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MINUTES

The August meeting of the Transportation Technical Committee was held on Thursday,

August 11, 2022, at 1:30 p.m. at the Roanoke Valley-Alleghany Regional Commission, 313
Luck Avenue, SW, Roanoke, VA.

1. WELCOME, CALL TO ORDER
Chair Sexton called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.
2. ROLL CALL (including consideration of remote participation)

Cristina Finch, Secretary to the TTC, called the rolt and stated a quorum was present.

VOTING MEMBERS PRESENT

Mariel Fowler County of Bedford

Jonathan McCoy County of Botetourt

Megan Cronise County of Roanoke

Wili Crawford County of Roanoke

Wayne Leftwich City of Roanoke

Dwayne D'Ardenne City of Roanoke

Crystal Williams City of Salem

Cody Sexton, Chair Town of Vinton

Nathan McClung Town of Vinton

Frank Maguire, Vice Chair Roancke Valley Greenway Commission
William Long (via zoom) Greater Roanoke Transit Company

Michael Gray Virginia Dept. of Transportation - Salem District
Daniel Wagner Virginia Dept. of Rail and Public Transportation
VOTING MEMBERS ABSENT

David Givens County of Botetourt

Dan Brugh County of Montgomery

Anita McMillan Town of Vinton

Nathan Sanford Unified Human Serv. Transp. System (RADAR)

NON-VOTING MEMBERS ABSENT
Kevin Jones Federal Highway Administration

RVARC Staff Present: Cristina Finch, Bryan Hill, Alison Stinnette, Jonathan Stanton,
Jeremy Holmes, and Virginia Mullen.

TPO POLICY BOARD: Cities of Roanoke and Salem; Counties of Bedford, Botetourt, Montgomery and Roanoke;
Town of Vinton; Greater Roanoke Transit Company (Valley Metro); Roanoke-Blacksburg Regional Airport:;
Virginia Department of Rail & Public Transportation; Virginia Department of Transportation

Roanoke Valley Area Metropélitan Planning Organization



Others Present: David Jackson (via zoom), Cambridge Systematics; William Simpson, City
of Salem; Maxwell Dillon, City of Salem; Hong Liu, City of Roanoke.

Chair Sexton reported that Mr. William Long, representing the Greater Roanoke Transit
Company, requested to participate remotely in today's meeting of the Roanoke Valley
Transportation Technical Committee under the “RVTPO Written Policy for Electronic Meeting
Participation”, allowing for remote participation under special circumstances with a physical
quorum present. Mr. Long’s request is due to a personal matter.

Unanimous Consent Request: by Chair Sexton to approve the remote participation request
by Mr. Long.

Action by the Chair: without objection, the request was approved.

ACTION REQUESTED: APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS

The following consent agenda items were distributed earlier:

A. August 11, 2022 TTC Meeting Agenda
B. June 9, 2022 TTC Minutes

Motion: by Dwayne D'Ardenne to approve items (A) and (B), under the consent agenda, as
presented; seconded by Jonathan McCoy.

TTC Action: Motion carried unanimously.

CHAIR REMARKS

Chair Sexton thanked the TTC members for electing him as a Chair. He also thanked Vice
Chair Maguire for chairing the July TTC meeting.

CONTINUED DEVELOPMENT OF THE UPDATE TO THE ROANOKE VALLEY
TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The RVTP plan development team continues to implement the new performance-based
planning process developed by the OIPI GAP-TA team to identify potential solutions, highlight
preferred solutions, and establish projects, services, and studies for potential inclusion in the
RVTP. This process will be finalized in August and September in parallel to RVTP materials
development, including the RVTP report, interactive maps and databases, and interactive on-
line plan.

Mr. David Jackson and Ms. Cristina Finch updated members on the RVTP process overview
and schedule; solutions, projects, services, and studies review; RVTP performance-based
planning and programming process and next steps (the PowerPoint presentation is included
with the Minutes).

Mr. Michae!l Gray noted that he is not really comfortable with the needs that were identified.
He further explained that public comment is very important, but it has to go through a filter
before a comment is determined as a need. A comment from an individual(s) doesn't
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automatically mean it's a need. Ms. Finch replied that staff didn't want to discount anyone’s
perspective on what is a transportation need, therefore everything had been captured, later
filtered through the prioritization process. Mr. Gray suggested that moving forward public input
needs to be kept separate from the needs identified through different means (data, local
government, etc..).

