Task Force 13 Spring Meeting

Sarasota Florida, May 11 and 12, 2006
Task Force Co-Chair Pat Collins welcomed participants to Florida, noting that when he left Cheyenne, Wyoming, the day before the temperature was 26 degrees F. with light snow on the ground. With over 90 participants this was one of the best-attended Spring meetings of Task Force 13. He expressed our thanks to Ellie Dinitz who was responsible for the hotel, meeting room, and dinner arrangements. He also introduced his Co-Chair John Durkos, Chairman Emeritus Arthur Dinitz, and Secretary Nick Artimovich. 

After demonstrating the safe and proper operation of the “Froggie Robotic Pen” which all participants received as part of their registration, Collins asked for all attendees to introduce themselves. A hard copy of the Task Force 13 Roster / Mailing List was also circulated for any necessary updates and corrections to be made.

Collins then asked for approval of the minutes of the Fall 2005 meeting in Perdido Beach, Alabama (http://www.aashtotf13.org/pdf/TF13PerdidoMinutes.pdf ) The motion was made by John LaTurner and seconded by Durkos. He then reviewed the day’s agenda noting that one of the subcommittees, #8 on the Rail Highway Crossing Hardware had been trying to put itself out of business. However, Dinitz noted that the AASHTO Technology Implementation Group is still interested in low cost RXR improvements so RR subcommittee is still important. Collins noted many communities in Wyoming were petitioning to cut the use of train horns in residential areas, but this requires that other improvements must be in place, such as four gates, or a wayside horn. RR crossings are still a problem nationwide and Frank Julian noted that FHWA and FRA are working with wayside horns, as it is a hot topic. 

Subcommittee Name and Number
 

Co-Chairs

Subcommittee #1 Publications Maintenance

Nancy Berry (ret) & Matt Leahy

Subcommittee #2 Barrier Hardware


Will Longstreet & Bob Takach

Subcommittee #3 Bridge Rails and Transitions
Mark Bloschock & Roger Bligh

Subcommittee #4 Drainage Hardware

Adam Neuwald (ret) & Nathan Paul

Subcommittee #5 Sign, Luminaire, &etc Hardware
Mike Stenko & Greg Fredrick

Subcommittee #6 Work Zone Hardware

Paul Fossier & Barry Stephens

Subcommittee
#7 Certification of Test Facilities
Ron Faller (ret) & John LaTurner

Subcommittee #8 Rail Highway Crossing Hardware
Dean Alberson & Rick Mauer

Summary of Subcommittee Discussions

Subcommittee #1 Publications Maintenance.  Chuck Patterson of Virginia DOT was introduced as Nancy Berry’s replacement on TF13, (but not as the subcommittee co-chair.)  Berry noted that VDOT doesn’t have a budget yet so their efforts to update the Task Force website will be somewhat limited.

The Publications Maintenance Subcommittee has evolved. Matt Leahy went through their mission statement, and the website is biggest thing to come out of the Subcommittee in recent history. The mission statement includes promotion of electronic publishing, standardized electronic document format, links to appropriate standard, ensuring publications will not become obsolete, supporting publications through website. Website will be a clearinghouse for highway hardware details.  Have identified sources of funding, two subcommittees have got AASHTO funding for their publications.  Assisting in review of publications and getting them ready for posting. 

 TTI is currently hosting space for our site (www.aashtotf13.org ), but VDOT has been doing actual maintenance, which has taken about 8 hours total over the last year. When subcommittees look at their pages on website they have to realize that someone in their subcommittee needs to be able to do that in order to keep their own work up to date.  Berry has a person in her group who has the necessary software to post changes and updates to the website and that is how changes are made, including minutes, meeting notices, etc. VDOT may not be able to handle the electronic publications themselves, including updating.  Barrier subcommittee experience will be valuable in telling us how this can be done. Once most of the “bugs” have been worked out the Barrier subcommittee’s publications the others can follow.

Mac Ray’s work has set format for how we want these publications to be brought together, but the real problem now is how do we get funding? Thru subcommittee chairs? What other means, i.e. charge for viewing the website? Regardless who hosts website, we need someone to actively maintain the pages and publications. Who do we pay to do this? 

The subcommittee also recommended that the AASHTO Style Manual be linked on TF13 homepage so we can use it in developing publications, and that only approved documents should go on our website.

Open to floor – what should subcommittee’s task be in the future? Chad Heimbecher volunteered to take over the current maintenance activities because this is what he does for his company, and currently the Task Force’s needs take a minimal amount of time. Publications Maintenance home page should have links to page formats so that the drawing owner can submit the drawings ready to post. 

The Barrier Subcommittee has not yet gotten to the point where they know if this overall process has been perfected, or that it can be used by other subcommittees. There have yet been no drawings submitted to go through process.  Barrier subcommittee has put time into setting “designators,” accepting drawings in a format to be reviewed, etc., etc., so this is not insignificant. 

Collins recommended that the Barrier Subcommittee go thru this process and  document questions and problems to be posted for use by others. The person appointed to keep track of drawing “designators” would be in the ideal position to do this.  Still sorting out who hosts site, who does work, etc., but the Publications Maintenance subcommittee ought to be responsible for this gate keeping function.

Will Longstreet noted that a “gatekeeper” is needed to handle designators, update drawings, update pages, contact Tech Reps, post drawings and photos, move drawings from “review” to “ready” status to website once approved by vote. Seeing that there are many systems out there that have not yet submitted drawings, this will keep someone busy when these come in. Tech Rep gets drawings ready to send to gatekeeper.

Berry asked if this same person/process is needed for other subcommittee publications? Yes, this gatekeeper could be a full time person doing this for TF13. This is more than Chad volunteered to do, but we are going to keep his nose to the grindstone and make him regret that he ever raised his hand at a Task Force 13 meeting.  Ah, so you did make the effort to read the draft minutes. Good for you. 

Barry Stephens noted that TTI would need funding to do this on a full time effort. He asked if the $50 K that the Sign Supports Subcommittee received might be used to do this in-depth publication maintenance? No, as that NCHRP money is already obligated to a specific purpose.

The Task Force has now reached the point where we actually need funding in order to move things forward. Dean Alberson said TTI could use the $50 k to do this for a year. Collins – 20-7 funding is dedicated to Supports guide so it can’t be redirected. Going after pooled funds and research funds is fine to get us started, but will need to consider membership fees, selling on-line services, or other means of revenue enhancement.

Berry – Publications Maintenance is promoting their mission, but they are not able to do this as a subcommittee: we need a paid position to handle these matters, and would be best if they were knowledgeable about the hardware we are dealing with.  Should password protected membership list be posted? 

Collins closed the discussion saying that TF-13 needs $$$ and a treasurer to deal with website issues. 

Durkos honored Harry Taylor on his retirement from FHWA by showing an old photo with him, Jim Hatton, John Viner, and other noted roadside safety advocates.

Subcommittee #2 Barrier Hardware

Longstreet gave the following presentation:

Durkos: How should TF-13 deal with tensioned cable barrier systems? Dinitz serves as co chair on Joint Committee’s New Materials and Technologies subcommittee, and on TIG (Technology Innovation Group.) TIG is very interested in promoting new technologies – they recognize new technologies that aren’t fully implemented nationwide and promote them - interested and influential DOT people are on TIG. Precast roadway slabs, precast beams are among these.  

High tensioned cable median barriers are currently of great interest to TIG. Crossover crash tragedies have generated a great need even though these crashes are a small percentage of 43000 fatalities. TIG wants a TF13 subcommittee to set up a guide to the use and specifications of pre tensioned cable median barriers.  This is something where not only does TF13 already have the infrastructure set up to produce a useful guide, but all manufacturers already participate in TF13. TIG wants this info ASAP and we should be able to have something ready this fall. We can shine with this, and may be able to get funding for this effort, and will put us into a position to offer this project and TF13 Guides as a service to AASHTO and FHWA.

Dean Alberson noted that he already has an NCHRP Project to look at high tensioned cable guardrails. Dean has been in contact with all US suppliers of cable barriers. He is basing his evaluation on available state data and crash testing. Have sent out 100 surveys and have 25+ states that have responded.  Alberson will present this info to the June meeting of the AASHTO Subcommittee on Design.  The report from this project should be able to go directly into TF13 Barrier site.

Durkos: TF13 does not get into use warrants and guidelines. We compile standards, drawings, and specifications that can be used to compare competing devices. Alberson’s project is probably more in scope with the TIG request.

We want comments from State DOTs and Manufacturers on our documents: 

Mike Kempen: Sees lots of things in field that states should consider when specifying cable barriers. Systems have evolved not to optimize performance but to meet bidding requirements. At this point systems are increasing post spacing to minimize costs.  (non tensioned systems are falling out of favor as they are ineffective once struck.) Maintenance benefit comes from stretching cable but there is no standardization of prestretching requirement or standard. Some cables are not able to maintain the initial tension and have to be retensioned on the roadside. The highway community needs to standardize where we want prestretching.

Chuck Norton: W-beam guardrail was generic, unlike the many proprietary cable systems. He agrees that there is a need for some standardization on footings, spacing, etc. 

 Ron Faulkenbery:  All systems are different and their performance is demonstrated by the deflection distance during the crash testing.  Gibraltar has 30-foot post spacing and they believe it is the safest as it minimizes the number of posts, the part of the system that causes most damage. [Editor’s note: the goal of a cable median barrier system is to reduce serious cross median crashes, not minimize sheet metal damage. Optimum spacing ought to minimize gating.] State DOTs are concerned that a cable barrier thru a sag vertical curve needs a way to hold cables down, but each manufacturer has addressed that issue in their own way. Post spacing has nothing to do with performance as no posts hold the cable down – all systems will release upon impact.  Standardization should be based on testing, not post spacing.

