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OFFICE OF ENGINEERING & TECHNICAL SUPPORT
MEMORANDUM

TO: The Honorable Chair and Members of the
Board of County Commissioners

THROUGH: %k S. Woodard, County Administrator

FROM: /// Kevin J. Becotte, P.E., Director of Engineering & Technical Support

DISTRIBUTION: Paul Sacco, Assistant County Administrator@

SUBJECT: Dunedin Causeway Bridges Project Development and Environment
(PD&E) Update Presentation - Alternatives Analysis
Recommendations

DATE: August 4, 2015

The consultant agreement for the PD&E Study was approved by the Board of County
Commissioners (Board) on November 18, 2014 with URS Corporation SouthermMAECOM. The
study includes the Main Bascule Bridge, connecting Ward Island to Dunedin Causeway, and
the fixed Tide Relief Bridge, which connects Dunedin Causeway with Honeymoon Island.

This presentation will provide an update of the PD&E process and allow the PD&E Team to
present the alternatives recommended to receive detailed analysis in the study.

On June 8, 2015, staff met to discuss the project from a technical perspective and selected
three recommended replacement alternatives for the main bridge and one for the tide relief
bridge to be analyzed in detail by the PD&E study. The recommended replacement
alternatives for the Main Bridge are as follows:

e a low-level bascule bridge with 21 feet of vertical clearance
¢ a mid-level bascule bridge with 35 feet of vertical clearance
e and a fixed bridge with 65 feet of vertical clearance

There is only one recommended alternative for the Tide Relief Bridge - a fixed bridge
replacement with an alignment partially shifted to the south (away from the condominiums).
Phased construction will allow for maintenance of traffic.

It was further recommended that the alternative to rehabilitate the existing structures be
eliminated for both bridges primarily because rehabilitation will result in the same functionally
obsolete typical section, and will not meet the future transportation needs of the community.
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On June 16, 2015, the recommended alternatives were presented to the City of Dunedin Ad
Hoc Advisory Committee and they provided concurrence to proceed with the detailed study as
proposed by staff.

On July 9, 2015, the recommended alternatives were presented to the City of Dunedin
Commission and they also provided concurrence to proceed with the detailed study as
proposed by staff.

Upon concurrence by the Board, the consultant will proceed with the detailed analysis of the
recommended alternatives. It is anticipated that the results of the analysis will be vetted at an
Alternatives Public Meeting to be held in late 2015. It is also anticipated that a Public Hearing
will be held in the spring of 2016. The PD&E study is a two year process, which began in
December 2014 and is anticipated to be completed in December 2016.
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Meeting Purpose

§ Uodate— Project Status
§ Summaryof Public Input from Kick-Off Qoen House
§ Present Results of Preliminary Screening Analysis
§ Mhin Bridge
§ Tide Relief Bridge
§ Recommend Attematives for Detailed Analysis
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Project Limits

— Honeymoon Idand Sate Park,
P west of Royal Seviert ATTs
Parkwayeast tothe
GaryPice Gy
rdeon
Ward Idand

Appraxmetely 2.0 mileslong
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Project Need — Condition of Bridges

§ Both Bridges Built in 1963
§51 ¥ars Ad
§ SufficiencyRatings
§ Main Bridge - 48.6
§ Tide Relief Bridge 58.0
Scale1-100 - —
100=Bosllent Condition M

Lessthan 80— May
Warrant Renabilitationor
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Bridge Condition — Functionally Obsolete

§ NoBikeLanes e e
§ 2 ft Wide Shoulders PP | . S

§ NarowMuiti-Use Path—6ft\Wide (||
(Pinellas'lfall SZ)UI‘) i Narrow Multi-Use
§ NamowSdenalks - Path/Trail

§ Substandard Bridge Ralls
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Bridge Condition — Structural Deficiencies

5 Cormasion W F-h
§ Goncretel Jeel Deterioration| '+ 7% J i | o O
§ Rsksfor Damage ‘ e
§ FomSomW\aves e v
§ \essd (ollision
§ Soour—loss of bottomsails around piles
§ Affects Bridge Structure Sability
§ Movable Bridge Qperation
§ Aging Machineryand Hectrical
Equipment
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Bridge Condition — Navigation Clearances

§ Bxsting Main Bridge Clearances
§ \ertical — 20 ft at Fenders
§ Horizontal — 90 ft between Fenders
§ US Coast Quard Minimum Clearance Guidelines
§ \értical (at Fenders)
§ Mbwable Bridge — 21 ft
§ Fed Bridge — 65 ft
§ Horizontal - 100 ft between Fenders




