Bedroom at night, concert hall (background) 

  20   

   Broadcast/recording studio 

  10   

     

  0   
Source: California Dept. of Transportation Technical Noise Supplement, Nov. 2009, Page 2-21. 

 
 

Table 3-3 
Validation Data 

Location 

Measurement 

Period Modeled Measured Difference 

SR 33 at Sunset Way  
(Northwest corner) 

1 61.3 61.7 -0.4 
2 60.1 59.4 0.7 
3 62.0 60.9 1.1 

SR 33 at Spanish Oaks  
(Southwest corner) 

1 56.8 57.0 -0.2 
2 57.4 58.4 -1.0 
3 57.5 55.1 2.4 
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3.3 Results of the Noise Analysis 

Table 3-4 presents the results of the traffic noise analysis for the proposed improvements.  
As shown, existing (2012) exterior traffic noise levels are predicted to range from 47.6 to 62.6 
dB(A).  These results indicate that existing traffic noise levels do not approach, meet, or 
exceed the NAC.  
 
With the exception of one receptor for which the predicted level is 66.0 dB(A), future (2036) 
noise levels without the proposed improvements (No-Build) also do not approach, meet, or 
exceed the NAC.   
 
In the future (2036) with the improvements (Build) traffic noise levels are predicted to 
approach, meet, or exceed the NAC at 37 receptors.   Notably, when compared to the existing 
condition, traffic noise levels are not predicted to increase more than 10 dB(A) above existing 
conditions at any of the evaluated sites.  As such, the project would not substantially increase 
traffic noise (i.e., increase traffic noise 15 dB(A) or more). 
 
Noise abatement measures were evaluated for the following 37 noise sensitive sites that are 
predicted to experience future traffic noise levels that would approach, meet, or exceed the 
NAC with the proposed improvements: 
 

 Sites 2-20 and 26-27 - Residences located within the Grey Moss Subdivision and Lake 
Deeson Village Mobile Home Park; 

 Site 31 - The swimming pool at the Landings Apartments; 
 Sites 32b, 33b, 34b, and 35b - Residences at the Landings Apartments; and 
 Sites 47-57 - Residences located within the Cambry and Snow Wood subdivisions. 

 
  The results of the abatement evaluation are provided in the following section of this NSR. 
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Table 3-4 
Predicted Traffic Noise Levels 

 

Receptor 
Id Description 

Activity 
Category 

FDOT 
NAC 

Existing 
(2012) 

No-
Build 
(2036) 

Build 
(2036) 

Increase 
over  

Existing 

Approaches, 
Meets or 

Exceeds the 
NAC 

? 

Residences at the Grey Moss Subdivision - West of Wood Circle W. to East of Wood Circle E. - (Southbound SR 
33 between Stations 1270 and 1277) 

1 Residential B 66 55.1 58.7 64.8 10 -- 
2 Residential B 66 58.2 61.8 68.4 10 Yes 
3 Residential B 66 59.5 63.1 68.6 9 Yes 
4 Residential B 66 59.6 63.2 68.5 9 Yes 

Residences at Lake Deeson Village MH Park - (Southbound SR 33 between Stations 1277 and 1285) 
5 Residential B 66 61.6 65.1 70.2 9 Yes 
6 Residential B 66 61.3 64.8 69.9 9 Yes 
7 Residential B 66 61.8 65.3 69.8 8 Yes 
8 Residential B 66 60.1 63.6 68.4 8 Yes 
9 Residential B 66 58.4 62.0 66.6 8 Yes 
10 Residential B 66 59.4 63.0 67.5 8 Yes 
11 Residential B 66 60.3 63.9 68.1 8 Yes 
12 Residential B 66 59.6 63.2 67.2 8 Yes 
13 Residential B 66 59.6 63.2 67.3 8 Yes 
14 Residential B 66 61.0 64.6 68.2 7 Yes 
15 Residential B 66 61.9 65.6 68.8 7 Yes 
16 Residential B 66 61.8 65.5 68.6 7 Yes 
17 Residential B 66 61.7 65.3 68.5 7 Yes 
18 Residential B 66 61.6 65.2 68.3 7 Yes 
19 Residential B 66 60.6 64.2 67.6 7 Yes 
20 Residential B 66 62.4 66.0 69.2 7 Yes 
21 Residential B 66 57.2 60.9 64.2 7 -- 
22 Residential B 66 53.6 57.4 60.1 7 -- 
23 Residential B 66 55.6 59.4 62.0 6 -- 
24 Residential B 66 55.2 58.8 63.6 8 -- 
25 Residential B 66 56.9 60.5 65.6 9 -- 

