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REPORT SUMMARY

The South Hillsborough Pipeline is part of Tampa Bay Water's approved Long Term Master Water
Plan, and is included in Hillsborough County's Comprehensive Plan, and in both Tampa Bay Water's
and Hillsborough County's Capital Improvements Plans (CIP). The purpose of this documentis to
identify and recommend a route for Tampa Bay Water's South Hillsborough Pipeline.

Tampa Bay Water divided this pipeline into two segments: Segment A from the Regional Facilities
Site to the Lithia Water Treatment Facility, and Segment B: from the Lithia Water Treatment Facility
to a new Hillsborough County Drinking Water Facility in the Balm/Riverview area. Wade Trim is the
selected Engineer for Segment A design services and Stantec is the selected Engineer for Segment B
design services. This report documents the process of evaluating Segment A routes and the
subsequent integration of Segment B for final evaluation of a single, consolidated route.

The team gathered data for the project area and began by developing and finalizing the route
evaluation criteria. For meore information on the data collection refer to Section 2.

Route selection was a multi-step process, based on both non-cost and cost evaluations. Multiple
route alternatives were developed, and five alternative Segment A routes were shortlisted to be
evaluated in detail (refer to Section 3). The routes were evaluated to address the five factors as part

of the Planning and Development Evaluation (PD&E), including but not limited to:
s+ Alternative Routes

¢ Cost

s Safety

¢ Environmental Impacts

¢ Long Range Planning

Section 4 discusses the evaluation of the shortlisted routes. Additional route evaluation criteria were
defined, and weighting factors were assigned to each evaluation criterion. With input from Tampa
Bay Water staff and key stakeholders, weighting factors were developed and assigned to each non-
cost evaluation criterion. The weighting criteria development is described in detail in Section 4.1 of
the report. Using the evaluation criteria, weighting factors, sub-criteria, and sub-criteria percentages,
Wade Trim assessed and compared data from each alternative route (refer to Section 4.3). Each
route received a score for each subcriterion. Routes received a score of 1, 5 or 10 for each
subcriterion (refer to Section 4.4). These scores were subsequently multiplied by the sub-criteria
weighting factors, and then the overall criteria weighting factors. Summing these values across each
criterion generated the route’s Non-Cost Score.

For each shortlisted route, a cost score, derived from an Opinion of Probable Construction Cost
(OPCC), was also produced. In addition to pipeline installation costs, these AACE level 5 estimates
also featured: engineering design and bidding services, startup and commissioning, contractor
markups and indirect costs, contingencies, property costs, and engineering services during
construction {refer to Section b).
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1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document is to identify and recommend a route for Tampa Bay Water's South
Hillsborough Pipeline. The Tampa Bay region is growing at a record rate, and Tampa Bay Water as
the water supply authority is empowered by the Interlocal Agreement that created Tampa Bay Water
to design, acquire, construct, operate and maintain water supply facilities in the locations and at the
times necessary to insure that an adequate supply of quality water will be available for all customers
served by the member governments; thus the authority is working on expanding its system to ensure
adequate supply of drinking water to the Tampa Bay region. The South Hillsborough Pipeline is part
of Tampa Bay Water's approved Long Term Master Water Plan and their approved 2019 Capital
Improvements Plan, and is also included in Hillsborough County’'s Comprehensive Plan, and their
current Capital Improvements Plan.

The pipeline in this study is required to serve the growing demand for potable water in southern
Hillsborough County associated with existing and anticipated residential and commercial
development. This study identifies potential alternative pipeline routes in the project area, and then
reviews existing utility information, property ownership and types, available rights-of-way and
potential easements, environmental features, safety, proposed development and construction in the
project area, costs, and other factors. This data is then formatted into route evaluation criteria, which
are then comparatively analyzed to select the recommended route.

The pipeline is an approximate 66-inch diameter water main which requires a significant
construction width for efficient, effective construction and future maintenance to provide safe,
reliable potable water transmission from the Regional Facilities Site to the Hillsborough County
designated points of connection. The routes identified and described herein do not yet establish a
detailed physical location of the pipeline within the route right-of-way or within proposed easements.
The specific physical location of the pipeline will be determined during the subsequent Basis of
Design Report and final design stages, during which additional data will be collected and analyzed on
the selected route, including survey, subsurface utility engineering, geotechnical investigations, and
other site conditions. These subsequent steps will refine and define the physical location of the
pipeline and may result in minor adjustments to the selected route.

Tampa Bay Water 1s a wholesale drinking water supplier. It supplies water to more than 2.5 million
customers through its member governments: Hillsborough County, Pasco County, Pinellas County,
and the Cities of New Port Richey, 5t Petersburg, and Tampa. Tampa Bay Water was created by
interlocal agreement among the member governments.

Southern Hillsborough County, which is partof Tampa Bay Water's service area, is experiencing
unprecedented population growth that is driving the demand for additional drinking water. Tampa
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Bay Water has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Hillsborough County to
provide 65 million gallons per day (MGD) of additional water supply to southern Hillsborough County.
The purpose of this project is two-fold; 1) to improve hydraulics and increase Tampa Bay Water's
ability to deliver additional quantities of existing alternative water supplies to southern Hillsbhorough
County whose demands are increasing at a faster rate than other parts of the region; and 2) to allow
for delivery of future alternative water supplies, from the regional system to southern Hillsborough
County as Tampa Bay Water expands existing facilities in order to meet regional demands over the
2040 planning horizon.

The new supply pipeline will be approximately 25 to 28 miles long and will be approximately 66
inches in diameter. The pipeline will be constructed in two segments (Segments A and B) between
Tampa Bay Water's Regional Facilities Site (2301 Regional Water Lane) to the joint Lithia Water
Treatment Facility site where Hillsborough County and Tampa Bay Water both have treatment
facilities (Segment A), then ultimately to the southern new Point of Connection (POC) with
Hillsborough County at their recently acquired Water Resources AgMart property parcels in the Balm-
Riverview area (Segment B). Tampa Bay Water has selected two Engineers to provide professional
services for these two pipe segments: Segment A is to be completed by Wade Trim and Segment B is
1o be completed by Stantec. The scope of this document is limited to identifying and evaluating
potential alternative routes for Segment A and coordinating those with Segment B for consolidated
route selection. Segment B alternative route study is completed and documented in a separate route
study by Stantec. In addition, both route studies were collaborated with Tampa Bay Water's
Integrated Program Manager (IPM), Black and Veatch (B&V). The route study area and POCs are
shown in Figure 1.

Route selection was a multi-step process, based on both non-cost and cost evaluations. The team
gathered data (described in Section 2) for the project area and began by developing and finalizing
the route evaluation criteria. The next step was to establish and assign weighting factors to each
evaluation criteria. With input from Tampa Bay Water staff and key stakeholders, weighting factors
were developed and assigned to each non-cost evaluation criteria. The weighting criteria
development is described in detail in Section 4.1.

Next, Wade Trim developed multiple route alternatives and shortlisted five alternative Segment A
routes to be evaluated in detail (Section 3). This evaluation included reviewing all the data collected
and developing sub-criteria to provide definable and measurable evaluation metrics (Section 4.3).
For each sub-criterion every route received a score to gquantify the relative impact. These scores were
subsequently multiplied by the sub-criteria weighting factors, and then the overall criteria weighting
factors (determined from Tampa Bay Water workshops). Summing these values across each criterion
generated the route's Non-Cost Score.

South Hillsborough Pipeline (Segment A) 11 Tampa Bay Water



For each shortlisted route, a cost score, derived from an Opinion of Probable Construction Cost
{OPCC), was also produced. In addition to pipeline installation costs, these AACE level 5 estimates
also featured: engineering design and bidding services, startup and commissioning, contractor
markups and indirect costs, contingencies, property costs, and engineering services during
construction.

The South Hillsborough Pipeline requires a fully integrated, comprehensive, and systematic

water conveyance solution. Depending on Segment A and B shortlisted routes there was significant
variability in construction cost to connect the terminal ends of the two pipeline segments to achieve
a truly integrated system. This consideration is discussed in Section 6. which describes the process
of evaluating cost and non-cost criteria and combining Segment Aand Segment B into a single
consolidated route.
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2 DATA COLLECTION

In order to develop and assess the potential routes, a desktop evaluation of available public

information, existing utility information from Tampa Bay Water and Hillsborough County, Geographic

Information System (G1S) data, and data available from external resources was performed. The

following readily available public information was collected as part of this route study: previous

reports and studies, existing and future utility and roadway information, existing right-of-way,

property records and easement information, environmental, wetland, ecological and habitat

information, geotechnical data, and field reconnaissance. The following is a list of data collected for

this route study:

¢ Tampa Bay Water Existing Pipelines

e Tampa Bay Water Existing Properties and Easements

¢ Hillsborough County Property Appraiser parcel data shapefile (current)

¢ Hillsborough County Properties shapefiles (current)

¢ Hillsborough County Planning and Zoning shapefiles/maps (current)

e Hillsborough County Zoning Districts

¢ Adopted Community Planning Areas

e Adopted Community Planning Areas with Overlay Districts

¢ Hillsborough County Historic Landmarks

¢ Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) Designated Brownfield Areas

e |long Range Transportation Plan

¢ Hillsborough County Areawide Vision Map

¢ Hillsborough County Department of Transportation roadways shapefile (current)

¢ Hillsborough County 2045 Transportation Master Plan shapefiles

e Hillsborough County stormwater infrastructure (current)

e Hillsborough County Stormwater Master Plan shapefiles

¢ Hillsborough County Parks and Recreation Department infrastructure shapefiles (current)

e Hillsborough County Parks and Recreation Department Master Plan shapefiles

¢ Hillsborough County existing public utility infrastructure

e Potable water, reclaimed water, raw water, sanitary sewer (gravity and force mains), sanitary
sewer lift stations

¢ Hillsborough County Proposed Capital Improvements Projects

¢ Roadway corridors, intersection improvements, and resurfacing projects

e Public utilities (Potable water, reclaimed water, raw water, sanitary sewer (gravity and force
mains), sanitary sewer lift stations projects

¢ Stormwater and Water Quality Improvement projects

¢ Hillsborough County Parks projects

¢ Hillsborough County Comprehensive Plan shapefiles

e Southwest Florida Water Management District: District-owned lands

¢ Hillsborough County AADT Volumes for County and Local Roads

¢ Aerial photography - Obtained from GIS data and online resources such as Google Map
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e Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes - Obtained from Florida Department of
Transportation (FDQOT)

¢ Future roadway construction projects - Obtained from major roadway authorities such as FDOT

¢ Proximity to schools, hospitals, fire stations, public parks, historic places - Obtained from internet
sources such as Google Maps or FDEP MAP Direct.

e Hazardous waste or contaminated sites databases - Obtained by using Florida Department of
Environmental Protection database (MAP DIRECT)

o Wetland data, Existing Hydrological Studies, and Ecologic Studies - Obtained from U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. (MAP DIRECT)

e Parcel data for property acquisitions for permanent easements - Obtained using Hillsborough
County's property appraiser's website

¢ United States Department of Agriculture soil conservation service general scil map 1986- Data
will be used to determine presence of corrosive soils

e Florida Division of Historical Resources- Florida Historical Marker Interactive Map

e Screenshots of TECO Peoples Gas facilities were provided via email, and in a general meeting
with Stantec and Wade Trim. No KMZ, Shape Files, or other GIS data was provided beyond the
information shared via email.

The following Guidelines and Standards were also collected:

¢ Tampa Bay Water Property Requirement and Acquisition Guidelines
¢ Tampa Bay Water Technical Standards (current)

e Hillsborough County Transportation Technical Manual 2021

An 811 Sunshine design ticket was created for the project area to obtain private utility information.
Information on numerous fiber communication, gas, power, and other utility infrastructure was
obtained and incorporated into our GIS mapping platform for the project. Private utilities have been
contacted throughout the route study phase of the project to ensure the most comprehensive and up
to date information is being used to identify and locate utilities.

In addition, the Engineers for Segments A and B attended a series of virtual meetings and workshops
to obtain additional information and coordinate with jurisdictional authorities, stakeholders, and
third-party utilities including the following;

e Tampa Bay Water Legal Counsel

¢ Hillsborough County Parks and Recreation

e Conservation and Environmental Lands Management

e Hillsborough County Public Works and Planning Department

e TECO Peoples Gas

¢ Hillsborough County Public Utilities, Solid Waste, and Real Estate Departments

e TECO Real Estate

e Hillsborough County School Board Facilities

e Hillsborough County Community and Infrastructure Planning Department
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e Florida Gas Transmission

In 2019, lampa Bay Water, through its Public Outreach Consultant, completed a public opinion
survey of residents of Hillsborough County as part of the ongoing efforts of 2020 South Hillsborough
County Pipeline route study prepared by Arcadis. There were 675 participants that responded to this
online survey and the results were used by the Engineers of Segment A and Segment B to help
define the weighting of the criteria used to evaluate the routes for both Segment A and Segment B
for the current study. Through the survey, respondents identified the three most important concerns
for pipeline route evaluations: 1) public inconvenience; 2) environmental Impacts/wetlands
mitigation; and 3) costs. These concerns tracked closely with a 2021 statistically valid public opinion
survey that was conducted by Downs & St. Germaine Research for Tampa Bay Water. Respondents
to that survey listed environmental stewardship as their top concern, reliability as their second
highest concern, with cost listed as third.

Tampa Bay Water also sought input from residents through another online survey, neighborhood
presentations and a telephone town hall meeting. From June 20, 2022 through July 8, 2022, Tampa
Bay Water solicited input on the three shortlisted routes via an online survey. The survey provided
information on each route and asked residents if there were unknown concerns about each route.
On July 12, 2022, Tampa Bay Water hosted a telephone town hall with a Zoom simulcast to provide
another opportunity for residents to ask questions and provide input.

In addition to online survey efforts, the Engineers for Segment A and Segment B, in support of Tampa
Bay Water, attended in person a series of public meetings with multiple resident and commercial
organizations in the Southern Hillsborough County Area. These included:

¢ Bloomindale Homeowners Association

¢ Shadow Run Homeowners Asscciation

¢ Southfork Lakes Community Development District

¢ Fish Hawk Ranch Homeowners Association

¢ Riverview Chamber of Commerce

These groups along with the Brandon Rotary, have provided information to their specific members

via email and social media. Input received will be provided to Tampa Bay Water's Board of Directors
for information when they vote on a final route in August 2022.
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3 ROUTE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The scope of work is limited to identifying and evaluating potential alternative routes for Segment A
Segment B alternative route study will be completed and documented in a separate route study by
Stantec. The route study area is shown on Figure 1.

In addition to the five potential routes evaluated, there were several alternative alignments between
the point of beginning for the potential routes to connect to Tampa Bay Water's Regional Facilities
Site. Likewise, there were several alternative alignments between the ending point of multiple
potential routes and the Point of Connection at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility. Thus, for the
purposes of this report, the alternative connection alignments - exiting the Regional Facilities Site
and approaching the connection point at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility - are excluded from the
primary evaluation of the potential routes and are evaluated separately.

Figure 2 shows the initial routes that were selected for evaluation and were presented to Tampa Bay
Water for concurrence at the Route Shortlisting Workshop held on December 6, 2021. The naming of
potential routes is based on the north-south portion of the corridors, extending from west-to-east as
follows: the Falkenburg Route, the US 301 Route, the Lakewood-Providence Route, the Parsons-
Kings Route, the Lithia Pinecrest Route, the Durant Route and the most eastern route is labeled, the
Cross Country Route. Alternative alignments for some of these routes were also identified and are
shown in Figure 2.

Most of the routes and alternative alignments selected included a combination of Hillsborough
County public rights-of-way and securing new property rights (easements) on private property and/or
public lands. Given the density and urbanized character of the study area for Segment A, careful
consideration was given to proposed easement acquisition on private and public lands. Of particular
concern was where the widths of rights-of-way, and other characteristics such as existing utilities and
built-out conditions of the roadway, indicated that extensive easement acquisition would be required
that could impact project cost and schedule.

The 2020 South Hillsborough County Pipeline route study report by Arcadis had considered the east-
west portion along the TECO power corridor located north of Boyette Road as a potentially viable
route segment to minimize public disruption. It could also provide Tampa Bay Water a shorter
construction duration. Per the evaluated records, Tampa Bay Water's 7 2-inch raw water main is
located within a 160-foot wide TECO easement. Although Tampa Bay Water presently has permanent
easements for the 72-inch raw water main, for the purposes of this study, it was determined that
additional easement acquisition adjacent to the existing easements along the TECO power corridor
would be required to construct a new 66-inch diameter water main. The additional easement area
would be outside of the existing 160-feet wide TECO corridor and would reqguire acquisition from
private properties already subject to existing electric, gas, and water utility easements. Records also
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indicated that in addition to TECO, Hillsborough County also has overlapping rights to the required
property making this potential route segment very challenging.

The initial evaluation of the east-west corridor showed that acquiring private easements from
properties located between the existing TECO corridor and Boyette Road may result in loss of use of
some private parcels. Hence, a new alternative east-west corridor had to be identified. The three of
the identified potential routes share this newly identified east-west common corridor along the right-
of-way of Boyette Road/Fishhawk Boulevard.

A desktop evaluation was performed 1o reduce the initial routes to five potential routes that were
evaluated in this study. The five potential routes selected included, one route west of I-75; two
central routes east of I-75, but west of Lithia Pinecrest Road through the most urban dense area of
the project area; and two eastern routes including one along Lithia Pinecrest Road and one farther
east with about a third of the route along undeveloped lands. Several of these routes had also
identified potential alternate alignments.
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Field reconnaissance was performed along all accessible portions of the routes under consideration,
including the major north-south portions of the routes along Falkenburg Road, Providence Road,
Parsons Avenue, Kingsway Road, Lithia Pinecrest Road, and a portion of the accessible Cross
Country route parallel to Yukon Road south of Durant Road. The field reconnaissance also focused
on major east-west corridors within the project area including: Windhorst Road, Lumsden Road,
Bloomingdale Avenue, Durant Road and Boyette Road/Fishhawk Boulevard. Additionally, multiple
residential/collector roads within the project area were also evaluated to explore opportunities to
connect favorable segments of routes or find less congested connections that would be suitable for
this project.

Less accessible portions of potential routes were reviewed on Google Earth or Hillsborough County
Property Appraisers mapping; these corridors included inaccessible lands privately owned, or public
lands that are not easily accessible. Features of interest included: evidence of other utilities, traffic,
utility poles, drainage improvements, forested wetlands, large trees, staging areas for special
crossings, construction activity, hydrology, and any other features that would affect the suitability of
the corridor for routing a 66-inch diameter pipeline or safety during construction.

During the route evaluation and after completion of field reconnaissance by the Engineer for
Segment A, further refinement of the selected corridors was performed. Multiple sub-routes or
alternative alignments were explored as potential improvements to avoid congested traffic areas,
significant road crossings and/or additional environmental permitting or authorizations through
state-controlled lands (which require a higher level of authorization potentially delaying either design
or implementation of the project). The refined routes which were vetted by the team and presented
for full evaluation, are presented on Figure 3.

The routes are presented sequentially, from west to east, based on the north-south portion of the
corridor used as the identifier. They all have considered the address 175 North Falkenburg Road,
Tampa FL 33619 (which is the southern entrance to Hillsborough County Public Utilities Department
on Falkenburg Road) as the point of beginning, thus having a common point for a fair comparison of
the main routes. In addition, a separate subsection is presented herein to discuss the alternative
connection alignments between this point of beginning and the connection to the Regional Facilities
Site. Likewise, a separate subsection discusses how the routes connect to the Lithia Water
Treatment Facility. These alternative connecting alignments are considered and evaluated separately
and can be added to main routing options.

The Faikenpurg route Is tThe western-most route that generally parallels Tampa Bay Water's existing
7 2-inch Raw Water Main (RWM). The route begins at 175 North Falkenburg Road and heads south in
Falkenburg Road for approximately 7.25 miles across the CSX corridor, State Road 60 (Adamo

South Hillsborough Pipeline (Segment A) 20 Tampa Bay Water



Drive), Crosstown Expressway, Causeway Boulevard, US Highway 301, and other local roads until it
reaches the north-south TECO power corridor just east of 78 Street. It then parallels the TECO
Corridor on adjacent proposed easements on private property east of the power corridor to Riverview
Drive where it turns eastin Riverview Drive until it crosses Interstate-75. The route then turns south
and east again, on proposed easements on private property, to cross the Alafia River onto ELAPP
lands owned by Hillsborough County (Alafia Scrub Nature Preserve). The route then continues east
along proposed easements paralleling the right-of-way of Elbow Bend Road, then turning south on
proposed easements along the ELAPP lands (Alafia Scrub Nature Preserve) paralleling the existing
72-inch RWM along the power corridor and the right-of-way of Hagadorn Road to Gibsonton Drive.
Here the route turns east for approximately 7.5 miles in the right-of-way of Gibsonton Road which
turns into Boyette Road and then into Fishhawk Boulevard until approximately. 650-feet east of
Fishhawk Ridge Drive. From this location, the route continues to the Lithia Water Treatment Facility
as discussed in Section 3.3.6.2.

The Falkenburg Route is 19.1 mile long in its entirety. The portion of the route north of the Alafia
River is in Falkenburg Road right-of-way with heavy traffic and utilities, but Falkenburg Road at this
location has a wide right-of-way (more than 100-feet and the existing RWM is in a permanent utility
easement adjacent to the road). Most of the properties adjacent to Falkenburg Road are
commercial. Falkenburg Road north of Eagle Palm Drive is a 4-lane divided road. Falkenburg Road
south of Eagle Palm Drive transitions to a 2-lane divided road to 78" street. According to
Hillsborough County's 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan, there are no current plans to add
additional lanes along Falkenburg Road within the 2045 planning horizon.

The portion of the route that parallels the TECO power corridor is along a proposed easement in
private property until Riverview Drive. The existing power corridor near this location already has
several existing pipes including a Tampa Bay Water 42-inch diameter main and a Hillsborough
County 24-inch diameter reclaimed water main. Hence the proposed pipeline route inside the power
corridor is not feasible. Riverview Drive has a 7 5-feet wide right-of-way, which is narrower than
Falkenburg Road. However, there is minimal utility congestion along this portion of the route and the
traffic is considerably less than that along Falkenburg Road. Riverview Drive crosses under an
elevated I-75 bridge structure, so there may be the possibility of constructing the proposed 66-inch
water main under the bridge decks of |-75 without the need for a microtunnel or other costly
trenchless construction technique at this location.

The river crossing is to be accomplished by securing new property rights on both sides of the river
comprised of proposed easements between Riverview Road and Gibsonton Road for a trenchless

river crossing.
The east-west portion of the route along Gibsonton Road/Fishhawk Boulevard also presents

challenges with heavy traffic and other utilities. However, similar to Falkenburg Road, the right-of-
way along the east-west corridor is very wide with a minimum width of 140-feet and approaching
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upward to 200-feet of width at certain locations. Although this is a congested and built-up
thoroughfare with residential and commercial properties along the way, it seems plausible thata
feasible corridor for construction of the 66-inch diameter water main is attainable within the right-of-
way.

An alternative alignment was identified during the route study as a viable option to a portion of
Fishhawk Boulevard. This alternative exits the right-of-way east of Bell Shoals Road, crossing the
power corridor and then turning east along the southern edge of Hillsborough County publicly owned
lands (Fishhawk Creek Nature Preserve) for approximately 2.75 miles until Little Fishhawk Creek,
where the Nature Preserve ends and the power corridor is directly adjacent to the right-of-way. At this
location, the route would turn south to cross the power corridor and then east again to resume its
alignment in Fishhawk Boulevard as described above. Construction within the Fishhawk Nature
Preserve for a distance of 3 miles may be an alternative to construction along Fishhawk Boulevard
for this route. This alignment along the preserve's firebreak area would minimize safety hazards,
impacts to traffic and conflicts with other utilities; thus, expediting construction. Environmental
impacts to the preserve would be minimized to the greatest extent possible by locating within the
existing firebreaks. In addition, this alignment will have little to no conflicts with existing utilities
along the Fishhawk Creek Nature Preserve.

The Falkenburg Route and its alternatives are shown in Figure 4.

