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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Bridge rail and approach guardrails provide safety to drivers by shielding more hazardous
objects and redirecting vehicles to the roadway. However, guardrail can increase both the initial
cost and maintenance cost of a bridge, while adding another object that may be struck by
vehicles. Most existing low volume road (LVR) bridges in the state of lowa are currently
indicated to not possess bridge rail meeting “current acceptable standards”. The primary
objective of the research summarized in this report was to provide the nations bridge and
approach rail state of practice and perform a state wide crash analysis on bridge rails and
approach guardrails on LVR bridges in lowa. In support of this objective, the criteria and
guidelines used by other bridge owners were investigated, non-standard and innovative bridge
and approach guardrails for LVR’s were investigated, and descriptive, statistical and economical
analyses were performed on a state wide crash analysis.

The state wide crash analysis found the overall number of crashes at/on the more than 17,000
inventoried LVR bridges and unknown number of non-inventoried LVR bridges in lowa was
fewer than 350 crashes over an eight year period, representing less than 0.1% of the statewide
reportable crashes. In other words, LVR bridge crashes are fairly rare events. The majority of
these crashes occurred on bridges with a traffic volume less than 100 vpd and width less than 24
ft. Similarly, the majority of the LVR bridges possess similar characteristics.

Crash rates were highest for bridges with lower traffic volumes, narrower widths, and negative
relative bridge widths (relative bridge width is defined as: bridge width minus roadway width).
Crash rate did not appear to be effected by bridge length. Statistical analysis confirmed that the
frequency of vehicle crashes was higher on bridges with a lower width compared to the roadway
width.

The frequency of crashes appeared to not be impacted by weather conditions, but crashes may be
over represented at night or in dark conditions. Statistical analysis revealed that crashes that
occurred on dark roadways were more likely to result in major injury or fatality. These findings
potentially highlight the importance of appropriate delineation and signing.

System wide, benefit-cost (B/C) analyses yielded very low B/C ratios for statewide bridge rail
improvements. This finding is consistent with the aforementioned recommendation to address
specific sites where safety concerns exist.

Given the findings of the descriptive and statistical analyses, possible areas of the existing

IADOT IM 2.213 that could be changed or added during any future revisions include traffic
volume ranges, relative bridge width and crash frequency/severity.
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1. GENERAL
1.1. Introduction

Bridge and approach guardrails have the important task of withstanding impact forces associated
with vehicular crashes while at the same time smoothly redirecting vehicles to the travel way
without causing these vehicles to stop abruptly, snag, rollover, or vault over the guardrail. The
installation of guardrail systems (Gates, 2005) add costs to the bridge, and may cause additional
safety and maintenances problems that may outweigh the benefits when used in some situations.
Currently, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requires bridge and approach
guardrails on all National Highway System roadways and federally funded bridges. However, the
use (and type) of rail systems on non-national highway systems, such as low-volume roads
(LVR), is left to the discretion of the state or county. These structures (LVVR bridges) are the
emphasis of this research. Specifically, application of guardrail policy by various agencies,
potential safety impacts including benefit and cost, and current state of practice for guard rail
systems were investigated.

1.2 Research Objectives

The primary objective of the research summarized in this report was to describe the state of the
practice regarding the nation’s bridge rails and approach guardrails and to perform a statewide
crash analysis involving bridge rails and approach guardrails on lowa’s low-volume road (LVR)
bridges by:

e Determining the criteria and guidelines used by other states for bridge and approach
guardrail implementation on low and very low-volume roads.

e Performing a system-wide crash analysis on LVR bridges in lowa

e Performing benefit-cost analyses for use of bridge and approach guardrails based on
traffic levels and road classifications.

e Investigating the use of non-standard and innovative bridge and approach guardrails for
low-volume roads.

1.3 Project Scope
In order to satisfy the research objectives, the project scope include the following tasks:

1. A literature review was conducted to investigate if similar studies had been conducted
and to more fully understand bridge and approach rail usage.

2. Asurvey of state and county agencies was completed to obtain input on how other
agencies determine bridge rail and bridge approach rail usage criteria for low-volume
roads.



System-wide crash analysis for low-volume road bridges in lowa was performed. The
IADOT crash and geographic information management systems (GIMS) databases were
utilized to quantify crash related metrics.

Statistical analyses were performed to identify relationships between crash metrics such
as rail usage, rail condition, roadway geometry, bridge geometry.

Railing alternatives that are economical and aesthetically pleasing were investigated.



2. BACKGROUND
2.1 Existing IADOT Standards

The IADOT has Instruction Memorandums (IM) (IADOT, 2009) for lowa public agencies that
provide guidance on administrative works, project development, and systems classification.
Included in the series of IM is IM No. 3.213 that provides guidelines for determining the need
for traffic barriers on low-volume roadway bridges and culverts. In addition, IM No. 3.215,
which provides information on clear zone widths, and IM No. 3.216, which presents the benefit-
cost ratio method for determining the feasibility of an improvement, are also available and can be
helpful in determining the feasibility of installing approach guardrails. Instruction Memorandum
No. 3.213 was the primary focus of the work presented herein. IM No. 3.213 is summarized
below. The original IM documents for IM No. 3.213, 3.215, and 3.216 can be found in Appendix
A. All IADOT IM’s can be found at:
http://www.iowadot.gov/local_systems/publications/im/imtoc.pdf.

Instruction Memorandum No. 3.213 defines a traffic barrier as a device used to shield a roadside
obstacle that is located within the minimum clear zone width and in the right-of-way. A roadside
obstacle is further classified as either a non-traversable object (e.g., large culvert) or a fixed
object (e.g., unprotected end of bridge rail). The fixed objects were the focus here since
unprotected bridge ends are fixed objects. The IM first suggests the removal or relocation of the
object outside the clear zone whenever possible. However a traffic barrier may be necessary if
removal or relocation is not possible and a benefit by severity reduction is found.

An approach guardrail should to be installed in the following situations:

1. “All four bridge corners on newly constructed bridges on the Farm-to-Market systems,
except bridges located within an established speed zone of 35 mph or less.”

2. **On the approach bridge corners (right side) on new federally funded bridges constructed
on the area service system, except bridges within 35 mph or less speed zone.
Consideration should be given to shielding the opposite corner if it is located on the
outside edge of a curve. The FHWA will participate in guardrail at all four corners if
desired by the county.”

3. “All four bridge corners on existing bridges within the termini of a 3R project on the
Farm-to-Market System. Existing w-beam installations that are flared and anchored at
both ends may be used as constructed without upgrading to current standards.”

4. *“Culverts with spans greater than six feet (circular pipe culverts greater than 72” in
diameter) if it is impractical to extend beyond the clear zone and grates are not utilized.”

The following exceptions apply when approach guardrail is not needed on a bridge:

1. “Current ADT at structure is less than 200 vehicles per day”
2. “The structure is 24 ft wide or greater”
3. “The structure is on tangent alignment”


http://www.iowadot.gov/local_systems/publications/im/imtoc.pdf�

4. *“The benefit-cost ratio is less than 0.80”

Bridge rails should always be designed in accordance with the latest available standards on
newly constructed bridges. For existing bridges being rehabilitated using federal-aid money the
bridge rail should be reviewed for possible retrofitting.

Included in the IM is a Bridge Rail Rating System matrix that can be used to determine if a
bridge rail should be upgraded and to what extent it should be upgraded. The matrix includes
five factors: crashes, ADT, width, length, and type of bridge rail. The sum of the points from the
five factors is the total bridge score which can be used to determine if the bridge needs
upgrading; the higher the score the more upgrade needed. Table 2.1 shows the Bridge Rail
Rating System and points associated with each factor. Table 2.2 shows the types of
recommended upgrades which are based on the point totals for the bridge.

Table 2.1. Bridge rail five factor rating system.

Points 0 5 10 15 20
Factors Description
Crashes 1For2PDO’s 2 or more
(in last 5 years) None 1PDO 1PI orl1Pland1 F’s/PI’s or 3 or
PDO more PDO’s
ADT
(current year) <200 200-299 300-399 400-750 >750
Bridge Width
(feet) >30 28 24 22 <20
Bridge Length
(feet) <50 50-99 100-149 150-200 >200
Bridge Rail Formed Steel Steel Rail (1941
(type) Aluminum Rail Steel Box Rail  Beam Rail (1951 standard Angel Handrail
(1967 standard) (1964 standard) and 1957 Concrete Rail (1928 standard)
standards) 1928 standard)
Abbreviations: PDO = Property Damage Only crash
Pl =Personal Injury crash
F = Fatality crash

Table 2.2. Bridge rail upgrades based on point totals

Point total Upgrade Description

Under 25 points No upgrading at this time

25 - 50 points Delineation according to standard RE-48A

51 - 75 points Block out with thrie beam to curb edge (if existing approach

guardrail is W-beam, W beam may be used)

Over 75 points Retrofit




2.2 General Literature Review
2.2.1 National Level

Modern highway design concepts (AASHTO 2002B) essentially began in the 1940’s. Concerted
focus on roadside safety design, however, didn’t start until the 1970’s. Today many of the roads
that were built prior to 1970 have reached their useful life span and are being reconstructed
which allows the opportunity for updating their safety features. Some of these safety features
include bridge railing and approach railing. Bridge railing differs from roadside railing in that it
is rigidly connected to the bridge and when struck it has very little deflection capability (i.e.,
flexibility). The Roadside Design Guide notes that railing designed to full AASHTO standards
may not be necessary nor desirable for low-speed or low-volume roads. The design guide
suggests that engineers refer to the AASHTO LRFD (AASHTO, 2006) design manual for
guidance in determining the merits of using bridge railing. AASHTO LRFD explains that the
“owner shall develop the warrants for the bridge site”; this leaves the designer of a low-volume
bridge with very little guidance on if/when guardrail and/or approach railing is needed. The
Roadside Design Guide does, however, provide options for reducing crash hazards caused by
roadside obstacles. The following are cited techniques for reducing crashes and crash severity in
order of preference.

Remove the obstacle.

Redesign the obstacle so it can be safely traversed.

Relocate the obstacle to a point where it is less likely to be struck.

Reduce impact severity by using an appropriate breakaway device.

Shield the obstacle with a longitudinal traffic barrier designed for redirection or use a
crash cushion.

6. Delineate the obstacle if the above alternatives are not appropriate.

SAE I

The inherent nature of bridges and bridge railing reduces the feasibility of options one, two, and
three. However options four, five, and six offer ways to reduce crash numbers and severity when
crashing into a bridge end.

AASHTO (2001A) has an additional manual, “Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-
Volume Local Roads (ADT<400vpd)” that addresses very low-volume road geometric
considerations that are typically different from those applied to higher volume roads. The design
guide stresses that geometric changes generally need only be completed when a documentable,
site-specific safety problem exists and can be corrected by road side improvements. When safety
problems do not exist, roadside improvements generally do not provide substantial safety
benefits. By providing safety improvements only to roads that have a history of safety problems,
expenditures can be focused at known problematic locations helping to ensure the most impact.

The geometric design guide does not contain specific information on bridge and approach
guardrail, but instead emphasizes roadway cross-sections, bridge widths, alignment, and sight
distance characteristics. The guide indicates that bridge widths for newly constructed bridges on
new roadways should be equal to the width of the traveled way plus 2 ft. If the roadway is paved,
the bridge width is recommended to be equal to the roadway width. For one and two lane roads
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with an ADT less than 100 vpd one lane bridges can be provided. A minimum bridge width of 15
ft, but not wider than 16ft assures drivers will not try to use them as two lanes. When existing
bridges are being replaced, and there is no evidence of site-specific safety problems, the new
bridge width can be the same as the existing width. Site-specific safety indicators include a
documented crash history, skid marks, damage to bridge rail or approach rail, and concerns
raised by law enforcement officials.

2.2.1.1Crash Reduction Factors

The FHWA has published a Desktop Reference for Crash Reduction Factors (CRFs) which is
used, along with engineering judgment, to estimate the impact various countermeasures might
have on crashes. The Desktop Reference contains 12 tables of CRFs. Among other data, the
tables contain the crash type, crash severity, daily traffic volume, and CRFs. The table containing
bridge countermeasures contains the CRFs for installing guardrail (at bridge), upgrading bridge
railing, widening a bridge, etc.

The CRFs for upgrading of installing guardrail (at bridge) ranges from 11 to 90. For the case in
which the CRF was 11, the crash type is all and the crash severity is all. For the case in which the
CRF was 90, the crash type is all and the crash severity is fatal.

The CRFs of upgrading bridge railing ranges from 5 to 92. For the case in which the CRF was 5,
the crash type is all and the crash severity is all. Two cases existed in which the CRF was 92, in
both cases the crash type was all, one case had a crash severity of fatal and one had a crash
severity of injury.

2.2.2 State Level
2.2.2.1 Kansas

Past research conducted by Russell et al. (1998) developed guidelines for using guardrails on
LVR in Kansas. The work consisted of reviewing state-of-the-art roadside safety practices,
interviewing local roads personnel, studying local roadside scenarios, particularly culverts and
embankments, and developing guidelines for LVR roadside safety and barrier rails.

The research completed by Russell et al. utilized the computer program ROADSIDE.
ROADSIDE was used to calculate present worth and annualized cost at a particular location
needing safety improvements. The program was also used to compare the costs of various
improvements. Several criteria were adjusted to allow the ROADSIDE program to analyze
guardrails in a LVR situation. Traffic volume was set to between 100 vehicles per day (vpd) to
400 vpd including a growth factor of 1% per year. The ROADSIDE results varied depending on
the types of culverts and embankments. For straight wing culverts, a guardrail was not
economically justifiable if the culvert’s lateral offset was two or more meters from the nearest
driving lane. However, and for example, with speeds of 56 mph, an ADT of 300 or greater, and a
culvert end height of 7.9 ft the guardrail was shown to be economically justifiable. If the
culvert’s lateral offset from the nearest driving lane was larger than the three meters under all
scenarios on flared wing culverts then guardrails were not economically justifiable. In culvert
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pipe/headwall systems a guardrail was not economically justifiable with an ADT of 100. In
general, most scenarios showed that structures with ADT of 400 vehicles or less were not
economically justifiable to have bridge approach guardrails installed. The results should be used
with judgment after considering other, non-economic factors. Pham and Ragland (2005) also
noted that crash prediction models might differ for each jurisdiction and data set, and no single
model is capable of serving all road types, ramps, or intersections. Consequently it was noted
that the task of developing safety performance functions requires detailed assessments and can
be very time consuming.

2.2.2.2 Minnesota

Gates et al. (2005) conducted a study on Minnesota LVR bridge approach railing. The objective
was to determine the ADT at which the benefit-to-cost ratio suggests that installing bridge-
approach guardrail is cost-effective (i.e., B/C > 1.0) for county, state-aid highway bridges in
Minnesota.

As part of Gates work, a survey of state DOTs was conducted to determine the state-of-the-
practice for bridge approach guardrail installation on low volume highways. Table 2.3 displays
the number of states using a particular factor to determine when the installation of guardrail is
needed on low volume highways. Many of the states included exceptions with their responses
including such thing as: (1) historic bridges, (2) minimum operating speed and ADT, (3) bridge
width, (4) benefit-cost ratio, (5) urban areas, and (6) bridge crash history, etc.

Table 2.3. Survey responses of state DOTSs

Determining Factor for Approach Number of
Rail Use Responses
All state-aid bridges protected 26
ADT threshold 2
Speed threshold 3
ADT and speed threshold 3
Decision made on case-by-case basis 1
No response 15

The Gates et al. study began with a sample of 398 bridges, mostly rural county state-aid highway
bridges from 10 counties in Minnesota. Of the 398 bridges, there were 155 with approach
guardrail and 243 without approach guardrail. The crashes near the sample bridges were filtered
to include all single-vehicle fixed-object or run-off-the-road crashes within 200 ft of the bridge
and occurring between 1988 and 2002. This filter left 263 crashes with 156 being at bridges with
approach guardrail and 107 being at bridges without approach guardrail.



In order to determine whether or not the crash involved approach guardrail, or would likely have
had it existed, the following information was reviewed from the police reports of the 263 filtered
crashes: (1) initial object struck in crash, (2) physical local of crash with respect to bridge, and
(3) verification of presence or absence of approach guardrail. A crash was included in further
analyses if (1) the crash occurred on the approach or departure side or (2) the crash involved
collision with a bridge component, road-side fixed object, or other roadside collision very near
bridge. Thus, all crashes occurring on the bridge were not included in the subsequently
completed analyses. This second filter left a sample of 96 bridges, 47 with approach guardrail
and 49 without approach guardrail.

The statistical analyses performed on the data included (1) logistic regression used to determine
if crash severity was affected by various roadway, bridge, and crash characteristics and (2) a
two-way Pearson chi-square test to determine if guardrail presence had an impact on both crash
type and severity.

Table 2.4 shows the findings of the logistic regression analysis. According to the analysis,
collisions with the roadside or bridge rail end are approximately 2.5 times more likely to result in
fatalities or incapacitating injury (A-injuries) versus collisions with approach guardrail. Also,
guardrail crashes are nearly twice as likely to result in no injuries versus roadside or bridge rail
crashes.

Table 2.4. Probability of crash severity versus object struck from logistic regression

Probability of a Given Crash Severity Based on the

Object Struck
Severity (based on KABCO scale) Roadside Bridge Rail Guardrail
Property damage only 0.337 0.299 0.586
B-injuries/C-injuries 0.451 0.458 0.326
Fatalities/A-injuries 0.213 0.243 0.088

According to two-way Pearson chi-square analysis that was performed, when the crash severity
was associated with the object stuck, zero of the 33 crashes with approach guardrail resulted in
fatalities or A-injuries, while roughly one-quarter of the 63 roadside and bridge rail crashes
resulted in fatalities or A-injuries. Like the logistic regression analysis, the chi-square test
showed that crashes with the approach guardrail were much more likely to result in no injury
versus roadside or bridge rail crashes. It appears that the crash severity is significantly affected
by the type of object struck in the collision.

The chi-square analysis of object struck vs. guardrail presence showed that the presence of a
guardrail did have an effect on the type of objects struck. In crashes at bridges without approach
guardrail about 70 percent of the crashes were collisions with the bridge rail. Of the crashes at
bridges with approach guardrail about 6 percent were collisions with the bridge rail.

A third chi-square analysis - crash severity vs. guardrail presence - was completed. The chi-



square analysis confirmed that crashes at bridges with approach guardrail were significantly less
severe than crashes at bridges without approach guardrail. The percentage of fatality/A-injury
crashes at bridges without approach guardrail was 4.5 greater than the percentage of fatality/A-
injury crashes at bridges with approach guardrails.

Analysis of the approach-side versus departure-side crashes was completed. The analysis showed
that the location of the crash, either approach or departure side, was not affected by the presence
of the guardrail. The approach side guardrail was effective in 69% of the cases and the departure
side guardrail was effective 35% of the time. Although the departure guardrail was less effective
further analysis suggests substantial reductions in crash severity will occur if departure-side
guardrail is installed in addition to approach-side guardrail.

In order to determine the cost-effectiveness of bridge approach guardrail Gates et al. performed a
benefit-cost analysis. A 30-year life-cycle cost for bridge approach guardrail was estimated and
halved to match the 15 year length of the crash analysis period. The benefit for installing
approach guardrail is the reduction in severity and subsequent cost of crashes near the bridge.
The cost of each of the KABCO (i.e. K=fatal crash, A=incapacitating injury, B=non-
incapacitating injury, C=possible injury) severity levels was estimated for use as benefits.

Prior to performing the benefit-cost calculations, the sample of bridges without approach
guardrail was separated into categories based on the ADT. The benefit-cost analysis was
performed on the sample of bridge without approach guardrail. Equation 1 was used to compute
the benefit-cost ratio. The benefit-cost ratio became greater than 1.0 at an ADT threshold of 400.

Benefit Cost of Crashes Based on Reported Severities ( )
Cost Cost of Crashes Assuming Guardrail Installed+Guardrail Install and Maintenance Cost

Gates et al. recommended that Mn/DOT use guardrails at bridges with an ADT of greater than or
equal to 400 vpd, and that those with an ADT between 150 and 400 vpd be reviewed
individually. It was also noted that bridges located on horizontal curves and bridges with a bridge
deck width less than the approach roadway may warrant guardrail even with an ADT between
150 and 400 vpd. It was further stated that guardrail is probably not cost-effective on bridges
with an ADT of less than 150 vpd. Also, when guardrail is installed, it is recommended to be
installed on all four corners of the bridge.

2.2.2.3 Missouri

The Missouri Highway and Transportation Department (Dare, 1992) also concluded that roads
with ADT of 400 vehicles per day and a 60 mph speed limit and 2 ft lateral guardrail offset do
not have large enough traffic volumes to warrant approach guardrails. The same study also
provided higher ADT threshold values for 40 mph and 50 mph speeds and lateral offsets of 8 ft
and 10 ft.

2.2.2.4 lowa

A similar study in the state of lowa (Schwall, 1989), looked at the cost-effectiveness of approach
guardrails on primary system roads. Schwall’s study found that in order to obtain a benefit-cost



ratio of 1.0, a traffic volume of at least 1400 vehicles per day with a guardrail offset of 2 ft is
needed. The study also found that the benefit-cost increase with increased traffic volume would
decrease with an increase in the guardrail offset. In general, all previously presented research
was limited to only the approach railing for bridges, and did not focus on bridge and approach
railing on low-volume roads, specifically in lowa.

2.2.2.5 Texas

Turner (1984) conducted a study to predict bridge accidents at bridges. Rural, two-lane, two-way
bridge accidents were the focus of the study which included a data set containing 1,000,000
accidents, 29,000 bridges, and 100,000 roadway segments. The investigation was narrowed to a
statistically consistent sample of 2,849 accidents that occurred at/on 2,087 structures over a four
year period. Manual, correlation, and regression analyses were used to form relationships
between accidents and predictor variables. The research led to emphasis on three key variables:
(1) Bridge relative width (bridge width minus road width); (2) average daily traffic (ADT); and
(3) approach roadway width. Using these factors as independent variables, regression curves
helped predict accidents as well as a probability table. Combining the rates with ADT values for
particular structures produced the expected accidents per year. Statistical devices were used to
measure the effectiveness of the study and produced values that represented very strong trends,
indicating that the probability table was a good means for predicting bridge accidents.

The Turner project was completed with the intent of identifying hazardous structures, evaluating
potential safety treatments, and setting priorities for improvements. Identification of an accident
prediction technique was the primary focus of the project in which a simple and direct way to
measure a structure’s likelihood of being the site of an accident was the objective. Based on
historical data, the predicted trend was that bridges constructed narrower than their approach
pavement become increasingly more dangerous as the difference in relative width increased.
Previous studies evaluated with Turner’s conclusions found that 70% of all bridge accidents
occurred on bridges 20% narrower that the approach and 60% of all accidents had a point of
impact occurring on the approach bridge end on the vehicle’s side of the road (typically the right
side). One previous study found that approach pavement transition, narrow bridge width,
roadway curvature to the left, and adjacent intersection bridge geometry characteristics seemed
to exist at bridges with notorious accident records. These multiple historical studies show that
widespread concerns exist for the narrow bridge accident problem.

Three specific types of data were gathered and prepared for a thorough examination of the
narrow bridge issue. The examined structures were restricted to two-lane, two-way traffic
carrying structures on rural roads. The collected data included (1) Accident data were gathered to
characterize the most hazardous structures and the collisions occurring at those locations, (2)
Bridge data were acquired to establish the geometric details of dangerous structures, and (3)
Approach roadway data were needed to isolate the impacts of the bridge from the roadway.
Limiting the data to these conditions helped to eliminate as many extraneous variables as
possible. The four year period studied resulted in a data sample of 4,095 incidents. After
developing the set of guidelines for the desired study population (rural, two-lane, two-way
bridges) all bridge collisions not within the criteria were removed from the data set. This stage
purified the data to a consistent sample of 2,849 crashes that occurred on 2,087 structures over
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the four year period.

