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---000---

RENO, NEVADA, THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 5, 2020, 9:00 A M

---000- - -

MS. TORTELLI: Well, welcone everybody. It's a

little after 9:00, so | amgoing to go ahead and get

started.

Can you hear nme okay?

(SWG responded "yes.")

MS. TORTELLI: | would like to wel cone everybody,
and |l et you know I'm Judy Tortelli, Project Manager for the
RTC. | amhere to talk about bridge concepts the team

carried forward for the Arlington Avenue Bridges Project.

| have two folks that are going to assist me with
this meeting: Ken Green is here in the office from Jacobs.

MR. GREENE: Hi, everybody.

MS. TORTELLI: And |I also have M ke Cooper from
Jacobs on the |ine.

MR. COOPER.  Good norni ng.

MS. TORTELLI: | wanted to | et everybody know that
| do have a court reporter on the call. She is going to
capture nmeeting notes for the discussion today.

So I've kind of got everybody's name up on the
screen, I'll go through this in just a mnute for those

people that | don't know, but she may be asking you to
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i dentify yourself when you speak if we don't know who you

are. So that may be com ng

So today we will run through a presentation and go
over what the team has been up to so we can get this project
movi ng al ong again. Things were delayed just little bit
with COVID and trying to get into this situation of virtual
meetings and how to handle all of that stuff.

Ken wi |l be hel ping ne cover the environnental
side of things, and Mke will assist with the bridge
concepts specifics.

| would like to ask that as we go through the
presentation, everybody please nmute your speaker. It |ooks
| i ke everybody's doing a great job with that. Thank you.

As we go through presentation, nmake a note of any
questions or comments that you may have.

| have several breaking spots identified
specifically for questions, so if you could just kind of
keep track of what questions you have, we w || address those
when we get there.

Now | amgoing to try to go through just a rough
attendance. | have Brian Seaman on the line, Mke Cooper
Kelly, Brandi is here, our court reporter, Barb Satner,
Gegory Erny is on the line, Claudia, Lauren Ball, Theresa
Jones, Andrea --

Andrea, you're from FHWA; correct?
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MS. GUTI ERREZ: Yes. Correct.

MS. TORTELLI: And then I have M chon, Adam
Carnmazzi (phonetic), Mchael Mreno, Toni Harsh, Vern Mll oy
(phonetic), Travis Truhill, Kerrie Koski

And that's all the nanes that |I'm seeing on ny
screen. |s there sonebody that is on the line that |
haven't call out?
L' ETOLE John L'Etoile.
TORTELLI: I'"msorry. | couldn't hear you.
L' ETOLE John L'Etoile.
TORTELLI: Oh, hi, John.
NEGRETE: Judy, Matt Negrete is also on

5 3 » 3 » 3

TORTELLI: H, Mtt.

5

KOSKI: Judy, this is Kerrie. | didinvite
t he stakehol der for the -- the Council nenbers stakehol ders.
They may join us as we are noving al ong through the neeting,
but | can't guarantee.

MS. TORTELLI: Okay. Okay. Thank you, Kerrie.

And, then, there was al so --

Can | see that list for just a second, Ken?

W al so had Kayla Dowty from Carson-Truckee \Water
Conservancy District. She may be junping on a little bit
| ater. She had a conflict right at nine o' clock, so we'll
kind of work through that.

Can everybody see the presentation on the screen

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

RTC STAKEHOLDER WORKI NG GROUP-2 MEETI NG - 11/05/2020

© o0 ~N o o B~ O w NP

N D RN N NN PR R R R R R R R R
g A W N P O © 0O N O O N~ w N kB O

Page 5
okay?

(SWG responded "yes.")

MS. TORTELLI: Okay. So the purpose of today's
meeting is to discuss bridge concepts for project, give you
an overview of what we've done, and determ ne which bridge
al ternatives should be carried forward.

We're here to convey input received fromthe
Techni cal Advisory Commttees, which I will also be
referring to as "TAGCs."

The TACs are small groups of nore specialized
i ndividuals that dive into the details of the project based
on the broader direction that has been provided by you all,
t he Stakehol der Working G oup.

At our first Stakehol der Working G oup neeting
hel d back in February, we discussed engineering design and
environmental constraints and criteria associated with the
proj ect.

Fromthe information gathered, the team determ ned
appl i cabl e evaluation attributes, anticipated permtting
requi rements, and conpiled nmaterials to be presented to the
TACs.

We have held two neetings: On July 15, TAC1
focused on permtting and regulatory requirenents, and back
i n August, TAC-2 focused on bridge and roadway el ements.

Qur goal through this process has been to reduce
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the range of alternatives that are carried forward into NEPA

and desi gn.

Based on the TAC neetings, | think you will find
there is a distinction between which alternatives should be
carried forward.

So here's an agenda of what we're going to cover
today. | want to review project scope, process, purpose and
need, schedule, and background. This is not new materi al
but it has been awhile since we have all net.

These are all itens that were presented at our
first public neeting, and again at our first Stakehol der
Wor ki ng Group mneeti ng.

"Il give you a little recap of our first
St akehol der Working G oup neeting, talk about how the TAC 1
meeting went regarding permtting and regul atory
requi rements, and spend sone tine going over recomendations
fromthe TAC 2 neeting, which focused on bridge and roadway
el ement s.

Pl ease keep in mnd that | have allocated tinme for
questions right after we present on the TAC-1 and TAC- 2
meet i ngs.

Fromthere, we will junp right into sone
di scussi on and deci de how t hings shoul d nmove forward.

So the scope of this project is to conplete a

feasibility study to define bridge options, identify
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constraints, and determ ne costs.

At the end, we plan to have a bridge and aesthetic
package identified to carry forward into environnmenta
cl earance and design. Decisions will be documented using a

process called "Planing and Environnental Linkages," also
known as "PEL."

Fol |l owi ng this process hel ps inform decision
maki ng, engages the public and stakehol ders, and streanlines
future NEPA processes.

So our project process has been nodel ed after the
Virginia Street Bridge process, and includes receiving
public, stakeholder, and technical input.

Al ternatives are eval uated based on ability to
meet project purpose and need, ability to avoid and mnim ze
i mpacts to the natural and built environment, construction
feasibility and costs, and input fromthe Stakehol der
Working G oup, RTC Board, Gty of Reno Council, and the
public.

At the public kick-off neeting back in Decenber of
2019, we got great feedback. | did just want to touch a
little bit on sone comments that we received fromthat
public information nmeeting.

We got -- and | talked about this a little bit at
our first Stakehol der Working Group neeting. W |ooked at

conments in a little bit nore detail and kind of put them
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into some categori es.

W received around 78 comrents. About 35 percent
of those comments were focused on bridge types. Then,
agai n, about 35 percent were focused on bridge aesthetics of
the bridge. Then, there were, you know, sone additional
comments just tal king about the needs and additi onal
el ements and m scel | aneous things that should be noved
forwar d.

So the team has been kind of keeping an eye on
t hose public conmments and neking sure that we don't |ose
sight of them so | just wanted to touch on those coments a
little bit.

At our first Stakehol der Working G oup neeting, we
wer e successful the defining environnent and engi neering
constraints and criteria associated with the project.

We have conpl eted our two TAC neetings.

Moving forward, we will be hol ding one additiona
St akehol der Working Group nmeeting to address aesthetic thene
speci fically.

W will present information gathered and get input
at one last public nmeeting, which we anticipate to hold
early next year

So this slide should ook famliar. It is our
project purpose and need. W need to address structurally

deficient Arlington Avenue Bridges, provide state- and
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ADA- conpl i ant, nultinmodal inprovenments, address hydraulic

capacity needs, and respond to regional and community plans.

So here's what kind of our project schedule is.

It has been adjusted a little bit due to sonme delays from
COvI D.

So we did have our kick-off meeting back in 2019.
We're working on this little bar right nowto identify and
anal yze bridge and aesthetic concepts.

Here is our little star for our public neeting,
whi ch we plan to have the beginning of next year.

Right now, we're |ooking to conplete this
feasibility study by June of next year. Then we will kick
off the environment process, work through design and
permtting. W're still holding this construction start
date in 2026. That date hasn't slipped. Just sone of this
back here has.

We were originally planning to have this
feasibility study done by the end of this year, but that is
not going to happen; it's going to push out a few nonths.

So this slide should also look famliar. This is
the list of our Stakehol der Wrking Goup nmenbers. This
list was defined at the beginning of the feasibility study.

It's conprom sed of major permtting agencies,
groups and organi zations that represent a |arger conponent

of Downtown, and inmmedi ate adj acent property owners.
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So alittle recap fromour Stakehol der WorKking

G oup-1 neeting. These bullets here are kind of the

t akeaways fromthat neeting. The teamwas kind of -- our
goal fromthat neeting was to organi ze alternative-specific
constraints and criteria.

W left that meeting knowing that we need to
determ ne who our |ead agency would be; either the U S. Arny
Cor ps of Engineers or FHWA

We wanted to determ ne and confirm whether the
bridges are historic. W wanted to determne the PEL
checklist and who would be signing it. And then we
devel oped environmental design constraints and criteria and
engi neering design constraints and criteria.

These slides may look famliar. This is what we
filled out at that first Stakehol der Working G oup neeting.
We had a |lot of discussion, and we tried to capture
everything so that the teamcould take this and nove forward
preparation for the TAC neetings.

So now | amgoing to go on to the TAC-1 permtting
and regul atory menbers. Here is a |list of those nenbers.
It's slightly different fromthe Stakehol der Working G oup
menber list, but also was defined at the beginning of the
feasibility study.

There are 13 agencies identified on this list, and

three were not present at the TAC-1 neeting. Qur TAC1
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meeting, we did not have representation from SH PO

Reno- Spar ks | ndi an Col ony or NDOT.

That TAC-1 neeting was hosted by the Arny Corps of
Engi neers, and we had great participation and received sone
real |y val uabl e feedback

Qur approach to this meeting was to define a |ist
of all of the permtting regulatory requirements we felt
were associated with our various alternatives.

W presented that list, identified subtle
di fferences between alternatives, and discussed permt
specifics, i.e., timefranes, schedul ed inpacts, and needed
coordi nati on.

Then, we asked group if they agreed with out
assunptions or knew of anything we were m ssing.

So now, | amgoing to turn it over to Ken, and he
Is going to go over the specifics of that TAC-1 neeting.

MR. GREENE: Thank you Judy. So just real quick,
a recap on the TAC-1 neeting.

As Judy indicated, there were a couple of things
that we still needed to answer that were phased out in SWG1
and resol ved those during TAC 1.

The first of which was the | ead agency, whether it
was the Corps of Engineers or FHWA. W agreed during TAC 1
that it would be FHMA

NDOT did confirmthat the Arlington bridges are
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not historic. So that was, again, one of the things that

was | eft kind of open-ended during SW&1, direct and
indirect effects on the adjacent historic properties will be
determ ned during the NEPA process.

W do have -- as part of the feasibility study,
we're putting together various nenoranda that will summarize
our current know edge on historic properties adjacent to the
Arlington bridges, and we'll start making some prelimnary
deci si ons about direct and indirect effects fromthe
different alternatives on those adjacent properties. So
that is a continuing process.

The PEL checklist -- that was another thing that
was kind of |eft open ended during SWo-1 -- we determ ne
that it would be signed by NDOT, and that PEL checklist is
bei ng prepared and popul at ed now based on just continuing to
move through the project. As we get nore and nore
i nformati on, we continue to update that PEL checklist.

We also -- fromthe notes during TACG 1, it was
determ ned by FHWA that DOT Section 4(f) is not applicable
for the bridges.

W can get into -- if anybody wants to, we can get
intoalittle bit nore detail on Section 4(f) and what it
means and how it applies, but that's sonething we're
continuing to carry forward. That will be part of an

ongoi ng di scussion as we nove through the project.
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W did conclude that Section 408, the |oca

sponsor is the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy District.

It does require unrest nodeling using their updated node
and river access for debris and sedi nent renoval was key to
a successful bridge type fromthe Conversancy District's
perspective.

We've got to be able to get in -- access the river
to clear sedinent and debris fromthe river as we have flood
events or that materials deposited either upstream or
downstream fromthe bridge structure itself.

This is summary of our permtting and regul atory
requirements. W pulled this from-- it was actually
initiated during SWo-1 and it was updated ruing TAC-1. So
most of these permts are identical to what we presented
during SWe1, with a couple of mnor differences that were
updat ed during TAC- 1.

The first one there is the special use permt from
the City of Reno. It was determ ned during TAC-1 that the
SUP woul d not be required for this project.

We do need to procure a 408 permt, 404 permt,
the stormwater permt through NDEP, the NDSL -- that's the
Division of State Lands -- their encroachment permt, that
needs to be obtained as well, along with a 401 water quality
certification.

Two additional permts that were tal ked about
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during TAC-1 was the working and waterways permt from NDEP

and the groundwater discharge permt also from NDEP. Those
two additional permts dovetailed fromlessons |earned on
the Virginia Street Bridge Project.

So what this table does is it checks the different
permts that woul d be needed for each one of the mgjor
alternative types, whether it be a single pier clear span,
under deck arch, tight arch, or the elevated bridge concept.

Real ly, there's not a |ot difference between what
permt would be required for which alternative with severa
nuances, | guess, related to those different alternatives.

Those are identified by the asterisk, and if
you'll note in the footnote of this table, additiona
requi rements are possible during permtting and/ or
construction for the single pier concept, the tight arch
concept, and the elevated bridge concept. Enough of that.

Permtting and regul atory requirements -- again
based on that previous table and di scussions during
TAC-1 -- are simlar between the alternatives, except for
tight arch and the el evated concepts.

Both of those, during TAC-1, were determned to be
more challenging related to permtting under section 404, as
wel | as viewshed inpacts, just because of the height of the
structure itself, as well as required mai ntenance, both

bridge and river/park naintenance, and river access for
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debris and sedi nent renoval .

So the goal for TAC-1 was to start nmoving toward a
fewer number of alternatives that could be carried forward
I nto NEPA and desi gn.

M5. TORTELLI: So with that, here is one of those
sections where | have time for questions.

So | don't know -- does anybody have any questions
regarding the material that we just covered on the TAC 1
meet i ng?

So | am assum ng since |I'mnot hearing anyt hing,
there were no questions fromthe material we just covered,
so I"'mgoing to go ahead and continue on.

So on to our TAC-2 bridge and roadway neeting.
Again, here is the list of the TAC-2 nmenbers; slightly
different, but also defined at the beginning of this study.

There are 11 menbers identified on this list, and
9 of those 11 menbers participated in the neeting.

So our approach with this TAC- 2 meeting was
totally different fromTAC 1. W were |ooking at the bridge
and roadway el ements, we got -- actually did some scoring
fromnmenbers. So it was just a little bit different.

W split these two TAC groups up separately
because we felt |ike they were kind of, you know, permtting
and regul atory stuff and the bridge and roadway stuff, they

are kind of different animals, and you really can't [unp
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themal |l together

So the team prepared an eval uation attributes and
scoring packet based on feedback fromthe Stakehol der
Wor ki ng Group-1 neeting.

We took that information fromthose handouts and
we came up wWith sone attributes and sonme scoring packets
that we could send out to the team

W devel oped nine concepts fromthe three ngjor
design themes. The three major design thenes are single
pier, clear span, which includes the under deck and tight
arch, and then the el evated bridge concept.

We had included eight attributes, plus undefined
attributes Y and Z for user input editing, and attributes
were ranked on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being poor and 10
bei ng excel l ent.

So we provided the TAC nmenbers with these scoring
sheets, and we al so gave them sone qualitative attribute
gui del i nes and concept eval uation summaries to help them
conplete their scores individually.

So all of the menbers -- all nine of menbers that
participated, did their scores individually, and then they
provided ne with those scores. W conpiled those scores and
then we nmet as a group and consensus was achieved as a group
on those scores.

So this here is just the TAC scoring sheet that

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

RTC STAKEHOLDER WORKI NG GROUP-2 MEETI NG - 11/05/2020

© o0 ~N o o B~ O w NP

N D RN N NN PR R R R R R R R R
g A W N P O © 0O N O O N~ w N kB O

Page 17/
went out to all of our TAC nenbers. So here are these nine

concepts that were slit up. For single pier concept, we had
precast concrete girders, a cast-in-place concrete box,
steel | girders.

For the clear span concept, we had an under deck
arch, rigid frame, and a tight arch.

For the evaluated bridge concept, we had precast
girders, cast-in-place concrete box, and steel | girders.

So those attributes that | was tal king about, the
teamspent a lot of time going through these attributes and
trying to figure out what is the best approach

We tried to come up with attributes that you could
score these various alternatives on. W had a construction
cost attribute, we also had a construction schedul e and cost
risk attribute, existing infrastructure inpacts, maintenance
and i nspection access, |ong-term mai ntenance costs,
environnent inpacts, river recreation inpacts, and bridge
aest heti cs.

So when we did -- when we got our scoring sheets
back fromout TAC nenbers, there were sonme attributes that
were added by a couple of menbers.

One was in regards to permtting and ancillary
I mpacts to Wngfield Park. You can see on there, | have
scope creep.

So the concern was, depending on what type of
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bridge we build and what that footprint |ooks |ike, how nuch

of the park are we going to be getting into, do we have to
address mitigation, and how far out do we go.

There were also these other two added attributes:
Crine prevention through environmental design, and homnel ess
canps, graffiti, illicit activity, trying to design a bridge
and mai ntai n access fromone side of the park to the other
W t hout encouraging riffraff hanging out under the bridge.

So these added attributes are not included in the
TAC-2 scoring results, but the teamdid | ook at those scores
for those added attributes and added theminto the |ist, and
ki nd of | ooked at them both ways.

| mean, if we did include the scores, it would
only subtly change the overall rankings.

Since there were only -- | think these two
attributes came fromtwo nmenbers, so we didn't feel like it
was fair to include the scores in the overall, and even if
we woul d have, it wouldn't have really changed the
results -- the overall rankings.

So fromthere, | amgoing to go ahead and turn it
over to M ke Cooper. He is going to kind of go through the
TAC-2 scoring results.

MR. COOPER:  Thanks, Judy.

| am M ke Cooper, Bridge Engi neer with Jacobs. So

I n evaluating the individual TAC nmenber scores, each
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attribute, we took an average score, and then those averages

were totaled to get to the scores you see on the screen now

Agai n, the higher the score, the better the
ranki ng.

Then, the rank colum shows that the rigid frane
cane in as the highest-ranked alternative, followed by one
of the single pier concepts or precast concrete girders, and
then, pretty close, the cast-in-place box for the single
pi er concept, as well as the under deck arch.

If you flip to the next view of the screen, Judy,
there's, individually, those bars are intended to kind of
give a graphic representation of the scores. You can see
fromthose, the rigid franme did very well wth the rankings.

The under deck arch and the tight arch, not so
much in conparison to the rigid frame. The single pier
concepts were simlar, though the steel | girders, |agged
behind just wll little bit.

Next slide, Judy.

So here those same bars are flipped vertically and
gathered together. The single pier concept, the clear span,
and then the different bridge configurations in those.

So if you click to have next view, Judy.

The group was in agreenment that the elevated --
all three elevated options didn't fare very well, and,

therefore, felt that they did not deserve to be carried
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f orwar d.

Next one, Judy.

As we nentioned, the rigid frane did very well.
So that is one we agreed as a group would be carried
forward

In relative terms, the two other clear span
concepts didn't fare as well, so we decided it would be best
to stick wth the single clear span concept, the rigid frame
concept for a clear span alternative.

And then, |ooking at the single pier concepts, we
tal ked about those a little bit, and, ultimtely, agreed
that the precast concrete girders and the cast-in-place
concrete box were both worthy of future consideration. The
steel girder option was dropped.

So kind of the high points, if you will, the
single pier concept, while it still has -- appears in the
river, it does present fewer obstructions in the river
conpared to the existing -- the existing bridge on the north
end is a three-span structure.

So fewer obstructions, and a possi bl e advant age
for the precast concrete girders is that it does not require
fal se work or superstructure construction, which is a
consi deration when we are building over the river.

The next one, the single pier, cast-in-place

concrete box girder, as with the precast girders, it has the
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same single pier, although, it's fewer obstructions in the

river conpared to the existing.

In this case, false work is required for the
cast-in-place superstructure, which will require sone
consi derations and how that woul d be accomodated with river
flows.

Then, the last clear span rigid frame, there is no
obstructions in the river on the north end -- the north
bridge, but it would require false work in the river to
build the superstructure as it would be a cast-in-place
concrete type of a bridge.

Next slide, Judy.

So to give you sonme visuals of what these three
reconmended bridge concepts would | ook Iike, first is a plan
view of the single pier, precast concrete girders.

You can see the abutnments on either end and the
piers are oriented to be parallel, basically, to river flow
t hrough here.

The doubl e hidden lines that you see, the dash
lines in the mddle of the bridge, those represent the shape
of the pier wall below, as well as the pier cath that would
be required for erecting and setting the precast concrete
girders on that pier top

Next slide is an elevation view of that bridge.

The line right there on the top of the concrete railing is
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shown above, and then beneath on the bottom side, the bottom

of the precast, prestressed concrete girders, those phantom
| ines you see horizontally, those are intended to represent
t he shape of the precast girders. So there wll be sone
lines visible in that face of the bridge.

Al so the cap beamthat is shown there, would
typically be wider than the pier wall, and it provides a
place to set those precast girders during construction. So
visually, it's got that cap end.

In the elevation view, the face of the abutment
shows because those, as we showed in the plan, are at a bit
of an askew, to in a (Zoom audi o drop) elevation, you see
both the face of the abutment and the face of the pier wall.

It's not intended to nmean that's how wi de the pier
wal | is, you're just seeing the face as well as the front
edge.

Next one is a section cut through the bridge. You
just can see there the shape of the individual, precast
concrete beanms or girders.

So, visually, under the bridge, you' d see
i ndi vidual girder lines sitting on a pier cap out in the
river.

Simlar, there would be seats for those precast
girders on the abutment walls on either bank.

The clear width there on the roadway and the
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si dewal k, those are based on initial concepts on the

roadway. Those will be dialed in with the roadway
requirements as the project noves forward.

Next one, very simlar in plan for the single
pi er, cast-in-place concrete box option. There's fewer dash
lines in the mddle because all you've got bel ow the
structure is the pier wall itself; there's no need for a
drop cap to set the beans on. The cap beamis really
integral with the pier wall itself.

So again, the abutnents in the pier are oriented
to be nore or less parallel to river flow

Next slide, here's the elevation view Very
simlar to what you saw with the precast girders.

A coupl e of differences that should junp out:
There is no pier cap, so it's a, maybe, cleaner lines, if
you will, to the structure. And then the face of the
cast-in-place box is just above the columm after the bottom
of the CI P box.

That woul d be a snmooth surface, rather than the
| ines you would see for precast concrete beans.

Next slide, so under bridge, what you woul d
visually see is a snmooth soffit, or bottom of the
cast-in-place box. You would not see the individual
girders. Those would be interior to the cast-in-place box,

so it's a snoother, maybe, cleaner-I|ooking appearance from
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1 underneath than what the precast girders would be. rage <4
2 Next slide, so this is the clear span, rigid

3 frame. See there is no dash lines in the channel. So

4 there's no pier wall in this concept.

5 The other subtle difference in plan viewis the

6 bridge, we're showing right now, is nore rectangular in

7 shape.

8 That has to do with how the structure actually

9 behaves and the superstructure or rigid frane being

10 connected rigidly to the abutnent walls, and that is where
11 it gets its support. |It's easier froma structura

12 perspective to have it be a rectangul ar shape.

13 If this were the concept that would be pushed

14 forward, there would be sone additional work to | ook at

15 whet her the abutnent faces coul d be skewed to be nore normal
16 or parallel to the river flow.

17 R ght now, we're showing it as a nore

18 conventional, what a rigid frame would | ook |ike in plan.

19 We flip to the elevation, that rigid frame would
20 Dbe envisioned to have a kind of a parallel shape to the

21 bottomof it.

22 So what you would see is a deeper bridge section
23 at the abutnments, and a thinner bridge section out at

24 m d-span

25 Again, nore snoother |ines than what you m ght see
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w th the precast girder option.

Then, finally, if you | ook at the section cut
t hrough the bridge, what you woul d see underneath is a
snooth bottomto the structure. Then, there out at
m d-span, as | nentioned, and the deeper section at the
abut ment face where it's getting its support provided by the
abutment wal I .

MS. TORTELLI: So, thank you, Mke. That's a |ot
of really great information

Does anybody have any questions or is there
sonmet hi ng we shoul d go back at | ook at?

MR. ADAM | have one question. It |ooked Iike in
all the different bridge alternatives, we were not show ng
flood el evation of water.

Was the taken into account with the different
alternatives as well as the depth of the superstructure?

MS. TORTELLI: So, Adam we will go ahead and
answer your question, but | just wanted to | et everybody
know, Adamis not a nenber of the Stakehol der Working G oup.

So we will go ahead and answer his question right
now, but if you do have additional questions, |I'll open it
up for kind of a public comrent section at the end.

But, M ke, can you go ahead and kind of generally
answer Adam s question?

MR. COOPER. Yes. That's that good question,
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Adam and, in general, all three of those structure types

woul d be established so we can pass flood flows.

We haven't done any analysis at this point on
flood el evations versus roadway el evations to any great
extent, other than to kind of conpare with what is there
today versus depth of superstructures that were shown in
t hese concepts.

An advantage of the rigid frane concept is there
I's no potential for collecting debris on a pier.

But it does have a deeper section at the abutnent
wal I's, and it may be difficult to keep the ends of the
bridge out of flood flow, depending on what we determne is
necessary for depth of structure there to support the
bridge.

The cast-in-place box and the precast girder
options, those, | think, will readily provide clearance over
the flood el evation w thout inpacting roadway profile above.

Does answer your question, Adanf

MR. ADAM Yes. So that's why a precast girder
for a clear span wasn't considered is because you guys
didn't want to inpact roadway profile?

MR, COOPER:  Yes. So the profile on the road is
pretty well constrained, given that we're tying into
I ntersections at both ends of the project, that if we start

el evating intersections, then we're getting into access to
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adj acent properties and things of that nature. That is

going to be tough

So we kind of |ooked at it as a goal of mnim zing
the potential for profile adjustnents on the roadway, and if
you | ook at a single span bridge that's a girder-type
bridge, like either of the precast girders or even the
cast-in-place box, the depth of those sections get too deep
to pass flood flow.

MS. TORTELLI: Does anybody el se have any
questions?

MR. ERNY: Geg Erny. | know these are kind of
structural concepts we | ooked at, but in the context of
other things that are, | guess, come into play, have any of
t hese been evaluated for their, | guess, the graffiti factor
that mght be an invitation on some of the ways that the
faces of these bridges m ght be presented?

And, then, the articulation that is evident in the
precast ones seens to acconmpdate a | ot of places for
critters, such as birds and bats and things underneath.

|s that an issue of concern that we need to worry
oursel ves about with respect to either making them honel ess
or inviting themin?

MS. TORTELLI: So, Gegory, | will take a stab at
that. | don't know that we necessarily thought about a

graffiti factor.
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| mean, we tal ked about what kind of maintenance

is going to be required on sone of these different bridge
types, but it's definitely something that I think we need to
consi der noving forward.

Then, also --

And, M ke, maybe you can junp in a help ne with
that, as far bird and bats up under the bridge, | nean is
that something that we are concerned with or that it's kind
of on the table to | ook at?

MR. COOPER: So starting with the graffiti
question, the way the north bridge was configured, we were
kind of focused on trying to maintain the path that is
underneath the existing bridge so there will be access
under neath there.

Those abutnment walls, there are some things we can
do for aesthetics and al so kind of deter graffiti and with
formliner treatment that provides a rough surface that
doesn't lend itself well to graffiti.

Then the use of anti-graffiti coatings that nake
it easier to renove any art work, if you wll, things of
that nature.

As far as the birds go and potential for birds
roosting under there, that is potentially an issue with a
girder-style bridge, the precast girder bridge.

There are places, particularly given the shape of
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t hose cross sections on those girders, even though they are

sl oped, they may be a place where birds would want to roost.

There are sonme things we can do for, say, at the
pier to prevent or not include any horizontal surfaces that
woul d be roosting areas, if you will, and try to mnimze
t hose kinds of areas.

But, yeah, birds and bugs and spiders and what not
are going to be something that would be, maybe, nore of a
mai nt enance concern with a girder-style bridge than one
that's got a closed soffit.

MR. ERNY: Some people nmay consider the critters
to be an anmenity, and others may consider themto be a
nui sance.

That is why | bring it up, as we nay have sone
di fferences of opinion regarding that aspect from sone of
the fol ks who may offer comrent and response to the project
as we go forward.

MR. COOPER: Good point. Good point.

MS. KOSKI: Judy, this is Kerrie Koski. Can
speak?

MS. TORTELLI: Absolutely.

MS. KOSKI: Geat points you brought up, Geg.
Thank you for brining those up.

Yes, there is definitely a balance, and as far as

the City's concerned, tipping that balance nore towards |ess
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mai nt enance is always preferred.

But we do understand that sone of the things that
you described, Mke, using different shapes with the form
| i ners and such would be incorporated into the final design.

Also into the -- you know down the road with the
project itself, we could probably put some thought into
materials that we could use on the surface, on the exterior
that mght be graffiti protection, that sort of thing, and
maybe get those incorporated into the maintenance and
operations manuals so the City can have that for future.

Theresa Jones, she keeps real good records of
those, | amnot sure if she is on here today, but that would
be nmost hel pful for our bridge program

MS. TORTELLI: Thank you for that, Kerrie. W
wi |l keep those notes as we are noving forward. That's
great feedback.

Does anybody el se have any questions?

MR, ERNY: One final comment, Judy. This is Geg
again.

MS. TORTELLI: Yes.

MR. ERNY: Call me Geg. |If you call ne Gegory,
| will think it is ny nother yelling me, and I amin trouble
again.

MS. TORTELLI: kay. Gkay, G eg.

MR. ERNY: Thank you.
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1 MS. TORTELLI: Okay. | amnot seeing or heaf?%g >
2 anything else at this point.

3 So here we go. W are at this group discussion

4 and consensus slide right now.

5 A couple of things that | just wanted to highlight
6 are we -- like | said previously, our approach for our TAG 1
7 permtting and regulatory neeting, and our approach for

8 TAC- 2 bridge roadway el ements neetings were different

9 because the nature of those two neetings were different.

10 But, in the end, the TAC- 1 reconmendations, based
11 on challenges associated with permtting, it seened |ike the
12 single pier concept, the clear span concept, and the under
13 deck concept could potentially be a little bit |ess

14 cunbersonme froma permtting perspective.

15 | am saying that correctly, Ken?

16 MR GREENE: Yes.

17 MS. TORTELLI: Okay. And then for the TAC 2

18 recommendations, we have our three recomendations from

19 that. So we had the single pier precast, cast-in-place, and
20 then the clear span

21 So, overall, the two were pretty simlar in that
22 elevated bridge concept kind of fell off, and the tight arch
23 concept kind of fell off.

24 Right now -- and I amjust going to back up.

25 Right now, what we're kind of seeing fromthe
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1 recommendations fromboth TAC-1 and TAC 2, we feel Iikgage >
2 noving forward with these three bridge types makes the nost
3 sense

4 | just kind of wanted to see if there's anything
5 else the group thinks we need to | ook at what the reasoning
6 may be behind that, or does anybody have any commrents?

7 MR GREENE: O are we generally in agreenent that
8 these three concepts are the ones that we should keep --

9 continue noving forward w th?

10 MS. TORTELLI: So | am guessing no conmment neans
11 concurrence?

12 MS. KOSKI: That is kind of what | am hearing.

13 Tough crowd here this norning.

14 MS. TORTELLI: | know. You guys need some coffee.
15 MS. HANSON: This is Claudia. | wll speak up. |
16 would go with -- | amin concurrence.

17 MS. TORTELLI: Okay. Thank you.

18 M5. JONES: In concurrence.

19 MS. TORTELLI: And | don't need you all to say in
20 concurrence or not, necessarily. | nean, like | said, | am
21 assumng that no feedback means we're in concurrence.