Durkos: All standardization can be traced back to testing. Standardization of cable barriers testing in proposed 350 update recommends 600 feet in length of test article in order to minimize the effect of the end terminals on the deflection distance. Cable tension during the test is recommended to be standardized at 100 deg F. Beyond that the manufacturer may have the test run at the largest recommended post spacing. Finite element modeling simulation may be used to estimate deflection in reduced spacing.

Richard Butler: Unless your test article is 600 ft or longer you are testing the end blocks, not the cables and post connections. 

Divyang Pathak: From a DOT perspective, since testing is done on flat terrain they want to know what about sloped locations, where do you place it with respect to ditch? Soil conditions in the median affect anchorage of posts or sleeves. Variance in length of test article is a problem.

Mark Bloschock: There is a lot of confusion and TX is putting in quite a lot of cable median barrier. From a state’s perspective it is not a matter of relative cost between various cable systems:  cables are being put in because they are getting more medians protected for their money: 600 miles to date. No agreement for use of TL3 or TL4. Texas is specifying a maximum 8 feet of deflection. 

Richard Butler: Brifen tested with 1000-foot test article with 8.5-foot deflection. In order to meet TX spec they shortened up the test article and got an 8-foot deflection. There is clearly a need for standardization of test conditions. 

Rick Mauer: Nucor wants standardization as well. They tested their cable system to TL4 and failed because they picked the “wrong” CIP. He believes that the same weak point could exist in every cable system.

Dinitz: We’ve heard the importance of getting DOTs involved. TIG’s expert panel could use the expertise of these experts on barriers.  Julian noted many of the known state experts are on TIG and have already discussed much of this.  Looking to develop a website because things are moving so fast.

Subcommittee #3 Bridge Rails and Transitions (taken from Bloschock’s notes): 

The subcommittee identified users of guide. Cities, counties, state DOTs, FHWA, consultants, architects, manufacturers, citizens, etc… 

All Task Force 13 members are asked to view the Guide on the TF13 site. Sign in, review the format, and comment back to the co-chairs.

Items to be included in the guide: 


Items tested to Report 350


Items with FHWA acceptance letter


Items with FHWA equivalency


Items tested to Update of 350

Required categories:


See-thru or open rails


Aesthetic rails*


Retrofit rails


Combination (traffic and pedestrian rails)


Precast rails (per Faller’s suggestion)


Metal rail on concrete parapet


Aluminum rails


Steel rails

* Julian recommended the guide be linked to the Context Sensitive Solutions website.

Other documentation possibly to be included:


Crash test reports (for new report already digitized)

Crash test videos

Simulation reports

Contact information

Weight per foot table

The guide will need a high degree of searchability:


Keyword searching


Searchable link to 350Update


Include a thumbnail of each drawing, photo, etc., so that each can be previewed


Include file size for photos, drawings, videos, etc.


Longstreet recommends use of SHAREPOINT free software


Database on website hosting computer



MySQL freeware database program

MyPHP myadmin, freeware database program, a management program that interfaces with tables of data

Other comments:


If the guide does not include a particular transition item, ie cable to bridgerail or guardrail, link to another guide that does.


Adopt Barriers Subcommittee nomenclature for posting items during the review process, ie “in progress,” “ready,” “approved.”


Format looks OK in HTML but use PHP script pages for flexibility (Heimbecher)

For website questions, check with Heimbecher for programming details, and with TTI server contact to see if TTI can do all this.

Subcommittee #4 Drainage Hardware (Thanks to Nathan Paul for these minutes)



Introduction of attendees

Co-Chair Adam Neuwald indicated this will be his last meeting. However, a NPCA representative will likely be attending future meetings. 

It was noted that ideally a DOT official should fill the vacant position. However, Neuwald indicated the NPCA representative would likely fill the co-chair position if a DOT official could not be found.

Old Business

Summer and Winter Conference Calls

The committee has been attempting to recruit members from the state DOTs. A number of DOT representatives indicated they are interested in the Drainage Committee, but could not get the funding to attend the actual meetings. The committee plans to hold a summer and winter conference call so more DOTs can be involved with out having to actually attend a meeting. ABT Drains indicated they could host the initial conference calls. 

The committee plans to have their next conference call the first week of August. Nathan Paul will send a reminder email a few weeks prior to set an exact date and time that will work for a majority of committee members.

Updating of Drainage Hardware Guide

A brief overview of the document was presented. The committee felt that the format and procedures developed by Subcommittee #2, Barrier Hardware, should be followed for updating the current document which is available online at the following address:

http://www.aashtotf13.org/Standardized-Drainage-Products.asp
Neuwald suggested creating a survey that will be sent to each state DOT’s drainage/hydraulics department. The survey will be used to determine if the document is currently being used, if the document needs to be updated and which products should be removed and which need to be added. The survey will also request that DOT’s submit their standard drawings (if similar to the current format) and ask if the survey recipient would be interested in assisting in the updating and review of the document. It was also suggested to include a question on stormwater treatments systems.

The committee plans to have a DRAFT survey complete by mid July for review during the August conference call. A brief discussion on the distribution method ensued. A comment was made that emails may not be opened or may not make it through security filters, thus a mailed hard copy may be the best method of distribution.

The committee hopes to have results back for review during the Fall 2006 meeting. A suggestion was also made to contact the various associations, which represent concrete, aluminum, plastic and corrugated steel drainage products. Each association or industry group would be responsible for recreating and updated applicable product drawings for inclusion in the online document. Drawings that are not updated will not be included in the new version. Assuming the survey provides a positive response in regard to the DOT’s interest and use of the document, it may be easier to get the other industry groups involved with the subcommittee, which has been struggling with membership.

Paul indicated that a hydraulics engineer with CalTrans will be attending the fall meeting and that a representative from the Utah DOT will be able to participate via email and conference call.

A discussion on funding to assist with the updating process ensued. It was suggested to contact the AASHTO Drainage Committee. Funding would be easier to achieve if the group had a sponsor on the AASHTO Drainage Committee. It was also suggested to determine if the AASHTO Drainage Committee is doing any work on stormwater treatment. It would likely be easier to obtain funding through a group like NCHRP if a research project on stormwater treatment systems was incorporated into the updating process. 

A request for a longer meeting time has been submitted to TF13 co-chair Pat Collins.

ACTION ITEMS:

DRAFT a survey by mid July

Conference call to be held to first week of August

Distribute survey by mid August

Compile survey results prior to Fall 2006 meeting

Contact applicable trade associations informing them of the project and inviting them to the fall 2006 meeting 

Subcommittee #5 Sign, Luminaire, &etc Hardware
Mike Stenko & Greg Fredrick

Chairman Fredrick opened the subcommittee meeting at 12:30 and circulated a sign in sheet.  Co chair Stenko was unable to attend the Task Force Meeting.

The group discussed the Update to “A Guide to Small Sign Support Hardware”. This document is being updated as part of an NCHRP 20-07 project.  The group noted that the title of the new manual will be “Ground Mounted Sign Support Guide.”  The project has been awarded to Dr. Mac Ray, and he received the notice to proceed on April 1.  Because Dr. Ray was unable to attend the meeting, Fredrick presented the PowerPoint presentation prepared and forwarded to him by Dr. Ray.  The look and feel of the update will be similar to the “Bridge Railing Transition Guide”.  Dr. Ray is collecting materials and will use these to put a site together for the Fall 2006 meeting.  Dr. Ray needs the manufacturers to provide him with the FHWA acceptance letter, a good picture, the drawing files in pdf, dwg or dgn format, contact information and any crash test videos that may be applicable.  The group was encouraged to contact Dr. Ray at mhray@wi.edu to get the specifics as to how to get the information to him.  It was emphasized that we need the information to get the manual updated.    

The group also discussed “A Guide to Standardized Lighting Pole Hardware”.  Fredrick noted that the RFP had been revised to include a reference to past Task Force efforts, and indicated that it is being reviewed by Texas, California, and Pennsylvania.  The RFP will be posted in the near future, as comments were to be received by the end of this week.

The group discussed several research efforts currently underway in the sign support arena.  Macchietto updated the group on the Texas pooled fund study, noting that the University of Texas is looking into steel connection details, base plate thickness, the number of anchor bolts and the bolt circles and how this influences the fatigue performance of the joint.  The test matrix has been developed based on the pooled fund states’ standard details and testing will begin in the next couple of months.  Fredrick discussed the ring-stiffened connection being tested at the University of Wyoming.  Other research efforts noted were those at the University of Minnesota, Purdue University and Lehigh University.  Fredrick noted that Lehigh has been awarded the NCHRP 10-70 contract to study “Cost Effective Connection Details for Highway Sign, Luminaires and Traffic Signal Structures”.    The purpose of the project is to develop an analytical test protocol to be used to identify fatigue categories of in service and alternate connection details.  Dr. Richard Suasse is the principal investigator, and notice to proceed was given in April.  The three-year project will terminate in 2009.  Currently the panel is reviewing the work plan.

The group’s discussion turned to fatigue of these structures, and Macchietto noted that a certain level of education is needed to raise the owners’ awareness that even though the support may have been designed to the current specification, failures can still occur.  He noted a recent high mast failure in South Dakota.  It was noted that in addition to the wind loading, and the low damping characteristics of these supports, weld defects contribute to these failures.  To this end, examination of welds needs to be looked into.  Macchietto noted that many owners are not aware of the effects of vibration and mitigation options available to them to resist this aspect of fatigue.  It was suggested to include videos of structures that have exhibited vibration and the effects of mitigation on these structures in the updated manual.  The manual should also include fatigue resistant details and damping devices.  Macchietto noted that a disclaimer should be considered in the manual noting that failures could still occur and are difficult to predict.