Residences between Sunset Way to Lake Luther Road - (Southbound SR 33 between Stations 1285 and 1293) 
26 Residential B 66 62.1 65.9 68.1 6 Yes 
27 Residential B 66 60.6 65.0 66.3 6 Yes 

Residences East of I-4 - (Northbound SR 33 between Stations 1489 and 1495) 
28 Residential B 66 62.6 64.7 64.0 1 -- 
29 Residential B 66 59.2 61.3 60.5 1 -- 
30 Residential B 66 62.2 64.4 62.9 1 -- 

Residences and Pool Area at The Landings Apartments - (Northbound SR 33 between Stations 1308 and 1317) 
31 MF - Pool C 66 56.5 61.7 66.0 10 Yes 
32 Residential B 66 55.5 60.6 65.8 10 -- 

32b 
Residential - 2nd 
story B 66 60.1 65.1 68.1 8 Yes 

33 Residential B 66 56.0 61.2 65.8 10 -- 

33b 
Residential - 2nd 
story B 66 60.1 65.1 68.1 8 Yes 

34 Residential B 66 55.9 61.1 65.7 10 -- 
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Receptor 
Id Description 

Activity 
Category 

FDOT 
NAC 

Existing 
(2012) 

No-
Build 
(2036) 

Build 
(2036) 

Increase 
over  

Existing 

Approaches, 
Meets or 

Exceeds the 
NAC 

? 

34b 
Residential - 2nd 
story B 66 60.0 65.1 68.0 8 Yes 

35 Residential B 66 55.4 60.5 65.7 10 -- 

35b 
Residential - 2nd 
story B 66 59.9 65.0 68.0 8 Yes 

36 Residential B 66 47.6 52.8 56.5 9 -- 
Residences at the Spanish Oaks Subdivision - (Northbound SR 33 between Stations 1292 and 1304) 

37 Residential B 66 54.7 59.8 64.0 9 -- 
38 Residential B 66 54.8 60.0 64.2 9 -- 
39 Residential B 66 54.8 59.9 64.0 9 -- 
40 Residential B 66 55.0 60.2 64.3 9 -- 
41 Residential B 66 55.2 60.4 64.3 9 -- 
42 Residential B 66 55.1 60.2 64.0 9 -- 
43 Residential B 66 53.3 58.4 61.2 8 -- 
44 Residential B 66 56.1 61.1 65.1 9 -- 
45 Residential B 66 56.9 61.6 65.9 9 -- 

Residences at the Cambry Subdivision - (Northbound SR 33 between Stations 1285 and 1292) 
46 Residential B 66 55.3 58.9 64.0 8 -- 
47 Residential B 66 58.7 62.1 67.7 9 Yes 
48 Residential B 66 59.9 63.3 68.9 9 Yes 
49 Residential B 66 58.4 61.7 67.3 9 Yes 
50 Residential B 66 60.5 63.8 69.7 9 Yes 
51 Residential B 66 58.3 61.6 67.3 9 Yes 
52 Residential B 66 58.2 61.6 67.4 9 Yes 
53 Residential B 66 60.8 64.0 70.1 9 Yes 

