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Copies to: Brian Boyd, Jacobs; Ken Greene, Jacobs 

Subject: Cultural Resources Preliminary Assessment, Arlington Avenue Bridges Project 
Washoe County, Nevada 

INTRODUCTION 

This technical memorandum provides a preliminary cultural resources assessment for the 
Arlington Avenue Bridges Project, Washoe County, Nevada. This constraints-level analysis 
provides background information and identifies contextual history of the proposed project area 
along with information related to previously identified cultural resources in the project area. This 
technical memorandum also describes previously recorded cultural resources in the area and 
examines the potential for previously unrecorded cultural resources to occur within the project 
area.  

The following attachments are provided: 

• Attachment 1 – Nevada Cultural Resources Information System (NVCRIS) map showing 
archaeological and built environment surveys and National Register-eligible resources 
(no archaeological sites included) 

• Attachment 2 – Resource Inventory/Evaluation Forms  
• Attachment 3 – 2018 Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) Bridge Reports  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Arlington Avenue Bridges Project is located in Reno, Nevada, in Section 11 of Township 19 
North, Range 19 East on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Reno quadrangle (1982). 
The Project scope includes replacement of the two Arlington Avenue Bridges over the Truckee 
River for the Regional Transportation Commission of Washoe County. The project limits run 
along Arlington Avenue between Island Avenue and W. First Street. Arlington Avenue has two 
bridges that connect to Wingfield Park, which is in the middle of the Truckee River. Both bridges 
are included as part of the future project. 

METHODS 

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. (Jacobs) conducted a preliminary desktop review of available data 
pertaining to cultural resources in the proposed project area in support of eventually satisfying 
state and federal cultural resources compliance regulations.   

http://www.jacobs.com/
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To assess existing cultural resources in the proposed project area, the following activities were 
conducted: 

• Desktop review of available data sets for identifying cultural resources and surveys 
completed within the proposed project area. Datasets included the NVCRIS in 2019 and 
2020.  

• Review of USGS topographic maps (1893, 1950, 1959, 1967, and 1982), publicly 
available aerial imagery (NETR 1966, 1967, and 1980), and recent street view 
photographs taken in the project vicinity for assessing the presence of unmapped or 
sensitivity for previously unrecorded resources (Google Earth Pro, n.d.). 

Mark Bowen, Jacobs architectural historian, and Jane Weigand, Jacobs archaeologist, conducted 
a search of the NVCRIS system to assess the presence of significant cultural resources, including 
both built environment and archaeological resources. Jacobs senior archaeologist, Brian Ramos, 
PhD, provided senior peer review of this document.  

For this analysis, the project study area (Attachment 1) includes all areas of proposed 
disturbance, including temporary work areas. The project area extends approximately 50 feet 
from the roadway centerline on both sides. A 250-foot records search area buffer was 
considered for the purposes of this memorandum. Staging areas have not yet been determined, 
but the records search area buffer likely covers potential adjacent/nearby staging areas. The 
project study area could require modification and additional assessment by credentialed project 
cultural resources staff once additional development of the project design are completed and 
formal compliance reports (i.e., Section 106) are initiated.  

SETTING AND BACKGROUND 

The area for consideration is in a highly urbanized area of downtown Reno. Topography in the 
study area is predominantly hilly, sloping south toward Truckee River. No areas of undisturbed 
native soils are understood to be located in the area. The Truckee River has largely been 
channelized in the area over numerous years. Multiple soil series are mapped within the survey 
area, with the most prevalent Orr sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service 2019). The land immediately surrounding 
the project survey area consists of residential development, commercial, and transportation 
corridors. While both the relatively gentle sloping landforms and proximity to water could 
indicate a higher level of sensitivity for previously unrecorded archaeological sites, the extensive 
development of the project area and relative rarity of deeply buried sites in similar contexts 
suggests otherwise. 

Prehistoric Context 

The project is located along the western margin of the Great Basin culture area, as defined in 
Volume 11 of the Handbook of North American Indians (edited by D’Azevedo 1986). [The 
following contextual section was adapted from Drews and Giambastiani 2016 Cultural Resources 
Overview of the Heinz Ranch, South Parcel (approximately 1,378 acres) for the Stone Gate Master 
Planned Community, Washoe County, Nevada.]  
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It is well documented that the Washoe Indians occupied areas east of the Sierra Nevada from 
Antelope Valley north to Honey Lake, including the Carson Valley and Lake Tahoe area. Northern 
Paiute groups inhabited the area east of Washoe territory; however, it was common for the two 
groups to share areas for hunting and gathering, to trade resources, and to intermarry, which 
would have blurred any cultural boundary between the two groups. According to D’Azevedo 
(1986:471), the Washoe and Northern Paiute jointly used fishing and gathering sites around 
Honey Lake and eastward to Pyramid Lake, and the Northern Paiutes were permitted to hunt and 
fish in the Truckee Meadows and to hunt deer and gather in nearby mountains.  