Fredrick reviewed the action items, which were:

Dinitz will visit with Stenko to get the original marked up red book of the “Guide to Small Sign Support Hardware” and the discs that were completed over several years beginning in 2001.  These should be copied and the copy sent to Dr. Ray.  Fredrick did discuss this with Stenko subsequent to the meeting.

Fredrick will email Ray requesting a resolution for the photographs.  He will also visit with Dr. Ray to ensure that the hinged slip bases will be included in the “Guide to Ground Mounted Sign Supports” either under the systems or components area, and where he is proposing to include these.  The group also questioned whether delineators be included and whether these would be only steel delineator posts.  Finally, we need to discuss with Dr. Ray the generic details, and who is responsible for completing these.

Fredrick will visit with Artimovich to determine (1) whether there are crash test approval letters for delineators and (2) clarify the height and mass at which delineators are required to be crash tested.  Fredrick or Artimovich will pass this information along to Dr. Ray as a basis for including Delineators in the new Guide.  

Subcommittee #6 Work Zone Hardware

Paul Fossier & Barry Stephens
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Subcommittee
#7 Certification of Test Facilities
Ron Faller (ret) & John LaTurner (Jeff Shewmaker will take Ron Faller’s place as co-Chair)
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Subcommittee #8 Rail Highway Crossing Hardware
 Dean Alberson & Rick Mauer

Did not meet. This subcommittee intends to meet annually to discuss the review and update of the Rail-Highway contacts list as necessary.

SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS

Marketing: The “Froggie Robotic Pen” is a marketing souvenir. I, for one, will continue to attend Task Force 13 meetings for the sole purpose of collecting these goodies. I am glad you are still reading these minutes. (  Seriously, folks, these souvenirs with the web site are good reminders to members and others of our presence.

One of our stated goals as a task force was to include more state DOT people. We had 21 state reps in Alabama. Have 12 state people representing 5 different states in Florida, which is good for a spring meeting. 

As there has been more “meat” in recent TF meeting than there has been in the past, we should be able to generate more participation. Cable barrier discussion was most interesting.

New Standardization Areas: No co-chairs at this time. No suggestions for new efforts were received from the floor.

TASK FORCE 13 EXECUTIVE BOARD MEETING

Collins, Durkos, Takach, Longstreet, Fredrick, Bloschock, Mauer, LaTurner, McDonnel, Neuwald, Paul, Faller, Alberson, Fossier, Stephens, Artar, Bligh, Leahy, Julian, Dinitz, Artimovich.

Fall meeting in Toronto with TCRS either week of Sept 26 or October 2.

AASHTO approval process for our documents. Jim McDonnel noted that SCOH is in the midst of developing a new system for naming and categorizing publications. Specs manuals, guide, guidelines, report, survey, reference, etc., etc., will replace some 40 other names. If TF-13 will name our guides “A Report Of XYZ Committee” it does not have to be balloted by AASHTO and it only has to be approved by the next level of oversight.  Our titles “Guide to Standardization Of …” may be promising more to the user nowadays because there are so many proprietary products.  

Collins: standardization is in the testing. We now need to know what to call our publications. 

McDonnel: We can recommend another category of publications to AASHTO. “Report” is the highest that does not have to go through AASHTO balloting. Since our publications are never going to be static documents we never want to “finalize” them. 

Alberson: has TF-13 evolved to the degree that we need to revise our mission statement and charter? Cable guide that Art discussed would bump it up to a guide status. TF-13 has never been involved in a pub that made recommendations among hardware. 

Durkos: Alberson’s publication will be of tremendous value to TF-13.

Faller: The barrier guide will include info on working widths, which is info on application. Does that make this a “guide”? You could argue that these are recommendations for use. Alberson: if you include Working Width it will just be reporting the test values. The RDG is the guidance document that tells you what to do with this info.

Collins: What role should TF-13 play in the cable barrier arena?

Alberson: Need to get this info into Barrier Guide.

Durkos: Dinitz reported that TF13 can satisfy TIG with a tensioned cable guide.

LaTurner: What we do is survey crashworthy hardware and produce a catalog of acceptable devices.

Alberson. We have every manufacturer of high-tension cable barriers in the room today. We should send a memo to TIG and let them know what they can expect from Alberson’s report.

Bligh. If there is a desire to really standardize cable, we can have a role in making that happen. Otherwise we can just provide a catalog of tested hardware. Alberson’s report is outside the scope of TF13 and it should be used to update Chapter 6 of the RDG

Mauer: Cable systems change so fast our documents must be fluid and be updated.

Alberson:  Pre stretched rope is very temperature dependent, and will drop to zero tension at 100 degrees F, but after two years of heating and cooling they will loose all pre stretch and be just like low tension cable.

Durkos: Did any states mention they were part of a pooled fund study on cable systems?

Alberson: Have not reviewed surveys yet – waiting to look at the all with equal opportunity.

Faller: Yes, there is a survey.   MWRSF has designed a new bracket to hold cables and it will be tested with 16 ft spacing, s3x5.7 posts, likely use 4 pre stretched cables in the vicinity of a v-ditch.  They will model its performance, then run models with spread cable heights, up to upper 30’s. They will also ask users of tall cable systems about real world incidents of top cables cutting through “A-pillars.”

Also wants to discuss terminals. There is a fine line when a small car hits a certain # of posts, and the terminal’s performance is very sensitive with very little difference in impact location meaning the diff between upright and rollover. 

Alberson asked if Faller would share the survey info.  [SORRY, BUT I DIDN’T RECORD RON’S ANSWER! WERE YOU AGREEABLE, RON?]
Collins: Asked Dinitz if we should write letter to TIG saying that Alberson’s report should go to TCRS for use in the RDG and we will also use it in Barrier Guide.

Alberson’s report will satisfy the TIG’s request, and TF-13 can offer it as requested, but it is more appropriate for inclusion in the RDG rather than our Barrier Hardware Guide.

Dinitz: TIGs responsibility is to find new hardware and promote it. They want a guide to give users all the info they need to make decisions. Not use warrens, but info on hardware. Would love to see standardization, such as posts on centerline? Standardized concrete base for use by all posts? Whatever standardization this TF can provide will be good for all concerned. TIG wants to sell this technology and thinks this guide would be of great use to states. 

Mauer: No way the cable manufacturers will standardize voluntarily. Each design has an “edge” that they promote to the states, and standardization will dilute these unique features. Any standardization will have to be done outside of manufacturers as there is no way they will give up a competitive advantage.  Development of cable barrier is one of the most rapid thing highway industry has seen. 

Durkos: Standardization will come from testing. 

Alberson: Post attachments, anchors, posts, all features are different. FHWA-accepted Test Level 4 barriers where we haven’t run small cars tests on are questionable.

Durkos: Need a grid of all characteristics including cables, post spacing, slopes, etc., etc. Better than just listing all systems. 

Dinitz: Cable barriers ought to be a separate section in Chapter 6 so that it can be a stand alone document. 

Alberson: Can prepare a brochure with a grid with these characteristics for the Task Force. 

Bligh: Grid of existing systems and tests may not be as useful as the different test article lengths yield different deflections.

Durkos: TF13 can’t do much more at this time than support Alberson’s work. 

Dinitz: We can contribute a lesson on how to evaluate / interpret the test results on the various systems.

Pathak: Life cycle costs of cable barriers ought to be included.

Artar: Can we ask AASHTO for further direction on our effort here?  Why are some states limiting their cables to one system? 

McDonnel: AASHTO has also asked for this info thru NCHRP and Alberson.  Dinitz hoped TF13 would be able to provide info quickly on the application of the many systems. 

Julian: States want to be able to compare systems and want them to compare on an even basis. If TF13 would recommend standardized testing it would help. 

Durkos: States approve an approved list. Contractor only buys by cost and puts in cheapest system. Rarely are appropriate systems specified.

Collins: Task Force should write to TIG and to TCRS embracing these systems as innovative, should also say that based on our work these are the issues that need to be standardized:   test length, deflection, etc. Then we can say we will put approved systems into the barrier guide. 

Dinitz: TF 13 is unique in that we represent every facet of technology in safety hardware. We should put together a subcommittee by September and put onus on AASHTO to tell us what they need. With a little additional work we could explain the table and how to use it, and then also add it to RDG. But things are constantly changing more quickly than TF13 can update on a regular basis. 

Durkos: We are limited by what industry has developed. The Report 350 rewrite is major step in standardizing. Bloschock, Alberson, Julian, and Mauer will draft memo and it will go thru all other manufacturers.

Future Task Force Meetings: 
Spring 2007: Monique Burns in Connecticut is interested, but not sure her office is in line. Dinitz offered to help. Connecticut is part of NETC so she could possibly get help from that group. Faller offered Lincoln. LaTurner offered Virginia City. San Antonio was also mentioned.  Jackson Hole is too much like a resort and may cause problems with state people. 

Bloschock noted that state folks get a lot out of these meetings. TF13 is his only out of state travel. 

Funding of Task Force 13 Website and Publication development.

Collins brought up the topic of Sharepoint web hosting software for the drawing review process. Heimbecher was receptive to using it. Longstreet said PennDot looked into it and thought it might be good for TF, he can send more info to members. Sharepoint can do archiving, email notices, etc., essentially everything we need for document review. It is a free Microsoft product so support is easy.   PennDot may offer to support the TF publication / drawing review site. Additional discussion on merits and costs of web hosting ensued. There was some agreement with using Sharepoint but Durkos noted that the publication Gatekeeper would have to be comfortable with it. We will have a straw poll on this.