Residences at the Snow Wood Subdivision - (Northbound SR 33 between Stations 1277 and 1285) 
54 Residential B 66 59.1 62.9 68.6 9 Yes 
55 Residential B 66 60.1 63.8 69.7 10 Yes 
56 Residential B 66 56.7 60.3 66.0 9 Yes 
57 Residential B 66 58.1 61.8 67.7 10 Yes 
58 Residential B 66 56.1 59.8 64.8 9 -- 
59 Residential B 66 52.1 55.8 60.7 9 -- 

Notes:   Receptor locations are illustrated on the project aerials in Appendix A of this report. 
              Each residential receptor represents one residence. 
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4.0 Evaluation of Abatement Alternatives 

The traffic noise impact abatement measures considered for SR 33 were traffic management, 
alternative roadway alignment and noise barriers.  The following discusses the feasibility 
(e.g., amount of noise reduction, engineering considerations, etc.) and cost reasonableness 
of these measures. 

4.1 Traffic Management 

Traffic management measures that limit motor vehicle speeds, reduce traffic volumes or 
prohibit truck traffic can be effective noise mitigation measures.  However, these measures 
also negate a project’s ability to accommodate forecast traffic volumes.  For example, if the 
posted speed were reduced, the capacity of the roadway to handle the forecast motor vehicle 
demand would also be reduced.  Therefore, reducing traffic speeds and/or the traffic volumes 
or fleet is inconsistent with the goal of improving the ability of the roadway to handle the 
forecast volumes.  As such, traffic management measures were not considered a reasonable 
noise mitigation measure for the SR 33 project. 

4.2 Alternative Roadway Alignment 

The proposed improvements will follow the same alignment as the existing roadway and 
would not require any additional right-of-way (ROW) within the project corridor.  Because 
noise sensitive sites are located on both sides of the roadway, shifting the alignment one way 
or the other would also shift the noise closer to some of the sites.  

4.3 Noise Barriers 

Noise barriers have the potential to reduce traffic noise levels by blocking the sound path 
between the motor vehicles on the roadway (the source) and the noise-sensitive sites 
adjacent to the roadway.  However, in order to effectively reduce traffic noise, a noise barrier 
must be relatively long, continuous (without intermittent openings), and sufficiently tall.  FDOT 
procedures require that a noise barrier provide at least the following noise reduction 
requirements at a cost below the reasonable limit: 

 Minimum Noise Reduction Requirements - A barrier must provide at least a five dB(A) 
reduction in traffic noise for at least one impacted noise-sensitive receptor and also 
provide at least a seven dB(A) reduction (i.e., the FDOT’s noise reduction design goal) 

for at least one additional impacted receptor. 

 Cost Effective Limit – At a cost of $30 per square foot, a barrier should not cost more 
than $42,000 per benefited noise-sensitive receptor (a benefited receptor is a receptor 
that receives at least a five dB(A) reduction in noise from a mitigation measure).  For 
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special land uses, such as the pool area at the Landings Apartments, the cost of a 
barrier should not be more than $995,935 per person-hour per square foot 
(dollars/person-hr/ft2). 

After considering the amount of reduction that may be provided and the cost effectiveness of 
a noise barrier, additional factors are also considered.  These factors address both the 
feasibility and reasonableness of a barrier as an abatement measure and include factors that 
relate to design and construction (i.e., given site-specific details, can a barrier actually be 
constructed), safety, access to and from adjacent properties, ROW requirements, 
maintenance, and impacts on utilities and drainage.  The viewpoint of the impacted property 
owners, and renters if applicable, who may, or may not, desire a noise barrier is also a factor 
that is considered when evaluating noise barriers as an abatement measure.    

The TNM was used to evaluate the ability of a noise barrier(s) to reduce traffic noise levels 
for the impacted noise sensitive sites adjacent to SR 33.  The barriers were evaluated at 
heights from eight to 22 feet (in two-foot increments) and due to the project’s limited amount 

of ROW and with the exception of a small area near the Lake Deeson Mobile Home Park, 
located on the ROW line.  

The following provides the results of the noise barrier evaluation and discusses the potential 
amount of noise reduction and the cost effectiveness of providing barriers as an abatement 
measure for the impacted residences.   