Searching for a simple, direct way to evaluate the degree of hazard for any structure was
accomplished via a manual review of the plotted/tabulated data, correlation and regression
studies, and the designation of key variables and selection of the final predictor model. Fourteen
of the 25 variables showed a strong relationship with accident rate during the correlation analysis
(note that five of the fourteen were the square of another variable.) Using the Coefficient of
Multiple Determination, R? (a measure of the prediction accuracy), it was found that 8 of the 25
variables were significantly related to accident rate. Turner ranked the variables in ascending
order of importance based on individual ratings and their subjective judgment to form the Table
2.5.

Table 2.5. Relative Predictor Strength of Key Variables (Turner, 1984)

Tabulation and

Variable . Correlation Regression Study Rank
Plotting
Relative Width Very good Very strong Strong 1
Ave;arg](caﬁligally Good Very strong Strong 2
Approach Width Good Very strong Strong 3
Road Class Uncertain Strong Strong 4
Relative width - Very strong Poor 5

The variables ADT, relative width, and approach width were chosen as key variables for
developing a probability table capable of predicting collisions. The crash probabilities were
expressed as the number of occurrences per million vehicles in order to be directly related to
ADT. Approach roadway width and bridge relative width were used to organize a results table
(see Table 2.6). Accordingly, the 7,245 structures were assigned to appropriate cells in the table.
As expected, the majority of the structures were located on roads in the 18-26 ft range. The
accident probabilities fit the expected pattern well. Generally, the structures become safer as one
moves from the upper left corner of the table to the bottom right. Cells containing irregular
values of accident rate were found to be the result of either a small number of bridges or a low
number of vehicular passages. Since these data contained smaller sample sizes they produced
misleading results and were “smoothed” using data from more reliable cells. After further
investigation, approach roadway width was dropped from the analysis because it was found to be
non-significant.
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Table 2.6 Probability of Bridge Accident per Million Vehicular Passage (Turner, 1984)

Bridge Approach Roadway Width (ft)
Relative 160- 181— 201- 221— 241— 261— 281—  Over
Width (fy 180 200 220 240 260 280 300 300
Over60 1,00 0767 0436 0135 0060 0030 0200  0.163
narrower
41-60 1500 1171 0757 0686 0604 0533 0472  0.150
narrower
21-40 4994 0476 0490 0503 0500 0400 0300  0.140
narrower
01-2.0 5619 0649 0553 0695 0479 0500 0400  0.130
narrower
Oif(\)/iajéo 0344 0496 0330 0529 03190 0497 0677  0.120
29\1,&;0 0641 0319 0319 0308 0477 0448 0420  0.105
4;/\1”;3'0 0217 0200 0193 0256 0224 0176 0128  0.080
Gxizjjo 0254 0170 0234 0061 0162 0113 0064 0056
8.1—10.0
L0 0165 0000 0170 0145 0333 0331 0200 0120
10;,%@61;"1 0140 0123 0120 0083 0148 0171 0068 0176

Over14.0 0.113 0.110  0.066 0.090 0.098 0.102  0.299 0.248

Initially, a simple regression was used based solely on relative width producing an R* value of
0.62 indicating a fair fit to the data. Weighted regression analysis was then performed to
overcome this weakness by weighting each data point based on the number of vehicular passages
during the study period. Therefore, data points with more traffic were given a higher level of
importance to reduce the impacts of the scattered data in the low relative width portion of the
table. The weighted equation resulted in a strong R?value of 0.74 and is listed as:

A = 0.5085 - 0.0522RW - 0.0053 RW? — 0.001 RW? (1)

Where A = the accident rate per million vehicular passages and RW = the relative width in feet
The final equation used consisted of a second weighted analysis that was performed for all
structures except those with extremely narrow relative widths. This equation was an excellent
predictor of the data as noted by its high R? value of 0.81. This equation was:

A =0.4949 — 0.0612 RW + 0.0022 RW? ()

Figure 2.1 shows a comparison of the final two regression equations. Equation 2 represents an
accident rate pattern that better fits the expected situation. The effort of finding a simple and
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direct way to predict bridge accidents was successful for several reasons. One, a large data set
was screened and reduced to a desired and pertinent collection of bridge collision data for rural,
two-lane, two-way traffic structures. Second, the use of manual, correlation, and regression
techniques revealed that bridge relative width, average daily traffic volume, and approach
roadway width were the most important variables in predicting accidents. Third, a probability
table that includes combinations of approach roadway width and bridge relative width outputting
expected collision rates was found to be the best way to predict crashes at various sites. Using
the rates from this table multiplied by average traffic volume one is able to yield the number of
crashes expected at any particular structure. Lastly, weighted regression analysis proved that the
table does a great job predicting accidents in the normal range of bridge widths as confirmed
with a high measure of prediction accuracy (R = 0.81.)
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Figure 2.1. Accidents based on relative bridge widths (Turner, 1984)
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3. SURVEY RESULTS
3.1. Survey Overview

As mentioned previously IM 3.213 provides guidance for determining if guardrail and bridge
rails are needed. To collect similar information about the guidelines or policies of organizations,
an eight question survey was sent to federal, state, and local bridge owners across that nation.
The survey was divided into three basic categories; the first related to the basis for placement of
traffic barriers on low-volume road bridges, the second related to the types of protective
treatments being used for guardrail and bridge rail systems, and the third related to determining if
the criteria for barrier placement had been modified in the past 10 years and the effects of the
changes. The survey can be found in Appendix B along with the complete respondent answers.

3.2. Federal and State Agency Survey Results

In total, 27 non-lowa bridge owners responded to the survey; 1 of the respondents was a federal
agency, 22 were state transportation departments, 3 were local county agencies, and 1 was a
Canadian providence agency. Figure 3.1 summarizes the response of the 24 non-local bridge
owners to the three basic questions. It should be noted that some of the responding agencies (e.g.,
State DOTS5) indicated that they do not have roads with ADTs of 400vpd or less.
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Figure 3.1. Non-lowa bridge owner responses (24 respondents)

In general, the respondents that did use ADT as a criterion for guard rail usage also used other
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criteria for establishing the use or guardrail type. Many owners indicate that they include speed
limit and geometry as criteria. The states using ADT did not necessarily use it as a limit for
determining when a guardrail was needed but as a factor for determining the minimum
performance requirements for the guardrail. An ADT of 400 vpd was the most commonly cited
threshold.

As seen from Figure 3.1, 17 of the 24 respondents used protective treatment types other than
“W” beams. A commonly cited alternative rail type was the thrie beam. However, tube rails,
concrete barriers, and timber were also listed as alternatives to standard “W” beams. No state
specifically stated the use of cable railing as an alternate to “W” beams.

From the responses, it appears that very few states have changed their criteria for determining
traffic barrier use on low-volume roads in the last 10 years. The agencies that have changed their
criteria based the use of protective treatment on ADT and other speed or geometric factors. For
example, Minnesota DOT changed their criteria in 2008 based on the Minnesota Local Road
Research Board Study conducted in 2005. The old criteria stated that guardrail is required where
the speed limit is higher than 40 mph and the ADT exceeds 749 vpd or the bridge clear width is
less than the sum of lane and shoulder widths. The new 2008 criteria lowers the ADT threshold
to 400vpd. None of the positively responding agencies indicated that they had information on the
impacts of the criteria change.

Several agencies provided standard drawings for bridge and/or approach rails. Appendix E
illustrates the various state bridge and approach rail standard drawings. In addition, some state
agencies provided information pertaining to bridge and approach rail policy. The policy
information is summarized below.

3.3 Agency Specific Policies
3.3.1 US Forest Service

The US Forest Service has a policy, FSH 7709.56b, section 7, that states that the primary
criterion for bridge railing system selection is safety. Details of bridge rail function are listed
within the policy; however, no road criteria (i.e., road width, ADT, geometry, etc.) are given
with which the benefit-cost of the system could be evaluated. The strength and geometry of the
railing system is to be based on AASHTO “Standard Specifications for Highway Bridges”.

All new road bridges are required to have approach rails if the bridge has bridge railing, and the
approach rail is to conform to the AASHTO Roadside Design Guide.

3.3.2 lllinois DOT

The IHllinois DOT requires an approaching roadside barrier or terminal section for all bridge rail
ends nearest the flow of traffic. Exceptions to this policy are made for the following situations:
1. Bridges are located on low speed (less than 25mph) curbed roads

2. Bridges with ADT less than 150, the bridge width is the approach roadway width, and the
bridge has tangent alignment.
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3. The township or district bridge has a larger width than the roadway and the bridge is on
tangent alignment.

However, these exceptions do not apply if the design speed exceeds the design speed shown in
the Illinois DOT Bureau of Local Roads and Streets Geometric Design Tables. With respect to
bridge rail ends on the departure end of two-way roadways, the need for shielding the bridge end
is determined by whether the bridge is in the clear zone.

3.3.3 North Carolina DOT

The North Carolina DOT guardrail and bridge rail policies can be found in the Sub Regional Tier
Design Guidelines for Bridge Projects. These guidelines require transition guardrails on all four
corners of an undivided two-way, two-lane bridge. The minimum length of guardrail required is
dependent upon the design speed of the bridge. In the case of very low volume local roads, the
North Carolina DOT allows the use of the Guidelines for Geometric Design for Very Low-
Volume Local Roads (ADT<400) (AASHTO 2001A) in lieu of the Sub Regional Tier Design
Guidelines for Bridge Projects.

3.3.4 North Dakota DOT

The North Dakota DOT requires bridge rail ends be treated with W-beam guardrails and the
bridge rail be crash tested to NCHRP Report 350 standards. The type of W-beam guardrail to be
used is dependent upon the bridge rail type. The guardrail shall be flared unless the geometry
does not allow a flare. The required flare rate and length are dependent upon the design speed.
The North Dakota DOT uses four W-beam guardrail end treatments with varying site location
and guardrail installation configuration requirements. The four end treatments are the ET-2000,
the Flared Energy Absorbing Terminal, the Sequential Kinking Terminal, and the Slotted Rail
Terminal.

3.4. lowa County Results

In addition to the national survey, lowa’s 99 counties were also solicited for their input on
protective bridge treatments. Thirty one counties responded to the survey. The responses to the
three general categories are summarized in Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2. lowa county bridge owner responses (31 respondents)

Very few counties were found to use ADT as a requirement for bridge protection. One county
indicated that they use an ADT of 100 vpd for traffic barriers, however, it was indicated that this
is not a written policy. Another county responded that it has a three level written policy for
determining if traffic barriers should be installed on locally funded bridges. No traffic barriers
are needed if the ADT is 50 vpd or less, and the bridge width is 24 ft or greater. The approach
ends of a bridge needs traffic barriers if the ADT is 51 to 99 vpd, and the bridge width is 24 ft or
more. Traffic barriers on all four bridge ends need to be installed when the ADT is 100 vpd or
greater, and the bridge width is 24 ft or wider.

The majority of lowa County respondents indicated that they did not have specific ADT criteria
stated other criteria that were generally included in IM 3.213. Other criteria not stated in the IM
3.213, that are being used by lowa counties, include project funding, crash history, and road
surface type. Some counties stated all new or rehabilitated bridges are constructed with guardrail
independent of the criteria previously mentioned.

The general majority of the county respondents indicated that they use a “W” or thrie beam for
their bridge protective treatments. Two counties stated in addition to “W” or thrie beams, they
used cable rail. One county stated extra signage and delineators have also been used to provide
end of bridge delineation.

The three counties that have changed their criteria for determining the use of protective
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treatments have either changed to using The IADOT IM 3.213 or changed the type of barrier
they have been using. One county stated the cost of guardrails went up when they changed their
policy to using only “W” beams.
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4. CRASH ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY
4.1 Preliminary Bridge and Crash Selection

To evaluate the possible safety impacts of bridge rail and guardrail on low volume road (LVR)
structures in the state of lowa, statewide analyses of LVR bridge crashes was conducted. Primary
data sources for these analyses included the lowa DOT’s Geographic Information Management
System (GIMS) roadway and structures databases and the 2001 to 2008 crash database. These
databases include all public roadways (~113,000 miles), structures with a minimum length of 20
feet (~26,500), and reportable crashes on public roadways (injury or minimum property damage
of $1,000; eight year average of 59,000 crashes annually) within lowa. Given the eight year
analysis period, the 2001 to 2008 GIMS databases were compared to assess potential temporal
differences, particularly with respect to the extent of the LVR network and number of
corresponding structures. Since limited temporal differences were observed, the 2003 GIMS
snapshot, a central year in the analysis period, was ultimately selected for use in analysis.

The GIMS roadway database was first utilized to identify all LVVRs in the state. LVRs were
defined using the following criteria:

e annual average daily traffic (AADT) less than or equal to 400 vehicles per day,
e high speed, i.e. speed limit greater than or equal to 45 mph, and
e road classification (municipal and secondary only)

Based on these criteria, approximately 78,900 miles of LVRs were identified, representing
approximately 70% of the public roadways in the state.

With the LVRs established, the bridges located on these roadways were identified. Of the nearly
26,500 bridges in the structures database, approximately 17,230 (65%) were located on LVRs.
As alluded to previously, not all structures in the state are contained in the structures database;
specifically, only structures with a minimum length of 20 feet are included. Since many LVR
structures are less than 20 feet in length, the GIMS database underestimates the number of LVR
bridges where crashes may occur. Based on bridge inventories obtained from two counties, the
GIMs database excluded 5% and 20% from the total number of bridges. Therefore, in an attempt
to capture all crashes of possible interest, including those not located at an inventoried bridge,
crashes located within 50 meters of either an inventoried bridge or stream/ river proximate to a
LVR were selected. The spatial proximity of 50 meters was employed to address changes
(improvements) in the spatial accuracies of the roadway, structures and crash databases through
the analysis period.

Figures 4.1 to 4.9 present various representative LVR bridges, bridge rail and approach guardrail
applications found in the state. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 demonstrate why the crash identification
process was expanded beyond the statewide bridge inventory to include structures under 20 ft in
length. Both bridges are timber with timber bridge rail, and no approach guardrail; however, the
bridge in Figure 4.1 is not included in the state inventory due to its length. Figure 4.3 presents a
similar timber bridge with a damaged bridge rail.
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Figure 4.1. LVR timber bridge not included in the state inventory

Figure 4.2. LVR timber bridge included in the state inventory
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Figure 4.3. LVR timber bridge, with damaged bridge rail, included in the state inventory

Figures 4.4 through 4.8 are example concrete LVR bridges, some with different types of bridge
rail and approach guardrail applications. Similar to the timber bridges in Figures 4.1 and 4.2, the
bridges in Figures 4.4 and 4.5 appear nearly identical but only Figure 4.5 is included in the state
inventory.

Figure 4.4. LVR concrete bridge not included in the state inventory
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Figure 4.5. LVR concrete bridge included in the state inventory

Figure 4.6. LVR concrete bridge, with timber and metal bridge rail, included in the state
inventory
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Figure 4.7. LVR concrete bridge, with directional approach guardrail, included in the state
inventory

Figure 4.8. LVR concrete bridge, with continuous guardrail, not included in the state
inventory

Figure 4.9 represents a commonly found concrete culvert with concrete parapets. While this
culvert would not be classified as a bridge, regardless of its length, the parapets likely pose a
hazard similar to the bridges presented in Figures 4.4 and 4.5.
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Figure 4.9. LVR concrete culvert, with parapets, not included in the state inventory
4.2 Crash Refinement

The preliminary crashes of interest were then refined by selecting only those involving a
rollover, roadway departure, collision with a guardrail, or collision with a bridge or bridge rail.
The majority of the crashes eliminated from consideration were either located at an intersection,
were multi-vehicle head-on collisions, or were collisions with an animal. Through detailed visual
inspection, crashes located on a high volume roadway at/near a LVR overpass were also
excluded from consideration. Additionally, upon advisement from the project technical advisory
committee, all roadway departure crashes not involving a collision with a bridge-related
component were excluded from consideration. These crashes were excluded because the primary
purpose of approach guardrail on LVR bridges in lowa is to shield the bridge end and not to
protect motorists from other secondary hazards, such as a ditch, ravine, or waterway.

The locations of the 397 remaining crashes were then visually reviewed within GIS,
supplementing the roadway, structures and crash data with aerial imagery. Aerial imagery was
used to verify the presence of a bridge at the crash site. This was particularly important for
crashes selected based on their spatial proximity to a LVR and stream/river (i.e., sites where a
bridge did not exist in the structures database). Figure 4.10 presents a crash that occurred at a
bridge not included in the state inventory. The figure also presents the location of an inventoried
bridge with no crash history. It is also important to note that crashes are geocoded based on the
available GIS data sets (of various spatial accuracies), and not aerial imagery. This explains the
differences in the actual and GIS-represented stream alignment.
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Figure 4.10. Crash located at a LVR bridge not included in the state inventory

Crash narratives and diagrams were also reviewed to validate the accuracy of the attribute data
contained in the crash database (particularly a collision with approach guardrail, bridge rail or
other bridge-related component) and eliminate any crashes that may not be applicable. Based on
the crash narratives and diagrams, the crash data were supplemented with the following fixed
object collision categories and collision locations:

e Approach rail between terminal end and bridge
e Approach rail at the terminal end

e Approach rail unclear

e Bridge rail

e Bridge terminal end

e Bridge unclear

e Not applicable

The following subcategories were also populated to classify the order in which the fixed object
was struck. The primary objective of this classification was to determine whether the fixed object
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collision was preceded by a collision with another vehicle (i.e., if the object was directly or
indirectly impacted).

e Primary collision with approach rail or bridge rail
e Secondary collision with approach rail or bridge rail
e Not applicable

Upon final validation, a total of 341 crashes with LVR bridges were identified over the eight
year analysis period. These 341 crashes occurred at 268 inventoried bridges. Of the 268 bridges
two of them had three crashes, ten of them had two crashes, and 256 of them had one crash. Fifty
nine of the crashes occurred on non-inventoried bridges.
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5. DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

5.1 Overview

Descriptive analysis techniques and graphical representations were used to summarize and
interpret the various characteristics of the 17,230 inventoried LVR bridges and the 341 crashes
that occurred at these LVR bridges during the analysis period. The IADOT IM traffic volume
(AADT), bridge width and bridge length categories were used, in part, as guidelines during data
assimilation. Bridge and crash data were also summarized based on traffic safety feature
standards, road surface type, crash severity, object struck, sequence (order) of collision, light
conditions, weather conditions, driving surface conditions, and relative bridge width. Brief
descriptions of each of the characteristics follow:

AADT: The average annual daily traffic (vehicles per day) traversing the bridge. In some
cases, if no data were provided, an estimate was utilized.

Bridge Width: The most restrictive (minimum) distance between curbs or rails on the
structure. The primary width increments were based on ranges presented in the IM
report.

Bridge Length: The overall length of the roadway supported on the structure from back
faces of the backwalls, measured along the centerline.

Traffic Safety: Indicates whether the bridge rail, transitions, approach rail and approach
ends are coded as meeting “current acceptable standards”, as designated by the
inspections conducted in accordance with Recording and Coding Guide for the Structure
Inventory and Appraisal of the Nation’s Bridges (FHWA 1995), or if the aforementioned
safety features are required. Note that the research team has relied upon the accuracy of
these assessments that have, obviously, been made by others.

Road Surface Type: The roadway surface material approaching the bridge. This surface
is often different from that of the bridge itself.

Crash Severity: The severity of the crash based on the worst injury suffered by any
person involved in the crash (e.g., fatal, major injury, minor injury, or possible injury). If
no injuries occurred in the crash, the severity is classified as property damage only.
Obiject Struck: The bridge feature, and the corresponding location on this feature, struck
by a vehicle (e.g., bridge rail or approach guardrail end or between ends).

Order of Strike: Indicates whether a bridge rail or guardrail strike was the primary
collision (i.e., first object struck) or the secondary collision (e.g., collision with another
vehicle, followed by bridge rail collision).

Light Conditions: The natural lighting conditions at the time of the crash, and if dark,
whether the location was artificially lit.

Weather Conditions: The weather conditions at the time of the crash (e.g., foggy, mist,
snow, etc.).
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e Driving Surface Conditions: The roadway surface conditions at the time of the crash.

e Relative Bridge Width: The difference between the bridge and approach roadway width
(i.e., bridge width minus roadway width). A negative value indicates that the bridge is
narrower than the roadway.

Crash rate was also computed for various bridge characteristics. Crash rate takes into
consideration the exposure of vehicles to individual bridge characteristics. For example, the
number of bridges possessing a certain feature, and the number of vehicles exposed to this
feature, may not be proportional (e.g., each bridge possesses a different AADT). Given the
relatively short length of the majority of bridges, the linear extent of each bridge was ignored in
the crash rate calculations. Bridge AADT was treated as daily entering vehicles (DEV). The
equation used for calculating crash rate (CR) per million entering vehicles is as follows:

#Crashesx1000000
CR = 365days (51)
DEV * o +#Years

Appendix C contains a series of summary tables based on the IADOT Instructional
Memorandum (IM) factors of AADT, bridge width, and bridge length. Pertinent details from
these tables are presented in the following sections.

5.2 Traffic Volume

The traffic volume for the majority of bridges, 57% (9,792), is less than 50 vehicles per day
(vpd). Another 25% (4,337) of bridges have a traffic volume from 50 to 99 vpd. Moreover, the
vast majority of the low volume bridges, 92% (15,839), fall within the first IM category (i.e., less
than 200 vpd).

Regarding crash experience, approximately 77% (263) of the crashes occurred on bridges with a
traffic volume less than 100 vpd. Under the IADOT IM No. 3.213 these bridges do not receive
points in the bridge rail rating system and are listed as bridges that may not qualify as needing
guardrail according to the design exceptions.

5.3 Bridge Width

Approximately 60% (10,178) of all low volume bridges have a width less than 24 feet,
representing two of the five IM bridge width categories. The width of half (4,748) of the bridges
with a traffic volume less than 50 vpd is 20 feet or less. In general, bridges with higher traffic
volumes (100 vpd or more) are wider (28 feet or greater).

Nearly 75% (205) of crashes occurred on bridges with known widths less than 25 feet (270).
Additionally, over 30% (84) of crashes occurred on bridges with known widths less than 20 feet.
Over 40% (42) of the crashes that occurred on roads with less than 50 vpd (99) were on/at
bridges with widths of 20 feet or less.
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5.4 Bridge Length

Over 50% (9,004) of the low volume bridges fall within the first (of five) IM length category (1
to 49 feet). Nearly half, 45% (158), of crashes occur on bridges with a length less than 49 ft,
assuming that crashes at non-inventoried bridges also fall within this category.

5.5 Traffic Safety Features

The vast majority, 71% (12,312), of low volume bridges are indicated to not have bridge rail that
meets “current acceptable standards” during their most recent inspection. This percentage
increases to 78% (7,615) for bridges with less than 50 vpd (9,792).

Over half, 55% (53), of the crashes that occurred on roads with less than 50 vpd (99) were at/on
bridges where the bridge rail was indicated to not meet “current acceptable standards”.

Approximately 77% (13,342) of low volume bridges did not have transitions that were indicated
to meet “current acceptable standards”, with a similar number of bridges not having approach
rails and approach ends indicated to meet “current acceptable standards”. The percentages of
crashes associated with these traffic safety features are 77% (216), 74% (209), and 77% (218),
respectively.

In general, roads with higher traffic volumes were more likely to have features that were
identified as meeting traffic safety “current acceptable standards”. Upon review of the crash
narratives, it was found that the bridge rail was indicated as not meeting “current acceptable
standards” in over half, 54% (75), of the crashes known to strike the bridge rail (140). The bridge
rail was indicated as not meeting “current acceptable standards” in 66% (45) of the crashes
where the location of the bridge crash was unclear (68).

Guardrail was indicated to meet “current acceptable standards” in 41% (14) of the guardrail
crashes (34). Guardrail was indicated as not meeting “current acceptable standards” in nearly
half, 48% (16), of crashes where the location of impact with guardrail was unclear (33).

5.6 Road Surface Type

The approach roadway surface at 84% (14,507) of low volume bridges is gravel. This percentage
increased to 90% (8,788) and 97% (4,200) for bridges with less than 50 vpd (9,729) and 50 to 99
vpd (4,337), respectively.

