
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Interested Parties: 
 
 
Re: Deep Water Intake Site Alternative Evaluation 
 
The attached document is a DRAFT of a preliminary evaluation of deep-water sites.  
Recent high lake levels provide an opportunity to continue studies of potential sites for the 
deep-water intake. The BCRUA has asked its engineering consultant to prepare a new 
scope of services to further investigate sites and intake options.  No final decision on a site 
has been made. 
 
It’s important to note that all work to date on the deep-water intake has focused on a micro-
tunneled lake-tap intake, which the project team believes would produce the least impact 
visually and to lake navigation. 
 
Because four of the seven sites we reviewed are not viable for this type of intake, we now 
plan to continue studies that will include alternative intake designs in our analysis that may 
be feasible at those sites.  
 
While we believe the lake-tap intake ultimately results in the fewest long-term impacts, we 
realize that there would be short-term impacts where there is construction in the 
community. Therefore, we plan to continue the intake studies to include alternative design 
concepts.  Along with additional public input, this will allow a more fully informed decision 
regarding the preferred design and intake site, wherever that may ultimately be. 
 
Project Team 
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Preliminary analysis shows that the overall system hydraulics for the remaining alternatives are substantially 
equivalent, and there is no significant difference in anticipated operating cost for energy consumption.  This 
can be attributed to the relative magnitudes of the static head and friction losses of each alternative.  Pipeline 
head losses will be relatively minor compared to the static head difference, which is essentially the same for 
each site location.   
 
The estimated costs of each location alternative, presented in Table 3, were developed to be congruent with 
the previously established Phase I interim raw water system costs.  The costs associated with the physical 
deep water intake facilities (e.g., pumps and building) are not expected to deviate significantly based on the 
site; therefore, these costs have not been considered in the evaluation.  Likewise, habitat mitigation costs are 
assumed to be equivalent for each alternative and have not been included in this assessment.   
 
The cost evaluation assumed that a 50 ft temporary easement will be needed along existing right-of-way, and 
a 70 ft easement will be needed for cross country construction.  No permanent pipeline easement costs were 
included for Sites 1-4 due to prior easement agreements and/or use of existing rights of way.  Land costs for 
the intake facility have been estimated per TCAD appraised values based on the previously discussed 
requisite land areas.  It has been assumed that tunneling will be employed to cross roadways, BCP land, and 
Lake Travis.   
 
Microtunneling costs were calculated by means of a relative comparison to the shortest requisite 
microtunneling length.  Site 3 will require a maximum microtunneling bore of 250 feet, the minimum length 
of the site alternatives.  The unit cost of microtunneling is estimated to be $84.10 per IN-FT.  This 
corresponds to a cost of $6,055 per LF using the proposed 72-IN conduits.  Assuming four pairs of conduits, 
each additional LF of microtunneling will cost approximately $48,440.  Therefore, a cost of $48,400 per LF 
has been added to each site alternative for each LF of microtunneling beyond 250 feet.   
 

Table 3 
Preliminary Pipeline Alignment Costs 

 

Site Description  

Pipe  
Diameter 

[IN] 

Pipe 
Length 

[LF] 

Unit 
Cost 

($/LF) Cost 
 
Intake facility land  1.5 acres   $ 1,525,700 
Additional microtunneling  8 - 72 IN 684 48,400  $ 33,105,600 
Deep intake lot (open cut) 96 400 1,355  $ 542,000  
Navajo Pass (pavement open cut) 96 3,030 1,299  $ 3,935,970  
RM 2769 (open cut) 96 6,035 1,355  $ 8,177,425  
Volente MUD (open cut) 96 6,365 1,355  $ 8,624,575  
BCP crossing (tunnel) 96 2,590 4,039  $ 10,461,010  
BCRUA Pipeline (open cut Segment 1) 36 4,255 320  $ 1,361,600  
Lime Creek Road crossing (jack/bore) 36 50 755  $ 37,750  