The Lakewood-Providence Route is the second most western route. The route begins at 175 N
Falkenburg Road and heads south in Falkenburg Road to Woodberry Road, then heads east in
Woodberry Road across |-75 until Lakewood Drive. The route then turns south in Lakewood Drive
{which turns inte Providence Road) for approximately 5.8 miles across the CSX corridor, State Road
60 (Adamo Drive), Brandon Parkway, Lumsden Road, Providence Lakes Road, Bloomingdale Avenue
and other local roads until it reaches Riverview Drive. The route then heads west in Riverview Road
across US Highway 301 until Moody Road. From this point the route makes its way to the river in
local residential roads, including Moody Road, Oakwilde Street and Bridgewood Drive up to an
unnamed/undeveloped 50-feet wide right-of-way between located 10511 Bridgewood Drive and
10515 Bridgewood Drive that abuts to the Alafia River.

The crossing of the Alafia River is to be accomplished by a trenchless construction from this
unnamed/undeveloped right-of-way to a proposed easement that needs to be secured on a private
property on the south side of the river.

After the river crossing, the route continues in a proposed easement through private property on an
eastsoutheast direction until it crosses US Highway 301 to the right-of-way of Balm Riverview Road.
The route continues southeast in a proposed easement adjacent to Balm Riverview Road from
Jefferson Road to McMullen Loop, where it transitions back into the right-of-way of Balm Riverview
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Road and makes its way to Boyette Road approximately 0.9 miles further south. Once in Boyette
Road, the route then turns east in Boyette Road and follows the same path as the Falkenburg Route
to approximately 650-feet east of Fishhawk Ridge Drive. From this location, the route continues to
the Lithia Water Treatment Facility as discussed in Section 3.3.6.2.

Like the Falkenburg Route, the Lakewood-Providence Route also would have the sub-route
alternative of transitioning to the southern edge of the Fishhawk Creek Nature Preserve just past Bell
Shoals Road, and parallel the TECO power corridor, for approximately 2.75 miles until it transitions
back to the main corridor along Fishhawk Boulevard.

The Lakewood-Providence Route is 17.7 miles long in its entirety. Woodberry Road west of I-75 has
a right-of-way of about 60-feet at its narrowest, has low-to-moderate traffic, and most of the major
utilities appear 1o be located on the southern side of the right-of-way, potentially leaving an adequate
corridor for construction of the proposed 66-inch diameter water main. Woodberry Road crosses
under an elevated I-75 bridge structure, so there may be the possibility of constructing the proposed
water main under the bridge decks of |-75 without the need for a microtunnel or other costly
trenchless construction technique at this location. East of I-75, the right-of-way of Woodberry Road
expands to over 80-feet wide, and then narrows to approximately 50-feet for a couple hundred feet
and expands again. Traffic and utilities expectations remain consistent through this portion of the
route.

Lakewood Road (which turns into Providence Road at Brandon Parkway) has a high-to-moderately
high traffic count north of Brandon Parkway, and a high traffic count from Brandon Parkway to
Bloomingdale Avenue. The right-of-way width also varies from approximately 50-feet at the
narrowest location north of the CSX tracks to approximately 200-feet wide in portions between
Lumsden Road and Bloomingdale Avenue. The road traffic patterns also vary with a very high traffic
count for the majority of the segment along Providence Road through commercial areas such as the
SR 60 intersection, the onramp to the Crosstown Expressway, and the portion adjacent to Westfield
Brandon Mall (formerly Brandon Town Center), to a more subtle residential traffic count on the
southern portion of this road south of Bloomingdale Avenue. Itis worth noting that there are two
adjacent cemeteries along the Lakewood-Providence Route, one at the intersection with Woodberry
Road, and the second one on the southern leg of Providence Road just north of Hackney Drive.
Cemeteries are considered hallow grounds and hence obtaining easements along cemeteries is
challenging.

Riverview Drive is mostly a residential street with low traffic. Trenchless construction will be required
across US Highway 301 (a State Road). Other roads such as Moody Road, Oakwilde Street and

Bridgewood Drive mostly convey local traffic.

Balm Riverview Road between US Highway 301 and Boyette Road has moderate traffic. The right-of-
way width varies between 60-feet wide to over 120-feet wide in some sections. There are few utilities
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along this segment of the route, except between Jefferson Road and McMullen Loop, new
permanent easements are proposed parallel to the right-of-way due to the number of utilities that
would require relocation along this segment.

The east-west portion of the route along Boyette Road/Fishhawk Boulevard, or the alternative
alignment along Fishhawk Creek Preserve, also present challenges as previously described for the
Falkenburg Route.

The Lakewood-Providence Route and alternatives are shown in Figure 5.

I he Parsons-Kings Route Is the central route. The route begins at 175 Neorth Falkenburg Road and
heads south in Falkenburg Road to Woodberry Road, then heads east and south in Woodberry Road
{which turns into Limona Road) for approximately 2.4 miles, across I-75 and the CSX tracks, until it
reaches Victoria Street. The route then turns east in Victoria Street for approximately 1 mile,
paralleling the CSX corridor until Moon Avenue. Then, the route heads south in Moon Avenue, across
State Road 60 until it reaches Robertson Street. From Robertson Street the route then heads eastin
Robertson Street to Parsons Avenue. The route then turns south along Parsons Avenue (which turns
into John Moore Road) for approximately 2.4 miles until it reaches Ronele Drive. The route then
turns west/southwest in Ronele Drive to Kings Avenue, where it then turns south in Kings Avenue for
approximately 1.4 miles until it reaches the Alafia River.

The crossing of the Alafia River is to be accomplished by a trenchless construction from Kings
Avenue right-of-way, across the river to a proposed easement that will need to be secured on a
private property on the south side of the river that extends from the river to Alafia Ridge Loop.
Once in Alafia Ridge Loop, the route turns towards the east, south and then west, following Alafia
Ridge Loop for approximately 0.6 miles to Alafia Ridge Road. The route then veers southwest in
proposed easements on private property parallel to Alafia Ridge Loop Road until McMullen Loop. The
easements along this segment are necessary to address access issues to the Alafia Ridge Loop
neighborhood as Alafia Ridge Road is the only means for ingress/egress to this neighborhood.
From McMullen Loop, the route turns southwest across the road and onto the right-of-way of
McMullen Road for approximately 0.75 mile until Boyette Road. Once in Boyette Road, the route
turns east in Boyette Road and follows the same path as the Falkenburg Route to approximately
650-feet east of Fishhawk Ridge Drive. From this location, the route then continues to the Lithia
Water Treatment Facility as discussed in Section 3.3.6.2.

An alternative alignment was identified during the route study as a viable option for accomplishing
the Alafia River crossing. Instead of turning west in Ronele Drive, the route would continue south in
John Moore Road across Bloomingdale Avenue for approximately 2 miles, to just north of the
intersection with Currys Landing Trail. At this location, the route turns directly west along the south
border of a private property in a proposed easement, across the river onto the right-of-way of Revels
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Road. The route then continues west adjacent to the Revels Road right-of-way and then north
adjacent to Revels Road right-of-way until it reaches Alafia Ridge Loop, where the alternative
alignment meets the main route. The portion along Revels Road may require proposed easements
adjacent to the right-of-way to manage ingress/egress issues as this is a dead-end road.

In addition to the alternate river crossing sub-route, the east-west alternative along Boyette
Road/Fishhawk Boulevard discussed for the Falkenburg Route and Lakewood-Providence Route
could be applicable to the Parson-Kings Route as well. As discussed previously, this sub-route
consists in exiting the right-of-way east of Bell Shoals Road, crossing the TECO power corridor and
then turning east in and along the southern edge of Hillsborough County publicly owned lands (Fish
Hawk Creek Nature Preserve) for approximately 2.75 miles until Little Fishhawk Creek, where the
Nature Preserve Ends and the power corridor is directly adjacent to the right-of-way. At this location,
the route would turn south to cross the power corridor and then east again resume its alignment in
Fishhawk Boulevard like the main route.

The Parsons-Kings Route is 18 miles long in its entirety. The first portion of the route from
Falkenburg to the intersection of Woodberry Road and Lakewood Drive is the same as what was
described for the Lakewood-Providence Route, including the potential construction of the 66-inch
diameter water main under the elevated bridge structure without the need for a trenchless crossing.
Limona Road varies in right-of-way width with the narrowest section approximately 50-feet wide,
there are only a few smaller diameter utilities along this corridor. The proposed easements along the
sub-route alternative alignment adjacent to Limona Road are along mostly single-family residential
homes, with structure setbacks which are about 50-60 feet from the right-of-way.

Victoria Street right-of-way varies between 45 to 60-feet wide. There are a moderate amount of
utilities through this portion of the corridor with the heaviest section near the intersection with Kings
Avenue. West of Kings Avenue the right-of-way also parallels a CSX corridor. A proposed sub-route
alternate alignment along Victoria Street between Limona Road to just east of Kings Avenue includes
easements along properties parallel to the northern right-of-way. These properties are also mostly
single-family residents, with significant structure setbacks to the right-of-way. Brandon High School
and MclLane Middle School are located along this segment of the route along Victoria Street.

The right-of-way of Moon Avenue is approximately 60-feet wide and there are very few utilities along
this corridor. The First Baptist Church of Brandon is located between Sadie Street and Morgan
Street. However, this campus also has entrances along the side streets and Parsons Avenue. The
remainder of the corridor is residential, except where it approaches State Road 60. At this location,
adjacent properties have a more commercial uses and thus parking and potential impacts to
business access must be considered. Crossing of State Road 60 is expected to be accomplished
using trenchless construction.

Robertson Street has a right-of-way width of approximately 45-feet and is surrounded by commercial
properties on both sides of the road. There are a few smaller utilities within the right-of-way, but
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there are none along the center of the road. Most of the business in this area have multiple
entrances; with proper local traffic control pipeline construction will be feasible with minimal
impacts.

Limona Road and Victoria Street are classified as a collector road, traffic count for Victoria Street is
is 6,100 AADT. Moon Avenue and Robertson Street all have low traffic volumes given that they are
not classified as a collector road or arterial road per Hillsborough County's Roadway Functional
Classification and the traffic volume was confirmed during the field reconnaissance.

The right-of-way for Parsons Avenue varies in width, with the narrowest segment being 60-feet wide
and close to Robertson Street. However, the right-of-way widens to approximately 80-feet wide along
the remainder of the route in Parsons Avenue. There are smaller diameter utilities outside the edge
of pavement on both sides of the road between Rebertson Street and Lumsden Road. Scuth of
Lumsden Road the number of utilities along the corridor reduces significantly. There is a mix of
residential properties and commercial properties adjacent to the corridor, including Brandon
Regional Hospital, which has accesses along Parsons Avenue, Vonderburg Drive, and Qakfield Drive.
Traffic is moderate to low along Parsons Avenue, with the highest traffic expected between Lumsden
Road and State Road 60. The corridor also traverses across Lumsden Road which would be a major
intersection, likely requiring a trenchless crossing.

Ronele Drive has a right-of-way that is over 60-feet wide, with a pavement width of only 20 feet,
leaving ample greenspace within the right-of-way. Hillsborough County 2045 Transportation Master
Plan does not indicate widening of Ronele Drive. Properties adjacent to Ronele Drive are mostly
residential properties and there is also very light traffic volume along this portion of the route. The
biggest challenge along this portion of the route would be the crossing of Buckhorn Creek, which
would likely require trenchless construction under a large box culvert.

Kings Avenue right-of-way varies between 90-feet wide at Ronele Drive to 65-feet wide for most of
the route but reduces to 50-feet wide south of Louise Street. Traffic along Kings Avenue is moderate
on the short section north of Bloomingdale Avenue and is low south of the intersection. Properties
adjacent to Kings Avenue are predominantly residential, except few commercial properties and the
Sacred Heart Knanaya Catholic Church. Challenges include the intersection of Ronele Drive with
Kings Avenue where Kingswood Elementary is located and the intersection of Kings Avenue and
Bloomingdale Avenue. In addition, Kings Avenue has a bridge crossing over Buckhorn Creek. There
are several utilities along Kings Avenue which extend between Ronele Drive and the Alafia River;
these include smaller diameter water mains and some high voltage transmission lines which are
aerial. There also is a wastewater force main along a portion of the corridor, which extends south to
Louise Street.

Alafia Ridge Loop and Alafia Ridge Road both have 50-feet wide rights-of-way with small diameter

utilities. Alafia Ridge Road also has a 30-inch diameter culvert along the right-of-way. Adjacent
properties are mostly residential. Alafia Ridge Loop allows for residents to exit the neighborhood
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using an alternate direction. However, to reduce construction risks, mitigation of potential road
closure of Alafia Ridge Road will be required.

McMullen Loop and McMullen Road both have ample rights-of-way width along the corrider with the
narrowest section being approximately 7b-feet wide. This portion of the corrider presents very little
challenges, compared to other sections of the route. There are a few utilities along these corridors,
mostly smaller diameter utilities. Most of the properties adjacent to the rights-of-ways are residential,
except when approaching Boyette Road. There is a TECO substation and also some adjacent
commercial properties.

The east-west portion of the route along Boyette Road/Fishhawk Boulevard or the alternative
alignment along Fishhawk Creek Preserve also present challenges as previcusly described above in
the section discussing Falkenburg Route.

The Parsons-Kings Route and alternatives are shown in Figure 6.

The Lithia Pinecrest Route is the second most eastern route. The route begins at 175 North
Falkenburg Road and heads north along Falkenburg Road for approximately 1,000-feet until Fisher
Avenue. From Fisher Avenue the route turns east, across |-75 and past Fisher Lane until it reaches
the undeveloped portion of Windhorst Road right-of-way. Then the portion of Windhorst Road right-of-
way curves northward across forested wetlands until Wallwood Drive and Schmidt Elementary
School. From this location, the route extends east in Windhorst Road for approximately 3,500-feet
until Lakewood Drive.

The route then turns south in Lakewood Drive for approximately 1 mile across the CSX corridor until
it reaches the undeveloped right-of-way of Victoria Street. The route then turns east/southeast along
the undeveloped right-of-way of Victoria Street until Hilltop Road. Then it heads south in Hilltop Road
across State Road 60 until it reaches Oakfield Drive. The segment just north of State Road 60 to
Oakfield Drive is proposed in proposed easements on private property.

Once in Oakfield Drive, the route turns east until Pauls Drive. Once in Pauls Drive, the route
continues south along a combination of right-of-way and proposed easements on private properties
until it reaches Lumsden Road. Then the route turns east in Lumsden Road, for approximately 2
miles, past the intersection of Lithia Pinecrest Road to the right-of-way of Durant Road. The route
then turns south for a few hundred feet along Durant Road and then west in a proposed easement to
just east of the right-of-way of Lithia Pinecrest Road. Then the route continues 3.85 miles ina
southeast direction, paralleling the right-of-way of Lithia Pinecrest Road in proposed 50-feet wide
easements on private properties adjacent to the northeast side of the right-of-way until just north of
the intersection with Lithia Ridge Boulevard. From this point the route turns south across Lithia
Pinecrest Road, in a proposed easement in a private property, and the right-of-way of Adelaide
Avenue to the intersection of Adelaide Avenue and Spring Road. Then the route continues southwest
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in Spring Road to Williams Boulevard. At this location, the route turns east in Williams Boulevard
and south along Pine Street until it dead ends at a private property that abuts the Alafia River. Then
the route turns west and then south and southeast in proposed easements paralleling an existing
Tampa Bay Water 30-inch pipeline across this property.

The crossing of the Alafia River is to be accomplished by an aerial crossing, from a proposed
easement north of the river to a proposed easement on the south side of the river that extends to
the right-of-way of Lithia Springs Road. Both easements are along privately owned lands. An aerial
crossing of the Alafia River is proposed near Lithia Springs, rather than a trenchless crossing, to
avoid altering the aquifer and potentially impacting spring flow. Even though the property north and
south of the river has a private owner, it is managed by Hillsborough County Parks and Recreation
Department as it operates as Lithia Springs Park.

From this location the route extends east adjacent to Lithia Springs Road in proposed easements for
approximately 1 mile. Then the route turns south and then east in proposed easements on
environmentally protected ELAPP lands until the point of ending at the Lithia Water Treatment
Facility. Easements along Lithia Springs Road will be subject to ELAPP review and approval. ELAPP
parcels are also subject to the Florida Communities Trust review which is part of the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection.

Two alternate alignments were identified for this corridor. The first alternate alignment begins about
0.25 mile north of Lumsden Road. This proposed alternative alignment would head west along
proposed easements on private property between the easement adjacent to Pauls Drive and the
Kings Avenue, where it turns south and continues along the right-of-way of Kings Avenue until
Lumsden Road where it meets the previously described route. The purpose of this alternate
alignment is to avoid the intersection of Pauls Drive and Lumsden Road because this section of
Pauls Drive parallels the Brandon Parkway and an on-ramp to the Selmon Expressway, which is
anticipated to be expanded in the future. It also avoids the section of Lumsden Road between the
Selmon Expressway on-ramp and Kings Avenue which has very high traffic count.

The second alternate alignment is just north of the Alafia River crossing. This alternative alignment,
in lieu of turning east on Williams Boulevard, would continue southeast along Spring Road for
approximately 0.4 miles, then turn east in a proposed easement on private property until it intersects
with the previously described route paralleling the Tampa Bay Water 30-inch diameter water main.
The purpose of this alternate alignment is to aveid construction of the proposed 66-inch diameter
along Pine Street and Williams Boulevard, which is not a wide right-of-way and already has a 36-inch
diameter water main.

The Lithia Pinecrest Road is 14.1 miles long in its entirety. The Lithia Pinecrest Route presents the

most direct corridor between the point of beginning and end point for this project; thus, itis shorter
than the other routes by 3 to 4 miles.
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Falkenburg Road has heavy traffic and utilities, but Falkenburg Road at this location has a wide right-
of-way with five lanes of traffic (two each way plus a turn lane). Most of the properties adjacent to
Falkenburg Road are commercial. Only one commercial property has exclusive access off Falkenburg
Road, others have access from side roads that can be actively maintained during construction.

Fisher Avenue right-of-way is 50-feet wide east of I-75. It has mostly commercial properties along
both sides of the right-of-way. There is only local traffic along this portion of the route along Fisher
Avenue. There are no known utilities along this portion of Fisher Avenue other than stormwater
culverts. Crossing of I-75 would likely be accomplished via microtunneling. The tunnel also needs to
avoid a high pressure (27 5-psi) gas main located on |-75 right-of-way which runs perpendicular to our
route. Fisher Avenue east of I-75 has a 45-feet wide right-of-way and does have any known utilities.
Given potential access on the east side of the interstate, the tunnel is likely to be extended east of
Fisher Lane, and the route requires securing proposed permanent utility and temporary construction
easements on private property to avoid creating ingress/egress access issues during the
establishment of the launching pit for the microtunnel.

The portion of Windhorst Road right-of-way just west of Schmidt Elementary is 80-feet wide. This
portion of the corridor is undeveloped and appears to have forested wetlands. There are no known
utilities along this portion of the corridor. The remainder of Windhorst Road right-of-way between
Wallwood Drive and Lakewood Drive is 80-feet wide. There is low traffic and only a few utilities along
this segment. Properties along both sides of Windhorst Road are mostly residential.

The portion of Lakewood Drive between Windhorst Road and Victoria Street is approximately 60-feet
wide and expands to approximately 70-feet south of the CSX railroad tracks. There is moderate
traffic along this portion of the route and there are both sanitary and potable water utilities within the
right-of-way. Only a portion of the water main north of Woodberry Road is 12 inches in diameter, the
remainder of the utilities are smaller. This portion of the route is also unigue as it has some
variations of elevations, between Windhorst Road and Woodberry Drive. The crossing of the CSX
railroad tracks is proposed to be trenchless. Most of the properties adjacent to the right-of-way on
both sides are residential. However, there is a cemetery at the southeast corner of the intersection of
Woodberry Road and Lakewood Drive.

The undeveloped right-of-way of Victoria Street is 80-feet wide and only has a couple of minor
utilities. The Hilltop Road right-of-way is approximately 50-feet wide. Between Victoria Street and
Highland Ridge Circle, there is only one small diameter water main along the Hilltop Road right-of-
way. Just north of State Road 60 and extending to Oakfield Drive, there are a few more utilities that
share the right-of-way. Most of the adjacent properties along this portion of the corridor are
residential. Once the route approaches State Road 60 and extending to Oakfield Drive, the adjacent
properties change to commercial in nature. The crossing of State Road 60 is proposed to be
trenchless, extending between proposed easements north and south of this road. Additional
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easements are also proposed between State Road 860 and QOakfield Drive to facilitate construction of
the large diameter water main and avoid conflict with existing utilities.

Qakfield Drive has a 60-feet wide right-of-way, and the portion of the corridor is surrounded by
commercial properties. There are sanitary and potable water utilities along this portion of the route,
but they are both less than 10 inches of diameter.

The Pauls Drive right-of-way varies between 70-feet wide to less than 60-feetwide. There is a
combination of commercial, residential and undeveloped properties along this portion of the route.
Utilities in the corridor include a potable water main and sanitary force main.

There is low traffic along Victoria Street, Hilltop Road, Oakfield Drive and Pauls Drive.

The Lumsden Road right-of-way varies between almost 200-feet wide at Pauls Drive to 65-feet wide.
[tis a 4 to 6 lane divided road with a narrow-vegetated median for most of the segment. There is
moderate to high traffic volume along Lumsden Road west of Lithia Pinecrest Road. Adjacent
properties are mostly residential with a few commercial properties closer to Lithia Pinecrest Road.
There are several existing utilities along this segment of the route. The crossing of Lithia Pinecrest
Road is intended to be accomplished through trenchless construction extending from approximately
60-feet west of the intersection of Lumsden Road and Lithia Pinecrest to the intersection of Durant
Road and Lumsden Road.

Hillsborough County has identified a capital improvement project to expand the Lithia Pinecrest Road
due to the amount of traffic, which is one of the few north-south connectors across the Alafia River in
southeastern Hillsborough County. Because the right-of-way is mostly built out, it is expected that
Hillsborough County would have to acquire additional right-of-way to accomplish this capital
improvement project. Thus, the portion of the route that parallels Lithia Pinecrest Road is proposed
1o be within easements along the entire extent. Although there are many utilities along this corridor,
most of them, including a large-diameter Tampa Bay Water pipeline, are currently located in the
existing right-of-way of Lithia Pinecrest. While there is very high traffic along Lithia Pinecrest Road,
the impact to such traffic during construction is expected to be minimal as construction would occur
in proposed easements. There is a combination of residential and commercial properties for which
easements would need to be secured along this corridor.

Adelaide, Spring Road, Williams Road, and Pine Street are all local roads with little-to-no traffic and
existing utilities, except for the existing Tampa Bay Water pipeline. The rights-of-way along these
portions of the route vary from 50 to 65-feet in width. Most of the properties adjacent to this corridor
are residential.

Lithia Springs Road right-of-way is approximately 40-feet wide west of Jessi Lane and expands to
approximately 65-feet wide east of this location. There are very few utilities along this corridor and
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the only large diameter utility is an existing Tampa Bay Water pipeline. Lithia Springs Road is the
only means of ingress/egress for residents in the area west of Lithia Pinecrest Road and north of
Lithia Springs Road. To reduce construction risks, mitigation of potential road closure of Lithia
Springs Road will be required. Most of the property adjacent to south of Lithia Springs Road along
this portion of the route are environmentally protected ELAPP lands.

The Lithia Pinecrest Route and alternatives are shown in Figure 7.

The Cross Country Route is the eastern-most route in the study area. The route begins at 175 North
Falkenburg Road and heads north in Falkenburg Road for approximately 1,000-feet until Fisher
Avenue. From Fisher Avenue the route turns easterly, across |-75 and past Fisher Lane until it
reaches the undeveloped portion of Windhorst Road right-of-way. Then the portion of Windhorst
Road right-of-way curves northward across forested wetlands until Wallwood Drive and Schmidt
Elementary. From this location, the route extends east in Windhorst Road for approximately 2.5 miles
until about 900-feet west of Kingsway Road. From this location the route turns south along a
proposed easement in private property and then east along another proposed easement paralleling
the south entrance road of the private property, to the Kingsway Road right-of-way approximately
600-feet south of the intersection of Kingsway Road and Windhorst Road. The route then turns south
along proposed easements adjacent to the east side of the right-of-way of Kingsway Road until
reaching Greenbay Avenue. At this location, the route veers into the right-of-way of Kingsway Road
and continues south until just south of Clay Avenue. Then the route continues south in proposed
easements on the west side of Kingsway Road across the CSX tracks and into easements along the
eastern edge of the Brandon Park and Recreation Center, managed by Hillsborough County Parks
and Recreation Department. Then the route continues south along the right-of-way of Kingsway Road
until just north of State Road 60.