Over three-quarters, 76% (258), of crashes occurred on bridges where the surface of the adjacent
roadway is gravel. The percentages of crashes occurring on gravel roads are 94% (93) and 96%
(97) for bridges with less than 50 vpd (99) and 50 to 99 vpd (101), respectively.

5.7 Crash Severity
Half of the crashes (172) at/on low volume bridges were property damage only; 10% (31) were
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fatal and major injury crashes. The remaining crashes involved minor or possible injuries.

5.8 Crash Location

The bridge rail was struck in 41% (140) of the low volume bridge crashes. The bridge end was
struck in 16% (54) of the crashes, and approach guardrail was struck in 24% (79) of the crashes.
The location of the collision was unclear in approximately 20% (68) of all crashes. The bridge
(or guardrail) was the first (primary) object struck in 96% (329) of all crashes.

5.9 Lighting Conditions and Time of Day

Nearly half, 47% (161), of the crashes occurred at dark (unlit) bridges, while 45% (153) of
crashes occurred in day light. Figure 5.1 and Figure 5.2 present a comparison of the distributions
of rural secondary road traffic volumes (source: IADOT Automatic Traffic Recorders 1993-
2003, January 2004) and low volume road bridge crashes by time of day and weekday or
weekend, respectively. During weekdays, similar distribution patterns exist between 6:00 a.m.
and 5:00 p.m., with the morning commute period being the most similar. However, the
percentage of crashes is consistently higher from 7:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. In fact, the greatest,
single hour percentage of crashes occurred during the 11:00 p.m. hour. This may suggest that
there is an over representation of night time crashes.
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Figure 5.1. Weekday time of crash with time of traffic (traffic information from IADOT
Automatic Traffic Recorders 1993-2003, January 2004).

Figure 5.2 indicates that a much larger percentage of crashes occur during the early morning and
late night hours on the weekend, compared to the during week traffic volume. The proportion of
crashes appears nearly inversely proportionally to traffic volumes. During the higher traffic
periods (e.g., midday to afternoon) the crash percentage is the lowest. As with the weekday
analysis, there appears to be an over representation of night time crashes but much more
pronounced during the weekend.
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Figure 5.2. Weekend time of crash with time of traffic (traffic information from IADOT
Automatic Traffic Recorders 1993-2003, January 2004).

5.10 Weather and Road Surface Conditions

Approximately 80% (265) of low volume bridge crashes occurred under normal weather
conditions. Nearly half, 46% (158), of crashes occurred on a dry surface, with nearly another
30% (95) reported as occurring on a gravel surface, which is reported in the same category as
surface conditions related to weather.

5.11 Crash Rate

To take exposure into consideration, crash rate was computed for the IM categories of AADT,
bridge width, and bridge length. Tables 5.1 to 5.3 present crash rates for various AADT, bridge
width, and bridge length ranges. In addition to the IM categories, crash rate was also calculated
for relative bridge width (Table 5.4). Bridges with inventory information left blank or defaulted
to zero are presented as not listed in the tables.

When evaluating crash rate by traffic volume (shown in Table 5.1), crash rate decreased as
bridge traffic volume increased. In other words, bridges with lower traffic volumes possessed
higher crash rates. This becomes more evident when graphed, as seen in Figure 5.3. Both the
crash frequency and crash rate are higher for bridges with lower traffic volumes (i.e., less than
100 vpd).

31



Table 5.1. LVR AADT structure crash history and crash rate.

AADT All Inventoried LVR Bridges # of Crashes (%) Crash Rate
# of Bridges (%) DEV (%) i per MEV
Not Listed 11 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) N/A
1to 49 9,792 (57%) 250,960  (22%) 99 (29%) 0.14
50to 99 4,337 (25%) 282,017 (24%) 101 (30%) 0.12
100 to 149 1,190 (7%) 136,208  (12%) 40 (12%) 0.10
150to 199 520 (3%) 86,376 (7%) 23 (7%) 0.09
200 to 400 1,380 (8%) 403,837  (35%) 77 (23%) 0.07
Grand Total 17,230 (100%) 1,159,398 (100%) 341 (100%) 0.10
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Figure 5.3. Crash rate for AADT intervals.

The crash rate by bridge width, tabulated in Table 5.2 and graphed in Figure 5.4, decreased
with an increase in bridge width. However, as the bridge width exceeds approximately 24 ft,
the crash rate appears to become relatively constant. This observation is supported by the
crash frequency analysis, where the majority of crashes occurred on bridges with known
widths less than 25 feet.
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Table 5.2. LVR structure width crash history and crash rate.

Bridge Width,ft All Inventoried LVR Bridges Crash Rate
- # of Crashes (%)
(IM Report) # of Bridges (%) DEV (%) per MEV
Non-Inventoried - (-) - (-) 59 (17%) N/A
Not Listed 1,807 (10%) 170,910  (15%) 12 (4%) 0.02
1to 20 6,846 (40%) 306,664 (26%) 124 (36%) 0.14
20.1t023.9 3,332 (19%) 189,502  (16%) 49 (14%) 0.09
24t0 27.9 2,840 (16%) 201,382 (17%) 44 (13%) 0.07
28t029.9 1,204 (7%) 143,280  (12%) 27 (8%) 0.06
30 or greater 1,201 (7%) 147,660 (13%) 26 (8%) 0.06
Grand Total 17,230 (100%) 1,159,398 (100%) 341 (100%) 0.10
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Figure 5.4. Crash rate for IM Report bridge width intervals.
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The crash rate for different bridge lengths was found to be consistent regardless of bridge
length, Table 5.3 and Figure 5.5. Since daily entering vehicles (DEV) was used to compute
crash rate instead of vehicle-miles of travel (VMT), one may have assumed that the rate
would be higher for longer structures, because more opportunity exists to strike the bridge
rail. However, this was not the case, validating use of DEV in the benefit-cost analysis

presented subsequently.
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Table 5.3. LVR structure length crash history and crash rate.

Bridge Length,ft All Inventoried LVR Bridges Crash Rate
- # of Crashes (%)
(IM Report) # of Bridges (%) DEV (%) per MEV
Non-Inventoried - (-) - (-) 59 (17%) N/A
1to 49 9,004 (52%) 532,576  (46%) 9% (28%) 0.06
50to 99 4,102 (24%) 241,185 (21%) 80 (23%) 0.11
100 to 149 2,343 (14%) 189,050  (16%) 51 (15%) 0.09
150 to 199 918 (5%) 91,625 (8%) 23 (7%) 0.09
200 or greater 863 (5%) 104,962 (9%) 32 (9%) 0.10
Grand Total 17,230 (100%) 1,159,398 (100%) 341 (100%) 0.10
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Figure 5.5. Crash rate for IM Report bridge length intervals.

The crash rate for the relative bridge width categories decreased with decreasing negative
relative bridge width. Additionally, crash rate appeared to level off once the relative bridge width
became positive, as shown in Figure 5.6. In other words, the crash rate was higher for bridges
narrower than the approaching roadway width.
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Table 5.4. LVR relative bridge width and crash rate.

Relative Bridge All Inventoried LVR Bridges Crash Rate
. - # of Crashes (%)
Width,ft # of Bridges (%) DEV (%) per MEV
Non-Inventoried - (-) - (-) 59 (17%) N/A
Not Listed 1807 (10%) 170910  (15%) 12 (4%) 0.02
9 or narrower 452 (3%) 25852 (2%) 13 (4%) 0.17
7-8 narrower 1028 (6%) 50520 (4%) 23 (7%) 0.16
5-6 narrower 1890 (11%) 88477 (8%) 33 (10%) 0.13
3-4 narrower 2600 (15%) 118412  (10%) 39 (11%) 0.11
1-2 narrower 2563 (15%) 136080 (12%) 46 (13%) 0.12
0 (same width) 1525 (9%) 91902 (8%) 25 (7%) 0.09
1-2 wider 1942 (11%) 124095  (11%) 25 (7%) 0.07
3-4 wider 1309 (8%) 83695 (7%) 19 (6%) 0.08
5-6 wider 1030 (6%) 117135 (10%) 19 (6%) 0.06
7-8 wider 726 (4%) 105260 (9%) 19 (6%) 0.06
9 or wider 358 (2%) 47060 (4%) 9 (3%) 0.07
Grand Total 17,230 '(100%) 1,159,398 (100%) 341 (100%) 0.10
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Figure 5.6. Crash rate for relative bridge width intervals.
5.12 Multiple Crashes

Table 5.5 shows the 12 inventoried bridges that have multiple crashes and the crash severity for
each of the crashes. Twenty six of the 341 crashes occurred at bridges with more than one crash.
Therefore, approximately 4% (14) of the crashes occurred at bridges with more than one crash.
Over 50% (14) of crashes that occurred on bridges with multiple crashes were property damage
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only and approximately 40% were minor injury or possible/unknown injury crashes.

Table 5.5. Inventoried bridges with multiple crashes and crash severity.

Bridge Crash Severity : Total
Identification Fatal Major Injury Minor Injury Possible/ Property Crashes
Unknown Damage Only
A 1 1 2
B 1 1 1 3
C 1 1 2
D 2 2
E 1 1 2
F 1 2 3
G 1 1 2
H 1 1 2
| 1 1 2
J 2 2
K 1 1 2
L 1 1 2
Total 1 0 9 2 14 26
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6. STATISTICAL DATA ANALYSIS
6.1 Overview

Two statistical methods were employed to analyze the 341 crashes that occurred at low volume
bridges during the analysis period. These methods included test of proportions and probability
modeling. The following sections provide the methodological background of these methods and
summaries of the results.

6.2 Methodology
6.2.1 Test of Proportions

Statistical testing of the difference between two proportions was performed to determine whether
specific crash characteristics increased for specific bridge characteristics. To accomplish this,
several discrete pairs of bridge characteristics were established (e.g., width less than 24 feet vs.
width greater than 24 feet), and the proportions of various crash characteristics (e.g., severity)
within these pairs computed. The differences between these pairs of proportions were
statistically tested for significance using the z-statistic for a standard Normal random variable.
The z-statistic was applicable because the frequency of crashes for the tested characteristics in
each sample were greater than five, and the two population proportions being compared were
independent (Moore et al, 2003). Statistically significant differences within the samples suggest
an increase of a specific crash characteristic for the corresponding bridge characteristic.

To begin, the null hypothesis was defined as “the two population proportions are equal, or are
not different”, given by:

Ho: p1 = pa. (6.1)

Therefore, the alternate hypothesis was defined as “the two population proportions are not equal,
or are different”, i.e.:

Hai: p1# p2 (6.2)

where p; represents the first proportion being tested and p, represents the second proportion.

A 95% level of confidence (significance level of 0.05) was selected, and the difference between
the sample proportions computed:

p1 - P2 (6.3)
Then, the weighted average of the two sample proportions was computed:

n +n
— 1P1TN2D> (6.4)
nq +n2
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where n; and n, are the respective number of observations sampled from the two populations.
The estimated standard error of the difference between proportions was calculated as:

— ’p(l-p) p(-p)
Spl_pZ_ ng * ny (65)

The z-statistic was computed by the general formula:

— |p1—D2|

Sp1-p2

z (6.6)

The probability of obtaining a difference between the population proportions as large as, or
larger than, the difference observed in the experiment, i.e. probability value or p-value, was
determined within Microsoft Excel (Lane, 2009). The basic formula can be expressed as:

=IF(z-stat<0,2*NORMDIST(z-stat,0,1,1),2*(1-NORMDIST(z-stat,0,1,1))) (6.7)

where “z-stat” represents the address of the cell containing the z-statistic value (Barreto and
Howland, 2008).

Lastly, the probability value was compared to the significance level of 0.05. If the probability
value was less than or equal to the significance level, the difference tested was significant, and
the null hypothesis was rejected. The tests were also conducted using a 90% level of confidence,
which would yield less significant results.

6.2.2 Crash Frequency

The frequency of vehicle crashes is properly modeled using count data models, the most popular
of which are Poisson and negative binomial regression models. One requirement of the Poisson
distribution is that the mean of the count process equals its variance. When the variance is
significantly larger than the mean, the data are said to be over dispersed, and can be properly
modeled using a negative binomial model (Washington, et al., 2003).

6.2.2.1 Poisson Regression

For a non-negative integer variable, Y, with observed frequencies, y;,i = 1, ..., N, the probability
of y; (in this case, guardrail injuries) at i is given by:

i
EXP(-A)A;"

P(y) = (6.8)

yi!

where 4; is the Poisson parameter for i, which is equal to the expected frequency low volume
bridge crashes at i, E[y;].
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The log-linear model form used in this paper to predict the expected number of low
volume bridge crashes:

InA; = B,x; (6.9)

where x; is a vector of explanatory variables, and 3, is a vector of estimable parameters by
maximum likelihood estimation techniques.

6.2.2.2 Negative Binomial Regression

The negative binomial regression model is an extension of the Poisson regression model which
allows the variance of the process to differ from the mean. One way that the model arises is as a
modification of the Poisson model in which 4; is specified so that:

Inli = Bi'xi + &; (610)

where EXP(g;) follows a gamma distribution with mean 1.0 and variance a?. This model has an
additional parameter, o, which is often referred to as the over dispersion parameter, such that:

VAR[y;]= E[y;] [1+a-E[y;]] (6.11)

6.2.3 Injury Severity

The objective is to model vehicle crash injury severity on low-volume bridges in lowa.
Consideration was given to three possible discrete outcomes when a vehicle is involved in a
crash: no injury (property damage only), possible/unknown or minor injury, and major injury or
fatality.

Recent literature (summarized in Savolainen and Mannering, 2007) indicates that both ordered
(ordered logit and probit) and unordered (multinomial logit and nested logit) probability models
have been used for modeling crash injury severity data. However, ordered models place a
restriction on variable effect which, in the current case, would not allow for the possibility of a
variable simultaneously decreasing the probability of no injury and major injury (alternatively
increasing only the probability of minor injury). Because this is an unnecessary and potentially
erroneous restriction, an unordered discrete outcome model was adopted (see Washington et. al.
2003, for a further explanation of this point).

For crash injury severity outcomes, the multinomial logit model defines a function that

determines injury severity as,

Win = Bi Xin + €in (6.12)
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where Wi, is the function that determines the probability of discrete injury severity outcome i for
crash n, Xj, is a vector of measurable characteristics (roadway and crash characteristics) that
determine the injury severity for crash n, B; is a vector of estimable coefficients, and &, is an
error term accounting for unobserved effects influencing the injury severity outcome i for crash
n.

It can be shown that if &;, are assumed to be extreme value distributed (see McFadden, 1981),
then a standard multinomial logit model results,

P, (i) = EXP[BiXm]

- D EXP[,X,] o1

where P, (i) is the probability that crash n will result in an injury outcome i and I is the set of
possible crash injury severity outcomes.

6.3 Results
6.3.1 Test of Proportions

A summary of the test of proportions results is presented in Table 6.1. The crash characteristics
of severity, lighting conditions, and/or object struck were tested with respect to discrete pairs of
bridge traffic volume (AADT), width, length, and relative width. In general, very few
statistically significant differences in proportions were observed.

Of the proportions tested, the difference of possible/unknown injury crashes was statistically
significant at a 95% level of confidence for bridges less than 24 feet wide. The difference of
possible/unknown injury crashes was also statistically significant at a 95 % level of confidence
for bridges with a negative relative width. The difference for guardrail crashes on bridges wider
than 23.9 feet was statistically significant as well. However, this result may not be entirely valid,
because not all bridges possess guardrail.

Decreasing the confidence level to 90%, the difference of major injury crashes was statistically
significant for bridges with a relative width zero or less. Also, the difference of bridge end
crashes was statistically significant for bridges less than 24 feet wide.

Bridge length and traffic volume did not yield in any statistical significance differences when
tested with various crash characteristics.
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Table 6.1. Test of proportion result summary.

Category Crash Characteristics
Bridge Characteristic e L G 5 Crash Severit Light Object Struck - Object Struck -
roup roup rash severtty Conditions Excluding Guardrail*  Including Guardrail *
AADT 1-99VPD 100-400VPD None N/T N/T N/T
AADT 1-49VPD 50-400VPD None N/T N/T N/T
Guardrail Crashes.
Greater for 24-30’. (a=
Possible/Unknown Injury 0.05,95% level of
Crashes. Greaterfor 1-23.9’. confidence)
Bridge Width 1-23.9' 24-30' None None
g (a=0.05,95% level of Bridge End Crashes.
confidence) Greater for 1-23.9". (a=
0.10,90% level of
confidence)
Bridge Length 1-49' >49' None None None None
Major Injury Crashes.
Relative Bridge Width <=0' >0' Greater for<=0". (a=0.10, N/T N/T N/T
90% level of confidence)
Possible/Unknown Injury
Relative Bridge Width <0' >=0' Crashes. Greaterfor<0'. (a= N/T N/T N/T
0.05, 95% level of confidence)

* Test may not be applicable because of exposure, e.g. not all bridges have guardrail.

N/T: Comparison not tested

6.3.2 Crash Frequency

The estimation results from the low volume bridge crash frequency analysis are presented in
Table 6.2. The frequency of vehicle crashes was more likely to be higher on low-volume bridges
that had lower width compared to the roadway, and lower on low-volume bridges that had higher
width compared to the roadway.

Table 6.2 Negative Binomial Regression Model for Frequency of Crashes on Low-volume
Bridges.

Variable Estimated Coefficient t-Statistic
Constant 1.963 5.93
Relative bridge width (bridge minus roadway width) -0.116 -2.81
Dispersion parameter a 2.511 3.67
Number of observations 52

Log-likelihood at zero -297.60

Log- likelihood at convergence -114.12

McFadden Pseudo R-squared 0.617

6.3.3 Injury Severity
The estimation results for the multinomial logit model for low volume bridge vehicle crash
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severity are presented in Table 6.3. For crash-specific variables, findings show that crashes that
occurred on roadways, which were not lighted (i.e., dark), were more likely to result in a major
injury or fatality. Crashes that occurred under partly cloudy or cloudy conditions were less likely
to result in a major injury or fatality (or alternatively more likely to result in no injury or minor
injury).

Turning to roadway-specific variables, it was found that crashes that occurred on bridges of
higher length and crashes that occurred on wider roads were less likely to result in a minor injury
(or alternatively more likely to result in no injury or major injury). On the other hand, the
outcome of crashes that occurred on bridges of higher traffic volume was more likely to be a
minor injury. Last, crashes on gravel roads were more likely to result in minor injury.

Table 6.3. Multinomial logit model for vehicle crash injury severity on low volume bridges
in lowa.

Variable Estimated Coefficient t-Statistic
Constant [N] -2.034 -4.83
Constant [I] -0.206 -0.07

Crash-Specific Variables
Light conditions—Dark, roadway not

lighted [F] 0.959 2.04
Weather conditions—Partly cloudy
or cloudy [F] -1.146 -2.45
Roadway-Specific Variables
Bridge length [I] -0.011 -1.79
Traffic volume of road (intervals of 50
ft) [1] 0.007 2
Roadway width [I] -0.195 -1.62
Roadway surface type—Gravel [I] 3.395 2.56
Number of observations 341
Mc-Fadden R-squared 0.08

Variables are defined for outcomes: [N] no injury, [I] minorinjury, [F] majorinjury or fatality
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7. ECONOMIC ANALYSIS
7.1 Overview

On a statewide basis (not for an individual bridge), benefit-cost economic analyses were
performed to compare the relative safety benefit of improving bridge rails to meet “current
acceptable standards” and the cost of doing so. The objective of these analyses was to determine
whether statewide improvement of bridges possessing certain characteristics could be warranted.
Several scenarios, evaluating bridges with various traffic volumes, widths, lengths, and relative
widths were evaluated.

Life cycle cost for standard bridge rail was estimated through consultation with IADOT staff and
county engineers. The approximate, total present worth of bridge rail was estimated to be $194/ft
of bridge. The following assumptions were used to estimate the present worth and life cycle cost
of bridge rail:

e The life of a bridge rail is approximately 30 years.
e There is no useful salvage at the end of the bridge rail life.
e The railing cost of $90/ft of bridge length includes:
0 SL-1 system with a thrie-beam on both sides of the bridge.
o Bridge rail end treatment.
O Labor.
e The maintenance cost of $6/ft of bridge per year includes:
0 Replacement of a thrie-beam section every five years.
e The interest rate is assumed at 4% annual discount rate.

The cost of a crash is primarily based on the number and severity of injuries suffered in the
crash. The monetary value assigned to a given injury severity is defined by the FHWA and
shown in Table 7.1. Total crash cost includes all persons killed/injured in the crash as well as the
resulting property damage. For property damage only crashes a police estimate or a value of
$2,700 is used for the crash cost. For the purposes of this study $2,700 was used for all property
damage only crashes.

Table 7.1. Cost of a crash by severity.

Severity Cost
Fatality $3,500,000
Major Injury $240,000
Minor Injury $48,000
Possible Injury $25,000
$2,700, or Police

Pr rty Dam .
operty Damage Estimate

Benefit is obtained by using the crash cost in conjunction with crash reduction factors (CRF) to
determine the equivalent monetary value of the societal cost from crashes that could be reduced
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in number or severity by updating the bridge rail. The CRF values were obtained from the
Desktop Reference for Crash Reduction Factors published by the FHWA in September 2007.
Table 7.2 shows the CRF used for various situations.

Table 7.2. Crash Reduction factors used for analysis.

Type of Treatment Severity CRF
All (high)  20%

Upgrade Bridge Railing  All (low) 5%
Fatal 92%

To investigate the economic benefits of improving the bridge rail to “current acceptable
standards”, only the bridges with rails not meeting “current acceptable standards”, as designated
by the inspections conducted in accordance with Inventory and Appraisal of the Nation’s Bridges
(FHWA 1995), were used for comparison. However, due to the relatively few crashes
experiences, all crashes at/on such bridges were included in the analyses. These crashes may
include those where the bridge rail itself was not necessarily struck. By including all crashes, as
well as crashes associated with non-inventoried bridges (assuming their rails also do not meet
“current acceptable standards™), yielded a more liberal benefit estimate (and, therefore, a
conservative B/C analysis).

Typically, when performing a benefit-cost analysis for a site, the IADOT treats the first fatality
as a major injury. This approach is employed to address the random nature of fatal crashes,
which can inflate the crash cost for a specific site. However, since system wide analyses were
conducted for this project, the actual number of fatalities was used to compute crash cost. In the
final scenario, the benefit-cost ratio for a single (but not specific) bridge was performed with the
first fatality treated as a major injury.

As with the crash rate calculations, daily entering vehicles (DEV) was utilized in the benefit-cost
analyses; this approach is analogues to intersection or spot analysis. The standard IADOT Office
of Traffic and Safety Traffic Safety Improvement Program Benefit/Cost Excel worksheet was

utilized for the various scenarios. The worksheets for each scenario are presented in Appendix D.

7.2 Improve All Low Volume Bridges with Railing not Meeting “Current Acceptable
Standards”

Of the 17,230 inventoried low volume road bridges, 12,312 (828,880 feet of bridge) were
reported as having a bridge rail that does not meet “current acceptable standards”. The crashes
associated with these bridges resulted in five fatalities, 20 major injuries, 55 minor injuries, 57
possible injuries, and 87 property damage only crashes. Table 7.3 provides the benefit-cost ratio
for each CRF mentioned previously. Given the very low benefit-cost ratios for each CRF, only
the higher two CRF values were used in the additional scenarios, which may yield somewhat
more liberal results.
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Table 7.3. Summary of B/C analysis for improving all bridges with bridge rail not up to
“standard”.

Crash Type CRF Benefit Cost B/C
All 5 $2,874,790 $160,441,400 0.02

All 20 $11,499,159  $160,441,400 0.07
Fatal 92 $34,800,217  $160,441,400 0.22

7.3 Improve Low Volume Bridges with Railing not Meeting “Current Acceptable
Standards” and AADT Less Than 100

Because the crash rate was highest for low volume bridges with traffic volumes less than 100
vpd (Figure 5.3), benefit-cost analysis was performed for the 10,542 inventoried bridges
satisfying these conditions. Four fatalities occurred on these bridges, 15 major injuries, 31 minor
injuries, 36 possible injuries, and 59 property damage only crashes. Table 7.4 provides a
summary of the results of this scenario.