Barrier 1:  Residences located within the Grey Moss Subdivision and Lake Deeson 

Village Mobile Home Park (Sites 2-20, 26-27) 

Barrier 1 was considered for the 21 residences located in the area west of Wood Circle West 
to Lake Luther Road including the residences within the Lake Deeson Village Mobile Home 
Park. The predicted traffic noise levels at these properties with the improvements ranges from 
66.3 to 70.2 dB(A).  Several factors were considered in the evaluation of a noise barrier for 
these properties including:  

 The cross streets that intersect SR 33 would not allow a continuous length of barrier,  

 Some properties have direct access to/from SR 33 and the need for this access 
would not allow a continuous length of barrier (i.e., a barrier could not be constructed 
such that it was continuous from cross street to cross street), and 

 The ROW is very limited with only one to two feet between the ROW and the 
proposed sidewalk.   
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Due to the limited ROW, a barrier was evaluated on the FDOT ROW line. The barrier was 
also evaluated in four segments to accommodate access to/from the properties and cross-
streets. The length of the barrier was optimized using the TNM in an attempt to determine if 
at least the minimum noise reduction requirements (i.e., a minimum reduction of 5 dB(A) for 
at least one impacted property and a minimum reduction of 7 dB(A) for at least one additional 
impacted property) could be achieved.   

The results of the evaluation are provided in Table 4-1.  As shown, regardless of the height 
of the barrier, at least 15 of the impacted residences would benefit from a reduction in traffic 
noise of at least 5 dB(A), the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) would be achieved at 
one or more of the benefitted receptors, and the  cost per benefited residence would be below 
the FDOT’s cost reasonable limit.  Because Barrier 1 is predicted to provide the minimum 
required noise reduction at a cost below the cost reasonable limit, the barrier was evaluated 
further.  The results of the evaluation are provided in Table 4-2.    

Table 4-1 
Barrier 1 – Residences Within the Grey Moss Subdivision and Lake Deeson Village 

Mobile Home Park 

Barrier 
Height/ 
Length 

(ft) 

Number of Impacted Receptors 
and Insertion Loss (dB(A)) 

Number of 
Benefited Receptors Total 

Estimated 
Cost 

Cost Per 
Benefited 
Receptor 

Cost 
Reasonable 

Yes/No 5 6 7 or > Impacted Other* Total 

8 / 1,149 6 2 7 15 1 16 $275,760 $17,235 Yes 
10 / 1,339 8 2 10 20 2 22 $401,700 $18,259 Yes 
12 / 1,241 6 2 13 21 3 24 $446,760 $18,615 Yes 
14 / 1,225 5 2 14 21 3 24 $514,500 $21,438 Yes 
16 / 1,205 6 1 14 21 3 24 $578,400 $24,100 Yes 
18 / 1,205 6 1 14 21 3 24 $650,700 $27,113 Yes 
20 / 1,195 6 1 14 21 3 24 $717,000 $29,875 Yes 
22 / 1,195 6 1 16 21 3 24 $788,700 $32,863 Yes 

*  Other = Receptors determined to be unaffected by the project (traffic noise levels less than 66 dB(A)) but benefited 
by the noise barrier. 

Barrier 2:  The Landings Apartments Swimming Pool (Site 31) 

Barrier 2 was evaluated for the community swimming pool (Site 31) at the Landings 
Apartments. The predicted traffic noise level at this location with the proposed improvements 
is 66.0 dB(A).  As previously stated, the FDOT’s “special land use” analysis methodologies 

were used to determine if a noise barrier could be considered a potential abatement measure 
for this property.     

Due to the limited ROW, a barrier was evaluated on the FDOT ROW line at heights between 
eight and 22 feet in two-foot increments. Due to the distance of the pool from the roadway, 
the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) could not be achieved at any of the evaluated 
barrier heights.  Therefore, the barrier is not considered a reasonable noise abatement 
measure.     
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Table 4-2 
Additional Considerations – Barrier 1 

Evaluation Criteria Comment 

1. Amount of noise reduction Traffic noise from SR 33 would reduce a minimum of 5 dB(A) 
at all 21 affected receptors at barrier heights from 12 to 22 
feet.   