Mr. Gray commented that the Six-Year Program sets the priorities in the state, where the TIP
is a reactive document that outlines the obligations for the projects as they move forward
through the project development process. The key piece is the planning efforts that are
included in the Long-Range Plan as part of the Six-Year program and the STBG process. The
key piece for a project going from an idea to a funded project is the Six-Year and the STBG
programs, which are completely missing. Mr. Gray asked why it is emphasized so much on
the TIP since that is just an obligation document. Ms. Finch replied that the goal is to have a
one stop shop. She further explained that the NEST, the TIP as part of the RVTP, and the
interactive story map would tell the complete story of the Roanoke Valley transportation
investments in the region.

Mr. Gray asked if the TIP would be an appendix to the RVTP plan. Ms. Finch replied that staff
had been working with the OIPI gap team to develop project sheets that are very similar to
what Hampton Roads and Richmond already use. The way the plan will be structured is still
in the works.

Ms. Megan Cronise asked if the orange outlined sheet (shown in the presentation) will need
to be filled out for each project that is included in the Long-Range Plan. Ms. Cronise noted that
that's a lot of work and a lot of detailed information to be provided for unfunded projects.

Mr. Gray asked how grouped projects would be addressed. Ms. Finch replied that this wiil be
discussed over the next few months but certainly the goal will be not to make the process
overburdensome.

OVERVIEW OF THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Mr. Bryan Hill provided an overview of the Transportation Improvement Program (TiP),
consisting of background, required elements, development, and next steps (PowerPoint
presentation is included with the Minutes). Mr. Hill also invited Mr. Michael Gray, Virginia
Department of Transportation and Mr. Daniel Wagner, Virginia Department of Rail and Public
Transportation to share how each agency uses the TIP and what are some similarities and
differences.

DRAFT AMENDMENT #6 TO THE VISION 2040: ROANOKE VALLEY TRANSPORTATION
PLAN
A. Projects with Estimated Budget Adjustments 10% or More

Following the July Work Session, RVARC staff reached out to localities for additional
information on projects, requiring budget adjustments. A summary and feedback were
provided with the staff report on page 9 of the agenda packet. New information was received
after the agenda packet was initially published. Ms. Alison Stinnette handed out an updated
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FY23 Budget Adjustment Rationale Sheet (handout is included with the Minutes). Staff
continues to seek information from the localities and VDOT regarding the projects with
estimated budget adjustments. Staff recommended the following existing projects in the
Roancke Valiey Transportation Plan be amended, based upon having project budget
adjustment increases of 10% or more:

| Pedestrians, cyclist, and vehicle operators could benefit from sidewalks
| Roan:!m City L f:reet Multimodal Improvements | and onrosd parking. .
Roanoke River Greenway Bridge the People could safely walk or bike along Aerial Way Drive from the
| Roznoke City TLY Se..vl‘;::;! 2 Norwich neighborhood. i 9S00 S2.126.000
Walnut Ave Bike, | '
Vinton adations (5% 5t to Town Pedestrians and cyclists coutd travel on Walnut Ave. and 5th St. to the $1,684,030 $2,068,000
Urmitl Vinton town limit,
] R ke River Gr ¥ thraugh Pedestrians and cyciists could travel through the Explore Park to
Iﬁ).anoke Caunty | Exglore Park | RursughRd. §3,020.303_ ) i. $4,222,000
Roancke County | 1o MARTLE- West Main Street People coukl benefit from new sidewalk installation. $1.037,000 $1,152,000
| swa_:;;“ Rt Rte 220 Access Management Project i This will improve traffic flow and safety on Rte. 220. £10,195,000 411,696,000
Pedestrian Impravements on Route 11 | Pedestrian improvements on Route 11 - North Roanoke Assisted Living - j
Roanoke Fl?unly [Willia : 1 to Clubh Drive. i 51,500,000 E 52,573,000 .
Raancke County | DrY Hokow Road Safety Salety Improvements around West River id. $2,185,000 $4,637.000
I e - — - —
Salem s vl e roIche improvements for pedestrians and cydlists. $1,000.000 51,841,000
) " Pedestrian and cyclists could travel through this path to condect T. )
e o between East Maln Street and Mason Creek G _ $1.104.400 sL832000
WSGR1BLB ~ Apperson Drive Bridge
Salem Replacement Bridge replacement, _57,‘97,0!!) $8,438,000
: Franklin Road Sidewalk Improvements | People could benefit fram the sdewalk, crasswalk, and drainage
Roanoke City —Rte 2208 Phase 2 g e 51.791,0(?0 $2,241.000