Table 7.4. Summary of B/C analysis for improving bridges with bridge rail not up to
“standard” and AADT<100.

Crash Type CRF Benefit Cost B/C
All 20 $8,709,694 $128,434,070 0.07
Fatal 92 $27,840,173 $99,012,436 0.28

7.4 Improve Low Volume Bridges with Railing not Meeting “Current Acceptable
Standards” and Width Less Than 24 Feet

Bridges with a width less than 24 ft were found to have a higher crash rate than similar bridges
with larger widths (Figure 5.4). A total of 9,230 (572,193 feet) of inventoried bridges exist on
low volume roads that have rails that do not meet “current acceptable standards” and a width less
than 24 ft. There were four fatalities, 17 major injuries, 36 minor injuries, 48 possible injuries,
and 62 property damage only crashes at these locations. Table 7.5 provides a summary of the
summary benefit cost for scenario 3.

Table 7.5. Summary of B/C analysis for improving bridges with bridge rail not up to
“standard” and bridge width < 24 ft.

Crash Type CRF Benefit Cost B/C
All 20 $9,154,143 $110,863,652 0.08
Fatal 92 $27,840,173  $110,863,652 0.25

7.5 Improve Low Volume Bridges with Railing not Meeting “Current Acceptable
Standards” and Length Less Than 100 Feet

Although no definite relationship was observed between bridge length and crash rate (Figure
5.5), in keeping with the IM, benefit-cost was analyzed for bridges with a length less than 100 ft.
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There were a total of 9,796 (437,784 ft) inventoried bridges satisfying these conditions without
rail meeting “current acceptable standards”. Bridges with zero recorded length were assumed to
have a length of less than 100 ft. These bridges had 4 fatalities, 20 major injuries, 52 minor
injuries, 46 possible injuries, and 93 property damage only crashes. Table 7.6 provides summary
results for this scenario.

Table 7.6. Summary of B/C analysis for improving bridges with bridge rail not up to
“standard” and bridge length < 100 ft.

Crash Type CRF Benefit Cost B/C
All 20 $9,811,975 $78,753,976 0.12
Fatal 92 $27,840,173 $78,753,976 0.35

7.6 Improve Low Volume Bridges with Railing not Meeting “Current Acceptable
Standards” and Negative Relative Bridge Width

As seen in Figure 5.6. crash rate increased as the relative bridge width decreased from zero;
therefore, the benefit-cost for bridges with a negative relative width less was investigated. There
were 7,422 (483,641 ft) inventoried bridges with relative widths less than zero. These bridges
had 3 fatalities, 13 major injuries, 29 minor injuries, 42 possible injuries, and 57 property
damage only crashes. Table 7.7 provides summary results for this scenario.

Table 7.7. Summary of B/C analysis for improving bridges with bridge rail not up to
“standard” and bridge relative width < 0 ft.

Crash Type CRF Benefit Cost B/C
All 20 $7,010,147 $93,706,507 0.07
Fatal 92 $20,880,130 $93,706,507 0.22

For comparison the benefit-cost for bridges with relative bridges width greater than or equal to
zero were investigated. There were 4,421 (332,114 ft) inventoried bridges with 2 fatalities, 7
major injuries, 24 minor injuries, 15 possible injuries, and 30 property damage only crashes. As
seen in Table 7.8 the benefit-cost were the same as bridges with relative bridge widths less than
zero.

Table 7.8. Summary of B/C analysis for improving bridges with bridge rail not up to
“standard” and bridge relative width >=0 ft.

Crash Type CRF Benefit Cost B/C
All 20 $4,447,511 $64,347,818 0.07
Fatal 92 $13,920,087 564,347,818 0.22

7.7 Cost of Bridge Rail Yielding a B/C of 0.8

As seen by Table 7.3 to 7.8, the benefit-cost ratio was very low for all scenarios; therefore, to
obtain a higher benefit-cost ratio, a variable that could be modified was the cost of the bridge rail
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system. If the bridge rail system cost decreased enough a higher B/C can be obtained.

The first scenario, addressing all low volume bridges with rail not meeting “current acceptable
standards”, was reinvestigated. The cost of bridge rail was decreased until the B/C = 0.80 (which
is recommended by the IM). To increase the benefit-cost ratio from 0.07, with a $90/foot rail to
0.80, the bridge rail would need to have an initial cost of $8.1/foot of bridge length and an annual
maintenance cost of $0.54/foot of bridge. In other words, the bridge rail cost must be reduced by
91% for the benefit-cost ratio to have the B/C specified in the current IM.

7.8 Individual Bridge Analysis

The previously summarized benefit-cost analyses were conducted on a system wide basis.
Although the objective of this project was to perform system wide analysis, the impact of a fatal
crash at a single, typical low volume bridge was also investigated. The typical bridge was based
on the most common bridge sizes from the descriptive analysis (i.e., a length of 75 feet and
AADT of 50) to have the most applicability. The bridge was assumed to have a 30 year life and a
single fatal crash occurring within the 30 years. As stated previously, the fatal crash was be
treated as a major injury as to not inflate the crash cost due to the random nature of fatalities. The
benefit cost for the bridge was 8.76, as seen in Table 7.9.

Table 7.9. B/C analysis individual generic bridge with a fatal crash.

Crash Type CRF Benefit Cost B/C
Fatal 92 $127,269 $14,531 8.76

It should be noted, however, that this does not suggest that every bridge with a fatal crash should
be updated. Moreover, only 4% of the crashes involved a fatality, and only 0.07% of the low
volume bridges experienced a fatal crash. The aforementioned analysis and the percentage of
bridges with multiple crashes, as presented in section 5.12, does suggest that treatments (e.g.
improvement to bridge rail) may be cost effective if one could predict the locations where fatal
crashes would occur. In general, each bridge, and its crash history, should be evaluated
independently.
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8. BRIDGE AND APPROACH RAIL ALTERNATIVES

The dynamics of a crash are complex, and therefore full-scale testing is the most effective means
of ensuring barrier performance. However, the results of these crash tests can only be
compared/useful if the tests and the test procedures are standardized. National Cooperative
Highway Research Program Report No. 350, Recommended Procedures for the Safety
Performance Evaluation of Highway Features (NCHRP Report 350) established six test levels
(TLs) for the evaluation of longitudinal barrier systems. Test level 1, 2, and 3 will be the focus
herein since they are suited for LVR. Level 4, 5, and 6 pertain primarily to high volume roads
and larger tractor-trailer type vehicle traffic. The following are evaluated to determine the TL: 1)
occupant risk, 2) structural integrity of the barrier, and 3) post-impact behavior of the vehicle.
The vehicle mass, speed and impact angle vary with each TL.

In addition to the NCHRP testing, AASHTO has established subjective factors for determining a
barrier’s Performance Level (PLs). The barrier performance level considers the percentage of
heavy vehicles in the traffic stream, adverse geometrics, and consequences associated with
penetration of a barrier. A barrier PL can range from 1 to 3. LVR bridges should be evaluated for
AASHTO Performance Level individually, due to the subjectivity of the evaluation factors.

8.1 Terminal Ends

The FHWA (1998) states that approach guardrails should be ended appropriately to reduce the
risk of the following: 1) abruptly stopping a vehicle, 2) causing instability and over-turning a
vehicle, 3) directing the car into traffic, and 4) penetration of the guardrail into the vehicle
compartment. An approach guardrail can be ended safely in two main ways. One option for
ending a guardrail is to flare the guardrail away from the roadway at an appropriate flare rate. In
this case the guardrail should end far enough away from the travel lane that it is unlikely to be hit
by a vehicle in a crash. The second option is to install a crash worthy terminal.

8.1.1. Widely Used Terminal Ends

This section gives a variety of standard end treatments for roadside barriers as found in the
AASHTO Roadside Design Guide. Table 8.1 lists the end treatments, their test level, and their
size. A barrier terminating within the clear zone or located in an area where it is likely to be
struck by an errant motorist requires a crashworthy end treatment. End treatments should have
the same redirectional capabilities of a standard roadside barrier. End treatments should also be
capable of preventing rollover and spearing of the impacting vehicle at head-on angles as well as
angled impacts. The terrain in the area behind an end treatment should be relatively traversable.
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Table 8.1. Crashworthy end treatments (AASHTO 2002).

NCHRP Report

350
System Test Level System Width System Length
Three-Strand Cable TL-3 1.2 m [4.0 ft] Flare N/A
Wyoming Box Beam End TL-3 0.6 m [2 ft] 15.2 m [50 ft]
Terminal (WYBET-350)
Barrier Anchored in TL-3 N/A N/A
Backslope
Eccentric Loader Terminal TL-3 0.5 m [1.6 ft] plus 11.4 m [37.5 ft]
(ELT) 1.2 m [4 ft] Flare
Slotted Rail Terminal TL-3 0.5 m [1.6 ft] plus 11.4 m [37.5 ft]
(SRT-350) 1.2 m [4 ft] Flare
or
0.5 m [1.6 ft] plus
0.9 m [3 ft] Flare
REGENT TL-3 0.5 m [1.6 ft] plus 11.4 m [37.5 ft]
1.3 m [4.3 ft] Flare
Vermont Low-Speed, W- TL-2 1.5m[4.9 ft] 3.4 m[11.15 ft]
Beam Guardrail End
Terminal
Flared Energy-Absorbing TL-2 0.5m [1.6 ft] plus 7.62 m [25 ft]
Terminal (FLEAT) 051-0.81mJ[l1.7-27
ft] Flare
TL-3 0.5 m [1.6 ft] plus 11.4 m [37.5 ft]
0.76 -1.2m[2.5 - 4 ft]
Flare
Beam-Eating Steel TL-3 0.5m [1.6 fi] 11.4 m [37.5 ft]
Terminal (BEST) or
15.2 m [50 ft]
Extruder Terminal (ET- TL-3 0.5m [1.6 ft] 11.4 m [37.5 ft]
2000) or
15.2 m [50 ft]
Sequential Kinking TL-3 0.5m [1.6 fi] 15.2 m [50 ft]
Terminal (SKT-350)
QuadTrend-350 TL-3 0.46 m [1.5 ft] 6.1 m [20 ft]
NEAT TL-2 0.57 m [1.9 ft] 2.957 m [9.7 ft]
Slope Concrete End N/A 0.6 m [2 ft] 6-12 m[20 - 40 ft]
Treatment

8.1.1.1 Three-Strand Cable Terminal

Three-strand cable terminals are specific to the three-strand cable barrier they accompany. Figure
8.1 shows an example of a three-strand cable terminal which has been successfully tested, by the
FHWA, to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3.
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Figure 8.1. Three-strand cable terminal (AASHTO 2002).

8.1.1.2 Wyoming Box Beam End Terminal (WYBET-350)

The Wyoming Box Beam End Terminal (WYBET-350) is shown in Figure 8.2. The dissipation
of kinetic energy in a WYBET-350 system comes from crushing a tube system within a
telescoping nosepiece. The WYBET-350 has been successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350
TL-3.
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Figure 8.2. Wyoming box beam end terminal (AASHTO 2002).
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8.1.1.3 Barrier Anchored in Backslope

In certain situations it is possible to terminate a guardrail in the backslope. This type of design
can be applied to various types of guardrail systems including, but not limited to the following:
1) W-beam systems, 2) thrie-beam systems, 3) Ironwood guardrails systems, and 4) steel-backed
wood guardrail systems. Figure 8.3 is an example of a W-beam guardrail system terminated in
the backslope which has been successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3.

Figure 8.3. W-beam guardrail anchored in backslope (AASHTO 2002).
8.1.1.4 Eccentric Loader Terminal (ELT)

The Eccentric Loader Terminal (ELT), shown in Figure 8.4, consists of a fabricated steel lever
nose enclosed inside a section of corrugate steel pipe and break away posts. The ELT system is
also dependent on a curved flare for proper impact performance. The ELT has been successfully
test to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3.
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Figure 8.4. Eccentric loader terminal (AASHTO 2002).

8.1.1.5 Slotted Rail Terminal (SRT-350)

The SRT-350 is a proprietary, flared, non-energy-absorbing terminal with two versions, both
successfully test to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3. One version of the SRT-350 can be seen in Figure
8.5. The SRT-350 is made up of curved W-beam with reduced buckling strength. The buckling
strength is reduced with longitudinal slots cut in specific locations. The SRT-350 system is
designed to break away when impacted and therefore requires a sufficient traversable area
behind the guardrail end.

8.1.1.6 REGENT Terminal

The REGENT is a proprietary, flared, energy-absorbing terminal which has be successfully
tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3. The REGENT design consists of a slider head assembly, a
strut assembly, modified W-beam rail panels, and unique weakened wood posts. A sufficient
traversable area behind this terminal is required. Figure 8.6 shows a REGENT Terminal.
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Figure 8.5. Slotted rail terminal (SRT-350) with 1.2 m [4 ft] flare (AASHTO 2002).

Figure 8.6. REGENT (AASHTO 2002).
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8.1.1.7 Vermont Low-Speed, W-Beam Guardrail End Terminal

The Vermont Low-Speed, W-Beam Guardrail End Terminal has been successfully tested to
NCHRP Report 350 TL-2 and is appropriate for use on roadways where anticipated impact
speeds do not exceed 45 mph. Figure 8.7 shows a Vermont Low-Speed, W-Beam Guardrail End
Terminal.

Figure 8.7. Vermont low-speed, W-beam guardrail end terminal (AASHTO 2002).
8.1.1.8 Flared Energy-Absorbing Terminal (FLEAT)

Figure 8.8 shows the FLEAT, a proprietary energy-absorbing terminal. The FLEAT is made up
of an impact head mounted at the end of a modified W-beam rail element. Two designs of the
FLEAT have been successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 criteria, one meeting TL-2 and one
meeting TL-3. A traversable area behind the terminal is critical.

8.1.1.9 Beam-Eating Steel Terminal (BEST)

Shown in Figure 8.9 is a proprietary energy-absorbing end treatment, the BEST. The BEST has
been successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3. The BEST consists of an impact head
installed on the end of a wood post W-beam guardrail system.
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Figure 8.9. Beam Eating Steel Terminal (BEST) (AASHTO 2002).
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8.1.1.10 Extruder Terminal (ET-2000)

A proprietary energy-absorbing end treatment consisting of an extruder head installed over the
end of a W-beam guardrail element, called the ET-2000, is shown in Figure 8.10. The ET-2000
has been successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3. The ET-2000 has acceptable designs
with and without breakaway posts.

Figure 8.10. Extruder Terminal (ET-2000) (AASHTO 2002).
8.1.1.11 Sequential Kinking Terminal (SKT-350)

The SKT-350, a proprietary energy-absorbing end treatment, is made up of an impact head
installed over the end of a modified W-beam guardrail element. Figure 8.11 shows the SKT-350
which has been successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3. The SKT-350 has acceptable
designs with steel breakaway posts and with timber posts.

8.1.1.12 QuadTrend-350

Shown in Figure 8.12 is the QuadTrend-350, a proprietary, unidirectional end treatment. The
QuadTrend-350 has been tested for direct attachment to vertical concrete barriers or vertical
concrete bridge parapets without transition guardrail sections. A concrete pad is required with
use of the QuadTrend-350 terminal which has been successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350
TL-3.
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Figure 8.11. Sequential Kinking Terminal (SKT-350) (AASHTO 2002).
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Figure 8.12. QuadTrend-350 (AASHTO 2002).
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8.1.2. Innovation and Research on Terminal Ends

Guardrail terminal ends (Reid et al. 1998) may be needed to prevent guardrails from causing
harm to vehicle occupants. The SKT-350, designed using computer simulation and verified with
the use of bogie and full-scale crash tests, is an energy absorbing guardrail terminal end. A
schematic of the system is shown in Figure 8.15. The SKT-350 is approved by the FHWA as
meeting all NCHRP Report 350 recommendations.
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Figure 8.15. Schematic of SKT-350 (Reid et al. 1998).
8.2 Approach Rails

The FHWA (1998) requires that an approach guardrail must be both structurally and functionally
adequate. To be considered structurally adequate, the approach guardrail system must include: 1)
an adequate connection to the bridge rail, 2) a crash-worthy transition section between the
approach guardrail and the bridge rail, and 3) a crash worthy end terminal. To be considered
functionally adequate an approach guardrail should smoothly redirect an errant vehicle without
snagging, abruptly decelerating, overturning, or penetrating the vehicle compartment.

Approach guardrail must be long enough and in the correct position to shield a vehicle from
entering into any of the hazardous areas at a bridge approach. The length and placement of

approach guardrail is unique to each bridge and depends upon the types of potential hazards
present, bridge approach grading, and other roadside features. Rigid objects protruding more

59



than 4 in. cause a potential hazard capable of abruptly stopping a vehicle, snagging the underside
of a vehicle, or initiating vaulting of a vehicle and therefore a guardrail is required for such an
object. When the area directly behind the bridge rail presents more of a hazard than other
sections of the roadway, a guardrail is essential. To be effective, an approach guardrail must be
of sufficient length so as to prevent a vehicle from going around it and into a hazardous area.

In order to prevent pocketing or deflection capable of abruptly stopping a vehicle, approach
guardrail should run parallel to the road or be flared away at a rate of 1:15 or flatter and be
sufficiently stiffened in the transition. The semi-flexible design of a guardrail must be
transitioned (stiffened) to a rigid system before it is connected to the bridge rail to lower the risk
of the following: 1) directing a vehicle into the end of the bridge rail (causing excessive
deceleration), 2) causing the guardrail to form a pocket which can redirect a vehicle into
opposing traffic or bridge rail on the other side, and 3) causing failure of the guardrail system
which can direct a vehicle into or behind the bridge rail.

The following is a discussion of existing guardrail systems, new materials being used in
guardrail systems, and guardrail terminal ends that, if applicable, can be used for bridge
approach rails.

8.2.1. Widely Used Guardrails Rails

A variety of standard sections of roadside barriers can be found in the AASHTO Roadside
Design Guide. Table 8.2 lists the barriers and their approved test levels.
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Table 8.2 Roadside barriers and their approved test levels (AASHTO 2002).

Barrier System (with AASHTO-AGC-ARTBA designation) Test Level
Flexible Systems
e 3-Strand cable (Weak Post) (SGR01a & b) TL-3
e W-Beam (Weak Post (SGR02) TL-2
e Modified W-Beam (Weak Post) (SGR02) TL-3
e Ironwood Aesthetic Barrier TL-3

Semi-Rigid Systems
e Box Beam (Weak Post) (SGR03) TL-3
e Blocked-out W-Beam (Strong Post)
- Steel or Wood Post with Wood or Plastic Block (SGR04a & b) TL-3
- Steel Post with Steel Block (SGR04a) TL-2
e Blocked-out Thrie Beam (Strong Post)
- Wood or Steel Post with Wood or Plastic Block (SGR09a & c) TL-3

e Modified Thrie Beam (Strong Post) (SGR09Db) TL-4
e Merritt Parkway Aesthetic Guardrail TL-3
e Steel-Backed Timber Guardrail TL-3

Rigid Systems (Concrete & Masonry)
e New Jersey Concrete Safety Shape

- 810 mm [32in.] tall (SGM11a) TL-4

- 1070 mm [42 in.] tall (SGM11b) TL-5
e F-Shape Barrier

- 810 mm [32in.] (SGM10a) TL-4

- 1070 mm [42 in.] (SGM10b) TL-5
e Vertical Concrete Barrier

- 810 mm [32in.] TL-4

- 1070 mm [42 in.] TL-5
e Single Slope Barrier

- 810 mm [32in.] TL-4

- 1070 mm [42 in.] TL-5
e Ontario Tall Wall Median Barrier (SGM12) TL-5
e Stone Masonry Wall/Precast Masonry Wall TL-3

8.2.1.1Three Strand Cable

Many variations of three strand cable barrier have been successfully crash tested for use as a
guardrail; however, the barrier has not been tested or standardized for use as approach rail or
bridge rail. The required clear area behind the barrier, large barrier deflections caused by impact,
and the length of barrier needed to safely redirect errant vehicles are the major disadvantage of
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being able to use cable barriers for bridges.

8.2.1.2 W-Beam (Weak Post)

Unlike the cable system, the weak post W-beam guardrail system shown in Figure 8.16 is still
functional after minor impacts. However, the weak post W-beam is prone to vehicle override
when installed at incorrect heights and also because of approach terrain. The original design of
the weak-post W-beam system was successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-2 but with a
slightly modified design, TL-3 was achieved.

Figure 8.16. Weak post W-beam barrier (AASHTO 2002).
8.2.1.3 Ironwood Aesthetic Guardrail

The ironwood aesthetic guardrail, shown in Figure 8.17, is also a weak post design. One major
disadvantage of this system is the lack of crashworthy terminal designs. However, it is
acceptable to anchor or flare the barrier. The ironwood aesthetic guardrail system is a proprietary
design which has been successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3.

8.2.1.4 Box Beam (Weak Post)

Another weak post system is the box beam guardrail shown in Figure 8.18. Like the weak post
W-beam system, the box beam system is sensitive to mounting height and terrain irregularities.
The weak-post box beam design has been successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3.

62



Figure 8.17. Ironwood aesthetic guardrail (AASHTO 2002).

Figure 8.18. Weak post box beam barrier (AASHTO 2002).
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Figure 8.19. Steel post W-beam with wood block-outs (AASHTO 2002).

Figure 8.20. Wood post W-beam with wood block-outs (AASHTO 2002).
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8.2.1.5 Blocked-Out W-Beam (Strong Post)

The most common guardrail system in use today is the strong post W-beam. Figure 8.19 displays
the installation using steel posts and Figure 8.20 displays the installation with wood posts. The
use of spacer blocks helps to minimize wheel snagging on the posts and reduce the likelihood of
vehicles overriding the rail. The strong post W-beam system has several acceptable designs in
use today. The strong post W-beam system has the ability to remain effective after moderate to
low speed impacts. Table 8.3 lists the NCHRP Report 350 TL associated with three different
designs of the strong-post blocked-out W-beam system.

Table 8.3. NCHRP Report 350 TL of Blocked-Out W-beam (Strong Post) Designs.

Design Elements Test Level
Wood post with wood block TL-3
Steel post with routed wood block TL-3
Steel post with steel block TL-2

8.2.1.6 Blocked-Out Thrie-Beams

Three blocked-out thrie-beam guardrail systems have been tested under NCHRP Report 350: 1)
the wood strong post blocked-out thrie-beam, shown in Figure 8.21, 2) the steel strong post
blocked-out thrie-beam, and 3) the modified thrie-beam, shown in Figure 8.22. Thrie-beam
systems are stiffer than W-beam systems due to an additional corrugation in the cross-section.
This added stiffness makes the system less prone to damage during impacts of low- to moderate-
speed. The larger beam allows the rail to be mounted higher, increasing the system’s ability to
contain larger vehicles. The modified thrie-beam guardrail system includes the following
modifications: 1) a notched steel block-out, 2) omitting rectangular post bolt washers, and 3)
increasing the top of rail height.

Installation and maintenance is generally easier for thrie-beam systems as opposed to W-
beam/rubrail systems (which has a higher effective height than traditional W-beam system).
Also, all three of these thrie-beam systems may remain partially functional after even moderate
to severe impacts and do not usually require immediate repair. The NCHRP Report 350 TL
associated with three different designs of the strong-post blocked-out thrie-beam system are
listed in table 8.4.

Table 8.4. NCHRP Report 350 TL of Blocked-Out Thrie-Beam Designs.

Design Test Level
Wood post with wood block TL-3
Steel post with wood block TL-3
Modified for heavy vehicles TL-4
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Figure 8.21. Wood post thrie-beam barrier (AASHTO 2002).