22 Moving forward fromhere, | mean, we have to

23 present this material to the public.

24 So thank you, Geg.

25 So | amgoing to do a simlar thing as |'ve done
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here for the Stakehol der Working G oup neeting, which is

tell the public what we came up with at Stakehol der Working
G oup-1, what the recommendations were fromthe first TAC
meeting and the second TAC, and what we came up with from
our second Stakehol der Working Goup neeting. Fromthere,
we Wi ll finalize the feasibility study.

We do have our next Stakehol der Working G oup
meeting, which is going to be focused on aesthetics of the
bri dge.

| am hopi ng to have that neeting before Christmas,
if we can fit it in. | wll be sending out another poll of
when people are available to see if we can fit in before
Chri st mas.

Just trying to maintain the schedule, | would |ike
totry to get all of the TAC and Stakehol der Working G oup
meetings done by the end of year.

|'s there anything that the group would like to see
us provide further, I don't know, analysis on these bridge
concepts? O is there anything specific that you want to
see froman aesthetic perspective to nmaybe | ead us down a
pat h?

The intent is -- what we've said we would do on
the aesthetic side is kind of |ook at three different
aesthetic thenes.

We're going to put together sonething that kind of
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mat ches t he Downt own Reno Streetscape Master Pl an.

W' re going to put together sonething that just
kind of matches what is down there now, kind of the themne,
the existing theme that's down there now.

Then we are going to conme up W th something that
i's bridge-specific. Muybe sonething specific to the
Arlington Avenue Bridges.

So those are kind of -- that's the direction that
we're noving toward on the aesthetic side. So is there any
I nput there?

MS. KOSKI: Judy, this is Kerrie Koski again. The
aesthetics is the probably the nmore interesting -- for
majority of the group, the aesthetics is probably the nore
interesting part of this.

VWhen you take this out to the public, were you
pl anning to include any aesthetics, or were you planning to
di scuss the aesthetics packages with the Stakehol ders before
it goes to the public?

MS. TORTELLI: We will go through the aesthetic
package with the Stakehol der Working Group prior to going

out to the public.

M5. KOSKI: Ckay.

M5. TORTELLI: | wanted to find what kind of
theme -- aesthetic thene we are going to nove forward wth,
and it's going to be a pretty high-level theme at this
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point. This is just a feasibility study.

| do, definitely, want to kind of vet our ideas
t hrough the Stakehol der Wrking Goup neeting before we go
out to the public.

You're right, the aesthetics and what the bridge
| ooks |ike is what people care about, and what | think are
going to be nobst vocal about.

It's alittle bit nmore exciting for sone than
others. Some bridge engineers like this other stuff, and
the rest of us |like howit |ooks.

MR, L'ETOLE: Judy, | do have a question. Wen
you are thinking of the different thenes, and you nentioned
the theme that is already existing there in the areas, | am
just curious what -- if you can articulate that nore?

Maybe this is sonething that we can come up in the
working group. | didn't know if that was, maybe, venturing
into the art deco, historic type, or sonething nore
cont enporary.

But I just want to have nore clarification on what
that theme woul d be.

MS. TORTELLI: Well, at this point, I'"'mnot really
sure, John, unless --

Barb, did you want to provide any input on that?

MS. SANTER  Yeah, | guess fromny perspective,

you kind of have a two-part response there, because there's

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

RTC STAKEHOLDER WORKI NG GROUP-2 MEETI NG - 11/05/2020

© o0 ~N o o B~ O w NP

N D RN N NN PR R R R R R R R R
g A W N P O © 0O N O O N~ w N kB O

Page 30
t he Downtown Streetscape Master Plan, which doesn't really
talk about -- that is like a different set of standards for
more of the Streetscape side, and that includes, |ike the

doubl e, candy cane lights and the paving, and those have not
actual |y been used on any of the downtown bridges so far.

Li ke, for exanple, Virginia Street Bridge has its
own uni que design, and a lot of that was driven by historic
mat ch, you know, historic requirenments for that area.

Then Center Street, which we did in the 90s, that
does have nore of an art deco flare because of all the
bui I dings that were around it at the time, one of which is
no | onger there, the Mapes.

So it's kind of a two-part thing. The art deco
styling is not really called out in the Downtown Streetscape
st andar ds.

So those with nore -- the Downtown Streetcape
standards, they don't really address the bridge design,
specifically.

So it seens |ike those are two different types of
styling because the Downtown Streetscape standards are art
deco, is how | would answer that.

And | mght, while | amon here, mention just a
coupl e other things that seemto typically come up fromthe
public wth respect to bridge aesthetics.

One of themis, in the past, the public has
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frequently commented that they like the bridge railing to be

see-through instead of solid, like solid concrete.

That has come up when we did Center Street back in
the 90s. It came up with Virginia Street when we worked on
that a nunber of years ago. And | know that's been a
comment on the Booth Street Bridge that it doesn't have
see-through railings.

So that's sonething | was going ask Mke, if any
of these bridge types woul d preclude having a type of
see-through railing design or not?

And | know one of the issues is you have to
provide the vehicle protection as well. So | mght --

If | answered your question, John, if you don't
mnd | mght nust toss that one to M ke Cooper.

MR L' ETOLE Yes. Yes. Thanks, Barb.

MR. COOPER: Sure, Barb. What was pictorially
shown on the schematics we devel oped were the standard,
solid, parapet walls, but you are absolute right, open
railing would be sonething we would want to | ook at.

There's a couple directions you could go with
those. You could go with an open concrete railing that
coul d be designed and detailed to also be a vehicle barrier
and provide the nore open | ook.

What we did on Center Street with the lighter

alumnumrailing on the edge of the deck for pedestrians was
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1 not a vehicle rail. So we ended up putting a concretePage >
2 railing between the sidewal k and the vehicles for protection
3 there.

4 MS. SANTER. R ght.

5 MR. COOPER:  And we could do sonething simlar to
6 that here as well.

7 It just becomes a matter of howto end those and

8 termnate those interior rails, if you wll, wth pedestrian
9 access around themand the vehicles and such. Yes, those

10 are possible.

11 MS. SANTER:  And | know not to get way in the

12 weeds on this right at this particular meeting, but on both
13 the Center Street and the Virginia Street Bridge, the other
14 thing we kind of tried on purpose was have a bit of an

15 overhang, like a widening of the bridge.

16 The downfall of that is we ended up having the --
17 in the nore transparent railings, we ended up having that

18 separate vehicular barrier right at the back of Wal k.

19 Which in this, may not be good because we so many
20 special events down there that it seenms |ike naybe there

21 would be a better and nore desire to have things kind of

22 wal kable all the way out to the edge.

23 So just a couple of things come to mnd there.

24 But it sounds |ike none of these options would preclude a
25 nore open railing, which is great.
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MR. COOPER. So, Barb, another thought | was

havi ng here on Center Street, that in the mddle of the
river there we nade the sidewal k wider for kind of
congregation areas, if you wll.

| don't know if that's sonething here that would
be of interest at Arlington. The bridge is shorter, quite a
bit shorter than at Center Street, but something to think
about .

MS. SANTER  Yeah

MR COOPER: |f that does becone a desirable
feature, it nmay end up being limted to the single pier
option because we have a better opportunity to widen out the
deck with the pier out there, rather than trying to w den
the deck out with the rigid frane clear span option.

It just becomes a little bit nore conplicated.

MS. SANTER: Yeah, that is what | was trying to
i ndicate earlier by saying that we did that on the Center
Street Bridge, and the Virgina Street Bridge is also wider.
In the mddle, it kind of flares out, and that was
purposeful |y done just as a congregation spot.

So that's good to know that that may only work
with a single pier type, not so nuch the clear span.

One other thing that comes to mind with respect to
ki nd of thinking about future aesthetics is the idea that

this isisn't the last bridge that would need to be repl aced
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1 Downtown. We've still got Sierra, Lake, and | think, ﬁgggefo
2 even eventually Booth.

3 So to the degree it's even possible to know this

4 now, is there a desire to have a kind of famly of bridges

5 or have every one conpletely unique?

6 Maybe the construction type is one of those things
7 that is certain like a starting point to uniqueness or

8 famly kind of style design

9 We kind of have sone pretty | andmarked design,

10 think, with Virginia Street that, to nme, | don't know that
11 you would want to do that on every single one.

12 To nme, that should be the main one and the others,
13 maybe, nore secondary to that for sure.

14 | amnot sure we can answer that right now, but

15 that is just sonething that cones to m nd when selecting the
16 bridge types, you know, if we can even predict whether they
17 could apply to sone of other bridges that have to ultimtely
18 be repl aced.

19 MS. HANSON: Barb, | think that is a great
20 concept. | was thinking kind of the same thing is how t hose
21 will all interact.
22 Li ke you said, we nmay not decide it here, but
23 sonehow establishing a hierarchy with Virginia Street as
24 already kind of the grand one in the area, and | think
25 respecting that and show ng that when you go out to the
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public and com ng back to the commttees show ng what that

overall, | would say, famly of themwhere they are going to
have to respect each other's architecture as we nove
forward

So | think that's a great concept. | was thinking
t he exact same thing.

Then just a couple of thoughts on the w der
portion on Virginia and Center.

| feel like on this one the island is wide part,
so |l don't think -- they are shorter bridges, so | think --
| was going to say nature, but those are mannade i sl ands.
think wide part is already provided by the island on this
one.

And then on design -- and Kerrie, you can hit ne
on nute if you need to -- the Downtown design concepts,
don't think we've ever fully explored -- with the concept on
bridges, definitely, but | would say the overall concept has
not been revisited in quite sonetime.

So | think, looking at that and making sure it
works with the rest of Downtown, but also respecting the
architecture with the three md-century, nodern buil dings
nearby and then the McCarran Mansion and the Cathedral,
just, you know, it is quite a historic group up buildings in
the area.

| don't think we have fully explored the Downtown
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desi gn concepts, that we have to conpletely be | ocked into

t hat .

Kerrie, feel free to correct me if you think | am
wrong, but that's how | see it.

MS. KOSKI: Nope. | think you' re absolutely
correct; spot on.

And | do support Barb's comments as well about the
fam |y design.

| think within the community -- being involved in
the Virginia Street Bridge Project, we heard that and we
even | ooked at that, but | do think that Virginia Street
Bridge is unique, and, perhaps, the others should be
respectful of the historic nature.

But | think if we could sonmehow think about that
in the future -- for future of Sierra Street, Lake Street --
| could see it working very well. And | can see it being
supported within the comunity.

But that's today. Wio knows; right?

MS. SANTER  Right.

MS. TORTELLI: | do like the famly of bridges
idea for sure. We're looking at replacing all these
bridges, and it would be nice to nove forward w th sonet hing
simlar as we replace them

MS. KOSKI: Yes. And as far as a nmaintenance

aspect like | was tal king about, there are mai ntenance and
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operations folks, they like it when we have sone simlar

designs and not specialty itenms on every bridge. It would
be hel pful for us in that respect as well.

MS. HANSON: | think the coomunity's really going
to appreciate it also, showng that we are all looking into
the future, and not just piecenealing these together, but
showi ng that the group is |ooking at a consistent approach
into the future.

| think when this goes out to the public, I think

you definitely need to show the series of them

| wouldn't put dates on designs or anything, of
course, you know, because the last one all, of us will be
retired by the tine that |ast one gets replaced.

So we don't want to tie too nmany hands there. But
| think the public would really appreciate it.

MS. KOSKI: Good points, C audia.

MS. SANTER: But | think just narrow ng down, |ike
the -- has already been done here, that we don't have an
above- grade support type of design.

That's a big decision already that kind of helps
define what the famly could be.

MS. TORTELLI: Right.

M5. SANTER: And maybe Virginia Street's the nmain
one that has that.

| think the other thing about that that's good --
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1 because | renmenber this comng up on Virginia Street _?agg e
2 people wanted to maintain the viewto the west of the

3 nountains, and not have above-grade structures that were

4 obstructing your view fromwherever you were standing

5 because that is kind of a cherished aspect of our Downtown,
6 is to be able to look at the river and then see the

7 nountains in the background or maybe even from either

8 direction.

9 MS. KOSKI: Good points, Barb.

10 It seemed to me |ike the arch design, naybe we

11 could look at too. |Incorporating, not necessarily the sane
12 as the Virginia Street Bridge, but some sort of an offshoot.
13 |"mnot an art person. |I'mnot professing to be
14 an expert in designs, but | was just thinking sonmehow tie it
15 together a little bit with the aesthetics.

16 MS. SANTER: Oh, you're tal king about the railing.
17 MS. KOSKI: Yes. Excuse me. The railing, yes.

18 MS. SANTER. Oh, yeah. Gkay. Yeah

19 MS. KOSKI: And then keep that openness. And |
20 agree that viewto the west is very inportant.
21 Vell, all views are inportant. | nean, really,
22 they are all inportant. | shouldn't just way the viewto
23 the west.
24 People, | see themsitting on the Virginia Street
25 Bridge, and they take in all of Downtown.
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MS. SANTER:  Yes.

MS. KOSKI: So | guess retract that.

M5. HANSON. And with this, the viewto the east
Is going to be the Virginia Street Bridge.

MS. KOSKI: Correct.

MS. SANTER. True. Yeah. But if every bridge has
an above-grade train, then it makes it harder to see past
that next bl ock.

So | think that kind of supports having Virginia
Street be the |eader in that regard, and having the
above-grade arch and maybe, if we don't have to have that
kind of design, the others don't have that.

MS. KOSKI: Yep. | agree.

MS. HANSON: Good point.

MS. KOSKI: | think I nmay have cut sonebody off.
Was it Geg?

MR. ERNY: Yes. | amsorry. | didn't mean to
I nterrupt.

| guess -- I'mnot sure what we consider the --

define the term"famly" as. Wether it is structural sort
of concepts and/or kind of things that have simlar
characteristics, or whether it is cost effectiveness or
means and nethods for that work for time that they are done.
| guess | may be the one heretic in the bunch here

in that | think each site will have its own uni que aspects.
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| think one of the things about the Arlington

Bridge is, it's a big coomunity gathering area, and those
bri dges connect those islands that we are considering the
W deni ng areas.

| would hate to see those bridges becone the
throttle points between the banks on the north and the south
si de across both bridges and the island.

| think having the bridges be an extension of
those islands to and fromthe north and south is sonething
worth consideration here because there is a |ot of things
that go on where the bridges are closed off and comunity
activity happen in those areas.

| wouldn't want to see single file have to happen
crossing those bridges to get to the actives on the island
and things.

Anyway, | think we should always kind of keep an
eye on the context which each bridge is and respect the
activities and potential activities and potential for the
| ocations in each of those bridges.

MS. SANTER. Good points.

MS. TORTELLI: Well, | think all of that is
excel l ent feedback, and it helps give us kind of a starting
place to put together naterial for our next Stakehol der
Wor ki ng G oup neeting.

|s there anybody el se that would like to have any
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1 comments or questions fromthe group?

2 MS. DOMY: Hi, everyone. This is Kayla Dowty,

3 and | amthe District Engineer for the Carson-Truckee Water

4 Conservancy District. | apologize because | had to join

5 late today, so this nmay have already been discussed.

6 Typically, Ron Penrose or Lori WIlians are on

7 this call, and I amfilling in for themtoday.

8 | know they've nmentioned this on previous working

9 groups, but | just want to reiterate that for District and

10 then also, probably, for the Gty of Reno, access fromthe

11 bridge to the river is really, really inportant.

12 Qbviously, in the design of the Virginia Street

13 Bridge, that wasn't made possible.

14 So we're hoping that during engineering this time

15 that is considered as one of the priorities, access both

16 fromthe bridge deck and then possibly also some sort of

17 ranp so that we can access the river to keep the channel

18 clear.

19 MS. KOSKI: Kayla, thank you for joining the

20 neeting. | amwth the Cty. | appreciate your comments.

21 | think we did talk about -- we have been

22 discussing the access and, yes, we are in support of access

23 fromthe top of the bridge to the river.

24 As you well know, the City does oftentines have to

25 pull materials out of the river. | believe this
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1 group -- and M ke or Judy, sonebody, correct nme if | aﬁ?ge e

2 wong.

3 | think we were | ooking at access not to the

4 river, not necessarily directly fromthe bridge, but from

5 the banks, other options or other alternatives; that is

6 correct, Judy?

7 MS. TORTELLI: Yes, that is correct. | nean, kind

8 of leading in fromour first TAC-1 neeting, that was a big

9 point that was brought up was access to the river for

10 mai ntenance.

11 As we forward | think with these designs, we'll

12 continue to keep that up on the priority list and pop

13 through how that's going to work out.

14 MS. DOMY: Perfect. Thank you both so nuch. And

15 thank you for updating ne since | was |ate.

16 MS. TORTELLI: Okay. Well, thanks so nuch for

17 joining us, Kayla. Sorry that you had a conflict. W can't

18 ever be in two places at once; right?

19 MS. DOMY: That's right. Yep. Lori is actually

20 on the river now right behind the Reno Police Departnent

21 doing sone debris renoval on the river as we speak

22 She apol ogi zes that she couldn't make it.

23 M5. TORTELLI: Ckay.

24 MS. JONES: | nentioned this very early on too.

25 Maintenance access is, obviously, very inmportant, but -- and
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| amsure NDOT will provide comment on this as well as the

desi gn noves forward -- access for bridge inspection as well
s very inportant.

| was team | eader for the bridge inspection for
NDOT for nearly five years and Center Street Bridge and
Virginia Street Bridge, those |large UBT trucks that they use
coul d not get underneath those bridges, and those bridges
are inspected every two years, at a mninun a nunber them
are inspected nore frequently.

The inspection this last spring on Virginia Street
Bridge, they were able to -- oh, | can't renenber the nanme
of the vehicle that they used, but they were able to get
underneath to inspect all the girders.

That needs to be considered in the design as well
sonewhere down the |ine.

MR COOPER. Hi, Theresa, it's Mke. That is a
very good point.

MS. TORTELLI: That access will be something that
we'll key in on as we continue to nove forward.

But I think it's sonething that, as the team we
want to nmake sure that we're highlighting as we go through
the feasibility study, so it's sonething that is carried
forward when we get into design and NEPA

MR GREENE: Yes.

MS. TORTELLI: And not just lost in the --
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MR. GREENE: Actually, that's for both maintenance

and i nspection and debris renoval.

MS. TORTELLI: Yes.

Ckay. Is there anything else? And is there
anybody on the call that is not Stakehol der Wrking G oup
menber that would like the say sonething. | amgoing to
open up it now for that, if there are.

Like | said, if there is anybody on the call that
I's not specifically a Stakehol der Wrking Goup nmenber, if
you want to throw something in there, nowis an opportunity.

MS. HARSH. Yes. This is Toni Harsh

MS. TORTELLI: Oh, hi, Toni. dad you nade it.

MS. HARSH. Yeah, we've got lots of worker bees
out here doing other things.

In no particular order, | did wite down sone
question marks and sonme information. Do you mind if | just
do it with no pre-thought of having it organized? | amjust
going to shoot out some thoughts.

MS. TORTELLI: That's fine. That's fine.

MS. HARSH. Ckay. What cane to mind is the
possibility of Ralston, and | do not know what the situation
is wth Stevenson being closed. | don't know if that has an
| mpact on our traffic studies, but just throw ng that out.
Sonmetimes we forget that streets close up

Then, going back to the Downtown Streetscape --
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1 maybe Caudia can help ne on this -- | think it was evgﬁge >
2 before this century. | think that was in the 1990s. And it
3 mght be included in putting it all together, | amnot sure.
4 |'mold on these strategic plans.

5 So Caudia's correct, there has not been a review
6 of that particular street scape in a long time. | applaud

7 the thinking of the concept of how we kind of put this al

8 together with the other bridges, especially the ones that

9 are Downtown that are within sight of each other; Booth sits
10 off by itself.

11 So | think that's getting ahead. |f we |ook at

12 one project at atine and not the howit's going to fit into
13 the total aesthetics of the Downtown.

14 Al so, when are you planning -- and this gets

15 confusing -- to discuss -- bring up to date the Counci

16 people that are involved in this? And | believe that's

17 Council Ward 5 and Ward 1, and | would include the

18 Council person at-1I arge.

19 The reason being, Council people seemto hear an
20 awful lot fromthe pubic, and when you get to the

21 presentation to the public, a lot of times what | hear is

22 that we didn't |look at this.

23 Because the public has all sorts of ideas, as they
24 should. It's their noney. So, just, | would be curious

25 when you're going to be doing that.
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1 Also, let's see. | think those are all ny rage 2
2 comments and questions. |'mlooking and, yes, | think

3 that's it. Those are all nmy comrents and questions.

4 MS. TORTELLI: So, Toni, thank you for that. W
5 wll definitely make a note of Ral ston and Stevenson

6 potentially being closed and keep that on our radar, as we
7 look at traffic and projected volumes and all of that stuff,
8 "Il get on the aesthetics. | nean, we'll get

9 wth Barb and the teamand see if it makes sense to, rather
10 than just sticking to our three hardcore ideas -- you know,
11 one being the Downtown Streetscape Master Plan and anot her
12 one being matches the sane thene and then anot her being

13 something separate -- naybe we go outside that a little bit
14 in light of the fact that the Downtown Streetscape Master
15 Plan doesn't really cover it.

16 So we will work on that with the team

17 Your question on the City of Reno Council. So

18 wyou're absolutely right, the process that we have defined
19 for this project is to update City of Reno Council and RTC
20 Board prior to going out to the public.

21 So before we have this public meeting, we'll go to
22 City of Reno Council and the RTC Board.

23 So once we get done with our third Stakehol der

24 Working Goup Meeting, which is going to address aesthetics,
25 we will conpile everything together, then take that to the
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Gty of Reno Council and the RTC Board, and then we will go

to the public.

Then we will be follow ng back up with the Gty of
Reno Council and RTC Board after the public meeting to kind
of update them on what feedback we got fromthe public prior
to finalizing the feasibility study.

So there is a lot of involvenment in there with
Gty of Reno Council, if that answers that question.

M5. HARSH. Thank you

MS. TORTELLI: Yes.

MS. KOSKI: And | would like to just add to that.

H, Toni, thank you for joining our neeting today.

M5. HARSH:. Thank you

MS. KOSKI: You had some great conmments there. |
appreci ate those.

| just wanted to add to what -- the question about
the Stevenson, actually pointing that out. W are aware of
t hat abandonment. W have spoken to the devel opers and they
have been advised that, basically, that we need to work
t oget her on these projects.

So we are not working in a vacuum W are during
to comunicate to everyone, actually, that cones to the Gty
that has a devel opment in the surrounding area and point
themtoward this project and nake sure that we address

specific project needs, such as traffic.
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So that was great point.

| amnot sure what the plan is going to be for
Ri verside Ralston quite yet.

There's still a lot of speculation, but | do
bel i eve that sonmething may cone out of that. Fingers
crossed; right?

Then we al so have Council updates internally. RTC
staff and City staff do neet with our respective Counci
menbers, and we do update themas well.

So that does help get the message to themas well.

MS. HARSH. Thank you

MS. KOSKI: You bet.

M5. TORTELLI: GCkay. So are there any other
questions? Al right. Hearing none, I'mgoing to go ahead
and just thank everybody for your participation.

| know sonetimes these neetings are a little, |
don't know, unconfortable, but we really did get some great
f eedback today, and | think things are noving forward, so
amreal |y happy about that.

Like I said, I'Il be getting out an email to the
group here so that we can get that next Stakehol der Working
G oup neeting schedul ed, hopefully, before Christms and
tal k about some aesthetics.

So thank you again, everybody. | really

appreci ate your participation.
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MR. SAEMAN. Judy, this is Brian. Real quick,

there was a request through the chat for the slide
present ation.

So | don't know if you can make that available for
others with respect to that.

MS. TORTELLI: Yeah, Brian. | wll post the
presentation on our website at rtcwashoe.com | also need
to update our website with kind of a recap from Stakehol der
Wrking Goup | and our TAC neetings.

So all of that information will be on our website
at rtcwashoe.com it's just not up there yet.

MR. SAEMAN. Thank you.

MS. TORTELLI: Um hum

Al right. Thank you, everybody. We will Dbe in
touch, and we will talk about aesthetics.

(Meeting concluded at 10:28 A M)
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STATE OF NEVADA )

) Ss.
COUNTY OF WASHOE )

|, BRANDI ANN VI ANNEY SM TH, court reporter, do
hereby certify:

That | was present via Zoom audi o visual on
Novenber 5, 2020, at the RTC Stakehol der Worki ng G oup
Meeting-2, and took stenotype notes of the proceedi ngs
entitled herein, and thereafter transcribed said proceedi ngs
into typewiting as herein appears.

That the foregoing transcript is a full, true, and
correct transcription of nmy stenotype notes of said
proceedi ngs consi sting of 55 pages.

DATED: At Reno, Nevada, this 17th day of

November, 2020.

BRANDI ANN VI ANNEY SM TH
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HEALTH | NFORMATI ON PRI VACY & SECURITY: CAUTI ONARY NOTI CE ?

Litigation Services is committed to conmpliance with applicable federal
and state |aws and regul ations (“Privacy Laws”) governing the
protection andsecurity of patient health information.Notice is
herebygiven to all parties that transcripts of depositions and |ega
proceedings, and transcript exhibits, may contain patient health
information that is protected from unauthorized access, use and
disclosure by Privacy Laws. Litigation Services requires that access,
mai nt enance, use, and disclosure (including but not Iimted to

el ectroni c database maintenance and access, storage, distribution/

di ssem nation and communication) of transcripts/exhibits containing
patient information be performed in conpliance with Privacy Laws.

No transcript or exhibit containing protected patient health
information may be further disclosed except as permtted by Privacy
Laws. Litigation Services expects that all parties, parties’
attorneys, and their H PAA Business Associates and Subcontractors will
make every reasonable effort to protect and secure patient health
information, and to conply with applicable Privacy Law mandat es
including but not limted to restrictions on access, storage, use, and
disclosure (sharing) of transcripts and transcript exhibits, and

applying “m ni num necessary” standards where appropriate. It is

recommended that your office reviewits policies regarding sharing of

transcripts and exhibits - including access, storage, use, and

disclosure - for conpliance with Privacy Laws.

© All Rights Reserved. Litigation Services (rev. 6/1/2019)
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 1                         ---o0o---

 2    RENO, NEVADA, THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 5, 2020, 9:00 A.M.

 3                         ---o0o---

 4

 5            MS. TORTELLI:  Well, welcome everybody.  It's a

 6  little after 9:00, so I am going to go ahead and get

 7  started.

 8            Can you hear me okay?

 9            (SWG responded "yes.")

10            MS. TORTELLI:  I would like to welcome everybody,

11  and let you know I'm Judy Tortelli, Project Manager for the

12  RTC.  I am here to talk about bridge concepts the team

13  carried forward for the Arlington Avenue Bridges Project.

14            I have two folks that are going to assist me with

15  this meeting:  Ken Green is here in the office from Jacobs.

16            MR. GREENE:  Hi, everybody.

17            MS. TORTELLI:  And I also have Mike Cooper from

18  Jacobs on the line.

19            MR. COOPER:  Good morning.

20            MS. TORTELLI:  I wanted to let everybody know that

21  I do have a court reporter on the call.  She is going to

22  capture meeting notes for the discussion today.

23            So I've kind of got everybody's name up on the

24  screen, I'll go through this in just a minute for those

25  people that I don't know, but she may be asking you to
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 1  identify yourself when you speak if we don't know who you

 2  are.  So that may be coming.

 3            So today we will run through a presentation and go

 4  over what the team has been up to so we can get this project

 5  moving along again.  Things were delayed just little bit

 6  with COVID and trying to get into this situation of virtual

 7  meetings and how to handle all of that stuff.

 8            Ken will be helping me cover the environmental

 9  side of things, and Mike will assist with the bridge

10  concepts specifics.

11            I would like to ask that as we go through the

12  presentation, everybody please mute your speaker.  It looks

13  like everybody's doing a great job with that.  Thank you.

14            As we go through presentation, make a note of any

15  questions or comments that you may have.

16            I have several breaking spots identified

17  specifically for questions, so if you could just kind of

18  keep track of what questions you have, we will address those

19  when we get there.

20            Now I am going to try to go through just a rough

21  attendance.  I have Brian Seaman on the line, Mike Cooper,

22  Kelly, Brandi is here, our court reporter, Barb Satner,

23  Gregory Erny is on the line, Claudia, Lauren Ball, Theresa

24  Jones, Andrea --

25            Andrea, you're from FHWA; correct?
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 1            MS. GUTIERREZ:  Yes.  Correct.

 2            MS. TORTELLI:  And then I have Michon, Adam

 3  Carmazzi (phonetic), Michael Moreno, Toni Harsh, Vern Malloy

 4  (phonetic), Travis Truhill, Kerrie Koski.

 5            And that's all the names that I'm seeing on my

 6  screen.  Is there somebody that is on the line that I

 7  haven't call out?

 8            MR. L'ETOILE:  John L'Etoile.

 9            MS. TORTELLI:  I'm sorry.  I couldn't hear you.

10            MR. L'ETOILE:  John L'Etoile.

11            MS. TORTELLI:  Oh, hi, John.

12            MR. NEGRETE:  Judy, Matt Negrete is also on.

13            MS. TORTELLI:  Hi, Matt.

14            MS. KOSKI:  Judy, this is Kerrie.  I did invite

15  the stakeholder for the -- the Council members stakeholders.

16  They may join us as we are moving along through the meeting,

17  but I can't guarantee.

18            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you, Kerrie.

19            And, then, there was also --

20            Can I see that list for just a second, Ken?

21            We also had Kayla Dowty from Carson-Truckee Water

22  Conservancy District.  She may be jumping on a little bit

23  later.  She had a conflict right at nine o'clock, so we'll

24  kind of work through that.

25            Can everybody see the presentation on the screen
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 1  okay?

 2            (SWG responded "yes.")

 3            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  So the purpose of today's

 4  meeting is to discuss bridge concepts for project, give you

 5  an overview of what we've done, and determine which bridge

 6  alternatives should be carried forward.

 7            We're here to convey input received from the

 8  Technical Advisory Committees, which I will also be

 9  referring to as "TACs."

10            The TACs are small groups of more specialized

11  individuals that dive into the details of the project based

12  on the broader direction that has been provided by you all,

13  the Stakeholder Working Group.

14            At our first Stakeholder Working Group meeting

15  held back in February, we discussed engineering design and

16  environmental constraints and criteria associated with the

17  project.

18            From the information gathered, the team determined

19  applicable evaluation attributes, anticipated permitting

20  requirements, and compiled materials to be presented to the

21  TACs.

22            We have held two meetings:  On July 15, TAC-1

23  focused on permitting and regulatory requirements, and back

24  in August, TAC-2 focused on bridge and roadway elements.

25            Our goal through this process has been to reduce
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 1  the range of alternatives that are carried forward into NEPA

 2  and design.

 3            Based on the TAC meetings, I think you will find

 4  there is a distinction between which alternatives should be

 5  carried forward.

 6            So here's an agenda of what we're going to cover

 7  today.  I want to review project scope, process, purpose and

 8  need, schedule, and background.  This is not new material,

 9  but it has been awhile since we have all met.

10            These are all items that were presented at our

11  first public meeting, and again at our first Stakeholder

12  Working Group meeting.

13            I'll give you a little recap of our first

14  Stakeholder Working Group meeting, talk about how the TAC-1

15  meeting went regarding permitting and regulatory

16  requirements, and spend some time going over recommendations

17  from the TAC-2 meeting, which focused on bridge and roadway

18  elements.

19            Please keep in mind that I have allocated time for

20  questions right after we present on the TAC-1 and TAC-2

21  meetings.

22            From there, we will jump right into some

23  discussion and decide how things should move forward.

24            So the scope of this project is to complete a

25  feasibility study to define bridge options, identify
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 1  constraints, and determine costs.

 2            At the end, we plan to have a bridge and aesthetic

 3  package identified to carry forward into environmental

 4  clearance and design.  Decisions will be documented using a

 5  process called "Planing and Environmental Linkages," also

 6  known as "PEL."

 7            Following this process helps inform decision

 8  making, engages the public and stakeholders, and streamlines

 9  future NEPA processes.