In order to generate funding for maintenance of our publications, Longstreet noted that a “clickwrap” agreement to access site also includes agreement to a usage fee. It is an electronic licensing system that charges a user fee to use site and access information. IF you get states, counties, and cities to begin using this it will become the standard source for information. It will become a cost of doing business. McDonnel sees this as a long term solution but states will be reluctant to pay $$$ unless they find they need the product on a long term basis. AASHTO agreed to let us put our publications on line because they wouldn’t loose too much revenue because of it.

Collins: we could charge a membership fee to TF 13 meeting. How much of our attendance would that discourage?  Bloschosck: no one would question a higher Registration Fee to attend. If you call it a membership fee, or anything else the auditors are not familiar with it will be flagged and questioned.

Dinitz: Could have hardware manufacturer members pay for each system listed. We need a business plan to show to states and business that we will continue to update products. 

Collins: Noted we need a working group to come up with revenue plan. What about taxes? 

Friday, May 12, 2006

Durkos opened with a welcome. Fall meetings generally get better attendance, but this spring meeting is very well attended. Asked membership for suggestions to improve task force operations.  He mentioned that we discussed funding at the Executive Session, so funding is always on our radar screen.  Dinner was exceptionally good, thanks to Ellie Dinitz.

Chuck Niessner discussed the various NCHRP Projects related to roadside safety.  

NCHRP projects funded with a portion of state SP&R (State planning and research) funds that are set aside annually from the Highway Trust Fund.

8 active roadside safety projects this year of which two are new. 4 20-7 short turnaround projects 3 of which are Task Force 13 related. For information on the projects click on the number link below:

	16-04
	Design Guidelines for Safe and Aesthetic Roadside Treatments in Urban Areas

	22-12(02)
	Development of Guidelines for the Use of Test Levels 2, 3, 4, and 5 Bridge Rails (Anticipated)

	22-12(02)
	[image: image6.png]


Selection Criteria and Guidelines for Highway Safety Features

	22-14
	Improvement of the Procedures for the Safety-Performance Evaluation of Roadside Features

	22-18
	Crashworthy Work-Zone Traffic Control Devices (Completed NCHRP 553)

	22-19
	Aesthetic Concrete Barrier & Bridge Rail Designs (Completed NCHRP 554)

	22-20
	Design of Roadside Barrier Systems Placed on MSE Retaining Walls

	22-21
	Median Cross-Section Design for Rural Divided Highways (Pending)

	22-22
	Placement of Traffic Barriers on Roadside and Median Slopes (Pending)

	22-23
	Criteria for Restoration of Longitudinal Barriers (Pending)

	22-24
	Development of Verification and Validation Procedures for Computer Simulation Used in Roadside Safety Applications (Anticipated)

	22-14(3)
	Evaluation of existing roadside hardware under Report 350 update


20-7 Projects:

	Task 192
	Update of A Guide to Standardized Highway Barrier Rail Hardware 

	Task 196
	Development of a Guide to Crashworthy Bridge Rail Systems

	Task 210
	Guidelines for the Selection of Cable Barrier Systems

	Task 214
	Update of A Guide to Small Sign Support Hardware


For information on NCRHP projects see  www4.trb.org/trb/crp.nsf 

AFFILIATED COMMITTEE REPORTS

Fredrick: Upcoming AASHTO Bridge Subcommittee meeting begins on May 21 in Snowbird Utah. Technical committees that deal with roadside hardware include: 

T-12 Sign Supports, 

T-13 Culverts,

T-7 GR and BR, 

T-11 Research

See  www.iworq.com/aashtobridge2006/index.htm for more information.

McDonnel made the following presentation on AASHTO activities:

Heimbecher: Will our guides change because of AASHTO pub hierarchy?

Collins: Yes, our publications will change, and it will be important for the Task Force to carefully consider what we name our publications so that the highest level of approval will be to the AASHTO/AGC/ARTBA Joint Committee. We will request that the Joint Committee allow the Subcommittee on New Highway Materials and Technologies approve our documents.

Durkos: On July 23-26 TRB Committee AFB20 Roadside Safety Features will meet in Jackson CA and positive protection will be the topic. 

Donna Clark could not be present and asked Durkos to brief the Task Force on ATSSA activities:

The Guardrail Committee focused on membership recruitment of contractors, designers and consultants. Focused on webinar (one is by Heimbecher on removal of GR) Focused on reducing legal liability exposure. Focus on GR Roadside Safety Program (best practices) using state Strategic Highway Safety Plans. 

Training: Guardrail Installation Training, and Longitudinal Barrier Systems. Will now ask for course sponsors for closed courses. For information on ATSSA training contact tammyl@atssa.com
National Work Zone Safety week kickoff began on April 3 Washington DC. 

National Work Zone Memorial Wall can be scheduled around the country.

SafeTeaLu requires Strategic Highway Safety Plans by October of 2007. 

ATSSA Legislative Fly in will be on September 13 and 14 and in conjunction with the ATSSA mid year meeting, September 14-16.

ATSSA national meeting in January, 2007, in San Antonio.

Old Business and New Business:

Task Force meeting in the Fall of 2006 is still planned for Toronto, Ontario, but date is not finalized. Last week in Sept or first week in October. If flying, make sure you have a passport. Although Congress put off that requirement for a couple of years, it may ease your way through Customs.

Suggestions were discussed for the Spring 2007 Task Force meeting. The following sites were discussed, and received the number of votes indicated (each attendee could vote for their top two choices):

 Jackson Hole, Wyoming 45


Lincoln, Nebraska 23

Virginia City, Nevada 22


San Antonio, Texas 12

Connecticut 10



Chicago, Illinois 3

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 2


St. Louis, Missouri 1

Subsequent to the meeting Collins noted that he and Frederick would begin collecting information for a possible meeting in Jackson. He also said that the “off season” from mid-April to the end of May could provide dry slopes for those who would like to ski, or blizzard conditions for those of us who don’t.
Collins: Reported on Executive Board discussion. Besides the notes above…

Dinitz suggested that the Task Force do something with cable barrier systems to satisfy TIG. Our difficulty is deciding where we fit in this issue of cable barriers, post spacing, deflection, pre tensioning, etc. These are all issues that lead to confusion.  TF should make a recommendation to TIG that testing of cables ought to be standardized in order to make comparisons on a level playing field. A working group consisting of Mauer, Julian, Bloschock, Alberson, Faller volunteered to develop this letter. The TF Executive Board and all cable manufacturers shall have an opportunity to review this letter before it is sent. 
Technical Presentations:

Ron Faller – Recent research at MWRSF

· Long span guardrail system funded by Midwest pooled fund study. Long span Guardrail with Midwest Guardrail System consists of leaving a 25-foot gap without posts. Ran the 2270-pound auto at 100 kmh at 25 degrees.  The offset was 12 inches from back of CRT post to face of headwall. In addition there were 3 CRT posts on each side of span. No nesting as it was a single run of w-beam. The system passed as the maximum deflection of 7 feet 8 inches (2.341 m) occurred near the end of headwall. The “working width” was 7 feet, 10 inches.  In order to refine the worst-case scenario the system will be retested with post having no gap between headwall. In addition the Critical Impact Point will be moved upstream to try and snag the system. 

· 32-inch NJ half section BR. Previously approved to PL-2 and TL-4. 120-foot long system. Tested to the then-proposed TL-4 350 update condition with 10 000 kg.  90 km per hr.  16.1 degrees.  Truck box overtops rail – failed as truck rolled over the barrier. Used Ford box mounting to truck rails. 

Chuck Plaxico: Safety research at Battelle Memorial Labs. 

· Effort to develop a non-proprietary 50 inch tall Portable Concrete Barrier to Report 350 criteria. Currently have a 32-inch pin and loop design and the additional 18 inches of height are to provide a glare screen. Finite Element Modeling was used to aid in development and evaluation, and the performance was verified with a full-scale test. The FEM looked at 32” and 50” barriers using the “reduced element” pick up. Got same performance with the 32” FEM and full scale as the pickup went on top of barrier and stayed there. Friction had a very different response on lateral deflection of barrier, but almost no influence on trajectory of the truck.  Joints stretch upon impact and can create a snag point on the end of next segment. As the proposed 50 inch PCB is 24 in wide at base and 6 inch wide a top, the slope of the stem is steeper than on shorter Jersey barriers. Tried modeling a number of pin and loop arrangements. Double shear is most secure, but too many loops to be practical, so went to double shear on top and bottom, and “anti symmetrical” in the middle. FEM showed good performance with design based on 10-foot long segments. When brought to the PCB manufacturers they preferred 12-foot segments for a number of valid reasons. Re analysis showed same response using a longer barrier segment. FE Evaluation values were lower than those on the 10-foot segments. Tested with 17 PCB segments linked together.  The Chevy 2500 Silverado Pickup was smoothly redirected. Height prevented any vehicle debris from crossing barrier. 

Alberson, Recent TTI Research. 

· Successfully tested two New England Transportation Consortium Bridgerail transitions. NH DOT Two Tube system with curb present. Massachusetts thriebeam, six inch spacer tube, sidewalk in front. TL3 and TL4 successful.   

· Tested adhesive anchors to retrofit bridge rails by damaging a section of NJ rail, removing it, reconstructing, and impacting it with a bogie. Hilti anchors shown to be acceptable replacement tools. Retrofit designs perform similarly to original rail.  

· Tested a 56-inch tall bridge railing for Hong Kong using 65000 pound British HGV.  

· TTI has also looked at the occupant compartment deformation with respect to new proposed pick up requirements. TTI is not in favor of 12 inch allowable, even though NHTSA research show that severe injuries typically do not result from such deformation

Andrew Bergholtz: 

TAPCO Solar powered enhanced blinker signs.  Information on this traffic sign enhancement product may be found at http://www.tapconet.com/blinkerstop.html 

Paul of ABT Inc.:

 Slide presentation on storm water drainage and highway safety.  Wet pavements lead to hydroplaning . Standing water leads to pavement deterioration. “Spread” of water from the curb into the travel lane is hazardous. He described various methods for removing surface drainage including point inlets, trench drains, inlets with trench drains.