Figure 8.22. Modified thrie-beam guardrail (AASHTO 2002).
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8.2.1.7 Steel-Backed Timber Guardrail

The steel-backed timber guardrail system, shown in Figure 8.23, is a semi-rigid barrier. The
system was developed as an aesthetic alternative to conventional guardrail systems. The Merritt
Parkway Aesthetic Guardrail, developed by the Connecticut Department of Transportation is a
version of a steel-backed timber guardrail. The steel-backed timber guardrail system has been
successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3.

o MR AT s

Figure 8.23. Steel-backed timber guardrail (AASHTO 2002).
8.2.2. Innovation and Research on Guardrails Rails

Hiranmayee et al. (2000) conducted a finite element and full scale crash test comparison of the
G4(1W) and the G4(2W) guardrail systems. The guardrail systems differ in the size and stiffness
of the wood post which support a w-beam. The G4(1W) model has a 50mm wider post than the
G4(2W) model and provides 12.5 percent more stiffness.

The results of the testing found that wheel snagging was a significant issue in both simulations.
Moderate damage occurred to both types of barriers with the maximum total deflection of the
G4(1W) system being approximately 4 percent less than the G4(2W) system.

The G4(1W) guardrail system has not been crash test in accordance with NCHRP Report 350,

67



however, due to similar performances of the finite element simulations of both guardrail systems
it is believed the G4(1W) system would satisfy the NCHRP Report 350 requirements.

Another existing guardrail system, the strong-post W-beam is a widely used guardrail system
designed in the 1960s. In an attempt to better accommodate vehicles of the time. Reid et al.
(2002) has suggested design changes to the strong-post W-beam guardrail that would improve its
performance for high center-of-gravity vehicles while maintaining performance for small
vehicles and to allow more tolerance for low mounting heights. The design changes included the
following:

1) raising the standard rail height to 25 in.
2) moving rail splices to midspan between posts, and
3) increasing blockout size of post bolt slots.

Reid et al. (2002) called the improved strong-post W-beam system the Midwest guardrail system
(MwGS), and is shown in Figure 8.23. The MwGS performed adequately in full-scale crash
testing with NCHRP Report 350 test criteria. The new guardrail system should have only
modestly higher implementation costs than the strong-post W-beam guardrail system.
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Figure 8.23. MwGS Design (Reid et al. 2002).

Faller et al. (2009) found changing the orientation of the MwGS can reduce its cost. The full-
scale crash testing of MwGS installed at various flare rates passed all NCHRP Report 350 safety
performance requirements. Increasing the flare rate resulted in advantages such as significantly
reducing guardrail lengths and associated costs. An example of the reduction in guardrail length
is illustrated in Figure 8.24. The recommendation of Faller et al. is to increase the flare rate of
MwGS installations whenever roadside or median slopes are relatively flat (i.e.10:1 or flatter).
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(Faller et al. 2009).

Alternative materials (Bank et al. 2001) are another way to decrease the cost of a guardrail
system. Ongoing research of composite material highway guardrail shows that E-
glass/thermosetting polymer composite material guardrails, shown in Figure 8.25, are a potential
replacement for steel W-beam guardrails. Laboratory testing showed these composite prototype
guardrails have the potential to remain intact under full-scale impacts similar to those tested in
NCHRP Report 350. The structural capacity of these guardrails is similar to that of steel W-beam
guardrails. According to Bank et al., these composite guardrail have not been crash tested and are
under further evaluation.
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Figure 8.25. Demonstration installation of the composite guardrail (Bank et al. 2001).

The use of glulam (Botting et al. 2006) members compositely connected to fiber-reinforced
polymer (FRP) materials can create a lightweight, cost-effective, easy-to-install timber guardrail.
The structural performance of the composite system has been tested for flexure and tension by
using a hydraulic actuator and three-point bending. Though, this guardrail system was not crash
tested, there is high potential for passing the NCHRP TL-3 crash test based upon the completed
laboratory test. A unique bonded tension splice was developed and tested for strength and
delamination resistance. The splice performed well when tested. Figure 8.26 shows a cross-
section of the guardrail and details of the splice connection. Prior to highway use, this guardrail
system must undergo proper crash testing and more rigorous testing to establish its long term
durability.
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Figure 8.26 Guardrail cross-section and splice connection details (Botting et al. 2006).
8.3 Bridge Rail

The FHWA (1998) requires that a bridge rail must be both structurally and functionally
adequate. To be considered structurally adequate, the bridge rail system must be capable of
withstanding the impact of a vehicle and redirecting the impacting vehicle. To be considered
functionally adequate bridge rails must be crash worthy.

According the FHWA, consideration should be given to replacement of substandard bridge rails
as part of any future bridge rehabilitation, reconstruction or replacement project. Adding a
continuous section of standard guardrail in front of and attached to the existing bridge rail is the
most common manner of upgrading substandard bridge rail. This method of upgrade can be very
cost effective.
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8.3.1. Widely Used Bridge Rails
8.3.1.1 Side-Mounted, Thrie-Beam Bridge Railing

The side-mounted, thrie-beam bridge railing, a non-rigid bridge railing, is shown in Figure 8.27.
The bridge rail system has not been crash tested to NCHRP Report 350 criteria, but is considered
equivalent to a TL-2 design. The side-mounted, thrie-beam system is advantageous because of its
relative simplicity and low cost.

Figure 8.27 Side-mounted, thrie-beam bridge railing (AASHTO 2002).
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Figure 8.28. Wyoming two-tube bridge railing (AASHTO 2002).

8.3.1.2 Wyoming Two-Tube Bridge Railing

The Wyoming Two-Tube Bridge Railing is shown in Figure 8.28. The design shown in Figure
8.28 has been successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-3 and a similar design with larger
elements was successfully tested to TL-4.

The S3 Steel Bridge Railing is a system which can be mounting flush on the outside of a

sidewalk, as shown in Figure 8.29, or directly on an 8 in. curb. This bridge rail system provides
an aesthetic look and satisfies all AASTHO pedestrian rail geometrics.
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Figure 8.29. Massachusetts S3 steel bridge railing (AASHTO 2002).
8.3.2. Innovation and Research on Bridge Rails

The Texas T-6 bridge rail system (Abu-Odeh et al. 2003), a breakaway rail system designed for
use on culvert headwalls and thin bridge decks, is widely used in Texas. In a full-scale crash test
the T-6 bridge rail system failed to meet NCHRP Report 350 criteria for TL-3 because the
vehicle rolled on its side. Results of the crash test indicated the T-6 rail system was not tall
enough to prevent rollover. Modification of the system by replacing the tubular W-beam with a
tubular thrie beam was proposed and analyzed using finite element analysis (FEA) techniques.
Results of the FEA efforts indicated that the T-6 rail system with the tubular thrie beam would
pass NCHRP Report 350 criteria for TL-3.

Nebraska’s open concrete bridge rail (Faller et al. 2004) was attached to an inverted tee bridge
deck system and was full-scale crash tested according to NCHRP Report 350 TL-4 criteria.
Figure 8.30 shows the open concrete bridge rail system. The bridge performance under full-scale
crash testing was considered acceptable with only minor cracking to the bridge deck and railing.
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Figure 8.30. Layout for open concrete bridge rail attached to inverted tee bridge deck
system (Faller et al. 2004).

Figure 8.31. Finite element model of the aluminum parapet bridge railing (Oldani et al.
2004).
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Oldani et al. (2004) compared the strength of the F-shape parapet, shown in Figure 8.31, and the
F-shape aluminum median barrier bridge railing with the strength of previously crash tested F-
shape barriers. The likely performance of the aluminum F-shape barrier was assessed in
nonlinear dynamic finite element simulations for the NCRHP Report 350 TL-3. The test barrier
deformations, material stress and other structural performance parameters were found to be
acceptable and even showed the barrier has considerable reserve capacity. Therefore, it is
inferred that crash tests with aluminum bridge parapet railings are very likely to result in
acceptable performance in test level three and four conditions. Rigid F-shape barriers are
considered to satisfy TL-3, because the aluminum parapet railing can be considered a rigid F-
shape barrier.
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Duwadi et al. (1995) discusses five bridge railing systems which were successfully developed
and tested for longitudinal wood decks. Three of these railings were tested at AASHTO PL-1,
one was tested at PL-2, and one was tested at NCHRP Report 350 TL-4. Each railing was tested
on a glulam timber deck and is adaptable to both spike-laminated and stress-laminated decks.
Shown in Figures 8.32 and 8.33 are schematics of two of the bridge railing systems. No damage
to the test bridge was evident from any of the vehicle impact tests. For the railing systems with
glulam timber rails, the railing remained intact and serviceable after the tests, and replacement of
the railing was not considered necessary. For the steel thrie beam rails, permanent deformation
occurred in the rail and post in the vicinity of the impact location, necessitating replacement in
sections.

The performance (Faller et al. 1995) of the TBC-8000 bridge rail system, shown in Figure 8.34,
and the GC-8000 bridge rail system, shown in Figure 8.35, were evaluated on AASTHO PL-2
criteria and are both acceptable. Both bridge rail systems are recommended for use on
longitudinal timber bridges. The TBC-8000 is an economical, low construction cost bridge
railing for longitudinal timber bridges
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The following two bridge rail systems were developed for U.S. Forest Service utility and service
loads, for roads with very low traffic volumes, and for roads with operating speeds of 15 to 20
mph. The two low-cost bridge railing systems: 1) a curb-type timber railing system and 2) a
flexible railing system were developed for use on longitudinal timber bridge decks with low
traffic volumes and speeds. Both railing systems include low material costs, low construction
labor costs, and minimal repair costs. Both railing systems could easily be adapted to various
timber bridge deck types.

The curb-type railing was tested using NCHRP Report 350 TL-1 conditions. A -ton pickup
truck operating at a speed of 15 mph and an angle of attack of 15 degrees were used for the
testing. In full-scale crash testing a 12 in. high square-shaped bridge rail showed successful
performance. Findings from a developmental testing program gave reason to believe that a 14 in.
high trapezoidal and a 12 in. high rectangular shaped bridge rail would behave similarly to the
square-shaped rail, though full-scale testing was not performed on these shapes. All three curb-
type railing shapes are shown in Figure 8.36.
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The flexible railing system, consisting of steel W-beam supported by breakaway timber posts,
was successfully tested to NCHRP Report 350 TL-1 conditions (Bunnell et al. 1995). The
flexible railing system is illustrated in Figure 8.37.
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Figure 8.37. Modified breakaway bridge railing (Bunnell et al. 1995).

Two bridge railing systems (Duwadi et al. 1999)., for use on transverse wood bridge decks of
thickness no greater than 5.1 in., were developed and tested to according to NCHRP Report 350
TL-4 criteria. One railing system was a glulam timber railing and the other was a steel thrie-
beam railing, shown in Figure 8.38. Significant damage was not evident to the test bridge
superstructure after the crash tests. Replacement of the glulam railing was deemed unnecessary.
The steel thrie-beam railing incurred permanent deformation in the rail and post which
necessitated replacement of specific portions near the impact location
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Figure 8.38. (a) Glulam timber bride railing successfully crash tested to NCHRP Report
350 TL-4 (transverse deck); (b) steel thrie-beam bridge railing successfully crash tested to
NCHRP Report 350 TL-4 (transverse deck) (Duwadi et al. 1999).

The MDS Bridge Railing, shown in Figures 8.39a and b, is a proprietary design. The unique
sliding base plate used in this design is intended to dissipate energy from an impact and also
minimize the forces transferred to the bridge deck (FHWA. 2008). There are two designs of the
system, the MDS-4 and MDS-5; both are all steel safety-shape barriers. The MDS-4 and MDS-5
are suitable for NCHRP Report 350 TL-4 and TL-5 conditions, respectfully. Both versions have
an optional noise barrier which does not contribute to the safety performance of the railing.
Figure 8.40 shows a schematic of the design.

after impact b. MDS Bridge Railing installation

Figure 8.39. MDS Bridge Railing (Trinity).
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9. SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMENDATIONS

Bridge rail and approach guardrails provide safety to drivers by shielding more hazardous
objects and redirecting vehicles to the roadway. However, guardrail can increase both the initial
cost and maintenance cost of a bridge, while adding another object that may be struck by
vehicles. Most existing low volume road (LVR) bridges are currently indicated to not possess
bridge rail meeting “current acceptable standards”. The primary objective of the research
summarized in this report was to provide the nations state of practice and perform a state wide
crash analysis on bridge rails and approach guardrails on LVR bridges in lowa. In support of this
objective, the criteria and guidelines used by other bridge owners were investigated, non-
standard and innovative bridge and approach guardrails for LVR’s were investigated, and
descriptive, statistical and economical analyses were performed.

Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Local Roads (ADT<400vpd) recommends
that safety improvements should only be initiated when a safety problem exists at a site.
Additionally, the Geometric Design Guide states that a one lane bridge can be used for roads
with a traffic volume less than 100 vehicles per day.

According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), adding a continuous section of
standard guardrail in front of, and attached to, the existing bridge is the most economical manner
of upgrading a substandard bridge rail. The retrofitted bridge rails should be assessed to ensure
structural and functional adequacy. To accomplish this, approach railing and terminals should be
chosen in accordance with NCHRP report 350 Test Level (TL) 1, 2, or 3. The AASHTO
Performance Level (PL) of the railing should also be evaluated.

The overall number of crashes at/on the more than 17,000 inventoried LVR bridges and
unknown number of non-inventoried LVR bridges in lowa was fewer than 350 crashes over an
eight year period, representing less than 0.1% of the statewide reportable crashes. In other words,
LVR bridge crashes are fairly rare events. The majority of these crashes occurred on bridges with
a traffic volume less than 100 vpd and width less than 24 ft. Similarly, the majority of the LVR
bridges possess similar characteristics.

Crash rates were highest for bridges with lower traffic volumes, narrower widths and negative
relative bridge widths. Crash rate did not appear to be effected by bridge length. Statistical
analysis confirmed that the frequency of vehicle crashes was higher on bridges with a lower
width compared to the roadway width.

The frequency of crashes appeared to not be impacted by weather conditions, but crashes may be
over represented at night or in dark conditions. Statistical analysis revealed that crashes that
occurred on dark roadways were more likely to result in major injury or fatality. These findings
potentially highlight the importance of appropriate delineation and signing.

System wide, benefit-cost analyses yielded very low B/C ratios for statewide bridge rail

improvements. This finding is consistent with the aforementioned recommendation to address
specific sites where safety concerns exist.
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Given the findings of the descriptive and statistical analyses, possible areas of the existing
IADOT IM that could be changed or added during any future revisions include traffic volume
ranges, relative bridge width and crash frequency/severity.

Future research entailing crash history regarding bridge delineation and signing are
recommended in order to better understand their potential benefits on low volume road bridges in
lowa.

85



REFERENCES

Abu-Odeh, Akram, Roger P. Bligh, Mark P. Hamilton. 2003. Analysis and Design of the Texas
T-6 Breakaway Bridge Railing System Using Finite Element methodology. Transportation
Research Board 2003 Annual Meeting CD-ROM, Washington, D.C.

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). 2006. LRFD
Bridge Design Specifications. Washington DC. AASHTO.

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). 2001A.
Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Local Roads (ADT<400). Washington
DC. AASHTO.

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). 2002B. Road
Side Design Guide 2002. Washington DC. AASHTO.

Bahar, G., Masliah, M., Wolff, R., Park, P. 2007. Desktop Reference for Crash Reduction
Factors: Report No. FHWA-SA-07-015. U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway
Administration. September 2007.

Bank, L. C., T. R. Gentry. September 2001. Development of a pultruded composite material
highway guardrail. Applied Science and Manufacturing. Volume 32, Issue 9, Pages 1329-1338.

Barreto, H. and Howland, F. M. Apr 2008. The P Value Calculator Excel Add-in Software for
Introductory Econometrics. Version: 29.

Botting, Joshua K., William G. Davids, and Michael Peterson. November 2006. Development
and structural testing of a composite-reinforced timber highway guardrail. Construction and
Building Materials. VVolume 20, Issue 9, Pages 733-743.

Bunnell, Steve, Ronald K. Faller, Barry T. Rosson, and Dean L. Sicking. 1995. Design and
Evaluation of Two Bridge Railings for Low-Volume Roads. Paper presented at the 6th
International conference on low-volume roads; 1995 June 25-29; Minneapolis, MN.
Washington, DC: National Academy Press: 357-372.

Dare, C.E. 1992. Guidelines for Guardrail Installation on Embankments and at Bridges Ends:
Low-volume Roads in Missouri. Missouri Highway and Transportation Department.

Duwadi, Sheila R., Ronald K. Faller, and Michael A. Ritter. 1995. Crash-Tested Bridge Railings
for Timber Bridges. Paper presented at the 4th International bridge engineering conference; 1995
August 28-30; San Francisco, CA. Washington, DC: National Academy Press: 395-404.

Duwadi, Sheila R., Ronald K. Faller, Michael A. Ritter, and Barry T. Rosson. 1999. Railing
Systems for Use on Timber Deck Bridges. Transportation Research Record 1656. Washington,
DC: Transportation Research Board, National Research Council. National Academy Press: 110-
1109.

86



Faller, Ronald K., Beau D. Kuipers, John D. Reid, Dean L. Sicking. March 2009. Impact
performance of W-beam guardrail installed at various flare rates. International Journal of Impact
Engineering. Volume 36, Issue 3, Pages 476-485.

Faller, Ronald K., James C. Holloway, Karla A. Polivka, John D. Reid, John R. Rohde, and Dean
L. Sicking. January 21, 2004. Safety Performance Evaluation of the Nebraska Open Bridge Rail
on an Inverted Tee Bridge Deck. MwWRSF Research Report TRP-03-133-04.

Faller, Ronald K., Michael A. Ritter, and Barry T. Rosson. .1995. Performance Level 2 and Test
Level 4 Bridge Railings for Timber Decks. Transportation Research Record 1500. Washington,
DC: Transportation Research Board, National Research Council. National Academy Press: 102-
111.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). December 1995. Recording and Coding Guide for
the Structure Inventory and Appraisal of the Nation’s Bridges. Report No. FHWA-PD-96-001
Washington D.C.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). October 1998. Improving Highway Safety at Bridges
on Local Roads and Streets.

Federal Highway Administration. June 2008. Letter of Acceptance of Roadside Safety Systems.

Gates, T. J., and Noyce, D. A. 2005. The Safety and Cost-Effectiveness of Bridge-Approach
Guardrail for County-State-Aid (CSAH) Bridges in Minnesota. Minnesota Department of
Transportation.

Hiranmayee, Kamarajugadda, Chuck A. Plaxico, Malcolm H. Ray. January 2000. Comparison of
the impact performance of the G4(1W) and G4(2W) guardrail systems under NCHRP report 350
test 3-11 conditions. Presented at the 79" Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Board,
Washington DC.

IADOT. 2009. Instructional Memorandums to County Engineers.
http://www.iowadot.gov/local_systems/publications/im/imtoc.pdf

IADOT. January 2004. Automatic Traffic Recorders 1993-2003.
http://www.iowadotmaps.com/atr.htm.

Lane, D. M. June 11, 2009. http://davidmlane.com/hyperstat/B73479.html.

McFadden, D., 1981. Econometric models of probabilistic choice. In: Manski, C., McFadden, D.
(Eds.), A Structural Analysis of Discrete Data with Econometric Applications. The MIT Press,
Cambridge, MA

Moore, D., et al. 2003. The Practice of Business Statistics.

Oldani, E., and M. H. Ray. 2004. Design and analysis of an aluminum F-shape bridge railing. 1J

87


http://www.iowadot.gov/local_systems/publications/im/imtoc.pdf�
http://www.iowadotmaps.com/atr.htm�
http://davidmlane.com/hyperstat/B73479.html�

Crash. Woodhead Publishing Ltd.

Pham, T. and Ragland, D. 2005. Summary of Crash Prediction Models Also known as Safety
Performance Functions (SPFs).

Reid, John D., John R. Rohde, and Dean L. Sicking. 2002. Development of the Midwest
Guardrail System. Transportation Research Record 1797. Washington, DC: Transportation
Research Board, National Research Council. National Academy Press: 44-52.

Reid, John D., and Dean L. Sicking. October 1998. Design and Simulation of a Sequential
Kinking Guardrail Terminal. International Journal of Impact Engineering. Volume 21, Issue 9,
Pages 761-772.

Russell, E. R., and Rys, M. J. 1998. Guidelines for Developing a Guardrail Manual for Low-
Volume Roads. Transportation Conference Proceedings. p 22-25. Ames, IA. lowa State
University.

Savolainen, P., Mannering, F., 2007. Probabilistic models of motorcyclists’ injury severities in
single- and multi-vehicle crashes, Accident Analysis and Prevention 39 (5), 955-963.

Schwall, W. A. 1989. Upgrading of Bridge Approach Guardrail on Primary Roads in lowa.
Federal Highway Administration, lowa Division.

Trinity Highway Products. MDS Bridge Railing. Brochures. 2008.

Turner, D.S. 1984. Prediction of Bridge Accident Rates. Journal of Transportation Engineering.
Vol. 110 No. 1 p. 45-54. American Society of Civil Engineers.

Washington, S., Karlaftis, M., Mannering, F., 2003. Statistical and Econometric Methods for
Transportation Data Analysis, Chapman and Hall/CRC, Boca Raton, FL.

Zegeer, C. V., Stewart, R., Council, F., and Neuman, T. R. 1994. Roadway Widths for Low-
Traffic-Volume Roads. NCHRP Report 362, Transportation Research Board. Washington D.C.

88



APPENDIX A: IADOT INSTRUCTIONAL MEMORANDUM 3.213, 3.214, AND 3.215

A-1



Form 740001WD

‘g,‘ lowa Department of Transportation
-

INSTRUCTIONAL MEMORANDUMS

To County Engineers
To Date
County Engineers November 2001
From IM No.
Office of Local Systems 3.213

Subject
Traffic Barriers (Guardrail and Bridge Rail)

The purpose of this LM. is to provide guidelines for determining the need for traffic barriers at
roadway bridges and culverts. A traffic barrier is a device used to shield a roadside obstacle that
is located on the right-of-way within an established minimum width clear zone (see LM. 3.215
for clear zone instruction).

Roadside obstacles are classified as non-traversable objects (such as large culverts) and as fixed
objects (such as unprotected ends of bridge rails). These roadside obstacles should first be
reviewed for possible removal or relocation outside the Clear Zone. If this is not practical, then a
traffic barrier may be necessary. A traffic barrier itself poses some risk to an errant motorist and
should be installed only if it is clear that the barrier reduces the severity of potential crashes.

GUARDRAIL (Approach Guardrail):
In general, guardrail should be installed at:

I, All four bridge corners on newly constructed bridges on the Farm-to-Market system,
except bridges located within an established speed zone of 35 mph or less.

2. On the approach bridge corners (right side) on new federally funded bridges constructed
on the area service system, except bridges within a 35 mph or less speed zone.
Consideration should be given to shielding the opposite corner if it is located on the
outside edge of a curve. The FHWA will participate in guardrail at all four corners if
desired by the county.

3. All four bridge comers on existing bridges within the termini of a 3R project on the
Farm-to-Market System. Existing w-beam installations that are flared and anchored at

both ends may be used as constructed without upgrading to current standards.

4. Culverts with spans greater than six feet (circular pipe culverts greater than 72" in
diameter), if it is impractical to extend beyond the clear zone and grates are not utilized.

Design exceptions (see .M. 3.218 for design exception instructions) to not utilize guardrail at
bridges or culverts will be considered if the following conditions exist:

s Current ADT at structure is less than 200 vehicles per day.

2, Structure width is 24' or greater.
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3 Structure is on tangent alignment.
4. Benefit/cost Ratio is less than 0.80.

Other obstructions, within the right-of-way and clear zone, should be reviewed for removal,
relocation, installation of a traffic barrier or the *“do nothing™ option based on a cost-
effectiveness approach.

BRIDGE RAILS (Barrier Rail):

Bridge rails on newly constructed bridges should be constructed to the latest available standards
(includes S1-1 type rail on structures with legs than 1000 vpd). On bridge rehabilitation projects
involving lederal-aid, any substandard bridge rail should be reviewed for retrofitting.