10            So our project process has been modeled after the

11  Virginia Street Bridge process, and includes receiving

12  public, stakeholder, and technical input.

13            Alternatives are evaluated based on ability to

14  meet project purpose and need, ability to avoid and minimize

15  impacts to the natural and built environment, construction

16  feasibility and costs, and input from the Stakeholder

17  Working Group, RTC Board, City of Reno Council, and the

18  public.

19            At the public kick-off meeting back in December of

20  2019, we got great feedback.  I did just want to touch a

21  little bit on some comments that we received from that

22  public information meeting.

23            We got -- and I talked about this a little bit at

24  our first Stakeholder Working Group meeting.  We looked at

25  comments in a little bit more detail and kind of put them
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 1  into some categories.

 2            We received around 78 comments.  About 35 percent

 3  of those comments were focused on bridge types.  Then,

 4  again, about 35 percent were focused on bridge aesthetics of

 5  the bridge.  Then, there were, you know, some additional

 6  comments just talking about the needs and additional

 7  elements and miscellaneous things that should be moved

 8  forward.

 9            So the team has been kind of keeping an eye on

10  those public comments and making sure that we don't lose

11  sight of them, so I just wanted to touch on those comments a

12  little bit.

13            At our first Stakeholder Working Group meeting, we

14  were successful the defining environment and engineering

15  constraints and criteria associated with the project.

16            We have completed our two TAC meetings.

17            Moving forward, we will be holding one additional

18  Stakeholder Working Group meeting to address aesthetic theme

19  specifically.

20            We will present information gathered and get input

21  at one last public meeting, which we anticipate to hold

22  early next year.

23            So this slide should look familiar.  It is our

24  project purpose and need.  We need to address structurally

25  deficient Arlington Avenue Bridges, provide state- and

0009

 1  ADA-compliant, multimodal improvements, address hydraulic

 2  capacity needs, and respond to regional and community plans.

 3            So here's what kind of our project schedule is.

 4  It has been adjusted a little bit due to some delays from

 5  COVID.

 6            So we did have our kick-off meeting back in 2019.

 7  We're working on this little bar right now to identify and

 8  analyze bridge and aesthetic concepts.

 9            Here is our little star for our public meeting,

10  which we plan to have the beginning of next year.

11            Right now, we're looking to complete this

12  feasibility study by June of next year.  Then we will kick

13  off the environment process, work through design and

14  permitting.  We're still holding this construction start

15  date in 2026.  That date hasn't slipped.  Just some of this

16  back here has.

17            We were originally planning to have this

18  feasibility study done by the end of this year, but that is

19  not going to happen; it's going to push out a few months.

20            So this slide should also look familiar.  This is

21  the list of our Stakeholder Working Group members.  This

22  list was defined at the beginning of the feasibility study.

23            It's compromised of major permitting agencies,

24  groups and organizations that represent a larger component

25  of Downtown, and immediate adjacent property owners.
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 1            So a little recap from our Stakeholder Working

 2  Group-1 meeting.  These bullets here are kind of the

 3  takeaways from that meeting.  The team was kind of -- our

 4  goal from that meeting was to organize alternative-specific

 5  constraints and criteria.

 6            We left that meeting knowing that we need to

 7  determine who our lead agency would be; either the U.S. Army

 8  Corps of Engineers or FHWA.

 9            We wanted to determine and confirm whether the

10  bridges are historic.  We wanted to determine the PEL

11  checklist and who would be signing it.  And then we

12  developed environmental design constraints and criteria and

13  engineering design constraints and criteria.

14            These slides may look familiar.  This is what we

15  filled out at that first Stakeholder Working Group meeting.

16  We had a lot of discussion, and we tried to capture

17  everything so that the team could take this and move forward

18  preparation for the TAC meetings.

19            So now I am going to go on to the TAC-1 permitting

20  and regulatory members.  Here is a list of those members.

21  It's slightly different from the Stakeholder Working Group

22  member list, but also was defined at the beginning of the

23  feasibility study.

24            There are 13 agencies identified on this list, and

25  three were not present at the TAC-1 meeting.  Our TAC-1
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 1  meeting, we did not have representation from SHIPO,

 2  Reno-Sparks Indian Colony or NDOT.

 3            That TAC-1 meeting was hosted by the Army Corps of

 4  Engineers, and we had great participation and received some

 5  really valuable feedback.

 6            Our approach to this meeting was to define a list

 7  of all of the permitting regulatory requirements we felt

 8  were associated with our various alternatives.

 9            We presented that list, identified subtle

10  differences between alternatives, and discussed permit

11  specifics, i.e., timeframes, scheduled impacts, and needed

12  coordination.

13            Then, we asked group if they agreed with out

14  assumptions or knew of anything we were missing.

15            So now, I am going to turn it over to Ken, and he

16  is going to go over the specifics of that TAC-1 meeting.

17            MR. GREENE:  Thank you Judy.  So just real quick,

18  a recap on the TAC-1 meeting.

19            As Judy indicated, there were a couple of things

20  that we still needed to answer that were phased out in SWG-1

21  and resolved those during TAC-1.

22            The first of which was the lead agency, whether it

23  was the Corps of Engineers or FHWA.  We agreed during TAC-1

24  that it would be FHWA.

25            NDOT did confirm that the Arlington bridges are
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 1  not historic.  So that was, again, one of the things that

 2  was left kind of open-ended during SWG-1, direct and

 3  indirect effects on the adjacent historic properties will be

 4  determined during the NEPA process.

 5            We do have -- as part of the feasibility study,

 6  we're putting together various memoranda that will summarize

 7  our current knowledge on historic properties adjacent to the

 8  Arlington bridges, and we'll start making some preliminary

 9  decisions about direct and indirect effects from the

10  different alternatives on those adjacent properties.  So

11  that is a continuing process.

12            The PEL checklist -- that was another thing that

13  was kind of left open ended during SWG-1 -- we determine

14  that it would be signed by NDOT, and that PEL checklist is

15  being prepared and populated now based on just continuing to

16  move through the project.  As we get more and more

17  information, we continue to update that PEL checklist.

18            We also -- from the notes during TAC-1, it was

19  determined by FHWA that DOT Section 4(f) is not applicable

20  for the bridges.

21            We can get into -- if anybody wants to, we can get

22  into a little bit more detail on Section 4(f) and what it

23  means and how it applies, but that's something we're

24  continuing to carry forward.  That will be part of an

25  ongoing discussion as we move through the project.
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 1            We did conclude that Section 408, the local

 2  sponsor is the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy District.

 3  It does require unrest modeling using their updated model

 4  and river access for debris and sediment removal was key to

 5  a successful bridge type from the Conversancy District's

 6  perspective.

 7            We've got to be able to get in -- access the river

 8  to clear sediment and debris from the river as we have flood

 9  events or that materials deposited either upstream or

10  downstream from the bridge structure itself.

11            This is summary of our permitting and regulatory

12  requirements.  We pulled this from -- it was actually

13  initiated during SWG-1 and it was updated ruing TAC-1.  So

14  most of these permits are identical to what we presented

15  during SWG-1, with a couple of minor differences that were

16  updated during TAC-1.

17            The first one there is the special use permit from

18  the City of Reno.  It was determined during TAC-1 that the

19  SUP would not be required for this project.

20            We do need to procure a 408 permit, 404 permit,

21  the storm water permit through NDEP, the NDSL -- that's the

22  Division of State Lands -- their encroachment permit, that

23  needs to be obtained as well, along with a 401 water quality

24  certification.

25            Two additional permits that were talked about
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 1  during TAC-1 was the working and waterways permit from NDEP,

 2  and the groundwater discharge permit also from NDEP.  Those

 3  two additional permits dovetailed from lessons learned on

 4  the Virginia Street Bridge Project.

 5            So what this table does is it checks the different

 6  permits that would be needed for each one of the major

 7  alternative types, whether it be a single pier clear span,

 8  under deck arch, tight arch, or the elevated bridge concept.

 9            Really, there's not a lot difference between what

10  permit would be required for which alternative with several

11  nuances, I guess, related to those different alternatives.

12            Those are identified by the asterisk, and if

13  you'll note in the footnote of this table, additional

14  requirements are possible during permitting and/or

15  construction for the single pier concept, the tight arch

16  concept, and the elevated bridge concept.  Enough of that.

17            Permitting and regulatory requirements -- again

18  based on that previous table and discussions during

19  TAC-1 -- are similar between the alternatives, except for

20  tight arch and the elevated concepts.

21            Both of those, during TAC-1, were determined to be

22  more challenging related to permitting under section 404, as

23  well as viewshed impacts, just because of the height of the

24  structure itself, as well as required maintenance, both

25  bridge and river/park maintenance, and river access for
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 1  debris and sediment removal.

 2            So the goal for TAC-1 was to start moving toward a

 3  fewer number of alternatives that could be carried forward

 4  into NEPA and design.

 5            MS. TORTELLI:  So with that, here is one of those

 6  sections where I have time for questions.

 7            So I don't know -- does anybody have any questions

 8  regarding the material that we just covered on the TAC-1

 9  meeting?

10            So I am assuming since I'm not hearing anything,

11  there were no questions from the material we just covered,

12  so I'm going to go ahead and continue on.

13            So on to our TAC-2 bridge and roadway meeting.

14  Again, here is the list of the TAC-2 members; slightly

15  different, but also defined at the beginning of this study.

16            There are 11 members identified on this list, and

17  9 of those 11 members participated in the meeting.

18            So our approach with this TAC-2 meeting was

19  totally different from TAC-1.  We were looking at the bridge

20  and roadway elements, we got -- actually did some scoring

21  from members.  So it was just a little bit different.

22            We split these two TAC groups up separately

23  because we felt like they were kind of, you know, permitting

24  and regulatory stuff and the bridge and roadway stuff, they

25  are kind of different animals, and you really can't lump
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 1  them all together.

 2            So the team prepared an evaluation attributes and

 3  scoring packet based on feedback from the Stakeholder

 4  Working Group-1 meeting.

 5            We took that information from those handouts and

 6  we came up with some attributes and some scoring packets

 7  that we could send out to the team.

 8            We developed nine concepts from the three major

 9  design themes.  The three major design themes are single

10  pier, clear span, which includes the under deck and tight

11  arch, and then the elevated bridge concept.

12            We had included eight attributes, plus undefined

13  attributes Y and Z for user input editing, and attributes

14  were ranked on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being poor and 10

15  being excellent.

16            So we provided the TAC members with these scoring

17  sheets, and we also gave them some qualitative attribute

18  guidelines and concept evaluation summaries to help them

19  complete their scores individually.

20            So all of the members -- all nine of members that

21  participated, did their scores individually, and then they

22  provided me with those scores.  We compiled those scores and

23  then we met as a group and consensus was achieved as a group

24  on those scores.

25            So this here is just the TAC scoring sheet that
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 1  went out to all of our TAC members.  So here are these nine

 2  concepts that were slit up.  For single pier concept, we had

 3  precast concrete girders, a cast-in-place concrete box,

 4  steel I girders.

 5            For the clear span concept, we had an under deck

 6  arch, rigid frame, and a tight arch.

 7            For the evaluated bridge concept, we had precast

 8  girders, cast-in-place concrete box, and steel I girders.

 9            So those attributes that I was talking about, the

10  team spent a lot of time going through these attributes and

11  trying to figure out what is the best approach.

12            We tried to come up with attributes that you could

13  score these various alternatives on.  We had a construction

14  cost attribute, we also had a construction schedule and cost

15  risk attribute, existing infrastructure impacts, maintenance

16  and inspection access, long-term maintenance costs,

17  environment impacts, river recreation impacts, and bridge

18  aesthetics.

19            So when we did -- when we got our scoring sheets

20  back from out TAC members, there were some attributes that

21  were added by a couple of members.

22            One was in regards to permitting and ancillary

23  impacts to Wingfield Park.  You can see on there, I have

24  scope creep.

25            So the concern was, depending on what type of
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 1  bridge we build and what that footprint looks like, how much

 2  of the park are we going to be getting into, do we have to

 3  address mitigation, and how far out do we go.

 4            There were also these other two added attributes:

 5  Crime prevention through environmental design, and homeless

 6  camps, graffiti, illicit activity, trying to design a bridge

 7  and maintain access from one side of the park to the other

 8  without encouraging riffraff hanging out under the bridge.

 9            So these added attributes are not included in the

10  TAC-2 scoring results, but the team did look at those scores

11  for those added attributes and added them into the list, and

12  kind of looked at them both ways.

13            I mean, if we did include the scores, it would

14  only subtly change the overall rankings.

15            Since there were only -- I think these two

16  attributes came from two members, so we didn't feel like it

17  was fair to include the scores in the overall, and even if

18  we would have, it wouldn't have really changed the

19  results -- the overall rankings.

20            So from there, I am going to go ahead and turn it

21  over to Mike Cooper.  He is going to kind of go through the

22  TAC-2 scoring results.

23            MR. COOPER:  Thanks, Judy.

24            I am Mike Cooper, Bridge Engineer with Jacobs.  So

25  in evaluating the individual TAC member scores, each
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 1  attribute, we took an average score, and then those averages

 2  were totaled to get to the scores you see on the screen now.

 3            Again, the higher the score, the better the

 4  ranking.

 5            Then, the rank column shows that the rigid frame

 6  came in as the highest-ranked alternative, followed by one

 7  of the single pier concepts or precast concrete girders, and

 8  then, pretty close, the cast-in-place box for the single

 9  pier concept, as well as the under deck arch.

10            If you flip to the next view of the screen, Judy,

11  there's, individually, those bars are intended to kind of

12  give a graphic representation of the scores.  You can see

13  from those, the rigid frame did very well with the rankings.

14            The under deck arch and the tight arch, not so

15  much in comparison to the rigid frame.  The single pier

16  concepts were similar, though the steel I girders, lagged

17  behind just will little bit.

18            Next slide, Judy.

19            So here those same bars are flipped vertically and

20  gathered together.  The single pier concept, the clear span,

21  and then the different bridge configurations in those.

22            So if you click to have next view, Judy.

23            The group was in agreement that the elevated --

24  all three elevated options didn't fare very well, and,

25  therefore, felt that they did not deserve to be carried
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 1  forward.

 2            Next one, Judy.

 3            As we mentioned, the rigid frame did very well.

 4  So that is one we agreed as a group would be carried

 5  forward.

 6            In relative terms, the two other clear span

 7  concepts didn't fare as well, so we decided it would be best

 8  to stick with the single clear span concept, the rigid frame

 9  concept for a clear span alternative.

10            And then, looking at the single pier concepts, we

11  talked about those a little bit, and, ultimately, agreed

12  that the precast concrete girders and the cast-in-place

13  concrete box were both worthy of future consideration.  The

14  steel girder option was dropped.

15            So kind of the high points, if you will, the

16  single pier concept, while it still has -- appears in the

17  river, it does present fewer obstructions in the river

18  compared to the existing -- the existing bridge on the north

19  end is a three-span structure.

20            So fewer obstructions, and a possible advantage

21  for the precast concrete girders is that it does not require

22  false work or superstructure construction, which is a

23  consideration when we are building over the river.

24            The next one, the single pier, cast-in-place

25  concrete box girder, as with the precast girders, it has the
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 1  same single pier, although, it's fewer obstructions in the

 2  river compared to the existing.

 3            In this case, false work is required for the

 4  cast-in-place superstructure, which will require some

 5  considerations and how that would be accommodated with river

 6  flows.

 7            Then, the last clear span rigid frame, there is no

 8  obstructions in the river on the north end -- the north

 9  bridge, but it would require false work in the river to

10  build the superstructure as it would be a cast-in-place

11  concrete type of a bridge.

12            Next slide, Judy.

13            So to give you some visuals of what these three

14  recommended bridge concepts would look like, first is a plan

15  view of the single pier, precast concrete girders.

16            You can see the abutments on either end and the

17  piers are oriented to be parallel, basically, to river flow

18  through here.

19            The double hidden lines that you see, the dash

20  lines in the middle of the bridge, those represent the shape

21  of the pier wall below, as well as the pier cath that would

22  be required for erecting and setting the precast concrete

23  girders on that pier top.

24            Next slide is an elevation view of that bridge.

25  The line right there on the top of the concrete railing is
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 1  shown above, and then beneath on the bottom side, the bottom

 2  of the precast, prestressed concrete girders, those phantom

 3  lines you see horizontally, those are intended to represent

 4  the shape of the precast girders.  So there will be some

 5  lines visible in that face of the bridge.

 6            Also the cap beam that is shown there, would

 7  typically be wider than the pier wall, and it provides a

 8  place to set those precast girders during construction.  So

 9  visually, it's got that cap end.

10            In the elevation view, the face of the abutment

11  shows because those, as we showed in the plan, are at a bit

12  of an askew, to in a (Zoom audio drop) elevation, you see

13  both the face of the abutment and the face of the pier wall.

14            It's not intended to mean that's how wide the pier

15  wall is, you're just seeing the face as well as the front

16  edge.

17            Next one is a section cut through the bridge.  You

18  just can see there the shape of the individual, precast

19  concrete beams or girders.

20            So, visually, under the bridge, you'd see

21  individual girder lines sitting on a pier cap out in the

22  river.

23            Similar, there would be seats for those precast

24  girders on the abutment walls on either bank.

25            The clear width there on the roadway and the
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 1  sidewalk, those are based on initial concepts on the

 2  roadway.  Those will be dialed in with the roadway

 3  requirements as the project moves forward.

 4            Next one, very similar in plan for the single

 5  pier, cast-in-place concrete box option.  There's fewer dash

 6  lines in the middle because all you've got below the

 7  structure is the pier wall itself; there's no need for a

 8  drop cap to set the beams on.  The cap beam is really

 9  integral with the pier wall itself.

10            So again, the abutments in the pier are oriented

11  to be more or less parallel to river flow.

12            Next slide, here's the elevation view.  Very

13  similar to what you saw with the precast girders.

14            A couple of differences that should jump out:

15  There is no pier cap, so it's a, maybe, cleaner lines, if

16  you will, to the structure.  And then the face of the

17  cast-in-place box is just above the column after the bottom

18  of the CIP box.

19            That would be a smooth surface, rather than the

20  lines you would see for precast concrete beams.

21            Next slide, so under bridge, what you would

22  visually see is a smooth soffit, or bottom of the

23  cast-in-place box.  You would not see the individual

24  girders.  Those would be interior to the cast-in-place box,

25  so it's a smoother, maybe, cleaner-looking appearance from
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 1  underneath than what the precast girders would be.

 2            Next slide, so this is the clear span, rigid

 3  frame.  See there is no dash lines in the channel.  So

 4  there's no pier wall in this concept.

 5            The other subtle difference in plan view is the

 6  bridge, we're showing right now, is more rectangular in

 7  shape.

 8            That has to do with how the structure actually

 9  behaves and the superstructure or rigid frame being

10  connected rigidly to the abutment walls, and that is where

11  it gets its support.  It's easier from a structural

12  perspective to have it be a rectangular shape.

13            If this were the concept that would be pushed

14  forward, there would be some additional work to look at

15  whether the abutment faces could be skewed to be more normal

16  or parallel to the river flow.

17            Right now, we're showing it as a more

18  conventional, what a rigid frame would look like in plan.

19            We flip to the elevation, that rigid frame would

20  be envisioned to have a kind of a parallel shape to the

21  bottom of it.

22            So what you would see is a deeper bridge section

23  at the abutments, and a thinner bridge section out at

24  mid-span.

25            Again, more smoother lines than what you might see
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 1  with the precast girder option.

 2            Then, finally, if you look at the section cut

 3  through the bridge, what you would see underneath is a

 4  smooth bottom to the structure.  Then, there out at

 5  mid-span, as I mentioned, and the deeper section at the

 6  abutment face where it's getting its support provided by the

 7  abutment wall.

 8            MS. TORTELLI:  So, thank you, Mike.  That's a lot

 9  of really great information.

10            Does anybody have any questions or is there

11  something we should go back at look at?

12            MR. ADAM:  I have one question.  It looked like in

13  all the different bridge alternatives, we were not showing

14  flood elevation of water.

15            Was the taken into account with the different

16  alternatives as well as the depth of the superstructure?

17            MS. TORTELLI:  So, Adam, we will go ahead and

18  answer your question, but I just wanted to let everybody

19  know, Adam is not a member of the Stakeholder Working Group.

20            So we will go ahead and answer his question right

21  now, but if you do have additional questions, I'll open it

22  up for kind of a public comment section at the end.

23            But, Mike, can you go ahead and kind of generally

24  answer Adam's question?

25            MR. COOPER:  Yes.  That's that good question,
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 1  Adam, and, in general, all three of those structure types

 2  would be established so we can pass flood flows.

 3            We haven't done any analysis at this point on

 4  flood elevations versus roadway elevations to any great

 5  extent, other than to kind of compare with what is there

 6  today versus depth of superstructures that were shown in

 7  these concepts.

 8            An advantage of the rigid frame concept is there

 9  is no potential for collecting debris on a pier.

10            But it does have a deeper section at the abutment

11  walls, and it may be difficult to keep the ends of the

12  bridge out of flood flow, depending on what we determine is

13  necessary for depth of structure there to support the

14  bridge.

15            The cast-in-place box and the precast girder

16  options, those, I think, will readily provide clearance over

17  the flood elevation without impacting roadway profile above.

18            Does answer your question, Adam?

19            MR. ADAM:  Yes.  So that's why a precast girder

20  for a clear span wasn't considered is because you guys

21  didn't want to impact roadway profile?

22            MR. COOPER:  Yes.  So the profile on the road is

23  pretty well constrained, given that we're tying into

24  intersections at both ends of the project, that if we start

25  elevating intersections, then we're getting into access to
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 1  adjacent properties and things of that nature.  That is

 2  going to be tough.

 3            So we kind of looked at it as a goal of minimizing

 4  the potential for profile adjustments on the roadway, and if

 5  you look at a single span bridge that's a girder-type

 6  bridge, like either of the precast girders or even the

 7  cast-in-place box, the depth of those sections get too deep

 8  to pass flood flow.

 9            MS. TORTELLI:  Does anybody else have any

10  questions?

11            MR. ERNY:  Greg Erny.  I know these are kind of

12  structural concepts we looked at, but in the context of

13  other things that are, I guess, come into play, have any of

14  these been evaluated for their, I guess, the graffiti factor

15  that might be an invitation on some of the ways that the

16  faces of these bridges might be presented?

17            And, then, the articulation that is evident in the

18  precast ones seems to accommodate a lot of places for

19  critters, such as birds and bats and things underneath.

20            Is that an issue of concern that we need to worry

21  ourselves about with respect to either making them homeless

22  or inviting them in?

23            MS. TORTELLI:  So, Gregory, I will take a stab at

24  that.  I don't know that we necessarily thought about a

25  graffiti factor.
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 1            I mean, we talked about what kind of maintenance

 2  is going to be required on some of these different bridge

 3  types, but it's definitely something that I think we need to

 4  consider moving forward.

 5            Then, also --

 6            And, Mike, maybe you can jump in a help me with

 7  that, as far bird and bats up under the bridge, I mean is

 8  that something that we are concerned with or that it's kind

 9  of on the table to look at?

10            MR. COOPER:  So starting with the graffiti

11  question, the way the north bridge was configured, we were

12  kind of focused on trying to maintain the path that is

13  underneath the existing bridge so there will be access

14  underneath there.

15            Those abutment walls, there are some things we can

16  do for aesthetics and also kind of deter graffiti and with

17  form liner treatment that provides a rough surface that

18  doesn't lend itself well to graffiti.

19            Then the use of anti-graffiti coatings that make

20  it easier to remove any art work, if you will, things of

21  that nature.

22            As far as the birds go and potential for birds

23  roosting under there, that is potentially an issue with a

24  girder-style bridge, the precast girder bridge.

25            There are places, particularly given the shape of
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 1  those cross sections on those girders, even though they are

 2  sloped, they may be a place where birds would want to roost.

 3            There are some things we can do for, say, at the

 4  pier to prevent or not include any horizontal surfaces that

 5  would be roosting areas, if you will, and try to minimize

 6  those kinds of areas.

 7            But, yeah, birds and bugs and spiders and what not

 8  are going to be something that would be, maybe, more of a

 9  maintenance concern with a girder-style bridge than one

10  that's got a closed soffit.

11            MR. ERNY:  Some people may consider the critters

12  to be an amenity, and others may consider them to be a

13  nuisance.

14            That is why I bring it up, as we may have some

15  differences of opinion regarding that aspect from some of

16  the folks who may offer comment and response to the project

17  as we go forward.

18            MR. COOPER:  Good point.  Good point.

19            MS. KOSKI:  Judy, this is Kerrie Koski.  Can I

20  speak?

21            MS. TORTELLI:  Absolutely.

22            MS. KOSKI:  Great points you brought up, Greg.

23  Thank you for brining those up.

24            Yes, there is definitely a balance, and as far as

25  the City's concerned, tipping that balance more towards less
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 1  maintenance is always preferred.

 2            But we do understand that some of the things that

 3  you described, Mike, using different shapes with the form

 4  liners and such would be incorporated into the final design.

 5            Also into the -- you know down the road with the

 6  project itself, we could probably put some thought into

 7  materials that we could use on the surface, on the exterior

 8  that might be graffiti protection, that sort of thing, and

 9  maybe get those incorporated into the maintenance and

10  operations manuals so the City can have that for future.

11            Theresa Jones, she keeps real good records of

12  those, I am not sure if she is on here today, but that would

13  be most helpful for our bridge program.

14            MS. TORTELLI:  Thank you for that, Kerrie.  We

15  will keep those notes as we are moving forward.  That's

16  great feedback.

17            Does anybody else have any questions?

18            MR. ERNY:  One final comment, Judy.  This is Greg

19  again.

20            MS. TORTELLI:  Yes.

21            MR. ERNY:  Call me Greg.  If you call me Gregory,

22  I will think it is my mother yelling me, and I am in trouble

23  again.

24            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Okay, Greg.

25            MR. ERNY:  Thank you.
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 1            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  I am not seeing or hearing

 2  anything else at this point.

 3            So here we go.  We are at this group discussion

 4  and consensus slide right now.

 5            A couple of things that I just wanted to highlight

 6  are we -- like I said previously, our approach for our TAC-1

 7  permitting and regulatory meeting, and our approach for

 8  TAC-2 bridge roadway elements meetings were different

 9  because the nature of those two meetings were different.

10            But, in the end, the TAC-1 recommendations, based

11  on challenges associated with permitting, it seemed like the

12  single pier concept, the clear span concept, and the under

13  deck concept could potentially be a little bit less

14  cumbersome from a permitting perspective.

15            I am saying that correctly, Ken?

16            MR. GREENE:  Yes.

17            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  And then for the TAC-2

18  recommendations, we have our three recommendations from

19  that.  So we had the single pier precast, cast-in-place, and

20  then the clear span.

21            So, overall, the two were pretty similar in that

22  elevated bridge concept kind of fell off, and the tight arch

23  concept kind of fell off.

24            Right now -- and I am just going to back up.

25  Right now, what we're kind of seeing from the
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 1  recommendations from both TAC-1 and TAC-2, we feel like

 2  moving forward with these three bridge types makes the most

 3  sense.

 4            I just kind of wanted to see if there's anything

 5  else the group thinks we need to look at what the reasoning

 6  may be behind that, or does anybody have any comments?

 7            MR. GREENE:  Or are we generally in agreement that

 8  these three concepts are the ones that we should keep --

 9  continue moving forward with?

10            MS. TORTELLI:  So I am guessing no comment means

11  concurrence?

12            MS. KOSKI:  That is kind of what I am hearing.

13  Tough crowd here this morning.

14            MS. TORTELLI:  I know.  You guys need some coffee.

15            MS. HANSON:  This is Claudia.  I will speak up.  I

16  would go with -- I am in concurrence.

17            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Thank you.

18            MS. JONES:  In concurrence.

19            MS. TORTELLI:  And I don't need you all to say in

20  concurrence or not, necessarily.  I mean, like I said, I am

21  assuming that no feedback means we're in concurrence.

22            Moving forward from here, I mean, we have to

23  present this material to the public.

24            So thank you, Greg.

25            So I am going to do a similar thing as I've done
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 1  here for the Stakeholder Working Group meeting, which is

 2  tell the public what we came up with at Stakeholder Working

 3  Group-1, what the recommendations were from the first TAC

 4  meeting and the second TAC, and what we came up with from

 5  our second Stakeholder Working Group meeting.  From there,

 6  we will finalize the feasibility study.

 7            We do have our next Stakeholder Working Group

 8  meeting, which is going to be focused on aesthetics of the

 9  bridge.

10            I am hoping to have that meeting before Christmas,

11  if we can fit it in.  I will be sending out another poll of

12  when people are available to see if we can fit in before

13  Christmas.

14            Just trying to maintain the schedule, I would like

15  to try to get all of the TAC and Stakeholder Working Group

16  meetings done by the end of year.

17            Is there anything that the group would like to see

18  us provide further, I don't know, analysis on these bridge

19  concepts?  Or is there anything specific that you want to

20  see from an aesthetic perspective to maybe lead us down a

21  path?

22            The intent is -- what we've said we would do on

23  the aesthetic side is kind of look at three different

24  aesthetic themes.

25            We're going to put together something that kind of
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 1  matches the Downtown Reno Streetscape Master Plan.

 2            We're going to put together something that just

 3  kind of matches what is down there now; kind of the theme,

 4  the existing theme that's down there now.

 5            Then we are going to come up with something that

 6  is bridge-specific.  Maybe something specific to the

 7  Arlington Avenue Bridges.

 8            So those are kind of -- that's the direction that

 9  we're moving toward on the aesthetic side.  So is there any

10  input there?

11            MS. KOSKI:  Judy, this is Kerrie Koski again.  The

12  aesthetics is the probably the more interesting -- for

13  majority of the group, the aesthetics is probably the more

14  interesting part of this.

15            When you take this out to the public, were you

16  planning to include any aesthetics, or were you planning to

17  discuss the aesthetics packages with the Stakeholders before

18  it goes to the public?

19            MS. TORTELLI:  We will go through the aesthetic

20  package with the Stakeholder Working Group prior to going

21  out to the public.

22            MS. KOSKI:  Okay.

23            MS. TORTELLI:  I wanted to find what kind of

24  theme -- aesthetic theme we are going to move forward with,

25  and it's going to be a pretty high-level theme at this
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 1  point.  This is just a feasibility study.

 2            I do, definitely, want to kind of vet our ideas

 3  through the Stakeholder Working Group meeting before we go

 4  out to the public.

 5            You're right, the aesthetics and what the bridge

 6  looks like is what people care about, and what I think are

 7  going to be most vocal about.

 8            It's a little bit more exciting for some than

 9  others.  Some bridge engineers like this other stuff, and

10  the rest of us like how it looks.

11            MR. L'ETOILE:  Judy, I do have a question.  When

12  you are thinking of the different themes, and you mentioned

13  the theme that is already existing there in the areas, I am

14  just curious what -- if you can articulate that more?

15            Maybe this is something that we can come up in the

16  working group.  I didn't know if that was, maybe, venturing

17  into the art deco, historic type, or something more

18  contemporary.

19            But I just want to have more clarification on what

20  that theme would be.

21            MS. TORTELLI:  Well, at this point, I'm not really

22  sure, John, unless --

23            Barb, did you want to provide any input on that?

24            MS. SANTER:  Yeah, I guess from my perspective,

25  you kind of have a two-part response there, because there's

0036

 1  the Downtown Streetscape Master Plan, which doesn't really

 2  talk about -- that is like a different set of standards for

 3  more of the Streetscape side, and that includes, like the

 4  double, candy cane lights and the paving, and those have not

 5  actually been used on any of the downtown bridges so far.

 6            Like, for example, Virginia Street Bridge has its

 7  own unique design, and a lot of that was driven by historic

 8  match, you know, historic requirements for that area.

 9            Then Center Street, which we did in the 90s, that

10  does have more of an art deco flare because of all the

11  buildings that were around it at the time, one of which is

12  no longer there, the Mapes.

13            So it's kind of a two-part thing.  The art deco

14  styling is not really called out in the Downtown Streetscape

15  standards.