The Washoe were able to maintain a more sedentary lifestyle than other Great Basin peoples due 
to the relatively diverse and ubiquitous distribution of subsistence resources. Information 
regarding Washoe settlement/subsistence patterns suggests that winter camps were located at 
lower elevations on valley bottoms and that the peripheral, higher-elevation valleys and 
surrounding hills were targeted in the late summer and fall for logistical forays (D’Azevedo 
1986). Several permanent settlement sites were established throughout Washoe territory, 
providing elders and young children a place to reside while temporary groups mobilized in 
search of food. Procurement activities depended on the availability of resources in proximity to 
habitation areas.  

Although academic discussion of the Washoe group them with Great Basin Indians, the Washoe 
had strong cultural affinities to both California and Great Basin Regions. Evidence of prehistoric 
occupation in the area dates as early as 10,000 years before the present (BP). By 6000 BP, 
Washoe ancestral populations were deeply entrenched in the Sierra Nevada. Specific to the 
eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada, Middle Archaic sites represent multipurpose camps for both 
seed processing and hunting and are found on meadow margins and upland valleys while 
hunting base camps are found on ridges and saddles adjacent to springs and small streams. 
Seed-processing camps are located on valley margins near springs and creeks.  

Historic Context 

[The following historic context was adopted from the Kautz Environmental Consultants, Inc.’s 
2003 study: Truckee River Shared Use Path: Downtown Riverfront Trails Enhancement - 
Arlington Avenue to Ralston Street, Historic Resources Assessment (Christensen and Kautz 
2003). All citations are contained therein.] 

The City of Reno lies along both banks of the Truckee river at the north end of Truckee Meadows 
and had long been within the core territory of the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California at the 
time of Euroamerican contact. Reno incorporated in 1903 with the inclusion of municipal 
services that included flood control, water and other utilities transmission, taxing functions, 
education, and a formal legal and political infrastructure. Reno became the crossroads of 
Washoe County and expanded its economic and political power throughout the west. The 
Transcontinental Railroad linked Reno to the rest of the world in the 1860s and the city’s link to 
the Comstock mines existed through the construction of the Virginia and Truckee Railroad in 
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1872. By 1900, Reno had surpassed the population of Virginia City to become Nevada’s largest 
and most prosperous city. 

Following a series of local and national economic depressions during the last part of the 
nineteenth century, the gold discoveries in notable mines such as Tonopah, Goldfield, and the 
other late mining booms of central and southern Nevada funneled wealth into Reno. Reno also 
became the supply center for the agricultural expansion that accompanied the Newlands Project 
and the vast farming enterprises at Fallon located approximately 50 miles to the east of Reno. 

Reno’s population grew from about 4,500 in 1900 to ca. 11,000 by 1910, 18,000 by 1930, and 
21,300 by 1940. Accompanying this growth was the construction of five new schools by 1910, a 
Carnegie Library (1903), a new post office (1907), and a new County courthouse (1910-11).  

A series of socio-political, natural, and economic factors stimulated the growth of downtown 
Reno. Gambling was outlawed between the years 1910 and 1931. Following its re-legalization in 
1931, many buildings were retrofitted to accommodate gaming. The Riverside Hotel built in 
1927, added a casino to the ground floor and built a major expansion in 1950. Abe Zetooney, 
owner of the Art Deco style El Cortez Hotel increased the nightly rates to $6 a night instead of 
the prevailing rate of the time of $2.50 per night. Other properties include the (former) Mapes 
Hotel built in 1948 as the prototype of the modern high-rise hotel casino and famous for the 
remote broadcasts of the Ed Sullivan television show. The gaming industry continues to draw 
tourists to Reno and notably influenced the architecture and economic viability of downtown 
Reno. 