Bridge rails which are both structurally deficient and functionally obsolete should be reviewed
for upgrading as part of the 3R projects. Included with this LM. is a “Bridge Rail Rating
System™ developed to assist in determining if a bridge rail should be upgraded with the 3R
project and to what extent it should be upgraded. Any bridge which is programmed in the near
future for replacement or rehabilitation may not require upgrading as part of the 3R project.

The rating system assigns points to five factors (Crashes, ADT, Width, Length and Type of
bridge rail): the sum of these factors will indicate the degree or amount of upgrading required. if
any. The crash factor involves crashes (property damage only. personal injury and fatality) in
the last five years (Access ALAS). The types of bridge rail are from various county bridge
standards. If the existing rail is not an old standard. then determine which type it is similar to and
assign the corresponding points.

Consideration should be given to extending the guardrail through the bridge on short bridges or

bridges which have no end posts. This may be less costly than attaching the guardrail as per
standard RE-27B or constructing an end post.
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BRIDGE RAIL RATING SYSTEM

5 FACTOR SYSTEM

POINTS 0 = 10
Crashes
(in the last None 1 PDO 1Pl
§ years)
e <200 200-299 300 - 399
{current year)
Bridge Width v
(fost) =30 28 24
Bridge Length <50 50-99 100 - 149
(feet)
Formed Steel

Bridge Rail Aluminum Rail  Steel Box Rail Beam Rail
(type) (1967 Standard) (1964 Standard) (1951 and 1957

Standards)
Abbreviations: PDO = Property Damage Only crash

Pl = Personal Injury crash
F = Fatality crash

UPGRADING NEEDED
under 25 Points  No Upgrading at this time
25 - 50 Points Delineation according to Standard RE-48A

51 - 75 Points

Over 75 Points

Block out with Thrie Beam to curb edge

15

1For
2PDO's or
1 Pland 1 PDO

400 - 750

(]
2

150 - 200

Steel Rail
(1941 Standard)
Concrete Rail
(1928 Standard)

November 2001
IM 3213

20
2 or more
F’s/PI's or
3 or more
PDO’'s

=750

<20

> 200

Angle Handrail
(1923 Standard)

(If existing approach guardrail is W-Beam, W-Beam may be used)

Retrofit
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Form 740001WD

‘g,‘ lowa Department of Transportation
-

INSTRUCTIONAL MEMORANDUMS

To County Engineers
To Date
County Engineers February 2002
From IM No.
Office of Local Systems 3.215
Subject
Clear Zone

Clear Zone is the roadside border area within the highway right-of-way, starting at the edge of
the traveled way, available for the recovery of errant vehicles. The width of the clear zone is
influenced by traffic volume, speed and embankment slopes. Clear Zone is desirable because
recovery of high speed vehicles outside of the traveled way is more likely to occur when clear
zones meet the minimum values shown in the following tables and defined by the AASHTO
“Roadside Design Guide.”

On new and major reconstruction projects, clear zone distances vary. For rural collectors less
than 40 mph and less than 750 ADT and all rural local roads, a minimum clear zone width of 10
feet should be provided. On rural collector roads with design speeds of 55 mph, a clear zone
distance according to the Clear Zone table (see page 2) should be used. This table is derived
from the AASHTO “Roadside Design Guide.” Projects with design speeds different than 55
mph should use Table 3.1 in the AASHTO “Roadside Design Guide” (see page 3).

Any obstructions within the clear zone of the project that might severely damage an out-of-
control vehicle and cause serious injuries should be reviewed (corrected) in the following
priority order:

1. Removal.

2. Relocation outside the clear zone or to the right of way line.

Redesign the obstacle to make it traversable.

[98)

4. Installation of a traffic barrier if the barrier is less hazardous than the obstruction.
5. Do nothing (after considering the safety aspects, environmental effects and cost-

effectiveness) and delineate the obstacle.

Bridges and large culverts within the clear zone should be reviewed according to IM. 3.213.

Page 1 of 3



February 2002

LM. 3.215
CLEAR ZONE (feet) for 55 mph Design Speed
For New or Completely Reconstructed Collector Roads
On the Farm to Market and Federal Aid System
Forslope Design Traffic (ADT)

Under 750 750-1500 1500-6000 Ovwer 6000

12-14 16-18 20-22 22-24
Iltodl * beyond the beyond the beyond the beyond the
toe of slope toe of slope toe of slope toe of slope

4:11t0 5:1 ** 14-18 20-24 24-30 26-32

6:1 or [latter ** 12-14 16-18 20-22 22-24

* The distance beyond the toe of the foreslope may be reduced by the wadth of the shoulder, The distance between
the edge of the traveled way and the beginning of the [oreslope 1s considered to be part of the clear zone. Foreslopes
that are 3:1 to 4:1 are considered to be non-recoverable parallel slopes and do not count toward the clear zone
measurement. Example: if a road has 1000 design year ADT and a 6 shoulder, then the clear zone would be 10 feet
to 12 feet beyond the toe of the foreslope

Fixed objects should not be present in the vicinity of the toe of 3:1 foreslopes unless they are at the right-of-way
line. Recovery of errant vehicles may be expected to occur beyond the toe of the slope. Determination of the width
of the recovery area at the toe of a 3;1 slope should take into consideration right-of-way availability, environmental
concerns, economic factors, safety needs and crash histories.

#¥ Clear Zone distance measured from edge of driving lane.
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LM 3215
TABLE 3.1 Clear Zone Distances (In feet from edge of driving lane)
Source: AASHTO Roadside Design Guide, 1988

Design Design FILL SLOPES CUT SLOPES
Speed Traffic 6:1 or ; ; ; ; : ; 6:1 or
(mph) | (ADT) Ty 11041 31 31 3% 5 S i
Under 750 7-10 7-10 i 7-10 7-10 7-10
< 40 750-1500 10-12 12-14 *#* 10-12 10-12 10-12
- 1500-6000 12-14 14-16 b 12-14 12-14 12-14
Over 6000 14-16 16-18 o 14-16 14-16 14-16
Under 750 10-12 12-14 b 8-10 8-10 10-12
45-50 750-1500 12-14 16-20 i 10-12 12-14 14-16
1500-6000 16-18 20-26 e 12-14 14-16 16-18
Over 6000 18-20 24-28 - 14-16 18-20 20-22
Under 750 12-14 14-18 A 8-10 10-12 10-12
55 750-1500 16-18 20-24 s 10-12 14-16 16-18
1500-6000 20-22 24-30 L 5 14-16 16-18 20-22
Over 6000 22-24 26-32% b 16-18 20-22 22-24
Under 750 16-18 20-24 = 10-12 12-14 14-16
60 750-1500 20-24 26-32* " 12-14 16-18 20-22
1500-6000 26-30 32-40* * 14-18 18-22 24-26
Over 6000 | 30-32% 36-44* - 20-22 24-26 26-28
Under 750 18-20 20-26 i 10-12 14-16 14-16
65-70 750-1500 24-26 28-36% 8 12-16 18-20 20-22
1500-6000 28-32*% 34-42% i 16-20 22-24 26-28
Over 6000 [ 30-34* 38-46* il 22-24 26-30 28-30

* Where a site specific investigation indicates a high probability of continuing accidents, or such occurrences are
indicated by accident history, the designer may provide clear zone distances greater than 30 feet as indicated. Clear
zones may be limited to 30 feet for practicality and to provide a consistent roadway template if previous experience
with similar projects or designs indicates satisfactory performance.

i Since recovery is less likely on the unshielded, traversable 3:1 slopes, lixed objects should not be present in the
vicinity of the toe of these slopes. Recovery of high speed vehicles that encroach beyond the edge ot shoulder may
be expected to occur bevond the toe of slope. Determination of the width of the recovery area at the toe of slope
should take into consideration right of way availability, environmental concerns, economic factors, safety needs, and
accident histories. Also, the distance between the edge of the travel lane and the beginning of the 3:1 slope should
influence the recovery area provided at the toe of the slope. While the application may be limited by several factors.
the fill slope parameters which may enter into determining a maximum desirable recovery area are illustrated in
figure 3.2 of the “Roadside Design Guide™.
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Form 740001WD

‘8@‘ lowa Department of Transportation
-

INSTRUCTIONAL MEMORANDUMS

To County Engineers
To Date
County Engineers October 2001
From IM No.
Office of Local Systems 3.216

Subject
Economic Analysis (Benefit-to-Cost-Ratio)

The purpose of this LM. is to provide a mechanism to help determine the feasibility of an
improvement or analyze various alternatives or countermeasures. Various methods (Cost-
Effectiveness, Benefit/Cost Ratio, Rate-of-Return, Time of Return and Net Annual Benefit) are
available to determine the economic feasibility of an improvement. This LM. will present only
one method, Benefit-to-Cost Ratio, for your consideration.

The Benefit/Cost Ratio is the ratio of the expected benefits, (accrued from a crash/severity
reduction based on an improvement), to the costs of the improvement (construction, right of way,
engineering, etc.). Included are two forms, which may be utilized to determine the Benefit/Cost
Ratio for a particular improvement that is being considered. One form will obtain the Benefit-to-
Cost Ratio as it relates to the project length (Rural Roadway Section). The other form is for spot
locations, such as intersections, bridges, or curves within the project limits. The only difference
in the forms is that the roadway section is based on 100 million vehicle miles (HMVM) of travel
whereas the spot location is based on million entering vehicles (MEV).

The information required to fill out the forms is as follows:

1if CRASH DATA: This information can be obtained through Access ALAS Computer
Software that is available through Iowa Department of Transportation (Iowa DOT) Office
of Traffic and Safety. For most county roads, with no major improvements within the
time frame, the data should go back five years. ALAS data should be requested for whole
years (no partial years) only. The crash data on the Access ALAS printout should be
transferred to the appropriate blanks on the form, keeping in mind that the number of
fatalities or injuries may not be the same number of these types of crashes (two injury
crashes could involve five injuries). The actual property damage of all crashes should be
totaled and entered in the appropriate blank. Use the value of $2,500 per crash, if no
damage is recorded. All crashes within the project termini or at the spot location should
be included, regardless of type. The crash severity reduction percentage is based on all
crashes.

2 IMPROVEMENT BEING CONSIDERED: The improvement described and the cost

estimate should only be for the work for which the Benefit/Cost Ratio is being
determined.
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Example: If. as part of a resurfacing project, the county is considering widening the
shoulders and flattening the foreslopes. the description should be similar to: Widen
shoulders from 2' to 6 and flatten slopes from 2:1 to 3:1. The cost estimate might
include:

Class 10 Excavation, including borrow

Culvert Extensions

Surfacing or Finishing the Shoulders

Seeding and Fertilizing

Right of Way (if necessary).including any damages to fences, buildings, etc.

Additional Engineering or Surveying

Driveway Culverts (remove and relay or replace)

SERVICE LIFE AND CRASH/SEVERITY REDUCTION FACTORS: Tables are
included listing estimated values for these items for both roadway sections and spot
locations.  Crash/Severity reduction factors are usually provided for a single
countermeasure. However, where multiple countermeasures are being proposed, the
crash/severity reduction factor will be a combination of the individual crash/severity
reduction factors. Since it is not feasible to reduce crashes by more than 100 percent. the
following formula is used to develop an overall crash/severity reduction factor for
multiple improvements at a location or along a route,

ARy = AR + (1I-AR;) ARz + (1-AR;)(1-AR2) AR3 + ... + (1-AR;)(1-AR;.;) AR; where:
ARwn = overall crash/severity reduction factor for multiple improvements.

AR; = crash/severity reduction factor for specific improvement or countermeasure.

1 = number of improvements.

Example

An example of the use of the multiple improvement formula is shown for three
improvements at a single location with individual crash/severity reduction factors of:

AR;=0.45
ARy~ 0.30
AR3=0.15

The overall crash/severity reduction factor is:
ARy = AR, +(1-AR;) AR; + (1-AR;) (1-AR;) AR;

=0.450+ (1-0.45)(0.30) + (1-0.45)(1-0.30)(0.15)

=0.450+ 0.165 + 0.058
=0.673 =067
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Most studies indicate that an improvement with a Benefit/'Cost Ratio over 1.0 is considered
beneficial and under 1.0 is not. However, when considering that estimated values are being
utilized, a more in-depth review is in order for ratios from 0.80 to 1.20, inclusive. This review
might include items listed on the Review Sheet (Page #4). in this LM., as:

1.

The crash rate determined in the forms should be reviewed against the statewide average
for all secondary roads. The five year average rate per 100 million vehicle miles in 1995
- 1999 was 237.

Type of erashes should be reviewed against the type of improvement. If the majority of
the crashes within the project termini oceurred at intersections. then flattening foreslopes
may not have much of an effect.

The severily of the crashes should be reviewed with respect to location. If most of the
crashes along the route were Property Damage Only (PDO's) and one location had a
number of injury or fatality crashes then a review of that particular "spot" location may
be in order.

The cost of the improvement being considered should be compared with the project cost
without the improvement. If a proposed resurfacing project is estimated to cost $200,000
and the estimated cost to widen shoulders or fatien foreslopes is $500,000, it may be
desirable to program the improvement at some future time. If the project is estimated at
$750,000 and the improvement at $50.000, it may be wise to include the improvement.

The environmental or social effects of the improvement should always be considered.
These might include: farmland being taken out of production; relocation of families:
adverse effect on wetlands or parks: and disturbance of historical or archacological areas.
The Context-Sensitive Design process may be appropriate.

In some cases, other alternatives are available that may result in a similar benefit, or
lower cost partial improvements may be used to mitigate the existing condition, if a total
improvement is not cost effective or feasible. If the reconstruction of a horizontal curve
requires taking a farmstead or relocating a bridge, and is not economically feasible.
installing chevrons and advisory speed plates may be used to mitigate the situation,

These forms can be utilized as a tool in deciding whether an improvement is economically
feasible. The completed Benefit/Cost Ratio sheet(s) should be attached, with copies of the
ALAS printout, 1o the justification letter outlining the reasons for the county's request for any
design exceptions. The Benefit/Cost Ratio should not be your only basis: other reasons that were
considered in the decision-making process should be detailed in the county's justification letter.

See LM.3.218.
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October 2001
M. 3216

BENEFIT/COST RATIO REVIEW SHEET

1. B/C Ratio under 0.80: Improvement probably not cost-effective at this time.
2. B/C Ratio = 0.80 to 1.20: Improvement may be cost effective, should also consider:

Crash rate compared to statewide average.

Type of crashes vs. type of improvement.

Severity of Crashes.

Cost of improvement vs. project cost without improvement.

Environment and social effects of improvement,

Other alternatives to the improvement (i.e. signing, pavement markings. etc.).

05 S AR e

3.  B/C Ratio over 1.20: Improvement is probably cost effective and should be accomplished
as part of project or the work programmed in the near future.

Note: The following B/C determination sheets are available in Microsoft Excel 2000®
spreadsheet format. These spreadsheets are available from the Iowa DOT Office of
Traffic and Safety (515-239-1557) and are also located on the Office of Local Systems
web site at: htip://www_dot state.ia.us/local systems/publications/publications.htm.

Page 4 0of 9
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October 2001
LM. 3.216

BENEFIT/COST DETERMINATION
(Rural Roadway Section)

COUNTY
Project No. Date
Location Prepared by
Length (miles) Current ADT
CRASH DATA: From to . Total # Years
(date) (date)

# Fatal Crashes # Fatalities x $1.000.000 =%
# Injury Crashes # Major Injuries x §150,000 =%

# Minor Injuries x $10,000 =¥

# Possible Injuries x $2.500 =3
#PDO Crashes Actual Prop. Dam. (Total) =8§

(Use $2,500/Crash il no actual § property loss is shown)

(1) Total # Crash (2) Total Loss =§
(3) Cost/Crash = (22)/(1) =Total Loss/Total # Crash = § /erash

Total # Crash x 100.000.000
(4) Crash Rate = ADT x Length x vears x 365 = Crash/HMVM

DESIGN EXCEPTION BEING CONSIDERED:
Description of Improvement:
(not project description)

(5) Estimated Cost. Imp. $ (Thousand)
(5A) Estimated Service Lite (E.S.L.) years
(5B) Estimated Overall Crash/Severity Reduction Factor percent

(See #3. Page 2)
B/C ANALYSIS:

(6) Estimated Trattic Volume
ADT x 1 +(1.02)°" x 5A x Length x 0.00000365 HMVM
2

(7) Total Crash Loss = (3) x (4) x (6)
Cost/ Crash x Crash Rate x Est. Traf. Vol. = (Thousand)

(8) Total Crash Benefit = (7) x (5B) =

Tot. Crash Loss x Est. % Crash Reduction = (Thousand)

Benefit/Cost Ratio = (8) = Tot. Crash Benefit =
(3 Est. Cost Imp.

Page 509
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IMPROVEMENTS FOR

RURAL ROADWAY SECTIONS

Add Lane(s)
Widen Pavement
Widen Shoulder
Widen Pavement/Shoulder
Flatten Foreslopes
Widen Shoulder/Flatten Foreslopes
Friction Improvement:
Overlay
P. C. Grooving
Signing
Edgeline Markings
Horizontal Realignment
Vertical Realignment

Horizontal/Vertical Realignment/
Correct Superelevation

Roadway Lighting
Relocate Driveways
Flatten Entrance Slopes

Right of Way

Estimated
Service Life
(Years)
20
20
20
20
20

20

10

20

20

20
15
20
20

100

Page 6 o[ 9
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Estimated Crash/
Severity Reduction
Factor (%)

05
22
08
28
08

15

27
14
05
04
25

30

45
06
05

05

October 2001
ILM. 3216



October 2001
M. 3.216

BENEFIT/COST DETERMINATION

(Spot Location)
COUNTY
Project No. Date
Location Prepared by
Length (miles) Current ADT
CRASH DATA: From  to JTotal # Years
(date) (date)

i Fatal Crashes _# Fatalities . x8$1,000000 =%
# Injury Crashes # Major Injuries x $150.000 =5

# Minor Injuries ~ x 810,000 =8_

i Possible Injuries ~ x $2.500 =5
#PDO Crashes _ Actual Prop. Dam. (Total) =$§

(Use $2,500/Crash if no actual § property loss is shown)

(1) Total # Crash . (2) Total Loss =§
(3) Cost/Crash = (2)/(1) =Total Loss/Total # Crash = $ Jerash

Total # Crash x 1.000.000
(4) Crash Rate = ADT x years x 365 = Crash/MEV

DESIGN EXCEPTION BEING CONSIDERED:
Description of Improvement:
(not project description)
(5) Estimated Cost Imp. $ _ (Thousand)
(5A) Estimated Service Life (E.8.L.) years
(5B) Estimated Overall Crash/Severity Reduction Factor percent

(See #'_3, page 2)

B/C ANALYSIS:

(6) Estimated Traffic = ADT x 1+ (1.02)"* x (5A) x 0,000365 - MEV
Volume 2

(7) Total Crash Loss = (3) x (4) x (6)
Cost/ Crash x Crash Rate x Est. Traf. Vol. = (Thousand)

(8) Total Crash Benefit = (7)x (5B) =
Totl. Crash Loss x Est. % Crash Reduction= ~ (Thousand)

Benefit/Cost Ratio = (8) = Tot. Crash Benefit =
(3) Est. Cost Imp.

Page 70l 9
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IMPROVEMENTS FOR
SPOT LOCATIONS
Estimated
Service Life
(Years)
Intersections:
Channelize/Add Tuming Lanes 15
Improve Sight Distance 15
Upgrade Siigns/Markings 6/2
lHluminate
(not destination lighting) 15
Add Accel/Decel lane 20
Rumble Strips (Applies only to 5 AC.
crashes involving stop condition) 10 P.C.
Reconstruct Approach Angle 20
Add Beacons 10
Curves:
Vertical Realignment 20
Horizontal Realignment 20
Horizontal /Vertical Realignment/
Correct Superelevation 20
Pavement Markings/Delincate 2/6
Bridges:
Widen 20
Guardrail 15
Impact Attenuator 10
Replace 50
Eliminate 50
Page 8 of 9
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Estimated Crash/
Severity Reduction
Factor (%)

25
35

36

20
25

44
44

35

25

57

38

73

48
24
35
50

75
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ILM. 3216



October 2001
M. 3216

IMPROVEMENTS FOR

SPOT LOCATIONS
(continued)
Estimated Estimated Crash/
Service Life Severity Reduction
(Years) Factor (%)

Culverts:

Lengthen 20 48

Guardrail or Grate 15 24

Remove Headwall & Delineate 20 35
Railroad Crossing:

Signalize 10 50

Upgrade Waming Devices 10 27

IMuminate 15 62

Replace with Grade Separation 50 39

Eliminate 50 75
High Fills:

Guardrail 10 16

Delineate 6 10

Flatten Foreslopes 20 25

Page 9 0f 9
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY RESPONSES

B-1



Table B.1. Survey Responses.

1. Does your agency 2. If yes, what are the specific ADT 3. If no, what is the basis for 4. Does your agency recommendor 5. If yes, what are they, why were 6. Have the criteria for determining
use average daily criteria for requiring traffic barrier  placement of traffic barriers onlow-  use protective treatments other than these alternate traffic barrier systems traffic barrier use on low-volume
traffic (ADT) to  placement and why was this specific  volume road bridges? "W beam type guardrail systems for chosen for use and have they been  roads been modified in the past 10

Name Agency 7. If yes, have any safety, cost, or
other effects been seen due to the

change in criteria?

8. May we receive a copy of the
currently policy/ guardrail for traffic
barriers on low-volume bridges and

determine if traffic ADT value chosen as the threshold? low-volume road bridges? effective? years? current design standards for the
barriers (i.e., bridge approach guardrail?
guardrail) are

required for bridges
located on low-

volume roads?
Federal Bridge Owners
John Kattell US Forest No No Response The Forest Service has a variety of roads Yes We use tube rail systems, Thrie-beam,  No No Response Yes, Send me an e-mail address and |
Service from single lane native surface to two-lane concrete barrier and for many of our low will get our policy to you. We are very
paved with the vast majority under 400 level roads we use a “curb only" system. interested in this work and applications to
ADT. We use criteria with respect to the They have been effective. the roads on National Forest Lands. My
character and nature of the road, design e-mail is jkattell@fs.fed.us.
speeds, and sight distances to help us
qualify the hazards and protections
needed.
State Bridge Owners
Jean Nehme Arizona DOT; No No Response AASHTO Guidelines No No Response No No Response ADOT does not have a specific policy
Bridge Group addressing traffic barriers on low-volume
bridges.

Randy Hiatt Caltrans No No Response AASHTO LRFD Bridge Specifications  No No Response No AASHTO LRFD Bridge Specifications in Yes, The current design standard for
effect in 1998. More aesthetic bridge rails bridge approach guardrail on CA state
are available at higher costs highways is contained in 2006 State

Standard Plan A77J4 - link is attached:
http/Avww.dot.ca.gov/hg/esc/oe/project_
plans/highway_plans/stdplans_US-
customary-
units_06/viewable_pdfirspa77j4.pdf

Mark Colorado DOT; No No Response If rail does not meet AASHTO Standard  Yes CDOT's W-beamis a TL-3 systemand No No Response Yes, Bridge Design Manual Subsection

Leonard Staff Bridge Specs, replace/upgrade rail when any is not necessarily less expensive than 2.1 (not up to date):

project in the area takes place, funds CDOT's TL-4 systems. Where the TL-4 http/Avww.dot.state.co.us/Bridge/Design
permitting. If the rail is removed for any systems are not significantly different in Manual/dm_s02.pdf Bridge rail standard
reason (bridge widening or replacement) costs, and are otherwise compatible with drawings, B-606 series:

replace it with one of CDOT's current the bridge, they are used http/Avww.dot.state.co.us/Bridge/Works
FHWA approved crash tested bridge heets/Worksheets.htm

rails.