16            So those with more -- the Downtown Streetcape

17  standards, they don't really address the bridge design,

18  specifically.

19            So it seems like those are two different types of

20  styling because the Downtown Streetscape standards are art

21  deco, is how I would answer that.

22            And I might, while I am on here, mention just a

23  couple other things that seem to typically come up from the

24  public with respect to bridge aesthetics.

25            One of them is, in the past, the public has
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 1  frequently commented that they like the bridge railing to be

 2  see-through instead of solid, like solid concrete.

 3            That has come up when we did Center Street back in

 4  the 90s.  It came up with Virginia Street when we worked on

 5  that a number of years ago.  And I know that's been a

 6  comment on the Booth Street Bridge that it doesn't have

 7  see-through railings.

 8            So that's something I was going ask Mike, if any

 9  of these bridge types would preclude having a type of

10  see-through railing design or not?

11            And I know one of the issues is you have to

12  provide the vehicle protection as well.  So I might --

13            If I answered your question, John, if you don't

14  mind I might must toss that one to Mike Cooper.

15            MR. L'ETOILE:  Yes.  Yes.  Thanks, Barb.

16            MR. COOPER:  Sure, Barb.  What was pictorially

17  shown on the schematics we developed were the standard,

18  solid, parapet walls, but you are absolute right, open

19  railing would be something we would want to look at.

20            There's a couple directions you could go with

21  those.  You could go with an open concrete railing that

22  could be designed and detailed to also be a vehicle barrier

23  and provide the more open look.

24            What we did on Center Street with the lighter

25  aluminum railing on the edge of the deck for pedestrians was

0038

 1  not a vehicle rail.  So we ended up putting a concrete

 2  railing between the sidewalk and the vehicles for protection

 3  there.

 4            MS. SANTER:  Right.

 5            MR. COOPER:  And we could do something similar to

 6  that here as well.

 7            It just becomes a matter of how to end those and

 8  terminate those interior rails, if you will, with pedestrian

 9  access around them and the vehicles and such.  Yes, those

10  are possible.

11            MS. SANTER:  And I know not to get way in the

12  weeds on this right at this particular meeting, but on both

13  the Center Street and the Virginia Street Bridge, the other

14  thing we kind of tried on purpose was have a bit of an

15  overhang, like a widening of the bridge.

16            The downfall of that is we ended up having the --

17  in the more transparent railings, we ended up having that

18  separate vehicular barrier right at the back of Walk.

19            Which in this, may not be good because we so many

20  special events down there that it seems like maybe there

21  would be a better and more desire to have things kind of

22  walkable all the way out to the edge.

23            So just a couple of things come to mind there.

24  But it sounds like none of these options would preclude a

25  more open railing, which is great.
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 1            MR. COOPER:  So, Barb, another thought I was

 2  having here on Center Street, that in the middle of the

 3  river there we made the sidewalk wider for kind of

 4  congregation areas, if you will.

 5            I don't know if that's something here that would

 6  be of interest at Arlington.  The bridge is shorter, quite a

 7  bit shorter than at Center Street, but something to think

 8  about.

 9            MS. SANTER:  Yeah.

10            MR. COOPER:  If that does become a desirable

11  feature, it may end up being limited to the single pier

12  option because we have a better opportunity to widen out the

13  deck with the pier out there, rather than trying to widen

14  the deck out with the rigid frame clear span option.

15            It just becomes a little bit more complicated.

16            MS. SANTER:  Yeah, that is what I was trying to

17  indicate earlier by saying that we did that on the Center

18  Street Bridge, and the Virgina Street Bridge is also wider.

19  In the middle, it kind of flares out, and that was

20  purposefully done just as a congregation spot.

21            So that's good to know that that may only work

22  with a single pier type, not so much the clear span.

23            One other thing that comes to mind with respect to

24  kind of thinking about future aesthetics is the idea that

25  this is isn't the last bridge that would need to be replaced
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 1  Downtown.  We've still got Sierra, Lake, and I think, maybe,

 2  even eventually Booth.

 3            So to the degree it's even possible to know this

 4  now, is there a desire to have a kind of family of bridges

 5  or have every one completely unique?

 6            Maybe the construction type is one of those things

 7  that is certain like a starting point to uniqueness or

 8  family kind of style design.

 9            We kind of have some pretty landmarked design, I

10  think, with Virginia Street that, to me, I don't know that

11  you would want to do that on every single one.

12            To me, that should be the main one and the others,

13  maybe, more secondary to that for sure.

14            I am not sure we can answer that right now, but

15  that is just something that comes to mind when selecting the

16  bridge types, you know, if we can even predict whether they

17  could apply to some of other bridges that have to ultimately

18  be replaced.

19            MS. HANSON:  Barb, I think that is a great

20  concept.  I was thinking kind of the same thing is how those

21  will all interact.

22            Like you said, we may not decide it here, but

23  somehow establishing a hierarchy with Virginia Street as

24  already kind of the grand one in the area, and I think

25  respecting that and showing that when you go out to the
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 1  public and coming back to the committees showing what that

 2  overall, I would say, family of them where they are going to

 3  have to respect each other's architecture as we move

 4  forward.

 5            So I think that's a great concept.  I was thinking

 6  the exact same thing.

 7            Then just a couple of thoughts on the wider

 8  portion on Virginia and Center.

 9            I feel like on this one the island is wide part,

10  so I don't think -- they are shorter bridges, so I think --

11  I was going to say nature, but those are manmade islands.  I

12  think wide part is already provided by the island on this

13  one.

14            And then on design -- and Kerrie, you can hit me

15  on mute if you need to -- the Downtown design concepts, I

16  don't think we've ever fully explored -- with the concept on

17  bridges, definitely, but I would say the overall concept has

18  not been revisited in quite sometime.

19            So I think, looking at that and making sure it

20  works with the rest of Downtown, but also respecting the

21  architecture with the three mid-century, modern buildings

22  nearby and then the McCarran Mansion and the Cathedral,

23  just, you know, it is quite a historic group up buildings in

24  the area.

25            I don't think we have fully explored the Downtown
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 1  design concepts, that we have to completely be locked into

 2  that.

 3            Kerrie, feel free to correct me if you think I am

 4  wrong, but that's how I see it.

 5            MS. KOSKI:  Nope.  I think you're absolutely

 6  correct; spot on.

 7            And I do support Barb's comments as well about the

 8  family design.

 9            I think within the community -- being involved in

10  the Virginia Street Bridge Project, we heard that and we

11  even looked at that, but I do think that Virginia Street

12  Bridge is unique, and, perhaps, the others should be

13  respectful of the historic nature.

14            But I think if we could somehow think about that

15  in the future -- for future of Sierra Street, Lake Street --

16  I could see it working very well.  And I can see it being

17  supported within the community.

18            But that's today.  Who knows; right?

19            MS. SANTER:  Right.

20            MS. TORTELLI:  I do like the family of bridges

21  idea for sure.  We're looking at replacing all these

22  bridges, and it would be nice to move forward with something

23  similar as we replace them.

24            MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  And as far as a maintenance

25  aspect like I was talking about, there are maintenance and
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 1  operations folks, they like it when we have some similar

 2  designs and not specialty items on every bridge.  It would

 3  be helpful for us in that respect as well.

 4            MS. HANSON:  I think the community's really going

 5  to appreciate it also, showing that we are all looking into

 6  the future, and not just piecemealing these together, but

 7  showing that the group is looking at a consistent approach

 8  into the future.

 9            I think when this goes out to the public, I think

10  you definitely need to show the series of them.

11            I wouldn't put dates on designs or anything, of

12  course, you know, because the last one all, of us will be

13  retired by the time that last one gets replaced.

14            So we don't want to tie too many hands there.  But

15  I think the public would really appreciate it.

16            MS. KOSKI:  Good points, Claudia.

17            MS. SANTER:  But I think just narrowing down, like

18  the -- has already been done here, that we don't have an

19  above-grade support type of design.

20            That's a big decision already that kind of helps

21  define what the family could be.

22            MS. TORTELLI:  Right.

23            MS. SANTER:  And maybe Virginia Street's the main

24  one that has that.

25            I think the other thing about that that's good --
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 1  because I remember this coming up on Virginia Street -- is

 2  people wanted to maintain the view to the west of the

 3  mountains, and not have above-grade structures that were

 4  obstructing your view from wherever you were standing

 5  because that is kind of a cherished aspect of our Downtown,

 6  is to be able to look at the river and then see the

 7  mountains in the background or maybe even from either

 8  direction.

 9            MS. KOSKI:  Good points, Barb.

10            It seemed to me like the arch design, maybe we

11  could look at too.  Incorporating, not necessarily the same

12  as the Virginia Street Bridge, but some sort of an offshoot.

13            I'm not an art person.  I'm not professing to be

14  an expert in designs, but I was just thinking somehow tie it

15  together a little bit with the aesthetics.

16            MS. SANTER:  Oh, you're talking about the railing.

17            MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  Excuse me.  The railing, yes.

18            MS. SANTER:  Oh, yeah.  Okay.  Yeah.

19            MS. KOSKI:  And then keep that openness.  And I

20  agree that view to the west is very important.

21            Well, all views are important.  I mean, really,

22  they are all important.  I shouldn't just way the view to

23  the west.

24            People, I see them sitting on the Virginia Street

25  Bridge, and they take in all of Downtown.
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 1            MS. SANTER:  Yes.

 2            MS. KOSKI:  So I guess retract that.

 3            MS. HANSON:  And with this, the view to the east

 4  is going to be the Virginia Street Bridge.

 5            MS. KOSKI:  Correct.

 6            MS. SANTER:  True.  Yeah.  But if every bridge has

 7  an above-grade train, then it makes it harder to see past

 8  that next block.

 9            So I think that kind of supports having Virginia

10  Street be the leader in that regard, and having the

11  above-grade arch and maybe, if we don't have to have that

12  kind of design, the others don't have that.

13            MS. KOSKI:  Yep.  I agree.

14            MS. HANSON:  Good point.

15            MS. KOSKI:  I think I may have cut somebody off.

16  Was it Greg?

17            MR. ERNY:  Yes.  I am sorry.  I didn't mean to

18  interrupt.

19            I guess -- I'm not sure what we consider the --

20  define the term "family" as.  Whether it is structural sort

21  of concepts and/or kind of things that have similar

22  characteristics, or whether it is cost effectiveness or

23  means and methods for that work for time that they are done.

24            I guess I may be the one heretic in the bunch here

25  in that I think each site will have its own unique aspects.
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 1            I think one of the things about the Arlington

 2  Bridge is, it's a big community gathering area, and those

 3  bridges connect those islands that we are considering the

 4  widening areas.

 5            I would hate to see those bridges become the

 6  throttle points between the banks on the north and the south

 7  side across both bridges and the island.

 8            I think having the bridges be an extension of

 9  those islands to and from the north and south is something

10  worth consideration here because there is a lot of things

11  that go on where the bridges are closed off and community

12  activity happen in those areas.

13            I wouldn't want to see single file have to happen

14  crossing those bridges to get to the actives on the island

15  and things.

16            Anyway, I think we should always kind of keep an

17  eye on the context which each bridge is and respect the

18  activities and potential activities and potential for the

19  locations in each of those bridges.

20            MS. SANTER:  Good points.

21            MS. TORTELLI:  Well, I think all of that is

22  excellent feedback, and it helps give us kind of a starting

23  place to put together material for our next Stakeholder

24  Working Group meeting.

25            Is there anybody else that would like to have any
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 1  comments or questions from the group?

 2            MS. DOWTY:  Hi, everyone.  This is Kayla Dowty,

 3  and I am the District Engineer for the Carson-Truckee Water

 4  Conservancy District.  I apologize because I had to join

 5  late today, so this may have already been discussed.

 6            Typically, Ron Penrose or Lori Williams are on

 7  this call, and I am filling in for them today.

 8            I know they've mentioned this on previous working

 9  groups, but I just want to reiterate that for District and

10  then also, probably, for the City of Reno, access from the

11  bridge to the river is really, really important.

12            Obviously, in the design of the Virginia Street

13  Bridge, that wasn't made possible.

14            So we're hoping that during engineering this time

15  that is considered as one of the priorities, access both

16  from the bridge deck and then possibly also some sort of

17  ramp so that we can access the river to keep the channel

18  clear.

19            MS. KOSKI:  Kayla, thank you for joining the

20  meeting.  I am with the City.  I appreciate your comments.

21            I think we did talk about -- we have been

22  discussing the access and, yes, we are in support of access

23  from the top of the bridge to the river.

24            As you well know, the City does oftentimes have to

25  pull materials out of the river.  I believe this
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 1  group -- and Mike or Judy, somebody, correct me if I am

 2  wrong.

 3            I think we were looking at access not to the

 4  river, not necessarily directly from the bridge, but from

 5  the banks, other options or other alternatives; that is

 6  correct, Judy?

 7            MS. TORTELLI:  Yes, that is correct.  I mean, kind

 8  of leading in from our first TAC-1 meeting, that was a big

 9  point that was brought up was access to the river for

10  maintenance.

11            As we forward I think with these designs, we'll

12  continue to keep that up on the priority list and pop

13  through how that's going to work out.

14            MS. DOWTY:  Perfect.  Thank you both so much.  And

15  thank you for updating me since I was late.

16            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Well, thanks so much for

17  joining us, Kayla.  Sorry that you had a conflict.  We can't

18  ever be in two places at once; right?

19            MS. DOWTY:  That's right.  Yep.  Lori is actually

20  on the river now right behind the Reno Police Department

21  doing some debris removal on the river as we speak.

22            She apologizes that she couldn't make it.

23            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.

24            MS. JONES:  I mentioned this very early on too.

25  Maintenance access is, obviously, very important, but -- and
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 1  I am sure NDOT will provide comment on this as well as the

 2  design moves forward -- access for bridge inspection as well

 3  is very important.

 4            I was team leader for the bridge inspection for

 5  NDOT for nearly five years and Center Street Bridge and

 6  Virginia Street Bridge, those large UBT trucks that they use

 7  could not get underneath those bridges, and those bridges

 8  are inspected every two years, at a minimum; a number them

 9  are inspected more frequently.

10            The inspection this last spring on Virginia Street

11  Bridge, they were able to -- oh, I can't remember the name

12  of the vehicle that they used, but they were able to get

13  underneath to inspect all the girders.

14            That needs to be considered in the design as well

15  somewhere down the line.

16            MR. COOPER:  Hi, Theresa, it's Mike.  That is a

17  very good point.

18            MS. TORTELLI:  That access will be something that

19  we'll key in on as we continue to move forward.

20            But I think it's something that, as the team, we

21  want to make sure that we're highlighting as we go through

22  the feasibility study, so it's something that is carried

23  forward when we get into design and NEPA.

24            MR. GREENE:  Yes.

25            MS. TORTELLI:  And not just lost in the --
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 1            MR. GREENE:  Actually, that's for both maintenance

 2  and inspection and debris removal.

 3            MS. TORTELLI:  Yes.

 4            Okay.  Is there anything else?  And is there

 5  anybody on the call that is not Stakeholder Working Group

 6  member that would like the say something.  I am going to

 7  open up it now for that, if there are.

 8            Like I said, if there is anybody on the call that

 9  is not specifically a Stakeholder Working Group member, if

10  you want to throw something in there, now is an opportunity.

11            MS. HARSH:  Yes.  This is Toni Harsh.

12            MS. TORTELLI:  Oh, hi, Toni.  Glad you made it.

13            MS. HARSH:  Yeah, we've got lots of worker bees

14  out here doing other things.

15            In no particular order, I did write down some

16  question marks and some information.  Do you mind if I just

17  do it with no pre-thought of having it organized?  I am just

18  going to shoot out some thoughts.

19            MS. TORTELLI:  That's fine.  That's fine.

20            MS. HARSH:  Okay.  What came to mind is the

21  possibility of Ralston, and I do not know what the situation

22  is with Stevenson being closed.  I don't know if that has an

23  impact on our traffic studies, but just throwing that out.

24  Sometimes we forget that streets close up.

25            Then, going back to the Downtown Streetscape --
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 1  maybe Claudia can help me on this -- I think it was even

 2  before this century.  I think that was in the 1990s.  And it

 3  might be included in putting it all together, I am not sure.

 4  I'm old on these strategic plans.

 5            So Claudia's correct, there has not been a review

 6  of that particular street scape in a long time.  I applaud

 7  the thinking of the concept of how we kind of put this all

 8  together with the other bridges, especially the ones that

 9  are Downtown that are within sight of each other; Booth sits

10  off by itself.

11            So I think that's getting ahead.  If we look at

12  one project at a time and not the how it's going to fit into

13  the total aesthetics of the Downtown.

14            Also, when are you planning -- and this gets

15  confusing -- to discuss -- bring up to date the Council

16  people that are involved in this?  And I believe that's

17  Council Ward 5 and Ward 1, and I would include the

18  Councilperson at-large.

19            The reason being, Council people seem to hear an

20  awful lot from the pubic, and when you get to the

21  presentation to the public, a lot of times what I hear is

22  that we didn't look at this.

23            Because the public has all sorts of ideas, as they

24  should.  It's their money.  So, just, I would be curious

25  when you're going to be doing that.
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 1            Also, let's see.  I think those are all my

 2  comments and questions.  I'm looking and, yes, I think

 3  that's it.  Those are all my comments and questions.

 4            MS. TORTELLI:  So, Toni, thank you for that.  We

 5  will definitely make a note of Ralston and Stevenson

 6  potentially being closed and keep that on our radar, as we

 7  look at traffic and projected volumes and all of that stuff.

 8            I'll get on the aesthetics.  I mean, we'll get

 9  with Barb and the team and see if it makes sense to, rather

10  than just sticking to our three hardcore ideas -- you know,

11  one being the Downtown Streetscape Master Plan and another

12  one being matches the same theme and then another being

13  something separate -- maybe we go outside that a little bit

14  in light of the fact that the Downtown Streetscape Master

15  Plan doesn't really cover it.

16            So we will work on that with the team.

17            Your question on the City of Reno Council.  So

18  you're absolutely right, the process that we have defined

19  for this project is to update City of Reno Council and RTC

20  Board prior to going out to the public.

21            So before we have this public meeting, we'll go to

22  City of Reno Council and the RTC Board.

23            So once we get done with our third Stakeholder

24  Working Group Meeting, which is going to address aesthetics,

25  we will compile everything together, then take that to the
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 1  City of Reno Council and the RTC Board, and then we will go

 2  to the public.

 3            Then we will be following back up with the City of

 4  Reno Council and RTC Board after the public meeting to kind

 5  of update them on what feedback we got from the public prior

 6  to finalizing the feasibility study.

 7            So there is a lot of involvement in there with

 8  City of Reno Council, if that answers that question.

 9            MS. HARSH:  Thank you.

10            MS. TORTELLI:  Yes.

11            MS. KOSKI:  And I would like to just add to that.

12            Hi, Toni, thank you for joining our meeting today.

13            MS. HARSH:  Thank you.

14            MS. KOSKI:  You had some great comments there.  I

15  appreciate those.

16            I just wanted to add to what -- the question about

17  the Stevenson, actually pointing that out.  We are aware of

18  that abandonment.  We have spoken to the developers and they

19  have been advised that, basically, that we need to work

20  together on these projects.

21            So we are not working in a vacuum.  We are during

22  to communicate to everyone, actually, that comes to the City

23  that has a development in the surrounding area and point

24  them toward this project and make sure that we address

25  specific project needs, such as traffic.

0054

 1            So that was great point.

 2            I am not sure what the plan is going to be for

 3  Riverside Ralston quite yet.

 4            There's still a lot of speculation, but I do

 5  believe that something may come out of that.  Fingers

 6  crossed; right?

 7            Then we also have Council updates internally.  RTC

 8  staff and City staff do meet with our respective Council

 9  members, and we do update them as well.

10            So that does help get the message to them as well.

11            MS. HARSH:  Thank you.

12            MS. KOSKI:  You bet.

13            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  So are there any other

14  questions?  All right.  Hearing none, I'm going to go ahead

15  and just thank everybody for your participation.

16            I know sometimes these meetings are a little, I

17  don't know, uncomfortable, but we really did get some great

18  feedback today, and I think things are moving forward, so I

19  am really happy about that.

20            Like I said, I'll be getting out an email to the

21  group here so that we can get that next Stakeholder Working

22  Group meeting scheduled, hopefully, before Christmas and

23  talk about some aesthetics.

24            So thank you again, everybody.  I really

25  appreciate your participation.
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 1            MR. SAEMAN:  Judy, this is Brian.  Real quick,

 2  there was a request through the chat for the slide

 3  presentation.

 4            So I don't know if you can make that available for

 5  others with respect to that.

 6            MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah, Brian.  I will post the

 7  presentation on our website at rtcwashoe.com.  I also need

 8  to update our website with kind of a recap from Stakeholder

 9  Working Group I and our TAC meetings.

10            So all of that information will be on our website

11  at rtcwashoe.com, it's just not up there yet.

12            MR. SAEMAN:  Thank you.

13            MS. TORTELLI:  Um-hum.

14            All right.  Thank you, everybody.  We will be in

15  touch, and we will talk about aesthetics.

16            (Meeting concluded at 10:28 A.M.)
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 1  STATE OF NEVADA     )

                        )  ss.

 2  COUNTY OF WASHOE    )

 3

 4            I, BRANDI ANN VIANNEY SMITH, court reporter, do

 5  hereby certify:

 6            That I was present via Zoom audio visual on

 7  November 5, 2020, at the RTC Stakeholder Working Group

 8  Meeting-2, and took stenotype notes of the proceedings

 9  entitled herein, and thereafter transcribed said proceedings

10  into typewriting as herein appears.

11            That the foregoing transcript is a full, true, and

12  correct transcription of my stenotype notes of said

13  proceedings consisting of 55 pages.

14            DATED:  At Reno, Nevada, this 17th day of

15  November, 2020.
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18                      BRANDI ANN VIANNEY SMITH
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 1      HEALTH INFORMATION PRIVACY & SECURITY: CAUTIONARY NOTICE

 2  Litigation Services is committed to compliance with applicable federal

 3  and state laws and regulations (“Privacy Laws”) governing the

 4  protection andsecurity of patient health information.Notice is

 5  herebygiven to all parties that transcripts of depositions and legal

 6  proceedings, and transcript exhibits, may contain patient health

 7  information that is protected from unauthorized access, use and

 8  disclosure by Privacy Laws. Litigation Services requires that access,

 9  maintenance, use, and disclosure (including but not limited to

10  electronic database maintenance and access, storage, distribution/

11  dissemination and communication) of transcripts/exhibits containing

12  patient information be performed in compliance with Privacy Laws.

13  No transcript or exhibit containing protected patient health

14  information may be further disclosed except as permitted by Privacy

15  Laws. Litigation Services expects that all parties, parties’

16  attorneys, and their HIPAA Business Associates and Subcontractors will

17  make every reasonable effort to protect and secure patient health

18  information, and to comply with applicable Privacy Law mandates,

19  including but not limited to restrictions on access, storage, use, and

20  disclosure (sharing) of transcripts and transcript exhibits, and

21  applying “minimum necessary” standards where appropriate. It is

22 recommended that your office review its policies regarding sharing of

23 transcripts and exhibits - including access, storage, use, and

24  disclosure - for compliance with Privacy Laws.
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		149						LN		6		18		false		         18  elements.				false

		150						LN		6		19		false		         19            Please keep in mind that I have allocated time for				false

		151						LN		6		20		false		         20  questions right after we present on the TAC-1 and TAC-2				false

		152						LN		6		21		false		         21  meetings.				false

		153						LN		6		22		false		         22            From there, we will jump right into some				false

		154						LN		6		23		false		         23  discussion and decide how things should move forward.				false

		155						LN		6		24		false		         24            So the scope of this project is to complete a				false

		156						LN		6		25		false		         25  feasibility study to define bridge options, identify				false

		157						PG		7		0		false		page 7				false

		158						LN		7		1		false		          1  constraints, and determine costs.				false

		159						LN		7		2		false		          2            At the end, we plan to have a bridge and aesthetic				false

		160						LN		7		3		false		          3  package identified to carry forward into environmental				false

		161						LN		7		4		false		          4  clearance and design.  Decisions will be documented using a				false

		162						LN		7		5		false		          5  process called "Planing and Environmental Linkages," also				false

		163						LN		7		6		false		          6  known as "PEL."				false

		164						LN		7		7		false		          7            Following this process helps inform decision				false

		165						LN		7		8		false		          8  making, engages the public and stakeholders, and streamlines				false

		166						LN		7		9		false		          9  future NEPA processes.				false

		167						LN		7		10		false		         10            So our project process has been modeled after the				false

		168						LN		7		11		false		         11  Virginia Street Bridge process, and includes receiving				false

		169						LN		7		12		false		         12  public, stakeholder, and technical input.				false

		170						LN		7		13		false		         13            Alternatives are evaluated based on ability to				false

		171						LN		7		14		false		         14  meet project purpose and need, ability to avoid and minimize				false

		172						LN		7		15		false		         15  impacts to the natural and built environment, construction				false

		173						LN		7		16		false		         16  feasibility and costs, and input from the Stakeholder				false

		174						LN		7		17		false		         17  Working Group, RTC Board, City of Reno Council, and the				false

		175						LN		7		18		false		         18  public.				false

		176						LN		7		19		false		         19            At the public kick-off meeting back in December of				false

		177						LN		7		20		false		         20  2019, we got great feedback.  I did just want to touch a				false

		178						LN		7		21		false		         21  little bit on some comments that we received from that				false

		179						LN		7		22		false		         22  public information meeting.				false

		180						LN		7		23		false		         23            We got -- and I talked about this a little bit at				false

		181						LN		7		24		false		         24  our first Stakeholder Working Group meeting.  We looked at				false

		182						LN		7		25		false		         25  comments in a little bit more detail and kind of put them				false

		183						PG		8		0		false		page 8				false

		184						LN		8		1		false		          1  into some categories.				false

		185						LN		8		2		false		          2            We received around 78 comments.  About 35 percent				false

		186						LN		8		3		false		          3  of those comments were focused on bridge types.  Then,				false

		187						LN		8		4		false		          4  again, about 35 percent were focused on bridge aesthetics of				false

		188						LN		8		5		false		          5  the bridge.  Then, there were, you know, some additional				false

		189						LN		8		6		false		          6  comments just talking about the needs and additional				false

		190						LN		8		7		false		          7  elements and miscellaneous things that should be moved				false

		191						LN		8		8		false		          8  forward.				false

		192						LN		8		9		false		          9            So the team has been kind of keeping an eye on				false

		193						LN		8		10		false		         10  those public comments and making sure that we don't lose				false

		194						LN		8		11		false		         11  sight of them, so I just wanted to touch on those comments a				false

		195						LN		8		12		false		         12  little bit.				false

		196						LN		8		13		false		         13            At our first Stakeholder Working Group meeting, we				false

		197						LN		8		14		false		         14  were successful the defining environment and engineering				false

		198						LN		8		15		false		         15  constraints and criteria associated with the project.				false

		199						LN		8		16		false		         16            We have completed our two TAC meetings.				false

		200						LN		8		17		false		         17            Moving forward, we will be holding one additional				false

		201						LN		8		18		false		         18  Stakeholder Working Group meeting to address aesthetic theme				false

		202						LN		8		19		false		         19  specifically.				false

		203						LN		8		20		false		         20            We will present information gathered and get input				false

		204						LN		8		21		false		         21  at one last public meeting, which we anticipate to hold				false

		205						LN		8		22		false		         22  early next year.				false

		206						LN		8		23		false		         23            So this slide should look familiar.  It is our				false

		207						LN		8		24		false		         24  project purpose and need.  We need to address structurally				false

		208						LN		8		25		false		         25  deficient Arlington Avenue Bridges, provide state- and				false

		209						PG		9		0		false		page 9				false

		210						LN		9		1		false		          1  ADA-compliant, multimodal improvements, address hydraulic				false

		211						LN		9		2		false		          2  capacity needs, and respond to regional and community plans.				false

		212						LN		9		3		false		          3            So here's what kind of our project schedule is.				false

		213						LN		9		4		false		          4  It has been adjusted a little bit due to some delays from				false

		214						LN		9		5		false		          5  COVID.				false

		215						LN		9		6		false		          6            So we did have our kick-off meeting back in 2019.				false

		216						LN		9		7		false		          7  We're working on this little bar right now to identify and				false

		217						LN		9		8		false		          8  analyze bridge and aesthetic concepts.				false

		218						LN		9		9		false		          9            Here is our little star for our public meeting,				false

		219						LN		9		10		false		         10  which we plan to have the beginning of next year.				false

		220						LN		9		11		false		         11            Right now, we're looking to complete this				false

		221						LN		9		12		false		         12  feasibility study by June of next year.  Then we will kick				false

		222						LN		9		13		false		         13  off the environment process, work through design and				false

		223						LN		9		14		false		         14  permitting.  We're still holding this construction start				false

		224						LN		9		15		false		         15  date in 2026.  That date hasn't slipped.  Just some of this				false

		225						LN		9		16		false		         16  back here has.				false

		226						LN		9		17		false		         17            We were originally planning to have this				false

		227						LN		9		18		false		         18  feasibility study done by the end of this year, but that is				false

		228						LN		9		19		false		         19  not going to happen; it's going to push out a few months.				false

		229						LN		9		20		false		         20            So this slide should also look familiar.  This is				false

		230						LN		9		21		false		         21  the list of our Stakeholder Working Group members.  This				false

		231						LN		9		22		false		         22  list was defined at the beginning of the feasibility study.				false

		232						LN		9		23		false		         23            It's compromised of major permitting agencies,				false

		233						LN		9		24		false		         24  groups and organizations that represent a larger component				false

		234						LN		9		25		false		         25  of Downtown, and immediate adjacent property owners.				false

		235						PG		10		0		false		page 10				false

		236						LN		10		1		false		          1            So a little recap from our Stakeholder Working				false

		237						LN		10		2		false		          2  Group-1 meeting.  These bullets here are kind of the				false

		238						LN		10		3		false		          3  takeaways from that meeting.  The team was kind of -- our				false

		239						LN		10		4		false		          4  goal from that meeting was to organize alternative-specific				false

		240						LN		10		5		false		          5  constraints and criteria.				false

		241						LN		10		6		false		          6            We left that meeting knowing that we need to				false

		242						LN		10		7		false		          7  determine who our lead agency would be; either the U.S. Army				false

		243						LN		10		8		false		          8  Corps of Engineers or FHWA.				false

		244						LN		10		9		false		          9            We wanted to determine and confirm whether the				false

		245						LN		10		10		false		         10  bridges are historic.  We wanted to determine the PEL				false

		246						LN		10		11		false		         11  checklist and who would be signing it.  And then we				false

		247						LN		10		12		false		         12  developed environmental design constraints and criteria and				false

		248						LN		10		13		false		         13  engineering design constraints and criteria.				false

		249						LN		10		14		false		         14            These slides may look familiar.  This is what we				false

		250						LN		10		15		false		         15  filled out at that first Stakeholder Working Group meeting.				false

		251						LN		10		16		false		         16  We had a lot of discussion, and we tried to capture				false

		252						LN		10		17		false		         17  everything so that the team could take this and move forward				false

		253						LN		10		18		false		         18  preparation for the TAC meetings.				false

		254						LN		10		19		false		         19            So now I am going to go on to the TAC-1 permitting				false

		255						LN		10		20		false		         20  and regulatory members.  Here is a list of those members.				false

		256						LN		10		21		false		         21  It's slightly different from the Stakeholder Working Group				false

		257						LN		10		22		false		         22  member list, but also was defined at the beginning of the				false

		258						LN		10		23		false		         23  feasibility study.				false

		259						LN		10		24		false		         24            There are 13 agencies identified on this list, and				false

		260						LN		10		25		false		         25  three were not present at the TAC-1 meeting.  Our TAC-1				false

		261						PG		11		0		false		page 11				false

		262						LN		11		1		false		          1  meeting, we did not have representation from SHIPO,				false

		263						LN		11		2		false		          2  Reno-Sparks Indian Colony or NDOT.				false

		264						LN		11		3		false		          3            That TAC-1 meeting was hosted by the Army Corps of				false

		265						LN		11		4		false		          4  Engineers, and we had great participation and received some				false

		266						LN		11		5		false		          5  really valuable feedback.				false

		267						LN		11		6		false		          6            Our approach to this meeting was to define a list				false

		268						LN		11		7		false		          7  of all of the permitting regulatory requirements we felt				false

		269						LN		11		8		false		          8  were associated with our various alternatives.				false

		270						LN		11		9		false		          9            We presented that list, identified subtle				false

		271						LN		11		10		false		         10  differences between alternatives, and discussed permit				false

		272						LN		11		11		false		         11  specifics, i.e., timeframes, scheduled impacts, and needed				false

		273						LN		11		12		false		         12  coordination.				false

		274						LN		11		13		false		         13            Then, we asked group if they agreed with out				false

		275						LN		11		14		false		         14  assumptions or knew of anything we were missing.				false

		276						LN		11		15		false		         15            So now, I am going to turn it over to Ken, and he				false

		277						LN		11		16		false		         16  is going to go over the specifics of that TAC-1 meeting.				false

		278						LN		11		17		false		         17            MR. GREENE:  Thank you Judy.  So just real quick,				false

		279						LN		11		18		false		         18  a recap on the TAC-1 meeting.				false

		280						LN		11		19		false		         19            As Judy indicated, there were a couple of things				false

		281						LN		11		20		false		         20  that we still needed to answer that were phased out in SWG-1				false

		282						LN		11		21		false		         21  and resolved those during TAC-1.				false

		283						LN		11		22		false		         22            The first of which was the lead agency, whether it				false

		284						LN		11		23		false		         23  was the Corps of Engineers or FHWA.  We agreed during TAC-1				false

		285						LN		11		24		false		         24  that it would be FHWA.				false

		286						LN		11		25		false		         25            NDOT did confirm that the Arlington bridges are				false

		287						PG		12		0		false		page 12				false

		288						LN		12		1		false		          1  not historic.  So that was, again, one of the things that				false

		289						LN		12		2		false		          2  was left kind of open-ended during SWG-1, direct and				false

		290						LN		12		3		false		          3  indirect effects on the adjacent historic properties will be				false

		291						LN		12		4		false		          4  determined during the NEPA process.				false

		292						LN		12		5		false		          5            We do have -- as part of the feasibility study,				false

		293						LN		12		6		false		          6  we're putting together various memoranda that will summarize				false

		294						LN		12		7		false		          7  our current knowledge on historic properties adjacent to the				false

		295						LN		12		8		false		          8  Arlington bridges, and we'll start making some preliminary				false

		296						LN		12		9		false		          9  decisions about direct and indirect effects from the				false

		297						LN		12		10		false		         10  different alternatives on those adjacent properties.  So				false

		298						LN		12		11		false		         11  that is a continuing process.				false

		299						LN		12		12		false		         12            The PEL checklist -- that was another thing that				false

		300						LN		12		13		false		         13  was kind of left open ended during SWG-1 -- we determine				false

		301						LN		12		14		false		         14  that it would be signed by NDOT, and that PEL checklist is				false

		302						LN		12		15		false		         15  being prepared and populated now based on just continuing to				false

		303						LN		12		16		false		         16  move through the project.  As we get more and more				false

		304						LN		12		17		false		         17  information, we continue to update that PEL checklist.				false

		305						LN		12		18		false		         18            We also -- from the notes during TAC-1, it was				false

		306						LN		12		19		false		         19  determined by FHWA that DOT Section 4(f) is not applicable				false

		307						LN		12		20		false		         20  for the bridges.				false

		308						LN		12		21		false		         21            We can get into -- if anybody wants to, we can get				false

		309						LN		12		22		false		         22  into a little bit more detail on Section 4(f) and what it				false

		310						LN		12		23		false		         23  means and how it applies, but that's something we're				false

		311						LN		12		24		false		         24  continuing to carry forward.  That will be part of an				false

		312						LN		12		25		false		         25  ongoing discussion as we move through the project.				false

		313						PG		13		0		false		page 13				false

		314						LN		13		1		false		          1            We did conclude that Section 408, the local				false

		315						LN		13		2		false		          2  sponsor is the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy District.				false