The trenchless crossing of State Road 60 is to be accomplished by securing easements north and
south of State Road 60. Then, the route veers onto the right-of-way of Bryan Road and continues
south for approximately 0.20 miles to Lumsden Road. The crossing of Lithia Pinecrest Road at Bryan
Road also requires securing proposed easements on both sides of Lithia Pinecrest Road as the route
crosses Lithia Pinecrest Road at an angle and Lithia Pinecrest is considered an arterial road with a
heavy daily traffic count.

From Lumsden Road, the route heads east for approximately 0.45 miles until just west of Lithia
Pinecrest Road. Then the route turns northeast across Lithia Pinecrest Road onto proposed
easements that parallel Lumsden Road adjacent to the north side for 0.4 miles at which pointit
crosses Lumsden Road onto proposed easements on the south side of Lumsden Road to Mount
Carmel Road. At this location, the route continues east in the right-of-way of Lumsden Road for 2
miles to Mulrennan Road. Then the route turns northeast in the mostly undeveloped right-of-way of
Lumsden Road to Dover Road. At this location, the route traverses across private property and then
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turns southeast in proposed easements for approximately 2.3 miles adjacent to the south side of the
CSX corridor until close to the intersection with Durant Road. This segment of the route includes
crossing Turkey Creek.

From this location, the route turns south in Yukon Road for approximately 0.3 miles. Yukon Road is a
dead-end road. Once Yukon Road, turns west past Yukon Estate Lane, the route continues ina
south direction along proposed easements for approximately 1.75 miles adjacent to a power corridor
and across the upper Alafia River. Then the route turns southwest in a proposed easement for 1
mile, where it turns west and follows the alignment of an existing Tampa Bay Water pipeline across
ELAPP lands and Lithia Pinecrest Road. The route then continues westin a proposed easement on
ELAPP lands to the point of ending at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility. This alignment along ELAPP
lands would minimize safety hazards, impacts to traffic and conflicts with other utilities; thus,
expediting construction. Environmental impacts to the ELAPP lands would be minimized to the
greatest extent possible by locating within the existing firebreaks.

Two alternate alignments were identified for this corridor. The first alternate alignment deviates from
the main route by turning east along Fairmont Drive, then south/east along Holley Terrace to
Oakwood Avenue. Then the alternate alignment continues south in Oakwood Avenue to Dew Bloom
Road. From this location the alternate alignment turns east in Dew Bloom Road and then South in
Mount Carmel Road until it meets the main route at Lumsden Road. The intent of this alternate
alignment is to avoid two trenchless crossings of Lithia Pinecrest Road, one at Bryan Road and one
at Lumsden Road. It also avoids construction within Lumsden Road right-of-way. Lumsden Road,
west of Lithia Pinecrest Road, is considered as an arterial road with a heavy daily traffic count.

The second alternate alignment deviates from the main route at Yukon Road. In lieu of continuing
south in private property, it veers southwest to cross the power corridor and then parallels the north-
south TECO transmission power corridor on the west side in proposed easements for approximately
1.5 miles. At this point the route crosses the Upper Alafia River and meets the main route.

The Cross Country Route is 18.2 miles long in its entirety. It was intended to provide an alternate
corridor that largely circumvents the dense urban development as much as possible to minimize
public inconvenience. More than a third of this route lies on proposed easements on private
property consisting of large tracts of undeveloped lands, paralleling existing features which represent
breaks in the foliage or vegetation such as existing C5X tracks and/or existing high voltage power
transmission corridors, thus reducing the impact on significant wildlife habitats in the study area.
This route follows the same alignment as the Lithia Pinecrest Route between the point of beginning
to the intersection of Windhorst Road and Lakewocd Drive.

Falkenburg Road has heavy traffic and utilities, but Falkenburg Road at this location has a wide right-

of-way with five lanes of traffic (two each way plus a turn lane) and it appears can accommodate the
proposed 66-inch diameter pipeline along the eastern side of the right-of-way under the existing
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pavement. Falkenburg Road along this portion of the route has not been identified as a roadway that
will be expanded in the future. Most of the properties adjacent to Falkenburg Road are commercial.
Only one commercial property has exclusive access off Falkenburg Road, others have access from
side roads that can be actively maintained during construction.

Fisher Avenue right-of-way is H0-feet wide west of [-75. It has mostly commercial properties along
both sides of the right-of-way. There is only local traffic along this portion of the route along Fisher
Avenue west of I-75 and are no known utilities other than stormwater culverts. Crossing of I-75
would likely be accomplished via microtunneling. The tunnel also needs to avoid a 27 5-psi
distribution gas main located on right-of-way |-75 right-of-way which runs perpendicular to the route.

Fisher Avenue east of I-75 has a 45-feet wide right-of-way and does not contain any utilities. Given
potential access on the east side of the interstate, the tunnel is likely to be extended east of Fisher
Lane, and the route requires securing proposed permanent utility and temporary construction
easements on private property to avoid creating ingress/egress access issues during the
establishment of the launching pit for the microtunnel.

The portion of Windhorst Road right-of-way just west of Schmidt Elementary is 80-feet wide. This
portion of the corridor is undeveloped and appears to have forested wetlands. There are no utilities
along this portion of the corridor. The remainder of Windhorst Road right-of-way between Wallwood
Drive and Lakewood Drive is 80-feet wide. There is low traffic and only a couple of minor utilities
along this segment. Properties along both sides of Windhorst Road are mostly residential.

The portion of Windhorst Road between Lakewood Road to just east of Kingsway Avenue is 75-feet
wide for most of the segment. However, there is a segment of the right-of-way between Telfair Road
and Highview Road where the right-of-way narrows to 45-feet wide. The number of utilities along
Windhorst Road east of Lakewood Road varies with the largest utility being a 30-inch diameter water
main (Hillsborough County’'s South Central Transmission Main). Properties along both sides of the
right-of-way are mostly residential. Traffic along this portion of the route is moderate to low volume.
The Kingsway Avenue right-of-way is mostly 60-feet wide. The are several smaller utilities along
Kingsway Avenue with the largest utility being a 30-inch diameter water main (Tampa Bay Water's
Brandon Urban Dispersed Wells Transmission Main). Properties along both sides of the right-of-way
are mostly residential. The corridor is mostly built out with very little greenspace. There are mostly
residential properties on both sides of the road.

The right-of-way of Bryan Road is approximately 60-feet wide. There are few smaller utilities along
Bryan Road with the largest utility being a 30-inch diameter water main (Brandon Urban Dispersed
Wells main). This corridor is built out with very little greenspace and has residential properties along
both sides of the right-of-way.
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The Lumsden Road right-of-way is 70-feet wide east of Lithia Pinecrest Road. Lumsden Road is a 4-
lane divided road with a narrow median for most of the segment. There is moderate to high traffic
volume along Lumsden Road west of Lithia Pinecrest Road. Adjacent properties are mostly
residential with a few commercial properties closer to Lithia Pinecrest. There are several existing
utilities along this segment of the route. Traffic is moderate along this segment of the route.

The Lumsden Road right-of-way east of Mount Carmel Road up to Dover Road varies between 70 to
almost 100-feet wide, except between St. Cloud Avenue and Amethyst Way, where it narrows to 45-
feet wide. There are mostly residential properties on both sides of the road. There are also some
undeveloped parcels and homeowner associations parcels along this segment adjacent to the road.
There are only a few smaller diameter utilities along this segment of the route. The traffic volume is
low on this segment of the route.

The mostly undeveloped right-of-way of Lumsden Road east of Dover Road varies between 95 to
almost 120-feet wide. There are majority of the properties on both sides of the road are residential.
There are no utilities along this segment of the route and no traffic.

The portion of the route paralleling the CSX corridor is mostly uplands, with no utilities. There are a
few wetland crossings, specifically when crossing Turkey Creek.

The Yukon Road right-of-way is about 55-feet wide and has no known utilities and very little traffic. It
makes optimum conditions for construction of this type of project.

South of Yukon Road the route is in proposed easements. There are thousands of feet of wetlands
that extend both north and south of the Upper Alafia River. This portion of the route also crosses a
portion of Alderman’s Ford Nature Preserve.

The Cross Country Route and alternatives are shown in Figure 8.

The start point Tor tne route stuay Is an undetined connection at Tampa Bay Water's Regional
Facilities Site. In direct coordination with the Engineer retained by Tampa Bay Water to perform a
feasibility study for expansion of this facility, it was determined that the point of connection was likely
to be a large diameter pipeline downstream of the existing Alkalinity Adjustment Facility located
along the northeast quadrant of the Regional Facilities Site along Regional Water Lane. This point of
connection needs to be coordinated with the (potential) expansion of the Regional Facilities Site
during detailed design phase.

3.3.6.1 Alternative Alignments to Connect to the Regional Facilities Site

As previously discussed, the five main routes evaluated in this report focused on the predominant
north-south corridors that connect the point of beginning with the ending point. They all were based
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on starting at a common point for all routes established at 175 North Falkenburg Road (Point of
Beginning). There were alternative alignments identified to connect the point of beginning to the
Regional Facilities Site. However, the team determined that whichever alternative alignmentis
selected it could be added to any main route and thus warranted a separate evaluation.

Figure 9 shows the alternative alignments to connect the point of beginning to the Regional Facilities
Site.

336.1.1 Alternative Alignment A

Alternative Alignment A extends south from the point of connection along the east side of the
Regional Facilities Site, then turns west along existing vegetation providing sufficient buffer from
existing ground storage tanks and the pump station, then turning scuth between two stormwater
ponds, and then turning east along the northern edge of the vegetated area south of the tanks. The
alignment extends about 300-feet south of this location and then turns east across the north-south
TECO power corridor located along the east side of the Regional Facilities Site and onto the
Hillsborough County Solid Waste Department property in a proposed easement. The alignment then
continues east along the area north of the retention pond and adjacent to the north service road all
the way across the property to Falkenburg Road which is considered the point of beginning for the
main routes.

Alternative Alignment Ais 7,17 0-feet long and is anticipated to include three trenchless crossings as
follows: 1) across the north service road; 2) near the truck weighing station extending beyond the
automatic gate and adjacent service road to avoid any impacts to the sensors and or other
equipment; and 3) across Falkenburg Road to maintain traffic flow during construction activities. The
total length of anticipated trenchless crossings along this alternative alignment is approximately
800-feet. Construction along this alignment would require an easement on Hillsborough County
property and would require coordination with Hillsborough County Real Estate Department and
Hillsborough County Solid Waste Department. In addition, this alignment will require a routine license
agreement with TECO to cross the power corridor. Most of this alignment, except for the crossing of
Falkenburg Road, which is a public right-of-way, would be constructed in areas with restricted public
access. Construction along the solid waste facility would be offset from the service road where
possible to avoid disruption of internal traffic patterns of this facility. There are existing utilities
parallel to the proposed easement area, so a shared use agreement may be required. In addition,
this alignment will cross existing utilities in the TECO power corridor and in Falkenburg Road. There
are approximately 2,600-feet of wetlands along this alternate alignment. There are no proposed
railroad crossings for this alternative alignment.

336.1.2 Alternative Alignment B

Alternative Alignment B extends along the same corridor as Alternative A, until Alternative Alignment
Aturns east to cross the power corridor and Hillsborough County Solid Waste Facility. Alternative
Alignment B continues south adjacent to the power corridor and existing pipes for another 400-feet.
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Then the alignment turns southwest across the TECO power corridor and across ponds located on
the solid waste facility. Then the alignment continues west along the south road of the Hillsborough
County Solid Waste Department property until the eastern limit of this road. The alignment then
turns southwest across a vegetated area and a private access road that extends between the
Hillsborough County Public Utilities Offices and the entrance to the Falkenburg Road Advanced
Wastewater Treatment Plant, then the alignment transitions east across the green space located
immediately south of the parking area for the Hillsborough County Public Utilities Offices and then
across Falkenburg Road. The entire segment between the TECO power corridor and Falkenburg
Road right-of-way is along proposed easements. Once in Falkenburg Road the alignment turns north
to meet the point of beginning for the main routes.

Similar to Alternative Alignment A except for the crossing of Falkenburg Road, which is a public right-
of-way, most of the route would be constructed in areas with restricted public access. Construction
along the solid waste facility would be offset from the south service road where possible to avoid
disruption of internal traffic patterns of this facility. There are several utilities parallel to the existing
Tampa Bay Water easement both along the Regional Facilities Site and along the power corridor.
There are existing utilities that need to be crossed within the TECO power corridor and within the
right-of-way of Falkenburg Road mostly on the west side of the right-of-way. Alternative Alignment B is
approximately 6,690-feet long and also includes three anticipated trenchless crossings as follows: 1)
across the TECO power corridor and ponds in the Solid Waste Facility; 2) across vegetated wetland
areas which also have some crossing utilities; and 3) across lanes of Falkenburg Road to maintain
traffic during construction activities. The total length of anticipated trenchless crossings along this
alternative alignment is approximately 800-feet. Construction along this alignment would require
easements from two separate Hillsborough County owned parcels and will require approval from
Hillsborough County Real Estate Department, Hillsborough County Solid Waste Department and
Hillsborough County Public Utilities Department. In addition, this alignment will require a routine
license agreement with TECO to cross the power corridor. This alternative includes approximately
3,000-feet along wetlands in addition to crossing of the ponds located in the solid waste facility.
There are no railroad crossings along this alternative alignment.

336.1.3 Alternative Alignment C

Alternative Alignment C extends along the same corridor as Alternative B, until Alternative Alignment
B turns east to cross the power corridor and the northern edge of the Falkenburg Road Advanced
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Alternative C continues southeast along the vegetated area west of the
reclaimed water tanks for another 470-feet. Then the alighnment turns east across existing pipelines,
the TECO power corridor and onto the southern edge of the vegetated area of the Falkenburg Road
Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant property, then it transitions onto the southern access road of
the plant and continues east until Falkenburg Road. Once in Falkenburg Road, the alignment turns
north to meet the point of beginning for the main routes.
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Alternative Cis 8,420-feetlong. Similar to Alternatives Alignments A and B, most of route, except for
the portion in Falkenburg Road, would be constructed in areas with no traffic. There are several
utilities parallel to the Tampa Bay Water easement both along the Regional Facilities Site and along
the power corridor. In addition, there are several existing utilities along the southern edge of the
Falkenburg Road Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant that need to be avoided. This will likely
necessitate a long trenchless crossing to avoid undermining the reclaimed water tanks. Once in the
right-of-way of Falkenburg Road, there are several utilities that need to be crossed mostly on the
west side of the right-of-way. The total length of anticipated trenchless crossings along this
alternative alignment is approximately 1,400-feet. Construction along this alignment would require
an easement from Hillsborough County and will require approval from Hillsborough County Real
Estate Department and Hillsborough County Public Utilities Department. In addition, the alignment
will reguire a routine license agreement with TECO to cross the power corrider. There is
approximately 3,680-feet of this alignment along wetlands. There are no railroad crossings along this
alternative alignment.

336.14 Alternative Alignment D

Alternative Alignment D extends along the same corridor as Alternative Alignment C, until C turns
east to cross the power corridor and the southern edge of the Falkenburg Road Advanced
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Alternative Alignment D continues southeast across the power corridor
and across the CSX corridor and onto proposed easements. Then this alignment turns south in the
proposed easements to Currie Davis Drive right-of-way. From this location the alignment turns eastin
Currie Davis Drive to Falkenburg Road. Then the alignment turns north in Falkenburg Road across
the CSX railroad property to the point of beginning for the main routes.

This alternative alignment differs from the previous three, as a third of the route is proposed along
public rights-of-ways (Curries Davis Drive and Falkenburg Road). Local truck traffic due to industrial
area along Currie Davis Drive will need to be maintained during construction. Alternative Alignment D
requires two separate trenchless crossings of the CSX railroad. The total length of anticipated
trenchless crossings along this alternative alignment is approximately 650-feet. This alternative
alignment requires three easements from private landowners, in addition to a license agreement
with TECO to cross the power corridor. The total length for Alternative Alignment D is 9,440-feet.
There is approximately 3,800-feet of this alignment along wetlands.

336.1.5 Additional Alternative Alignments

Two separate alternatives were evaluated and discarded as potential alternatives between the point
of connection at the Regional Facilities Site and the point of beginning for the main routes. These
alternatives are shown dashed on Figure 9. The first alternative comprised heading directly east
across the power corridor and along the internal access road for the jail facility to Falkenburg Road
and then turning south to the point of beginning. This alternative was removed as a viable option at
the Route Shortlisting Workshop held on December 6, 2021, due to safety and complications as the
road is internal to the jail facility.
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The second alternative turned west from the point of connection and headed northeast through
Tampa Bay Water's existing easement to make its way to Columbus Drive right-of-way. Once in
Columbus Drive the alternative turns east towards Falkenburg Road. Then the alternative turns
south along Falkenburg Road to the point of beginning. This alternative was discarded based on
firsthand experience of the Engineer with the design and construction of a large diameter water main
{42 inches in diameter) for Hillsborough County {South Central Water Transmission Main) along this
corridor and paralleling Tampa Bay Water's 36-inch diameter water main (Brandon Urban Dispersed
Wells Main). The most challenging portion of this alternative that makes it technically risky is at the
intersection of Columbus Drive and Falkenburg Road. At this location, in addition to the two pipes
discussed, there are other utilities including a perpendicular 30-inch diameter interceptor (main
interceptor from the north service area of the Falkenburg Road Advanced Wastewater Treatment
Plant), a reclaimed water main, a force main, a water main and stormwater culverts. Due to the
variation of elevations and horizontal alignments open cut-installation of a 66-inch diameter pipe
along this intersection would be very challenging. In addition, both properties adjacent to Columbus
Drive (to the north and to the south of the road) would require Department of Correction approval for
an easement on these properties. This creates a challenge for a trenchless option. Lastly, the soils at
this intersection are not favorable for dewatering, based on previous experience. A proposed
trenchless construction option would have to be even deeper to clear all the utilities, increasing the
risk in construction, operation and maintenance. For all these reasons, this alternative was removed
as a viable option.

336.1.6 Comparison of Alternative Alignments for Connection to the Regional Facilities Site
Alternative Alignment B is the shortest most direct route with Alternative Alignment A just
approximately 480-feet longer. Alternative Alignments C and D are much longer by approximately
1,730-feetand 2,750-feet, respectively.

All four alternative alignments reguire easements. Alternatives Alignments A and C only require
easements across one parcel. Alternative Alignment B requires easements along two parcels.
Alternative Alignment D requires easements along three parcels. Alternative Alignments A, Band C
require easements across Hillsborough County owned property in addition to a TECO license
agreement. Alternative Alignments A B and C require approval from Hillsborough County Real Estate
Department. Alternative Alignments A and B require approval from Hillsborough County Solid Waste
Department. Alternative Alignments B and C require approval from Hillsborough County Public Works
Department. Alternative D requires easements along privately owned lands in addition to the TECO
license agreement.

All four alternative alignments require construction paralleling and crossing major utilities.

Alternative Alignment D requires construction along Currie Davis Drive and a significant length along
Falkenburg Road.
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All four alternative alignments include trenchless crossings. Alternative Alignment D has the fewest
amount of crossings adding up to approximately 650-feet, however it includes one of the most
challenging trenchless crossings as it would need to diagonally cross the railroad tracks, a 72-inch
water main, an active high pressure gas transmission main and the power corridor all in one
microtunnel. This trenchless crossing is likely to be deep. Alternative Alignment A has just a slightly
higher length of trenchless crossings than Alternative Alignment D with 850-feet. Both Alternative
Alignments B and Cincludes approximately 1,400-feet of trenchless construction. Alternative
Alignment C has a critical trenchless crossing to avoid impacts to existing utilities and the
foundations of the reclaimed water tanks at the Falkenburg Road Advanced Wastewater Treatment
Plant.

Only Alternative Alignment D includes railroad crossings. The first crossing, which is a long diagenal
crossing, is the most significant of the two railroad crossings, as it crosses a 72-inch diameter
Tampa Bay Water pipe and a Florida Gas Transmission pipe both of which already cross beneath the
railroad. This trenchless crossing has the potential to be very deep and does not meet CSX Crossing
Guidelines requiring utilities to cross perpendicular to tracks so it will require additional fees and
incur additional scrutiny from the railroad company.

All four alternative alignments have potential impacts to wetlands. Alternative Alignments Aand B
have the lowest potential of wetland impacts with 2,680-feet and 3,000-feet within wetlands,
respectively. Alternative Alignments C and D have a higher potential wetland impact, with
approximately 3,600 and 3,800-feet wetlands, respectively.

Based on the data gathered and discussed above, Alternative Alignments A and B would seem to be
the preferred alignments as they are shorter, have fewer proposed easements, have a lower level of
construction risk along the proposed trenchless crossings and have fewer potential wetlands
impacts compared to Alternative Alignments Cand D. Alternative Alignment D also has the added
challenge of public inconvenience and traffic management along a third of the route.

Alternatives were presented and discussed with Hillsborough County Staff including, Hillsborough
County Real Estate Department, Hillsborough County Solid Waste Department, and Hillsborough
County Public Utilities Department. During this meeting Hillsborough County Staff expressed their
concerns regarding a few of the routes including the following:

e Solid Waste Department staff has a capital project within the next two years that will include
work on the north side of the facility including the north service road and prefer that if work
along their facility is required it be limited to the south side.

e Public Utilities Department staff expressed their concerns of any construction adjacent or in
the vicinity of their reclaimed water tanks, as they have been having structural issues with
the foundations and are currently evaluating solutions. They also expressed concern about
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construction along some of the service roads in the Falkenburg Road Advanced Wastewater
Treatment Plant since they have a lot of existing utilities on these roads.

[t is worth noting that Alternative Alighment B at the time of this meeting had a different pathway
which included paralleling the north services road of the Falkenburg Road Advanced Wastewater
Treatment Plant. This alternative alignment has since been refined to what is presented above.

Based on the comparative analysis above, and taking into consideration Hillsborough County staff
feedback, Alternative B is recommended as the recommended alternative alignment for connection
to the Regional Facilities Site.

3.3.6.2 Alternative Alignments to Point of Connection at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility

As previously discussed, there are also multiple approach routes between the main route end points
and the point of connection at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility. In this section, the different
alternative approach routes along Fishhawk Boulevard which are applicable to three of the five main
routes (Falkenburg Route, Lakewood-Providence Route and Parsons-Kings Route) are described.
This section does not describe alternative approach routes for the Lithia Pinecrest Route or the
Cross Country Route because these main route alternatives both have clear and obvious favorable
approaches and are already discussed as part of the respective main route selection.

It is anticipated that the connection point to Hillsborough County's Lithia Water Treatment Facility will
be near the existing water tanks.

Figure 10, shows a graphical representation of the alternative approach routes between the ending
point for three main routes and the connection point at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility.

336.2.1 Alternative Alignment A

Alternative Alignment A starts at the right-of-way of Fishhawk Boulevard, approximately 650-feet east
of Fishhawk Ridge Drive. It heads east along Fishhawk Boulevard right-of-way for approximately 530-
feet and then proceeds north in a proposed easement on Hillsborough County property anticipated
1o be the future site of a Hillsborough County library, just west of the soccer fields. Alternate A then
turns east across the parking lot for the Hillsborough County Fishhawk Sports Complex, and then
north on Hillsborough County property just east of the soccer fields, adjacent to the Newsome High
School property. At this point the alignment continues north in an easement proposed on
undeveloped land under private ownership, adjacent to western edge of the Newsome High School
property for approximately 650-feet. Then the alignment turns east for approximately 765-feet along
Tampa Bay Water property paralleling the northern edge of the high school property where it would
turn north to the point of connection.