Bridge Condition — Navigation Clearances

§ Bisting Tide Relief Bridge Aearances
§ \értical — 12 ft Minimum
§ Horizontal — 45 ft between piers
& Nb US Coast Quard Clearance Quidelines
§ Require NewBrndge to Meet or Exceed Exsting Cearances
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Goal of PD&E Study

§ Daveop Preferred Atemeative
§ Supported byConsensus of Stakeholders
§ Meets Transportation and Community Needs
§ Minimizes Impacts
§ BEnvronmental
§ Social and Economic

§ Conceptual Design
§ Approved bythe Federal Hghway Administration (FHWA
§ Complies with the National Envronmental Policy Act 0f 1969
NEPA)
§ Required for Possible Federal Funding
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Overview of NEPA

“Tne HHWANEPAproject development process Is an
approach to balanced transportation decision making
that takes Into account the potential impacts onthe
human and natural envronment and the public’s need
for safe and efficient transportation.”

Source: FHWAWeDbsIte
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Alternatives to be Evaluated

§MainBridge/ Tide Relief

Bridge Atematies

SN0 Buil .

§ Rehabilitation ek
§Replacement _
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Replacement Alternatives — Main Bridge

§ \értical Alignment (Bridge Haight) Altematives
8 LowrLewel Movable Bridge — 21 ft \értical Clearance
§ Mid-Le\el Mbvable Bridge — 35 ft \értical Clearance
§ Hgh-Lewel Fxed Bridge — 65 ft \értical Clearance

| "
T 40 ‘—~ High-Level Fixed (65 ft)

., cRAE R Gry,
Mid-Level Mbwable (35 ft) e

Low-Lewel Movable (21 ft — similarto existing)

MAIN BRIDGE - VERTICAL PROFILES
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Replacement Alternatives — Main Bridge

§ Hoizontal Alignment Qptions
§ Shifted to the North or South
§ On Bxsting Alignment — with Temporary Bridge
Existing

Tempora
Brllgdgery
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Replacement Alternatives - Tide Relief Bridge

g\ertical Profile— 8 feet Higher than BExisting
§ Above Wave Qrest — Wave Wiinerability
§ Abowe Salt Spray— Cormosion Protection
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Replacement Alternatives — Tide Relief Bridge

§ Horizontal Alignment Qptions
§ Partial Shift to the North or South

8§ Alows for Phased Construction to Maintain Traffic During
Construction

T e | Pinellas(
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Community Involvement to Date

§ Kick-Off Presentations
§ MPOAdvisory Committees
§ MPOBoard
§ CityCommission
§ County Commission
§ Kick-Off Qpen House (239 attended)
§ PreliminaryScreening Coordination Meetings
§ Countyand Qity Staff
§ Ad-Hoc AdvisoryCommittee
§ Gityof Dunedin Commission

Pinellas(_
., (ounty




Community Input from Kick-Off Open House

239 Attendees

& Questionnaire

§Msual Preference Suney
§ Comment Form

§Ma Website

§\Ma Bmail, il or Phone

Dunedin Causeway d P&nelle;s
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Community Input from Kick-Off Open House

Related to ypical Section

gQuestionnaire - Recreation Nbs. 3, 6, 7
§30%- Use Sidewalk on North Side of Bridge

§50%- Desire Sidewalk on North Side of Both
Bridges (even with wider multi-use trail)

—— Pinellas
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Community Input from Kick-Off Open House

Related to Bridge Gade

§ Questionnaire - Trawel Traffic#5, General #3

§ 68%- Concem about Steeper Gades Similar to
Clearwater Memonial Bridge

§ 85%- Keep Lower Mbwable Bridge
§ Deal with Traffic Delays

§ 16%- Replace with Hgh Leel
§ Reduce Traffic Delays
§ Deal with Steeper Grades
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Community Input from Kick-Off Open House

IVbst Important Issues
Questionnaire - General #1 _
§ Presene all Recreational Uses and Access
§ No Changes to Causevay
§ Keep Project Small and Similar to Bxsting Bridge
§ Presene Character and Charm of Causev\ay
§ Consider Adjacent Residents
§ Access, Noise, Mew
§ Traffic, Property\alues

Pinellas
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Community Input from Kick-Off Open House

Related to Alignment
§ Questionnaire - Alignment #2
§ Vhin Bridge
§ 27 %North, 33 %Exsting
§ 16 %South
§ 27%Nb Preference
§ Tide Relief Bridge
§ 27%South, 34%B4sting
§ 9%Nbrth
§ 33%No Preference
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Existing Bridge Typical Section

Existing Typical Section
Zﬁ’j Roadway

40°-1" Overall Bridge Width
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Acceptable Bridge Typical Sections