		316						LN		13		3		false		          3  It does require unrest modeling using their updated model				false

		317						LN		13		4		false		          4  and river access for debris and sediment removal was key to				false

		318						LN		13		5		false		          5  a successful bridge type from the Conversancy District's				false

		319						LN		13		6		false		          6  perspective.				false

		320						LN		13		7		false		          7            We've got to be able to get in -- access the river				false

		321						LN		13		8		false		          8  to clear sediment and debris from the river as we have flood				false

		322						LN		13		9		false		          9  events or that materials deposited either upstream or				false

		323						LN		13		10		false		         10  downstream from the bridge structure itself.				false

		324						LN		13		11		false		         11            This is summary of our permitting and regulatory				false

		325						LN		13		12		false		         12  requirements.  We pulled this from -- it was actually				false

		326						LN		13		13		false		         13  initiated during SWG-1 and it was updated ruing TAC-1.  So				false

		327						LN		13		14		false		         14  most of these permits are identical to what we presented				false

		328						LN		13		15		false		         15  during SWG-1, with a couple of minor differences that were				false

		329						LN		13		16		false		         16  updated during TAC-1.				false

		330						LN		13		17		false		         17            The first one there is the special use permit from				false

		331						LN		13		18		false		         18  the City of Reno.  It was determined during TAC-1 that the				false

		332						LN		13		19		false		         19  SUP would not be required for this project.				false

		333						LN		13		20		false		         20            We do need to procure a 408 permit, 404 permit,				false

		334						LN		13		21		false		         21  the storm water permit through NDEP, the NDSL -- that's the				false

		335						LN		13		22		false		         22  Division of State Lands -- their encroachment permit, that				false

		336						LN		13		23		false		         23  needs to be obtained as well, along with a 401 water quality				false

		337						LN		13		24		false		         24  certification.				false

		338						LN		13		25		false		         25            Two additional permits that were talked about				false

		339						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		340						LN		14		1		false		          1  during TAC-1 was the working and waterways permit from NDEP,				false

		341						LN		14		2		false		          2  and the groundwater discharge permit also from NDEP.  Those				false

		342						LN		14		3		false		          3  two additional permits dovetailed from lessons learned on				false

		343						LN		14		4		false		          4  the Virginia Street Bridge Project.				false

		344						LN		14		5		false		          5            So what this table does is it checks the different				false

		345						LN		14		6		false		          6  permits that would be needed for each one of the major				false

		346						LN		14		7		false		          7  alternative types, whether it be a single pier clear span,				false

		347						LN		14		8		false		          8  under deck arch, tight arch, or the elevated bridge concept.				false

		348						LN		14		9		false		          9            Really, there's not a lot difference between what				false

		349						LN		14		10		false		         10  permit would be required for which alternative with several				false

		350						LN		14		11		false		         11  nuances, I guess, related to those different alternatives.				false

		351						LN		14		12		false		         12            Those are identified by the asterisk, and if				false

		352						LN		14		13		false		         13  you'll note in the footnote of this table, additional				false

		353						LN		14		14		false		         14  requirements are possible during permitting and/or				false

		354						LN		14		15		false		         15  construction for the single pier concept, the tight arch				false

		355						LN		14		16		false		         16  concept, and the elevated bridge concept.  Enough of that.				false

		356						LN		14		17		false		         17            Permitting and regulatory requirements -- again				false

		357						LN		14		18		false		         18  based on that previous table and discussions during				false

		358						LN		14		19		false		         19  TAC-1 -- are similar between the alternatives, except for				false

		359						LN		14		20		false		         20  tight arch and the elevated concepts.				false

		360						LN		14		21		false		         21            Both of those, during TAC-1, were determined to be				false

		361						LN		14		22		false		         22  more challenging related to permitting under section 404, as				false

		362						LN		14		23		false		         23  well as viewshed impacts, just because of the height of the				false

		363						LN		14		24		false		         24  structure itself, as well as required maintenance, both				false

		364						LN		14		25		false		         25  bridge and river/park maintenance, and river access for				false

		365						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		366						LN		15		1		false		          1  debris and sediment removal.				false

		367						LN		15		2		false		          2            So the goal for TAC-1 was to start moving toward a				false

		368						LN		15		3		false		          3  fewer number of alternatives that could be carried forward				false

		369						LN		15		4		false		          4  into NEPA and design.				false

		370						LN		15		5		false		          5            MS. TORTELLI:  So with that, here is one of those				false

		371						LN		15		6		false		          6  sections where I have time for questions.				false

		372						LN		15		7		false		          7            So I don't know -- does anybody have any questions				false

		373						LN		15		8		false		          8  regarding the material that we just covered on the TAC-1				false

		374						LN		15		9		false		          9  meeting?				false

		375						LN		15		10		false		         10            So I am assuming since I'm not hearing anything,				false

		376						LN		15		11		false		         11  there were no questions from the material we just covered,				false

		377						LN		15		12		false		         12  so I'm going to go ahead and continue on.				false

		378						LN		15		13		false		         13            So on to our TAC-2 bridge and roadway meeting.				false

		379						LN		15		14		false		         14  Again, here is the list of the TAC-2 members; slightly				false

		380						LN		15		15		false		         15  different, but also defined at the beginning of this study.				false

		381						LN		15		16		false		         16            There are 11 members identified on this list, and				false

		382						LN		15		17		false		         17  9 of those 11 members participated in the meeting.				false

		383						LN		15		18		false		         18            So our approach with this TAC-2 meeting was				false

		384						LN		15		19		false		         19  totally different from TAC-1.  We were looking at the bridge				false

		385						LN		15		20		false		         20  and roadway elements, we got -- actually did some scoring				false

		386						LN		15		21		false		         21  from members.  So it was just a little bit different.				false

		387						LN		15		22		false		         22            We split these two TAC groups up separately				false

		388						LN		15		23		false		         23  because we felt like they were kind of, you know, permitting				false

		389						LN		15		24		false		         24  and regulatory stuff and the bridge and roadway stuff, they				false

		390						LN		15		25		false		         25  are kind of different animals, and you really can't lump				false

		391						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		392						LN		16		1		false		          1  them all together.				false

		393						LN		16		2		false		          2            So the team prepared an evaluation attributes and				false

		394						LN		16		3		false		          3  scoring packet based on feedback from the Stakeholder				false

		395						LN		16		4		false		          4  Working Group-1 meeting.				false

		396						LN		16		5		false		          5            We took that information from those handouts and				false

		397						LN		16		6		false		          6  we came up with some attributes and some scoring packets				false

		398						LN		16		7		false		          7  that we could send out to the team.				false

		399						LN		16		8		false		          8            We developed nine concepts from the three major				false

		400						LN		16		9		false		          9  design themes.  The three major design themes are single				false

		401						LN		16		10		false		         10  pier, clear span, which includes the under deck and tight				false

		402						LN		16		11		false		         11  arch, and then the elevated bridge concept.				false

		403						LN		16		12		false		         12            We had included eight attributes, plus undefined				false

		404						LN		16		13		false		         13  attributes Y and Z for user input editing, and attributes				false

		405						LN		16		14		false		         14  were ranked on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being poor and 10				false

		406						LN		16		15		false		         15  being excellent.				false

		407						LN		16		16		false		         16            So we provided the TAC members with these scoring				false

		408						LN		16		17		false		         17  sheets, and we also gave them some qualitative attribute				false

		409						LN		16		18		false		         18  guidelines and concept evaluation summaries to help them				false

		410						LN		16		19		false		         19  complete their scores individually.				false

		411						LN		16		20		false		         20            So all of the members -- all nine of members that				false

		412						LN		16		21		false		         21  participated, did their scores individually, and then they				false

		413						LN		16		22		false		         22  provided me with those scores.  We compiled those scores and				false

		414						LN		16		23		false		         23  then we met as a group and consensus was achieved as a group				false

		415						LN		16		24		false		         24  on those scores.				false

		416						LN		16		25		false		         25            So this here is just the TAC scoring sheet that				false

		417						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		418						LN		17		1		false		          1  went out to all of our TAC members.  So here are these nine				false

		419						LN		17		2		false		          2  concepts that were slit up.  For single pier concept, we had				false

		420						LN		17		3		false		          3  precast concrete girders, a cast-in-place concrete box,				false

		421						LN		17		4		false		          4  steel I girders.				false

		422						LN		17		5		false		          5            For the clear span concept, we had an under deck				false

		423						LN		17		6		false		          6  arch, rigid frame, and a tight arch.				false

		424						LN		17		7		false		          7            For the evaluated bridge concept, we had precast				false

		425						LN		17		8		false		          8  girders, cast-in-place concrete box, and steel I girders.				false

		426						LN		17		9		false		          9            So those attributes that I was talking about, the				false

		427						LN		17		10		false		         10  team spent a lot of time going through these attributes and				false

		428						LN		17		11		false		         11  trying to figure out what is the best approach.				false

		429						LN		17		12		false		         12            We tried to come up with attributes that you could				false

		430						LN		17		13		false		         13  score these various alternatives on.  We had a construction				false

		431						LN		17		14		false		         14  cost attribute, we also had a construction schedule and cost				false

		432						LN		17		15		false		         15  risk attribute, existing infrastructure impacts, maintenance				false

		433						LN		17		16		false		         16  and inspection access, long-term maintenance costs,				false

		434						LN		17		17		false		         17  environment impacts, river recreation impacts, and bridge				false

		435						LN		17		18		false		         18  aesthetics.				false

		436						LN		17		19		false		         19            So when we did -- when we got our scoring sheets				false

		437						LN		17		20		false		         20  back from out TAC members, there were some attributes that				false

		438						LN		17		21		false		         21  were added by a couple of members.				false

		439						LN		17		22		false		         22            One was in regards to permitting and ancillary				false

		440						LN		17		23		false		         23  impacts to Wingfield Park.  You can see on there, I have				false

		441						LN		17		24		false		         24  scope creep.				false

		442						LN		17		25		false		         25            So the concern was, depending on what type of				false

		443						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		444						LN		18		1		false		          1  bridge we build and what that footprint looks like, how much				false

		445						LN		18		2		false		          2  of the park are we going to be getting into, do we have to				false

		446						LN		18		3		false		          3  address mitigation, and how far out do we go.				false

		447						LN		18		4		false		          4            There were also these other two added attributes:				false

		448						LN		18		5		false		          5  Crime prevention through environmental design, and homeless				false

		449						LN		18		6		false		          6  camps, graffiti, illicit activity, trying to design a bridge				false

		450						LN		18		7		false		          7  and maintain access from one side of the park to the other				false

		451						LN		18		8		false		          8  without encouraging riffraff hanging out under the bridge.				false

		452						LN		18		9		false		          9            So these added attributes are not included in the				false

		453						LN		18		10		false		         10  TAC-2 scoring results, but the team did look at those scores				false

		454						LN		18		11		false		         11  for those added attributes and added them into the list, and				false

		455						LN		18		12		false		         12  kind of looked at them both ways.				false

		456						LN		18		13		false		         13            I mean, if we did include the scores, it would				false

		457						LN		18		14		false		         14  only subtly change the overall rankings.				false

		458						LN		18		15		false		         15            Since there were only -- I think these two				false

		459						LN		18		16		false		         16  attributes came from two members, so we didn't feel like it				false

		460						LN		18		17		false		         17  was fair to include the scores in the overall, and even if				false

		461						LN		18		18		false		         18  we would have, it wouldn't have really changed the				false

		462						LN		18		19		false		         19  results -- the overall rankings.				false

		463						LN		18		20		false		         20            So from there, I am going to go ahead and turn it				false

		464						LN		18		21		false		         21  over to Mike Cooper.  He is going to kind of go through the				false

		465						LN		18		22		false		         22  TAC-2 scoring results.				false

		466						LN		18		23		false		         23            MR. COOPER:  Thanks, Judy.				false

		467						LN		18		24		false		         24            I am Mike Cooper, Bridge Engineer with Jacobs.  So				false

		468						LN		18		25		false		         25  in evaluating the individual TAC member scores, each				false

		469						PG		19		0		false		page 19				false

		470						LN		19		1		false		          1  attribute, we took an average score, and then those averages				false

		471						LN		19		2		false		          2  were totaled to get to the scores you see on the screen now.				false

		472						LN		19		3		false		          3            Again, the higher the score, the better the				false

		473						LN		19		4		false		          4  ranking.				false

		474						LN		19		5		false		          5            Then, the rank column shows that the rigid frame				false

		475						LN		19		6		false		          6  came in as the highest-ranked alternative, followed by one				false

		476						LN		19		7		false		          7  of the single pier concepts or precast concrete girders, and				false

		477						LN		19		8		false		          8  then, pretty close, the cast-in-place box for the single				false

		478						LN		19		9		false		          9  pier concept, as well as the under deck arch.				false

		479						LN		19		10		false		         10            If you flip to the next view of the screen, Judy,				false

		480						LN		19		11		false		         11  there's, individually, those bars are intended to kind of				false

		481						LN		19		12		false		         12  give a graphic representation of the scores.  You can see				false

		482						LN		19		13		false		         13  from those, the rigid frame did very well with the rankings.				false

		483						LN		19		14		false		         14            The under deck arch and the tight arch, not so				false

		484						LN		19		15		false		         15  much in comparison to the rigid frame.  The single pier				false

		485						LN		19		16		false		         16  concepts were similar, though the steel I girders, lagged				false

		486						LN		19		17		false		         17  behind just will little bit.				false

		487						LN		19		18		false		         18            Next slide, Judy.				false

		488						LN		19		19		false		         19            So here those same bars are flipped vertically and				false

		489						LN		19		20		false		         20  gathered together.  The single pier concept, the clear span,				false

		490						LN		19		21		false		         21  and then the different bridge configurations in those.				false

		491						LN		19		22		false		         22            So if you click to have next view, Judy.				false

		492						LN		19		23		false		         23            The group was in agreement that the elevated --				false

		493						LN		19		24		false		         24  all three elevated options didn't fare very well, and,				false

		494						LN		19		25		false		         25  therefore, felt that they did not deserve to be carried				false

		495						PG		20		0		false		page 20				false

		496						LN		20		1		false		          1  forward.				false

		497						LN		20		2		false		          2            Next one, Judy.				false

		498						LN		20		3		false		          3            As we mentioned, the rigid frame did very well.				false

		499						LN		20		4		false		          4  So that is one we agreed as a group would be carried				false

		500						LN		20		5		false		          5  forward.				false

		501						LN		20		6		false		          6            In relative terms, the two other clear span				false

		502						LN		20		7		false		          7  concepts didn't fare as well, so we decided it would be best				false

		503						LN		20		8		false		          8  to stick with the single clear span concept, the rigid frame				false

		504						LN		20		9		false		          9  concept for a clear span alternative.				false

		505						LN		20		10		false		         10            And then, looking at the single pier concepts, we				false

		506						LN		20		11		false		         11  talked about those a little bit, and, ultimately, agreed				false

		507						LN		20		12		false		         12  that the precast concrete girders and the cast-in-place				false

		508						LN		20		13		false		         13  concrete box were both worthy of future consideration.  The				false

		509						LN		20		14		false		         14  steel girder option was dropped.				false

		510						LN		20		15		false		         15            So kind of the high points, if you will, the				false

		511						LN		20		16		false		         16  single pier concept, while it still has -- appears in the				false

		512						LN		20		17		false		         17  river, it does present fewer obstructions in the river				false

		513						LN		20		18		false		         18  compared to the existing -- the existing bridge on the north				false

		514						LN		20		19		false		         19  end is a three-span structure.				false

		515						LN		20		20		false		         20            So fewer obstructions, and a possible advantage				false

		516						LN		20		21		false		         21  for the precast concrete girders is that it does not require				false

		517						LN		20		22		false		         22  false work or superstructure construction, which is a				false

		518						LN		20		23		false		         23  consideration when we are building over the river.				false

		519						LN		20		24		false		         24            The next one, the single pier, cast-in-place				false

		520						LN		20		25		false		         25  concrete box girder, as with the precast girders, it has the				false

		521						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		522						LN		21		1		false		          1  same single pier, although, it's fewer obstructions in the				false

		523						LN		21		2		false		          2  river compared to the existing.				false

		524						LN		21		3		false		          3            In this case, false work is required for the				false

		525						LN		21		4		false		          4  cast-in-place superstructure, which will require some				false

		526						LN		21		5		false		          5  considerations and how that would be accommodated with river				false

		527						LN		21		6		false		          6  flows.				false

		528						LN		21		7		false		          7            Then, the last clear span rigid frame, there is no				false

		529						LN		21		8		false		          8  obstructions in the river on the north end -- the north				false

		530						LN		21		9		false		          9  bridge, but it would require false work in the river to				false

		531						LN		21		10		false		         10  build the superstructure as it would be a cast-in-place				false

		532						LN		21		11		false		         11  concrete type of a bridge.				false

		533						LN		21		12		false		         12            Next slide, Judy.				false

		534						LN		21		13		false		         13            So to give you some visuals of what these three				false

		535						LN		21		14		false		         14  recommended bridge concepts would look like, first is a plan				false

		536						LN		21		15		false		         15  view of the single pier, precast concrete girders.				false

		537						LN		21		16		false		         16            You can see the abutments on either end and the				false

		538						LN		21		17		false		         17  piers are oriented to be parallel, basically, to river flow				false

		539						LN		21		18		false		         18  through here.				false

		540						LN		21		19		false		         19            The double hidden lines that you see, the dash				false

		541						LN		21		20		false		         20  lines in the middle of the bridge, those represent the shape				false

		542						LN		21		21		false		         21  of the pier wall below, as well as the pier cath that would				false

		543						LN		21		22		false		         22  be required for erecting and setting the precast concrete				false

		544						LN		21		23		false		         23  girders on that pier top.				false

		545						LN		21		24		false		         24            Next slide is an elevation view of that bridge.				false

		546						LN		21		25		false		         25  The line right there on the top of the concrete railing is				false

		547						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		548						LN		22		1		false		          1  shown above, and then beneath on the bottom side, the bottom				false

		549						LN		22		2		false		          2  of the precast, prestressed concrete girders, those phantom				false

		550						LN		22		3		false		          3  lines you see horizontally, those are intended to represent				false

		551						LN		22		4		false		          4  the shape of the precast girders.  So there will be some				false

		552						LN		22		5		false		          5  lines visible in that face of the bridge.				false

		553						LN		22		6		false		          6            Also the cap beam that is shown there, would				false

		554						LN		22		7		false		          7  typically be wider than the pier wall, and it provides a				false

		555						LN		22		8		false		          8  place to set those precast girders during construction.  So				false

		556						LN		22		9		false		          9  visually, it's got that cap end.				false

		557						LN		22		10		false		         10            In the elevation view, the face of the abutment				false

		558						LN		22		11		false		         11  shows because those, as we showed in the plan, are at a bit				false

		559						LN		22		12		false		         12  of an askew, to in a (Zoom audio drop) elevation, you see				false

		560						LN		22		13		false		         13  both the face of the abutment and the face of the pier wall.				false

		561						LN		22		14		false		         14            It's not intended to mean that's how wide the pier				false

		562						LN		22		15		false		         15  wall is, you're just seeing the face as well as the front				false

		563						LN		22		16		false		         16  edge.				false

		564						LN		22		17		false		         17            Next one is a section cut through the bridge.  You				false

		565						LN		22		18		false		         18  just can see there the shape of the individual, precast				false

		566						LN		22		19		false		         19  concrete beams or girders.				false

		567						LN		22		20		false		         20            So, visually, under the bridge, you'd see				false

		568						LN		22		21		false		         21  individual girder lines sitting on a pier cap out in the				false

		569						LN		22		22		false		         22  river.				false

		570						LN		22		23		false		         23            Similar, there would be seats for those precast				false

		571						LN		22		24		false		         24  girders on the abutment walls on either bank.				false

		572						LN		22		25		false		         25            The clear width there on the roadway and the				false

		573						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		574						LN		23		1		false		          1  sidewalk, those are based on initial concepts on the				false

		575						LN		23		2		false		          2  roadway.  Those will be dialed in with the roadway				false

		576						LN		23		3		false		          3  requirements as the project moves forward.				false

		577						LN		23		4		false		          4            Next one, very similar in plan for the single				false

		578						LN		23		5		false		          5  pier, cast-in-place concrete box option.  There's fewer dash				false

		579						LN		23		6		false		          6  lines in the middle because all you've got below the				false

		580						LN		23		7		false		          7  structure is the pier wall itself; there's no need for a				false

		581						LN		23		8		false		          8  drop cap to set the beams on.  The cap beam is really				false

		582						LN		23		9		false		          9  integral with the pier wall itself.				false

		583						LN		23		10		false		         10            So again, the abutments in the pier are oriented				false

		584						LN		23		11		false		         11  to be more or less parallel to river flow.				false

		585						LN		23		12		false		         12            Next slide, here's the elevation view.  Very				false

		586						LN		23		13		false		         13  similar to what you saw with the precast girders.				false

		587						LN		23		14		false		         14            A couple of differences that should jump out:				false

		588						LN		23		15		false		         15  There is no pier cap, so it's a, maybe, cleaner lines, if				false

		589						LN		23		16		false		         16  you will, to the structure.  And then the face of the				false

		590						LN		23		17		false		         17  cast-in-place box is just above the column after the bottom				false

		591						LN		23		18		false		         18  of the CIP box.				false

		592						LN		23		19		false		         19            That would be a smooth surface, rather than the				false

		593						LN		23		20		false		         20  lines you would see for precast concrete beams.				false

		594						LN		23		21		false		         21            Next slide, so under bridge, what you would				false

		595						LN		23		22		false		         22  visually see is a smooth soffit, or bottom of the				false

		596						LN		23		23		false		         23  cast-in-place box.  You would not see the individual				false

		597						LN		23		24		false		         24  girders.  Those would be interior to the cast-in-place box,				false

		598						LN		23		25		false		         25  so it's a smoother, maybe, cleaner-looking appearance from				false

		599						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		600						LN		24		1		false		          1  underneath than what the precast girders would be.				false

		601						LN		24		2		false		          2            Next slide, so this is the clear span, rigid				false

		602						LN		24		3		false		          3  frame.  See there is no dash lines in the channel.  So				false

		603						LN		24		4		false		          4  there's no pier wall in this concept.				false

		604						LN		24		5		false		          5            The other subtle difference in plan view is the				false

		605						LN		24		6		false		          6  bridge, we're showing right now, is more rectangular in				false

		606						LN		24		7		false		          7  shape.				false

		607						LN		24		8		false		          8            That has to do with how the structure actually				false

		608						LN		24		9		false		          9  behaves and the superstructure or rigid frame being				false

		609						LN		24		10		false		         10  connected rigidly to the abutment walls, and that is where				false

		610						LN		24		11		false		         11  it gets its support.  It's easier from a structural				false

		611						LN		24		12		false		         12  perspective to have it be a rectangular shape.				false

		612						LN		24		13		false		         13            If this were the concept that would be pushed				false

		613						LN		24		14		false		         14  forward, there would be some additional work to look at				false

		614						LN		24		15		false		         15  whether the abutment faces could be skewed to be more normal				false

		615						LN		24		16		false		         16  or parallel to the river flow.				false

		616						LN		24		17		false		         17            Right now, we're showing it as a more				false

		617						LN		24		18		false		         18  conventional, what a rigid frame would look like in plan.				false

		618						LN		24		19		false		         19            We flip to the elevation, that rigid frame would				false

		619						LN		24		20		false		         20  be envisioned to have a kind of a parallel shape to the				false

		620						LN		24		21		false		         21  bottom of it.				false

		621						LN		24		22		false		         22            So what you would see is a deeper bridge section				false

		622						LN		24		23		false		         23  at the abutments, and a thinner bridge section out at				false

		623						LN		24		24		false		         24  mid-span.				false

		624						LN		24		25		false		         25            Again, more smoother lines than what you might see				false

		625						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		626						LN		25		1		false		          1  with the precast girder option.				false

		627						LN		25		2		false		          2            Then, finally, if you look at the section cut				false

		628						LN		25		3		false		          3  through the bridge, what you would see underneath is a				false

		629						LN		25		4		false		          4  smooth bottom to the structure.  Then, there out at				false

		630						LN		25		5		false		          5  mid-span, as I mentioned, and the deeper section at the				false

		631						LN		25		6		false		          6  abutment face where it's getting its support provided by the				false

		632						LN		25		7		false		          7  abutment wall.				false

		633						LN		25		8		false		          8            MS. TORTELLI:  So, thank you, Mike.  That's a lot				false

		634						LN		25		9		false		          9  of really great information.				false

		635						LN		25		10		false		         10            Does anybody have any questions or is there				false

		636						LN		25		11		false		         11  something we should go back at look at?				false

		637						LN		25		12		false		         12            MR. ADAM:  I have one question.  It looked like in				false

		638						LN		25		13		false		         13  all the different bridge alternatives, we were not showing				false

		639						LN		25		14		false		         14  flood elevation of water.				false

		640						LN		25		15		false		         15            Was the taken into account with the different				false

		641						LN		25		16		false		         16  alternatives as well as the depth of the superstructure?				false
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		646						LN		25		21		false		         21  now, but if you do have additional questions, I'll open it				false
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		650						LN		25		25		false		         25            MR. COOPER:  Yes.  That's that good question,				false
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		692						LN		27		15		false		         15  that might be an invitation on some of the ways that the				false
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		695						LN		27		18		false		         18  precast ones seems to accommodate a lot of places for				false

		696						LN		27		19		false		         19  critters, such as birds and bats and things underneath.				false
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		747						LN		29		18		false		         18            MR. COOPER:  Good point.  Good point.				false
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		757						LN		30		2		false		          2            But we do understand that some of the things that				false

		758						LN		30		3		false		          3  you described, Mike, using different shapes with the form				false

		759						LN		30		4		false		          4  liners and such would be incorporated into the final design.				false

		760						LN		30		5		false		          5            Also into the -- you know down the road with the				false

		761						LN		30		6		false		          6  project itself, we could probably put some thought into				false

		762						LN		30		7		false		          7  materials that we could use on the surface, on the exterior				false

		763						LN		30		8		false		          8  that might be graffiti protection, that sort of thing, and				false
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		770						LN		30		15		false		         15  will keep those notes as we are moving forward.  That's				false
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		824						LN		32		17		false		         17            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Thank you.				false
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		886						LN		35		1		false		          1  point.  This is just a feasibility study.				false

		887						LN		35		2		false		          2            I do, definitely, want to kind of vet our ideas				false

		888						LN		35		3		false		          3  through the Stakeholder Working Group meeting before we go				false

		889						LN		35		4		false		          4  out to the public.				false

		890						LN		35		5		false		          5            You're right, the aesthetics and what the bridge				false

		891						LN		35		6		false		          6  looks like is what people care about, and what I think are				false

		892						LN		35		7		false		          7  going to be most vocal about.				false

		893						LN		35		8		false		          8            It's a little bit more exciting for some than				false

		894						LN		35		9		false		          9  others.  Some bridge engineers like this other stuff, and				false

		895						LN		35		10		false		         10  the rest of us like how it looks.				false

		896						LN		35		11		false		         11            MR. L'ETOILE:  Judy, I do have a question.  When				false

		897						LN		35		12		false		         12  you are thinking of the different themes, and you mentioned				false

		898						LN		35		13		false		         13  the theme that is already existing there in the areas, I am				false

		899						LN		35		14		false		         14  just curious what -- if you can articulate that more?				false

		900						LN		35		15		false		         15            Maybe this is something that we can come up in the				false

		901						LN		35		16		false		         16  working group.  I didn't know if that was, maybe, venturing				false

		902						LN		35		17		false		         17  into the art deco, historic type, or something more				false

		903						LN		35		18		false		         18  contemporary.				false

		904						LN		35		19		false		         19            But I just want to have more clarification on what				false

		905						LN		35		20		false		         20  that theme would be.				false

		906						LN		35		21		false		         21            MS. TORTELLI:  Well, at this point, I'm not really				false

		907						LN		35		22		false		         22  sure, John, unless --				false

		908						LN		35		23		false		         23            Barb, did you want to provide any input on that?				false

		909						LN		35		24		false		         24            MS. SANTER:  Yeah, I guess from my perspective,				false

		910						LN		35		25		false		         25  you kind of have a two-part response there, because there's				false
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		912						LN		36		1		false		          1  the Downtown Streetscape Master Plan, which doesn't really				false