Mauer of Nucor / Marion Steel:  

Discussed improvements to cable barrier systems. How do we determine what tension to set cable to? Need to pick modulus of elasticity for the cable itself (which can be significantly altered through post-tensioning.) then installation temperature. After 2 years both pre stretched and non-stretched wind up with the same modulus of elasticity. He has prepared chart of cable deflection vs post spacing. 

Jeff Smith of Work Area Protection: 

Discussed Smart Cushion crash testing. CalTrans asked them to do test 3-30 head on test with small car, offset.  Occupant impact speed was 11.1 with 9.8 g’s. This ridedown was the lowest recorded for this test. Angle hit with Geo Metro was ok too, 12.4 g’s. Pick up head on was a TL2  test run 70 kmh.  11.5 g’s The company also did a two year in-service performance. They requested customers to fill out report after every crash but only got info from earliest hits  - once the contractor learned to repair device, the company didn’t hear from them again. Average cost for repair parts was $39 per impact except for two catastrophic hits. 41 percent of the impacts were driveway.   He also discussed a most common question they get with regards to the Smart Cushion. What happens to fluid in their cylinder in cold weather? Actually the specific gravity has most effect. Tests at different temperatures showed no effect 

Paul Fossier of Louisiana DOTD:
Showed numerous photos of structure repair in Louisiana after Hurricane. Katrina. He expressed appreciation to FL DoT and TX DoT bridge engineers for their assistance in helping Louisiana DOTD to rebuild. Showed numerous photos of damaged, misaligned, and missing bridge spans and railings. The amount of damage was staggering, but the pace of the repairs has been extraordinary. He agreed to keep the Task Force up to date at future meetings.





-- End --
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Test Documentation and Reporting

Purpose: Present a summary of comments from test laboratories on the Oct. 05 draft of NCHRP 350 Chapter 6, Test Documentation

Goal: Reach consensus on feedback to provide to the NCHRP 350 update team relative to standardizing the content of crash test reporting.

Completed report review comments document will be submitted to the NCHRP 350 update team.



Background: Over the last several years, Subcommittee No. 7 has attempted to conduct a report review ILC with the goal of standardizing the content of crash test reporting. 

Two prior attempts to complete this task were not highly successful since a limited number of responses were obtained.  Attempts were made to share reports, but proprietary reports could not be shared.

Since this topic is deemed highly important and necessary for improving the consistency of crash test reporting, this attempt is being made to obtain feedback on the current 350 Chapter 6 draft for consideration and for the potential inclusion in the Update to NCHRP Report No. 350.

Intended to promote discussion between the test labs, contribute to the standardization of crash testing procedures, specifically documentation, increase the quality and consistency of reporting and support and guide the preparation of the 350 update.  As such, this presentation is intended as an open discussion; please comment at any time.









Test Documentation and Reporting

Comments received to date from the following participating test laboratories:

E-TECH Testing Services, Inc.

Karco Engineering L.L.C.

Midwest Roadside Safety Facility

Transportation Research Center Inc.

TRL Ltd.



Thanks to those who have participated to date.









Test Documentation and Reporting

General Comments



Two groups of comments:

General: comments relative to the overall content and format of the documentation

Detailed: comments relative to specific items in the current 350 Chapter 6 draft









6.1.3 Findings Presentation Formats

Europe is developing templates for European test laboratories to use for EN1317 tests for:

guardrails

terminals

transitions

Current EN1317 template drafts for guardrails and crash cushions are available and were provided

Consider adopting the EN 1317 reporting format by removing sections which do not apply and by adding sections missing from the 350 update draft

Consider complete harmonization with EN 1317 by adding sections missing from the 350 update draft



Progress toward harmonization is consist with the global marketplace  in which the highway safety industry operates.



An opportunity to prepare efficiently one report for our customers that is recognized world wide.  



EN 1317 templates are specific to test article type, outline specific items to report in “checklist” style, include information on units and number of decimals, use over 2 kg specification on detached parts and attempt to ask closed (yes/no), objective, questions.









6.1.3 Findings Presentation Formats, continued

Consider complying with the “Reporting the results” requirements of Section 5.10 of ISO 17025-2005.

Consider including a requirement that measurement uncertainties be calculated and reported

Consider specifying the significant digits to which measurements are to be reported

Consider including the “Suggested Evaluation Factors” and terminology recommended by FHWA in Appendix D of their July 25, 1997 memorandum

Consider specifying the polarity to which measurements are to be reported, such as SAE J211



17025 sets general requirements for the competency of test labs

requires that opinions and interpretations be clearly marked as such 

requires that the basis for them be documented

i.e. statement of compliance, recommendations on how to use the results, guidance for improvements



17025 sets requirements for estimating uncertainty of measurements



FHWA 7/25/97 Suggested Evaluation Factors appear to include subjective results that require interpretations

i.e. significant intrusion, perceived threat to other vehicles, significant debris, minor dents, significant dents

consider defining basis of these judgments in 350, if these factors are adopted



Uncertainty of vector quantities if only magnitude (absolute value) is reported without documentation of polarity system; unclear if magnitudes or vectors are to be used or are being used by all test labs.  J211 “Recommended Practice, Instrumentation for Impact Tests”, defines polarity systems for impact testing.









Test Documentation and Reporting

Detailed Comments













Chapter 6 Strengths

Assessment Summary Page for each test of a series

Plot/table of the profile of the permanent test article deformation

Include an ample number of photographs of the pre-test, test and post-test conditions



Strengths cited in comments received.









6.1.1 General Information

Require Technical Report Documentation Page

consider making it a requirement, not optional



May not be required by all test lab customers

Does FHWA require this page if the report is submitted to them? 

Clarify when applicable









6.1.2 Report Contents, System Details

Design changes or discrepancies between the as-tested and final production design

consider requiring sufficient detail to build the identical system

Soil properties as measured at the time of the test

soil strength is important

lack consensus on test day measurement, consider other alternatives

review soil strength reporting format following consensus on soil testing procedures

Consider including a discussion of soil strength testing



Design detail concerns for proprietary test articles.



Test articles are often not in place long, thus limited exposure to weather.



If soil is tested at time of installation, should it be necessary to retest at the time of the test?



If soil strength not adequate at the time of the test, what does the test lab do, start over?



Determine length of time and/or quantify weather conditions that significantly affect soil strength at a site and cite that study as the basis for stating that soil strength is adequate on test day.  Such qualifying testing  to determine the boundaries within which a test lab can be confident that their soil strength at the time of installation is still valid for the test could be included in the discussion of soil strength testing.



Requiring sections of the Appendices to discuss soil strength testing were also suggested; included in the following detailed comments.









6.1.2 Report Contents, Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions and recommendations

are not offered by all test laboratories

Differences between research and proprietary test purposes and research and production test laboratories



Test labs can perform interlaboratory comparisons on conducting procedures and reporting objective data to understand and minimize variance. 



Subjective data is difficult to quantify and to minimize variance between labs.

i.e. undue hazard, significant debris, pocketing 



Place responsibility on the test labs’ customers to determine the suitability of the test article for any particular application and on the regulatory agencies to accept the article for the application.









6.1.2 Report Contents, References

Consider adding a requirement to reference any previous testing of the system.

Consider adding a requirement to reference testing of similar devices used to justify elimination of tests in the matrix.



Concern that customers may be running tests until the desired result is achieved



List all test performed between the first test submitted and the last; perhaps in abbreviated form such as in an Appendix.









6.1.2 Report Contents

Consider adding a Literature Review section



Probably appropriate for research programs.



May not be applicable to all tests, such as those performed by production test labs.









6.1.3 Findings Presentation Formats

summary page item 6 Soil conditions: 

lack consensus on measuring soil strength at the time of the crash test as previously discussed

summary page item 8 Impact conditions: clarify reported angle

consider specifying that the reported angle be the actual vector angle as determined from motion picture images

consider including heading angle and/or target angle



Consider specifying polarity of measurements, such as SAE J211









6.1.3 Findings Presentation Formats, continued

summary page items 9 Exit conditions and 10 Post-impact trajectory: both items require exit box criteria

redundant; consider listing only once

Exit box criteria is not included in Figure 6.2, an example of a longitudinal barrier test for which it would be applicable; consider including it so that the example is more complete



Subjective items, vehicle stability, pocketing and snagging, shown on example Fig. 6.2 Post-Impact Trajectory area. 









6.1.3 Findings Presentation Formats, continued

summary page item 13 Test article deflections:

Consider discussing, and adding examples for, additional test article types since working width for terminals and crash cushions should be a box containing the major components of the system and the vehicle; the only example, Figure 6.2, an example of a longitudinal barrier test, reports working width as a single number



Comprehensive examples provide objective examples to follow to promote consistency.



EN 1317 templates are specific to test article type, outline specific items to report in “checklist” style, include information on units and number of decimals, use over 2 kg specification on detached parts and attempt to ask closed (yes/no), objective, questions.









6.1.3 Findings Presentation Formats, continued

summary page item 13 Test article deflections: States the height of the maximum working width should be reported, preferably in graphical form

Figure 6.2, an example of a longitudinal barrier test doesn’t include height of the working width; consider including the height so that the example is more complete and consistent with item 13 text

Consider including examples of the recommended graphical forms



Comprehensive examples provide objective examples to follow to promote consistency.



Graphical form may need to be in an appendix instead of on the summary page if sufficient space isn’t available.