Chair Sexton commented that he really liked how the table shows the original estimated cost
and the final cost, which shows the age of the estimate.

Mr. Hill added that the 14-day public comment period began on August 4, 2022. Staff has
received over 100 comments to date.

Ms. Megan Cronise commented that she is not sure if the Dry Hollow Road Safety
Improvements project should be included in the table or have received public comment.
Additionally, Ms. Cronise noted that the Pedestrian Improvements on Route 11 project is a
VDOT-administered project located in Roanoke County and suggested adding a
“responsibility” column to the table.

B. Inclusion of New Projects which have Received Funding since the Last Plan
Adoption

Mr. Hill noted as discussed at last month’s TTC Work Session, the FY 23-28 Six-Year
Improvement Program (SYIP) was adopted in June with several new projects funded in the
RVTPO Service Area. The table presented in the staff report (and below) outlines the projects
which have received funding since the most recent amendment and would need to be added
to the Roanoke Valley Transportation Plan’s (RVTP) Constrained List of Projects.



Project
Number

UPC

Project Name

Locality

Cost
Estimate

AB6-13 120996 #BF - Salem Year 3 - Bridge Rehab Contract (B} | Botetourt County | $6,156,000

Ab-33 N/A Rt 779 Appalachian Trail Safety Improvements | Botetourt County | $1,159,501
Churchill And Grandview - Drainage

AB-15 T26374 Improvements - Roanoke City of Roanoke 5838,000
3600 Block Peakwood Dr - Drainage

A6-16 T26375 Improvements - Roanoke City of Roanoke $471,000
Shenandoah Ave Diversion - Drainage

AB-17 T26384 Improvements - Roanoke City of Roanoke $3,764,000
1400-1500 Block Main St Drainage

AB-18 T26386 Improvements - Roanoke City of Roanoke $1,969,000

A6-19 T26392 West End Drainage Project - Phase 1 - Roanoke | City of Roanoke $1,168,000
18th St. SE (Wise - Tazewell}- Curb, Gutter, SW

A6-20 T26395 - Roanoke City of Roanoke $3,297,000

A6-14 T26782 Williamson Rd Pedestrian Safety - Roanoke City of Roanoke $575,000
#BF - City of Roanoke - Bridge Replace

Ag-21 T27104 Persinger Rd - Year 4 City of Roanoke $3,905,000
#BF - City of Roanoke - Super Replace 13th

AB-22 T27105 Street - Year 4 City of Roanoke $6,822,000

AB-23 121969 8th Street, NW - Curb, Gutter, SW - Roanoke City of Roanoke $3,077,000
Grayson Ave, NW - Curb, Gutter, SW -

Ab-24 121999 Roanoke City of Roanoke $3,135,000
#SGR23LP - Roanoke FKEY 1556 Campbell Ave

A6-25 121971 SW City of Roanoke $381,000




#SGR23LP - Roancke FKEY 1554 Campbell Ave

AB-26 121977 SwW City of Roanoke $451,000
Tyree and Tennessee Drainage Improvements

AG-27 122001 - Roanoke City of Roanoke $849,000
4000 Block Virginia Ave, NW - Drainage

AG-28 122002 Improvements - Roanoke City of Roanoke $893,000
I-581-Exit 2 {Peters Creek Rd) Interchange $16,998,00

A6-29 T26754 Improvements Ph 1 Multi-jurisdictional | 0
Glade Creek Greenway Vinyard Park West -

A6-30 T26802 Roanoke Co Roanoke County $651,000

AB-31 121998 Salem - Franklin Street Improvements Salem $5,485,000
[-81 Bypass along Texas 5t. from Roanoke Blvd. Undetermi

Ab-34 N/A to Electric Rd. - Salem Salem ned

Ab-32 T26750 Glade Creek Greenway Phase 3 PE/Study Vinton $275,000

Mr. Michael Gray asked if the revenue sharing projects from the table need to be included in
the Long-Range Plan since they are not eligible to receive federal funding and are not funded
with such. Ms. Finch replied that this is part of the effort to have an all-comprehensive list of
projects and that is why they were included.

