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About Us

A RTC of Washoe County, NV
A MPO (long range mobility)
A Transit (mode split and trip
reduction)
A Street and Highway (Provid
Opportunity)
A Member agencies are the
Cities of Reno, Sparks, anc
Washoe County




Funding: Indexed Fuel Taxxd

A Passed Twice by Voter Initiative

A CPI then PPI (Construction Inflation)
A Indexes County Fuel Tax to Inflation®
A Also:

A IndexesState Fuel Taand Keeps that
ncrement,
AlIndexFederal Gas Tand Keeps that,

AIndexesFederal Diesel Fuel Tard Keeps
that!
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Local Regional Roads

and RTP Roads
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Project Selection Process

(Blind to Jurisdiction)

Program Elements

A Rehabilitation / Reconstruction
A PCID-50
A Rank by Traffic

A PCHU0-50 Rehabilitation
A PCI &40 Reconstruction

A Preventive Maintenance
A PCBE0-100
A Structural Distress less than 5%
A Corrective Maintenance
A Everything® f & S -6@ ¥ 5%rPatching)
A Variety of Tools




Type 3 Slurry Seal




When should preventive

maintenance be applied?

Preventive
t Maintenance
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Network Performance Life after

Preventive Maintenance
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Pavements: ;TC\
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Pavement Condition Index
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Effectiveness AnalystsNew
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Network Condition Comparison
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Complete Street Concept
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The Triple Bottom Line
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Complete Street Policies

Why?

A Increase safety

A Providefor users of all
ages, modes and

~ mobility's

A Improvelivability and

_quality of life

A Economic development

A Improvedtraffic flow

A More onstreet parking

A Connectivity
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Towards a Complete Street RTC,

Checklist:

V Road conversion (Road Diet)
V Wide sidewalks

V Bike lanes

V Secial bus lanes o
V Accessible transit stops Ak l
V Hequent crossing opportunitie, \
V Median islands

V Accessible pedestrian signals
V Qurb extensions

VN NNRPGSNI £ ySa
V Tight curb radii




riping Modifications
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Complete Streets /Road Diets

Before: incomplete
urban street

V 4-lane undivided

V No center turn lane

V No bike facilities

V Numerous driveways
V Pedestrian unfriendly
V Wide lanes

V No designated parking