6.1.3 Findings Presentation Formats, continued

summary page item 14 Vehicle damage:

suggest including windshield damage in this item with the other occupant compartment numbers

Europe uses Vehicle Cockpit Deformation Index and recommends the use of paint marks instead of target stickers to indicate points

UK encourages measurement of a footwell deformation grid before and after the test



Use of VCDI promotes harmonization.



Footwell deformation grid has not been accepted throughout Europe.









6.1.3 Findings Presentation Formats, continued

summary page item 15 EDR Data:

Comment, no revision suggested: EDR data is not currently collected by all test laboratories but the data can be collected with the use of a remote battery as discussed in the draft Sec. 4.2.1

item 15 is not shown on Figures 6-1 and 6-2, but should be if listed as recommended data



Comprehensive examples provide objective examples to follow to promote consistency.









6.1.3 Findings Presentation Formats, continued

summary page:

consider adding a 16th item to the summary page: the maximum roll, pitch and yaw angles, if adopted as requirements in the 350 update’s evaluation criteria



Similar could be applied to other requirements such as CG height and longitudinal CG locations.



Is documentation of all necessary parameters that qualify the vehicle, the test article, the soil strength and the test conditions to be included on the Summary page?  If so, should it be extended to two or more pages to allow sufficient room for both pictorial/graphical data and text?









Table 6.1, Recommended Table of Contents

Appendix B, Appendix C:

consider adding a section for reporting of soil strength testing



Previous soil testing, such as to determine the boundaries within which a test lab can be confident that their soil strength at the time of installation is still valid for the test, and a documentation of the time frame and weather history between the installation and the test could be included in the discussion of soil strength testing.









Figures 6.1 and 6.2, Recommended Summary Sheet

consider adding windshield damage to item 14, as previously discussed

consider adding a 16th item, maximum vehicle roll, pitch and yaw angles, as previously discussed

consider illustrating both figures in the same number/bullet format to promote standardization



Comprehensive examples provide objective examples to follow to promote consistency.









Test Documentation and Reporting

Remaining Discussion
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Subcommittee No. 7 Committee Co-Chairs

I will be resigning my Co-Chair position effective May 12, 2006

The new Co-Chair will be Jeff Shewmaker of Safe Technologies, Inc.

John LaTurner of E-Tech Testing Services, Inc. will continue to serve as Co-Chair.













TF 13 Recommendations (1999-2000)

		Encourage FHWA to adopt policy requiring test labs be accredited by 3rd-party org.

		Immediately arrange for ILC’s as they are easily accomplished over the long term, of great value in roadside hardware testing, and part of a 3rd-party lab. accr. process

		Continue dialogue on lab. accr. & cooperate with FHWA to improve data quality & consistency









Why Laboratory Accreditation? (1999-2000)

		Increase consistency, competency, quality, and accuracy within U.S. test labs

		Desire for test results to be globally accepted









Recent and Current Activities

Handout of Fall 2005 meeting minutes

Measurement Uncertainty – Determination of Impact Speed

some labs showed findings at Fall 2005 meeting

Invitation sent to 4 labs on FHWA approved test list

no response

Three ILC tasks (in progress)

test documentation and reporting

determination of vertical C.G.

measurement of OCD’s







Future Activities

Accelerometer Data Analysis ILC by MwRSF

w/ and w/o head offsets for use by labs to verify intermediate analysis steps

Continue to receive input from labs on three active ILC’s

New ILC on accelerometer mounting methods







FHWA Update

Nick Artimovich

status of plan for draft FHWA accreditation requirements

availability by the end of 2006/2007/2008?













ILC No. 1 – Test Documentation and Reporting

Laboratory review of 350 Update documentation and reporting requirements

Discussion led by Jeff Sankey – TRC, Inc.

Summary of results to be provided to 350 Update research team (Sicking and Mak)







ILC No. 2 – Center-Of-Mass Determination

Discussion led by Faller & LaTurner

Two laboratories submitted feedback on MwRSF’s suspension procedure

Karco Engineering

E-Tech Testing Services, Inc.







C.G. Determination Responses

Karco (Ivory)

problems with measurement setup in initial attempts

obtaining new crane for follow-up attempts

currently uses a tilt-table method

small measurement error (a few mm) leads to larger errors in C.G. location (i.e., up to 25 mm)

Karco will use whatever method is required

measurement taken at purchase or at test time?







C.G. Determination Responses (Continued)

E-Tech (LaTurner)

evaluated suspension method and made revisions

uses self-leveling laser levels and tripods on each side of vehicle

white tape strips placed on sides

modified wheel hubs with swivel lifting eye bolts

experienced difficulty in obtaining a tight triangle

wind and plumb bob alignment effect results

new tires and roof-mounted equipment to get 28”







ILC No. 3 – Determination of Occupant Compartment Deformation

Discussion led by Faller & LaTurner

350 Update is proposing to require all interior, windshield, and roof pre- and post-crush measurements be taken from vehicle’s interior and without use of exemplar vehicles

any thoughts?

Three laboratories submitted feedback on MwRSF’s procedure

TRL

Karco Engineering













Occupant Compartment Deformation Responses

TRL (Williams)

uses Vehicle Cockpit Deformation Index (VCDI) from EN1317-1

discussed preferred methods for marking points in footwell without addressing measuring techniques

Karco (Ivory)

uses exemplar vehicle for measurements

can use Faro arm to digitize interior but not used due to costs







Occupant Compartment Deformation Responses (Continued)

E-Tech (LaTurner)

writing formal procedure at this time

technique similar to windshield measurements

MwRSF

currently, measurements taken from two different base points in pickup truck cabs for foot and interior regions

need to formally write procedures for floor, windshield, and roof regions to comply with 350 Update







Accelerometer Mounting Methods

Participating laboratories to develop an ILC plan













Questions and Comments

What are your expectations for this subcommittee?

Should crash testing labs for roadside hardware be required to attend and participate in Subcommittee No. 7 activities?

If yes, then by what date?
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Plastic Water-Filled

Longitudinal Barriers

versus

Longitudinal Channelizing Barricades 

 -Warning Label Guidelines -

Background – The highways in the United States are seeing increased use of plastic water-filled devices that can be pinned together to form continuous “wall-like” structures that separates one area from another.  These pinned together devices are used to guide vehicles or pedestrians or to separate one area from another (i.e. – temporary work zones from traffic).  Some of these devices are designed to act as positive longitudinal barriers and, as such, have the strength to prevent errant vehicles from penetrating though.  These positive water-filled barriers are rated to prevent passenger vehicle penetration at different impact severity levels, as defined by the testing guidelines in NCHRP 350 where the impact speeds are either 50, 70 or 100 km/h and the impact angle is 25 degrees.  Some versions of these plastic water-filled devices, when pinned together, simply serve as visual guides and are NOT intended to prevent vehicle penetration.  The devices that allow vehicle penetration are referred to as plastic water-filled longitudinal channelizing barricades, or LCBs.  The key point to remember is that barriers tend to be strong to control vehicle penetration and barricades (LCBs) tend to be weak and do allow vehicle penetration.  

Problem – In the field, some end-users of these devices do not clearly understand the dramatic difference in impact performance between plastic water-filled barriers versus barricades (LCBs).   Another concern is that some longitudinal barriers are rated to prevent vehicle penetration at high impact speeds (100 km/h) while others can only prevent penetration at lower speeds (50 or 70 km/h).  Because the plastic parts for these two distinct devices are frequently pulled from the same molds, many longitudinal barriers look exactly like their weaker cousins, the barricades (LCBs).  The only distinguishing feature between these barriers and barricades (LCBs) may be added steel components or the use of stronger plastic.  Because end-users may not clearly understand the performance characteristic of the device they are using, workers or pedestrians may be unintentionally exposed to unsafe conditions.   There needs to be an accepted method that can be used by all manufactures to clearly distinguish the performance rating of their plastic water-filled device to distinguish their barriers from their barricades (LCBs). 


Solution – The primary problem, as outlined above, is the possible unintentional application of weaker longitudinal devices at sites where stronger versions were intended.   It should be noted that  there are usually no adverse consequences when (stronger) barriers are used in weaker barricade applications.  There is a need to educate end-users about the performance of the device they are installing.  Currently manufactures include important product performance information in manuals shipped with their devices.  Unfortunately, manuals sometimes do not make it to the field and thus are never seen by end-users.  To overcome these concerns the recommended solution is to attach a warning/educational label to each device. 

Warning/Educational Label Recommendations: 

As outlined above, manufacturers of longitudinal plastic water-filled devices need to affix labels to their devices that warn and educate end-users as to their proper use and performance.  The warning label should comply with the following requirements: 

1. Must following the “Warning” guidelines in ANSI Z535 and should consider the recommendations in ISO 3864 relative to graphics.  The key objective of the warning label, as defined by ANSI Z535 (see attached Appendix A and B) is;  “A product safety sign or label should alert persons to a specific hazard, the degree or level of hazard seriousness, the probable consequence of involvement with the hazard, and how the hazard can be avoided.” 

2. Must include a recognizable graphic showing the possible consequences if the device is not used properly.  Thus, for longitudinal channelizing barricades (LCBs), a graphic needs to be included that depicts possible vehicle penetration through the device, see possible example in Figure 1.  

3. If necessary because of visual similarity, the label must include verbiage that indicates how an end-user can distinguish barrier versions of the product from barricade versions.

4. Must include verbiage that warns end-users NOT to use longitudinal barricades in applications where barriers are warranted (i.e. – high speed applications, WZs were workers or rigid objects could be struck by errant vehicles)


5. Either on this label, or a separate one, include verbiage that follows ATSSA’s recommendations for labeling Work Zone devices. 


6. If a stick-on decal is used, the decal material as well as the adhesive must be selected so that they will last as long as the product.