Alternative A is 5,560-feet long. In addition to autheorization from the Hillsborough County Real Estate
Department, it would require additional authorization from the Hillsborough County Parks and

South Hillsborough Pipeline (Segment A) 40 Tampa Bay Water



Recreation Department. A permanent easement from a private landowner is required west of Tampa
Bay Water's property.

There are a significant number of utilities along Fishhawk Boulevard and the TECO power corridor
that need to be crossed. Once north of the TECO power corridor, there are no known utilities, other
than potential irrigation lines that may need to be crossed. There may be temporary disruption to
some internal traffic patterns or parking area for the Hillsborough County Fishhawk Sports Complex
along this alternative where any impacts to existing improvements would be temporary and fully
restored. The proposed trenchless crossing is across Falkenburg Road and Fishhawk Boulevard. This
alternative alignment also will also reqguire routine license agreement from TECO 1o cross the power
corridor. Approximately 400-feet of alternative alignment is along wetlands.

33622 Alternative Alignment B

Alternative Alignment B follows a similar path to Alternative Alignment A, except that instead of
turning east across the parking lot of the sports complex, the route would zigzag continuing west and
then north, followed by west and then north, then west around the western and northern boundaries
of the Hillsborough County Fishhawk Sports Complex, until it meets Alternative Alignment A

Alternative Alignment B is 5,590-feet long. This alternative would require the same authorizations as
Alternative Alignment A including an easement from the private landowner. The main difference
between Alternative Alignments A and B is that the temporary impact to the sports complex parking
and access road facilities is avoided by constructing along the perimeter of the property. This may or
may not temporarily impact some of the northern section of the soccer fields. The easement along
privately owned lands is also the same as Alternative Alignment A. There are a significant number of
utilities along Fishhawk Boulevard and the TECO power corridor that need to be crossed. Once north
of the TECO power corridor, there are no known utilities, other than potential irrigation lines that may
need to be crossed. The only proposed trenchless crossing is across Falkenburg Road. This
alternative alignment also requires routine license agreement from TECO to cross the power corridor.
Approximately 400-feet of alternative alignment is along wetlands.

336.2.3 Alternative Alignment C

During a conversation with Hillsborough County School Board, it was noted that the land adjacent to
the sports complex was being earmarked for a future library, thus potentially Alternative Alignments
Aand B around the western edge of the Sports Complex may not be feasible due to direct conflict
with the future library. Hence additional alternative alignment is presented below.

Alternative Alignment C starts at the right-of-way of Fishhawk Boulevard approximately 650-feet east
of Fishhawk Ridge Drive, where Alternative Alignment A begins and proceeds north in a proposed
easement on Hillsborough County property for approximately 1,060-feet. The alternative alignment
then turns northeast for approximately 130-feet and then turns east for approximately 600-feet in
proposed easements on Hillsborough County property until it meets Alternative Alignment B and
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continues the same path as Alternative Alignment B until the proposed point of connection at the
Lithia Water Treatment Facility.

The main difference between alternative Alignment C and Alternative Alignment B is that Alternative
Alignment C heads north on the western edge of the Hillsborough County property, whereas
Alternative Alignment B heads north along the eastern boundary of the property which borders the
sports complex. The intent of this alignment was to avoid disruptions to any potential access road to
the future library which could likely be connected to the sport's complex roads. The easement along
privately owned lands is also the same as Alternative Alignment A. There are a significant number of
utilities along Fish Hawk Boulevard and the TECO power corridor that need to be crossed. Once north
of the TECO power corridor, there are no known utilities, other than potential irrigation lines that may
need to be crossed. The only proposed trenchless crossing is across Falkenburg Road. This
alternative alignment also requires a routine license agreement from TECO to cross the power
corridor. There is approximately 400-feet of alternative alignment along wetlands. The length of
Alternative Alignment Cis 5 510-feet.

33624 Additional Alternative Alignments
Two additional alternatives are presented using dashed lines as shown in Figure 10.

The first additional alignment turns north along the west edge of Hillsborough County Property,
similar to Alternative Alignment C, for approximately 2,200-feet. At this location, the alignment turns
northeast across Tampa Bay Water property and undeveloped land under private ownership just
north of the corner of the school property. Then like Alternative Alignments A, B and C, it continues
east for approximately 750-feet on Tampa Bay Water Property until it turns north to the point of
connection to the Lithia Water Treatment Facility. In addition to a proposed easement from the
private owner, this alignment would also require approval from Hillsborough County Real Estate
Department. This alignment follows the most direct route to the point of connection with only a
couple of turns but requires an easement that dissects an undeveloped parcel of land under private
ownership. The total length for this alternative alignment is 5,140-feet.

The second additional alignment follows Fishhawk Boulevard until it turns west on Hillsborough
County school property until it reaches the Lithia Water Treatment Facility. This alternative alignment
would require easements and approvals from Hillsborough County Real Estate Department
Hillsborough County School District. This additional alignment is the longest of the identified
alignments measuring approximately 8, 350-feet.

The first additional alignment seems unlikely as the proposed alignment dissects, atan angle, a

Hillsborough County owned parcel and an undeveloped parcel of land owned by a private owner.
Therefore, this first additional alternative alignment was dropped from consideration.
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The second additional alignment is significantly longer than all of the other options, in addition it
would require a permanent easement from the Hillsborough County School District to construct
along the Newsome High School property. Construction along school property should be avoided if
feasible, not only for safety of students, but also because additional coordination by Tampa Bay
Water maintenance staff would be required to access the pipe for operation and maintenance.
Therefore, this second additional alignment was discarded from further consideration.

336.25 Comparison of Alfernative Alignments for Point of Connection at the Lithia Water Treatment
Facility
Two of the main routes, the Lithia Pinecrest Route and the Cross Country Route, each have a
separate way of reaching the Point of Connection at Lithia Water Treatment Facility, which are not
interchangeable with any of the western routes or each other. However, the Falkenburg Route,
Lakewood-Providence Route and Parsons-Kings Route all have a common approach to the Point of
Connection to the Lithia Water Treatment Facility along Fishhawk Boulevard, and thus could use any
of the alternative alignments discussed above.

Alternative Alignments A, B and C are very similar as they are variations of each other. They also all
have similar lengths, similar trenchless requirements and similar environmental impacts. The main
difference is how they temporarily impact the Sports Complex and the potential conflict with the
future library thatis to be built on the Hillsborough County owned lands west of the Sports Complex.

Alternatives were presented and discussed with Hillsborough County Staff including, Hillsborough
County Real Estate Department, Hillsborough County Parks and Recreation and Hillsborough County
Conservation and Environmental Lands Management Department. During this meeting Hillsborough
County Staff expressed their concerns regarding routes impacting the Sports Complex facilities
including the parking lots. They also indicated that the potential land west of the Sports Complex
which has been earmarked for a public library and could be in conflict with alignments immediately
west of the Sports Complex. They also indicated thata design team has not been selected for the
library, and thus there are no details regarding proposed structure locations or other potential
conflicts.

Based on the discussion above for each alternative alignment, and taking into consideration
Hillsborough County staff feedback, Alternative Cis recommended as the recommended alternative
alignment for the Point of Connection at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility for any of the three
western main routes including the Falkenburg Route, the Lakewood-Providence Route or the
Parsons-Kings Route, as it minimizes the impacts to the Sports Complex and also is the one that
provides the most flexibility to avoid a future conflict with future library by aligning the route to the far
west of the property, which would typically serve as the setback buffer between a new structure and
the property line.
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If the Cross Country or Lithia Pinecrest Route are selected, the alternative alignment to the Point of
Connection at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility should follow the selected main route.
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4 NON-COST EVALUATION BASIS AND RESULTS

Frior route studies completed by others Tor pipelines routes throughout this Tampa Bay Water project
area utilized a detailed route selection process, which included identification and development of
evaluation criteria. Tampa Bay Water requested that the Engineers (Wade Trim and Stantec) review
the previous evaluation criteria work completed and adopt a similar weighting approach for this
Project.
The Engineers proposed the following route evaluation methodology:

1. Review the previous reports to establish baseline evaluation criteria.

2. Substantiate project evaluation criteria and associated considerations.

a. Consolidate evaluation criteria and considerations from previous studies.

b. Solicit agreement and adjust evaluation criteria based on feedback from the
Engineers.

c. Presentthe proposed criteria and considerations to the Integrated Program Manager
{IPM), Black and Veatch (B&V), who prepared a comparison to the previous studies.

d. Present the evaluation criteria and considerations to Tampa Bay Water for
concurrence.

3. Develop criteria weighting factors.
a. Complete via a pairwise comparison.

i. Utilize Eight (8) project team stakeholders representing key disciplines and
perspectives as well as incorporation of public survey input.

A copy of the Pipeline Route Non-Cost Evaluation Criteria and Weighting Factor Development
Technical Memorandum has been included in Appendix A for reference.

After confirming the evaluation criteria, the next step was identifying and confirming the
considerations. The considerations were established by the Engineers and the IPM to a) further
define the evaluation criteria and b) provide background to Tampa Bay Water and project team
stakeholders for ranking exercises.
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TABLE 2 (Page 1 of 2)

L LPCUILG S CEAICILL LACIEUL

Non-Cost-ldentifiable Route Selection Criteria

L/Unauun UL LULSU BLLIVLL, Gate UL Itan U aun
MNumber of pipe joints and potential latent defects (e.g. future leaks)
MNumber of appurtenances requiring Q&M

Pipeline segment hydraulics

Duration of public inconvenience

LU UL UL I

LULLBU UAUMVILL LAEUL -~ 1O.2 LGS

SCORING RANGE

Lo ICUL = SCULIAU UAUVLL TWEUL = L0 LS

A ULISU UALLULL LALEUL ™ L2 LGS

Pipeline segment head loss (ft)

Pump head requirements > 200 TDH

200 TDH > Pump head requirements = 190
TDH

Pump head requirements < 190 TDH

Public Inconvenience (PI)

Complaints; comrmunity relations

Impacts to business operations and profits

Increased public transp ortation and business commuting time
Reduced quality of life (e.g. loss of use, impacts during construction)
Availability of detours

Proximity to schools, hospitals, urgent/long term care, and churches

PT=SUM : (AADT/# of Thiu Lanes){# Thru Lanes Tmpacted)(miles along the route
segment)(Sensitivity Factor for Segment)

Notes:

1. AADT = Average Aunual Daily Traffic as given here:

hitps://tdaappsprod. dot.state.fl.us/fto/ or 1000 if the road is not quantified on the website

2. # Thru Lanes Impacted = # Thru Lanes Impacted = 0.10 if work is in R/ but,

no thru lanes are to be closed, 0.4 If lanes closed but traffic can be maintained in both
directions, 0.6 if lanes closed and traffic can only be maintained in one direction, 1.0 if road
closed for thru traffic (calculated per every 1,000 ft)

3. Sensitivity Factor, SF = 1.0 min. and 2.0 for work within 0.5 mile in either
direction on a road in which a school, hospital, public service facility

(Max segment length for segment with a single traffic sensitive facility Is 1 mile)

PI> 33

33>PI=>125

PI<25

4. PT for segments not located within RAW =0
5. Surmmation of all PI segment values along a given route = PI for route
Safety Accessibility for emergency vehicles Trench Depth > 25 locations crossing utilities which cannot |25> locations crossing utilities which cannot  |< 20 locations crossing utilities which cannot
Construction equipment, vehicles, and obstacles in road (assumes 66" pipeline, 5-ft minimum cover, excludes trenchless considerations) be relocated & would result in trench depth be relocated & would result in trench depth be relocated & would result in trench depth
Proximity of construction to petrolewn pipelines and high voltage overhead greater than 12 ft greater than 12 {20 greater than 12 fi.
powerlines Contractor, pedestrian, and local driver safety sum(AADT) = 120,000 120,000 = sum (AADT) = 80,000 sumAADT) < 80,000
Safety of public during construction
Construction worker safety (trench depth, proximity to roadway)
Proximity to natural gas / petroleumn lines & valving stations. (Do not consider perpendicular  |Construction < 100 ft from natural gas 500 ft < Distance to natural gas transmission  |Construction > 500 ft from natural gas
crossings, lines considered 6" and greater). transrmission facilities facilities < 100 ft transmission facilities
Proximity to high voltage overhead lines (high voltage assumed to be = 43 kK'V) Construction < 50 ft firom high voltage 50 ft < Distance to high voltage overhead lines |Construction > 100 ft from high voltage
overhead lines <100 ft overhead lines
Environmental & Historical Long term mitigation responsibility and monitoring requirements ‘Wetlands impacts High Impact: > 9.0 AC of the construction Moderate Impact: > 9.0 ACbut < 7.0 ACof |Low Impact: < 7.0 AC of the construction

Additional land acquisition beyond pipeline easement

Construction constraints and schedule impacts

Construction complexity, mitigation requirements, and accessibility
Climate interactions and risk

Public perception

Acquisition of mitigation credits

footprint area is along wetlands

the construction footprint area is along
wetlands

footprint area is along wetlands

'Wetland classification

Functional Loss (FL) > 1.0 per UMAM Florida
statute Form 62-345.900

1.0 = Functional Loss (FL) = 0.7 per UMAM
Florida statute Form 62-345.900

Functional Loss (FL) < 0.7 per UMAM Florida
statute Form 62-345.900

Cultural / Archaeological / Historical impacts

High Impact: > 10 number of sites within 100
ft.

Moderate Impact: < 10 number of sites but = 5
number of sites within 100 ft.

Low Impact: < 5 number of sites within 100 ft.

Habitat / Biological impacts

High Trmpact: > 7 Acres within PUE/ TCE
envelope

Moderate Tmpact: = 3 Acres but < 7 Acres of
the construction footprint area is within PUE /
TCE envelope.

Low Impact: < 3. Acres of the construction
footprint area is within PUE / TCE envelope.

Contaminated groundwater / bichazards

High impact: > 10 sites with contaminated
groundwater / biohazard within 500 ft.

Moderate Tmpact: = 10 sites but < 5 sites with
contaminated groundwater / bichazard within
500 ft

Tow impact: < 5 sites with contaminated
groundwater / bichazard within 500 ft.

Special Crossings & Construction
Requir ements

Consequence of failures

Accessibility for future maintenance

Unique restoration (landscape, hardscape)

Complicated maintenance of traffic plans

Complexity of constniction

Construction window limitations (reduced work hours, nightwork, daily
commute/weekend/special event restrictions)

Special trenchless requirements (casing, settlement monitoring, ground
stabilization

Special construction requirements (dust control, clearing, restoration)

MNumber of trenchless crossings

number of trenchless crossings > 135

15 = mumnber of trenchless crossings = 12

number of trenchless crossings < 12

Total length of trenchless crossings

Length of crossings >4,000 ft

4,000 ft > Length of crossings = 3,200 ft

Length of crossings < 3,200 ft

[Number of special trenchless / construction instances (casing, settlement monitoring, ground
stabilization / improvermnent)

number of special trenchless locations = or =3

number of special trenchless crossings =2

number of trenchless crossings < 2

Special Work Constraints - % of construction in roadways requiring special MOT/impacts
(nightwork, lane shifts, etc.) - Defined as % of route along AADT 20,000 or greater and/or %%
of corridor with ingress/egress access issues

> 30% potential for special construction

30% = potential for special construction >
15%

potential for special construction < 15%

Unique restoration (landscaping, hardscaping, masonry walls, water featires)

number of unique restoration locations = or =
10

10 = munber of unique restoration locations >
5

5=or » number of unique restoration
locations
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TABLE 2 (Page 2 of 2)

O CL LU DU ICLUC LA LU

Non-Cost-ldentifiable Route Selection Criteria

FYUIL LOBUILLIVIES dlid Culisduus g BCl{LlCllLI.llE

Agency review/approval durations and project schedule impacts
Special interest group protest

Public hearing/notification requirernents

Additional approvals required for conservation easernents
Compliance with multiple agency permitting processes/requirements
Potential for impact on procurement/construction schedule

LWV L ULLLLICLHILAL PO LU IVLILE ALIVLL | WY CLLALIUD, SULUL, LLCHLIYY aLcl )

T CLLLLILLLLIE/ IVLILIZALLULL 1UL PIPE CAPCLLEU W LASG

= 12 months from application.

SCORING RANGE

Lo LLMLULY ~ CIPC POLIILLILLE CAPTULLALIULLD -~ 7

months

L CLULWILLE, IV PLPC CAPTLLEU WU LAKE ™ A7

months from application.

Complexity of Permits (number of jurisidictional authorities that oversee, requires purchase of
new mitigation banks, seasonal verifications only for endagered species from FWC) measured
by %o of route requiring comlex permitting

=7

<or equal to7 =35

< or equal to 5

Municipal permits (FDOT, Hillsborough County, etc.)

Permitting for pipe expected to take > 8 months
from application.

8 months > Pipe permitting expectations = 4
months

Permitting for pipe expected to take < 4
months from application.

Right of way use permnits (within other utility districts - e.g. TECO, CSX).

Permitting for pipe expected to take > 12
months from application.

12 months > Pipe permitting expectations > &
months

Permitting for pipe expected to take < &
months from application.

Operation and Maintenance
Accessibility

O&M convenience (level of effort) and effectiveness
Access for future maintenance activities

Facilitates access for emergency repairs

Facilitates ease of pipeline commissioning

Pipeline accessibility

= 4004 of alignment is > 1/4 mi from
intersection with public right of way.

4006 < of alignment is within 1/4 mi from
intersection with public right of way < 2026

< 20%% of alignment is > 1/4 mi from
intersection with public right of way

Disinfection / flushing water disposal

80%% of pipeline is > 3 miles away from
retention basin

80% of pipeline: 1 miles away > Retention
basin = 3 mile away

80% of pipeline is < 1 mile away from
retention basin

ROW/Fasement Availability

Property owner sensitivity to loss of use

Property features impacting construction (topography, fences, wall, building,
roadways, vegetation/landscaping)

Easement desirability (proximity to public, ease of access)
Defined property acquisition process

Amount and type of property acquisitions

Potential for shared use (irails/greerway, maintenance)
Potential for future relocation of Tampa Bay Water pipeline
Construction constraints

Agency encroachment requirements and cooperation
Existing utility density/congestion & relocation

Percentage of route within private lands

<2 200% of route along lands that are privately
held

2096 to 40% of route along lands that are
privatety held

= 40%% of route along lands that are privately
held

Number of parcels requiring easement acquisition

> 70 parcels

25 to 70 parcels

< 25 parcels

MNumber of parcels requiring compensation for loss of use

= 10 parcels with damages or loss of use

10 < parcels with damages or loss of use < 5

< 5 parcels with damages or loss of use

Percentage of route within public lands (non established ROW)

> 10 % of route along lands that are publicly
held

5% to 10% of route along lands that are
publicly held

< 5% of route along lands that are publicly
held

Complexity of acquisition - pending developments, commercial / industrial parcels involving
business damages.

> 20 businesses affected

20 < businesses affected < 10

< 10 businessess affected

Quality of Unavoidable ROW - Roadway expansion requiring a relocation. % of route along
right-of-ways that are fulty built out (per current County or DOT Planning)

< 20% of route along built-out ROWs

20% to 40% of route alongbuilt-out ROWs

= 40% of route along built-out ROWs

Potential major existing utility relocation(s)

Defined as: (> 12" water, = 6" force main, any gravity relocation, = 4" natiral gas)

> than 5 major existing utility relocations

5 < # of major existing utility relocations < 3

<3 major existing utility relocations

Geotechnical Considerations

Dewatering, construction duration and difficulty, groundwater contarmination
Corrosion potential

Potential for unforeseen conditions

Trench zone requirements and stability

Groundwater table

GW< 7!

122>GW=>T7

GW =12

Soil corrosivity

> 66% of pipeline in highly corrosive soils

greater than 54% and less than 66% of pipeline
within highly corrosive soils

< 549 of pipeline within highly corrosive soils

Depth of shaft (depth to rock)

Depth torock < 30 ft

60 ft = Depth torock = 30 ft

Drepth to rock > 60 ft

Long-Range Planning

Tntegration with future capital projects

Co-location in existing Tampa Bay Water utility easements/corridors
Consistency with existing and proposed land use planning and zoning
Opportunities to expand public amenities (multi-use trail, linear park, public
access)

Future road/intersection enhancements

Tntegrated with future capital projects and land use planning (non-TBW projects).

> 3.5 miles of the alignment is located within
roadway coridor preservation plan or parcels
for planned development.

= 1 mile but< 3.5 miles of of the alignment is
located within roadway corridor preservation
plan or parcels for planned development.

< 1 mile of the alighment is located along
roadways or within properties with high
probability of long-term redevelopment
(zoning, roadway

expansions)

Tntegrated with future TBW projects

Low opportnnity to accommodate fiture TBW
pipeline facilities. < 25% of alignment within
PUE.

Moderate op portnnity to accommodate future
TBW pipeline facilities. Between 25% and
50% of alignment within PUE.

Rignificant opportunity to accommodate filhire
TRW pipeline facilities. > 50%% of alignment
within PUE.

Opportunity to expand public amenities and / or access to public amenities.

No opportunity to construct public amenities.

Moderate opportunity to construct fiture public
amenities.

Significant opportunity to construct public
amenities with this project.
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The Engineers agreed that there are significant differing characteristics between the respective study
areas with Segment A being significantly built out and with much greater urban density at the time of
this study compared to Segment B. Therefore, each team retained enough flexibility in the evaluation
to adjust the parameters (or ranges) of the subcriteria relative to each portion of the study area.

In addition, as most of the criteria evaluated had more than one subcriteria or metric that was used
to quantitatively determine impacts used for the route comparison, the Engineers determined that
the applicability of each subcriteria or relatively weighting of each one against the other within the
same Criteria would be at the sole discretion of the respective engineering team evaluating each
segment.

The following section discusses the specific assumptions utilized for both the subcriteria parameters
and the relative weighting percentage of each subcriterion directly applicable to Segment A.

During the evaluation for Segment A, the data for each route was collected and analyzed to establish
adequate parameters {(or ranges) for each subcriterion. The range of each subcriterion was adjusted
1o be able to provide a level of ranking between the routes.

For example, the number of parcels required for property acquisition for each route were counted.
The route with the highest count included 118 parcels, whereas the route with the lowest count
included 14 parcels. Once these maximum and minimum values were established, the Engineering
team was able to assign parameters to define low, medium and high scores. For this example, the
breakdown was determined to be as follows: If the route required 70 or more parcels it would receive
a low score (1 point). If the route required less than 70 parcels but more than 25 parcels, it would
receive a medium score (5 points). Finally, if the route required 25 parcels or less, it would receive a
high score (10 points).

This same analysis of the data was applied to all the subcriteria to determine the metric ranges that
would lead to a comparative score. For subcriteria, where data was not available for Segment A, no
ranges were established, and the relative importance of that subcriterion against another
subcriterion was diminished by assigning a relative weight factor for that subcriterion equal to zero
(0).

There were other instances, where the range of the data gathered was too close for any significant
differentiation. For those scenarios, the parameters were selected accordingly, even if that meant no

real differentiation between the routes was going to be provided for that specific subcriterion.

In the case of Segment A, eight out of the ten Non-cost Criteria evaluated had equal distribution
percentages amongst the subcriteria evaluated. Only two non-cost Criteria did not have an equal
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distribution amongst its subcriteria. These were 1) Pipeline Segment Length and 2) Right-of-Way and
Easement Availability.

The Pipeline Segment criterion was given a relative weighting of 75% for Construction Length and
25% for Pipeline Segment Head Loss. The reason why these were not weighted equally, was that the
total headloss difference between the best route and the worst route was only 22-feet of head (less
than 10 psi). At this level of definition for the routes, without a proper analysis for final friction and
minor losses, we cannot assign a significant weight to this subcriterion.

