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Nicole Broome began the meeting by welcoming the attendees and asking them to introduce
themselves. Ms. Broom then provided a short PowerPoint presentation giving an overview of
the project to date. The remainder of the meeting was open for questions and comments. The
following account is not verbatim. It is a summary of the questions and comments made and the
responses that were given.

Question: There is a slide in the PowerPoint presentation illustrating the project schedule
in a funnel diagram. Have you already decided that there is a need for this
project and that this is the track the project will move forward on?

Chris Piazza: A Draft Purpose and Need for this project is currently being developed. We
will continue to update the Purpose and Need and it will be further refined to
guide us as to what the outcome of the project should be.
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Question: There’s always a No-Build alternative - when will the decision be made as to
whether you should move forward or consider the project a No-Build?

Chris Piazza: We need to get through a refinement of the alternative before a decision is
made. We will gather and analyze all of the information necessary to see
whether there is a viable alternative or if the project will be a No-Build.

Question: Do you estimate that a preferred alternative may be selected by 2010-2011?

Chris Piazza: Yes, we plan to have the preferred alternative by the end of the study.

Keith Schue: With the recent higher gasoline prices, we have seen a drop in driving trends.
Road planning is generally based on automobile and truck traffic. What
projections are you looking at for future world economy? Would you
consider commuter rail along these corridors? With CXS selling off a
commuter line to the east, it will take this area off of the rail route. Commuter
rail would bring it closer to us.

Michael
Dorweiler: We need to look at growth trends. It’s true that there have been recent drops

in traffic volumes; we will take that into consideration. We also need to look
at all transportation options, including multi-modal. We will be considering
other options besides vehicle transportation and look at all of the different
alignments. Now we are trying to get all of the available information
together. We’re working with the Central Florida Regional Planning Council
(CFRPC) and Polk County’s Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) to
gather as much data as possible and then we will begin to form assumptions.

Chris Piazza: Commuter rail and multi-modal transportation are included in the Scope of
Services for this project. The evaluation of these modes will not be as
extensive as vehicle transportation, but commuter rail, light rail, and bus will
be considered.

Question: Are we going to discuss the potential alternative corridors today?

Chris Piazza: We’re going to have a break after this discussion to allow everyone an
opportunity to look at the maps and ask questions. Today we are here
primarily to gather input for the Purpose and Need for this project so the
alternative corridors will not be discussed in detail.

Question: The Florida philosophy has been to “bring the roads to where the people are.”
One of the corridors illustrated on the map goes through the green swamp.
There is no potential development through that area? Why is that corridor
shown on the map?
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Chris Piazza: We are primarily in the Purpose and Need, or introductory, phase of the study
process. The corridors shown on the map have not been analyzed yet; these
are just the initial conceptual corridors. We need to analyze the possibility of
a connection to Interstate 4 (I-4) at some point. There is an existing
interchange where the corridor through the green swamp is shown. This
location is just noting the initial function and need, not necessarily what the
best option would be.

Keith Schue: If the map being presented today is going to be shown to the public, the Green
Swamp is definitely an issue. The information given in the handout is good,
but the corridor through the swamp should be taken away.

Question: If the intent is to join SR 60 to I-4, please elaborate.

Chris Piazza: The purpose of the western leg of this project is to join S.R. 60 to the existing
Polk Parkway. The eastern leg is for a new north/south connection from S.R.
60 to I-4. The corridor may bypass some of the routes on the map or possibly
even link a proposed S.R. 417 alignment. Areas in red on the map illustrate
the potential S.R. 417 alignments.

Tom Deardorff: Some of the alternatives analysis alignments could almost be Phase II of the
Bartow Northern Connector. Are you going to include improvements (such as
widening) on other local roads if you construct the Central Polk Parkway? At
the southern end, the alignment parallels S.R. 60; would you then plan to
6-lane S.R.60 as well? Thinking ahead, if there is a feasible build alternative,
are you looking at alignments that could serve as public/private partnerships?

Chris Piazza: What is illustrated on the map is a very early conceptual phase of this project.
We still have to complete a traffic analysis and incorporate updates to the
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) so future traffic demands can be
met. Right now we don’t have an accurate idea of what is needed. We must
also consider a No-Build alternative; as this will be a requirement if there is
later a need to request Federal funding.