Barry Delaware DOT; No No Response Design Speed and clear zone Yes We use timber rails for aesthetic reasons No No Response No

Benton Bridge Design if requested by the community

Jiten Soneji Delaware DOT; No No Response Posted Speed/Design Speed, Functional Yes Timber Rails No No Response No Response

Bridge Class, Accident History, Crash tested
barriers

Charles Florida DOT; No No Response NCHRP Report 350 Test Level 4 Yes A flared and tapered F shape transition is No No Response Yes, FDOT Design Standards are

Boyd Structures compliant traffic railings are required for used for approaches on roadways with available at the following website:

Design Office allFDOT owned bridges regardless of curb and gutter cross sections and with http/Avww.dot.state. fl.us/rddesigr/rd/rtds

design speed or traffic counts design speeds of 45 mph and less /08/2008Standards.shtm Look for the

400 series standards, all bridge and
roadway traffic railings and approaches
are there. Also, bridge traffic railing policy
can be found in Section 6.7 of the FDOT
Structures Design Guidelines Volume 1 at
this website:
http/Avww.dot.state. fl.us/structures/Struc
turesManual/CurrentRelease/StructuresM
anual.htm

PaulLiles  Georgia DOT, No No Response We use jersey shape traffic barrier onall 'We use guardrail on the approaches and  The system we use has been effective No No Response Yes

Bridge Engineer our rural bridges a jersey shaped barrier on the bridge
Paul Santo Hawaii DOT,  No No Response We have no basis. In the first place, we ~ Yes We have no special barriers for low- No No Response No, We have no policy/guideline for
Highways don't have any roads in our jurisdiction volume roads/bridges. We use all the traffic barriers on low-volume bridges.
with ADT less than 400. We generally options that we have for all bridges
use the same criteria regardless of ADT. regardless of ADT
Kevin Burke Illinois DOT;  Yes 400 AASHTO Definition of low volume road No No Response No No Response Yes,
Highways http/Avww.dot.il.gov/bIr/manuals/Chapter
Bureau of local 9%2035.pdf
roads and http/Avww.dot.il.gov/bIr/manuals/Chapter
streets 9%2036.pdf




Table B.1. Survey Responses (cont.).

Name Agency 1. Does your agency 2. If yes, what are the specific ADT 3. If no, what is the basis for 4. Does your agency recommend or 5. If yes, what are they, why were 6. Have the criteria for determining 7. If yes, have any safety, cost, or 8. May we receive a copy of the
use average daily criteria for requiring traffic barrier ~ placement of traffic barriers on low-  use protective treatments other than  these alternate traffic barrier systems traffic barrier use on low-volume other effects been seen due to the currently policy/ guardrail for traffic
traffic (ADT) to  placement and why was this specific  volume road bridges? "W beam type guardrail systems for chosen for use and have they been  roads been modified in the past 10  change in criteria? barriers on low-volume bridges and

determine if traffic
barriers (i.e.,
guardrail) are

required for bridges
located on low-

ADT value chosen as the threshold?

low-volume road bridges?

effective? years?

current design standards for the
bridge approach guardrail?

volume roads?
Kurt Louisiana DOT; No No Response We try and use guard rail or some other  Yes Typically we recommend guard rail butin No No Response Yes, Contact me via e-mail and | can
Brauner Bridge Design type of barrier system on all bridges, certain urban situations, we allow the use send you a copy of our standards for off-
regardless of the ADT. of a turned down concrete barrier so as system (low volume) roads. Again, we
to tie into the roadway curb. use guard rail on all bridges regardless of
ADT, therefore we have no written policy
for low-volume roads.
Dave MnDOT; Yes Guardrail is required to be installed at all No response Yes Steel tubular box beam guardrail and Yes Criteria, From: Guardrail is required to be Yes
Conkel Bridge Office, local bridges where the design speed posts. We believe the box beam guardrail installed at all local bridges where the
State Aid exceeds 40 mph, and either the existing will provide less maintenance and a design speed exceeds 40 mph, and either
Bridge Unit ADT exceeds 400, or the bridge clear smaller distance to shielded object. the existing ADT exceeds 749, or the
width is less than the sum of the lane and We're still in the implementation phase on bridge clear width is less than the sum of
shoulder widths. The costs associated the local system, however we know they the lane and shoulder widths. To:
with the more severe crashes (guardrail have been successfully used on the New Guardrail is required to be installed at all
reduces severity (and subsequent costs) York local bridge system. They’re more local bridges where the design speed
appears to be pushing up the benefit cost expensive than the “W” beam type. exceeds 40 mph, and either the existing
ratio in favor of using guardrail at lower ADT exceeds 400, or the bridge clear
traffic volumes. width is less than the sum of the lane and
shoulder widths. Change in criteria was
based on research of the “safety and cost-
effectiveness of bridge approach guardrail
for county state aid bridges in Minnesota.
The research was conducted through the
Minnesota Local Road Research Board
(LRRB). The new criterion was just
recently adopted in the State-Aid
Operation Rules Chapter 8820 in
February 2008. It's anticipated that the
data on safety, cost, effectiveness and
etc...will be comparable to other states
with similar criteria. We would
recommend the LRRB research report
2005-39 on the safety and cost-
Suresh Patel MoDOT Yes If operating speed is < 60 MPH, AADT  No Response No No Response Yes I don't know Yes,

is 400 or less per day and bridge does
not end in area of poor geometry then
barrier not provided.

httpz//epg.modot.org/index.php?title=Cate
gory:606_Guardrail_and_Guard_Cable

David Scott New Hampshire No N/A Location of hazards Yes We do recommend the use of "W"beam No N/A Yes, Please contact to obtain a copy of
DOT; Bureau of type guardrail systems for low-volume our current Bridge Design Manual. Rail
Bridge Design road bridges, especially the T101 Texas details may be found at
rail, but we also recommend aluminum rail http/Avww.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/bridgedesi
on low speed roads, which are typically gn/BridgeDesignStandards.htm;
low volume roads. Aluminum rail is http/Avww.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelo
sometimes preferred due to its low pment/bridgedesign/documents.htm
maintenance requirements.
Ray Trujillo New Mexico ~ Yes If the 20-year projected ADT is less than No response Yes Have used moveable concrete barrier No No Response Yes, | can either mail you a hard copy or
DOT Bridge 400 vehicles per day, the railing shall meet railing (K-rail\which has been effective. scan our policy into a pdf file and e-mail
Bureau as a minimum the requirement for This has been used when our District it. My e-mail is listed above.

Performance Level One (PL-1) or other
bridge railing as defined in AASHTO
Guide Specs for Bridge Railing. The
policy is 15 years old, so | am not sure
why 400 vpd was chosen, maybe
because our state is mostly rural and most
of our bridges fall into this category?

offices have excess concrete K-rail.

Arthur New York Yes Traffic barrier is always used, but for low No response Yes We use Thrie beam and box beam Yes Low volume railing standards were issued yes, They are available on the NYSDOT
Yannotti State DOT, volume local roads two simpler barrier systems as well. They are less expensive for the first time in 2001 website. The direct link is below:
Office of systemare allowed. The criteria are less than the standard railings used on state https//ww.nysdot.gov/portal/page/porta
Structures than 500 ADT for one systemand less highways. They have been effective Vmair/business-center/engineering/cadd-

than 1500 ADT for the other

info/drawings/bridge- detail- sheets-usc/rl-
rail-for-low-volume-bridges- usc




Table B.1. Survey Responses (cont.).

Name Agency 1. Does your agency 2. If yes, what are the specific ADT 3. If no, what is the basis for 4. Does your agency recommend or 5. If yes, what are they, why were 6. Have the criteria for determining 7. If yes, have any safety, cost, or 8. May we receive a copy of the
use average daily criteria for requiring traffic barrier  placement of traffic barriers on low-  use protective treatments other than these alternate traffic barrier systems traffic barrier use on low-volume other effects been seen due to the currently policy/ guardrail for traffic
traffic (ADT) to  placement and why was this specific  volume road bridges? "W beam type guardrail systems for chosen for use and have they been roads been modified in the past 10  change in criteria? barriers on low-volume bridges and
determine if traffic ADT value chosen as the threshold? low-volume road bridges? effective? years? current design standards for the
barriers (i.e., bridge approach guardrail?

guardrail) are
required for bridges
located on low-

volume roads?

Guichuru North Carolina  No Note: Traffic Barriers are used on all Type of traffic barrier used is based on  No No Response No No Response Yes,

Muchane  DOT Bridges posted speed limit of the facility http/Aww.ncdot.org/doh/preconstruct/hi
ghway/roadway/policymemos/Design/Sub
regionalTierDesign.pdf

Bryon Fuchs NDDOT; Local No No Response Allnew bridges receive "W"beamtype  No No Response No No Response Yes,

guardrail for low volume roads. http/Aww.dot.nd.gov/manuals/design/de
signmanual/designmanual.htm

Barry South Carolina  No No Response SCDOT typically uses a 32-inch concrete Yes A thrie beam guardrail bridge connector No No Response Yes, See Section 17.6.1 of the SCDOT

Bowers DOT; barrier parapet on all bridges that do not is used at the ends of the concrete barrier Bridge Design Manual

Preconstruction include sidewalks. parapet. (http/Avww.scdot.org/doing/bridge/pdfs/
BD_manual/Files/Chapter_17.pdf) and
Section 805 of the SCDOT Standard
Drawings
(httpZAvww.scdot.org/doing/pdfs/stddra
wings/new_2008/sd08-
09_800_incidental_construction.pdf)

Edward Tennessee No No Response We use traffic barriers on all bridges Yes 'We use open concrete rails, equivalent to Yes Not Quantified Yes,

Wasserman DOT; regardless of traffic count the Kansas corral or solid parapet, http/iww.tdot.state.tn.us/Chief_Enginee

Structures depending on overtopping conditions. On rlengr_library/design/StdDrwgEng_PDFs/
bos or slab bridges we use a guardrail SGR22_031308.pdf
conforming to the Texas T101
JohnHolt  Texas DOT;  No No Response If the bridge is buit by the state, Yes Single Sided Crash Cushions have been  No No Response Yes, TXDOT policy on bridge rails can
Bridge Division regardless of traffic volume, a traffic employed where not enough length was be found in the TXDOT Bridge Railing
barrier that is compliant with NCHRP available to place the usual guardrail Manual, available online at: http/gsd-
Report 350 is used terminal, such as a bridge end in close ultraseek/txdotmanuals/rlg/index.htm
proximity to a driveway. Details can be TXDOT standard drawings for approach
found online at: guardrail can be found online at:
ftpi/ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot- http/Awww.dot.state.tx.us/insdtdot/orgcha
i 0 rt/cmd/cserve/standard/rdwylse.htm
3a.pdf
Bryant Virginia DOT;  Yes ADT is only one of several items we No response No No Response No No Response No Response
Lowery Location and review. We typically handle low volume
Design (ADT approx. 400 per AASHTO)
bridges on a case by case basis.

Ryan Collins Washington; ~ No No Response We use a test level 4 (TL-4) minimum ~ Yes Our first choice is to place concrete No No Response Yes, Our policies do not address low
Bridge and design standard for all bridges regardless barrier on new construction and thrie volumes relative to bridge barrier. Design
Structures of volume. We do occasionally use less beam on retrofits. We do use W-beam guidance can be found in our WSDOT
Office for retrofits where the bridge does not on highway applications which include Design Manual, chapter 710 and

have the strength to support a TL-4 culverts and spans less than 20 feet. 'WSDOT Standard Plans in section C.

system such as a timber deck or thin slab. The WSDOT Bridge Design Manual

Low speeds and accident history have chapter 10 gives recommendations on

also been used to justify a change in guardrail and barrier placement.

retrofit requirements, but not volume. http/Aww.wsdot.wa.gov/Desigr/Standar
ds
http/Amw.wsdot.wa.gov/Design/Policy/
Chapters.htm
http/Aww.wsdot.wa.gov/Publications/M
anuals/M23-50.htm

Gregy Wyoming DOT; No No Response Bridges on low volume roadways utilize  Yes W beam and box beam approach railing  No No Response Yes, Our typical bridge railing details can

Fredrick Bridge program Wyoming's TL3 steel tube open bridge are both considered on a case by case be found at

railing basis http//www.dot.state.wy.us/Default.jsp?s
Code=hombh
Canadian Providence Bridge Owners
Raymond  Alberta Yes Use CSA-S6-06 code Performance No response Yes Deck mounted thrie beam (no curb or 75 Yes Change driven by CSA S6 Canadian Yes,
Yu Transportation; Level requirements based on multi factors mm curb where drainage control Bridge Design Code published in 2000.  http://www.transportation.alberta.ca/Cont
Technical including highway type, speed, ADT, % required). This is a Performance Level 1 Previous experience in W-beam bridge  ent/doctype30/production/S1652-00-
Standards truck, grade, curve, height (TL2) barrier modified from a crash rail with curb in collisions not good. rev3.pdf
Branch tested system.

Non-lowa Counties Bridge Owners

Michael St Clair County Yes We use the AASHTO roadside design ~ No response No No Response No No Response Yes, AASHTO roadside design guide

Clark Road
Commission

guidelines for calculations of clear zones
and barrier need

from the Feds




Table B.1. Survey Responses (cont.).

Name Agency 1. Does your agency 2. If yes, what are the specific ADT 3. If no, what is the basis for 4. Does your agency recommend or 5. If yes, what are they, why were 6. Have the criteria for determining 7. If yes, have any safety, cost, or 8. May we receive a copy of the
use average daily ~ criteria for requiring traffic barrier  placement of traffic barriers onlow-  use protective treatments other than these alternate traffic barrier systems traffic barrier use on low-volume other effects been seen due to the currently policy/ guardrail for traffic
traffic (ADT) to  placement and why was this specific  volume road bridges? "W beam type guardrail systems for chosen for use and have they been roads been modified in the past 10 change in criteria? barriers on low-volume bridges and
determine if traffic ADT value chosen as the threshold? low-volume road bridges? effective? years? current design standards for the
barriers (i.e., bridge approach guardrail?
guardrail) are
required for bridges
located on low-
volume roads?
Wayne lonia County ~ No No Response Safety transition to rigid bridge railing No No Response No No Response Yes, Michigan Department of
Schoonover Road system. Transportation's Road Design Manual
Commission; found on-line at MDOT's website
Michigan
Eugene Collier County; No No Response Deign Standards & Crash history No No Response No No Response No, We do not have a written policy
Calvert Florida Iguideline for low-volume bridges.
Current design standard is Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT)
standard
lowa Counties Bridge Owners
Brian Buchanan No No Response Funding, we use 4 corner rails when No No Response no No Response Yes, Send fax number.
Keierleber  County lowa, federal funds are available, and place rails
Secondary on the bridge only when local funds are
Roads used after documenting no crash history.
Ron Haden Calhoun County Yes 50vpd or less and bridge width 24' or No No Response No No Response Yes, request and | can email or fax
lowa, more -no barrier 51-99vpd and bridge
Secondary width 24' or more -barriers on approach
Roads corners only over 100 vpd and bridge
width of 24'or more - barriers onall 4
corners
David Carroll County No No Response Guardrail is only placed on federally No No Response No No Response No Response
Paulson lowa, funded bridge replacement projects
Secondary
Roads
Robert Cedar County No No Response We place guardrail in accordance to clear No No Response No No Response no
Fangmann  lowa, zone requirements as outlined in County
Secondary Engineers Instructional Memorandum
Roads 3.215
Mary Kelly Cerro Gordo  No No Response We generally use guardrail on hard Yes Cable rail but that would be for protecting No No Response No written policy
County lowa surface roads obstructions, i.e. drainage ways within the
clear zone.
David Cherokee No No Response Width of bridges, & sight distances, No No Response no No Response Being new here | do not know if in fact
Shanahan  County lowa, although we place railing on nearly all of they do have a policy other than trying to
Secondary our bridges put railing on all new bridges
Roads
Tom Clark County  No No Response Has t be BRS/BROS, etc. project No No Response No No Response No written policy
Anderson  lowa
Paul Crawford No No Response County Engineer IM 3.213 No No Response No No Response Yes, IM 3.213 requires the use of
Assman County guardrail at all four corners of new
Secondary bridges constructed on the Farm-to-
Roads Market system. We generally do not use

guardrail on Non FM roads as the ADT
is less than 100 vpd and in many cases
request a design exception on FM roads
with granular surfaces to eliminate the
guardrail. The guardrail create some
challenges with surface water erosion on
granular surfaced roads. We have some
very good examples of guardrail usage on
low volume roads and the associated
issues. It is also important to note that we
have not had any bridge impact accidents
in the county that anyone can remember
(38 year employees). | would be in favor
of revising the criteria thru application of
an updated "risk based" approach




Table B.1. Survey Responses (cont.).

Name Agency 1. Does your agency 2. If yes, what are the specific ADT 3. If no, what is the basis for 4. Does your agency recommendor 5. If yes, what are they, why were 6. Have the criteria for determining 7. If yes, have any safety, cost, or 8. May we receive a copy of the
use average daily ~criteria for requiring traffic barrier  placement of traffic barriers onlow-  use protective treatments other than these alternate traffic barrier systems traffic barrier use on low-volume other effects been seen due to the currently policy/ guardrail for traffic
traffic (ADT) to  placement and why was this specific  volume road bridges? "W beam type guardrail systems for chosen for use and have they been  roads been modified in the past 10 change in criteria? barriers on low-volume bridges and
determine if traffic ADT value chosen as the threshold? low-volume road bridges? effective? years? current design standards for the
barriers (i.e., bridge approach guardrail?
guardrail) are
required for bridges
located on low-
volume roads?
Jim George Dallas County No No Response Generally, .M. 3.213 although practically No No Response No No Response .M. 3.213
lowa, Road speaking, we put barrier on all four
Department corners
Keith Hinds Decatur County No No Response Accident History No No Response No No Response ‘We do not have a written policy at this
lowa time
Dan Ecker  Dickinson Yes As per IADOT design guides and aides  No response Yes Thire beam, cable rail Yes As per IADOT Yes, refer to IADOT memorandum to
County lowa, county engineers
Secondary
Roads
Roger Emmet County  Yes No Specific ADT No response Yes Signage, delineators No No Response No local specific current policy/guidelines
Patocka lowa, County for traffic barriers other than those
Engineer required/recommended by standards
exist.
JD King Fayette County No No Response Pave roadway vs. granular surfaced No We use corner guardrail only on the No No Response No written policy at FCRD, just standard
lowa, Road roadway approach side, not the opposing lane practice
Department side. 2 of 4 corners for granular. Paved =
4 corners
Daniel Davis Fremont County No No Response We probably look more at run off the No No Response No No Response No
lowa, road crash criteria
Secondary
Roads
Tom Stoner Harrison County No No Response Accident data/ available funds No No Response No No Response N/A
lowa, County
Roads
Mike Jones County  No No Response For new bridges, we always place No No Response No No Response We utilize the current road standards for
McClain lowa, approach guardrail at all four corners the IADOT of these installations
Secondary
Roads
Christy Van Keokuk County No No Response Traffic barriers upgraded when bridge is  No Alternate traffic barriers are considered  No No Response Do not have a written policy
Buskirk lowa, Highway rehabilitated or replaced based on ADT, functional classification,
Department and design criteria based on funding
source
Doug Miller Kossuth County No No Response On paved routes, we install guardrailon  No No Response No No Response No, it is not written, see question #4
lowa, Engineers all corners of the bridge. On gravel roads
Office we install guardrail on approach sides
only
Ernest Lee County No No Response Lee County uses I.M. 3.213 (guardrail  No No Response No No Response Lee County has no written policy on this
Steffensmeie lowa, and bridge rail) for all bridges in the since we use the .M. 3.213
r Secondary county (local or farm-to-market) when
Roads reconstruction or resurfacing of roadways
are done. All new bridges no matter what
the traffic volume has approach guardrail
onall four corners.
Steve LinnCounty ~ No N/A We place traffic barriers on all bridges ~ Yes Thrie beam is used as well. We use No N/A Yes, We place traffic barriers as we build
Gannon lowa, concrete barriers of several types new bridges. we place guardrail at each
Secondary corner. We use the current DOT
Roads standard for new bridges built with F-M
or Federal funding. We extend w-beam
with local projects
Jeff Williams Lyon County ~ No No Response Federal aid route or FM route-- No No Response No No Response No written policy
lowa, constructed with federal aid dollars
Secondary
Roads
Jay Davis  Marion County No No Response Some type of barrier is placed on all Yes Sometimes we use thrie beam, in past Yes we have always had a rail installed on all - we have no official policy. typically we
lowa, bridges, barrier may not meet standards channel iron sections have been used bridges, recently we have tried to make  will install thrie beam across the bridge on
Secondary on some projects them stronger and safer 6 inch wide flange beams for posts. At
Roads the bridge ends we transition to W beam

and place a curved section of W beam.
beyond the wing wall. An end section is
used for the end. The W beam s installed
on 6" wood posts




Table B.1. Survey Responses (cont.).

me

Agency 1. Does your agency 2. If yes, what are the specific ADT

use average daily
traffic (ADT) to

criteria for requiring traffic barrier
placement and why was this specific

3. If no, what iis the basis for

4. Does your agency recommend or

5. If yes, what are they, why were

6. Have the criteria for determining

placement of traffic barriers onlow-  use protective treatments other than these alternate traffic barrier systems traffic barrier use on low-volume

volume road bridges?

W' beam type guardrail systems for chosen for use and have they been

roads been modified in the past 10

7. If yes, have any safety, cost, or
other effects been seen due to the
change in criteria?

8. May we receive a copy of the
currently policy/ guardrail for traffic
barriers on low-volume bridges and

determine if traffic ADT value chosen as the threshold? low-volume road bridges? effective? years? current design standards for the
barriers (i.e., bridge approach guardrail?
guardrail) are
required for bridges
located on low-
volume roads?
Royce Marshall County No No Response Guardrail is installed on all new No No Response No No Response Policy is stated in the answer question
Fichtner lowa construction bridges number 4
Thomas Osceola County No No Response Paved road vs. non-paved road No No Response No No Response No, We do not have a written policy
Snyder lowa, Iguideline for low-volume bridges.
Secondary Current design standard is Florida
Roads Department of Transportation (FDOT)
standard
Kurt Bailey Polk County  No No Response Accident History Yes DOT Standards are used for liability No No Response No, have not developed a policy
Public Works, purposes
lowa
Doug Ringgold No No Response Do not place expect new bridges on farm No No Response No No Response No written policy
Coulson County lowa, to market
Secondary
Roads
Steve Akes Union County No No Response Only when performing road No No Response No No Response Do not have a written policy
lowa, County improvements such as grading or paving
Engineers office
Brain Wapello County No No Response All new contracted bridges have IDOT ~ No No Response No No Response We currently do not have a written
Moore lowa, standard guardrail and approach rail. policy. For design we use IDOT
Secondary Accident history is considered for standards and recommendations in the
Roads replacement or upgrade of guardrail of County IM's
existing bridges
David Washington No No Response clear zone recommendations no No Response no No Response No, don't have a policy
Patterson  County lowa,
Secondary
Roads
Lee Bjerke Winneshiek Yes <100 ADT No response No No Response Yes Costs have risen when we changed to No. There is no written policy
County lowa, solely w-beam railings
Secondary
Roads
Mark Nahra Woodbury No No Response No response no No Response no No Response Yes, We utilize IDOT local agency
County lowa, guidelines and design standards for
Secondary determining need for guardrail.
Roads Personally, I put it up on all new bridges

built, unless I build the bridge roadway
wider than the lane width plus clear zone
(box culvert
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Table C.1. AADT frequency data for LVR inventoried bridge population.