Relative weighing of the Right-of-Way and Easement Availability criterion followed the same
subcriteria distribution used for Segment B. The proposed distribution of the subcriteria percentages
are as follows:
e Percentage of route within private lands - 5%
e Number of parcels requiring easement acquisition - 25%
e Number of parcels requiring compensation for loss of use - 25%
e Percentage of route within public lands (non-established right-of-way) - 5%
¢ Complexity of acquisition - pending developments, commercial / industrial parcels involving
business impacts. - 20%
e Quality of unavoidable right-of-way - Roadway expansion requiring a relocation. % of route
along right-of-ways that are fully built out {per current County or DOT Planning) - 10%
¢ Potential major existing utility relocation(s) defined as: (> 12" water, > 6" force main, any

gravity relocation, > 4" natural gas) - 10%

Note that emphasis on weighting was given to number of parcels requiring acquisition; number of
parcels requiring compensation for loss of use; and complexity of acquisitions. The sum of the three
parcels combined make up 70% of the scoring for this Criteria with the remaining 30% distributed to
other less important subcriteria. Emphasis was given to these three specific criteria as property
acquisition has been identified as a very high risk with potential impacts on both schedule and
budget which could adversely impact this project if not mitigated.

Table 3 presents the established subcriteria parameters and relative percentage of each
subcriterion used for Segment A routes Non-Cost Evaluation.
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Non-Cost-ldentifiable Route Selection Criteria Weighting Table 3 (Page 1 of 2)

Non-Cost-Identifiable Route Selection Criteria Score Breakdown
Sub Criteria
Veighti -
eighting Weighting
CIPCILIE SURIICHL LU L UILSLLULLIUIL IELELLL 750%
Pipeline segment head loss (f) 4.67
25.0%
Public Inconvenience (PT) PI = 8UM : (AADT/# of Thru Lanes)(# Thru Lanes Impacted){miles along the route .
segment )(Sensitivity Factor for Segment) 3.00 100.0%
|Safety Trench Depth
(assumes 66" pipeline, 5-ft minimum cover, excludes trenchless considerations)
25.0%
*water mains greater than 16", sanitary sewer forcemains greater than 12", any size gravity storm
or sanitary, natural gas greater than 6"
Contractor, pedestrian, and local driver safety 978 5.0%
Proximity to natural gas / petroleum lines & valving stations. (Do not consider perpendicular
crossings, lines considered 6" and greater). 25.0%
Proximity to high voltage overhead lines (high voltage assumed to be = 43 kV) 25 0%
. o
Environmental & Historical ‘Wetlands impacts
20.0%
‘Wetland classification
20.0%
Cultural / Archaeological / Historical impacts
20.0%
733
Habitat / Biological impacts
20.0%
Contaminated groundwater / biohazards
20.0%
Special Crossings & Construction Number of trenchless crossings 20.0%
Requirements e
Total length of renchless crossings 20.0%
Number of special trenchless / construction instances (casing, settlement monitoring, ground 20.0%
stabilization / improvement) 5.89 o
Special Work Constraints - % of construction in roadways requiring special MOT/impacts
(nightwork, lane shifts, etc.) - Defined as % of route along AADT 20,000 or greater and/or % of 20.0%
corridor with ingress/egress access issues
Unique restoration (landscaping, hardscaping, masonry walls, water features) 20.0%
. o
Permitting/Implementation Environmental permits/Mitigation (wetlands, scrub, freshwater)
33.3%
Complexity of Permits (number of jurisidictional anthorities that oversee, requires purchase of
new mitigation banks, seasonal verifications only for endagered species from FWC) measured by 33.3%
% of route requiring comlex permitting 456
Municipal permits (FDOT, Hillsborough County, etc.) )
33.3%
Right of way use permits (within other utility districts - e.g. TECO, CSX).
0.0%
Operation and Maintenance Accessibility |Pipeline accessibility
50.0%
6.44
Diginfection / flushing water disposal
50.0%
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Table 3 (Page 2 of 2)

Non-Cost-Identifiable Route Selection Criteria Score Breakdown
L Sub Criteria
Veighting Weighting
KU W /K AseIment A vallaplicy Percenrage ol route Witnin privare landas 5 0%
. o
Number of parcels requiring easement acquisition 25.0%
Number of parcels requiring compengsation for loss of use
25.0%
Percentage of route within public lands (non established ROW) 5 0%
. 0
Complexity of acquisition - pending developments, commercial / industrial parcels involving 7.11 20.0%
business damages. o
Quality of Unavoidable ROW - Roadway expansion requiring a relocation. % of route along right]
of-ways that are fully built out (per current County or DOT Planning) 10.0%
Potential major existing utility relocation(s)
10.0%
Defined as: (= 12" water, = 6" force main, any gravity relocation, > 4" natural gas)
Geotechnical Considerations Groundwater table
33.3%
Soil corrosivity
3.33 33.3%
Depth of shaft (depth to rock)
33.4%
Long-Range Planning Integrated with future capital projects and land use planning (non-TBW projects).
50.0%
Integrated with future TBW projects 3.89
0.0%
Opportunity to expand public amenities and / or access to public amenities.
50.0%
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The following section includes a descriptive narrative and summary of the observations gathered
during the comparative analysis for each corresponding Non-cost Identifiable Criterion.

43117  ripenne segment Lengu

The pipeline lengths varied between 14.1 miles for the shortest route (Lithia Pinecrest) to over 19
miles for the longest route (Falkenburg). The Lithia Pinecrest Route was the shortest route as it has
the most direct route between the point of beginning and the delivery point and thus scored the
highest for this subcriteria.

The Lakewood Providence, Parson-Kings, and Cross County routes all have similar lengths of close to
18 miles and scored in the middle with 5 points.

Falkenburg Route being the western most route scored the lowest with 1 point. If paralleling the
existing Tampa Bay Water 72-inch pipe along the TECO corridor would have been feasible, the length
of the Falkenburg Route could have been comparable to the Lakewood-Providence, Parsons-Kings
and Cross Country routes. Unfortunately, it was determined in the analysis this was not feasible.

43.1.2 Hydraulic Evaluation

The preliminary hydraulics of the five pipe routes were evaluated by comparing the head required to
deliver a flow of 45 MGD to the Lithia Water Treatment Facility Point of Connection. Innovyze
Infowater hydraulic modeling software was used for the evaluation. Each pipe route was modeled
with a roughness coefficient of 130, and a diameter of 66 inches. In addition, the minimum pressure
at all locations was modeled to be greater than 30 psi.

For the Falkenburg, Lakewood Providence and Parsons Kingsway routes, the low-pressure location is
at the delivery location at the proposed Lithia Water Treatment Facility POC. The Lithia Pinecrest
route has a low-pressure location ata high elevation point (proposed aerial crossing of the Alafia
River), which requires the delivery pressure at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility POC to be
increased to 42.1 psi, to maintain 30 psi along the length of the entire route. The Cross Country
Route has a low-pressure location at a high elevation location along Lumsden Rd, which requires the
delivery pressure at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility POC to be increased to 33.7 psi.

The Pipeline hydraulic analysis criteria scoring is based on the hydraulic grade line (HGL) elevation at
the Regional Facilities Site High Service Pump Station (HSPS). A score of 1 point if the HGL is greater
than 200 ft, b points if the HGL is between 200 and 190 ft, and 10 points if the HGL is less than 190

ft. The hydraulic analysis results and scores are listed in the Table 4 below:
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The Lithia Pinecrest and Cross Country routes both extend farther east outside the heaviest of the
urban development. In addition, a great percentage of both routes fall within proposed easements,
thus it is expected that the impact on traffic delays during construction would be reduced. Although
there will be some inconvenience for private property owners and nearby neighbors during
construction, these impacts are considered and taken into account under Right-of-Way and
Easement Availability criterion.

Safety along tne routes was evaluated using multiple subcriteria. The first subcriterion was the
anticipated depth of installation. It was assumed the deeper the placement or the higher the number
of times that the pipe had to be installed in deeper installations, the higher the safety risk is with
regard to potential trench collapse, also the accessibility becomes more confined and will require
more safety precautions by workers in the trench. In addition, the deeper cuts usually occur when
the pipe is trying to avoid an obstacle, thus protecting, and avoiding the obstacle also becomes
critical.

For this purpose, it was assumed the pipeline would be installed at minimum cover for most of the
route, and deeper installations would be required for crossing existing utilities and/or trenchless
construction for other reasons such as avoiding open cut trenching across the road or the Alafia
River.

In addition, proximity to sensitive or dangerous third-party utilities was also evaluated, including
natural gas transmission or high-pressure distribution lines, petroleum lines, ammonia lines, and
high voltage lines (assumed to be over 43 Kv).

A direct correlation to safety was also made by analyzing the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)
counts as an indicator for expected Contractor, Pedestrian and Local Driver Safety. The higher the
AADT, safety concerns increase during construction.

The routes with the highest safety score are the Cross Country Route and the Lithia Pinecrest Route.
Although there are some portions of these route along high traffic corriders such as Lumsden Road,
a long section of these routes are located within proposed easements, which provide the opportunity
to install the pipe at minimum cover since there are few to no obstacles or utilities. Also, alignments
parallel to power corridors have sufficient separation to avoid any safety impacts from the power
lines.

The route with the lowest safety score is the Falkenburg Route. The low safety score is due to the
high traffic counts along this route. There are also a high number of intersecting utilities which would
increase the probability of deeper pipe installation. Also, the portion along Boyette Road/Fishhawk
Boulevard parallels ammeonia lines along this corridor which provide a higher safety concern.
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than 48 inches in diameter and therefore is not feasible for installing a 66-inch diameter steel water

main.

Hand-mining and Jack and Bore methods are feasible in relatively stable ground above the water-
table. The feasibility of Jack and Bore at other crossings will depend on ground conditions and the
ability to dewater the ground ahead of the bore. Hence, the special trenchless crossings for this
project will most likely be constructed by microtunneling or a manned tunnel boring machine (TBM).

Aerial crossings consists of building a pipe bridge usually across a waterway. The pipe is suppeorted
on a pier system, and it is elevated above the waterway to meet vertical clearance requirement for
recreational or navigational vessels at that location. An aerial crossing of the Alafia River is proposed
near Lithia Springs, rather than a trenchless crossing, to aveid altering the aquifer and potentially
impacting spring flow.

Special construction requirements relate to anticipated constraints during construction that could be
required by jurisdictional authorities. An example of such constraints includes nightwork, lane shifts,
and special maintenance of traffic. These requirements would be expected on roads with higher
traffic counts or roadways with higher speed limits. Itis anticipated that some special constructions
requirements will be required when constructing along Falkenburg Road, Providence Road north of
Lumsden Road and along Boyette Road/Fishhawk Boulevard.

Unigue restoration requirements inveolve landscaping, hardscaping, masonry walls, water features,
and other types of non-standard corridor restoration which you would expect in locations where the
routes exit the right-of-way and traverse developed private properties. Itis anticipated at this level of
analysis that portions of the route along Lumsden Road, the portion of the routes proposed
easements along Lithia Pinecrest, and construction along private property along Paul's Drive, Hilltop
Road, Limona Road, and Victoria Street may require unique restoration.

Based on the data evaluated, the Cross Country Route has the highest score related to special
crossings and construction requirements with Lakewood-Providence and Parsons-King with close
scores in the medium range. Lithia Pinecrest Route and Falkenburg Route have the lowest score
related to this Criterion.

All routes were compared based on the available geotechnical information. Groundwater depth and
soil corrosivity information was obtained from USDA/NRCS Soil Survey data. Groundwater depths
shown are from the natural ground surface. Depth to rock was determined using historical
information and experience working in the area. Approximate rock depths at identified trenchless
crossings are listed in the Table 6 below. In the western study area, a few locations outside of
crossing areas have very shallow rock (near 10-feet depth). These depths are approximate and are

South Hillsborough Pipeline (Segment A) 65 Tampa Bay Water






30-feet deep or more trenchless activities beneath waterways or other crossings. Hard
drilling in rock and loss of drilling fluid circulation in rock cavities may cause much slower
drilling than in soil above the rock.

In summary, this desktop evaluation of the routes revealed generally slightly better geotechnical
conditions for eastern routes and slightly less favorable conditions for the western routes. Other than
possible deep crossings that may encounter rock, itis doubtful that the other noted geotechnical
differences between the routes would substantially affect the schedule or cost for the proposed
construction. Slow and difficult drilling in rock, when encountered, can add substantially to the
trenchless construction schedule and cost, along with potential delays for any critical path tasks
dependent on the trenchless construction.

All rouwes wiil requiie v 1010wWINE PEIITIS.
e Hillsborough County Right-of-Way
e (SX Railroad
¢ Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Utility Permit
e Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP)/Florida Department of Health (FDOH)
Specific Permit for Water Main Construction
¢ Hillsborough County Site Development
e Tampa Port Authority
e Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission permit for probable Gopher Tortoise relocations
¢ Environmental Permits described below

An analysis was conducted of the shortlisted routes with respect to permitting focused on
environmental permitting complexity and implementation. In terms of general similarity, all routes
need the highest level of environmental permit from all the jurisdictional environmental regulatory
agencies. All routes were evaluated based on type of wetlands (herbaceous vs forested), Functional
Loss (FL) and Hillsborough County Significant Wildlife Habitat (HC SWH). All routes cross the Alafia
River and intercept sensitive karst area near the Regional Facilities Site. Per latest FDEP information,
the Alafia River in this area is not an Qutstanding Florida Water (OFW). The Alafia River crossing will
require permits from Port of Tampa Bay, US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Individual Permit and
FDEP/Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD) Environmental Resource individual
Permit and Environmental Protection Commission (EPC) Wetland Impact and Mitigation Permit.

Functional Loss (FL) is a value used in the State of Florida's Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method
{(UMAM) calculations to quantify the loss of the wetland or Other Surface Waters (OSW), and its
impact on the surrounding ecosystem(s). Functional Loss is found in the UMAM rule in CH 62-
345.300(3) (d), F.A.C-where the functional gain or loss for mitigation and impact assessment areas,
respectively, is determined by applying the formulas in subsection 62-345.600(3), FAC. to
ascertain the number of mitigation bank credits to be awarded (Functional Gain, FG) and debited
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{(Functional Loss, FL) and the amount of mitigation needed to offset the impacts to wetlands and
0OSWs.

Hillsborough County Significant Wildlife Habitat (HC SWH) are areas adopted and mapped by the
Hillsborough County BOCC in 2007 in the Infrastructure and Development Services Department.
Construction incursion into these mapped areas is considered an impact to SWH. Within the SWH
boundaries may also be protected plants and animals, such as the Florida Golden Aster or Gopher
Tortoise. These species are not only protected by the County's SWH regulations, but also have their
own additional Federal, State, and Local protection rules.

Other similarities and differences in the alternatives with respect to environmental permitting are
shown below:

43.6.1 Falkenburg Route

Falkenburg route is along urban corridor hence the environmental permitting complexity is low. This
route has low significant wildlife habitat (SWH), total wetland impacts and functional loss, and has
medium Environmental Lands Acquisition and Protection Program (ELAPP) impacts. Hence overall
this route ranks low in permitting complexity.

43.6.2 Lakewood-Providence Route

Lakewood Providence Route is also along urban corridor and hence the environmental permitting
complexity is low. This route has low significant wildlife habitat (SWH), total wetland impacts and
functional loss, and Environmental Lands Acqguisition and Protection Program (ELAPP) impacts.
Hence overall this route ranks lowest in permitting complexity.

4.3.6.3 Parsons-Kings Route

This route intersects the Buckhorn Springs and the Alafia River. In similarities to other routes, the
Parsons-Kings Route, along with the Lakewood-Providence and Falkenburg routes in the south, all
traverse Boyette Springs, Karst, ELAPP, SWH and the Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI)
Endangered Plant area in the same general footprint.

4.3.6.4 Lithia Pinecrest Route

This route crosses the Alafia River at Lithia Springs. An existing Tampa Bay Water pipeline along this
corridor crossed the Alafia River with an aerial crossing. Itis expected that the crossing of the Alafia
River along this route follows a similar construction technigue. Subaqueous crossing at this location,
seems unattainable from the permitting perspective in addition to being technically challenging. The
route is in very close proximity to Lithia Springs and there is concern that a subaqueous crossing can
compromise the spring. There are two springs in the park, Lithia Major and Lithia Minor, that flow
into the Alafia River. The Lithia springshed is complex and composed of very porous Karst. The
potential impacts and avoidance measures related to the underground hydrology of this area by
microtunneling or any other type of trenchless construction and/or the injection of drilling mud could
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cause possible hydrologic alteration and/or discharge of turbid drilling mud into the springs and river
- an issue that can exponentially complicate the permitting process.

Additionally, Lithia Springs Park is a popular public park, swimming area, and campground. The area
is within a desighated Hillsborough County Wellhead Resource Protection Area and, along with the
Alafia River, is environmentally monitored for water quality and quantity. The monitoring is related to
withdrawal permits provided to Hillsborough County and Tampa Bay Water for the South-Central
Hillsborough Regional Wellfield and Brandon Urban Dispersed Wells (BUDW) and the Alafia River
surface water withdrawal downstream. The Mosaic company also has a water withdrawal permit
from the spring. An increased level of scrutiny during permitting is expected for this crossing. This
route includes impacts to Karst (13.25 -ac.), ELAPP (3.34-ac.), SWH (Significant Wildlife Habitat)
(4.7 7-ac.) Hillsborough County parks (3.59-ac.) but does not impact the Florida Natural Areas
Inventory (FNAI) Endangered Plant area. The Functional Loss (FL) is 0.95. This route has medium
permitting complexity implementation as compared to the other routes.

4.3.6.5 Cross Country Route

The eastern edge of the route crosses through Hillsborough County Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH)
and ELAPP land prior to crossing the Alafia River. This route is the most complex to implement
permitting compared to the other six; the Alt-Cross Country route has the highest amount of wetland
impacts, Functional Loss (FL) and SWH impacts, and the Cross Country route ranks second highest
in those factors. However, for reduced complexity, these two routes do not intercept any FDEP
springs, or the FNAl endangered plant area.

Tampa Bay Water policy is to obtain pipeline easements when feasible to reduce the risk of future
pipeline relocation. Public right-of-way corridors were considered when they met the following
criteria: 1) already built to their maximum width; 2). low chance of being expanded or elevated; 3)
No future stormwater needs that would impact the location of the pipe (such as Parsons Avenue or
Kings Avenue). This concept was utilized in evaluating alignments along the routes identified.

All the shortlisted routes are located along Hillsborough County public right-of-way and in proposed
easements along private property and/or public lands. Widths of road right-of-way, existing utility
information, future utility/roadway expansion plans were considered while evaluating the routes to
avoid extensive property acquisition that could impact both project costand schedule.

Routes were removed from further consideration during the initial evaluation when private
easements would likely result in loss of use and construction within the right-of-way was not
considered feasible by the engineer. Potential impacts to traffic flow and access were considered

when evaluating non-residential properties.

A summary of each route regarding property acquisition is presented below:
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43.71 Falkenburg Route

This route calls for potential 37 private parcel easements with commercial multi-tenant office
properties. Easements would be located within the buffer/ greenspace road frontage. There are 25
business, plus residential and vacant residential parcels along this route.

4.3.7.2 Lakewood-Providence Route
This route is a mix of commercial and vacant parcels and calls for potential 14 private parcel
easements. There are 13 businesses, 10 of which are within the Balm River Office Park.

43.7.3 Parsons-Kings Route
This route is mostly residential and calls for potential 34 private parcel easements. There is one
affected business and three possible residential relocations.

4.3.7.4 Lithia Pinecrest Route

As previously indicated, the County has a capital project to expand Lithia Pinecrest Road, thus most
of the alignment along this corridor is proposed along adjacent proposed easement and no
construction is expected along the existing right-of-way. This route requires the acquisition of
potential 118 private easements along commercial and residential improved properties as well as
25 vacant residential properties. There is a potential for 41 affected businesses, 25 business
relocations and 2 residential relocations.

Easement acquired by Tampa Bay Water for the pipeline project, may be impacted by The Lithia
Pinecrest Road expansion if Hillsborough County requires additional right-of-way.

4.3.7.5 Cross Country Route

The Cross Country Route calls for potential 48 easements. This route begins in an urban setting
impacting commercial and residential improved properties and transitions to rural, along larger
vacant tracts as the route moves to the east.

Following Table 7 shows the total parcels for the shortlisted routes:

South Hillsborough Pipeline (Segment A) 70 Tampa Bay Water






disposal is feasible. Even if the pipe is tested and flushed in segments, there are multiple locations
along each route that could be designated as this disposal point. The proper sequencing for
commissioning, flushing and disinfection will be determined during final design.

During testing and future maintenance that requires pipe dewatering, this chlorinated water will
need to be properly disposed. Coordination will be required with necessary State, local, or other
regulatory agencies to determine any required special provisions.

Given most of the routes for Segment A are along developed urban corridors all of the routes meet
the criteria to maximize the points for both subcriteria, except for the eastern most Cross Country
Route which scores medium in both subcriteria.

The elements that were reviewed as part of the evaluation of various environmental considerations
are as follows:

. Jurisdictional Wetlands (Wetlands and Surface Waters) Impacts
. Wetland Impact Functional Loss
. Habitat/Biological Impacts

Review of Florida Division of Historical Resources did not indicate any historical sites along the
alternative routes.

4.3.9.1 Jurisdictional Wetland Impacts Analysis

The basis for the wetland and surface water limits was the Southwest Florida Water Management
District (SWFWMD) 2017 FLUCS GIS data layer. This layer was used to conduct the preliminary route
mapping for the initial review of the potential routes. A refinement of the wetlands along the
shortlisted routes was conducted within a 300-feet corridor along each proposed route. Additional
data was used to confirm the presence or omission of wetlands and surface water areas from the
initial 2017 FLUCS base data. Additional sources of data included Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) soils mapping, SWFWMD LIDAR topographic data, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI)
wetland mapping and recent and historical aerial photography. With the use of these data sources,
a refined wetland layer was created to demonstrate the most accurate wetland and surface water
layer possible {prior to completion of an on the ground wetland delineation). With the base data
updated and assuming a 50-feet corridor for work within wetlands, wetland impacts by habitat type
were quantified for each of the shortlisted routes as shown in Figure 16 through Figure 20.

43911 Falkenburg Route

Based on the analysis of the wetlands located within this proposed route, potentially an approximate
total of 5.6 acres of forested, 1.31 acres of herbaceous and 6.38 acres of surface water impacts
could occur. This largely Urban route has a relatively minor amount of forested wetland impacts with
a greater amount of Surface Water impacts (ditches, stormwater ponds).
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43912 Lakewood-Providence Route

Based on the analysis of the wetlands located within this proposed route, potentially an approximate
total of 2.31 acres of forested, 0.97 acres of herbaceous and 8 acres of surface water impacts could
occur. This largely Urban route has a minor amount of forested wetland impacts with a greater
amount of Surface Water impacts (ditches, stormwater ponds).

43913 Parsons-Kings Route

Based on the analysis of the wetlands located within this proposed route, potentially an approximate
total of 4.11 acres of forested, 0.98 acres of herbaceous and 7.52 acres of surface water impacts
could occur. This largely Urban route has a relatively minor amount of forested wetland impacts and
a larger amount of Surface Water impacts (ditches, stormwater ponds).

43914 Lithia Pinecrest Route

Based on the analysis of the wetlands located within this proposed route, potentially an approximate
total of 6.38 acres of forested, 0.77 acres of herbaceous and 1.70 acres of surface water impacts
could occur. The forested impacts along this route include floodplain associated with the Alafia River
as well as wetlands that are maintained within Lithia Springs Park.

43915 Cross Country Route

Based on the analysis of the wetlands located within this proposed route alignment, potentially an
approximate total of 10.14 acres of forested, 0.65 acres of herbaceous and 7.74 acres of surface
water impacts could occur. The western portion of this route is largely Urban; however the eastern
leg of this route goes through reclaimed mine lands and natural habitats, thereby resulting in larger
wetland impacts, with this route reflecting the most forested wetland impacts.

In summary, the potential wetland impacts ranking is as listed below (From Least to Greatest
Wetland Impacts):
1. Lakewood-Providence Route

2. Parsons-Kings Route
3. Falkenburg Route

4. Lithia Pinecrest Route
5. Cross Country Route
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4.3.9.3 Habitat Biological Impacts

The most recent available data sources were used to evaluate this route study factor for habitat
impacts. Current Hillsborough County GIS files were accessed for the Hillsborough County ELAPP
lands layer, Hillsborough County Parks, and Hillsborough County Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH).
Additionally, SWFWMD GIS data was utilized for the review of the Sensitive Karst areas and Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) GIS data was reviewed for the Spring head
locations. These data sources were reviewed relative to proximity and/or anticipated direct impact
associated with each of the alternative route alignments.