		913						LN		36		2		false		          2  talk about -- that is like a different set of standards for				false

		914						LN		36		3		false		          3  more of the Streetscape side, and that includes, like the				false

		915						LN		36		4		false		          4  double, candy cane lights and the paving, and those have not				false

		916						LN		36		5		false		          5  actually been used on any of the downtown bridges so far.				false

		917						LN		36		6		false		          6            Like, for example, Virginia Street Bridge has its				false

		918						LN		36		7		false		          7  own unique design, and a lot of that was driven by historic				false

		919						LN		36		8		false		          8  match, you know, historic requirements for that area.				false

		920						LN		36		9		false		          9            Then Center Street, which we did in the 90s, that				false

		921						LN		36		10		false		         10  does have more of an art deco flare because of all the				false

		922						LN		36		11		false		         11  buildings that were around it at the time, one of which is				false

		923						LN		36		12		false		         12  no longer there, the Mapes.				false

		924						LN		36		13		false		         13            So it's kind of a two-part thing.  The art deco				false

		925						LN		36		14		false		         14  styling is not really called out in the Downtown Streetscape				false

		926						LN		36		15		false		         15  standards.				false

		927						LN		36		16		false		         16            So those with more -- the Downtown Streetcape				false

		928						LN		36		17		false		         17  standards, they don't really address the bridge design,				false

		929						LN		36		18		false		         18  specifically.				false

		930						LN		36		19		false		         19            So it seems like those are two different types of				false

		931						LN		36		20		false		         20  styling because the Downtown Streetscape standards are art				false

		932						LN		36		21		false		         21  deco, is how I would answer that.				false

		933						LN		36		22		false		         22            And I might, while I am on here, mention just a				false

		934						LN		36		23		false		         23  couple other things that seem to typically come up from the				false

		935						LN		36		24		false		         24  public with respect to bridge aesthetics.				false

		936						LN		36		25		false		         25            One of them is, in the past, the public has				false
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		938						LN		37		1		false		          1  frequently commented that they like the bridge railing to be				false

		939						LN		37		2		false		          2  see-through instead of solid, like solid concrete.				false

		940						LN		37		3		false		          3            That has come up when we did Center Street back in				false

		941						LN		37		4		false		          4  the 90s.  It came up with Virginia Street when we worked on				false

		942						LN		37		5		false		          5  that a number of years ago.  And I know that's been a				false

		943						LN		37		6		false		          6  comment on the Booth Street Bridge that it doesn't have				false

		944						LN		37		7		false		          7  see-through railings.				false

		945						LN		37		8		false		          8            So that's something I was going ask Mike, if any				false

		946						LN		37		9		false		          9  of these bridge types would preclude having a type of				false

		947						LN		37		10		false		         10  see-through railing design or not?				false

		948						LN		37		11		false		         11            And I know one of the issues is you have to				false

		949						LN		37		12		false		         12  provide the vehicle protection as well.  So I might --				false

		950						LN		37		13		false		         13            If I answered your question, John, if you don't				false

		951						LN		37		14		false		         14  mind I might must toss that one to Mike Cooper.				false

		952						LN		37		15		false		         15            MR. L'ETOILE:  Yes.  Yes.  Thanks, Barb.				false

		953						LN		37		16		false		         16            MR. COOPER:  Sure, Barb.  What was pictorially				false

		954						LN		37		17		false		         17  shown on the schematics we developed were the standard,				false

		955						LN		37		18		false		         18  solid, parapet walls, but you are absolute right, open				false

		956						LN		37		19		false		         19  railing would be something we would want to look at.				false

		957						LN		37		20		false		         20            There's a couple directions you could go with				false

		958						LN		37		21		false		         21  those.  You could go with an open concrete railing that				false

		959						LN		37		22		false		         22  could be designed and detailed to also be a vehicle barrier				false

		960						LN		37		23		false		         23  and provide the more open look.				false

		961						LN		37		24		false		         24            What we did on Center Street with the lighter				false

		962						LN		37		25		false		         25  aluminum railing on the edge of the deck for pedestrians was				false
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		964						LN		38		1		false		          1  not a vehicle rail.  So we ended up putting a concrete				false

		965						LN		38		2		false		          2  railing between the sidewalk and the vehicles for protection				false

		966						LN		38		3		false		          3  there.				false

		967						LN		38		4		false		          4            MS. SANTER:  Right.				false

		968						LN		38		5		false		          5            MR. COOPER:  And we could do something similar to				false

		969						LN		38		6		false		          6  that here as well.				false

		970						LN		38		7		false		          7            It just becomes a matter of how to end those and				false

		971						LN		38		8		false		          8  terminate those interior rails, if you will, with pedestrian				false

		972						LN		38		9		false		          9  access around them and the vehicles and such.  Yes, those				false

		973						LN		38		10		false		         10  are possible.				false

		974						LN		38		11		false		         11            MS. SANTER:  And I know not to get way in the				false

		975						LN		38		12		false		         12  weeds on this right at this particular meeting, but on both				false

		976						LN		38		13		false		         13  the Center Street and the Virginia Street Bridge, the other				false

		977						LN		38		14		false		         14  thing we kind of tried on purpose was have a bit of an				false

		978						LN		38		15		false		         15  overhang, like a widening of the bridge.				false

		979						LN		38		16		false		         16            The downfall of that is we ended up having the --				false

		980						LN		38		17		false		         17  in the more transparent railings, we ended up having that				false

		981						LN		38		18		false		         18  separate vehicular barrier right at the back of Walk.				false

		982						LN		38		19		false		         19            Which in this, may not be good because we so many				false

		983						LN		38		20		false		         20  special events down there that it seems like maybe there				false

		984						LN		38		21		false		         21  would be a better and more desire to have things kind of				false

		985						LN		38		22		false		         22  walkable all the way out to the edge.				false

		986						LN		38		23		false		         23            So just a couple of things come to mind there.				false

		987						LN		38		24		false		         24  But it sounds like none of these options would preclude a				false

		988						LN		38		25		false		         25  more open railing, which is great.				false
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		990						LN		39		1		false		          1            MR. COOPER:  So, Barb, another thought I was				false

		991						LN		39		2		false		          2  having here on Center Street, that in the middle of the				false

		992						LN		39		3		false		          3  river there we made the sidewalk wider for kind of				false

		993						LN		39		4		false		          4  congregation areas, if you will.				false

		994						LN		39		5		false		          5            I don't know if that's something here that would				false

		995						LN		39		6		false		          6  be of interest at Arlington.  The bridge is shorter, quite a				false

		996						LN		39		7		false		          7  bit shorter than at Center Street, but something to think				false

		997						LN		39		8		false		          8  about.				false

		998						LN		39		9		false		          9            MS. SANTER:  Yeah.				false

		999						LN		39		10		false		         10            MR. COOPER:  If that does become a desirable				false

		1000						LN		39		11		false		         11  feature, it may end up being limited to the single pier				false

		1001						LN		39		12		false		         12  option because we have a better opportunity to widen out the				false

		1002						LN		39		13		false		         13  deck with the pier out there, rather than trying to widen				false

		1003						LN		39		14		false		         14  the deck out with the rigid frame clear span option.				false

		1004						LN		39		15		false		         15            It just becomes a little bit more complicated.				false

		1005						LN		39		16		false		         16            MS. SANTER:  Yeah, that is what I was trying to				false

		1006						LN		39		17		false		         17  indicate earlier by saying that we did that on the Center				false

		1007						LN		39		18		false		         18  Street Bridge, and the Virgina Street Bridge is also wider.				false

		1008						LN		39		19		false		         19  In the middle, it kind of flares out, and that was				false

		1009						LN		39		20		false		         20  purposefully done just as a congregation spot.				false

		1010						LN		39		21		false		         21            So that's good to know that that may only work				false

		1011						LN		39		22		false		         22  with a single pier type, not so much the clear span.				false

		1012						LN		39		23		false		         23            One other thing that comes to mind with respect to				false

		1013						LN		39		24		false		         24  kind of thinking about future aesthetics is the idea that				false

		1014						LN		39		25		false		         25  this is isn't the last bridge that would need to be replaced				false
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		1016						LN		40		1		false		          1  Downtown.  We've still got Sierra, Lake, and I think, maybe,				false

		1017						LN		40		2		false		          2  even eventually Booth.				false

		1018						LN		40		3		false		          3            So to the degree it's even possible to know this				false

		1019						LN		40		4		false		          4  now, is there a desire to have a kind of family of bridges				false

		1020						LN		40		5		false		          5  or have every one completely unique?				false

		1021						LN		40		6		false		          6            Maybe the construction type is one of those things				false

		1022						LN		40		7		false		          7  that is certain like a starting point to uniqueness or				false

		1023						LN		40		8		false		          8  family kind of style design.				false

		1024						LN		40		9		false		          9            We kind of have some pretty landmarked design, I				false

		1025						LN		40		10		false		         10  think, with Virginia Street that, to me, I don't know that				false

		1026						LN		40		11		false		         11  you would want to do that on every single one.				false

		1027						LN		40		12		false		         12            To me, that should be the main one and the others,				false

		1028						LN		40		13		false		         13  maybe, more secondary to that for sure.				false

		1029						LN		40		14		false		         14            I am not sure we can answer that right now, but				false

		1030						LN		40		15		false		         15  that is just something that comes to mind when selecting the				false

		1031						LN		40		16		false		         16  bridge types, you know, if we can even predict whether they				false

		1032						LN		40		17		false		         17  could apply to some of other bridges that have to ultimately				false

		1033						LN		40		18		false		         18  be replaced.				false

		1034						LN		40		19		false		         19            MS. HANSON:  Barb, I think that is a great				false

		1035						LN		40		20		false		         20  concept.  I was thinking kind of the same thing is how those				false

		1036						LN		40		21		false		         21  will all interact.				false

		1037						LN		40		22		false		         22            Like you said, we may not decide it here, but				false

		1038						LN		40		23		false		         23  somehow establishing a hierarchy with Virginia Street as				false

		1039						LN		40		24		false		         24  already kind of the grand one in the area, and I think				false

		1040						LN		40		25		false		         25  respecting that and showing that when you go out to the				false
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		1042						LN		41		1		false		          1  public and coming back to the committees showing what that				false

		1043						LN		41		2		false		          2  overall, I would say, family of them where they are going to				false

		1044						LN		41		3		false		          3  have to respect each other's architecture as we move				false

		1045						LN		41		4		false		          4  forward.				false

		1046						LN		41		5		false		          5            So I think that's a great concept.  I was thinking				false

		1047						LN		41		6		false		          6  the exact same thing.				false

		1048						LN		41		7		false		          7            Then just a couple of thoughts on the wider				false

		1049						LN		41		8		false		          8  portion on Virginia and Center.				false

		1050						LN		41		9		false		          9            I feel like on this one the island is wide part,				false

		1051						LN		41		10		false		         10  so I don't think -- they are shorter bridges, so I think --				false

		1052						LN		41		11		false		         11  I was going to say nature, but those are manmade islands.  I				false

		1053						LN		41		12		false		         12  think wide part is already provided by the island on this				false

		1054						LN		41		13		false		         13  one.				false

		1055						LN		41		14		false		         14            And then on design -- and Kerrie, you can hit me				false

		1056						LN		41		15		false		         15  on mute if you need to -- the Downtown design concepts, I				false

		1057						LN		41		16		false		         16  don't think we've ever fully explored -- with the concept on				false

		1058						LN		41		17		false		         17  bridges, definitely, but I would say the overall concept has				false

		1059						LN		41		18		false		         18  not been revisited in quite sometime.				false

		1060						LN		41		19		false		         19            So I think, looking at that and making sure it				false

		1061						LN		41		20		false		         20  works with the rest of Downtown, but also respecting the				false

		1062						LN		41		21		false		         21  architecture with the three mid-century, modern buildings				false

		1063						LN		41		22		false		         22  nearby and then the McCarran Mansion and the Cathedral,				false

		1064						LN		41		23		false		         23  just, you know, it is quite a historic group up buildings in				false

		1065						LN		41		24		false		         24  the area.				false

		1066						LN		41		25		false		         25            I don't think we have fully explored the Downtown				false
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		1068						LN		42		1		false		          1  design concepts, that we have to completely be locked into				false

		1069						LN		42		2		false		          2  that.				false

		1070						LN		42		3		false		          3            Kerrie, feel free to correct me if you think I am				false

		1071						LN		42		4		false		          4  wrong, but that's how I see it.				false

		1072						LN		42		5		false		          5            MS. KOSKI:  Nope.  I think you're absolutely				false

		1073						LN		42		6		false		          6  correct; spot on.				false

		1074						LN		42		7		false		          7            And I do support Barb's comments as well about the				false
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		1076						LN		42		9		false		          9            I think within the community -- being involved in				false

		1077						LN		42		10		false		         10  the Virginia Street Bridge Project, we heard that and we				false

		1078						LN		42		11		false		         11  even looked at that, but I do think that Virginia Street				false

		1079						LN		42		12		false		         12  Bridge is unique, and, perhaps, the others should be				false

		1080						LN		42		13		false		         13  respectful of the historic nature.				false

		1081						LN		42		14		false		         14            But I think if we could somehow think about that				false

		1082						LN		42		15		false		         15  in the future -- for future of Sierra Street, Lake Street --				false

		1083						LN		42		16		false		         16  I could see it working very well.  And I can see it being				false

		1084						LN		42		17		false		         17  supported within the community.				false

		1085						LN		42		18		false		         18            But that's today.  Who knows; right?				false

		1086						LN		42		19		false		         19            MS. SANTER:  Right.				false

		1087						LN		42		20		false		         20            MS. TORTELLI:  I do like the family of bridges				false

		1088						LN		42		21		false		         21  idea for sure.  We're looking at replacing all these				false

		1089						LN		42		22		false		         22  bridges, and it would be nice to move forward with something				false

		1090						LN		42		23		false		         23  similar as we replace them.				false

		1091						LN		42		24		false		         24            MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  And as far as a maintenance				false

		1092						LN		42		25		false		         25  aspect like I was talking about, there are maintenance and				false
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		1094						LN		43		1		false		          1  operations folks, they like it when we have some similar				false

		1095						LN		43		2		false		          2  designs and not specialty items on every bridge.  It would				false

		1096						LN		43		3		false		          3  be helpful for us in that respect as well.				false
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		1098						LN		43		5		false		          5  to appreciate it also, showing that we are all looking into				false
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		1100						LN		43		7		false		          7  showing that the group is looking at a consistent approach				false
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		1104						LN		43		11		false		         11            I wouldn't put dates on designs or anything, of				false

		1105						LN		43		12		false		         12  course, you know, because the last one all, of us will be				false

		1106						LN		43		13		false		         13  retired by the time that last one gets replaced.				false

		1107						LN		43		14		false		         14            So we don't want to tie too many hands there.  But				false

		1108						LN		43		15		false		         15  I think the public would really appreciate it.				false

		1109						LN		43		16		false		         16            MS. KOSKI:  Good points, Claudia.				false

		1110						LN		43		17		false		         17            MS. SANTER:  But I think just narrowing down, like				false

		1111						LN		43		18		false		         18  the -- has already been done here, that we don't have an				false
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		1116						LN		43		23		false		         23            MS. SANTER:  And maybe Virginia Street's the main				false
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		1124						LN		44		5		false		          5  because that is kind of a cherished aspect of our Downtown,				false

		1125						LN		44		6		false		          6  is to be able to look at the river and then see the				false

		1126						LN		44		7		false		          7  mountains in the background or maybe even from either				false

		1127						LN		44		8		false		          8  direction.				false

		1128						LN		44		9		false		          9            MS. KOSKI:  Good points, Barb.				false

		1129						LN		44		10		false		         10            It seemed to me like the arch design, maybe we				false

		1130						LN		44		11		false		         11  could look at too.  Incorporating, not necessarily the same				false

		1131						LN		44		12		false		         12  as the Virginia Street Bridge, but some sort of an offshoot.				false

		1132						LN		44		13		false		         13            I'm not an art person.  I'm not professing to be				false

		1133						LN		44		14		false		         14  an expert in designs, but I was just thinking somehow tie it				false

		1134						LN		44		15		false		         15  together a little bit with the aesthetics.				false

		1135						LN		44		16		false		         16            MS. SANTER:  Oh, you're talking about the railing.				false

		1136						LN		44		17		false		         17            MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  Excuse me.  The railing, yes.				false

		1137						LN		44		18		false		         18            MS. SANTER:  Oh, yeah.  Okay.  Yeah.				false

		1138						LN		44		19		false		         19            MS. KOSKI:  And then keep that openness.  And I				false

		1139						LN		44		20		false		         20  agree that view to the west is very important.				false

		1140						LN		44		21		false		         21            Well, all views are important.  I mean, really,				false

		1141						LN		44		22		false		         22  they are all important.  I shouldn't just way the view to				false

		1142						LN		44		23		false		         23  the west.				false

		1143						LN		44		24		false		         24            People, I see them sitting on the Virginia Street				false

		1144						LN		44		25		false		         25  Bridge, and they take in all of Downtown.				false

		1145						PG		45		0		false		page 45				false

		1146						LN		45		1		false		          1            MS. SANTER:  Yes.				false

		1147						LN		45		2		false		          2            MS. KOSKI:  So I guess retract that.				false

		1148						LN		45		3		false		          3            MS. HANSON:  And with this, the view to the east				false

		1149						LN		45		4		false		          4  is going to be the Virginia Street Bridge.				false

		1150						LN		45		5		false		          5            MS. KOSKI:  Correct.				false

		1151						LN		45		6		false		          6            MS. SANTER:  True.  Yeah.  But if every bridge has				false

		1152						LN		45		7		false		          7  an above-grade train, then it makes it harder to see past				false

		1153						LN		45		8		false		          8  that next block.				false

		1154						LN		45		9		false		          9            So I think that kind of supports having Virginia				false

		1155						LN		45		10		false		         10  Street be the leader in that regard, and having the				false

		1156						LN		45		11		false		         11  above-grade arch and maybe, if we don't have to have that				false

		1157						LN		45		12		false		         12  kind of design, the others don't have that.				false

		1158						LN		45		13		false		         13            MS. KOSKI:  Yep.  I agree.				false

		1159						LN		45		14		false		         14            MS. HANSON:  Good point.				false

		1160						LN		45		15		false		         15            MS. KOSKI:  I think I may have cut somebody off.				false

		1161						LN		45		16		false		         16  Was it Greg?				false

		1162						LN		45		17		false		         17            MR. ERNY:  Yes.  I am sorry.  I didn't mean to				false

		1163						LN		45		18		false		         18  interrupt.				false

		1164						LN		45		19		false		         19            I guess -- I'm not sure what we consider the --				false

		1165						LN		45		20		false		         20  define the term "family" as.  Whether it is structural sort				false

		1166						LN		45		21		false		         21  of concepts and/or kind of things that have similar				false

		1167						LN		45		22		false		         22  characteristics, or whether it is cost effectiveness or				false

		1168						LN		45		23		false		         23  means and methods for that work for time that they are done.				false

		1169						LN		45		24		false		         24            I guess I may be the one heretic in the bunch here				false

		1170						LN		45		25		false		         25  in that I think each site will have its own unique aspects.				false

		1171						PG		46		0		false		page 46				false

		1172						LN		46		1		false		          1            I think one of the things about the Arlington				false

		1173						LN		46		2		false		          2  Bridge is, it's a big community gathering area, and those				false

		1174						LN		46		3		false		          3  bridges connect those islands that we are considering the				false

		1175						LN		46		4		false		          4  widening areas.				false

		1176						LN		46		5		false		          5            I would hate to see those bridges become the				false

		1177						LN		46		6		false		          6  throttle points between the banks on the north and the south				false

		1178						LN		46		7		false		          7  side across both bridges and the island.				false

		1179						LN		46		8		false		          8            I think having the bridges be an extension of				false

		1180						LN		46		9		false		          9  those islands to and from the north and south is something				false

		1181						LN		46		10		false		         10  worth consideration here because there is a lot of things				false

		1182						LN		46		11		false		         11  that go on where the bridges are closed off and community				false

		1183						LN		46		12		false		         12  activity happen in those areas.				false

		1184						LN		46		13		false		         13            I wouldn't want to see single file have to happen				false

		1185						LN		46		14		false		         14  crossing those bridges to get to the actives on the island				false

		1186						LN		46		15		false		         15  and things.				false

		1187						LN		46		16		false		         16            Anyway, I think we should always kind of keep an				false

		1188						LN		46		17		false		         17  eye on the context which each bridge is and respect the				false

		1189						LN		46		18		false		         18  activities and potential activities and potential for the				false

		1190						LN		46		19		false		         19  locations in each of those bridges.				false

		1191						LN		46		20		false		         20            MS. SANTER:  Good points.				false

		1192						LN		46		21		false		         21            MS. TORTELLI:  Well, I think all of that is				false

		1193						LN		46		22		false		         22  excellent feedback, and it helps give us kind of a starting				false

		1194						LN		46		23		false		         23  place to put together material for our next Stakeholder				false

		1195						LN		46		24		false		         24  Working Group meeting.				false

		1196						LN		46		25		false		         25            Is there anybody else that would like to have any				false

		1197						PG		47		0		false		page 47				false

		1198						LN		47		1		false		          1  comments or questions from the group?				false

		1199						LN		47		2		false		          2            MS. DOWTY:  Hi, everyone.  This is Kayla Dowty,				false

		1200						LN		47		3		false		          3  and I am the District Engineer for the Carson-Truckee Water				false

		1201						LN		47		4		false		          4  Conservancy District.  I apologize because I had to join				false

		1202						LN		47		5		false		          5  late today, so this may have already been discussed.				false

		1203						LN		47		6		false		          6            Typically, Ron Penrose or Lori Williams are on				false

		1204						LN		47		7		false		          7  this call, and I am filling in for them today.				false

		1205						LN		47		8		false		          8            I know they've mentioned this on previous working				false

		1206						LN		47		9		false		          9  groups, but I just want to reiterate that for District and				false

		1207						LN		47		10		false		         10  then also, probably, for the City of Reno, access from the				false

		1208						LN		47		11		false		         11  bridge to the river is really, really important.				false

		1209						LN		47		12		false		         12            Obviously, in the design of the Virginia Street				false

		1210						LN		47		13		false		         13  Bridge, that wasn't made possible.				false

		1211						LN		47		14		false		         14            So we're hoping that during engineering this time				false

		1212						LN		47		15		false		         15  that is considered as one of the priorities, access both				false

		1213						LN		47		16		false		         16  from the bridge deck and then possibly also some sort of				false

		1214						LN		47		17		false		         17  ramp so that we can access the river to keep the channel				false

		1215						LN		47		18		false		         18  clear.				false

		1216						LN		47		19		false		         19            MS. KOSKI:  Kayla, thank you for joining the				false

		1217						LN		47		20		false		         20  meeting.  I am with the City.  I appreciate your comments.				false

		1218						LN		47		21		false		         21            I think we did talk about -- we have been				false

		1219						LN		47		22		false		         22  discussing the access and, yes, we are in support of access				false

		1220						LN		47		23		false		         23  from the top of the bridge to the river.				false

		1221						LN		47		24		false		         24            As you well know, the City does oftentimes have to				false

		1222						LN		47		25		false		         25  pull materials out of the river.  I believe this				false

		1223						PG		48		0		false		page 48				false

		1224						LN		48		1		false		          1  group -- and Mike or Judy, somebody, correct me if I am				false

		1225						LN		48		2		false		          2  wrong.				false

		1226						LN		48		3		false		          3            I think we were looking at access not to the				false

		1227						LN		48		4		false		          4  river, not necessarily directly from the bridge, but from				false

		1228						LN		48		5		false		          5  the banks, other options or other alternatives; that is				false

		1229						LN		48		6		false		          6  correct, Judy?				false

		1230						LN		48		7		false		          7            MS. TORTELLI:  Yes, that is correct.  I mean, kind				false

		1231						LN		48		8		false		          8  of leading in from our first TAC-1 meeting, that was a big				false

		1232						LN		48		9		false		          9  point that was brought up was access to the river for				false

		1233						LN		48		10		false		         10  maintenance.				false

		1234						LN		48		11		false		         11            As we forward I think with these designs, we'll				false

		1235						LN		48		12		false		         12  continue to keep that up on the priority list and pop				false

		1236						LN		48		13		false		         13  through how that's going to work out.				false

		1237						LN		48		14		false		         14            MS. DOWTY:  Perfect.  Thank you both so much.  And				false

		1238						LN		48		15		false		         15  thank you for updating me since I was late.				false

		1239						LN		48		16		false		         16            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Well, thanks so much for				false

		1240						LN		48		17		false		         17  joining us, Kayla.  Sorry that you had a conflict.  We can't				false

		1241						LN		48		18		false		         18  ever be in two places at once; right?				false

		1242						LN		48		19		false		         19            MS. DOWTY:  That's right.  Yep.  Lori is actually				false

		1243						LN		48		20		false		         20  on the river now right behind the Reno Police Department				false

		1244						LN		48		21		false		         21  doing some debris removal on the river as we speak.				false

		1245						LN		48		22		false		         22            She apologizes that she couldn't make it.				false

		1246						LN		48		23		false		         23            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.				false

		1247						LN		48		24		false		         24            MS. JONES:  I mentioned this very early on too.				false

		1248						LN		48		25		false		         25  Maintenance access is, obviously, very important, but -- and				false

		1249						PG		49		0		false		page 49				false

		1250						LN		49		1		false		          1  I am sure NDOT will provide comment on this as well as the				false

		1251						LN		49		2		false		          2  design moves forward -- access for bridge inspection as well				false

		1252						LN		49		3		false		          3  is very important.				false

		1253						LN		49		4		false		          4            I was team leader for the bridge inspection for				false

		1254						LN		49		5		false		          5  NDOT for nearly five years and Center Street Bridge and				false

		1255						LN		49		6		false		          6  Virginia Street Bridge, those large UBT trucks that they use				false

		1256						LN		49		7		false		          7  could not get underneath those bridges, and those bridges				false

		1257						LN		49		8		false		          8  are inspected every two years, at a minimum; a number them				false

		1258						LN		49		9		false		          9  are inspected more frequently.				false

		1259						LN		49		10		false		         10            The inspection this last spring on Virginia Street				false

		1260						LN		49		11		false		         11  Bridge, they were able to -- oh, I can't remember the name				false

		1261						LN		49		12		false		         12  of the vehicle that they used, but they were able to get				false

		1262						LN		49		13		false		         13  underneath to inspect all the girders.				false

		1263						LN		49		14		false		         14            That needs to be considered in the design as well				false

		1264						LN		49		15		false		         15  somewhere down the line.				false

		1265						LN		49		16		false		         16            MR. COOPER:  Hi, Theresa, it's Mike.  That is a				false

		1266						LN		49		17		false		         17  very good point.				false

		1267						LN		49		18		false		         18            MS. TORTELLI:  That access will be something that				false

		1268						LN		49		19		false		         19  we'll key in on as we continue to move forward.				false

		1269						LN		49		20		false		         20            But I think it's something that, as the team, we				false

		1270						LN		49		21		false		         21  want to make sure that we're highlighting as we go through				false

		1271						LN		49		22		false		         22  the feasibility study, so it's something that is carried				false

		1272						LN		49		23		false		         23  forward when we get into design and NEPA.				false

		1273						LN		49		24		false		         24            MR. GREENE:  Yes.				false

		1274						LN		49		25		false		         25            MS. TORTELLI:  And not just lost in the --				false

		1275						PG		50		0		false		page 50				false

		1276						LN		50		1		false		          1            MR. GREENE:  Actually, that's for both maintenance				false

		1277						LN		50		2		false		          2  and inspection and debris removal.				false

		1278						LN		50		3		false		          3            MS. TORTELLI:  Yes.				false

		1279						LN		50		4		false		          4            Okay.  Is there anything else?  And is there				false

		1280						LN		50		5		false		          5  anybody on the call that is not Stakeholder Working Group				false

		1281						LN		50		6		false		          6  member that would like the say something.  I am going to				false

		1282						LN		50		7		false		          7  open up it now for that, if there are.				false

		1283						LN		50		8		false		          8            Like I said, if there is anybody on the call that				false

		1284						LN		50		9		false		          9  is not specifically a Stakeholder Working Group member, if				false

		1285						LN		50		10		false		         10  you want to throw something in there, now is an opportunity.				false

		1286						LN		50		11		false		         11            MS. HARSH:  Yes.  This is Toni Harsh.				false

		1287						LN		50		12		false		         12            MS. TORTELLI:  Oh, hi, Toni.  Glad you made it.				false

		1288						LN		50		13		false		         13            MS. HARSH:  Yeah, we've got lots of worker bees				false

		1289						LN		50		14		false		         14  out here doing other things.				false

		1290						LN		50		15		false		         15            In no particular order, I did write down some				false

		1291						LN		50		16		false		         16  question marks and some information.  Do you mind if I just				false

		1292						LN		50		17		false		         17  do it with no pre-thought of having it organized?  I am just				false

		1293						LN		50		18		false		         18  going to shoot out some thoughts.				false

		1294						LN		50		19		false		         19            MS. TORTELLI:  That's fine.  That's fine.				false

		1295						LN		50		20		false		         20            MS. HARSH:  Okay.  What came to mind is the				false

		1296						LN		50		21		false		         21  possibility of Ralston, and I do not know what the situation				false

		1297						LN		50		22		false		         22  is with Stevenson being closed.  I don't know if that has an				false

		1298						LN		50		23		false		         23  impact on our traffic studies, but just throwing that out.				false

		1299						LN		50		24		false		         24  Sometimes we forget that streets close up.				false

		1300						LN		50		25		false		         25            Then, going back to the Downtown Streetscape --				false

		1301						PG		51		0		false		page 51				false

		1302						LN		51		1		false		          1  maybe Claudia can help me on this -- I think it was even				false

		1303						LN		51		2		false		          2  before this century.  I think that was in the 1990s.  And it				false

		1304						LN		51		3		false		          3  might be included in putting it all together, I am not sure.				false

		1305						LN		51		4		false		          4  I'm old on these strategic plans.				false

		1306						LN		51		5		false		          5            So Claudia's correct, there has not been a review				false

		1307						LN		51		6		false		          6  of that particular street scape in a long time.  I applaud				false

		1308						LN		51		7		false		          7  the thinking of the concept of how we kind of put this all				false

		1309						LN		51		8		false		          8  together with the other bridges, especially the ones that				false

		1310						LN		51		9		false		          9  are Downtown that are within sight of each other; Booth sits				false

		1311						LN		51		10		false		         10  off by itself.				false

		1312						LN		51		11		false		         11            So I think that's getting ahead.  If we look at				false

		1313						LN		51		12		false		         12  one project at a time and not the how it's going to fit into				false

		1314						LN		51		13		false		         13  the total aesthetics of the Downtown.				false

		1315						LN		51		14		false		         14            Also, when are you planning -- and this gets				false

		1316						LN		51		15		false		         15  confusing -- to discuss -- bring up to date the Council				false

		1317						LN		51		16		false		         16  people that are involved in this?  And I believe that's				false

		1318						LN		51		17		false		         17  Council Ward 5 and Ward 1, and I would include the				false

		1319						LN		51		18		false		         18  Councilperson at-large.				false

		1320						LN		51		19		false		         19            The reason being, Council people seem to hear an				false

		1321						LN		51		20		false		         20  awful lot from the pubic, and when you get to the				false

		1322						LN		51		21		false		         21  presentation to the public, a lot of times what I hear is				false

		1323						LN		51		22		false		         22  that we didn't look at this.				false

		1324						LN		51		23		false		         23            Because the public has all sorts of ideas, as they				false

		1325						LN		51		24		false		         24  should.  It's their money.  So, just, I would be curious				false

		1326						LN		51		25		false		         25  when you're going to be doing that.				false

		1327						PG		52		0		false		page 52				false

		1328						LN		52		1		false		          1            Also, let's see.  I think those are all my				false

		1329						LN		52		2		false		          2  comments and questions.  I'm looking and, yes, I think				false

		1330						LN		52		3		false		          3  that's it.  Those are all my comments and questions.				false

		1331						LN		52		4		false		          4            MS. TORTELLI:  So, Toni, thank you for that.  We				false

		1332						LN		52		5		false		          5  will definitely make a note of Ralston and Stevenson				false

		1333						LN		52		6		false		          6  potentially being closed and keep that on our radar, as we				false

		1334						LN		52		7		false		          7  look at traffic and projected volumes and all of that stuff.				false

		1335						LN		52		8		false		          8            I'll get on the aesthetics.  I mean, we'll get				false

		1336						LN		52		9		false		          9  with Barb and the team and see if it makes sense to, rather				false

		1337						LN		52		10		false		         10  than just sticking to our three hardcore ideas -- you know,				false

		1338						LN		52		11		false		         11  one being the Downtown Streetscape Master Plan and another				false

		1339						LN		52		12		false		         12  one being matches the same theme and then another being				false

		1340						LN		52		13		false		         13  something separate -- maybe we go outside that a little bit				false

		1341						LN		52		14		false		         14  in light of the fact that the Downtown Streetscape Master				false

		1342						LN		52		15		false		         15  Plan doesn't really cover it.				false

		1343						LN		52		16		false		         16            So we will work on that with the team.				false

		1344						LN		52		17		false		         17            Your question on the City of Reno Council.  So				false

		1345						LN		52		18		false		         18  you're absolutely right, the process that we have defined				false

		1346						LN		52		19		false		         19  for this project is to update City of Reno Council and RTC				false

		1347						LN		52		20		false		         20  Board prior to going out to the public.				false

		1348						LN		52		21		false		         21            So before we have this public meeting, we'll go to				false

		1349						LN		52		22		false		         22  City of Reno Council and the RTC Board.				false

		1350						LN		52		23		false		         23            So once we get done with our third Stakeholder				false

		1351						LN		52		24		false		         24  Working Group Meeting, which is going to address aesthetics,				false

		1352						LN		52		25		false		         25  we will compile everything together, then take that to the				false

		1353						PG		53		0		false		page 53				false

		1354						LN		53		1		false		          1  City of Reno Council and the RTC Board, and then we will go				false

		1355						LN		53		2		false		          2  to the public.				false

		1356						LN		53		3		false		          3            Then we will be following back up with the City of				false

		1357						LN		53		4		false		          4  Reno Council and RTC Board after the public meeting to kind				false
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          5            MS. TORTELLI:  Well, welcome everybody.  It's a



          6  little after 9:00, so I am going to go ahead and get



          7  started.