During the early part of the twentieth century, most states stiffened their divorce laws in 
conformity to Edwardian concepts of morality. Nevada, in contrast, took advantage of its 
reputation as a divorce center acquired when in 1906, the wife of the president of US. Steel 
obtained a highly publicized divorce there. Reaping the economic benefits of its fame as a 
“divorce center,” Reno in 1927 reduced its residency requirements from six months to three 
months to acquire ability to divorce. Then in 1931 the residency requirements reduced further to 
only six weeks. By 1936, officials issued more than 3,000 divorce decrees to the economic 
benefit of divorce lawyers, hotels, divorce/dude ranches, apartments, and entertainment 
localities. Between 1929 and 1939, courts in Washoe County granted over 30,000 divorces. 
Locally, the construction of dude ranches and apartment complexes accommodated the 
divorcees, with the Riverside Hotel as perhaps the most prominent example of this design goal. 
The 1927 construction of the original Riverside Hotel coincided with a new California law 
imposing a three-day waiting period for marriages. Owners apparently wished to cash in on these 
new potential clients.  

Nature parks today comprise a conspicuous place in the downtown Reno landscape along with 
other areas left within an open-space setting. Examples include Wingfield Park (dedicated 1921) 
that includes three tracts previously named Riverside Park, Belle Isle, and Fulton Park. 
Acquisition and development of Wingfield park began in 1906 when the City acquired the land 
which eventually became the park. 
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Reno became the financial heart of Nevada during the early part of the twentieth century. 
George Wingfield reinvested the wealth he acquired during the Goldfield mining boom into 
financial and development projects in northern Nevada including in and around Reno. Two of his 
most important contributions include the Reno National Bank (1915) and the Riverside Hotel 
(1927). 

The Southern Pacific Railroad and the national highway systems both contributed to the growth 
and economic vitality of the downtown Reno area. Adjacent to Commercial Row, the railroad 
constructed it’s Southern Pacific Depot (1925) and the American Railway Express Station (1925 
- 26), as well as the Freight Station (1931), all of which serve as examples of industrial 
Mediterranean and Art Moderne design, respectively and prominent in the downtown area. 
Downtown Reno transportation further improved through the construction of a number of 
bridges crossing the Truckee River. The city constructed six bridges during the first half of the 
twentieth century which all remain crossing streets today (albeit many having been replaced or 
upgraded) at the following locations -- Arlington Avenue, South Arlington Avenue, Sierra Street, 
Virginia Street, Center Street, and Lake Street.  

The Truckee River is central to the origin and subsequent development of Reno. Water from the 
Truckee River supplied the agricultural, industrial, entertainment, and domestic needs of its 
citizens since the city initially settled. There has been much documentation of the construction 
of ditches, bridges, dams, the modification of tributaries, and the construction of floodwalls 
along the river’s course through downtown Reno. It is not surprising that there exists a 
systematic relationship of various modifications along the river that arguably responded to 
adjacent construction such as the Riverside Hotel which preceded improvements to the 
floodwalls resulted. As the park infrastructure expanded with improvements such as vehicular 
access to Belle Isle in 1921, the retaining walls along the river were accordingly improved. Thus, 
each facet of the complex system that comprised Reno development during the critical years of 
growth between 1910 and 1960, impacted other aspects so that development, population, 
economics, and infrastructure were spiraling in an interconnected complex that has resulted in 
the face of modern downtown Reno. 

RESULTS 

The desktop cultural resources records review identified numerous cultural studies completed 
previously in the vicinity of the project constraints area (Table 1). However, possibly due to the 
urbanization of the area (including the Truckee River), it does not appear that intensive 
archaeological-focused surveys were completed in the constraints area and previous studies 
have focused on the built environment.    

The desktop cultural resources records review identified a total of five previously recorded 
cultural resources within the project constraints area. It should be noted that each of the five 
resources have been recorded using different Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
identification numbers; however, the determination of no significance for all five appear to be 
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consistent (Table 2 and Attachment 2). In Table 2, the “Item Count” enumeration notes when the 
same resources have been identified multiple times using differing SHPO numbers.  

The bridge crossing of the Truckee River along Arlington Avenue includes two structures that 
span the river trough the small Belle Island. The northern span (Bridge Number B-1532) is a 3-
span, 122-foot, reinforced concrete T-beam bridge. The bridge was evaluated for historical 
significance as part of a Nevada statewide survey and concurred with by the Nevada SHPO as not 
meeting the criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP; Attachment 3).  

Similarly, the southern span (Bridge Number B-1531) is a single-span, 48-foot, reinforced 
concrete haunched girder bridge. The bridge was evaluated for historical significance as part of a 
Nevada statewide survey and concurred with by the Nevada SHPO as not meeting the criteria for 
listing on the NRHP (Attachment 3). 