43931 Falkenburg Route

The Falkenburg route has moderate potential impacts to ELAPP lands and mapped SWH. This route
is in the vicinity of one known spring location (Boyette Spring) near the intersection of Boyette Road
and Bell Creek.

43932 Lakewood-Providence Route

The Lakewood-Providence route has the lowest potential impact to ELAPP lands and one of the lower
impacts to SHW habitat. Generally, this is a result of the majority of the route being highly urban.
This route does align near one known spring (Boyette Spring) near the intersection of Boyette Road
and Bell Creek.

43933 Parsons-Kings Route

The Parsons-Kings route has minimal potential impacts to ELAPP lands and moderate impacts to
SWH habitat. This route is in proximity to one (1) known spring location (Boyette Spring) near the
intersection of Boyette Road and Bell Creek.

43934 Lithia Pinecrest Route

The Lithia Pinecrest route has moderate potential impacts to ELAPP lands and mapped SWH.
Rewrite this sentence: This route goes through the Lithia Spring Park which is managed by the
Conservation and Environmental Lands Management Department as the property is part of the
ELAPP program. Also, this area is a highly sensitive karst area as it includes two large and highly
protected springs.

43935 Cross Country Route

The Cross Country route encroaches into large tracts of mapped ELAPP lands and SWH mapped
habitat. Environmental impacts to the ELAPP lands including Alderman’s Ford Preserve would be
minimized to the greatest extent possible by locating within the existing firebreaks. This route does
not appear to have any concerns with Springs.
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itself could be connected and become part of the Cross Country Greenway Trail which extends from
Southern Hillsborough County along CCG Balm/Lithia, CCG Lake Medard, and CCG Brandon/East
Rural to the Tampa Bypass Canal Trail. Lastly, it could also provide fire buffers between the
environmental lands and private property adjacent to the Aldermans Ford Nature Preserve.
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Table 11 shows the tabulated numerical results of the route study based on the established Non-
cost Criteria and subcriteria weighting for shortlisted routes.

Alternative sub-routes were also evaluated along with the main routes. During the analysis, routes
with multiple sub-route options, were considered as if all sub-routes options were implemented
concurrently and each of them was notanalyzed individually. In general, when sub-routes were
considered, the scoring of the route decreased corresponding to the shortlisted route. This does not
eliminate any value that individual sub-route may provide when looked at individually. It is possible,
that during design development and alignment refinement, that some of these alternate alignments
be revisited and/or implemented to solve a specific challenge along the route corridor, which may
have not been anticipated or determined at this level of project definition.
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TABLE 11 (Page 1 of 2)

Non-Cost-ldentifiable Route Selection Criteria SCORING RANGE Score Breakdown Falkenburg Lakewood-Providence Parsons-Kings Lithia Pinecrest Cross Country
Veightin Sub Criteria | Subcriteria | Weighted | Criteria | Subcriteria | Weighted | Criteria | Subcriteria | Weighted | Criteria | Subcriteria | Weighted | Criteria | Subcriteria | Weighted | Criteria
& Weighting Scores Subcriteria | Score Scores Subcriteria | Score Scores Subcriteria | Score Scores Subcriteria | Score Scores Subcriteria | Score
U Sogucm LAULUIUIL UL VULLOL GV ILULL, UG UL LILIAL U GUULL [ CULLALL UAMLLULL LULgL CULSHULC UL LVUEML LU LIS (Lo LUAL - CULISLLUL UL LS~ ULIBLLULLUIL LAISIL - Lo s o
Length Number of pipe joints and potential latent defects 18.5 miles 467 75.0% 1 3.50 15.18 5 17.5 20.19 5 17.51 2019 10 33.0 36.19 5 17.51 23.35
(e.g. future leaks) Pipeline segment head loss (ft) Pump head requirements > 200 200 TDH > Pump head Pump head recquirements < 190 ' . "’ ! - i i
Number of appurtenances requiring Q&M TDH requirements > 190 TDH TDH 25.0% 10 1168 10 11.7 10 1168 1 12 5 5.84
JPublic Inconvenience |Complaints; community relations PI= SUM : (AADT/# of Thru Lanes) (#
(PT) Impacts to business operations and profits Thru Lanes Impacted)(miles along the
Increased public transportation and business route segment)(Sensi fivity Factor for
commuting time Segment)
Reduced quality of life (e.g. loss of use, impacts PI>33 33> PI> 23 PI<25 5.00 100.0% 1 500 | s.00 5 50 | 25.00 1 500 | 5.00 10 50.0 | 50.00 10 50.00 | 50.00
during construction)
Availability of detours
Proximity to schools, hospitals, urgent/long term
care, and churches
JSafety Accessibility for emergency vehicles Trench Depth =25 locations crossing utilities 25> locations crogsing utilities <20 locations crossing utilities
Construction equipment, vehicles, and obstaclesin  |(assumes 66" pipeline, 5-ft minimum which cannot be relocated & would |which cannot be relocated & which cannot be relocated &
road cover, excludes trenchless result in trench depth greater than 12 |would result in trench depth would result in trench depth 25.0% 5 12.23 10 24.5 1 2.45 5 12.2 1 2.45
Proximity of construction to petroleum pipelines considerations) ft greater than 12 ft =20 greater than 12 ft.
and high voltage overhead powerlines
Safety of public during construction Contractor, pedestrian, and local diiver  |sum{AADT) > 120,000 120,000 > sum (AADT) > 80,000 |sum(AADT) < §0,000
Construction worker safety (french depth, proximity |safety 25.0% 1 2.45 1 2.4 5 12.23 5 12.2 10 24.45
to roadway) Proximity to natural gas / petroleum lines | Construction < 100 ft from natural |500 ft < Distance to natural gas Construction > 500 ft from natural 9.78 39.12 53.79 63.57 73.35 63.57
& valving stations. (Do not consider gas fransmission facilities transmission facilities = 100 ft gas transmission facilities
perpendicular crossings, lines considered 25.0% 5 12.23 10 24.5 10 24.45 10 24.5 5 12.23
6" and greater).
Proximity to high voltage overhead lines |Construction < 50 ft from high 50 ft < Distance to high voltage Construction > 100 ft from high
(high voltage assumed to be > 43 kV) voltage overhead lines overhead lines < 100 ft voltage overhead lines 25.0% 5 12.23 1 24 10 24.45 10 24.5 10 24.45
[Environmental & Long term mitigation responsibility and monitoring | Wetlands impacts High Impact: > 9.0 AC of the Moderate Impact: > 9.0 ACbut < |Low Impact: < 7.0 AC ofthe
[Historical requirements construction footprint area is along |7.0 AC of the construction construction footprint area is along 20.0% 10 14.66 10 14.7 10 14.66 5 73 1 147
Additional land acquisition beyond pipeline wetlands footprint area is along wetlands wetlands
easement T T T T T
. . . ‘Wetland classification Functional Loss (FL) > 1.0 per 1.0 > Functional Loss (FL) > 0.7 |Functional Loss (FL) < 0.7 per
80“5“““10“ constraints and schedule impacts UMAM Florida statute Form 62-  |per UMAM Florida statute Form  |UMAM Florida statute Form 62- 20.0% 10 14.66 10 14.7 10 14.66 5 7.3 1 147
onstruction complexity, mitigation requirements, 345.000 62-345.900 245.900
and accessibili - . -
Climate interazons and risk .Cultural / Archaeological / Historical ngh Impact: > 10 number of sites Moderate Impact: < 10 n}.lmber of Lt.)w.Impact: < 5 number of sites
Public perceplion impacts within 100 ft. sites but > 5 number of sites within 100 ft. 20.0% 5 7.33 1 15 5 7.33 5 7.3 10 14.66
Acquisifion of mitigation credits within 100 ft. 7.33 51.31 46.91 52.78 43.98 46.91
Habitat / Biological impacts High Impact: > 7 Acres within PUE | Moderate Impact: > 3 Acres but < |Low Impact: < 3. Acres of the
/ TCE envelope 7 Acres of the construction construction footprint area is o
footprint area is within PUE / TCE |within PUE / TCE envelope. 20.0% 5 7.33 10 14.7 10 14.66 5 73 10 14.66
envelope.
Contaminated groundwater / biohazards |High impact: > 10 sites with Moderate Impact: > 10 sites but <= |Low impact: < 5 sites with
contaminated groundwater / 5 sites with contaminated contaminated groundwater / o
bichazard within 500 ft. sroundwater / biohazard within  |biohazard within 500 ft. 20.0% 5 7.33 1 15 1 147 10 14.7 10 14.66
500 ft.
Special Cr-ossings & COﬂSe(!l]E.:T.lCE of failures . Number of trenchless crossings number of frenchless crossings > 15 |15 > .number of trenchless number of trenchless crossings < 20.0% 1 118 1 12 5 5 80 10 118 10 11.78
Construction Accessibility for fulure maintenance crossings = 12 12
[Requirements Unique restoration {landscape, hardscape) Total length of trenchless crossings Length of crossings >4,000 ft 4,000 £t > Length of crossings >  |Length of crossings < 3,200 ft
Complicated maintenance of traffic plans 3,200 ft 20.0% 1 1.18 1 12 1 1.18 5 59 10 11.78
Complexi?y of FOUStm‘_?ﬁ(_’ﬂ ) Number of gpecial trenchless / number of special trenchless number of special trenchless number of trenchless crossings < 2
Construction window limitations (reduced work construction instances (casing, settlement |locations > or =3 crossings = 2 o
hours, nightwork, daily commute/weekend/special monitoring, gronnd stabilization / 20.0% 10 11.78 1 12 1 1.18 5 5.9 5 5.89
event restrictions) improvement)
Spec.lal .Irenchless requ1r.e.me1.'1ts {casing, settlement Special Work Constraints - % of = 30% potential for special 30% > potential for special potential for special construction < 5.80 27.09 10.60 381 30.63 47.12
monitoring, gronnd stabilization construction in roadways requiring construction construction > 15% 15% : : : ’ . :
Slpec%al consttruc[l;lon requirements (dust control, special MOT/impacts (nightwork, lane
clearing, restoration) shifts, etc.) - Defined as % of route along 20.0% 1 1.18 1 12 10 1178 5 59 10 11.78
AADT 20,000 or greater and’or %6 of
corridor with ingress/egress access issues
Unicue restoration (landscaping, number of unicue restoration 10 > number of unicue restoration | 5= or > number of unique
hardscaping, masonry walls, water locations > or = 10 locations = 5 restoration locations 20.0% 10 11.78 5 5.9 10 11.78 1 1.2 5 5.89
features)
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TABLE 11 (Page 2 of 2)

Non-Cost-ldentifiable Route Selection Criteria SCORING RANGE Score Breakdown Falkenburg Lakewood-Providence Parsons-Kings Lithia Pinecrest Cross Country
Veightin Sub Criteria | Subcriteria | Weighted | Criteria | Subcriteria | Weighted | Criteria | Subcriteria | Weighted | Criteria | Subcriteria | Weighted | Criteria | Subcriteria | Weighted | Criteria
e Weighting Scores Subcriteria | Score Scores Subcriteria | Score Scores Subcriteria | Score Scores Subcriteria | Score Scores Subcriteria | Score
ation Agency review/approval durations and project (wetlands, scrub, freshwater) expected to take > 12 months from |expectations > 6 months take <6 months from application. 33.3% 5 7.59 10 15.2 10 15.18 5 7.6 1 1.52
schedule impacts application.
Special interest group protest Complexity of Permits (number of >7 <or equal to7 =5 < or equal to 5
PUbl_l‘f heanng/nohﬁcahor.l requirements jurisicictional authorities that oversee,
Additional approvals required for conservation requires purchase of new mitigation
easements ) » banks, seasonal verifications only for 33.3% 1 1.52 10 15.2 10 15.18 5 7.6 1 1.52
Compliance with multiple agency permitting endagered species from FWC) measured
processes/requirements by % of route requiring comlex 4.56 10.63 31.89 45.55 22.78 18.22
Potential for impact on procurement/construction | permitting
schedule Municipal permits (FDOT, Hillsborough |Permitting for pipe expected totake |8 months > Pipe permitting Permitting for pipe expected to
County, etc.) > 8 months from application. expectations > 4 months take <4 months from application. 33.3% 1 1.52 1 1.5 10 15.18 5 7.6 10 15.18
Right of way use permits (within other  |Permitting for pipe expected totake |12 months > Pipe permitting Permitting for pipe expected to
utility districts - e.g. TECO, CSX). > 12 months from application. expectations > 6 months take <6 months from application. 0.0% 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.00
Operation and O&M convenience (level of effort) and Pipeline accessibility > 40% of alignment is > 1/4 mi from |40% < of alignment is within 1/4 |<20% of alignment is > 1/4 mi
JMaintenan ce effectiveness intersection with public right of way.|mi from intersection with public  |from intersection with public right 50.0% 10 32.20 10 32.2 10 32.20 10 32.2 5 16.10
| Accessibility Access for future maintenance aclivities right of way < 20% of way 6.44 64.40 64.40 48.30 48.30 19.32
TFacilitates access for emergency repairs Disinfection / flushing water disposal 80% of pipeline is> 3 miles away  [80% of pipeline: 1 miles away > |80% of pipeline is< 1 mile away .
Facilitates ease of pipeline commissioning from retention basin Retention basin >3 mile away frrom retention basin 50.0% 10 3220 10 322 5 16.10 5 16.1 1 3.22
JROW/Easement Property owner sensitivity to loss of use Percentage of route within private lands |< 20% of route along lands that are |20%o to 40%o of route along lands |> 40%0 of route along lands that .
Availability Property features impacting construction privately held that are privately held are privately held 5.0% 1 0.36 1 0.4 5 178 10 36 10 3.56
(topography, fences, wall, building, roadways, Number of 1 P t =70 1 35 to 70 1 =25 1
vegetationlandscaping) wesition e parees 0 1D parees parees 25.0% 5 8.89 10 17.8 5 8.89 1 18 5 8.89
Easement desirability (proximity to public, ease of Number of parcels recquiring > 10 parcels with damages or loss of | 10 < parcels with damages or loss |< 5 parcels with damages or loss
access) compensation for loss of use Lse of use < 5 of use 25.0% 10 17.78 10 17.8 10 17.78 1 18 10 17.78
g;ﬁne(: pr(g)eﬁy a;qm sition proce.sii Percentage of route within public lands  |> 10 %o of route along lands that are 5% to 10% of route along lands |« 5% of route along lands that are 5.0%
ount and type of property acquisiions (non established ROW) publicly held that are publicly held publicly held 0% 5 178 5 18 5 178 5 18 5 178
Potential for shared use (frails/sreenway, - — . - - -
maintenance) Complexity of acquigition - pending > 20 businesses affected 20 < buginesses affected < 10 < 10 businessess affected
Potential for future relocation of Tampa Bay Water devel;)p.men;s,. cor]l)‘]m.ercmlcr]‘aﬁ(hmrnal 20.0% 10 14.22 10 14.2 10 14.22 1 14 10 14.22
pipeline pirocs Tyoving heds AndeeR _ : ___ : _ : 7.11 50.84 59.72 52.26 14.58 53.33
Construction constraints Quality of Unavoidable ROW - Roadway |< 20% of route al ong built-out 20% to 40% of route alongbuilt- |+ 40% of route along built-out
Agency encroachment requirements and cooperation expansion re.quiring a relocation. %6 of  |[ROWs out ROWs ROWs
Existing utility density/congestion & relocation route along right-of-ways that are fully 10.0% 10 7.11 10 71 10 7.11 1 0.7 5 3.56
built out (per current County or DOT
Planning)
Potential major existing utility > than 5 major existing utility < than 5 of major existing utility |< 3 major existing utility
relocation(s) relocations relocations <3 relocations
Defined as: (> 12" water, > 6" force 10.0% 1 0.71 1 0.7 1 0.71 5 3.6 5 3.56
main, any gravity relocalion, > 4" natural
gas)
Geotechnical Dewatering, construction duration and difficulty, Groundwater table GW=7"' 12'>GW=T GW=12
Considerations groundwater contamination 33.3% 1 111 1 11 5 5.54 5 55 5 5.54
Corrosion potential
Potential for unforeseen conditions Soil corrosivity > 66% of pipeline in highly greater than 54%6 and lessthan ~ |< 54%% of pipeline within highty
Trench zone requirements and stability corrosive soils 66%0 of pipeline within hi corrosive soils
o ol pipel ghly 3.33 33304 1 111 3.33 1 11 3.33 5 55 12.20 5 55 16.65 5 554 16.65
corrosive soils
Depth of shaft (depth to rock) Depth to rock < 30 ft 60 ft > Depth to rock > 30 ft [Depth to rock > 60 ft
33.4% 1 111 1 11 1 111 5 5.6 5 5.56
JLong Range Planning |Integration with future capital projects Integrated with future capital projects and|> 3.5 miles of the alignment is =1 mile but< 3.5 miles of of the |< 1 mile of the alignment is
Co-location in existing Tampa Bay Water ulility land use planning (non-TBW projects).  |located within roadway corridor alignment is located within located along roadways or within
easements/corridors preservation plan or parcels for roadway corridor preservation properties with high probability of
Consistency with existing and proposed land use planned development. plan or parcels for planned long-term redevelopment (zoning, 50.0% 5 9.73 5 a7 1 1.95 1 1.9 10 19.45
planning and zoning development. roadway
Opportunities to expand public amenities (mulki-use expansions)
trail, linear park, public access)
Future road/intersection enhancements Integrated with future TBW projects Low opporhunity to accommodate | Moderate opportunity to Significant opportunity to 3.89 11.67 1.00 11.67 11.67 38.90
future TBW pipeline facililies. < accommodate future TBW accommodate future TBW
25% of alignment within PUE. pipeline facilities. Between 25%  |pipeline facilities. > 50% of 0.0% 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.00
and 50% of alignment within PUE. |alignment within PUE.
Opportunity to expand public amenities |No opportunity to construct public [Moderate opportunity to construct |Significant opportunity to
and / or access to public amenities. amenities. future public amenities. construct public amenities with 50.0% 1 1.95 1 19 5 9.73 5 97 10 19.45
this project.
Total 27857 Total 325.83 Total 352.32 Total 348.12 Total 377.37
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5 COST EVALUATION BASIS AND RESULTS

Estimated Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Estimates (OPCC) were prepared for all the
shortlisted routes. In addition, OPCCs were prepared for the alternate alignment options for the
Parsons-Kings Route, the Lithia Pinecrest Route and the Cross Country Route.

The cost estimates presented in this study are intended to be inclusive of costs required to
implement the project. Engineering planning, design, construction cost and contingencies were
included in the overall estimates. A summary of the OPCCs for the shortlisted routes shown in
Section 5.3. Detailed OPCCs for each alternative are included in Appendix B.

This section details the cost estimation framework that was used to determine estimated opinions of
construction costs for each of the routes considered as part of this study.

The goal of the cost estimation framework is to provide a consistent and traceable approach for
estimating capital project costs to defined possible variances between cost estimates at the current
level of definition and final project budgets. The approach will also improve communication and
understanding between stakeholders.

The cost estimation approach uses a classification system to categorize cost estimate classes. These
classes represent different phases of planning and design and, therefore, different methods of cost
estimation and levels of accuracy. This framework complements the generic approach developed by
the Association of Advancementin Cost Estimating (AACE) International.

Table 12 provides descriptions of the proposed estimate classes and their end usage or
deliverables. If the AACE methodology is further used through subsequent phases of the project, the
Class can be updated to reflect the higher level of confidence in the estimate and the additional
effort used to develop the estimate.

The associated risk and uncertainty of a project cost estimate is minimized with the addition of a
contingency. Contingencies are allowances for risks that are known or anticipated at early stages of
the project definition. Thatis, they represent probable events that are "known unknowns” and,
experience has shown, are likely to occur. Further, contingencies cannot be attributed to specific
items in the base cost estimate but need to be considered in addition to the base cost. Project
contingency does not cover major changes in scope, which would require a re-assessmentand re-
costing of a project.
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5.21.1 Item No. 1-- Transmission Main by Open-Cut

Unit rates used for this category were intended to be all-inclusive construction unit rates without
separate quantification of items such as restoration, appurtenances, dewatering, and other
miscellaneous costs. Five different pay items were utilized to differentiate the level of effort and
costs that would be required to install a 66-inch diameter water main in different laying conditions.
The categories are as follows:

¢ Rural/Cross Country/Easements Construction - Few or No Utilities and No Wetlands
Impacts: This category is mostly intended to address easy laying conditions within rural
roads or easements that do not require heavy restoration or maintenance of traffic. ltalso
avoids wetland areas, which have an increase of construction and/or possible costs for
wetland mitigation. These rural road or easements also tend to have few utilities that would
create conflicts causing to install this pipe in a deeper cut, therefore itis expected that lay
conditions are minimum cover. Dewatering costs are reduced as well.

¢ Rural/Cross Country/Easements Construction - Few or No Utilities and with Wetlands
Impacts: This category is mostly intended to address easy laying conditions within rural
roads or easements that do not require heavy restoration or maintenance of traffic.
However, in this scenario the corridor is actively crossing known wetlands which have an
increase of construction for deforestation and clearing and/or possible costs for wetland
mitigation. Dewatering costs are increased as well. These rural road or easements tend to
have few utilities that would create conflicts causing to install this pipe in a deeper cut,
therefore it is expected that lay conditions are minimum cover.

¢ Residential/Collector Street and/or Average Utility Congestion: This category is mostly
intended to address all urban streets not classified as urban arterial or major highway per
the Hillsborough County Roadways Functional Classification. Laying conditions require light
to moderate maintenance of traffic. Construction is assumed to be under pavement for
pricing purposes, thus pricing includes restoration of base, pavement, milling, and overlay.
This urban scenario assumes construction will not encounter wetlands. For the purposes of
pricing, these corridors are assumed to have average utility congestion, thus the pipe will be
often installed at minimum cover, but it is expected that to have occasional deep
installations.

¢ Urban Arterial/Major Highway, Dense Utility Corridor - Outside Limits of Pavement: This
category is intended to address urban streets classified as urban arterial or major highway
per the Hillsborough County Roadways Functional Classification. Laying conditions require
light to moderate maintenance of traffic. Construction is assumed to be on the greenspace
of the right-of-way therefore the is no restoration of base or pavement for pricing purposes.
This urban scenario assumes construction will not encounter wetlands. For the purposes of
pricing, these corridors are assumed to have dense utility congestion, thus the pipe will be
mostly installed deeper than minimum cover.

e Urban Arterial/Major Highway, Dense Utility Corridor - Within Limits of Pavement: This
category is intended to address urban streets classified as urban arterial or major highway
per the Hillsborough County Roadways Functional Classification. Laying conditions require
moderate to extensive maintenance of traffic. Construction is assumed to be under lanes
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of traffic therefore restoration of base, pavement milling, and overlay are assumed for
pricing purposes. This urban scenario assumes construction will not encounter wetlands.
For the purposes of pricing, these corridors are assumed to have dense utility congestion,
thus the pipe will be mostly installed deeper than minimum cover.

5.21.2 Item No. 2 - Special Crossings

Unit rates used for this category were intended to be all-inclusive construction unit rates without
separate quantification of items such restoration, appurtenances, dewatering, casing, pilings or
supports, construction of shafts, grouting, clearing and grubbing and other miscellaneous costs, and
restoration of ground cover including landscaping or pavement. Three different pay items were
utilized to differentiate the level of effort and costs that would be required to install a 66-inch
diameter water main in different laying conditions. The categories are as follows:

¢ Trenchless Crossing, Shallow Shaft: This category is mostly intended for installation of the
66-inch diameter water main within a casing pipe via microtunneling, tunnel boring
machines, conventional tunneling or potential jack and augering if technically feasible.
Shafts are intended 1o be less than 40-feet deep and could be established by different
methods such as traditional interlocking steel sheet piling or liner plates with bracing. This
type of construction is intended for major highways or critical intersections, shallow creeks,
large or deep utilities.