          8            Can you hear me okay?



          9            (SWG responded "yes.")



         10            MS. TORTELLI:  I would like to welcome everybody,



         11  and let you know I'm Judy Tortelli, Project Manager for the



         12  RTC.  I am here to talk about bridge concepts the team



         13  carried forward for the Arlington Avenue Bridges Project.



         14            I have two folks that are going to assist me with



         15  this meeting:  Ken Green is here in the office from Jacobs.



         16            MR. GREENE:  Hi, everybody.



         17            MS. TORTELLI:  And I also have Mike Cooper from



         18  Jacobs on the line.



         19            MR. COOPER:  Good morning.



         20            MS. TORTELLI:  I wanted to let everybody know that



         21  I do have a court reporter on the call.  She is going to



         22  capture meeting notes for the discussion today.



         23            So I've kind of got everybody's name up on the



         24  screen, I'll go through this in just a minute for those



         25  people that I don't know, but she may be asking you to
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          1  identify yourself when you speak if we don't know who you



          2  are.  So that may be coming.



          3            So today we will run through a presentation and go



          4  over what the team has been up to so we can get this project



          5  moving along again.  Things were delayed just little bit



          6  with COVID and trying to get into this situation of virtual



          7  meetings and how to handle all of that stuff.



          8            Ken will be helping me cover the environmental



          9  side of things, and Mike will assist with the bridge



         10  concepts specifics.



         11            I would like to ask that as we go through the



         12  presentation, everybody please mute your speaker.  It looks



         13  like everybody's doing a great job with that.  Thank you.



         14            As we go through presentation, make a note of any



         15  questions or comments that you may have.



         16            I have several breaking spots identified



         17  specifically for questions, so if you could just kind of



         18  keep track of what questions you have, we will address those



         19  when we get there.



         20            Now I am going to try to go through just a rough



         21  attendance.  I have Brian Seaman on the line, Mike Cooper,



         22  Kelly, Brandi is here, our court reporter, Barb Satner,



         23  Gregory Erny is on the line, Claudia, Lauren Ball, Theresa



         24  Jones, Andrea --



         25            Andrea, you're from FHWA; correct?
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          1            MS. GUTIERREZ:  Yes.  Correct.



          2            MS. TORTELLI:  And then I have Michon, Adam



          3  Carmazzi (phonetic), Michael Moreno, Toni Harsh, Vern Malloy



          4  (phonetic), Travis Truhill, Kerrie Koski.



          5            And that's all the names that I'm seeing on my



          6  screen.  Is there somebody that is on the line that I



          7  haven't call out?



          8            MR. L'ETOILE:  John L'Etoile.



          9            MS. TORTELLI:  I'm sorry.  I couldn't hear you.



         10            MR. L'ETOILE:  John L'Etoile.



         11            MS. TORTELLI:  Oh, hi, John.



         12            MR. NEGRETE:  Judy, Matt Negrete is also on.



         13            MS. TORTELLI:  Hi, Matt.



         14            MS. KOSKI:  Judy, this is Kerrie.  I did invite



         15  the stakeholder for the -- the Council members stakeholders.



         16  They may join us as we are moving along through the meeting,



         17  but I can't guarantee.



         18            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you, Kerrie.



         19            And, then, there was also --



         20            Can I see that list for just a second, Ken?



         21            We also had Kayla Dowty from Carson-Truckee Water



         22  Conservancy District.  She may be jumping on a little bit



         23  later.  She had a conflict right at nine o'clock, so we'll



         24  kind of work through that.



         25            Can everybody see the presentation on the screen
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          1  okay?



          2            (SWG responded "yes.")



          3            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  So the purpose of today's



          4  meeting is to discuss bridge concepts for project, give you



          5  an overview of what we've done, and determine which bridge



          6  alternatives should be carried forward.



          7            We're here to convey input received from the



          8  Technical Advisory Committees, which I will also be



          9  referring to as "TACs."



         10            The TACs are small groups of more specialized



         11  individuals that dive into the details of the project based



         12  on the broader direction that has been provided by you all,



         13  the Stakeholder Working Group.



         14            At our first Stakeholder Working Group meeting



         15  held back in February, we discussed engineering design and



         16  environmental constraints and criteria associated with the



         17  project.



         18            From the information gathered, the team determined



         19  applicable evaluation attributes, anticipated permitting



         20  requirements, and compiled materials to be presented to the



         21  TACs.



         22            We have held two meetings:  On July 15, TAC-1



         23  focused on permitting and regulatory requirements, and back



         24  in August, TAC-2 focused on bridge and roadway elements.



         25            Our goal through this process has been to reduce
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          1  the range of alternatives that are carried forward into NEPA



          2  and design.



          3            Based on the TAC meetings, I think you will find



          4  there is a distinction between which alternatives should be



          5  carried forward.



          6            So here's an agenda of what we're going to cover



          7  today.  I want to review project scope, process, purpose and



          8  need, schedule, and background.  This is not new material,



          9  but it has been awhile since we have all met.



         10            These are all items that were presented at our



         11  first public meeting, and again at our first Stakeholder



         12  Working Group meeting.



         13            I'll give you a little recap of our first



         14  Stakeholder Working Group meeting, talk about how the TAC-1



         15  meeting went regarding permitting and regulatory



         16  requirements, and spend some time going over recommendations



         17  from the TAC-2 meeting, which focused on bridge and roadway



         18  elements.



         19            Please keep in mind that I have allocated time for



         20  questions right after we present on the TAC-1 and TAC-2



         21  meetings.



         22            From there, we will jump right into some



         23  discussion and decide how things should move forward.



         24            So the scope of this project is to complete a



         25  feasibility study to define bridge options, identify
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          1  constraints, and determine costs.



          2            At the end, we plan to have a bridge and aesthetic



          3  package identified to carry forward into environmental



          4  clearance and design.  Decisions will be documented using a



          5  process called "Planing and Environmental Linkages," also



          6  known as "PEL."



          7            Following this process helps inform decision



          8  making, engages the public and stakeholders, and streamlines



          9  future NEPA processes.



         10            So our project process has been modeled after the



         11  Virginia Street Bridge process, and includes receiving



         12  public, stakeholder, and technical input.



         13            Alternatives are evaluated based on ability to



         14  meet project purpose and need, ability to avoid and minimize



         15  impacts to the natural and built environment, construction



         16  feasibility and costs, and input from the Stakeholder



         17  Working Group, RTC Board, City of Reno Council, and the



         18  public.



         19            At the public kick-off meeting back in December of



         20  2019, we got great feedback.  I did just want to touch a



         21  little bit on some comments that we received from that



         22  public information meeting.



         23            We got -- and I talked about this a little bit at



         24  our first Stakeholder Working Group meeting.  We looked at



         25  comments in a little bit more detail and kind of put them
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          1  into some categories.



          2            We received around 78 comments.  About 35 percent



          3  of those comments were focused on bridge types.  Then,



          4  again, about 35 percent were focused on bridge aesthetics of



          5  the bridge.  Then, there were, you know, some additional



          6  comments just talking about the needs and additional



          7  elements and miscellaneous things that should be moved



          8  forward.



          9            So the team has been kind of keeping an eye on



         10  those public comments and making sure that we don't lose



         11  sight of them, so I just wanted to touch on those comments a



         12  little bit.



         13            At our first Stakeholder Working Group meeting, we



         14  were successful the defining environment and engineering



         15  constraints and criteria associated with the project.



         16            We have completed our two TAC meetings.



         17            Moving forward, we will be holding one additional



         18  Stakeholder Working Group meeting to address aesthetic theme



         19  specifically.



         20            We will present information gathered and get input



         21  at one last public meeting, which we anticipate to hold



         22  early next year.



         23            So this slide should look familiar.  It is our



         24  project purpose and need.  We need to address structurally



         25  deficient Arlington Avenue Bridges, provide state- and
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          1  ADA-compliant, multimodal improvements, address hydraulic



          2  capacity needs, and respond to regional and community plans.



          3            So here's what kind of our project schedule is.



          4  It has been adjusted a little bit due to some delays from



          5  COVID.



          6            So we did have our kick-off meeting back in 2019.



          7  We're working on this little bar right now to identify and



          8  analyze bridge and aesthetic concepts.



          9            Here is our little star for our public meeting,



         10  which we plan to have the beginning of next year.



         11            Right now, we're looking to complete this



         12  feasibility study by June of next year.  Then we will kick



         13  off the environment process, work through design and



         14  permitting.  We're still holding this construction start



         15  date in 2026.  That date hasn't slipped.  Just some of this



         16  back here has.



         17            We were originally planning to have this



         18  feasibility study done by the end of this year, but that is



         19  not going to happen; it's going to push out a few months.



         20            So this slide should also look familiar.  This is



         21  the list of our Stakeholder Working Group members.  This



         22  list was defined at the beginning of the feasibility study.



         23            It's compromised of major permitting agencies,



         24  groups and organizations that represent a larger component



         25  of Downtown, and immediate adjacent property owners.
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          1            So a little recap from our Stakeholder Working



          2  Group-1 meeting.  These bullets here are kind of the



          3  takeaways from that meeting.  The team was kind of -- our



          4  goal from that meeting was to organize alternative-specific



          5  constraints and criteria.



          6            We left that meeting knowing that we need to



          7  determine who our lead agency would be; either the U.S. Army



          8  Corps of Engineers or FHWA.



          9            We wanted to determine and confirm whether the



         10  bridges are historic.  We wanted to determine the PEL



         11  checklist and who would be signing it.  And then we



         12  developed environmental design constraints and criteria and



         13  engineering design constraints and criteria.



         14            These slides may look familiar.  This is what we



         15  filled out at that first Stakeholder Working Group meeting.



         16  We had a lot of discussion, and we tried to capture



         17  everything so that the team could take this and move forward



         18  preparation for the TAC meetings.



         19            So now I am going to go on to the TAC-1 permitting



         20  and regulatory members.  Here is a list of those members.



         21  It's slightly different from the Stakeholder Working Group



         22  member list, but also was defined at the beginning of the



         23  feasibility study.



         24            There are 13 agencies identified on this list, and



         25  three were not present at the TAC-1 meeting.  Our TAC-1
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          1  meeting, we did not have representation from SHIPO,



          2  Reno-Sparks Indian Colony or NDOT.



          3            That TAC-1 meeting was hosted by the Army Corps of



          4  Engineers, and we had great participation and received some



          5  really valuable feedback.



          6            Our approach to this meeting was to define a list



          7  of all of the permitting regulatory requirements we felt



          8  were associated with our various alternatives.



          9            We presented that list, identified subtle



         10  differences between alternatives, and discussed permit



         11  specifics, i.e., timeframes, scheduled impacts, and needed



         12  coordination.



         13            Then, we asked group if they agreed with out



         14  assumptions or knew of anything we were missing.



         15            So now, I am going to turn it over to Ken, and he



         16  is going to go over the specifics of that TAC-1 meeting.



         17            MR. GREENE:  Thank you Judy.  So just real quick,



         18  a recap on the TAC-1 meeting.



         19            As Judy indicated, there were a couple of things



         20  that we still needed to answer that were phased out in SWG-1



         21  and resolved those during TAC-1.



         22            The first of which was the lead agency, whether it



         23  was the Corps of Engineers or FHWA.  We agreed during TAC-1



         24  that it would be FHWA.



         25            NDOT did confirm that the Arlington bridges are
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          1  not historic.  So that was, again, one of the things that



          2  was left kind of open-ended during SWG-1, direct and



          3  indirect effects on the adjacent historic properties will be



          4  determined during the NEPA process.



          5            We do have -- as part of the feasibility study,



          6  we're putting together various memoranda that will summarize



          7  our current knowledge on historic properties adjacent to the



          8  Arlington bridges, and we'll start making some preliminary



          9  decisions about direct and indirect effects from the



         10  different alternatives on those adjacent properties.  So



         11  that is a continuing process.



         12            The PEL checklist -- that was another thing that



         13  was kind of left open ended during SWG-1 -- we determine



         14  that it would be signed by NDOT, and that PEL checklist is



         15  being prepared and populated now based on just continuing to



         16  move through the project.  As we get more and more



         17  information, we continue to update that PEL checklist.



         18            We also -- from the notes during TAC-1, it was



         19  determined by FHWA that DOT Section 4(f) is not applicable



         20  for the bridges.



         21            We can get into -- if anybody wants to, we can get



         22  into a little bit more detail on Section 4(f) and what it



         23  means and how it applies, but that's something we're



         24  continuing to carry forward.  That will be part of an



         25  ongoing discussion as we move through the project.
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          1            We did conclude that Section 408, the local



          2  sponsor is the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy District.



          3  It does require unrest modeling using their updated model



          4  and river access for debris and sediment removal was key to



          5  a successful bridge type from the Conversancy District's



          6  perspective.



          7            We've got to be able to get in -- access the river



          8  to clear sediment and debris from the river as we have flood



          9  events or that materials deposited either upstream or



         10  downstream from the bridge structure itself.



         11            This is summary of our permitting and regulatory



         12  requirements.  We pulled this from -- it was actually



         13  initiated during SWG-1 and it was updated ruing TAC-1.  So



         14  most of these permits are identical to what we presented



         15  during SWG-1, with a couple of minor differences that were



         16  updated during TAC-1.



         17            The first one there is the special use permit from



         18  the City of Reno.  It was determined during TAC-1 that the



         19  SUP would not be required for this project.



         20            We do need to procure a 408 permit, 404 permit,



         21  the storm water permit through NDEP, the NDSL -- that's the



         22  Division of State Lands -- their encroachment permit, that



         23  needs to be obtained as well, along with a 401 water quality



         24  certification.



         25            Two additional permits that were talked about
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          1  during TAC-1 was the working and waterways permit from NDEP,



          2  and the groundwater discharge permit also from NDEP.  Those



          3  two additional permits dovetailed from lessons learned on



          4  the Virginia Street Bridge Project.



          5            So what this table does is it checks the different



          6  permits that would be needed for each one of the major



          7  alternative types, whether it be a single pier clear span,



          8  under deck arch, tight arch, or the elevated bridge concept.



          9            Really, there's not a lot difference between what



         10  permit would be required for which alternative with several



         11  nuances, I guess, related to those different alternatives.



         12            Those are identified by the asterisk, and if



         13  you'll note in the footnote of this table, additional



         14  requirements are possible during permitting and/or



         15  construction for the single pier concept, the tight arch



         16  concept, and the elevated bridge concept.  Enough of that.



         17            Permitting and regulatory requirements -- again



         18  based on that previous table and discussions during



         19  TAC-1 -- are similar between the alternatives, except for



         20  tight arch and the elevated concepts.



         21            Both of those, during TAC-1, were determined to be



         22  more challenging related to permitting under section 404, as



         23  well as viewshed impacts, just because of the height of the



         24  structure itself, as well as required maintenance, both



         25  bridge and river/park maintenance, and river access for
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          1  debris and sediment removal.



          2            So the goal for TAC-1 was to start moving toward a



          3  fewer number of alternatives that could be carried forward



          4  into NEPA and design.



          5            MS. TORTELLI:  So with that, here is one of those



          6  sections where I have time for questions.



          7            So I don't know -- does anybody have any questions



          8  regarding the material that we just covered on the TAC-1



          9  meeting?



         10            So I am assuming since I'm not hearing anything,



         11  there were no questions from the material we just covered,



         12  so I'm going to go ahead and continue on.



         13            So on to our TAC-2 bridge and roadway meeting.



         14  Again, here is the list of the TAC-2 members; slightly



         15  different, but also defined at the beginning of this study.



         16            There are 11 members identified on this list, and



         17  9 of those 11 members participated in the meeting.



         18            So our approach with this TAC-2 meeting was



         19  totally different from TAC-1.  We were looking at the bridge



         20  and roadway elements, we got -- actually did some scoring



         21  from members.  So it was just a little bit different.



         22            We split these two TAC groups up separately



         23  because we felt like they were kind of, you know, permitting



         24  and regulatory stuff and the bridge and roadway stuff, they



         25  are kind of different animals, and you really can't lump
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          1  them all together.



          2            So the team prepared an evaluation attributes and



          3  scoring packet based on feedback from the Stakeholder



          4  Working Group-1 meeting.



          5            We took that information from those handouts and



          6  we came up with some attributes and some scoring packets



          7  that we could send out to the team.



          8            We developed nine concepts from the three major



          9  design themes.  The three major design themes are single



         10  pier, clear span, which includes the under deck and tight



         11  arch, and then the elevated bridge concept.



         12            We had included eight attributes, plus undefined



         13  attributes Y and Z for user input editing, and attributes



         14  were ranked on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being poor and 10



         15  being excellent.



         16            So we provided the TAC members with these scoring



         17  sheets, and we also gave them some qualitative attribute



         18  guidelines and concept evaluation summaries to help them



         19  complete their scores individually.



         20            So all of the members -- all nine of members that



         21  participated, did their scores individually, and then they



         22  provided me with those scores.  We compiled those scores and



         23  then we met as a group and consensus was achieved as a group



         24  on those scores.



         25            So this here is just the TAC scoring sheet that
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          1  went out to all of our TAC members.  So here are these nine



          2  concepts that were slit up.  For single pier concept, we had



          3  precast concrete girders, a cast-in-place concrete box,



          4  steel I girders.



          5            For the clear span concept, we had an under deck



          6  arch, rigid frame, and a tight arch.



          7            For the evaluated bridge concept, we had precast



          8  girders, cast-in-place concrete box, and steel I girders.



          9            So those attributes that I was talking about, the



         10  team spent a lot of time going through these attributes and



         11  trying to figure out what is the best approach.



         12            We tried to come up with attributes that you could



         13  score these various alternatives on.  We had a construction



         14  cost attribute, we also had a construction schedule and cost



         15  risk attribute, existing infrastructure impacts, maintenance



         16  and inspection access, long-term maintenance costs,



         17  environment impacts, river recreation impacts, and bridge



         18  aesthetics.



         19            So when we did -- when we got our scoring sheets



         20  back from out TAC members, there were some attributes that



         21  were added by a couple of members.



         22            One was in regards to permitting and ancillary



         23  impacts to Wingfield Park.  You can see on there, I have



         24  scope creep.



         25            So the concern was, depending on what type of
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          1  bridge we build and what that footprint looks like, how much



          2  of the park are we going to be getting into, do we have to



          3  address mitigation, and how far out do we go.



          4            There were also these other two added attributes:



          5  Crime prevention through environmental design, and homeless



          6  camps, graffiti, illicit activity, trying to design a bridge



          7  and maintain access from one side of the park to the other



          8  without encouraging riffraff hanging out under the bridge.



          9            So these added attributes are not included in the



         10  TAC-2 scoring results, but the team did look at those scores



         11  for those added attributes and added them into the list, and



         12  kind of looked at them both ways.



         13            I mean, if we did include the scores, it would



         14  only subtly change the overall rankings.



         15            Since there were only -- I think these two



         16  attributes came from two members, so we didn't feel like it



         17  was fair to include the scores in the overall, and even if



         18  we would have, it wouldn't have really changed the



         19  results -- the overall rankings.



         20            So from there, I am going to go ahead and turn it



         21  over to Mike Cooper.  He is going to kind of go through the



         22  TAC-2 scoring results.



         23            MR. COOPER:  Thanks, Judy.



         24            I am Mike Cooper, Bridge Engineer with Jacobs.  So



         25  in evaluating the individual TAC member scores, each
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          1  attribute, we took an average score, and then those averages



          2  were totaled to get to the scores you see on the screen now.



          3            Again, the higher the score, the better the



          4  ranking.



          5            Then, the rank column shows that the rigid frame



          6  came in as the highest-ranked alternative, followed by one



          7  of the single pier concepts or precast concrete girders, and



          8  then, pretty close, the cast-in-place box for the single



          9  pier concept, as well as the under deck arch.



         10            If you flip to the next view of the screen, Judy,



         11  there's, individually, those bars are intended to kind of



         12  give a graphic representation of the scores.  You can see



         13  from those, the rigid frame did very well with the rankings.



         14            The under deck arch and the tight arch, not so



         15  much in comparison to the rigid frame.  The single pier



         16  concepts were similar, though the steel I girders, lagged



         17  behind just will little bit.



         18            Next slide, Judy.



         19            So here those same bars are flipped vertically and



         20  gathered together.  The single pier concept, the clear span,



         21  and then the different bridge configurations in those.



         22            So if you click to have next view, Judy.



         23            The group was in agreement that the elevated --



         24  all three elevated options didn't fare very well, and,



         25  therefore, felt that they did not deserve to be carried
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          1  forward.



          2            Next one, Judy.



          3            As we mentioned, the rigid frame did very well.



          4  So that is one we agreed as a group would be carried



          5  forward.



          6            In relative terms, the two other clear span



          7  concepts didn't fare as well, so we decided it would be best



          8  to stick with the single clear span concept, the rigid frame



          9  concept for a clear span alternative.



         10            And then, looking at the single pier concepts, we



         11  talked about those a little bit, and, ultimately, agreed



         12  that the precast concrete girders and the cast-in-place



         13  concrete box were both worthy of future consideration.  The



         14  steel girder option was dropped.



         15            So kind of the high points, if you will, the



         16  single pier concept, while it still has -- appears in the



         17  river, it does present fewer obstructions in the river



         18  compared to the existing -- the existing bridge on the north



         19  end is a three-span structure.



         20            So fewer obstructions, and a possible advantage



         21  for the precast concrete girders is that it does not require



         22  false work or superstructure construction, which is a



         23  consideration when we are building over the river.



         24            The next one, the single pier, cast-in-place



         25  concrete box girder, as with the precast girders, it has the
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          1  same single pier, although, it's fewer obstructions in the



          2  river compared to the existing.



          3            In this case, false work is required for the



          4  cast-in-place superstructure, which will require some



          5  considerations and how that would be accommodated with river



          6  flows.



          7            Then, the last clear span rigid frame, there is no



          8  obstructions in the river on the north end -- the north



          9  bridge, but it would require false work in the river to



         10  build the superstructure as it would be a cast-in-place



         11  concrete type of a bridge.



         12            Next slide, Judy.



         13            So to give you some visuals of what these three



         14  recommended bridge concepts would look like, first is a plan



         15  view of the single pier, precast concrete girders.



         16            You can see the abutments on either end and the



         17  piers are oriented to be parallel, basically, to river flow



         18  through here.



         19            The double hidden lines that you see, the dash



         20  lines in the middle of the bridge, those represent the shape



         21  of the pier wall below, as well as the pier cath that would



         22  be required for erecting and setting the precast concrete



         23  girders on that pier top.



         24            Next slide is an elevation view of that bridge.



         25  The line right there on the top of the concrete railing is
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          1  shown above, and then beneath on the bottom side, the bottom



          2  of the precast, prestressed concrete girders, those phantom



          3  lines you see horizontally, those are intended to represent



          4  the shape of the precast girders.  So there will be some



          5  lines visible in that face of the bridge.



          6            Also the cap beam that is shown there, would



          7  typically be wider than the pier wall, and it provides a



          8  place to set those precast girders during construction.  So



          9  visually, it's got that cap end.



         10            In the elevation view, the face of the abutment



         11  shows because those, as we showed in the plan, are at a bit



         12  of an askew, to in a (Zoom audio drop) elevation, you see



         13  both the face of the abutment and the face of the pier wall.



         14            It's not intended to mean that's how wide the pier



         15  wall is, you're just seeing the face as well as the front



         16  edge.



         17            Next one is a section cut through the bridge.  You



         18  just can see there the shape of the individual, precast



         19  concrete beams or girders.



         20            So, visually, under the bridge, you'd see



         21  individual girder lines sitting on a pier cap out in the



         22  river.



         23            Similar, there would be seats for those precast



         24  girders on the abutment walls on either bank.



         25            The clear width there on the roadway and the
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          1  sidewalk, those are based on initial concepts on the



          2  roadway.  Those will be dialed in with the roadway



          3  requirements as the project moves forward.



          4            Next one, very similar in plan for the single



          5  pier, cast-in-place concrete box option.  There's fewer dash



          6  lines in the middle because all you've got below the



          7  structure is the pier wall itself; there's no need for a



          8  drop cap to set the beams on.  The cap beam is really



          9  integral with the pier wall itself.



         10            So again, the abutments in the pier are oriented



         11  to be more or less parallel to river flow.



         12            Next slide, here's the elevation view.  Very



         13  similar to what you saw with the precast girders.



         14            A couple of differences that should jump out:



         15  There is no pier cap, so it's a, maybe, cleaner lines, if



         16  you will, to the structure.  And then the face of the



         17  cast-in-place box is just above the column after the bottom



         18  of the CIP box.



         19            That would be a smooth surface, rather than the



         20  lines you would see for precast concrete beams.



         21            Next slide, so under bridge, what you would



         22  visually see is a smooth soffit, or bottom of the



         23  cast-in-place box.  You would not see the individual



         24  girders.  Those would be interior to the cast-in-place box,



         25  so it's a smoother, maybe, cleaner-looking appearance from
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          1  underneath than what the precast girders would be.



          2            Next slide, so this is the clear span, rigid



          3  frame.  See there is no dash lines in the channel.  So



          4  there's no pier wall in this concept.



          5            The other subtle difference in plan view is the



          6  bridge, we're showing right now, is more rectangular in



          7  shape.



          8            That has to do with how the structure actually



          9  behaves and the superstructure or rigid frame being



         10  connected rigidly to the abutment walls, and that is where



         11  it gets its support.  It's easier from a structural



         12  perspective to have it be a rectangular shape.



         13            If this were the concept that would be pushed



         14  forward, there would be some additional work to look at



         15  whether the abutment faces could be skewed to be more normal



         16  or parallel to the river flow.



         17            Right now, we're showing it as a more



         18  conventional, what a rigid frame would look like in plan.



         19            We flip to the elevation, that rigid frame would



         20  be envisioned to have a kind of a parallel shape to the



         21  bottom of it.



         22            So what you would see is a deeper bridge section



         23  at the abutments, and a thinner bridge section out at



         24  mid-span.



         25            Again, more smoother lines than what you might see
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          1  with the precast girder option.



          2            Then, finally, if you look at the section cut



          3  through the bridge, what you would see underneath is a



          4  smooth bottom to the structure.  Then, there out at



          5  mid-span, as I mentioned, and the deeper section at the



          6  abutment face where it's getting its support provided by the



          7  abutment wall.



          8            MS. TORTELLI:  So, thank you, Mike.  That's a lot



          9  of really great information.



         10            Does anybody have any questions or is there



         11  something we should go back at look at?



         12            MR. ADAM:  I have one question.  It looked like in



         13  all the different bridge alternatives, we were not showing



         14  flood elevation of water.



         15            Was the taken into account with the different



         16  alternatives as well as the depth of the superstructure?



         17            MS. TORTELLI:  So, Adam, we will go ahead and



         18  answer your question, but I just wanted to let everybody



         19  know, Adam is not a member of the Stakeholder Working Group.



         20            So we will go ahead and answer his question right



         21  now, but if you do have additional questions, I'll open it



         22  up for kind of a public comment section at the end.



         23            But, Mike, can you go ahead and kind of generally



         24  answer Adam's question?



         25            MR. COOPER:  Yes.  That's that good question,
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          1  Adam, and, in general, all three of those structure types



          2  would be established so we can pass flood flows.



          3            We haven't done any analysis at this point on



          4  flood elevations versus roadway elevations to any great



          5  extent, other than to kind of compare with what is there



          6  today versus depth of superstructures that were shown in



          7  these concepts.



          8            An advantage of the rigid frame concept is there



          9  is no potential for collecting debris on a pier.



         10            But it does have a deeper section at the abutment



         11  walls, and it may be difficult to keep the ends of the



         12  bridge out of flood flow, depending on what we determine is



         13  necessary for depth of structure there to support the



         14  bridge.



         15            The cast-in-place box and the precast girder



         16  options, those, I think, will readily provide clearance over



         17  the flood elevation without impacting roadway profile above.



         18            Does answer your question, Adam?



         19            MR. ADAM:  Yes.  So that's why a precast girder



         20  for a clear span wasn't considered is because you guys



         21  didn't want to impact roadway profile?



         22            MR. COOPER:  Yes.  So the profile on the road is



         23  pretty well constrained, given that we're tying into



         24  intersections at both ends of the project, that if we start



         25  elevating intersections, then we're getting into access to
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          1  adjacent properties and things of that nature.  That is



          2  going to be tough.



          3            So we kind of looked at it as a goal of minimizing



          4  the potential for profile adjustments on the roadway, and if



          5  you look at a single span bridge that's a girder-type



          6  bridge, like either of the precast girders or even the



          7  cast-in-place box, the depth of those sections get too deep



          8  to pass flood flow.



          9            MS. TORTELLI:  Does anybody else have any



         10  questions?



         11            MR. ERNY:  Greg Erny.  I know these are kind of



         12  structural concepts we looked at, but in the context of



         13  other things that are, I guess, come into play, have any of



         14  these been evaluated for their, I guess, the graffiti factor



         15  that might be an invitation on some of the ways that the



         16  faces of these bridges might be presented?



         17            And, then, the articulation that is evident in the



         18  precast ones seems to accommodate a lot of places for



         19  critters, such as birds and bats and things underneath.



         20            Is that an issue of concern that we need to worry



         21  ourselves about with respect to either making them homeless



         22  or inviting them in?



         23            MS. TORTELLI:  So, Gregory, I will take a stab at



         24  that.  I don't know that we necessarily thought about a



         25  graffiti factor.
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          1            I mean, we talked about what kind of maintenance



          2  is going to be required on some of these different bridge



          3  types, but it's definitely something that I think we need to



          4  consider moving forward.