7. The verbiage on the decal needs to be concise, but accurate in terms of use and warnings.


8. The warning label needs to be placed on the product in a location where it is readily visible.


9. The verbiage used on the label should use common, establish highway safety nomenclature.

10. Devices that meet NCHRP 350 Test Level (TL) 3, which are rated to prevent vehicle penetrations when impacted at 100 km/h at 25 degrees, will NOT require a warning label.  However, IF versions of the device are available that prevent vehicle penetrations only at reduced speeds (i.e. – speeds less than TL-2 = 70 km/h or TL-1 = 50 km/h), then these devices need to be labeled to warn end users of this impact speed limitation.
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Figure 1 – Example of a possible Plastic Water-Filled Longitudinal


Channelizing Barricade Decal


- Appendix A -


ANSI Z535.4


The American National Standard Institute (ANSI) is the organization responsible for publishing the ANSI Z535 series of standards.  The ANSI Z535.4 Standard, titled Product Safety Signs and Labels, defines the content for a safety label. 


 “A product safety sign or label should alert persons to a specific hazard, the degree or level of hazard seriousness, the probable consequence of involvement with the hazard, and how the hazard can be avoided.”
ANSI Z535.4-1998 

The Signal Word communicates the degree or level of hazard seriousness. The other three components: the specific hazard, the probable consequence of involvement with the hazard, and how the hazard can be avoided are communicated through the word message and the use of a pictorial. 


Signal Word

The ANSI Z535.4 standard (section 4) contains the following Signal Word definitions:
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"DANGER indicates an imminently hazardous situation which, if not avoided, will result in death or serious injury. This signal word is to be limited to the most extreme situations. 


[image: image10.jpg]



WARNING indicates a potentially hazardous situation which, if not avoided, could result in death or serious injury. 
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CAUTION indicates a potentially hazardous situation which, if not avoided, may result in minor or moderate injury. It may also be used to alert against unsafe practices." 


 The signal word’s colored background, in accordance with ANSI Z535.1 (Safety Color Code), in combination with the signal word, communicates the seriousness level of the hazard.


The other three components: the specific hazard, the probable consequence of involvement with the hazard, and how the hazard can be avoided are communicated through the word message and a pictorial. 


A pictorial is used to communicate a message across language barriers.  It is also a quick, attention getting form of communication.  There are two distinct formats for the pictorial, a standard graphic, or a graphic formatted to the ISO 3864 standard.  
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Examples of Product Safety Labels meeting ANSI Z535
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Examples of Product Safety Label Graphics meeting ANSI Z535

 - Appendix B -

		ISO 3864 - Safety Colors and Safety Signs 


The International Standards Organization (ISO) is responsible for publishing the international standard ISO 3864 - Safety Colors and Safety Signs. The standard defines the design criteria for international safety signs. Contained in the standard are three sign formats pertaining to equipment manufacturers: 
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Warning Signs - Identify the Hazard
Electric Shock Hazard
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Mandatory Action Signs - Communicates an action to be taken to avoid the hazard.
Wear Protective Gloves
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Prohibition Symbols - Define Prohibitive Actions
No Pacemakers
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		Predominately used internationally, the graphic-only approach communicates the safety label’s message quickly and without the use of words.  This is the preferred format in the European community due to the concentration of diverse languages. 
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Meeting Overview by Ron Faller

See “AASHTO TF113 Spring 2006 Subcommittee No. 7.ppt”

Key discussion points:

Faller stepping down as co-chair, Shewmaker taking over

 SC7 goals to strive for 3rd party accreditation, participate in interlaboratory collaborations, improve quality and consistency of testing

Overview of ILC’s on impact speed, test documentation and reporting, vertical cg, and occupant compartment deformation measurement

Review of FHWA’s commitment to 3’rd party accreditation

Outline of future ILC’s on instrumentation mounting













Review ILC on Documentation/Reporting by Jeff Sankey 

		See “Test Documentation and Reporting - Jeff Sankey.ppt” attached

		Key discussion points:

		Goal: Reach consensus on feedback to provide to the NCHRP 350 update team relative to crash test reporting

		Review of general comments regarding adoption of a EN1317 type reporting template

		Review of specific comments regarding Chapter 6 “Test Documentation” of the NCHRP 350 update









Discussion Overview

		Should 350 update reporting requirements be harmonized with EN 1317 format?

		Simplified/abbreviated format could be easier and lead to more consistency between labs, domestically and internationally

		“ASTM” or “checklist” type report format presents objective test data, not opinions, conclusions, or recommendations

		“Research” type reports with O,C & R’s and other requirements of 350R Ch 6 could reference checklist report as Appendix

		Late in game for a radical departure from Ch 6 of 350R, need quick consensus on issue

		LaTurner to route example of CEN report and draft of proposed EN 1317-3 Annex A Test Report Template to participating domestic laboratories & FHWA for comments

		Consensus comments to be submitted to Niessner via TF13









Discussion Overview (cont.)

Review experiences with vertical cg measurement

Small errors in measurement lead to large errors in vertical cg

Current tilt table method in use at Karco, a few mm error in vehicle dimension alone can leads to 25+ mm error in vertical cg

E-TECH experiencing difficulty in obtaining “tight triangle” due to plumb bob measurement techniques and lift rigging design

28”+ vertical cg height requirement for 2270P vehicle in 350R will require major additional effort by labs

Preparing the vehicle with new tires and roof mounted instrumentation might be a must to obtain 28”+

Vertical cg primarily a function of rolling radius for similarly equipped 2270P vehicles of a given make and model

Once a lab has determined a vehicle spec (eg exemplar vehicle), a prep procedure and minimum required axle height to meet recommendations, should it then be necessary to measure the actual CG height on each vehicle? 







Discussion Overview (cont)

Measurement of occupant compartment deformation

Most labs use and prefer “measurement transfer” or “exemplar vehicle” method since VCDI type measurement locations can be off maximum

Some labs believe 350R deformation limits are too liberal
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TASK FORCE 13, SARASOTA, FLORIDA

WORK ZONE HARDWARE, SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 6


MAY 11, 2006    LIDO ROOM


CO-CHAIRS: BARRY STEPHENS & PAUL FOSSIER


MINUTES


a. Barry Stephens facilitated the meeting with Paul Fossier acting as the recording secretary.

b. An attendance roster was routed.  Contact Barry Stephens at bstephens@energyabsorption.com if interested in receiving a copy.    


c. The mission statement for the WZ Subcommittee was briefly reviewed. The mission is to:

· Provide support for the National WZ Clearinghouse website maintained by TTI  (http://wzsafety.tamu.edu/ ) which is used as a depository for information and provides links to highway work zone hardware.

· Propose standards be written for WZ devises when justified. 

· Provide a forum to express concerns and views pertaining to WZ devices.  

· Provide a forum to review new WZ hardware proposed for addition to the web-based Roadside Hardware Guide.

d. Briefly reviewed minutes from September 19, 2005 meeting in Perdido Beach, Alabama.

e. Reviewed the planned procedures to update the new web-based Hardware Design Guide, which includes both proprietary and non-proprietary devices.  (This was reviewed in more detail during the whole-group session led by Will Longstreet.) The “Technical Representatives” for the four (4) main categories were mentioned;


a. Guardrails/median barriers (+components) – Karla Polivka (kpolivka2@unl.edu )


b. Crash Cushions – John LaTurner (jlaturner@etechtesting.com )


c. Terminals – Chad Heimbecker (webadmin@guardrails.com )


d. Work Zone Devices – Barry Stephens (bstephens@energyabsorption.com ) 

f. Nick Artimovich, FHWA, gave a brief verbal refresher on:


· Work Zone devices, Categories 1,2, 3, and 4:


· Category 1 WZ devices – small, lightweight channelizing and delineating devices (without lights)

· Category 2 WZ devices – devices not expected to produce significant change in vehicle velocity when struck, but may otherwise be hazardous.  Includes portable sign stands, Type I , II and III barricades , cones and vertical panels with lights.

· Category 3 WZ devices – devices that will cause significant vehicle velocity change when struck.  Includes crash cushions, end terminals, barriers, fix sign supports, TMAs etc.  Must be tested to NCHRP 350.

· Category 4 WZ devices – a subset of Category 3.  Includes portable devices such as trailer-mounted arrow panels , changeable message signs, etc.

· Barricades Types I, II and III – see MUTCD for definitions

· NCHRP 350 devices meeting test levels 1, 2, and 3:


· TL-1 – tested to NCHRP 350 at 50 km/h


· TL-2 – tested to NCHRP 350 at 70 km/h


· TL-3 – tested to NCHRP 350 at 100 km/h 


· Nick also briefly mention the confusion caused by the above similar nomenclature 

g. Discussion on Plastic Water-filled Barriers vs. Channelizing Barricades, with focus on standardization of Warning labels: 

a. Discussed the terminology for these devices;


· Barriers – prevent vehicle penetration per NCHRP 350 at defined test levels (TL-1 = 50 km/h, TL-2 = 70 km/h, and TL-3 – 100 km/h)


· Channelizing Barricades – act as visual channelizers but do NOT prevent vehicle penetration through the device. 


· These definitions will likely receive further refinement by other committees reviewing these devices.