No prehistoric or archaeological resources have been identified in the immediate project area 
and pedestrian archaeological surveys are unlikely to identify any previously unrecorded 
resources given the high degree of development in the area. One archaeological resource was 
identified just north of the Project, but it is outside of the likely APE for the project and at enough 
distance to easily be avoided by possible project activities.   

Table 1: Cultural Resources Studies Performed Within  
Project Constraints Area Plus 0.25-Mile Buffer 

Item 
Count 

Report 
Number 

Date Author Title 

1 180 2006 Ringhoff, Mary 
A Historic Resources Assessment for the ReTrac 
Enhancement Project in Downtown Reno, Washoe 
County, Nevada 

2 3281 2009 
Historic 
Resource 
Associates 

Cultural Resources Study of the River/Cal Neva 
Project, Cingular Site No. N057, 140 N. Virginia Street, 
Reno, Washoe County, Nevada, 89501 

3 6985 2006 
Ringhoff, Mary 
et al. 

The Archaeology of "The Biggest Little City in the 
World" The ReTrac Project, Reno, Washoe County, 
Nevada: Historic Resources 

4 7890 2018 
Creger, Cliff, and 
Suzan Slaughter 

Letter Report for the Architectural Survey of Historic 
Bridges in Nevada 

5 7890 2012 
Creger, Cliff, and 
Suzan Slaughter 

Letter Report for the Architectural Survey of Historic 
Bridges in Nevada 

6 8013 2012 
Chambers 
Group 

Master Cultural Resource Report: A Class III Cultural 
Resource Inventory for the Digital 395 Broadband 
Project (#5569) 

7 8013 2012 
Chambers 
Group 

Master Cultural Resource Report: A Class III Cultural 
Resource Inventory for the Digital 395 Broadband 
Project (#5569) 

8 18205 2012 Mehls, Steven 
Addendum to A Historic Resources Assessment for the 
ReTRAC Project in Downtown Reno, Washoe County, 
Nevada 
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Table 1: Cultural Resources Studies Performed Within  
Project Constraints Area Plus 0.25-Mile Buffer (continued) 

Item 
Count 

Report 
Number 

Date Author Title 

9 21287 2016 Campana, ZoAnn 
Newlands Heights Neighborhood Architectural 
Inventory and Survey 

10 22508 2008 N/A Powning's Addition Survey, Reno, Washoe County 

11 A_429 2008 N/A 
Newland Heights Historic District National Register of 
Historic Places Inventory - Nomination Forms 

12 A_429 1982 N/A 
Newland Heights Historic District National Register of 
Historic Places Inventory - Nomination Forms 

13 A_438 2002 N/A 
Historic Property Studies within and Near the Truckee 
Meadows Project Western Area of Potential Effects, 
Reno, Washoe County, Nevada - Volume I 

14 A_440 2002 N/A 

Draft - Historic Property Studies within and Near the 
Truckee Meadows Project Western Area of Potential 
Effects, Reno, Washoe County, Nevada - Volume IV 
(Historic Resources Inventory Forms - Map References 
65 - 118) 

15 A_455 2002 Kautz, Robert R. 
Reno Midblock Project: Truckee River Floodwall and 
Riverwalk, Cultural Resources Evaluation (CRR: WA02-
018S; Project: STP-0031(055); EA No. 72593) 

16 A_456 2002 Kautz, Robert R. 
Reno Midblock Project: Truckee River Floodwall and 
Riverwalk, Cultural Resources Evaluation (CRR: WA02-
018S; Project: STP-031(055); EA No. 72593) 

17 A_457 2003 
Christensen, Teri 
H. 

Truckee River Shared Use Path: Downtown Riverfront 
Trails Enhancement - Arlington Avenue to Ralston 
Street, Historic Resources Assessment (Contract No. 
1140; FWP-WA-2003-133; CRR: WA003-0045; 
Project: 72944: EA No: Federal ID No. STP-0031(063) 

18 A_473 1984 Lockett, Cari 
Survey of River Rock Structures in Reno and Sparks, 
Nevada 

19 A_475 2000 Starzak, Richard 
Request for Determination of Eligibility for the Reno 
Railroad Corridor, City of Reno, Washoe County, 
Nevada 

20 A_476 1992 Moore, Mark W. 

Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation: Truckee 
River Flood Control Project, Washoe and Storey 
Counties, Nevada (Contract No. DACW05-90-C-0099) 
Summary Report 

21 A_496 1983 Koval, Ana Beth 
Reno Cultural Resources Survey Phase II (Volume 1 of 
3) 

22 A_497 1983 
Rainshadow 
Associates 

Reno Cultural Resources Survey, Phase II (Volume 2 of 
2) 