          5            Then, also --



          6            And, Mike, maybe you can jump in a help me with



          7  that, as far bird and bats up under the bridge, I mean is



          8  that something that we are concerned with or that it's kind



          9  of on the table to look at?



         10            MR. COOPER:  So starting with the graffiti



         11  question, the way the north bridge was configured, we were



         12  kind of focused on trying to maintain the path that is



         13  underneath the existing bridge so there will be access



         14  underneath there.



         15            Those abutment walls, there are some things we can



         16  do for aesthetics and also kind of deter graffiti and with



         17  form liner treatment that provides a rough surface that



         18  doesn't lend itself well to graffiti.



         19            Then the use of anti-graffiti coatings that make



         20  it easier to remove any art work, if you will, things of



         21  that nature.



         22            As far as the birds go and potential for birds



         23  roosting under there, that is potentially an issue with a



         24  girder-style bridge, the precast girder bridge.



         25            There are places, particularly given the shape of
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          1  those cross sections on those girders, even though they are



          2  sloped, they may be a place where birds would want to roost.



          3            There are some things we can do for, say, at the



          4  pier to prevent or not include any horizontal surfaces that



          5  would be roosting areas, if you will, and try to minimize



          6  those kinds of areas.



          7            But, yeah, birds and bugs and spiders and what not



          8  are going to be something that would be, maybe, more of a



          9  maintenance concern with a girder-style bridge than one



         10  that's got a closed soffit.



         11            MR. ERNY:  Some people may consider the critters



         12  to be an amenity, and others may consider them to be a



         13  nuisance.



         14            That is why I bring it up, as we may have some



         15  differences of opinion regarding that aspect from some of



         16  the folks who may offer comment and response to the project



         17  as we go forward.



         18            MR. COOPER:  Good point.  Good point.



         19            MS. KOSKI:  Judy, this is Kerrie Koski.  Can I



         20  speak?



         21            MS. TORTELLI:  Absolutely.



         22            MS. KOSKI:  Great points you brought up, Greg.



         23  Thank you for brining those up.



         24            Yes, there is definitely a balance, and as far as



         25  the City's concerned, tipping that balance more towards less



                                                                        29

�









          1  maintenance is always preferred.



          2            But we do understand that some of the things that



          3  you described, Mike, using different shapes with the form



          4  liners and such would be incorporated into the final design.



          5            Also into the -- you know down the road with the



          6  project itself, we could probably put some thought into



          7  materials that we could use on the surface, on the exterior



          8  that might be graffiti protection, that sort of thing, and



          9  maybe get those incorporated into the maintenance and



         10  operations manuals so the City can have that for future.



         11            Theresa Jones, she keeps real good records of



         12  those, I am not sure if she is on here today, but that would



         13  be most helpful for our bridge program.



         14            MS. TORTELLI:  Thank you for that, Kerrie.  We



         15  will keep those notes as we are moving forward.  That's



         16  great feedback.



         17            Does anybody else have any questions?



         18            MR. ERNY:  One final comment, Judy.  This is Greg



         19  again.



         20            MS. TORTELLI:  Yes.



         21            MR. ERNY:  Call me Greg.  If you call me Gregory,



         22  I will think it is my mother yelling me, and I am in trouble



         23  again.



         24            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Okay, Greg.



         25            MR. ERNY:  Thank you.
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          1            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  I am not seeing or hearing



          2  anything else at this point.



          3            So here we go.  We are at this group discussion



          4  and consensus slide right now.



          5            A couple of things that I just wanted to highlight



          6  are we -- like I said previously, our approach for our TAC-1



          7  permitting and regulatory meeting, and our approach for



          8  TAC-2 bridge roadway elements meetings were different



          9  because the nature of those two meetings were different.



         10            But, in the end, the TAC-1 recommendations, based



         11  on challenges associated with permitting, it seemed like the



         12  single pier concept, the clear span concept, and the under



         13  deck concept could potentially be a little bit less



         14  cumbersome from a permitting perspective.



         15            I am saying that correctly, Ken?



         16            MR. GREENE:  Yes.



         17            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  And then for the TAC-2



         18  recommendations, we have our three recommendations from



         19  that.  So we had the single pier precast, cast-in-place, and



         20  then the clear span.



         21            So, overall, the two were pretty similar in that



         22  elevated bridge concept kind of fell off, and the tight arch



         23  concept kind of fell off.



         24            Right now -- and I am just going to back up.



         25  Right now, what we're kind of seeing from the
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          1  recommendations from both TAC-1 and TAC-2, we feel like



          2  moving forward with these three bridge types makes the most



          3  sense.



          4            I just kind of wanted to see if there's anything



          5  else the group thinks we need to look at what the reasoning



          6  may be behind that, or does anybody have any comments?



          7            MR. GREENE:  Or are we generally in agreement that



          8  these three concepts are the ones that we should keep --



          9  continue moving forward with?



         10            MS. TORTELLI:  So I am guessing no comment means



         11  concurrence?



         12            MS. KOSKI:  That is kind of what I am hearing.



         13  Tough crowd here this morning.



         14            MS. TORTELLI:  I know.  You guys need some coffee.



         15            MS. HANSON:  This is Claudia.  I will speak up.  I



         16  would go with -- I am in concurrence.



         17            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Thank you.



         18            MS. JONES:  In concurrence.



         19            MS. TORTELLI:  And I don't need you all to say in



         20  concurrence or not, necessarily.  I mean, like I said, I am



         21  assuming that no feedback means we're in concurrence.



         22            Moving forward from here, I mean, we have to



         23  present this material to the public.



         24            So thank you, Greg.



         25            So I am going to do a similar thing as I've done
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          1  here for the Stakeholder Working Group meeting, which is



          2  tell the public what we came up with at Stakeholder Working



          3  Group-1, what the recommendations were from the first TAC



          4  meeting and the second TAC, and what we came up with from



          5  our second Stakeholder Working Group meeting.  From there,



          6  we will finalize the feasibility study.



          7            We do have our next Stakeholder Working Group



          8  meeting, which is going to be focused on aesthetics of the



          9  bridge.



         10            I am hoping to have that meeting before Christmas,



         11  if we can fit it in.  I will be sending out another poll of



         12  when people are available to see if we can fit in before



         13  Christmas.



         14            Just trying to maintain the schedule, I would like



         15  to try to get all of the TAC and Stakeholder Working Group



         16  meetings done by the end of year.



         17            Is there anything that the group would like to see



         18  us provide further, I don't know, analysis on these bridge



         19  concepts?  Or is there anything specific that you want to



         20  see from an aesthetic perspective to maybe lead us down a



         21  path?



         22            The intent is -- what we've said we would do on



         23  the aesthetic side is kind of look at three different



         24  aesthetic themes.



         25            We're going to put together something that kind of



                                                                        33

�









          1  matches the Downtown Reno Streetscape Master Plan.



          2            We're going to put together something that just



          3  kind of matches what is down there now; kind of the theme,



          4  the existing theme that's down there now.



          5            Then we are going to come up with something that



          6  is bridge-specific.  Maybe something specific to the



          7  Arlington Avenue Bridges.



          8            So those are kind of -- that's the direction that



          9  we're moving toward on the aesthetic side.  So is there any



         10  input there?



         11            MS. KOSKI:  Judy, this is Kerrie Koski again.  The



         12  aesthetics is the probably the more interesting -- for



         13  majority of the group, the aesthetics is probably the more



         14  interesting part of this.



         15            When you take this out to the public, were you



         16  planning to include any aesthetics, or were you planning to



         17  discuss the aesthetics packages with the Stakeholders before



         18  it goes to the public?



         19            MS. TORTELLI:  We will go through the aesthetic



         20  package with the Stakeholder Working Group prior to going



         21  out to the public.



         22            MS. KOSKI:  Okay.



         23            MS. TORTELLI:  I wanted to find what kind of



         24  theme -- aesthetic theme we are going to move forward with,



         25  and it's going to be a pretty high-level theme at this
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          1  point.  This is just a feasibility study.



          2            I do, definitely, want to kind of vet our ideas



          3  through the Stakeholder Working Group meeting before we go



          4  out to the public.



          5            You're right, the aesthetics and what the bridge



          6  looks like is what people care about, and what I think are



          7  going to be most vocal about.



          8            It's a little bit more exciting for some than



          9  others.  Some bridge engineers like this other stuff, and



         10  the rest of us like how it looks.



         11            MR. L'ETOILE:  Judy, I do have a question.  When



         12  you are thinking of the different themes, and you mentioned



         13  the theme that is already existing there in the areas, I am



         14  just curious what -- if you can articulate that more?



         15            Maybe this is something that we can come up in the



         16  working group.  I didn't know if that was, maybe, venturing



         17  into the art deco, historic type, or something more



         18  contemporary.



         19            But I just want to have more clarification on what



         20  that theme would be.



         21            MS. TORTELLI:  Well, at this point, I'm not really



         22  sure, John, unless --



         23            Barb, did you want to provide any input on that?



         24            MS. SANTER:  Yeah, I guess from my perspective,



         25  you kind of have a two-part response there, because there's
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          1  the Downtown Streetscape Master Plan, which doesn't really



          2  talk about -- that is like a different set of standards for



          3  more of the Streetscape side, and that includes, like the



          4  double, candy cane lights and the paving, and those have not



          5  actually been used on any of the downtown bridges so far.



          6            Like, for example, Virginia Street Bridge has its



          7  own unique design, and a lot of that was driven by historic



          8  match, you know, historic requirements for that area.



          9            Then Center Street, which we did in the 90s, that



         10  does have more of an art deco flare because of all the



         11  buildings that were around it at the time, one of which is



         12  no longer there, the Mapes.



         13            So it's kind of a two-part thing.  The art deco



         14  styling is not really called out in the Downtown Streetscape



         15  standards.



         16            So those with more -- the Downtown Streetcape



         17  standards, they don't really address the bridge design,



         18  specifically.



         19            So it seems like those are two different types of



         20  styling because the Downtown Streetscape standards are art



         21  deco, is how I would answer that.



         22            And I might, while I am on here, mention just a



         23  couple other things that seem to typically come up from the



         24  public with respect to bridge aesthetics.



         25            One of them is, in the past, the public has
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          1  frequently commented that they like the bridge railing to be



          2  see-through instead of solid, like solid concrete.



          3            That has come up when we did Center Street back in



          4  the 90s.  It came up with Virginia Street when we worked on



          5  that a number of years ago.  And I know that's been a



          6  comment on the Booth Street Bridge that it doesn't have



          7  see-through railings.



          8            So that's something I was going ask Mike, if any



          9  of these bridge types would preclude having a type of



         10  see-through railing design or not?



         11            And I know one of the issues is you have to



         12  provide the vehicle protection as well.  So I might --



         13            If I answered your question, John, if you don't



         14  mind I might must toss that one to Mike Cooper.



         15            MR. L'ETOILE:  Yes.  Yes.  Thanks, Barb.



         16            MR. COOPER:  Sure, Barb.  What was pictorially



         17  shown on the schematics we developed were the standard,



         18  solid, parapet walls, but you are absolute right, open



         19  railing would be something we would want to look at.



         20            There's a couple directions you could go with



         21  those.  You could go with an open concrete railing that



         22  could be designed and detailed to also be a vehicle barrier



         23  and provide the more open look.



         24            What we did on Center Street with the lighter



         25  aluminum railing on the edge of the deck for pedestrians was
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          1  not a vehicle rail.  So we ended up putting a concrete



          2  railing between the sidewalk and the vehicles for protection



          3  there.



          4            MS. SANTER:  Right.



          5            MR. COOPER:  And we could do something similar to



          6  that here as well.



          7            It just becomes a matter of how to end those and



          8  terminate those interior rails, if you will, with pedestrian



          9  access around them and the vehicles and such.  Yes, those



         10  are possible.



         11            MS. SANTER:  And I know not to get way in the



         12  weeds on this right at this particular meeting, but on both



         13  the Center Street and the Virginia Street Bridge, the other



         14  thing we kind of tried on purpose was have a bit of an



         15  overhang, like a widening of the bridge.



         16            The downfall of that is we ended up having the --



         17  in the more transparent railings, we ended up having that



         18  separate vehicular barrier right at the back of Walk.



         19            Which in this, may not be good because we so many



         20  special events down there that it seems like maybe there



         21  would be a better and more desire to have things kind of



         22  walkable all the way out to the edge.



         23            So just a couple of things come to mind there.



         24  But it sounds like none of these options would preclude a



         25  more open railing, which is great.
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          1            MR. COOPER:  So, Barb, another thought I was



          2  having here on Center Street, that in the middle of the



          3  river there we made the sidewalk wider for kind of



          4  congregation areas, if you will.



          5            I don't know if that's something here that would



          6  be of interest at Arlington.  The bridge is shorter, quite a



          7  bit shorter than at Center Street, but something to think



          8  about.



          9            MS. SANTER:  Yeah.



         10            MR. COOPER:  If that does become a desirable



         11  feature, it may end up being limited to the single pier



         12  option because we have a better opportunity to widen out the



         13  deck with the pier out there, rather than trying to widen



         14  the deck out with the rigid frame clear span option.



         15            It just becomes a little bit more complicated.



         16            MS. SANTER:  Yeah, that is what I was trying to



         17  indicate earlier by saying that we did that on the Center



         18  Street Bridge, and the Virgina Street Bridge is also wider.



         19  In the middle, it kind of flares out, and that was



         20  purposefully done just as a congregation spot.



         21            So that's good to know that that may only work



         22  with a single pier type, not so much the clear span.



         23            One other thing that comes to mind with respect to



         24  kind of thinking about future aesthetics is the idea that



         25  this is isn't the last bridge that would need to be replaced
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          1  Downtown.  We've still got Sierra, Lake, and I think, maybe,



          2  even eventually Booth.



          3            So to the degree it's even possible to know this



          4  now, is there a desire to have a kind of family of bridges



          5  or have every one completely unique?



          6            Maybe the construction type is one of those things



          7  that is certain like a starting point to uniqueness or



          8  family kind of style design.



          9            We kind of have some pretty landmarked design, I



         10  think, with Virginia Street that, to me, I don't know that



         11  you would want to do that on every single one.



         12            To me, that should be the main one and the others,



         13  maybe, more secondary to that for sure.



         14            I am not sure we can answer that right now, but



         15  that is just something that comes to mind when selecting the



         16  bridge types, you know, if we can even predict whether they



         17  could apply to some of other bridges that have to ultimately



         18  be replaced.



         19            MS. HANSON:  Barb, I think that is a great



         20  concept.  I was thinking kind of the same thing is how those



         21  will all interact.



         22            Like you said, we may not decide it here, but



         23  somehow establishing a hierarchy with Virginia Street as



         24  already kind of the grand one in the area, and I think



         25  respecting that and showing that when you go out to the
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          1  public and coming back to the committees showing what that



          2  overall, I would say, family of them where they are going to



          3  have to respect each other's architecture as we move



          4  forward.



          5            So I think that's a great concept.  I was thinking



          6  the exact same thing.



          7            Then just a couple of thoughts on the wider



          8  portion on Virginia and Center.



          9            I feel like on this one the island is wide part,



         10  so I don't think -- they are shorter bridges, so I think --



         11  I was going to say nature, but those are manmade islands.  I



         12  think wide part is already provided by the island on this



         13  one.



         14            And then on design -- and Kerrie, you can hit me



         15  on mute if you need to -- the Downtown design concepts, I



         16  don't think we've ever fully explored -- with the concept on



         17  bridges, definitely, but I would say the overall concept has



         18  not been revisited in quite sometime.



         19            So I think, looking at that and making sure it



         20  works with the rest of Downtown, but also respecting the



         21  architecture with the three mid-century, modern buildings



         22  nearby and then the McCarran Mansion and the Cathedral,



         23  just, you know, it is quite a historic group up buildings in



         24  the area.



         25            I don't think we have fully explored the Downtown
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          1  design concepts, that we have to completely be locked into



          2  that.



          3            Kerrie, feel free to correct me if you think I am



          4  wrong, but that's how I see it.



          5            MS. KOSKI:  Nope.  I think you're absolutely



          6  correct; spot on.



          7            And I do support Barb's comments as well about the



          8  family design.



          9            I think within the community -- being involved in



         10  the Virginia Street Bridge Project, we heard that and we



         11  even looked at that, but I do think that Virginia Street



         12  Bridge is unique, and, perhaps, the others should be



         13  respectful of the historic nature.



         14            But I think if we could somehow think about that



         15  in the future -- for future of Sierra Street, Lake Street --



         16  I could see it working very well.  And I can see it being



         17  supported within the community.



         18            But that's today.  Who knows; right?



         19            MS. SANTER:  Right.



         20            MS. TORTELLI:  I do like the family of bridges



         21  idea for sure.  We're looking at replacing all these



         22  bridges, and it would be nice to move forward with something



         23  similar as we replace them.



         24            MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  And as far as a maintenance



         25  aspect like I was talking about, there are maintenance and
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          1  operations folks, they like it when we have some similar



          2  designs and not specialty items on every bridge.  It would



          3  be helpful for us in that respect as well.



          4            MS. HANSON:  I think the community's really going



          5  to appreciate it also, showing that we are all looking into



          6  the future, and not just piecemealing these together, but



          7  showing that the group is looking at a consistent approach



          8  into the future.



          9            I think when this goes out to the public, I think



         10  you definitely need to show the series of them.



         11            I wouldn't put dates on designs or anything, of



         12  course, you know, because the last one all, of us will be



         13  retired by the time that last one gets replaced.



         14            So we don't want to tie too many hands there.  But



         15  I think the public would really appreciate it.



         16            MS. KOSKI:  Good points, Claudia.



         17            MS. SANTER:  But I think just narrowing down, like



         18  the -- has already been done here, that we don't have an



         19  above-grade support type of design.



         20            That's a big decision already that kind of helps



         21  define what the family could be.



         22            MS. TORTELLI:  Right.



         23            MS. SANTER:  And maybe Virginia Street's the main



         24  one that has that.



         25            I think the other thing about that that's good --
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          1  because I remember this coming up on Virginia Street -- is



          2  people wanted to maintain the view to the west of the



          3  mountains, and not have above-grade structures that were



          4  obstructing your view from wherever you were standing



          5  because that is kind of a cherished aspect of our Downtown,



          6  is to be able to look at the river and then see the



          7  mountains in the background or maybe even from either



          8  direction.



          9            MS. KOSKI:  Good points, Barb.



         10            It seemed to me like the arch design, maybe we



         11  could look at too.  Incorporating, not necessarily the same



         12  as the Virginia Street Bridge, but some sort of an offshoot.



         13            I'm not an art person.  I'm not professing to be



         14  an expert in designs, but I was just thinking somehow tie it



         15  together a little bit with the aesthetics.



         16            MS. SANTER:  Oh, you're talking about the railing.



         17            MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  Excuse me.  The railing, yes.



         18            MS. SANTER:  Oh, yeah.  Okay.  Yeah.



         19            MS. KOSKI:  And then keep that openness.  And I



         20  agree that view to the west is very important.



         21            Well, all views are important.  I mean, really,



         22  they are all important.  I shouldn't just way the view to



         23  the west.



         24            People, I see them sitting on the Virginia Street



         25  Bridge, and they take in all of Downtown.
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          1            MS. SANTER:  Yes.



          2            MS. KOSKI:  So I guess retract that.



          3            MS. HANSON:  And with this, the view to the east



          4  is going to be the Virginia Street Bridge.



          5            MS. KOSKI:  Correct.



          6            MS. SANTER:  True.  Yeah.  But if every bridge has



          7  an above-grade train, then it makes it harder to see past



          8  that next block.



          9            So I think that kind of supports having Virginia



         10  Street be the leader in that regard, and having the



         11  above-grade arch and maybe, if we don't have to have that



         12  kind of design, the others don't have that.



         13            MS. KOSKI:  Yep.  I agree.



         14            MS. HANSON:  Good point.



         15            MS. KOSKI:  I think I may have cut somebody off.



         16  Was it Greg?



         17            MR. ERNY:  Yes.  I am sorry.  I didn't mean to



         18  interrupt.



         19            I guess -- I'm not sure what we consider the --



         20  define the term "family" as.  Whether it is structural sort



         21  of concepts and/or kind of things that have similar



         22  characteristics, or whether it is cost effectiveness or



         23  means and methods for that work for time that they are done.



         24            I guess I may be the one heretic in the bunch here



         25  in that I think each site will have its own unique aspects.
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          1            I think one of the things about the Arlington



          2  Bridge is, it's a big community gathering area, and those



          3  bridges connect those islands that we are considering the



          4  widening areas.



          5            I would hate to see those bridges become the



          6  throttle points between the banks on the north and the south



          7  side across both bridges and the island.



          8            I think having the bridges be an extension of



          9  those islands to and from the north and south is something



         10  worth consideration here because there is a lot of things



         11  that go on where the bridges are closed off and community



         12  activity happen in those areas.



         13            I wouldn't want to see single file have to happen



         14  crossing those bridges to get to the actives on the island



         15  and things.



         16            Anyway, I think we should always kind of keep an



         17  eye on the context which each bridge is and respect the



         18  activities and potential activities and potential for the



         19  locations in each of those bridges.



         20            MS. SANTER:  Good points.



         21            MS. TORTELLI:  Well, I think all of that is



         22  excellent feedback, and it helps give us kind of a starting



         23  place to put together material for our next Stakeholder



         24  Working Group meeting.



         25            Is there anybody else that would like to have any
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          1  comments or questions from the group?



          2            MS. DOWTY:  Hi, everyone.  This is Kayla Dowty,



          3  and I am the District Engineer for the Carson-Truckee Water



          4  Conservancy District.  I apologize because I had to join



          5  late today, so this may have already been discussed.



          6            Typically, Ron Penrose or Lori Williams are on



          7  this call, and I am filling in for them today.



          8            I know they've mentioned this on previous working



          9  groups, but I just want to reiterate that for District and



         10  then also, probably, for the City of Reno, access from the



         11  bridge to the river is really, really important.



         12            Obviously, in the design of the Virginia Street



         13  Bridge, that wasn't made possible.



         14            So we're hoping that during engineering this time



         15  that is considered as one of the priorities, access both



         16  from the bridge deck and then possibly also some sort of



         17  ramp so that we can access the river to keep the channel



         18  clear.



         19            MS. KOSKI:  Kayla, thank you for joining the



         20  meeting.  I am with the City.  I appreciate your comments.



         21            I think we did talk about -- we have been



         22  discussing the access and, yes, we are in support of access



         23  from the top of the bridge to the river.



         24            As you well know, the City does oftentimes have to



         25  pull materials out of the river.  I believe this
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          1  group -- and Mike or Judy, somebody, correct me if I am



          2  wrong.



          3            I think we were looking at access not to the



          4  river, not necessarily directly from the bridge, but from



          5  the banks, other options or other alternatives; that is



          6  correct, Judy?



          7            MS. TORTELLI:  Yes, that is correct.  I mean, kind



          8  of leading in from our first TAC-1 meeting, that was a big



          9  point that was brought up was access to the river for



         10  maintenance.



         11            As we forward I think with these designs, we'll



         12  continue to keep that up on the priority list and pop



         13  through how that's going to work out.



         14            MS. DOWTY:  Perfect.  Thank you both so much.  And



         15  thank you for updating me since I was late.



         16            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Well, thanks so much for



         17  joining us, Kayla.  Sorry that you had a conflict.  We can't



         18  ever be in two places at once; right?



         19            MS. DOWTY:  That's right.  Yep.  Lori is actually



         20  on the river now right behind the Reno Police Department



         21  doing some debris removal on the river as we speak.



         22            She apologizes that she couldn't make it.



         23            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.



         24            MS. JONES:  I mentioned this very early on too.



         25  Maintenance access is, obviously, very important, but -- and
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          1  I am sure NDOT will provide comment on this as well as the



          2  design moves forward -- access for bridge inspection as well



          3  is very important.



          4            I was team leader for the bridge inspection for



          5  NDOT for nearly five years and Center Street Bridge and



          6  Virginia Street Bridge, those large UBT trucks that they use



          7  could not get underneath those bridges, and those bridges



          8  are inspected every two years, at a minimum; a number them



          9  are inspected more frequently.



         10            The inspection this last spring on Virginia Street



         11  Bridge, they were able to -- oh, I can't remember the name



         12  of the vehicle that they used, but they were able to get



         13  underneath to inspect all the girders.



         14            That needs to be considered in the design as well



         15  somewhere down the line.



         16            MR. COOPER:  Hi, Theresa, it's Mike.  That is a



         17  very good point.



         18            MS. TORTELLI:  That access will be something that



         19  we'll key in on as we continue to move forward.



         20            But I think it's something that, as the team, we



         21  want to make sure that we're highlighting as we go through



         22  the feasibility study, so it's something that is carried



         23  forward when we get into design and NEPA.



         24            MR. GREENE:  Yes.



         25            MS. TORTELLI:  And not just lost in the --
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          1            MR. GREENE:  Actually, that's for both maintenance



          2  and inspection and debris removal.



          3            MS. TORTELLI:  Yes.



          4            Okay.  Is there anything else?  And is there



          5  anybody on the call that is not Stakeholder Working Group



          6  member that would like the say something.  I am going to



          7  open up it now for that, if there are.



          8            Like I said, if there is anybody on the call that



          9  is not specifically a Stakeholder Working Group member, if



         10  you want to throw something in there, now is an opportunity.



         11            MS. HARSH:  Yes.  This is Toni Harsh.



         12            MS. TORTELLI:  Oh, hi, Toni.  Glad you made it.



         13            MS. HARSH:  Yeah, we've got lots of worker bees



         14  out here doing other things.



         15            In no particular order, I did write down some



         16  question marks and some information.  Do you mind if I just



         17  do it with no pre-thought of having it organized?  I am just



         18  going to shoot out some thoughts.



         19            MS. TORTELLI:  That's fine.  That's fine.



         20            MS. HARSH:  Okay.  What came to mind is the



         21  possibility of Ralston, and I do not know what the situation



         22  is with Stevenson being closed.  I don't know if that has an



         23  impact on our traffic studies, but just throwing that out.



         24  Sometimes we forget that streets close up.



         25            Then, going back to the Downtown Streetscape --
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          1  maybe Claudia can help me on this -- I think it was even



          2  before this century.  I think that was in the 1990s.  And it



          3  might be included in putting it all together, I am not sure.



          4  I'm old on these strategic plans.



          5            So Claudia's correct, there has not been a review



          6  of that particular street scape in a long time.  I applaud



          7  the thinking of the concept of how we kind of put this all



          8  together with the other bridges, especially the ones that



          9  are Downtown that are within sight of each other; Booth sits



         10  off by itself.



         11            So I think that's getting ahead.  If we look at



         12  one project at a time and not the how it's going to fit into



         13  the total aesthetics of the Downtown.



         14            Also, when are you planning -- and this gets



         15  confusing -- to discuss -- bring up to date the Council



         16  people that are involved in this?  And I believe that's



         17  Council Ward 5 and Ward 1, and I would include the



         18  Councilperson at-large.



         19            The reason being, Council people seem to hear an



         20  awful lot from the pubic, and when you get to the



         21  presentation to the public, a lot of times what I hear is



         22  that we didn't look at this.



         23            Because the public has all sorts of ideas, as they



         24  should.  It's their money.  So, just, I would be curious



         25  when you're going to be doing that.
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          1            Also, let's see.  I think those are all my



          2  comments and questions.  I'm looking and, yes, I think



          3  that's it.  Those are all my comments and questions.



          4            MS. TORTELLI:  So, Toni, thank you for that.  We



          5  will definitely make a note of Ralston and Stevenson



          6  potentially being closed and keep that on our radar, as we



          7  look at traffic and projected volumes and all of that stuff.



          8            I'll get on the aesthetics.  I mean, we'll get



          9  with Barb and the team and see if it makes sense to, rather



         10  than just sticking to our three hardcore ideas -- you know,



         11  one being the Downtown Streetscape Master Plan and another



         12  one being matches the same theme and then another being



         13  something separate -- maybe we go outside that a little bit



         14  in light of the fact that the Downtown Streetscape Master



         15  Plan doesn't really cover it.



         16            So we will work on that with the team.



         17            Your question on the City of Reno Council.  So



         18  you're absolutely right, the process that we have defined



         19  for this project is to update City of Reno Council and RTC



         20  Board prior to going out to the public.



         21            So before we have this public meeting, we'll go to



         22  City of Reno Council and the RTC Board.



         23            So once we get done with our third Stakeholder



         24  Working Group Meeting, which is going to address aesthetics,



         25  we will compile everything together, then take that to the
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          1  City of Reno Council and the RTC Board, and then we will go



          2  to the public.



          3            Then we will be following back up with the City of



          4  Reno Council and RTC Board after the public meeting to kind



          5  of update them on what feedback we got from the public prior



          6  to finalizing the feasibility study.



          7            So there is a lot of involvement in there with



          8  City of Reno Council, if that answers that question.



          9            MS. HARSH:  Thank you.



         10            MS. TORTELLI:  Yes.



         11            MS. KOSKI:  And I would like to just add to that.



         12            Hi, Toni, thank you for joining our meeting today.



         13            MS. HARSH:  Thank you.



         14            MS. KOSKI:  You had some great comments there.  I



         15  appreciate those.



         16            I just wanted to add to what -- the question about



         17  the Stevenson, actually pointing that out.  We are aware of



         18  that abandonment.  We have spoken to the developers and they



         19  have been advised that, basically, that we need to work



         20  together on these projects.



         21            So we are not working in a vacuum.  We are during



         22  to communicate to everyone, actually, that comes to the City



         23  that has a development in the surrounding area and point



         24  them toward this project and make sure that we address



         25  specific project needs, such as traffic.
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          1            So that was great point.



          2            I am not sure what the plan is going to be for



          3  Riverside Ralston quite yet.



          4            There's still a lot of speculation, but I do



          5  believe that something may come out of that.  Fingers



          6  crossed; right?



          7            Then we also have Council updates internally.  RTC



          8  staff and City staff do meet with our respective Council



          9  members, and we do update them as well.



         10            So that does help get the message to them as well.



         11            MS. HARSH:  Thank you.



         12            MS. KOSKI:  You bet.



         13            MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  So are there any other



         14  questions?  All right.  Hearing none, I'm going to go ahead



         15  and just thank everybody for your participation.



         16            I know sometimes these meetings are a little, I



         17  don't know, uncomfortable, but we really did get some great



         18  feedback today, and I think things are moving forward, so I



         19  am really happy about that.



         20            Like I said, I'll be getting out an email to the



         21  group here so that we can get that next Stakeholder Working



         22  Group meeting scheduled, hopefully, before Christmas and



         23  talk about some aesthetics.



         24            So thank you again, everybody.  I really



         25  appreciate your participation.
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          1            MR. SAEMAN:  Judy, this is Brian.  Real quick,



          2  there was a request through the chat for the slide



          3  presentation.



          4            So I don't know if you can make that available for



          5  others with respect to that.



          6            MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah, Brian.  I will post the



          7  presentation on our website at rtcwashoe.com.  I also need



          8  to update our website with kind of a recap from Stakeholder



          9  Working Group I and our TAC meetings.



         10            So all of that information will be on our website



         11  at rtcwashoe.com, it's just not up there yet.



         12            MR. SAEMAN:  Thank you.



         13            MS. TORTELLI:  Um-hum.



         14            All right.  Thank you, everybody.  We will be in



         15  touch, and we will talk about aesthetics.



         16            (Meeting concluded at 10:28 A.M.)
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          1  STATE OF NEVADA     )

                                 )  ss.

          2  COUNTY OF WASHOE    )



          3



          4            I, BRANDI ANN VIANNEY SMITH, court reporter, do



          5  hereby certify:



          6            That I was present via Zoom audio visual on



          7  November 5, 2020, at the RTC Stakeholder Working Group



          8  Meeting-2, and took stenotype notes of the proceedings



          9  entitled herein, and thereafter transcribed said proceedings



         10  into typewriting as herein appears.



         11            That the foregoing transcript is a full, true, and



         12  correct transcription of my stenotype notes of said



         13  proceedings consisting of 55 pages.



         14            DATED:  At Reno, Nevada, this 17th day of



         15  November, 2020.
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                                 __________________________________

         18                      BRANDI ANN VIANNEY SMITH
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