Typical Section — Minimum Criteria
38'|Roadway

66°-7" Overall Bridge Width
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Proposed Bridge Typical Section
for Preliminary Screening

Proposed Typical Section - Preliminary Alternatives Evaluation
38’iRaadw3y

62’-7” Overall Bridge Width
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Rehabilitation Alternatives

NoWoening
§ Does Not Veet Purpose and Need
§ Would Not Meet Minimum Engineering Standards
§ NarrowSidewalks and Trail would Remain
§ 2 foot Shoulders would Remain
§ Not Designed for Qurrent Legal Loads
§ Not Acceptable to CountyEngineer or FOOT
§ Senvce Life 25-30 ¥ars
§ Uhattractive Structural Repairs (Qutch Bents / Cathodic Protection

Recommend Elimination for Both Bridges
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Rehabilitation Alternatives

With\Wdening
§ Not Feasible for Main Mbwable Bridge
§ Requires Major Reconstruction/ Replacement of Bascule Piers
§ Requires Replacement of Bascule Leaves
§ Uhknown Foundations — Maynot be able to Handle Additional Loads
§ hinand Tide Relief Bridges
§ Senice Life 25-30 éars
§ Unattractive Structural Repairs
§ Continued CostlyRepair/ Maintenance
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Screening Factors Considered

§ Impactsto Wetlands (Qoen Water FlI)
§ Impacts to Seagrass S
§ Impacts to Vhjor Uilities = s

§ Impacts to Recreational Access
§ Duration of Construction
§ Community Input
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Tide Relief Bridge — Proposed Profile

Elev. 19.5
F

LOW LEVEL FIXED BRIDGE —, | Elev. 275

] | Eev. 22.
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135400
TIDE RELIEF BRIDGE PROFILE

Approximately 8 ft Hgher at Center of Bridge
5% Maximum Gade

Dunedin Causeway
Project Development and Enwronment Study
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Profile Options — Main Bridge

R : .
MAIN BRIDGE PROFILE - HIGH LEVEL FIXED SPAN BRIDGE
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MAIN BRIDGE - LOW LEVEL PROFILE MOVABLE SPAN
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| MAIN BRIDGE - MID LEVEL PROFILE MOVABLE SPAN
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MAIN BRIDGE - HIGH LEVEL PROFILE FIXED SPAN
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Preliminary Screening Matrix

IMPACT EVALUATION Impacts to Wetland Impacts  Seagrass Impacts  Utility Impacts Duration of Public Input
CRITERIA Recreation Areas (Fill) Construction

e
Low Level Movable (21 feet VC) | Medum | migh | High | High | Medium (2.5 yrs) | General #3 -Keep Lower Movable Bridge
Mid-Level Movable (35 feet VC) m“ Medium (2.5 yrs) | General #3 -Keep Lower Movahble Bridge
High-Level Fixed (65 feet VC) | Low | High |  High |  High | Medium (25 yrs) | Travel/Traffic #5 object to steeper grade

South Alignment - Main Eridge

Low Level Movable (21 Feet VC) Medium Medium Medium (2.5 _i,rr';j General #3 -Keep Lower Movable Bridge

Mid-Lewvel Movable (35 feet V) Medinm Medium Mediom (2.5 vrs) | General #3 -Keep Lower Movahle Bridge
High-Level Fixed (65 feet VC) m Medium (2.5 yrs) | Travel/Traffic #5 object to steeper grade

xisting Alignment w/Temporary Bridge - Main Bridge General #1 Preserve all recreation areas fno changes to causeway; Keep project small-similar to existing

ot R N RS o= it
Hlﬂh -Level Fixed [ﬁS feet VC) _ I-Ilgh {4}rl:ar~] Travel /Traftic #5 ohject to steeper grade
TEaaa— | —

ide Rellel’ Brtdge

orth Aligament [ tw [ tw [ tow [ Hgh | iomonhs | HighPublicOppositio

outh Alignment L —
| bow | tow | low | Medum | t4momths [ |
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Recommended for Detailed Analysis

Tide Relief Bridge
§ South Alignment — 8 feet Hgher than Exsting
IMAiIn Bridge
§ Basting Alignment w emporary Movable Bridge
§ LowLewel Movable Bridge
§ 21 feet \értical Clearance
§ Md-Lewel Mbwable Bridge
§ 35 feet \értical Clearance
§ Hgh Level Fped Bridge
§ 65 feet \értical Clearance

‘No Build -Viable Until After Public Hearing

Dunedin Causeway - p&n(‘.“atS
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Next Steps

§ Detailed Davdopment and Analyais of
Mable Atematives

§ Atematives Community Meeting
§ Winter 2015

§ Select Recommended Atemative

§ Public Hearing
§ Spring 2016
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