23 A_515 1996 Koval, Ana B. 
Reno Bicycle Path, Historical/Architectural Survey 
Report 

24 A_622 2002 N/A 

Historic Property Studies within and Near the Truckee 
Meadows Project, Western Area of Potential Effects, 
Reno, Washoe County, Nevada, Volume III: Historic 
Resources Inventory Forms - Map References 1 to 64 
(Volume 1 of 5) 
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Table 1: Cultural Resources Studies Performed Within  
Project Constraints Area Plus 0.25-Mile Buffer (continued) 

Item 
Count 

Report 
Number 

Date Author Title 

25 A_623 2008 N/A 

Draft: Historic Property Studies within and Near the 
Truckee Meadows Project, Western Area of Potential 
Effects, Reno, Washoe County, Nevada, Volume V: 
Historic Resources Inventory Forms-Newlands Heights 
Historic District Addendum and Map References 119- 

26 A_624 1986 Porter, Jeanette 
Revised Nevada State Historic Preservation Plan 
DeLongchamps Study Unit 

27 A_627 2002 N/A 
An Evaluation of the Truckee River Floodwalls, 
Wingfield Park to Sierra Street, Downtown Reno 
(Summit Project 1203-007) 

28 A_637 1984 Anderson, Jinny 
Family Locally Operated Grocery Stores in Reno and 
Sparks, Washoe County, Nevada 

29 
DBI_NV_ 
2007_22

0 
2001 

Mehls, Steven F.; 
Stoner, Edward J.; 
and Renee Kolv 

Treatment and Discovery Plan for the Reno Railroad 
Corridor 

30 23805 2018 Thomas, Alexis 
2nd Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements, Reno, 
Washoe County 

 
Table 2: Cultural Resources Located Within Study Area 

Item 
Count 

SHPO 
Resource 
Number 

Name 
Additional 

Information 
Disposition 

1 B3253 Arlington Ave Bridge Bridge B-1531 
Confirmed Not Eligible in 1991 based on 
12/1990 evaluation.   

2 B3266 Wingfield Park — 
Confirmed Not Eligible in 1991 based on 
12/1990 evaluation.   

3 S 102 
North Arlington Ave 
Bridge  

Bridge B-1532 Determined Not Eligible 2001 

1 S 103 Truckee River Bridge Bridge B-1531   Determined Not Eligible 2003 

4 S 104 Wingfield Park Dam — 
Confirmed Not Eligible in 2001 following 
similar 1991 evaluation.   

3 S 106 
North Arlington Ave 
Bridge/Chestnut 
Street Bridge 

Bridge B-1532 Update April 2003 Confirmed Not Eligible 

4 S 107 Wingfield Park Dam — Update April 2003 Confirmed Not Eligible 

5 S 109 
Truckee River 
Retaining Walls 

— Update April 2003 Confirmed Not Eligible 

5 S 180 
Truckee River 
Retaining Walls 

— Determined Not Eligible 2002 

3 S 458 Truckee River Bridge  Bridge B-1532 
Update October 2003 Confirmed Not 
Eligible 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to consider the 
effects of federally funded or federally authorized undertakings that have the potential to 
impact historic properties and provide the SHPO, affected Tribes, and other consulting parties an 
opportunity to comment. The National Historic Preservation Act defines historic properties as 
any district, site, building, structure, or object that is listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
To satisfy this requirement, cultural resources may be identified through a records search; 
consultations with Native American Tribes, the SHPO, other knowledgeable parties; and through 
field investigations by qualified archaeologists, historians, ethnographers, or other researchers 
with specialized expertise. The following steps will be required once compliance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act is initiated for the proposed undertaking: 

• Clearly define proposed undertaking and any alternatives.   
• Initiate Section 106 studies through NDOT to satisfy the SHPO. 
• Initiate Native American consultation with appropriate groups in concert with NDOT.  
• Complete Section 106 cultural resources identification and effects studies based on 

guidance provided by the NDOT cultural resources requirements that will also include 
development of an Area of Potential Effects map based on the project footprint and 
possible vertical elements that might require consideration of built environment 
resources beyond the proposed undertaking footprint.  