We are also considering public/private partnerships. Florida’s Turnpike
Enterprise (the Turnpike) is looking at travel forecasts and traffic modeling
for revenue potential for the proposed alignments to see what shortfall there
may be from tolls. We need to determine whether the project could be state
funded, locally funded, privately funded, or if federal funding may be
necessary.

Question: On the slide showing the project’s 36-month schedule, at what point is the
funding analysis being done?
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Chris Piazza: We will need to narrow down the corridor alignments first; so, the Turnpike’s
toll analysis will be toward the bottom of the funnel - near the end of the
project.

Tom Deardorff: The PD&E process has a hard time acknowledging the private sector. You
should also take into account which routes would align with the potential for
private/partnerships funding.

Chris Piazza: We will be looking at potential land development. This may lead to the
feasibility of a particular route because of better funding potential.

Celeste
Deardorff: The Turnpike will only be 2-laning parts of the proposed parkway, what is the

time span for the model?

Chris Piazza: The model will be for a 30-year design year done at 1-year increments.

Dave Wood: The reason only 2-lanes are being planned at this time is due to funding
issues. Hopefully further out, the section could be four-laned.

Celeste
Deardorff: How will you be looking at both current and proposed development? Polk

County and local cities follow MyRegion.org’s current plan. How are you
planning to look at the different alignments?

Chris Piazza: We coordinated with Polk County when we were developing the Scope of
Services for this project so we could get a good look at current land uses. We
will also follow current and proposed land uses when evaluating the
alignments. We need to pay close attention to land use.

Bryan Williams: Land use information will significantly influence the decisions during the
development of the alignments.

Ann
Toney-Deal: Have you looked at the MyRegion.org study? I haven’t heard the area around

Haines City mentioned during this meeting. To my knowledge, you haven’t
coordinated with Haines City. There is a very large development being
planned for that area.

Bryan Williams: We are aware of the development associated with Haines City. We haven’t
had a chance to meet with all of the municipalities yet. Trip generation will
have to be incorporated for that area.

Michael
Dorweiler: We have been working with the Regional Planning Council (RPC) and TPO in

regard to land use updates. During the interim years, we will look at planned
developments for traffic forecasting. Plans updates are being processed to
move forward. It’s important to know what’s going on all around Polk



Central Polk Parkway Stakeholder’s Meeting
Page 5 of 8

County and throughout the region as well. Two studies are currently going on
simultaneously. We will need to coordinate information from both.
Information from the other study will be utilized to analyze alternatives for the
Central Polk Parkway. Land use information will be obtained before we
move forward.

Ann
Toney-Deal: Haines City has already selected an area plan. Make sure you don’t overlook

what the LRTPs are for that area.
Michael
Dorweiler: In regard to land use and transportation issues, it is critical to look at

transportation facilities for potential land uses and be aware of what is
regionally planned for specific areas. We need to understand the traffic
projections; however, we may be limited with the current projections. One
thing that helps initially is to review studies which have identified traffic
projections for main roads and the surrounding land use, and then make a
decision - will it make sense to construct that road?

Ann
Toney-Deal: Are you at that point yet?

Chris Piazza: We’re not at that point yet. That is still something we have to look at.

Question: What projections are you looking at for current and future needs?

Michael
Dorweiler: We will make sure that all parcels of land are replicated. We have already

done some trends analyses. We will also look at models to see which set of
numbers we should use. We need to step back, though, and not just look at
forecast models; we need to look directly at the study area.

Question: There may be more “smart growth” for this area. Currently you’re showing
two segments: one east and the other west. Some of the work is being split
between consultants. Is there a possibility that one of the segments may be
selected for construction and not the other?

Chris Piazza: Yes, a decision may be made for one or the other, or both. We will need to
look at the study area and refine the alignments to make that decision. As
we’ve mentioned, we will also be considering different funding sources. It
may not be feasible to move forward in a particular area if there is no funding
plan. One segment does not need the other; they can be independent.

Question: It looks like there may actually be three “legs;” one to the east, one to the
west, and one south toward the Heartland area? How are the different legs
interrelated?
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Chris Piazza: There may be a future possibility to the south; however, it is not this study’s
intent to consider that option.