· Barry mentioned that he’s aware of at least one manufacturer who has requested that pinned, low-profile plastic “curbs” be classified as longitudinal channelizers.  This will require further discussion by the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

b. Discussed the problems associated with the application of these devices. Several slides were shown depicting plastic water-filled barriers versus channelizing barricades.  The principle concerns mentioned, especially those associated with the use of channelizing barricades, were 1) the misapplication of these products in highway environments 2) potentially creating a false sense of security for workers working behind them 3) inadequate shielding the motoring public from rigid hazards behind these devices 4) use of barriers at high-speed sights when they only prevent vehicle penetrations at low impact speeds and 5) inadequate use of labels on these products to educate and warn end-users as to their proper versus improper use.


c. It was mentioned that four groups were reviewing concerns pertaining to these devices:  

· TF-13, Subcommittee on WZ Devices – focusing on terminology and standardization of warning labels


· ATTSA committee on Temporary Traffic Control Devices – focusing on labeling, terminology and use-warrants


· ATTSA Guardrail Committee – interest may be minor

· National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices – focusing on adding information on these devices into the MUTCD

· It was agreed that recommendations developed by our WZ Subcommittee needed to be forwarded to the chairs of these other groups.


d. The key points regarding use of warning labels from the last meeting were presented:

· Adhesion of the label to the product - needs to last the life of the product

· Durability of the label - needs to last the life of the product

· Readability of the label - needs to be concise, but accurate in terms of use and warnings

· Location on the label on the product - needs to be readily visible and accessible for reading

· Verbiage on the label for multi-use products - some devices can be retrofitted to elevate performance from a channelizing barricade to a barrier by attaching extra hardware.  The wording on the decal needs to address this.


· Standard wording for the labels - manufacturers of these devices should use common nomenclature recognized in the highway environment.


e. Warning label discussions were then continued – 


· Since the last meeting, two manufacturers of these devices, Energy Absorption Systems, Inc. and Yodock Inc. attempted to develop universal warning label verbiage that could be used by all manufacturers. They reported that this attempt had to be abandoned because there are too many product variables that would influence the final verbiage (i.e. – some devices use steel reinforcement and some rely only on plastic, some are tested as barriers at high speeds and some only at low speeds, some have steel on the inside and some on the outside, some can be retrofitted from barricades to a barriers by adding steel beams but others can not, etc.).  


· Due to above issues, it was instead recommended to develop “Warning Label Guidelines” for these devices.  Using this Guide, different manufacturers could develop their own warning label verbiage, yet there would be common elements to each.  An initial draft of these Guidelines was presented to the Subcommittee. The key Guideline points are;


· Must following the “Warning” guidelines in ANSI Z535 and should consider the recommendations in ISO 3864 relative to graphics.  The key objective of the warning label, as defined by ANSI Z535 (see attached Appendix A and B) is;  “A product safety sign or label should alert persons to a specific hazard, the degree or level of hazard seriousness, the probable consequence of involvement with the hazard, and how the hazard can be avoided.” 


·  Must include a recognizable graphic showing the possible consequences if the device is not used properly.  Thus, for longitudinal channelizing barricades (LCBs), a graphic needs to be included that depicts possible vehicle penetration through the device.

·  If necessary because of visual similarity, the label must include verbiage that indicates how an end-user can distinguish barrier versions of the product from barricade versions.


·  Must include verbiage that warns end-users NOT to use longitudinal channelizing barricades in applications where barriers are warranted (i.e. – high speed applications, WZs were workers or rigid objects could be struck by errant vehicles)


·  Either on this label, or a separate one, include verbiage that follows ATSSA’s recommendations for labeling Work Zone devices. 


· If a stick-on decal is used, the decal material as well as the adhesive should be selected so that they will last as long as the product.


·  The verbiage on the decal needs to be concise, but accurate in terms of use and warnings.


·  The warning label needs to be placed on the product in a location where it is readily visible.


·  The verbiage used on the label should use common, establish highway safety nomenclature.


·  Devices that meet NCHRP 350 Test Level (TL) 3, which are rated to prevent vehicle penetrations when impacted at 100 km/h at 25 degrees, will NOT require a warning label.  However, IF versions of the device are available that prevent vehicle penetrations only at reduced speeds (i.e. – speeds less than TL-2 = 70 km/h or TL-1 = 50 km/h), then these devices need to be labeled to warn end users of this impact speed limitation.


· The comments from the attendees were favorable.  It was agreed that this draft would be routed for comments and edits.  If interested in receiving a copy please contact Barry Stephens at bstephens@energyabsorption.com .

· A sample Warning label, following the draft of the Warning Label Guidelines, was presented as an example: 








[image: image1.png]A warniNG

When pinned together, this product is
classified as a longitudinal channelizing
barricade, NOT a positive barrier. Like
plastic traffic cones, this device is intended

to serve as a visual channeling device to
direct vehicles or pedestrians. This device is
NOT designed to keep vehicles from
penetrating through. DO NOT use
longitudinal barricades in applications where
people or fixed objects are intended to be
protected from vehicle impacts.







· A question was asked about the possibility of molding warning label verbiage into the plastic instead of using a decal (decals can be tough to make stick to polyethylene and/or textured plastic).  Leo Yodock responded that molded-in verbiage is very hard to see and thus the information would not stand out to end users.  To meet ANZI Z535, the decals must incorporate defined graphics and colors, thus negating the possibility of using a single color.  Leo indicated that his company is working with a vendor to develop a decal for his products that would meet the proposed guidelines.  He indicated that when it’s done, he would be willing to share it with the attendees, with the understanding that it would not be precisely copied.  When available, Barry will email the example of the warning label to the attendees.  


· Barry will collate suggested improvements into the Warning Label Guidelines and present a final version for vote during the next TF-13 meeting in Toronto. 


h. One of the action items from the last meeting was to contact Dean Sicking, the principle investigator for the update of NCHRP 350, and have him include testing verbiage for longitudinal channelizing devices.  Barry reported that this task was completed.  Nick Artimovich needs to review the verbiage in the re-write to make sure it accurately reflects the desired tests(s). 

i. Question was asked about what “linked” barrier means.  Nick Artimovich stated that WZ devices can be connected together, but doing so does not necessarily make them barriers (i.e. – cones connected together with rope).  A barrier is a device that can control vehicle penetration.  Barriers are connected, or linked, together with structurally adequate joints that are strong enough to prevent vehicle penetration through the device. 

j. Old topics from previous meeting:  

· Idea for different glare screen colors ---- send to MUTCD.  Std. colors for WZ devices ---- no interest.  Flat Panel signs vs. round channelizers in WZ –--- Nick says NTPEP is best group to evaluate this, however there tests are for durability.  Comment made that many States no longer accepting NTPEP testing.  No further action is needed from the Subcommittee on these topics.

· ADA requirements for channelizing barricades, there are current devices that cover this issue.  No further action is needed from the Subcommittee on this topic.

· Discussed work zone signs on Type III barricades.  Mainly heavier wt. signs give problems.  Plywood and aluminum give problems.   Lights on barricades require firm attachment.  No further action is needed from the Subcommittee on this topic.

k. New Business:   

· General discussion regarding damage to plastic water-filled barriers, when should they be replaced?  And, if kept in the system of barriers with some filled and some leaking, will they perform properly.  Should this be crash tested? - The manufacturers currently handle maintenance issues for their own products.  Several mentioned that the ability of their individual barrier sections to hold water tends to be a clear sign as to their ability to perform properly.  Damage to structural steel parts or connecting joints can also be part of the evaluation.  It was recommended that manufactures continue to establish maintenance guidelines for their specific product.  No further action is needed from the Subcommittee on this topic.

· Felipe Almanza (TrafFix Devices, Inc.) – Who is responsible for designing sand barrel arrays; designer or vendor?   Barry stated that his company frequently helps customers with the array configurations and, if an array meets their engineering requirements, they are willing to take responsibility.  It was mentioned that if an array does not perform properly there will always be a potential for the State, the contractor, the distributor, and the manufacturer to get pulled into a lawsuit.   It was recognized that manufacturers of these barrels sell loose barrels, so they frequently do not see how they are being applied in the field.  It was acknowledged that many states have developed their own sand barrel array standards for different situations.  No further action is needed from the Subcommittee on this topic.

· Barry – TMA’s – it was noted that in the latest version of the 350 rewrite, for testing, developers can select shadow vehicle weights of their own choosing, with weights ranging from 2270 kg (5000 lbs) to infinity (i.e. - shadow truck blocked so it can’t move).  Thus, future TMA developers will be able to select whatever maximum weight shadow vehicle they believe their TMA will work successfully with.  Their new TMA would then be sold with a warning label recommending not to attach it to shadow trucks having weights more than the selected weight.  Several attendees, upon learning of this change in TMA testing criteria stated that this modification would be bad because an impact could shove a light-weight shadow truck forward into workers, on-coming traffic or into rigid hazards.  Several attendees stated that it was not a good idea (to use lighter shadow vehicles) because it would lead to admittedly cheaper products, but would expose numerous groups to injuries and liability problems.  One attendee mentioned that every time a cheap product is introduced, even with warning labels, contractors tend to gravitate to it without concern for impact performance or safety.  The net effect would be that safety will be compromised.  The group consensus was to recommend staying with the current fixed 9000 kg shadow truck weight for all new TMAs.  Barry pointed out a possible need for a portable attenuating device to protect lighter weight rolling hardware, not shadow vehicles, such as trailer-mounted arrow boards or message boards.  Is there a need for a special stand-alone testing category for these?  Can a TMA be used here?   It was mentioned that the TMA test pass/fail criteria may need to include a new “Exit Box” evaluation criteria that would defined longitudinal and lateral limits of TMA displacement to ensure safety.  Karla Polivka, who works directly with Dean Sicking, attended this discussion.  These comments/concerns will be shared with Dean and the Panel.

· It was mentioned that some states, i.e. Michigan DOT are not using 350 accepted devices for concrete barriers.   Nick says they must use 350 after 2002 for all new barriers…. old 230 can be used if in good shape.  No further action is needed from the Subcommittee on this topic.

· Jeff Shoemaker – Noted that many construction sites in California have exposed PCMB ends which are not flared adequately away from the edge of road.  It was agreed that the State DOT’s should make efforts to correct this.  No further action is needed from the Subcommittee on this topic.
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