The proposed project constraints area has been surveyed previously for cultural resources and 
several identified resources were evaluated for their ability to meet the criteria for listing on the 
NRHP. No significant cultural resources were identified in the constraints area as individual 
resources and none appear to have turned 50 years of age since the last surveys. The overall 
feeling of the area is not considered particularly cohesive or possessive of a distinctive character, 
thus additional studies are not likely to identify any new landscape-themed resources that 
incorporate the bridges, Wingfield Park, or other historic buildings, structures, or features. For 
example, a 2003 cultural analysis of Wingfield Park in relation to the bridges indicated “… the 
park itself lacks enough integrity to convey an accurate image of historical significance and 
setting, and the bridge is not contributory to what is essentially a modern park.” Furthermore, 
“…integrity [of the park] has been too substantially diminished and the park no longer reflects a 
historic space because of improvements which occurred in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s.” 
(Christensen and Kautz 2003: 47-49). Given this, the likelihood of identifying a new historic 
landscape or historic district or that Wingfield Park could be considered a historic resource 
beyond any previous analysis is low given all the changes to the area over time. However, these 
aspects should be considered when future Section 106 studies are completed. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

NEVADA CULTURAL RESOURCES INFORMATION SYSTEM MAP  
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NVCRIS Screenshot Showing Archaeological and Built-Environment Surveys and National Register Eligible Resources (no archaeological sites included)
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ATTACHMENT 2  

RESOURCE INVENTORY/EVALUATION FORMS 
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ATTACHMENT 3  

2018 NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION  
BRIDGE REPORTS 
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75A. Type Of Work

2006

3 (On Free Road)

2 (2-way traffic)

9. Location

39 ° 31 ' 25.30 "

17. Longitude

41. Posting Status A (Open)

0

5 (Waterway)

0 (No median)

0 (None)

44B. Appr. Span Design

11. Milepoint

RENO - S BRIDGE

0.000

60600 (Reno)

02 (District 02)

329 (Nevada)

7. Facility Carried

1291. Frequency

93A. FC Inspection Date

09/18/2015

30. Year of ADT

Structure Inventory and Appraisal

Bridge No.: B1531

3. County 031 (Washoe)

6. Feature Intersected TRUCKEE RVR

2. District

98A. Border Bridge Code  (Not Applicable)

99. Border Bridge No.

43A. Main Span Material 1 (Concrete)

43B. Main Span Design 01 (Slab)

45. No. of Spans Main Unit 001

44A. Appr. Span Material 0 (Other)

00 (Other)

46. No. of Appr. Spans 0000

107. Deck Type

108A. Wearing Surface

48. Length Max Span

49. Structure Length

34. Skew 0 degrees

50. Curb/Sdwk Width LT

51. Width Curb to Curb

32. Appr. Roadway Width

33. Median

35. Structure Flared

10. Min Vertical Clearance

0

47. Horiz. Clearance

99.99 ft.

53. Min. Vert. Clearance Over

55A. Min. Lat. Underclear Right

56. Min. Lat. Underclear Left

38. Navigation Control 0 (No navigation control on waterway (bridge permit not required))

111. Pier Protection 1 (Navigation protection not required)

39. Vertical Clearance

40. Horiz. Clearance

16. Latitude

N (Feature not a highway or railroad)

90. Inspection Date 04/03/2018

92A. FC Frequency

93B. UW Inspection Date

92B. UW Frequebcy 48

93C. SI Date

92C. SI Frequency

58. Deck 4 (Poor Condition (advanced deterioration))

59. Superstructure 4 (Poor Condition (advanced deterioration))

60. Substructure 6 (Satisfactory Condition (minor deterioration))

61. Channel/Channel Prot 7 (Bank protection needs minor repairs)

62. Culvert N (Not Applicable)

67. Struc Eval 4 (Meets minimum tolerable limits)

68. Deck Geometry 5 (Somewhat better than minimum adequacy)

69. Underclearance,
Vert & Horiz

N (Not applicable)

71. Waterway Adequacy 6 (Occasional Overtopping of Approaches)

72. Approach Alignment 8 (Equal to present desirable criteria)

36A. Bridge Railings 0 (Does not meet acceptable standards/safety feature is required)

36B. Transitions 0 (Does not meet acceptable standards/safety feature is required)

36C. Approach Guardrail 0 (Does not meet acceptable standards/safety feature is required)

36D. Approach GuardRail Term 0 (Does not meet acceptable standards/safety feature is required)

113. Scour Critical Bridges 5 (Scour within limits of footing or piles)

31. Design Load 0 (Other/Unknown)

64. Operating Rating 45.0

66. Inventory Rating 27.0

70. Posting 5 (Equal to or above legal loads)

27. Year Built 1938

106. Year Reconstructed 0000

42A. Type of Service On 5 (Highway-pedestrian)