Tom
Deardorff: One of the challenges associated with socio/economic forecasts is that the

forecasts may be “up to date” but may not be “up to the minute.” Land use
plans change frequently. In the vicinities of Haines City, Clear Springs, and
the Gateway, we may need additional stakeholders’ meetings to roll out the
maps and show the latest versions of land use, etc. You may be able get
recent map files from the cities and then lay them out with the alternatives
being considered. The cities could then be invited to point out their latest
economic data.

Comment: A lot of people in this room are in the land use planning business, others are
not involved. Some may not be aware of the backgrounds that support the
models. Some of the local land use plans need to be updated. Also, we need
to coordinate to make sure the data is as up-to-date as possible. With the
current economy, you may not be able to get the approval for this project;
because of that, you should look at the reality of the projects that are already
on the ground. Polk County is updating their LRTPs. Some of the cities
won’t have their updates completed until the next year. Will the cities’
updates be done in time to be included in this study? Polk County is
consistent with My Region.org, the Heartland development, etc. Everyone in
the region is trying to coordinate with schedules, etc.

Celeste
Deardorff: The TPO just went through a planning exercise. Some of the scenarios are

different than the existing trends. What information do you have on that?

Jennifer Stults The TPO is still working on that for trends that are not necessarily typical.
Tracking for this project will also be included.

Comment: If the agencies are currently doing different analyses, we may need to have an
additional land use meeting for this project in a couple of months.

Chris Piazza: We are planning to do that. We’ve also scheduled a few more agency and
public coordination meetings for this project before the end of March.

Question: What are the mitigation targets for this project?

Elizabeth Serdynski: When we have narrowed down the alignments and know what areas the
corridor will be going through, we will begin to look at mitigation. It’s still
too conceptual at this time. We do have the Platt Branch that may be able to
provide some mitigation possibilities.

Marian Ryan: Polk County and City of Winter Haven been looking for ways to do some
work on the Peace Creek Canal. Could that be an option for mitigation? Will
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you be utilizing a mitigation bank with credits or actually mitigating with
something on the ground? We don’t want to be too late to make a suggestion
for the Peace Creek Canal.

Chris Piazza: In looking at the current map for those segments, we may be able to look at
such an option. It’s really too early to determine at this stage. We can’t
narrow it down because we don’t have enough answers yet.

Question: When the Turnpike builds a road, is it standard to include a bicycle/pedestrian
trail?

Dave Wood: No, it is not standard to include trails. Most involve high costs and funding is
not feasible. The Turnpike will provide information regarding what
contribution tolls could make on this project.

Question: What do you need to have by March 31? Will there be opportunities beyond
today’s meeting to provide additional input?

Chris Piazza: Yes, there will be ample opportunities for you to provide additional comments.
The purpose of this meeting is essentially to gather local input regarding the
Purpose and Need for this project. We are looking at the Draft Purpose and
Need to see what we currently have and what we may have missed that the
local governments and agencies could provide. Alternatives coordination
meetings will be conducted later on during the study.

Question: Will the maps shown here today be available for public review?

Chris Piazza: We will present the maps to the public on March 17th and 19th.

Comment: The public would probably want to see these maps. I would suggest that you
put them on the project web site.

Chris Piazza: Typically we upload information, such as the maps, on web site the day of a
public meeting. We can provide copies to you if you would like to request
them.

Comment: I would suggest putting the maps on the internet at least week before the
public meeting to give interested persons more of an opportunity for
comment.

Chris Piazza: These maps will be changing. The current round of meetings is to help
develop the Purpose and Need for the project. It is not critical to have the
public comment on alternatives during this early conceptual stage.
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Comment: There seems to be a disconnect between the map hanging on the wall and the
one in the handout. There is an additional alternative corridor shown on the
display map, outside the corridor, that is not included in the handout.

Chris Piazza: We did not add the road going through the green swamp as connection to I-4
on the handout materials. We need to document this alternative and explain
why we should not go through the area before we can eliminate this
alternative.

This was the end of the discussion period. Attendees were then invited to review the display
materials and have individual discussions with members of the project team.

This concludes the summary of this meeting for the subject project. Please notify Randy Cimini
at (863) 533-7000, extension 229 or by e-mail at rcimini@pbsj.com within ten (10) working days
upon receipt of this summary if there are any questions, if clarifications are necessary, or if this
differs from your understanding.

attachments
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