1 

        Total  $ 66,245,930  
 
Intake facility land  2.0 acres   $ 566,400  
Additional microtunneling  8 - 72 IN 0 48,400  $ -    
Deep intake lot (open cut) 96 400 1,355  $ 542,000  
Booth Circle (pavement open cut) 96 305 1,299  $ 396,195  
Rey Vista (open cut) 96 2,635 1,355  $ 3,570,425  
RM 2769 crossing (tunnel) 96 200 4,039  $ 807,800  

3 

Mary Street (pavement open cut) 96 1,705 1,299  $ 2,214,795  
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Site Description  

Pipe  
Diameter 

[IN] 

Pipe 
Length 

[LF] 

Unit 
Cost 

($/LF) Cost 
Volente MUD (open cut) 96 7,705 1,355  $ 10,440,275  
BCP crossing (tunnel) 96 2,590 4,039  $ 10,461,010  
BCRUA Pipeline (open cut Segment 1) 36 4,255 320  $ 1,361,600  
Lime Creek Road crossing (jack/bore) 36 50 755  $ 37,750  
        Total   $ 30,398,250  
 
Intake facility land  2 acres   $ 243,300  
Additional microtunneling  8 - 72 IN 702 48,400  $ 33,976,800  
Deep intake lot (open cut) 96 1,025 1,355  $ 1,388,875  
Jackson Street (pavement open cut) 96 3,230 1,299  $ 4,195,770  
Lime Creek Road (pavement open cut) 96 1,310 1,299  $ 1,701,690  
Volente MUD (open cut) 96 3,025 1,355  $ 4,098,875  
BCP crossing (tunnel) 96 2,590 4,039  $ 10,462,010  
BCRUA Pipeline (open cut Segment 1) 36 4,255 320  $ 1,361,600  
Lime Creek Road crossing (tunnel) 36 50 755  $ 37,750  

4 

        Total   $ 57,465,670 
 
Intake facility land  2 acres   $ 610,000  
Additional microtunneling  8 - 72 IN 233 48,400  $ 11,277,200  
Deep intake lot (open cut) 96 400 1,355  $ 542,000  
New roadways (pavement open cut) 96 10,760 1,299  $ 13,977,240  
Cross country (open cut) 96 4,000 1,355  $ 5,420,000  
Reeds Park Road (pavement open cut) 96 9,600 1,299  $ 12,470,400  
New roadway (pavement open cut) 96 600 1,299  $ 779,400  
Lake Travis crossing (tunnel) 96 3,000 4,039  $ 12,117,000  
Lime Creek Road crossing (tunnel) 78 100 3,100  $ 310,000  
BCRUA Pipeline (open cut Segment 1) 78 4,200 706  $ 2,965,200  

5 

        Total   $ 60,468,440 
 
The cost and total length of transmission pipeline for each alternative is summarized in Table 3.  Clearly, the 
most sensitive component of the economic evaluation is the required length of microtunneling.  Sites 1 and 4 
are substantially more expensive than Site 3 due to the less steeply sloping ground profile at these locations 
and the resulting additional length of microtunneling.   
 
Site 5 is significantly more costly than Site 3 primarily because of the long transmission line which is needed 
to convey water back to the regional participants.  The Site 5 pipeline alignment beneficially avoids passing 
through the Wheeless tract but at the expense of requiring the construction of a tunnel under Lake Travis in 
addition to a 78-IN Segment 1 raw water pipeline in a confined and steeply graded easement.     
 

Table 4 
Summarized Site Alterative Costs 

 

Site Option Cost Total Length of Pipe 
(ft) 

1 $66,246,000 23,659 
3 $30,398,000 20,095 
4 $57,466,000 16,437 
5 $60,468,000 33,143 
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Conclusion 
 
Based on the alternative intake site evaluation contained herein, Site No. 3 is the most cost effective and 
technically feasible site for construction of a microtunneled lake-tap intake for the BCRUA Regional Water 
System.  
 