¢ Trenchless Crossing, Deep Shaft: This category is mostly intended for installation of the 66-
inch diameter water main within a casing pipe via microtunneling, tunnel boring machine or
conventional tunneling as technically feasible. Shafts are intended to be greater than 40-
feet deep and could be established by different methods such as traditional interlocking
steel sheet piling or liner plates with bracing, secant piles, precast segments or other
methods. This type of construction is intended for crossing of the Alafia River or at other
locations that require very deep construction to prevent conflicts or to protect existing
structures.

o Aerial Crossing: This category is mostly intended for installation of the 66-inch diameter
water main via an aerial crossing as technically feasible. Pipe is intended to be placed and
secured to driven or augured pile foundations. This type of construction is intended for
crossing of the Alafia River near the Alafia Springs Park to protect the springs water which
could be impacted by trenchless construction at this location.

5.21.3 Item No. 3 - Startup, Commissioning and, Testing

This pricing category was assumed to be a percentage of the sum of total construction costs for
ltems No.1 and No.2. Itis intended to be inclusive typical contractor costs to test the pipe after
installation (joint and appurtenance testing, hydrostatic testing, and bacteriological testing),
commissioning (includes filling with water, removing entrapped air, flushing the pipe and disposal of
water) and startup (includes disinfection and closeout of permits) to place the pipe in operation.
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5.21.4 Item No. 4 - Contractor-Markups and Indirect Costs

This pricing category was assumed to be a percentage of the sum of total construction costs for
ltems No.1, No.2 and No.3. Itis intended to be inclusive typical contractor-markup and indirect
costs for projects and includes items such as insurance, bonds, vehicles expenses, profits, legal
fees, depreciation, overhead and other expenses.

5.21.5 Item No. 5 - Contingencies

This pricing category was assumed to be a percentage of the sum of total construction costs for
ltems No.1, No.2, No.3. and No. 4. Three different items were considered under the contingency
pricing categories. Two of these are intended to cover the 30% contingency merited for the Class 5
level estimate. The third pricing item is intended to account for escalation costs. The items are as
follows:

e Scope Contingency: This category is intended to cover potential additional cost of the items,
conditions, or events which are uncertain at this level of design definition and can include,
but are not limited to, planning, and estimating errors and omissions, design development
and changes within the scope.

¢ Market Conditions: This category is intended to cover potential price increase due to
variations in the market, supply chain issues, potential labor shortages and other
environmental conditions.

¢ Escalation to Mid-Peint of Construction: This category is intended to address potential price
increase due to inflation and rise of the costs of services and materials to the mid-point of
construction {(2027), which will be a couple of years after base bid (2025).

5.21.6 Item No. 6 - Property Acquisition Costs

This pricing category is intended to be inclusive of the costs associated with obtaining permanent
and temporary property rights for construction, access, and maintenance of the pipeline. Itis also
intended to cover for potential business claims and corresponding legal fees for the property
acquisition process, including relocation costs when necessary.

5.21.7 ltem No. 7 - Engineering Services During Construction

This pricing category is intended to include professional engineering services during design,
procurement, and services during construction. This pricing category is also intended to be inclusive
of third-party consulting costs to oversee the construction and confirm design intent is being met.
The costs also include Construction Engineering Services (CEl) for inspection, quality control and
assurance from the design consultant or delegated agent to be able to certify and accept the project.

Costs for additional labor, materials or equipment associated with activities or miscellaneous

appurtenant work not specifically address separately are intended to be covered by one or multiple
categories included above.
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6 INTEGRATION OF NON-COST AND COST EVALUATION FOR
CONSOLIDATED ROUTES

Segments A and B have been evaluated as independent, standalone routes in previous sections.
Review of the Segment A routes confirms that all Segment A routes end at the Point of Connection at
the Lithia Water Treatment Facility. Review of the Segment B routes shows Segment B routes
connecting to Segment A routes at various points along Fishhawk Boulevard (Segment B routes: B-5,
B-4, B-1), at the Point of Connection at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility (B-15), and east of Lithia
Water Treatment Facility near Powerline Road. This was purposely done so that Segment B did not
duplicate efforts and review overlapping sections of Segment A routes.

This presents a challenge: the Engineers cannot simply select a Segment A route and Segment B
route — there may be a gap between where Segment A ends, and Segment B begins. The definition
of a consolidated route is Segment A, plus Segment B, plus any additional pipeline infrastructure
required to connect Segment A and Segment B together. This additional connecting pipeline
infrastructure is referred to as the “connector piece”; the connection points, length, and assumed
diameter of the connector pieceis) are dependent upon which Segment A and Segment B routes are
selected (Section 6.2.4). Take the following two route combinations for example: A3/B-5, and A5/B-
18. A3 ends at the Point of Connection at the Lithia Water Treatment Facility, while B-b starts at
Fishhawk Boulevard and Balm Riverview Road - for this combination of Segment A route and
Segment B route, there is 38,000-feet of additional pipeline infrastructure required to physically
connect these segments together and complete a consolidated South Hillsborough Pipeline system.
Combining routes A and B-18 requires a connector piece as well, but this is much shorter at 8 850-
feet.

As discussed above, a complete, consolidated South Hillsborough Pipeline requires the combination
of one Segment Aroute, one Segment B route, and a connector to the Point of Connection at Lithia
Water Treatment Facility. To meet this requirement, some Segment A/Segment B route combinations
require a connector piece of additional pipeline infrastructure to physically connect the selected
Segment A/Segment B route combination to the Point of Connection at Lithia Water Treatment
Facility. Each of the Segment A/Segment B route combinations which require a connector piece to
join Segment A and Segment B to the Lithia Water Treatment Facility were studied and evaluated for
alternative alignments, safety, environmental impacts, and integration with long range planning,
along with additional non-cost evaluation criteria with Segment A route study. For all Segment A
options, a single east/west route along the Boyette/Fish Hawk Road corridor was identified and
selected as the recommended route for connection to the Point of Connection at the Lithia Water
Treatment Facility. For each possible combination of Segment A/Segment B routes and to complete
the connection to the Lithia Water Treatment Facility, the route of the connector piece along
Boyette/Fish Hawk Road was incorporated directly from the previously studied, evaluated, and
recommended section of routes Al, A2, and A4.
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The additional cost of the connector piece infrastructure is accounted for when evaluating each
consolidated system route combination. This section describes the process for integrating the Non-
Cost Scores from Segments Aand B, as well as the Cost Scores for Segments A, B, and any
connector piece. See below for a graphic showing these independent shortlisted Segment Aand B
routes

For the South Hillsborough Pipeline route study, the Engineers for Segment A and Segment B have
incorporated cost into the final route evaluation and selection process. This reflects the results of
Tampa Bay Water's 2019 online public opinion survey in which respondents ranked cost as the third-
most important criteria, only behind Public Inconvenience and Environmental Impact/Wetlands

Impact.

Segment A and Segment B routes have been evaluated as independent, standalone routes to this
point. See Figure 22 below for a joint graphic of the shortlisted Segment Aand Segment B routes.
Note that for simplicity Segment A Routes identification have been converted from the north-south
corridor identifiers to sequential numbering from west to east (based on the first north-south
corridor). Thus, for the purpose of consolidation of Segment A and Segment B, the Segment A routes
will be known as indicated below:

+ Falkenburg Route - Al

Lakewood-Providence Route - A2

Lithia Pinecrest Route - A3

Parsons-Kings Route - A4

Cross Country Route - Ab

To develop a consolidated route, the following was considered:

e Segments Aand B are portions of the overall South Hillsborough Pipeline - ultimately, this
project will require a combination and connection of Segment A, Segment B, and any
additional infrastructure required to connect the two, allowing 65 MGD to be delivered to
Lithia Water Treatment Facility POC. Then, this system continues from the Lithia Water
Treatment Facility POC to deliver 60 MGD at 30 psi to the southern Hillsborough County POC.
Thus, selecting the top ranked Segment A and Segment B route, without evaluating
connection of the two, would be overlooking significant additional project impacts and costs;
this must be captured within the total project cost and consolidated route recommendation.

e The Non-Cost Score and OPCC cannot be simply added together and then ranked, as the
values are incompatible, one reported in dollars {cost) and the other (non-cost) is unitless.
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Section 6.2 describes the process to address these considerations and provides an appreach to
recommending a consolidated route.

The integration of non-cost and cost tor consolidated routes can be simplified into the following 7
steps, given that Segment A and Segment B route evaluations (Non-Cost Score and OPCC) are
complete:

1. Establish the weighting percentage between non-costand cost.
2. Normalize and weight the Non-Cost Scores, based on percentage established in Step 1.

3. Create a route matrix with the 25 different route combinations and sum the Non-Cost Scores
for each consolidated route.

4. |dentify how Segments A & B will be connected.
5. Total the non-weighted and non-normalized consolidated route cost.
6. Normalize and weight the Cost Scores.

7. Add the normalized and weighted Non-Cost and Cost Scores for each Segment A/ Segment
B consolidated route. Rank the routes based on consolidated route score.

Froject stakenolders concur tnat Incorporatng the consideration oT cost as a Tunction of the route
selection is required; additionally, they alsc concur that the non-cost criteria should influence route
selection more than cost. Setting weighting percentages allows the stakeholders and project team to
appropriately account for the relative importance of costand non-cost criteria contributing to the
total final consolidated route score. Accordingly, the weighting percentages have been established
as 25% costand 75% non-cost.

As noted In Section 6.1 - the conscolidated route Costand Non-Cost Score cannot simply be
combined for a total score. The Non-Cost Score is not significant ata 1:1 ratio because the values
are incompatible, one reported in dollars (cost) and the other (non-cost) is unitless.

Stantec and Wade Trim developed a numerical methodology for combining the raw Non-Cost Score
and Cost Score so that each contributes proportionally to the final route score. In data processing,
this methodology is referred to as scaling, and is a method used to normalize the range of
independent variables or features of data. The Non-Cost Scores are scaled so that the best route is
awarded a value of 10, and each remaining route is scaled relative to this maximum value. Only
Segment A routes are scaled with Segment A routes, and vice-versa for Segment B routes. The key to
this approach is retaining a similar distribution amongst the Segment A and Segment B Non-Cost
Scores, respectively.
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Using a similar approach to Step 2: the consolidated route cost is scaled so the least expensive route
is awarded a value of 10, and each remaining route is scaled relative to this minimum value. Again,
key to this approach is retaining a similar distribution to the original data. See Equation 3, where n,w
represents normalized, weighted values, and WP. represents the cost weighting percentage.

Equation 3:
Consolidated Cost Score,,, = [(OPCC, + OPCCg + Connector Cost) | * WE;

Ine last step IS 10 aad the normalized and welgnted Non-cost and cost scores Tor eacn consolidated
route. See below Equation 4, where n,w represents normalized, weighted values; this equation will
generate 25 different consolidated route scores.

Equation 4:
Consolidated Route Score = Consolidated Noncost Score, ,, + Consolidated Cost Score,,,,

6.2.7.1 Step7: Rank the Routes

These 25 routes can then be ranked and shortlisted for recommended route selection. For all the
above steps, the spreadsheet used to complete the calculations is automated, allowing us to adjust
variables, such as the weighting factors, and conduct a sensitivity analysis of how changes to these
values would impact the results.

A WOrksnop was neld with lampa bay Water statr and the IPM on May 251, 2022, The intent of the
workshop was to illustrate the pipeline consolidation process and to present the Engineer’s
recommended top three consolidated routes for Board consideration.

The process described in Section 6.2 was followed and integrated non-cost criteria and cost,
recommending the top three consolidated routes to the Board (Figure 23).

The routes shown in Figure 23 are a combination of A4 and B-5, A4 and B-1, and A5 and B-1. These
were presented as “Pink”, "Blue” and "Orange” routes, respectively. The team intentionally removed
the numbers and names associated with the routes so as not to influence public opinion. The
consolidated route map was then included in subsequent public outreach efforts, held in June and
July 2022, to solicit feedback from residents in the project area through an online survey,
neighborhood presentations, meetings with business associations and a telephone town hall
meeting. This information is further discussed in Section 6.4.2 and Appendix C.
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Tampa Bay Water conducted an online survey from June 14, 2022, through July 8, 20223, Public
Engagement supported the Orange route as the recommended consolidated route.

The purpose of the survey was to describe the three shortlisted route options (Pink, Blue, Orange) to
respondents, discuss evaluation criteria, and determine if members of the community had
knowledge that design engineers should take into consideration in final evaluation. A review of the
approximately 970 open-ended responses show the following trends:

e Respondentinputin 2022 echoes the priorities voiced by respondents in to the 2019 survey.
This was adequately addressed in the weighting criteria process, as well via incorporation of
cost into the consolidated route evaluation. Top cited concerns in the open-ended comments
include:

o Environmental impacts
o Public inconvenience/traffic impacts
o Cost

e Overall, respondents expressed concern for construction in environmentally sensitive areas
and a desire 1o avoid impacting the Alafia River ecosystem.

¢ Traffic concerns are high for all routes; residents voiced concerns for children traveling to
and from all schools near all routes as well as exacerbating current traffic situations overall,
including near all schools.

e There is more support for the Orange route than the Pink and Blue routes. Many respondents
cite their preference for this route as it has less perceived disruption to the Alafia River and
will cause fewer traffic impacts. However, residents residing in Fish Hawk and nearby
communities expressed concern for traffic impacts to nearby communities and schools.

¢ Concerns for the Pink and Blue routes centered on potential impacts to the Alafia River,
traffic impacts and impacts to private property, particularly among those who reside on small
residential roads who would be impacted by construction. There was also concern that
residents might have to be displaced by these routes.

These opinions were only further solidified with feedback received during subseguent live town hall
and zoom meetings - constituents favored the Crange route.

3 Tampa Bay Water began public engagement for the South Hillsborough Pipeline in 2019 when the
utility began studying possible corridors for the new large-diameter transmission main. Previous
surveys, methods of contacting the public, and specific information communicated can be consulted
in Appendix C.
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Additional reasoning for selection of the Orange Route as the recommended consolidated route is
the comparatively lower project development risks when compared to the other shortlisted routes.
Cost evaluations at the route screening level inherently have a high degree of uncertainty; this
reflects the potential for unknown / undefined conditions. Examples of currently unknown or
undefined conditions include:

¢ Additional third-party utilities not reported during data collection

e Abandoned utilities along the routes which have not been recorded or captured in the record
drawings or GIS data obtained

e Third-party utility lines which are constructed between when the route study is completed
and when the project construction begins

¢ New intersection improvements or roadway improvements that affect the anticipated
construction technigue along segments of the route

¢ Differing business impacts than estimated for the route study

The possibility of encountering the above-mentioned undefined conditions is lower in
rural/undeveloped areas (Orange Route) than in urban areas (such as those generally associated
with the Pink / Blue Route). In addition, when they are encountered, the cost to resoclve said
undefined conditions is also typically lower in rural/undeveloped areas than in urban areas.

Accordingly, this results in reduced risks for the recommended consolidated route, as it features
predominantly segments along rural/undeveloped areas. Other evaluated consolidated routes, Pink
Route and Blue Route, could be expected to have higher risks, as they are aligned along more urban
corridors including Parson Avenue, Kings Avenue, Balm-Riverview Road and Fishhawk Boulevard,
respectively.

The recommended consolidated route has an overall length of approximately 28.4 miles of 66-inch
diameter water transmission main. It includes approximately 18.2 miles along Segment A5{Cross
Country) between Tampa Bay Water's Regional Facilities Site and the Lithia Water Treatment Facility
POC, and approximately 10.2 miles along Segment B-1 between the Lithia Water Treatment Facility
POC and the new southern Hillsborough County POC. The recommended consolidated route has the
highest non-cost criteria score of all Segment A and Segment B pairings (1,500 points out of 1,500
total possible). It is also the second most cost-effective alternative with an OPCC of $443,000,000
{scoring 236.6 points out of 250 total possible). Given the risk considerations, the Public
Engagement results, and the consolidated route score, it is recommended that Tampa Bay Water
proceed with design and construction of the Orange Route as shown on Figure 27.

South Hillsborough Pipeline (Segment A) 118 Tampa Bay Water









Draft Pipeline Route Study Tampa Bay Water



WADE TAMDA

TRIM BA\.
@ Stantec WA e

Sdaprlyten W artar To Tha Aageoes

To: Tampa Bay Water From: Tracy Anderson, P.E., Stantec
Freddy Betancourt, P.E., Wade Trim
Project/File: Southem Hillsborough County Pipeline Date: May 5, 2022

Project# 01610 /01616

Reference: Pipeline Route Non-Cost Evaluation Criteria and Weighting Factor Development

1 Purpose

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the methodology used in developing the non-cost
evaluation criteria and weighting factors. This technical memorandum solely focuses on non-cost evaluation
criteria.

2 Methodology

Prior studies were completed by JMT and Arcadis for Southern Hillsborough County pipeline routes
throughout this Tampa Bay Water project area. Each report produced detailed route selection processes,
which included identification and development of evaluation criteria. Tampa Bay Water requested that the
Engineers (Wade Trim and Stantec) review the previous evaluation criteria work completed and adopt a
similar weighting approach for this Project.

The Engineers proposed the following route evaluation methodology, which is expanded upon in
subsequent sections:

1. Review the previous reports to establish baseline evaluation criteria.
2. Substantiate project evaluation criteria and associated considerations.
a. Consolidate evaluation criteria and considerations from previous studies.
b. Solicit agreement and adjust evaluation criteria based on feedback from the Engineers.

c. Present the proposed criteria and considerations to the Integrated Program Manager (IPM),
Black and Veatch (B&Y), who prepared a comparison to the previous studies.

d. Present the evaluation criteria and considerations to Tampa Bay Water for concurrence.
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3. Develop criteria weighting factors.
a. Complete via a pairwise comparison.

i. Eight (8) project team stakeholders representing key disciplines and perspectives
as well as incorporation of public survey input.

3 Review of Previous Reporis

Three previous reports referenced in developing the baseline evaluation criteria:
s Tampa Bay Water Route Study. JMT. August 218t 2020.
s South Hillsborough County Pipeline Route Study, Final. Arcadis. October 10th, 2020,

« Brandon / South-Central Connection. Alternative Route Investigation Technical Memorandum.
Maontgomery Watson — Greeley & Hansen. July 2000,

4 Development of Evaluation Ciriteria

Tampa Bay Water expressed their approval of previous consultant’s work in developing evaluation criteria.
This served as the baseline for developing final evaluation criteria by the Engineers. Tampa Bay Water
stipulated that the criteria below, which support Tampa Bay Water's most recent real estate acquisition
guidelines, shall be considered as part of the evaluation:

¢ Cost
« Safety
s Environmental impacts
« lLongrange planning
Safety, environmental impacts, and long-range planning are all included as evaluation criteria; however,

cost is not. While important, cost is considered separately as part of the overall route evaluation (see the
final route evaluation report for more detail).
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Staying consistent with past evaluations, Tampa Bay Water and the IPM concurred with the finalized
evaluation criteria proposed by the Engineers. These are listed below and are also provided in a tabulated
format, with respective considerations, in Table 1.

+ Pipeline Segment Length

+« Public Inconvenience (PI)

+ Safety

+ Special Crossings / Construction Requirements

¢ Geotechnical Considerations

¢+ Permitting/Implementation

+ ROW/Easement Availability

+ Operation and Maintenance Accessibility

+ Environmental & Historical Impacts

+ lLong-Range Planning

5 Considerations for Evaluation Criteria

After confirming the evaluation criteria, the next step was identifying and confirming the considerations. The
considerations were established by the Engineers and the IPM to a) further define the evaluation criteria
and b) provide background to Tampa Bay Water and project team stakeholders for ranking exercises (see
Section 6).

Below is the final table of evaluation criteria and considerations.
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Non-Cost Evaluation Criteria

Considerations

Pipeline SegmentLength

Duration of construction; date of initial operation

Number of pipe joints and potential latent defects (e.g. future leaks)
Number of appurtenances requiring O&M

Pipeline segment hydraulics

Duration of public inconvenience

Public Inconvenience

Complaints; community relations

Impacts to business operations and profits

Increased public transportation and business commuting time
Reduced quality cf life (e.g. loss of use, impacts during construction)
Availability of detours

Proximity to schools, hospitals, urgent/long term care, and churches

Safety

Accessibility for emergency vehicles

Construction equipment, vehicles, obstacles in road, and proximity to heavy truck
traffic

Proximity of construction to petroleum pipelines and high voltage overhead powerlines
Safety of public during construction (bike lane, sidewalk impacts)
Construction worker safety (trench depth, proximity to roadway)

Special Crossings /
Construction Requirements

Consequence of failures

Accessibility for future maintenance
Unigue restoration {landscape, hardscape)
Complicated maintenance of traffic plans
Complexity of construction

Construction window limitations {reduced work hours, nightwork, daily
commutefweekend/special event restrictions)

Special trenchless requirements (casing, settlerment monitoring, ground
stabilization

Special construction requirements (dust control, clearing, restoration)

Geotechnical Considerations

Dewatering, construction duration and difficulty, groundwater contamination
Corrosion potential

Potential for unforeseen conditions (soils, groundwater, objects)

Trench zone requirements and stability
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Permitting/Implementation

Work restrictions and construction sequencing

Agency reviewfapproval durations and project schedule impacts
Special interest group protest

Public hearing/notification requirements

Additional approvals required for conservation easements
Compliance with multiple agencies permitting processes/requirements
Potential for impact on procurement/construction schedule

ROW / Easement Availability

Property owner sensitivity to loss of use (business/personal)

Property features impacting construction (topography, fences, wall, building,
roadways, vegetation/landscaping)

Easement desirability and location within property (proximity to public, ease of
access, property owner impact)

Defined property acquisition process

Amount and type of property acquisitions

Potential for shared use (trails/greenway, utilities, fire breaks, maintenance)
Potential for future relocation of Tampa Bay Water pipeline

Construction constraints

Agency encroachment requirements and cooperation

Existing utility density/congestion & relocation

Potential for buffer between incompatible land uses

Operation and Maintenance
Accessibility

O&M convenience (level of efforf) and effectiveness
Access for future maintenance activities
Facilitates access for emergency repairs
Facilitates ease of pipeline commissioning

Environmental & Historical
Impacts

Long term mitigation responsibility and monitoring requirements
Additional land acquisition beyond pipeline easement
Construction constraints and schedule impacts

Construction complexity, mitigation requirements, and accessibility
Climate interactions and risk

Public perception

Acquisition of mitigation credits

Impacts to established and proposed wildlife corridors

Disturbed lands verses undisturbed and preserve lands

Long-Range Planning

Integration with future capital projects

Co-location in existing Tampa Bay Water utility easements/corridors

Consistency with existing and proposed land use planning and zoning
Opportunities to expand public amenities (multi-use trail, linear park, public access)
Future road/intersection enhancements
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) Criteria Weighting Factor

The main benefit to using weighting factors is it allows the project team stakeholders to provide subjective
input, quantifying which evaluation criteria are more impactful to route evaluation. For example, long range
planning could have less route selection importance than safety, but greater importance than geotechnical
considerations.

To identify the relative importance of each evaluation criteria, project team stakeholders participated in a
Weighting Criteria Workshop, facilitated by the IPM using an interactive comparison web-tcol. The
methodology used in the Workshop, pairwise comparison, evaluates the importance of individual evaluation
criteria. A pairwise comparison effectively “compares” each evaluation criteria against ancther, with the user
deciding which evaluation criteria is more important. See Table 2 for a visual representation of the pairwise
comparison process. The web system used to facilitate this pairwise comparison then summed how many
times each evaluation criteria was selected — resulting in a “count” for that particular evaluation criteria. The
evaluation criteria with the largest count then has the greatest weighting factor.

The group was reminded: these evaluation criteria are “non-cost’; the cost element of each route will be
evaluated separately.

Eight (8) project team stakeholders participated in the criteria weighting workshop on February 24, 2022,
the participants and their representative organization / group is listed below.

1. Tampa Bay Water (one from each group below)
a. Construction, Engineering & Property
b. Operations and Maintenance
c. Environment
d. Finance
e. Public Affairs

2. Wade Trim: Pipeline A Engineering

3. Stantec: Pipeline B Engineering

4. Hillsborough County

The count results from all eight (8) project team stakeholders (in no particular order) are presented in Table
3. For incorporation of the Public Opinion Survey results, see Section 6.1.
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preferred and 1 being the least preferred. Matching the ranking approach for both allows the data to be
averaged together. The ranking results from the pairwise comparison and Public Opinion Survey results
were then averaged to obtain the evaluation criteria weighting factor.