28A. Lanes On 3

29. Avg Daily Traffic 13000

109. Truck ADT 4 %

19. Detour Length

112. Bridge Length Y

26. Functional Class 16 (Urban)

100. STRAHNET 0 (Not a STRAHNET route)

101. Parallel Structure N (No parallel structure)

102. Direction of Traffic

22. Owner 04 (City or Municipal Highway Agency)

21. Maintenance Resp 04 (City or Municipal Highway Agency)

37. Historical Significance 5 (Not eligible)

65. Rating Method 1 (Load Factor (LF))

28B. Lanes Under

2014

8. Structure No. B1531

ARLINGTON AV

63. Rating Method 1 (Load Factor (LF))1. State Code

1510065805. Inventory Route

4. Place Code

12. Base Hwy Network 0 (Inventory Route is not on the Base Network)

13A. LRS Inv Route

13B. Subroute No.

98B. % Responsibility

6 (Bituminous)

1 (Concrete Cast-in-Place)

108B. Deck Membrane

0 (None)108C. Deck Protection

RT

N (Feature not a highway or railroad)54A. Min. Vert. Underclear

54B. Min. Vert. Underclear

55B. Min. Lat. Underclear Right

116. Min Nav Vert Clear

42B. Type of Service Under

31 (Replacement)

1 (Work to be done by contract)75B. Work Done By

$ 32694. Bridge Impr Cost

76. Len of Struc Impr

95. Rdwy Impr Cost $ 33

96. Total Proj Cost $ 489

97. Year of Impr Cost

114. Future ADT 25000

115. Year Future ADT 2034

20. Toll

103. Temp Structure

104. Hwy Sys Inv Route 0 (Structure/Route is NOT on NHS)

105. Fed Lands Hwys 0 (Not Applicable)

110. Desig National Net 0 (Inventory route not on network)

0 ft.

3.1

44.9 ft.

0.0 ft.

0.0 ft.

44.9 ft.

45.9 ft.

47.9 ft.

5.91 ft.

5.91 ft.

44.9 ft.

52. Deck Width Out to Out 61.0 ft.

9999 ft.

0 ft.

0 ft.

0 ft.

70.20912

201. Contract Number City

202. Seismic Risk

203. Structure Name

204. Culvert Barrel Height

205. Culvert Barrel Width

206. Culvert Barrel Length

207. Total Deck Area 2922 sq ft.

92A-1. FC Required

92B-1. UW Required

92C-1. SI Required

N

Y

N

Last Modified: 05/31/2018

208. Last Access
Required Inspection Date

209. Access Required
Inspection Frequency

04/03/2018

12

210. Date of Next Access
Required

04/03/2019

211. Bridge Inventory
Direction

South to North

119 ° 48 ' 58.65 "

YSD:NFO:55.50Sufficiency Rating:

BowenM2
Highlight

BowenM2
Highlight



75A. Type Of Work

2007

3 (On Free Road)

2 (2-way traffic)

9. Location

39 ° 31 ' 28.47 "

17. Longitude

41. Posting Status A (Open)

0

5 (Waterway)

0 (No median)

0 (None)

44B. Appr. Span Design

11. Milepoint

RENO - N BRIDGE

0.000

60600 (Reno)

02 (District 02)

329 (Nevada)

7. Facility Carried

1291. Frequency

93A. FC Inspection Date

09/19/2015

30. Year of ADT

Structure Inventory and Appraisal

Bridge No.: B1532

3. County 031 (Washoe)

6. Feature Intersected TRUCKEE RVR

2. District

98A. Border Bridge Code  (Not Applicable)

99. Border Bridge No.

43A. Main Span Material 1 (Concrete)

43B. Main Span Design 04 (Tee Beam)

45. No. of Spans Main Unit 003

44A. Appr. Span Material 0 (Other)

00 (Other)

46. No. of Appr. Spans 0000

107. Deck Type

108A. Wearing Surface

48. Length Max Span

49. Structure Length

34. Skew 0 degrees

50. Curb/Sdwk Width LT

51. Width Curb to Curb

32. Appr. Roadway Width

33. Median

35. Structure Flared

10. Min Vertical Clearance

0

47. Horiz. Clearance

99.99 ft.