2. Safety It is not anticipated that there will be any safety issues at this 
location. This item will be reviewed in greater detail during the 
design phase of the project. 

3. Community desires The desires of the property owners and renters (if applicable) 
will be solicited during the design phase of the project.   

4. Accessibility Accessibility constraints to residences are anticipated at this 
location and should be evaluated further during the design 
phase of this project. 

5. Land use stability The use of this property is not expected to change in the near 
future. 

6. Local controls Polk County’s Land Development Code (Section 720 
Landscaping and Buffering) identifies noise as a factor to 
consider when reviewing proposed general development 
plans. Additional information on these policies is provided in 
Appendix D.  

7. Views of local officials with jurisdiction The views of local officials will be solicited during the design 
phase as part of the ongoing public involvement process. 

8. Constructability It is anticipated that the barrier could be constructed using 
routine construction methods.  This will be reviewed in greater 
detail during the design phase of the project. 

9. Maintainability There may be constraints for maintenance purposes due to 
limited ROW.  This item will be reviewed in greater detail 
during the design phase of the project. 

10. Aesthetics The aesthetics of the noise barrier will be determined by the 
District in consultation with the property owners/renters during 
the design phase of the project. 

11. ROW needs including access rights, 
easements for construction and/or 
maintenance, and additional land 

Due to a limited ROW width, the noise barrier would need to 
be located on or very close to the ROW line. 

12.  Cost The cost per benefited site does not exceed the reasonable 
limit at any of the evaluated heights.   

13.  Utilities The noise barrier may conflict with above-ground power poles.  
Potential conflicts will be reviewed in greater detail during the 
design phase of the project. 

14.  Drainage It is not anticipated that the barrier would impede/restrict 
drainage in the area.  This should be reviewed in greater 
detail during the design phase of the project. 

15.  Special land use considerations None. 
16.  Other environmental considerations None. 

 

  



  
 
  

Noise Study Report 
FM 430185-1-22-01                                                                 Page 17                         SR 33 PD&E Study 
  
 

Barrier 3:  Residences at the Landings Apartments (Sites 32b, 33b, 34b, and 35b) 

Barrier 3 was considered for the four residences (second floor residences) located in the 
Landings Apartments that are predicted to be impacted with the proposed SR 33 
improvements. The predicted traffic noise levels at these properties ranges from 66.0 to 68.1 
dB(A).  

Due to the limited ROW, a barrier was evaluated on the FDOT ROW line. The length of the 
barrier was optimized using the TNM to meet at least the minimum noise reduction 
requirements.   Because the residences are located on the second floor and the outdoor use 
is located some distance from the roadway, the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) could 
not be achieved at any of the evaluated barrier heights.  Therefore, the barrier is not 
considered a reasonable noise abatement measure.   

Barrier 4:  Residences located within the Cambry and Snow Wood Subdivisions (Sites 

47-57) 

Barrier 4 was evaluated for the 11 residences located within the Cambry and Snow Wood 
subdivisions. The predicted traffic noise levels with the proposed improvements at these 
properties ranges from 66.0 to 70.1 dB(A).   

Due to the limited ROW, a barrier was evaluated on the FDOT ROW line. The length of the 
barrier was optimized using the TNM in an attempt to meet the minimum noise reduction 
requirements (i.e., a minimum reduction of 5 dB(A) for at least one impacted property and a 
minimum reduction of 7 dB(A) for at least one additional impacted property).   