Ms. Cronise noted that a UPC number is available for the Glade Creek Greenway project and
there is an updated cost on the |1-5681 Exit 2 Peters Creek Interchange Improvement project
and will be providing the numbers to staff to edit the table.

Ms. Cronise asked if the VDRPT grant for the McAfee Knob shuttle should be included in the
table. Ms. Finch replied that this project was addressed through the TIP process back in May,
but it is something to think about if the goal is to have one stop shop.

Motion: by Chair Sexton to recommend to the RVTPO Policy Board to approval of Draft
Amendment #6 to the Roanoke Valley Transportation Plan (RVTP), which includes:

1. Updated budget estimates to existing projects on the Constrained List with increases of
10% or more;



RVTP PBPP Process

RVTP Projects/Services/Studies Organization

RVTP Unfunded Other projects and preferred solutions to pursue
Long-term {visian list through FY 2045) {vision |i5t)

SefEEERRARARAfARfAfuesEmsmceERasassere Priority gap needs with potentiai and preferred solutions requiring

» _RVTP Unfunded further study and project development activities prior to developing
Short-term {visian list through FY 2034} priority projects to pursue

Priority projects to pursue

(fiscally constrained list)

Projects with defined scopes and cost estimotes developed through
recent or ongaing planning and project develapment activities that
address one or more transportation needys)

RVTPO TiP

@ Funded projects with no planned
obligations after fiscol year (FY) 2023

o Funded projects with planned
RVTPO funded obligations in FY24-27
FY 2023 o Funded prejects with planned
2024-2027 TP obligations after FY27
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Bl RVTP PBPP Process

RVTP Projects/Services/Studies Organization

RVTP Unfunded Qther projects Studies and project development
ision list through FY 2045) and preferred for higher priority gap needs (this
mrEEmmEEsesEseNNEEECIEIERRERERAENERAmEEE decade), versus lower priority gap

RVTP Unfunded salutions to needs (future RVTP updates}
Short-term {vision list through FY 2034} pursue (vision)
Desired project allocations,
Priority projects including short-term projects that
to pursue address needs, are ready, and are
FTP Unfun (fiscally locally supported, to pursuein
constrained) upcoming grant cycles for

consideration in the SYIP/TIP
1

[y a4

by
“Regional pipellne"l 1 Project Pipeline,

EramEpddANGE RS ANBG N NERNOGGRNEORNABENS

into the SYIo/TIP other studies,
and local priorities
g
Compete through future SMART SCALE,
Mm STBG, BIL discretionary, etc... grant cycles

2024-2027 TiP
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Meet public engagement includes need, solution,
requirements ond project detoils

Meet Federal metropolitan Needs, solutions and

planning & programming project details tracked
requirements through a new RVTP

Planning tool for
partners and
public to interact
with RVTP needs,
solutions, and
projects
{RVTP NEST)

Interactive
Maps

RVTP Content
“One-stop shop”

Traditional report meeting
requirements and telling
the complete story of
RVTP development

dotabase

Interactive, web-
based highlights
of the Plan for
diverse audiences

RVTP RVTP
Interactive

Story
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approach and RVTP
organization

2al : 7= 2
r-"ﬂ E a s
Review solutions Finalize Draft Develop Draft RVTP
TTC meeting and projects project/services/ {by early TTC meeting
(August) {next two weeks) studies for RVTP September) {September)
{by end of August)
RVTP team ta RUTP (e RVTP tearn 1o finalize Review _
review overall PBPP {0 ant © project scopes, costs, and RVIP team to develop Draft RVTP Report |

review preferred solutions,

projects/servicas/studies
for potential inclusion
in the RVTP

Next Steps

finalize prioritization within

Oraft RVTP Report for
the fiscally constrained list
and identify vision list
projects for documentation