53. Min. Vert. Clearance Over

55A. Min. Lat. Underclear Right

56. Min. Lat. Underclear Left

38. Navigation Control 0 (No navigation control on waterway (bridge permit not required))

111. Pier Protection 1 (Navigation protection not required)

39. Vertical Clearance

40. Horiz. Clearance

16. Latitude

N (Feature not a highway or railroad)

90. Inspection Date 04/03/2018

92A. FC Frequency

93B. UW Inspection Date

92B. UW Frequebcy 48

93C. SI Date 01/20/2017

92C. SI Frequency

58. Deck 4 (Poor Condition (advanced deterioration))

59. Superstructure 5 (Fair Condition (minor section loss))

60. Substructure 4 (Poor Condition (advanced deterioration))

61. Channel/Channel Prot 7 (Bank protection needs minor repairs)

62. Culvert N (Not Applicable)

67. Struc Eval 4 (Meets minimum tolerable limits)

68. Deck Geometry 6 (Equal to present minimum criteria)

69. Underclearance,
Vert & Horiz

N (Not applicable)

71. Waterway Adequacy 6 (Occasional Overtopping of Approaches)

72. Approach Alignment 8 (Equal to present desirable criteria)

36A. Bridge Railings 0 (Does not meet acceptable standards/safety feature is required)

36B. Transitions 0 (Does not meet acceptable standards/safety feature is required)

36C. Approach Guardrail 0 (Does not meet acceptable standards/safety feature is required)

36D. Approach GuardRail Term 0 (Does not meet acceptable standards/safety feature is required)

113. Scour Critical Bridges 3 (Foundations unstable for scour conditions)

31. Design Load 0 (Other/Unknown)

64. Operating Rating 42.4

66. Inventory Rating 25.6

70. Posting 5 (Equal to or above legal loads)

27. Year Built 1921

106. Year Reconstructed 1967

42A. Type of Service On 5 (Highway-pedestrian)

28A. Lanes On 4

29. Avg Daily Traffic 13000

109. Truck ADT 4 %

19. Detour Length

112. Bridge Length Y

26. Functional Class 16 (Urban)

100. STRAHNET 0 (Not a STRAHNET route)

101. Parallel Structure N (No parallel structure)

102. Direction of Traffic

22. Owner 04 (City or Municipal Highway Agency)

21. Maintenance Resp 04 (City or Municipal Highway Agency)

37. Historical Significance 5 (Not eligible)

65. Rating Method 1 (Load Factor (LF))

28B. Lanes Under

2014

8. Structure No. B1532

ARLINGTON AV

63. Rating Method 1 (Load Factor (LF))1. State Code

1510065805. Inventory Route

4. Place Code

12. Base Hwy Network 0 (Inventory Route is not on the Base Network)

13A. LRS Inv Route

13B. Subroute No.

98B. % Responsibility

6 (Bituminous)

1 (Concrete Cast-in-Place)

108B. Deck Membrane

0 (None)108C. Deck Protection

RT

N (Feature not a highway or railroad)54A. Min. Vert. Underclear

54B. Min. Vert. Underclear

55B. Min. Lat. Underclear Right

116. Min Nav Vert Clear

42B. Type of Service Under

31 (Replacement)

1 (Work to be done by contract)75B. Work Done By

$ 70994. Bridge Impr Cost

76. Len of Struc Impr

95. Rdwy Impr Cost $ 71

96. Total Proj Cost $ 1063

97. Year of Impr Cost

114. Future ADT 25000

115. Year Future ADT 2034

20. Toll

103. Temp Structure

104. Hwy Sys Inv Route 0 (Structure/Route is NOT on NHS)

105. Fed Lands Hwys 0 (Not Applicable)

110. Desig National Net 0 (Inventory route not on network)

0 ft.

3.1

61.4 ft.

0.0 ft.

0.0 ft.

61.3 ft.

43.0 ft.

122.0 ft.

5.91 ft.

5.91 ft.

61.4 ft.

52. Deck Width Out to Out 75.5 ft.

328 ft.

0 ft.

0 ft.

0 ft.

152.55720

201. Contract Number City

202. Seismic Risk

203. Structure Name

204. Culvert Barrel Height

205. Culvert Barrel Width

206. Culvert Barrel Length

207. Total Deck Area 9211 sq ft.

92A-1. FC Required

92B-1. UW Required

92C-1. SI Required

N

Y

N

Last Modified: 06/29/2018

208. Last Access
Required Inspection Date

209. Access Required
Inspection Frequency

04/03/2018

12

210. Date of Next Access
Required

04/03/2019

211. Bridge Inventory
Direction

South to North

119 ° 49 ' 00.08 "

YSD:NFO:54.50Sufficiency Rating:

BowenM2
Highlight

BowenM2
Highlight