The results of the evaluation are provided in Table 4-3.  As shown, at barrier heights of 8 to 
14 feet, at least 9 of the impacted residences would benefit from a reduction in traffic noise 
of 5 dB(A) or more.  At these same heights, the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) would 
be achieved at four or more of the properties and the cost of the barrier would be  below the 
FDOT’s cost reasonable limit.  Because Barrier 4 is predicted to provide the minimum noise 
reduction requirements at a cost below the cost effective limit, the barrier was evaluated 
further.  The results of the evaluation are provided in Table 4-4.    
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Table 4-3 
Barrier 4 - Residences Within the Cambry and Snow Wood Subdivisions 

Barrier 
Height/ 
Length 

(ft) 

Number of Impacted Receptors 
and Insertion Loss (dB(A)) 

Number of 
Benefited Receptors Total 

Estimated 
Cost 

Cost Per 
Benefited 
Receptor 

Cost 
Reasonable 

Yes/No 5 6 7 or > Impacted Other* Total 

8 / 1,081 5 0 4 9 0 9 $259,440 $28,827 Yes 
10 / 1,151 2 0 8 10 0 10 $345,300 $34,530 Yes 
12 / 1,345 1 0 10 11 2 13 $484,200 $37,246 Yes 
14 / 1,285 1 0 10 11 2 13 $539,700 $41,515 Yes 
16 / 1,195 1 0 10 11 2 13 $573,600 $44,123 No 
18 / 1,195 2 0 9 11 1 12 $645,300 $49,638 No 
20 / 1,185 2 0 9 11 1 12 $711,000 $54,692 No 
22 / 1,185 2 0 9 11 1 12 $782,100 $60,162 No 

*  Other = Receptors determined to be unaffected by the project (traffic noise levels less than 66 dB(A)) but benefited 
by the noise barrier. 
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Table 4-4 
Additional Considerations - Barrier 4 

Evaluation Criteria Comment 

1. Amount of noise reduction Traffic noise from SR 33 would be reduced a minimum of 5 
dB(A) at up to 11 of the impacted receptors at barrier heights 
ranging from  of 8 to 14 feet.   

2. Safety It is not anticipated that there will be any safety issues at this 
location. This item will be reviewed in greater detail during the 
design phase of the project. 

3. Community desires The desires of the property owners and renters (if applicable) 
will be solicited during the design phase of the project.   

4. Accessibility It is not anticipated that there will be any accessibility 
constraints at this location. 

5. Land use stability The use of this property is not expected to change in the near 
future. 

6. Local controls Polk County’s Land Development Code (Section 720 
Landscaping and Buffering) identifies noise as a factor to 
consider when reviewing proposed general development 
plans. Additional information on these policies is provided in 
Appendix D.  

7. Views of local officials with jurisdiction The views of local officials will be solicited during the design 
phase as part of the ongoing public involvement process. 

8. Constructability It is anticipated that the barrier could be constructed using 
routine construction methods.  This will be reviewed in greater 
detail during the design phase of the project. 

9. Maintainability There may be constraints for maintenance purposes due to 
limited ROW.  This item will be reviewed in greater detail 
during the design phase of the project. 

10. Aesthetics The aesthetics of the noise barrier will be determined by the 
District in consultation with the property owners/renters during 
the design phase of the project. 

11. ROW needs including access rights, 
easements for construction and/or 
maintenance, and additional land 

Due to a limited ROW width, the noise barrier would need to 
be located on or as close to the right-of-way line as possible. 

12.  Cost The cost of a barrier would be cost reasonable at heights of 8 
to 14 feet.   

13.  Utilities The noise barrier may conflict with above-ground power poles.  
Potential conflicts will be reviewed during the design phase of 
the project. 

14.  Drainage It is not anticipated that the barrier would impede/restrict 
drainage in the area.  This should be reviewed in greater 
detail during the design phase of the project. 

15.  Special land use considerations None. 
16.  Other environmental considerations None. 
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5.0 Conclusions 

As previously stated, future traffic noise levels with the proposed improvements are predicted 
to approach, meet, or exceed the NAC at 37 noise sensitive sites.  These sites are predicted 
to experience future traffic noise levels with the proposed improvements to SR 33 that would 
range from 66.0 to 70.2 dB(A).   