TiCreview including
project sheets

l

Refine potential solutions .
for inclusion in the RVTP

| RVTP team to finalize and
document project lists and
draft project sheets
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OVERVIEW OF THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Roanoke Valley Transportation
PLANNING ORGANIZATION

afled N +
REGIONALCOMMIssion

\WDOT

August 11, 2022 TTC Meeting

www.RVTPO.org = o ReciBNALcommission

BACKGROUND

*  Muiti-year program of planned obligations of federal funds for the implementation
of surface transportation projects within the Reancke Valley metropolitan planning
area (MPA)

+ Aligns with federally funded transportation investment priorities established by
the:

+  RVTPO Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG} Financial Plan
* RVTPO Transportation Alternative (TA) Decisions; and
* CTB8's Six-Year Improvemnent Programs for VDOT and DRPT

+ Developed by the RVTPO in cooperation with state transportation agencies and
local public transportation operators

+ Before any federally funded surface transportation project can be built in the
Roanoke Valley, it must be included in a current TIP that has been approved by
the RVTPO Board

MAGANAEIER BB ShA commission
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Allocations — Project alfocations are the funds available each fiscal year as identified in the
VDOT and DRPT budgets and the SYIP.

Obligations — An obligation is the Federal government's legal commitment to pay the Federal
share of a project's cost

Obligation Authority — The ability granted by the Federal agency to VDOT/DRPT to spend some
amount of the funds obligated in the TIP.

Planned Obligations — Estimates of obligation amounis to be available to a project during a four
year TIP cycle.

Actual Obhigations — The exact amount of obligations given to a project in a defined timeframe.

Grouped Projects — Projects that are not considered to be of appropriate scale for individual
identification in a given program year may be grouped by function, work type, and/or geographic
area using the applicable classifications under 23 CFR 771.117(¢) and (d) and/or 40 CFR part
93.

Ungrouped Projects — Projects listed in the TIP which are of appropriate scale to be identified
individually.

Sxafind by the .
anesloumcommlssmn

REQUIRED ELEMENTS OF THE TIP (23 CFR §450.326)

*  Adescription of the anticipated effect of the TIP toward achieving the RVTPO's perfermance
targets, linking investment priorities to those performance targets.

+ Capital and non-capital surface transporiation projects (or phases of projects) within the
boundaries of the metropolitan planning area (TA, transit, FLAP, HSIP, bike/pad. STBG)

* Regionally Significant Project - A transportation project that is on a facility that serves regional
transportation needs and would normally be included in the modelling of the metropolitan area's
transporiation network. The RVTPO's travel demand model includes major highways and fixed-
route transit. Although non-motorized projects are not included in the RVTPO travel demand
model, these and other projecls that expact to utilize federal funds will also be considered
regionally significant,

*  Project information for PE, CN, and RW phases: description/scope, estimated cost, amount of
federal funds, and responsible agencies.

*  Allfederally funded projects, grouped and ungrouped, all of which shall be consistent with the
Plan

* Afinancial plan demonstrating how the approved TIP can ba implemented with public and private
funding sources.

www.RVTPO.org

Scalled by s
ﬂa&momcommission
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VDOT AND DRPT PERSPECTIVES OF THE TIP

\vDOT

Michael Gray, VDOT Salem District Planning Manager

Daniel Wagner, Statewide Transit Planner, DRPT

® o =@
| ¥ 4 [ |
www.RVTPO.0rg: Eﬁﬁfg'mcommlssion
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TIP DEVELOPMENT

The draft TIP project list is:

+ Developed through the coordination of VDOT,
DRPT, RVTPO, and public transit agencies,
drawing projects from the approved RVTP

+ Reviewed by the RVTPO, VDOT, transit
agencies, and localities staffs

The draft TIP document is:
» Produced and undergoes a 14-day public review/comment period

The final TIP document is:
» Approved by the RVTPO Policy Board

+ Approved by the Governar and included without change, directly or by referance,
in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

www.RVIPO.org G REGIONALCOmmission
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Milegtones)

