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AMENDMENT TO PROPOSED MOTION 2014-0142 
On Attachment A, page 17, strike the last sentence of the third paragraph and add “Fig. 3 illustrates the growth in the cost of deferred maintenance specific to pavement resurfacing, and Fig 4 illustrates King County’s growing funding gap.”

On Attachment A, page 17 after the third paragraph, insert a new “Fig. 3” as shown below. Renumber the remaining figures consecutively and correct any internal references accordingly.  
[image: ]

On Attachment A, page 23, in the paragraph labeled “Operational model”, add the following sentence before the last sentence: “The gap between current revenues and what would be required to maximize asset lifecycles is reflected in the ‘Future Service Level Analysis’ section.”

EFFECT: This amendment adds a graph entitled Pavement Resurfacing Cost Comparison that shows the financial impacts of deferred maintenance on pavement resurfacing costs and retains language from the original SPRS plan identifying the revenue gap for the Road Services Division. Language in Attachment A would be modified as shown below in strike-out format:
Page 17:

There is a growing gap between the cost of maintaining the system at an acceptable level and the resources available. While average expected revenues have declined since the 2010 plan (from $102 million to about $90 million), the cost of the expected total annual service needs has grown (from $240 million in 2010 to $350 million in 2014). As preventive maintenance is replaced by reactive management, the cost of individual responses increases—much as the cost of deferring oil changes can lead to expensive automobile repairs. Fig. 3 illustrates the growth in the cost of deferred maintenance specific to pavement resurfacing, and Fig 4 illustrates this King County’s growing funding gap.
Page 23:

Operational model – Road Services will give high priority to asset management in the Rural Area to make data-driven decisions about service delivery and to minimize infrastructure lifecycle cost to the extent feasible with available funding. This approach recognizes that the Rural Area roads will be the County’s long-term assets, and places a priority on maintenance and preservation of the rural roadway system. The gap between current revenues and what would be required to maximize asset lifecycles is reflected in the “Future Service Level Analysis” section. Critical safety and regulatory needs, as defined in this plan, will be addressed independent of urban/rural location.
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PAVEMENT CONDITION SCORE (PCS)

YEARS (AGE)

PAVEMENT RESURFACING COST COMPARISON

TIMELY VERSUS DEFERRED

PAVEMENT PERFORMANCE 

CURVE OF AN ARTERIAL

OPTIMUM RANGE FOR AN OVERLAY

3 YEARS

OVERLAY

DEFERRED

25% or more cracking with

20% severe, repair needed 

$750,000/center line mile 

repair and overlay cost

5-25% hairline cracking

No/minimal repair required

$300,000/center line mile 

overlay cost  

Costs are illustrative.Actual costs may vary.