The results of the evaluation indicate that construction of noise barriers is a potentially 
reasonable and feasible noise abatement method to reduce the predicted traffic noise levels 
for up to 32 of the 37 impacted sites at the following locations:    

 Barrier 1: Residences located within the Grey Moss Subdivision and Lake Deeson 
Village Mobile Home Park from West of Wood Circle W. to Lake Luther Road (Sites 
2-20, 26-27) 

 Barrier 4: Residences located within the Cambry and Snow Wood Subdivisions 
(Sites 47-57) 

 

5.1 Statement of Likelihood 

The FDOT is committed to the construction noise barriers at the locations above, contingent 
upon the following: 

 Detailed noise analysis during the final design process supports the need for, and the 
feasibility and reasonableness of providing the barriers as abatement; 

 The detailed analysis demonstrates that the cost of the noise barrier will not exceed 
the cost effective limit; 

 The residents/property owners benefitted by the noise barrier desire that a noise 
barrier be constructed; and 

 All safety and engineering conflicts or issues related to construction of a noise barrier 
are resolved.     
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6.0 Noise Contours 

Land uses such as residences and recreational areas are considered incompatible with 
highway noise levels that approach or exceed the NAC.  To reduce the possibility of additional 
traffic noise-related impacts, noise level contours were developed for the future improved 
roadway facility.  These noise contours, shown in Figure 5-1, delineate the extent of the 
predicted traffic noise impact area from the improved roadway’s edge-of-travel lane for each 
of the land use Activity Categories (Table 3-1).  

Local officials will be provided a copy of the Final NSR to promote compatibility between any 
future land developments in this area. 

Figure 5-1 
Noise Contours 
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7.0 Construction Noise and Vibration 

Land uses adjacent SR 33 are identified on the FDOT listing of noise- and vibration-sensitive 
sites (e.g., residential use). Construction of the proposed roadway improvements is not 
expected to have any significant noise or vibration impact. If sensitive land uses develop 
adjacent to the roadway prior to construction, increased potential for noise or vibration 
impacts could result. It is anticipated that the application of the FDOT Standard 

Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction will minimize or eliminate potential 
construction noise and vibration impacts. However, should unanticipated noise or vibration 
issues arise during the construction process, the Project Engineer, in coordination with the 
District Noise Specialist and the Contractor, will investigate additional methods of controlling 
these impacts.”   
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APPENDIX A – PROJECT AERIALS 

Note: See Plan Sheets 2-5 and 17 for the location of noise sensitive sites. 
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APPENDIX B – TRAFFIC DATA 
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APPENDIX C – VALIDATION DOCUMENTATION 
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NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET 

 

Measurements Taken By:  Wayne Arner, Paola Pringle, & Lindsay Baumaister     Date:   6/13/13                   

Time Study Started:            10:15 AM                   Time Study Ended:     11:00_PM___  

Project Identification: 

Financial Project ID:   430185 1 22 0 

Project Location:      SR 33 PD&E – Old Combee Rd to E of Tomkow Rd   

      Lakeland, Polk County, FL 

 Site Identification:      Site 1 – SR 33 at Sunset Way South                                                      

                                             

  

Weather Conditions: 
Sky: Clear   X      Partly Cloudy       Cloudy          Other  
Temperature   83F   Wind Speed  1 mph   Wind Direction  NW     Humidity  88% 

Equipment: 

Sound Level Meter: 

Type:   Larson Davis  831              Serial Number(s):  1285 

 Did you check the battery?     Yes       X No 

 Calibration Readings: Start    113.98       End  114.07 
 Response Settings: Fast Slow     X 
 Weighting:  A         X Other 

Calibrator: 

Type:   Larson Davis CAL 200       Serial Number:   5592 

 Did you check the battery?     Yes      X No 

  

TRAFFIC DATA 
 

Roadway Identification SR 33 Westbound SR 33 Eastbound 
 

Vehicle Type Volume Speed (mph) Volume Speed (mph) 

Autos 240-216-240 45-49-49 162-138-228 45-49-43 

Medium Trucks 12-18-0 46-41-0 1-6-6 46-45-47 

Heavy Trucks 12-0-0 50-0-0 6-0-18 0-0-44 

Buses 0-0-0 0-0-0 0-0-0 0-0-0 

Motorcycles 0-6-0 0-0-0 0-0-0 0-0-0 

Duration Three 10-minute sample periods Three 10-minute sample periods 

Note:   Because traffic counts and speeds are collected manually, vehicle speeds may not have been obtained for 

all vehicle types.  