VDOT Budget and Funds Management Division {(BF MD} communicated draft High June 2022
Level Milestones to all stakeholders.
VDOT and RVTPO staff met to kickoff devetopmant of the FY 2024-2027 TIP July 2022
VDOT District staff and RVTPO staff conducting data quality review August 2022
VDOT produces *snapshot” of TIP data November 2022
VDOT prepares planned obligation data and provides to RVTPO staff. August 2022 -
RVTPO siaff produces draft TIP document. January 2023
Graft TIP document made available for public review. Fall 2022
Final FY 2024-2027 TIP presentation to TTC. January 2023
Final FY 2024-2027 TiP presantation fo RVTPO Policy Board for approval and then
submit to VBOT FPMD and DRPT for draft Statewide Transporiation improvement
Program (STIP) preparation.
VDOT BFMD and DRPT compile final STIP and submit to FHWA/FTA for approval. July 2023
New FY 2024-2027 TIP goes inlo effect. QOctober 2023
Actual obligations reporting Annually

Jea P wni .

www.RVTPO.org: B REGIBNALCOm Mmission
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T Ingut

|9TH STREET MULTIMODAL IMPROVEMENTS Roancoke City [$625,000 5889,000 urrent estimated budget adjustment is incorrect as the current
budget is lwss than the origi get estimaty
- . B
112138 rHOANOI(E RWER GREENWAY BRICGE THE GAP Roangke City |57,985,000 |53,716,000 City hav/will cover any cost beyond what was listed in the original ||
JPHASE Il SEGMENT 2 - L L
- g g —_—
111649 [WALNUT AVE BIKE/PED ACCOMMODATIONS {STH [Vinton 51,684,030 [52.068.000 1 Tlle original cost &stimate was done in 2017 for a pndeﬂrian
5T TO TOWN LIMIT) bridge and the project was ded to bike/ped
2. VDQT oversight charges were not in the original cost estimates.
3, Increase £ost in construction materish and labor. 4. Delayed i
survey work. 5. Collaborale with property owners inchuding
Nodfolk swtlum 6.2020 and 2071 COVID led vo delay in right-of 1
Way neg and letion of the plans.
1113567 [ROANOKE RIVER GREENWAY THROUGH EXPLORE |Roanoke 53,020,308 [54,222,000 Tsupply chain issues, ination and fabor shortages have increased C
PFARK [County 1 L project costs, [County Administerad |
102882 [ASMARTLS - WEST MAIN STREET SIDEWALK Roanoke 51,037,000 |51,152.000 WDOT Supply chain issues, inflation and labor v.lmm;n have Increased lVDOT Administered
[INSTALLATION ICounty project costs and Completed)
[110887 [RTE 220 ACCESS MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS [Salem District 510,196,000 [$11,696,000 | I T
] PROJECT Wide
1113947 [PEGESTRIAN IMPROVEMERNTS ON ROUTE 11 1 Roanoke 1,500,000 52,573,000 (VDOT Supply chain issues, inflation and labor ﬂloﬂll-!; have increased |(VDOT Requested and
E [IWILLIAMSOM ROAD| County |project costs. Administerad)
107309 |DRY HOLLOW ROAD SAFETY IMPROYEMENTS |Roanoke 52,185,000 |54,637,000 vooT Changed significantly in the 1ast 18 months. The project scope | [VDOT Administered)
[County changed as complicating factors were discovered (a hnuonc
railroad bridge, for le) which led ko a more
solution YDOT informed the County about the scope change and
the County requested sdditional funding through the Revenye
Sharing program, with Board of Supervisors concurrence.
113142 [DOWNTOWN SALEM - ROANGXE BOULEVARD trSllem $1,000,000 |S1,B41,000 )
3 + +
113565 [ELIZABETH GREENWAY ISalem 51.104,400 |51 832,000
+ 4
110574 [#SGR1BLE - APPERSON DRIVE BRIDGE Salem $7,497,000 [52,438.000 I T
117221 [FRANKLIN ROAG SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS - AT, 'LRoanoI:e cni;"s:,nl,wo 51.241,000 City has/will cover any cost beyond what was listed in the original
20 B- PHASE 2 |budget estimate. ]
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