Remainder of page purposely left empty.
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The weighting factors, categorized from highest to lowest, are organized in Table 5.

Evaluation Criteria Evaluation
Criteria Weighting

[

Safety

Environmental & Historical

ROW/Easement Availability

Operation and Maintenance Accessibility

Special Crossings / Construction Requirements

Public Inconvenience

Pipeline Segment Length

Permitting/Implementation

Long-Range Planning

Geotechnical Considerations

The evaluation criteria and weighting factors developed in this memo will be used in the subsequent route
evaluation of the Southern Hillsborough County pipeline.

Regards,

STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC. & WADE TRIM
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2022 Route Survey Resulits

Tampa Bay Water conducted an online survey from June 14, 2022, through July &, 2022. The
purpose of the survey was to describe the three route options to respondents, discuss evaluation
criteria and determine if members of the community had knowledge about the routes that design
engineers should take into consideration when evaluating the three options. For reach route,
residents were asked: [s there anything else about this route we should take into consideration
during selection, design and construction? Residents could respond:

* Unmarked archaeoclogical sites

* Unmarked cemetery

¢  Unmarked dump /landfill

* [ donot have any input about this route

* Other (open ended response)

Tampa Bay Water received a total of 1,210 responses. The full report can be seen in Attachment B.
Survey demographic questions showed that the vast majority (83.6 percent) of respondents receive
their water from Hillsborough County while 12.23 percent have a private well. About 2.5 percent
respanded that they receive their water from City of Tampa and 1.65 percent responded other.

Most of the respondents (61 percent) have lived at their current address for more than 5 years, while
22.82 percent have lived at their current address 3-5 years and 16.12 percent have lived at their
current address for 2 years or fewer.

Q5 How long have you lived at this address?
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There were 129 residents who joined the call for at least 5 minutes, approximately 50 residents
remained on the call for 30 minutes, and 44 residents remained on the call for the full hour of the

meeting. Approximately 34 residents attended via Zoom.

During the meeting, Tampa Bay Water staff presented an overview of Tampa Bay Water, discussed
the two Long-term Master Water Plan projects under consideration, and provided a detailed
overview of the South Hillsborough Pipeline need, routes, schedule and property acquisition. Tampa
Bay Water staff also provided information on the board’s anticipated project and route selection at

its August 2022 board meeting.

Following 1s a summary of questions and comment topics recerved during the meeting:

¢ How trees along the proposed routes will be affected and a desire to protect trees

¢ Protecting the Alafia River ecosystem where the pipeline will cross the river

¢ FEnsuring safety when construction 1s 1n the vicinity of schools, both tratfic safety and safe
routes for children who walk or bike to school

¢  Growth 1s the problem and should be controlled; new growth should have to pay for
infrastructure required to serve growth

¢  Coordinating with Hillsborough County on improvements (roads or trails) as the pipeline 1s

built

Incorporating Input
The input recetved from 2019 through the July 12, 2022, virtual public meeting has been

incorporated into both the route evaluation process and the final route ranking. Residents
consistently voiced concerns for environmental impacts, public inconvenience and cost, and indeed,

those remained the top-weighted criteria that resulted 1n a final route recommendation.
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Date & Time: June 14, 2022 | 7 p.m.
Host Organization: Bloomingdale Neighborhood Association

Point of Contact (Name, Phone, Email): Suzy Watts, president; 813-681-2051;
bloomingdale. homeowners@gmail.com

Locadon: 3509 Bell Shoals Road, Valrico
Presenter: Justin Fox

Additdonal Staff/ Consultants in Attendance: Nita Naik, Wade Trim; Michelle Robinson, Dialogne Public
Relations

Audience Size: 7 pecple in attendance

Equipment Used: fact sheet and map handouts

Audience Sentiment/ Opinions Expressed:

Suzy Watts, president of the Bloomingdale Neighborhood Association, welcomed everyone to the meeting
and introduced Justin Fox of Tampa Bay Water. Mr. Fox introduced Michelle Robinson and Nita Naik. He
then presented a brief overview of Tampa Bay Water. He said the Hillsborough County is rapidly developing
and that the community needs new water. Mr. Fox discussed the need for the Scuth Hillsborough Pipeline,
the August board meeting decision pomt, and the constmuction schedule. He then encouraged the
neighborhood association to wisit the website and provide feedback on the three routes under consideration.
He asked Ms. Robinson to elaborate. Ms. Robinsen discussed the input received in 2019, the current survey
and the July 12 telephone town hall meeting. She asked the group to disseminate information to their
membership, so that we can gather as much input as possible. Jane Owen, editor of the Bloomingdale
Gazette said she could share something on the group’s social media channel. Ms. Robmseon said she would

send some artwork for their use.
A discussion followed. Following is a boef summary of questions asked and answers provided.

Avre any of the lines shows on the map bondont exiting woter Enes?
Neo. We do have existing lines in the area, but what is shown on the map are new routes.

Where does the water come from?
The water will come from Tampa Bay Water’s Regional Surface Water Treatment Plant and High Service
Pump Station. The water is a mix of treated surface water, desalinated seawater and some groundwater.

Is reciaimed water part of the mix?

Net at this time. There was a project that involved using reclaimed water for aquifer recharge, but it has been
removed from consideration at this time. Reclaimed water as a source will be considered in Tampa Bay
Water's next long-term Master Water Plan.

Are you plasming for future growth with these pipelines?
Yes. These pipelines are intended to meet demand over the next 50 years or more.



How big wifl the holes be to instalf these pipelines?

It depends on the location, but i general, the trenches will be large as the pipe itself will be up to 6-feetin
diameter. In some areas, we will consider using trenchless construction methods to muninuze impacts to
roadways, intersections, waterways and other environmental features.

Wil you be buying easersents or using ensinent domain?

Yes. [n some areas, we may be able to negotiate with Hillsherough County for easements, in others we will
negotiate with private property owners. If those negotiations are unsuccesstul, we may have to exercise
erminent domain to secure easements needed for this unpertant water supply project.

How is the project being paid for?

The project 1s being paid for by Tarmpa Bay Water, Hillsborough County and it has recetved co-funding from
the Southwest Florida Water Management District. The portion of the pipeline that goes from Lithia to the
County’s new faclity in the Balm area will be built by Tampa Bay Water but funded by Hillsborough County.
Tampa Bay Water will 1ssue bonds to pay for the pipeline.

Is the orange route cheaper since it is less populated?

All the pipelines have comparable costs. The orange route 1s longer than the other two, so any savings

assoaated with that route are dinmnished by the additional length.

Wilf Bloomsingdale hook into the new line? Or see any benefit?

Tampa Bay Water provides water to its custemers only, so in this case, Hillsborough County, Bloomingdale
may see some pressure benefits once some additional projects are brought online. However, one big benetit
for the communty 1s the redundant line to Lithia. Having a second pipeline to the Lithia Water Treatment
Plant provides a backup, m the event the other pipeline needs mamntenance or repair.

Why aren’t there any lines going down I-757
The federal government has strict regulations for co-locating near interstates. In short, it 1sn’t allowed, and
the available land is reserved for future interstate expansion.

Where is the desal plant and is it cost probibitive?
The Tampa Bay Seawater Desalination Plant 1s located in Apollo Beach near the Big Bend Power Plant. It1s

Tampa Bay Water’s most expensive source, but it does provide a drought-proof supply.

General comments:
¢  D’mglad you all are plantung for the future.
¢ The blue and pmk routes, the ones more in the center, go through very dense areas. Construction
may not be safe for workers or the public.
¢ Traffic in this area 1s awtul. Teanng up this rmddle section of the map locls like 1t would be pamful
for everyone.
e We can live with overcrowded streets, but we can’t live without water. This project is needed.

¢  D’m surprised it has taken so long to move this project forward.

As the discussion drew to a close, the neighborhood association thanked the project team for drving to
Bloomingdale to share the project information, Tampa Bay Water thanked the group for their time and said
they would keep in touch.

Follow-up Required:
On June 21, Robin Bizjack sent a short article promoting the route survey and route map PG file to Jane
Owen, editor, for inclusion in the Bleomingdale Gazette.

Tampa Bay Water South Hillsborough Pipeline Meetings Bloomingdale Neighborhood Association Meeting Summary
Page 2 0f 2
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Date & Time: June 15,2022 | 7 p.m.
Host Organization: Shadow Run Homeowners Association

Paint af Cantant iNama, Phone, Email): Angela Parker, community assoclation manager, 813-936-4130;

Location: Room 137 of the Rivermiew Public Library (9951 Balm Riverview Rd, Riverview, FL 33569)
Presenter: Justin Fox

Additdonal Staff/ Consultants in Attendance: Jarah Parke, Stantec; Robin Bizjack, Dialogue Public
Relations

Audience Size: 8in persony unknown online

Equipment Used: fact sheet and map handouts

Audience Sentiment/ Opinions Expressed:

Angela Patker, the commurnity association manager for Shadow Run, welcomed us as we arnived, and Lee
Alexander, Shadow Run HOA president, introduced Justin Fox of Tampa Bay Water at the beginning of the
meeting. Mr. Fox introduced Jarah Parke and Robin Bizjack. He then presented a brief overview of Tampa
Bay Water. He said the Hillsborough County is rapidly developing and that the community needs new water.
Mr. Fox discussed the need for the Scuth Hillsborough Pipeline, the August board meeting decision pomnt,
and the construction schedule while referencing the map handout and fact sheet (which were shared ghead of
time with the board in addition to hard copies at the meeting). Ms. Bizjack then encouraged the
neighborhood assocation to wisit the website and provide feedback on the three routes under consideration
and encouraged residents to register for the telephone town hall regarding new water projects.

This neighborhood is located in between the two proposed routes for the southem section of the pipeline;
most of the people in the community are on wells. Following is a boef summary of questions asked and

answers provided:

Is this for City/ County water and not affecting wells?
Ne. This is a new pipeline for regional water and won’t affect local wells.

It sonnds ke you are plonning way into the future which is great. Con_you get other entities on board o start plonning roads in
advance as well?

Tampa Bay Water does not have any influence in the planning cycles of Flofda Department of
Transportation or Hillsborough County transportation projects. However, the project team is coordinating
closely with the County to minimize repeated construction on the same road and to find opportunities to
coordinate projects.

General comments:
e  Most of the community is on wells.

¢  Knowing how this will impact traffic is important.

As the discussion drew to a close, the neighborhood asscciation thanked the project team for shanng
informatien about the routes and taking a proactive approach. Seven of the eight people in attendance signed
up for the email list. Tampa Bay Water thanked the group for their time and said they would keep in touch.



Follow-up Required: Ms. Bizjack emailed the property management Thursday morning with a short
message to share with residents that included the project website URL.

Tampa Bay Water Scuth Hillsborough Fipeline Meetings Shadow Run HOA Meeting Summary
Page 2 0f2
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Date & Time: June 16, 2022 |6 pm.
Host Organization: Southfork Community Development District Board

Point of Contact (Name, Phone, Email): Rick Reidt, district manager for Meritus
Communities / [nframark; 813-955-0050; nck reidt@inframark.com

Location: Southfork Lakes Clubhouse, 11404 Carlton Fields Drive, Rivermew FL 33579
Presenter: Justin Fox

Additonal Staff/ Consultants in Attendance: Eliana Lara, Tampa Bay Water, Jarah Parke, Stantec;
Michelle Robinson, Dialogue Public Relations

Audience Size: Four people in attendance

Equipment Used: fact sheet and map handout

Audience Sentiment/ Opinions Expressed:

Rick Reidt, distnct manager for Mentus Communities, advised those in attendance that the meeting would be
rescheduled due to lack of a quorum. The rescheduled meeting would be July 7. Tampa Bay Water’s project
team noted that cur public opmicn survey closes on July 8 and asked if they could share information with
those present, so it could be passed aleng to Scuthfork residents.

Justin Fox presented a brief overview of Tampa Bay Water. He said the Hillsborough County is rapidly
developing and that the community needs new water. Mr. Reidt asked about pressure problems experienced
at Southfork III. Mr. Fox explained that Tampa Bay Water is responsible for the whelesale system and for
supplying the water that the County needs. The County is making improvements in the retail side to handle
pressure and distoibution concems. Mr. Fox discussed the need for the South Hillsborough Pipeline, the
August board meeting decision pomt and the construction schedule.

A discussion followed. Following is a boef summary of questions asked and answers provided.

L there is 0 benefit to ome route over another?
All three routes are closely ranked Consulting engineers are finalizing the recommendation, which will be

based on mumercus criteria including permittability, public inconveritence, safety and more.

A board member expressed concern abont congestion on Balw Road
Mr. Fox explained that Tampa Bay Water’s routes do not include construction along Balm Road One route is
being considered that would affect Balm Riverview Road, south of Big Bend Road

Why didn’t you consider going along I-757
The federal government has strict regulations for co-locating near interstates. In shott, itisn’t allowed, and

the available land is reserved for future interstate expansion.

Wil construction gffect the west side of I-757
Censtruction will affect the west side of I-75 in cne place: in notthemn part of the new pipeline route, near the
Tampa Bay Regional Surface Water T'reatment Plant.



As the meeting drew to a close, Michelle Robinson asked the group to share information with their residents
as the project team would appreciate any input. She shared the project web address and said residents can
take the survey from there and sign up for the July 12 telephone town hall meeting.

The group said they would share the information on their Town Square app and thanked the group for their
time.

Follow-up Required: None

Tampa Bay Water South Hillsborough Pipeline Meetings Southfork Lakes CDD Meeting Summary
Page 2 of 2



TAMDA
BWAAY.I h“ o ‘ 'Ezla.m?a B]a}fr Wlater

Date & Time: June 26,2022 | 12:30 p.m.
Host Organization: Brandon Rotary Club

Point of Contact (Name, Phone, Email): Liz Brewer, Club Admin Chair, 813-689-6889,
Liz(@ AngelFoundationFL.com

Location: Zoom

Presenter: Justin Fox

Additional Staff/ Consultants in Attendance: Brandon Moore, Nita Naik, Warren Hogg
Audience Size: approximately 40 attendees

Equipment Used:

Zoom, Power Point

Audience Sentiment/Opinions Expressed:
Celors of pipeline comcide with transportation in Chicago.

Secunty on these pipelines? Justin descroibed how the pipelines were bunied infrastructure and were secured by
virtue of not being wsible and protected by being located cutside of other utility lines.

Cyber-attacks related to what happened on Cldsmar. Just hit the messages be distrbuted after the Oldsmar
attack.

What's the difference between SWEFWMD and Tampa Bay Water? Justin described the difference.

Follow-up Required:

None.



TAMDA
BWAAY.I h“ o ‘ 'Ezla.m?a B]a}fr Wlater

Date & Time: June 28,2022 | 6:30 p.m.
Host Organization: Fish Hawk Ranch HOA

Point of Contact (Name, Phone, Email): Enc Dailey, CDD president; Sandra Fuentes, HOA general
manager; scheduled through Deanna; 813-578-88344; thrtalon(@gmail.com

Location: Osprey Clubhouse, 5721 Osprey Ridge Daove, Lithia, FL 33547

Presenter: Justin Fox

Addidonal Staff/ Consultants in Attendance: Brandon Moore, Warren Hogg, Ken Broome, Nita Naik
Audience Size: 7 board members, 6 residents

Equipment Used: Pnonted maps and fact sheet
[Laptop, Projector, Screen, Speakers, Easel & Poster]

Audience Sentiment/Opinions Expressed: Overall the board thanked us for informing them. They had

the following questions — Justin answered all of them:

o Wil there be a pump station? — No pump station, this is only a transmission main from plant m
Brandon to Lithia Plant, and from Lithia Plant to new County connection point.

e Are you working with County to widen the road at the same time? — When possible, we work with
the County on projects so impacts to residents are minimized.

e Impacts to entrance and road closures? — There will be road closures and we will ensure residents
have access to entrances.

® Any reason to pick one route over the other? — There are engineenng preferences, but we have
evaluation and cateda for ranking the pipelines routes, including public input

e Wil construction take 3 years? The entire pipeline will take three years to complete, but the impacts
to this area will be much shorter.

e It starts at the top and goes to Lithia? — We plan to construct the pipeline in that sequence.

Follow-up Required: No follow up required Robin Bizjack provided information for the individual
Facebock groups.
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Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Implementation of
A Southern Hillsborough County Supply Pipeline Project
Between Tampa Bay Water and Hillsborough County

This MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING is entered into this 20th day of
August, 2020 between Hillsborough County, a political subdivision of the State of Florida and
Tampa Bay Water, a special district of the State of Florida, hereinafter collectively referred to as

“Parties”).

WHEREAS, the State of Florida and Southern Hillsborough County are projected to

experience significant growth over the next 20 years; and

WHEREAS, although sufficient permitted capacity in the Tampa Bay Water regional
system exists as a whole, the existing delivery locations that serve southern Hillsborough County

do not have sufficient capacity to meet the County’s long-term demand projections; and

WHEREAS, Tampa Bay Water is constructing a new pipeline project to increase the

capacity of delivery to the Lithia Point of Connection to meet this growing demand, and

WHEREAS, the County has requested Tampa Bay Water develop a new Point of
Connection for the benefit of Hillsborough County to meet this growing demand and provide the

county with operational flexibility; and

WHEREAS, developing a new delivery pipeline system that includes increased delivery
to the Lithia Point of Connection and to a new Point of Connection identified by the County from

the regional system (Pipeline Project), is an effective solution to meet long-term demands of the




County in its south central service area and will allow for both Tampa Bay Water and the County
to have additional system flexibility to provide mitigation in the event of temporary infrastructure

outages; and

WHEREAS, this Memorandum of Understanding includes an Action Plan with
cooperative steps to be taken by Tampa Bay Water and Hillsborough County for completing the
Pipeline Project in a manner that will provide for a solution to meet both objectives in a reasonable

cost-effective manner; and

WHEREAS, the Parties acknowledge and agree that this Memorandum of Understanding
expresses the Parties’ intent to work together cooperatively and in good faith on the Pipeline
Project, including cooperation on public outreach activities such as public meeting notices,
announcements and signage, determining the feasibility of, and developing, the Pipeline Project;
and the Parties acknowledge and agree that this Memorandum of Understanding is not legally
binding on either Party, and does not amend or alter the terms of the Amended and Restated
Interlocal Agreement of the Master Water Supply Contract, or the Parties’ respective rights and

obligations thereunder.

NOW THEREFORE, in accordance with the above, Hillsborough County and Tampa Bay

Water express their intent and understanding with regard to thefollowing:

Section 1. Findings - The foregoing Whereas clauses are adopted by the Parties as findings

that support this Memorandum of Understanding,

Section 2. Intent of the Agreement- The Parties acknowledge and agree that this
Memorandum of Understanding expresses the Parties’ intent to work together cooperatively and

in good faith on the Pipeline Project, including cooperation on public outreach activities such as



public meeting notices, announcements and signage, determining the feasibility of, and
developing, the Pipeline Project; and the Parties acknowledge and agree that this Memorandum of
Understanding is not legally binding on either Party, and does not amend or alter the terms of the
Amended and Restated Interlocal Agreement of the Master Water Supply Contract, or the Parties’

respective rights and obligations thereunder.

Section 3. Pipeline Action Plan - Tampa Bay Water and Hillsborough County express
their intent to work together cooperatively and make their best efforts to complete the Pipeline
Action Plan idehtiﬁed in the attached Table 1 by the dates identified therein. The completion dates
identified in the Action Plan may need to be adjusted by the Parties depending on the rate of growth
and demand for water in southern Hillsborough County and other contingencies such as but not
limited to temporary Points of Connection. The Parties’ intend to cooperate with each other in
efforts, such as but not limited to, public outreach, permitting and property acquisition for the
Pipeline Project. It is the intent of the Parties that the maximum day capacity of the Pipeline Project
be able to provide a total of 65 MGD in order to have available supply capacity that exceeds
projected demand for at least the next 30 years. While the following quantities would not be
provided simultaneously in a manner to exceed 65 MGD, it is intended that the pipeline to the
Lithia Point of Connection will have a capacity of 45 MGD at a delivery pressure of 30 pounds per
square inch, and the pipeline to the new Point of Connection will have a capacity of 60 MGD at a
delivery pressure of 30 pounds per square inch. The new Point of Connection will be established

by Hillsborough County as identified in the Action Plan.

Section 4. Pipeline Capital Cost — It is the intent of the Parties that Tampa Bay Water
will construct, operate and maintain the Pipeline Project to both the Lithia Point of Connection and

the New Point of Connection at the location established by Hillsborough County asidentified

3



in the Action Plan. It is the intent of the Parties that Tampa Bay Water will pay the capital cost of
the pipeline segment that delivers water from the High Service Pump Station to the Lithia Point of
Connection, hereinafter referred to as Pipeline A. It is the intent of the Parties that County will pay
the capital cost of the pipeline segment that branches off from Pipeline A and delivers water to the

new Point of Connection, hereinafter referred to as Pipeline B.

Section S. Minimum Flow — The parties recognize the County’s South Central service
area will be supplied through three Points of Connection upon completion of the Pipeline Project,
and agree to use best efforts to operate all Points of Connection in conjunction to minimize water

age for water delivered to each Point of Connection.

Section 6. Qutside Funding - Hillsborough County and Tampa Bay Water express their
intent to work together to pursue outside funding opportunities, including funding from the State
Legislature, and co-funding from the Southwest Florida Water Management District as a means of

reducing pipeline capital costs.

Section 7. Cooperation - The Parties acknowledge the Pipeline Project will be routed
through rapidly urbanizing, and urbanized areas of the County and that time is of the essence in
compleﬁng the Pipeline Project and that active coordination between the Parties will save the
County time and costs. In recognition of this, it is the intent of the Parties that the County will
provide an ombudsman for the Pipeline Project who will be responsible for close coordination with

Tampa Bay Water’s project manager on property acquisition and public outreach issues.

Section 8. Status Reports - The status of the Southern Hillsborough County Supply
Improvements will be reported at each regular meeting of the Tampa Bay Water Board of Directors

until the improvements are operational.



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Hillsborough County and Tampa Bay Water have causedthis

Memorandum of Understanding to be executed and delivered on the day and year first written above.

[Rest of Page Intentionally Blank]



ATTEST:

PAT FRANK
CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT
Deputy Clerk

(SEAL)

APPROVED AS TO FORM

Office of the County Attorney

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA

77 :
C}a’é’ir an, Board of County Commissioners
Date: August 20, 2020

BGARD OF COENTY COMMISSIONERS
HBHLSBUOROUGHK COUNTY FLCRIDS
DRCUMENRT NO. 20-0879



ATTEST: TAMPA BAY WATER, A REGIONAL
PLY AUTHORITY

Date: q., "CK -

(SEAL)

APPROVED AS TO FORM:



Table 1: Action Plan

Responsible Completion
Tasks Party Date
L . Hillsborough - .
Request new Point of Connection County October 2020
Submit SWEFWMD Co Funding Request(s) %'Vaiga Bay October 2020
Identify final location for new Point of
Connecgon and any temporaty Point of Hillsborough December 2020
Connection, minimum flow rate and County
operating pressures
Tampa Bay
Finalize funding agreement for County Water and Step 3 plus four
share of Pipeline Project Hillsborough months
County
. . Tampa Ba Step 3 plus eight
Select design engineer(s) Watgr y mogthg &
Complete design permitting and property Tampa Bay Step 5 plus 42
acquisition Water months
Bidding and Construction Completion of Tampa Bay Step 6 plus 36
Regional Pipeline Water months




Attachment 1

Basis for Calculation of Pipeline Project Shared Costs

Capital Cost for Pipeline A connecting High Service Pump Station to Lithia WTP = A
Capital Cost for Pipeline B connecting Pipeline A to new Point of Connection =B
Capital Cost for work if requested by County for other County-owned pipeline segments =
C

. Capital Cost Share Formula:

a. Tampa Bay Water share = A

b. Hillsborough County Share = B+C