 

RESULTS [dB(A)]  

                                                LEQ  61.7/59.4/60.9   Lmax 100.9/95.2/97.1  

Background Noise: Birds chirping, cicadas   

Major Sources:   SR 33 Unusual Events:  Truck backup alarm, lawn mower, dog barking, 

helicopter 
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NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET 

 

Measurements Taken By:  Wayne Arner, Paola Pringle, & Lindsay Baumaister     Date:   6/13/13                   

Time Study Started:            11:15 AM                   Time Study Ended:     11:58_PM___  

Project Identification: 

Financial Project ID:   430185 1 22 0 

Project Location:      SR 33 PD&E – Old Combee Rd to E of Tomkow Rd   

      Lakeland, Polk County, FL 

 Site Identification:      Site 2 – SR 33 at Spanish Oaks                                                      

                                             

  

Weather Conditions: 
Sky: Clear   X      Partly Cloudy       Cloudy          Other  
Temperature   93F   Wind Speed  3 mph   Wind Direction  WNW     Humidity  52% 

Equipment: 

Sound Level Meter: 

Type:   Larson Davis  831              Serial Number(s):  1285 

 Did you check the battery?     Yes       X No 

 Calibration Readings: Start    114.13      End  114.22 
 Response Settings: Fast Slow     X 
 Weighting:  A         X Other 

Calibrator: 

Type:   Larson Davis CAL 200       Serial Number:   5592 

 Did you check the battery?     Yes      X No 

  

TRAFFIC DATA 
 

Roadway Identification SR 33 Westbound SR 33 Eastbound 
 

Vehicle Type Volume Speed (mph) Volume Speed (mph) 

Autos 180-222-174 51-48-52 120-198-156 52-49-53 

Medium Trucks 12-0-6 44-0-45 0-6-0 0-24-0 

Heavy Trucks 0-6-0 0-53-0 6-0-6 40-0-52 

Buses 0-0-0 0-0-0 0-0-0 0-0-0 

Motorcycles 0-6-0 0-0-0 0-6-0 0-0-0 

Duration Three 10-minute sample periods Three 10-minute sample periods 

Note:   Because traffic counts and speeds are collected manually, vehicle speeds may not have been obtained for 

all vehicle types. 

 

RESULTS [dB(A)]  

                                                LEQ  57.0/58.4/55.1   Lmax 89.1/98.7/97.3  

Background Noise: Birds chirping, cicadas   

Major Sources:   SR 33  

Unusual Events:  Some activity on Shadow Ln, garbage truck leaving Spanish Oaks, siren nearby 
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APPENDIX D – POLK COUNTY LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE 
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POLK COUNTY, FL 

LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE 

CHAPTER 7 SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

 

 

Section 720 Landscaping and Buffering (Rev. 3/18/09 – Ord. 09-006; 12/04/03 Ord. 03-82; Rev. 

06/08/04 Ord. 04-09;) 

 

A. Purpose and Intent (Rev. 3/18/09 – Ord. 09-006) 

Landscaping and buffering serves to benefit many functions of new development as well as to enhance 

the value of existing development. Landscaping reduces the drift of noise, airborne sediments, provides 

erosion control, mitigates the effects of heat islands and light pollution as well as promotes a successful 

economic perception by enhancing the visual quality and aesthetics of a community. The intent of this 

section is also to establish guidelines for landscape design, promote appropriate plant selection and 

maintenance, promote water conservation measures intended to reduce the need for supplemental 

irrigation beyond natural rainfall, and establish guidelines for mitigating potential conflicts between 

different land uses. 
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