AADT
Criteria Unknown (%) 1to 49 (%) 50 to 99(%) 100 to 149 (%) 150 to 199 (%) 200 to 400 (%) Total (%) Known Info
Bridges __ # of inventoried bridges 11 (100%) 9792  (100%) 4337  (100%) 1190 (100%) 520  (100%) 1380  (100%)| 17230 (100%)| 15423
Unknown 11 (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 11 (0%)
AADT (IM  1to 199 (0%) 9792 (100%) 4337 (100%) 1190 (100%) 520 (100%) (0%) 15839 (92%)
Report)  200to0 299 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1380  (100%)| 1380 (8%)
300 to 400 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 37 (3%) 37 (0%)
Unknown 1 (9%) 795 (8%) 483 (11%) 169 (14%) 79 (15%) 280 (20%) 1807 (10%) (-)
1to 20 9 (82%) 4748 (48%) 1482 (34%) 333 (28%) 126 (24%) 148 (11%) 6846 (40%) (44%)
Bridge Width, 20.1to 23.9 (0%) 1993  (20%) 892  (21%) 220  (18%) 85 (16%) 142 (10%) | 3332  (19%) | (22%)
ft (IM Report) 24t027.9 (0%) 1462 (15%) 857 (20%) 206 (17%) 82 (16%) 233 (17%) 2840 (16%) (18%)
2810 29.9 (0%) 412 (4%) 315 (7%) 117 (10%) 67 (13%) 293 (21%) | 1204  (7%) (8%)
30 or greater 1 (9%) 382 (4%) 308 (7%) 145 (12%) 81 (16%) 284 (21%) 1201 (7%) (8%)
1to0 49 6 (55%) 5525  (56%) 2178  (50%) 545  (46%) 214  (41%) 536  (39%) | 9004  (52%)
Bridge 50to 99 3 (27%) 2567 (26%) 943 (22%) 261 (22%) 93 (18%) 235 (17%) 4102 (24%)
Length, ft IM 100to 149 1 (9%) 1144  (12%) 654  (15%) 177  (15%) 93 (18%) 274  (20%) | 2343 (14%)
Report) 1500 199 1 (9%) 349 (4%) 271 (6%) 90 (8%) 54 (10%) 153 (11%) | 918 (5%)
200 or greater (0%) 207 (2%) 291 (7%) 117 (10%) 66 (13%) 182  (13%) | 863 (5%)
Unknown (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%)
Bridgerail not to standard 10 (91%) 7615 (78%) 2927 (67%) 769 (65%) 302 (58%) 689 (50%) 12312 (71%)
Bridgerail meets standards 1 (9%) 1627 (17%) 1087  (25%) 316 (27%) 166 (32%) 508 (37%) 3705 (22%)
Bridgerail not required (0%) 550 (6%) 323 (7%) 105 (9%) 52 (10%) 183 (13%) 1213 (7%)
Unknown (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
Transitions not to standard 10 (91%) 8243 (84%) 3259 (75%) 835 (70%) 317 (61%) 678 (49%) 13342 (77%)
Transitions meet standards 1 (9%) 888 (9%) 715 (16%) 248 (21%) 147 (28%) 519 (38%) 2518 (15%)
Traffic Safety Transitions not required (0%) 661 (7%) 363 (8%) 106 (9%) 56 (11%) 183 (13%) 1369 (8%)
Unknown (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
Approach rail not to standard 10 (91%) 8186 (84%) 3270 (75%) 820 (69%) 305 (59%) 596 (43%) 13187  (77%)
Approach rail meets standards 1 (9%) 950 (10%) 706 (16%) 263 (22%) 161 (31%) 604 (44%) 2685 (16%)
Approach rail not required (0%) 656  (7%) 361 (8%) 106 (9%) 54  (10%) 180  (13%) | 1357  (8%)
Unknown (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) 2 (0%)
Approach ends not to standard 10 (91%) 8239 (84%) 3351 (77%) 856 (72%) 326 (63%) 699 (51%) 13481 (78%)
Approach ends meet standard 1 (9%) 898 (9%) 632 (15%) 228 (19%) 141 (27%) 500 (36%) 2400 (14%)
Approach ends not required (0%) 654 (7%) 354 (8%) 105 (9%) 53 (10%) 181 (13%) 1347 (8%)
Soil surface 7 (64%) 972 (10%) 31 (1%) 1 (0%) 3 (1%) 1 (0%) | 1015  (6%)
Road Surface G.ravel- surface 3 (27%) 8788 (90%) 4200 (97%) 1001 (84%) 297 (57%) 218 (16%) 14507  (84%)
Type Bituminous (0%) 14 (0%) 34 (1%) 55 (5%) 42 (8%) 109  (8%) 254 (1%)
Asphalt 1 (9%) 9 (0%) 50 (1%) 93 (8%) 106 (20%) 671 (49%) 930 (5%)
Concrete (0%) 9 (0%) 2 (1%) 40 (3%) 72 (14%) 381  (28%) | 524  (3%)
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Table C.2. AADT frequency for LVR bridge related crashes.

AADT
Criteria Unknown* 1to 49 (%) 50 to 99(%) 100to 149 (%) 150to 199 (%) 200 to 400 (%) Total (%) Known Info
Crashes  # of bridge related crashes 1 99 (100%) 101 (100%) 40 (100%) 23 (100%) 77 (100%) 341 (100%) 282 270
Unknown 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
AADT(IM  1to 199 99 (100%) 101 (100%) 40 (100%) 23 (100%) (0%) 263 (77%)
Report)  200to 299 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 40 (52%) 40 (12%)
300 to 400 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 37 (48%) 37 (11%)
Unkown 28 (28%) 19 (19%) 7 (18%) 6 (26%) 11 (14%) 71 (21%)
1t020 1 42 (42%) 46 (46%) 16 (40%) 7 (30%) 12 (16%) | 124  (36%) (46%)
Bridge Width, 20.1to0 23.9 11 (11%) 15 (15%) 8 (20%) 3 (13%) 12 (16%) 49 (14%) (18%)
ft (IM Report) 24to 27.9 8 (8%) 15 (15%) 5 (13%) 3 (13%) 13 (17%) 44 (13%) (16%)
28t029.9 5 (5%) 2 (2%) (0%) 2 (9%) 18 (23%) 27 (8%) (10%)
30or greater 5 (5%) 4 (4%) 4 (10%) 2 (9%) 11 (14%) 26 (8%) (10%)
Unknown 26 (26%) 15 (15%) 5 (13%) 6 (26%) 7 (9%) 59 (17%)
1to 49 32 (32%) 34 (34%) 11 (28%) 5 (22%) 14 (18%) 96 (28%) | (34%)
Bridge Length, 50to 99 1 25 (25%) 24 (24%) 12 (30%) 4 (17%) 14 (18%) 80 (23%) | (28%)
ft (IM Report) 100to 149 7 (7%) 13 (13%) 4 (10%) 4 (17%) 23 (30%) 51 (15%) | (18%)
150to 199 7 (7%) 4 (4%) 5 (13%) 1 (4%) 6 (8%) 23 (7%) (8%)
200 or greater 2 (2%) 11 (11%) 3 (8%) 3 (13%) 13 (17%) 32 (9%) (11%)
Unknown 26 (26%) 15 (15%) 5 (13%) 6 (26%) 7 (9%) 59 (17%)
Bridgerail not up to standard 1 53 (54%) 64 (63%) 24 (60%) 10 (43%) 35 (45%) 187 (55%) | (66%)
Bridgerail meets standards 18 (18%) 20 (20%) 11 (28%) 7 (30%) 31 (40%) 87 (26%) | (31%)
Bridgerail not required 2 (2%) 2 (2%) (0%) (0%) 4 (5%) 8 (2%) (3%)
Unknown 26 (26%) 15 (15%) 5 (13%) 6 (26%) 7 (9%) 59 (17%)
Transitions not up to standard 1 61 (62%) 74 (73%) 32 (80%) 10 (43%) 38 (49%) 216 (63%) | (77%)
Transitions meet standards 8 (8%) 9 (9%) 3 (8%) 7 (30%) 28 (36%) 55 (16%) | (20%)
Traffic Safety Transitions not required 4 (4%) 3 (3%) (0%) (0%) 4 (5%) 11 (3%) (4%)
Unknown 26 (26%) 15 (15%) 5 (13%) 6 (26%) 7 (9%) 59 (17%)
Approach rail not up to standard 1 61 (62%) 74 (73%) 32 (80%) 8 (35%) 33 (43%) 209 (61%) | (74%)
Approach rail meets standards 8 (8%) 9 (9%) 3 (8%) 9 (39%) 35 (45%) 64 (19%) | (23%)
Approach rail not required 4 (4%) 3 (3%) (0%) (0%) 2 (3%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Unknown 26 (26%) 15 (15%) 5 (13%) 6 (26%) 7 (9%) 59 (17%)
Approach ends not up to standard 1 61 (62%) 76 (75%) 32 (80%) 8 (35%) 40 (52%) 218 (64%) | (77%)
Approach ends meet standard 8 (8%) 7 (7%) 3 (8%) 9 (39%) 28 (36%) 55 (16%) | (20%)
Approach ends not required 4 (4%) 3 (3%) (0%) (0%) 2 (3%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Soil Surface 5 (5%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 5 (1%)
Road Surface Gravel Surface 1 93 (94%) 97 (96%) 36 (90%) 16 (70%) 15 (19%) 258 (76%)
Type Bituminous 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 3 (8%) 2 (9%) 9 (12%) 17 (5%)
Asphalt (0%) 1 (1%) 1 (3%) (17%) 38 (49%) a4 (13%)
Concrete (0%) 1 (1%) (0%) 1 (4%) 15 (19%) 17 (5%)

*Percentage of crashes are very close to zero or zero
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Table C.2. AADT frequency for LVR bridge crashes (cont.).

AADT

Criteria Unknown* 1to 49 (%) 50 to 99(%) 100to 149 (%) 150to 199 (%) 200 to 400 (%) Total (%)
Fatal Crash 5 (5%) 2 (2%) (0%) (0%) 5 (6%) 12 (4%)
Major Injury 3 (3%) 9 (9%) 4 (10%) (0%) 3 (4%) 19 (6%)
Crash Severity Minor Injury 23 (23%) 24 (24%) 12 (30%) 4 (17%) 18 (23%) 81 (24%)
Possible or unknown 16 (16%) 13 (13%) 6 (15%) 8 (35%) 14 (18%) 57 (17%)
Property Damage only 1 52 (53%) 53 (52%) 18 (45%) 11 (48%) 37 (48%) 172 (50%)
Guardrail (b/n terminal & bridge) 7 (7%) 6 (6%) 2 (5%) 4 (17%) 15 (19%) 34 (10%)
Guardrail (terminal) (4%) 1 (1%) 1 (3%) 1 (4%) 5 (6%) 12 (4%)
Object Struck Guardrail (unclear) 10 (10%) 10 (10%) 1 (3%) 2 (9%) 10 (13%) 33 (10%)
Bridge rail 1 41 (41%) 43 (43%) 15 (38%) 7 (30%) 33 (43%) 140 (41%)
Bridge end 13 (13%) 16 (16%) 11 (28%) 5 (22%) 9 (12%) 54 (16%)
Bridge Unclear 24 (24%) 25 (25%) 10 (25%) 4 (17%) 5 (6%) 68 (20%)
Orderof  Primary Strike 1 9 (95%) 99 (98%) 38 (95%) 23 (100%) 74 (96%) | 329  (96%)
Strike Secondary Strike 5 (5%) 2 (2%) 2 (5%) (0%) 3 (4%) 12 (4%)
# of crashes in Day Light 42 (42%) 45 (45%) 21 (53%) 10 (43%) 35 (45%) 153 (45%)
# of crashes Dusk 5 (5%) 5 (5%) 1 (3%) (0%) (1%) 12 (4%)
# of crashes Dawn 2 (2%) (0%) 1 (3%) (0%) (4%) 6 (2%)
Light # of crashes Dark Roadway Lit 2 (2%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 3 (1%)
Conditions # of crashes Dark Roadway not Lit 1 46 (46%) 47 (47%) 17 (43%) 13 (57%) 37 (48%) 161 (47%)
# of crashes Dark unkown lighting 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
Unknown 1 (1%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 2 (1%)
Not Reported (0%) 2 (2%) (0%) (0%) 1 (1%) 3 (1%)

*Percentage of crashes are very close to zero or zero



G-

Table C.2. AADT frequency for LVR bridge crashes (cont.).

AADT

Criteria Unknown* 1to 49 (%) 50 to 99(%) 100to 149 (%) 150 to 199 (%) 200 to 400 (%) Total (%)
# of crashes on Clear day 41 (41%) 56 (55%) 27 (68%) 11 (48%) 40 (52%) 175 (51%)
# of crashes on partly cloudy day 22 (22%) 14 (14%) 7 (18%) 2 (9%) 12 (16%) 57 (17%)
# of crashes on a cloudy day 1 10 (10%) 10 (10%) 3 (8%) 3 (13%) 6 (8%) 33 (10%)
# of crashes on a Foggy day 4 (4%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 5 (1%)
# of crashes on Misty day 3 (3%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 2 (3%) 5 (1%)
Weather # of crashes on Rainy day 2 (2%) 3 (3%) (0%) (0%) 4 (5%) 9 (3%)
Condition #1 # of crashes with Sleet/hail 2 (2%) 2 (2%) (0%) 1 (4%) 2 (3%) 7 (2%)
# of crashes on snowy day 2 (2%) 5 (5%) 1 (3%) 4 (17%) 5 (6%) 17 (5%)
# of crashes on Severe Winds 2 (2%) 2 (2%) (0%) (0%) 2 (3%) 6 (2%)
# of crashes w/ Blowing Soil/Snow (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
# of crashes condition not reported 3 (3%) 3 (3%) (0%) 1 (4%) 1 (1%) 8 (2%)
Other (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
# of crashes unknown 8 (8%) 5 (5%) (0%) 1 (4%) 3 (4%) 17 (5%)
# of crashes on dry surface 1 43 (43%) 41 (41%) 18 (45%) 8 (35%) 47 (61%) 158 (46%)
# of crashes on wet surface 5 (5%) 2 (2%) (0%) 1 (4%) 4 (5%) 12 (4%)
# of crashes on icy surface 4 (4%) 11 (11%) 6 (15%) 2 (9%) 7 (9%) 30 (9%)
Driving # of crashes on snowy surface 6 (6%) 8 (8%) 2 (5%) 4 (17%) 4 (5%) 24 (7%)
Surface # of crashes on slushy surface 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (3%) 1 (4%) 4 (5%) 8 (2%)
Conditions # of crashes on dirt/oil/gravel 38 (38%) 33 (33%) 12 (30%) 6 (26%) 6 (8%) 95 (28%)
other (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) (0%) 2 (3%) 3 (1%)
Unknown 1 (1%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) 1 (1%) 3 (1%)
Not Reported 1 (1%) 4 (4%) (0%) 1 (4%) 2 (3%) 8 (2%)

*Percentage of crashes are very close to zero or zero
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Table C.4. Bridge width frequency for LVR bridge crashes.

Bridge Width, ft (IM Report)

Criteria Unknown 1to 20 (%) 20.1t0 23.9 (%) 2410 27.9 (%) 280 29.9 (%) 30 or greater (%) Total (%) Known Info
Crashes  #of bridge related crashes 71 (100%) 124 (100%) 49 (100%) 44 (100%) 27 (100%) 26 (100%) 341 (100%)| 282 270
Unknown (0%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
1to 49 28 (39%) 42 (34%) 11 (22%) 8 (18%) 5 (19%) 5 (19%) 99 (29%)
AADT 50to 99 19 (27%) 46 (37%) 15 (31%) 15 (34%) 2 (7%) 4 (15%) 101 (30%)
100 to 149 7 (10%) 16 (13%) 8 (16%) 5 (11%) (0%) 4 (15%) 40 (12%)
150to 199 6 (8%) 7 (6%) 3 (6%) 3 (7%) 2 (7%) 2 (8%) 23 (7%)
200 to 400 11 (15%) 12 (10%) 12 (24%) 13 (30%) 18 (67%) 11 (42%) 77 (23%)
Inknown 71 (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 71 (21%)
1t09.9 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 0 (0%) (0%)
10to 14.9 (0%) 6 (5%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 6 (2%) (2%)
Bridge Width, 15to 19.9 (0%) 83 (67%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 83 (24%) (31%)
ft 20t0 24.9 (0%) 35 (28%) 49 (100%) 32 (73%) (0%) (0%) 116 (34%) (43%)
25t0 30 (0%) (0%) (0%) 12 (27%) 27 (100%) (0%) 39 (11%) (14%)
30to 34.9 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 23 (88%) 23 (7%) (9%)
35 or greater (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 3 (12%) 3 (1%) (1%)
Unknown 59 (83%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
1to 49 12 (17%) 45 (36%) 20 (41%) 14 (32%) 3 (11%) 2 (8%) 9% (28%) | (34%)
Bridge Length, 50to 99 (0%) 45 (36%) 9 (18%) 11 (25%) 10 (37%) 5 (19%) 80 (23%) | (28%)
ft (IM Report) 100to 149 (0%) 13 (10%) 12 (24%) 9 (20%) 12 (44%) 5 (19%) 51 (15%) | (18%)
150 to 199 (0%) 9 (7%) 6 (12%) 4 (9%) (0%) 4 (15%) 23 (7%) | (8%)
200 or greater (0%) 12 (10%) 2 (4%) 6 (14%) 2 (7%) 10 (38%) 32 (9%) (11%)
Unknown 59 (83%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Bridgerail not up to standard 2 (3%) 99 (80%) 34 (69%) 29 (66%) 15 (56%) 8 (31%) 187 (55%) | (66%)
Bridgerail meets standards 3 (4%) 25 (20%) 15 (31%) 15 (34%) 12 (44%) 17 (65%) 87 (26%) | (31%)
Bridgerail not required 7 (10%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 8 (2%) (3%)
Unknown 59 (83%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Transitions not up to standard 4 (6%) 112 (90%) 36 (73%) 33 (75%) 18 (67%) 13 (50%) 216 (63%) | (77%)
Transitions meet standards 1 (1%) 9 (7%) 13 (27%) 11 (25%) 9 (33%) 12 (46%) 55 (16%) | (20%)
. Transitions not required 7 (10%) 3 (2%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 11 (3%) (4%)
Traffic Safety
Unknown 59 (83%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Approach rail not up to standard 4 (6%) 116 (94%) 38 (78%) 28 (64%) 14 (52%) 9 (35%) 209 (61%) | (74%)
Approach rail meets standards 3 (4%) 5 (4%) 11 (22%) 16 (36%) 13 (48%) 16 (62%) 64 (19%) | (23%)
Approach rail not required 5 (7%) 3 (2%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Unknown 59 (83%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Approach ends not up to standard 4 (6%) 116 (94%) 38 (78%) 31 (70%) 16 (59%) 13 (50%) 218 (64%) | (77%)
Approach ends meet standard 3 (4%) 5 (4%) 11 (22%) 13 (30%) 11 (41%) 12 (46%) 55 (16%) | (20%)
Approach ends not required 5 (7%) 3 (2%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Soil Surface 3 (4%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 5 (1%)
Road Surface Gravel Surface 57 (80%) 112 (90%) 39 (80%) 30 (68%) 7 (26%) 13 (50%) 258 (76%)
Type Bituminous 3 (4%) 8 (6%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 3 (12%) 17 (5%)
Asphalt 7 (10%) 2 (2%) 8 (16%) 9 (20%) 15 (56%) 3 (12%) 44 (13%)
Concrete 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 4 (9%) 4 (15%) 6 (23%) 17 (5%)
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Table C.4. Bridge width frequency for LVR bridge crashes (cont.).

Bridge Width, ft (IM Report)

Criteria Unknown 1to 20 (%) 20.1to 23.9 (%) 24 t0 27.9 (%) 2810 29.9 (%) 30 or greater (%) Total (%)
# of crashes on Clear day 37 (52%) 58 (47%) 29 (59%) 22 (50%) 14 (52%) 15 (58%) 175 (51%)
# of crashes on partly cloudy day 11 (15%) 24 (19%) 4 (8%) 7 (16%) 6 (22%) 5 57 (17%)
# of crashes on a cloudy day 6 (8%) 15 (12%) 4 (8%) 4 (9%) 4 (15%) 33 (10%)
# of crashes on a Foggy day (0%) 3 (2%) 1 (2%) (0%) (0%) 1 5 (1%)
# of crashes on Misty day 1 (1%) 1 (1%) (0%) 2 (5%) (0%) 1 5 (1%)
Weather Of crashes on Rainy day 1 (1%) 5 (4%) 2 (4%) 1 (2%) (0%) 9 (3%
Condition #1 # of crashes with Sleet/hail 2 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 1 7 (2%)
# of crashes on snowy day 5 (7%) 4 (3%) 2 (4%) 2 (5%) 2 (7%) 2 17 (5%)
# of crashes on Severe Winds 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) (0%) 1 6 (2%)
# of crashes w/ Blowing Soil/Snow (0%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
# of crashes condition not reported 2 (3%) 2 (2%) 2 (4%) 2 (5%) (0%) 8 (2%)
Other (0%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
# of crashes unknown 5 (7%) 7 (6%) 3 (6%) 2 (5%) (0%) 17 (5%)
# of crashes on dry surface 33 (46%) 54 (44%) 27 (55%) 20 (45%) 14 (52%) 10 158 (46%)
# of crashes on wet surface 1 (1%) 4 (3%) 3 (6%) 2 (5%) (0%) 2 12 (4%)
# of crashes on icy surface 3 (4%) 13 (10%) 1 (2%) 5 (11%) 4 (15%) 4 30 (9%)
. # of crashes on snowy surface 7 (10%) 5 (4%) 4 (8%) 3 (7%) 2 (7%) 3 24 (7%)
Driving Surface
Conditions # of crashes on slushy surface 2 (3%) 2 (2%) (0%) 2 (5%) 1 (4%) 1 8 (2%)
# of crashes on dirt/oil/gravel 22 (31%) 45 (36%) 12 (24%) 6 (14%) 4 (15%) 6 95 (28%)
other (0%) (0%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 3 (1%)
Unknown 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 3 (1%)
Not Reported 2 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 4 (9%) (0%) 8 (2%)
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Table C.6. Bridge Length frequency for LVR bridge crashes.

Bridge Length, ft (IM Report)

Criteria Unknown (%) 1to 49 (%) 50 to 99 (%) 100 to 149 (%) 150 to 199 (%) 200 or more (%) Total (%) Known Info
Crashes  #fo bridge related crashes 59 (100%) 96 (100%) 80 (100%) 51  (100%) 23 (100%) 32 (100%)| 341 (100%)| 282 270
Unknown (0%) (0%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
1to 49 26 (44%) 32 (33%) 25 (31%) 7 (14%) 7 (30%) 2 (6%) | 99  (29%)
AADT 50to 99 15 (25%) 34  (35%) 24  (30%) 13 (25%) 4 (17%) 11 (34%) | 101  (30%)
100 to 149 5 (8%) 11  (11%) 12 (15%) 4 (8%) 5 (22%) 3 (9%) | 40  (12%)
150to 199 6  (10%) 5 (5%) 4 (5%) 4 (8%) 1 (4%) 3 (9%) | 23 (7%)
200 to 400 7 (12%) 14 (15%) 14 (18%) 23 (45%) 6 (26%) 13 (41%) 77 (23%)
Unknown 59 (100%) 12 (13%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) | 71 (21%)
1t020 (0%) 45 (47%) 45 (56%) 13 (25%) 9 (39%) 12 (38%) | 124  (36%) (46%)
Bridge Width, 20.1to 23.9 (0%) 20 (21%) 9 (11%) 12 (24%) 6 (26%) 2 (6%) 49 (14%) (18%)
ft (IM Report) 24to27.9 (0%) 14 (15%) 11 (14%) 9 (18%) 4 (17%) 6 (19%) 44 (13%) (16%)
2810 29.9 (0%) 3 (3%) 10 (13%) 12 (24%) (0%) 2 (6%) 27 (8%) (10%)
30 or greater (0%) 2 (2%) 5 (6%) 5 (10%) 4 (17%) 10 (31%) 26 (8%) (10%)
Unknown 59  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
1to 49 (0%) 9%  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 96 (28%) | (34%)
Bridge Length, 50to 99 (0%) (0%) 80  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) | 80  (23%) | (28%)
ft (IM Report) 100 to 149 (0%) (0%) (0%) 51  (100%) (0%) (0%) | 51 (15%) | (18%)
150 to 199 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 23 (100%) (0%) | 223 (65%) | (79%)
200 or greater (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 32 (100%)| 32 (9%) (11%)
Unknown 59  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Bridgerail not up to standard (0%) 71 (74%) 56 (70%) 26 (51%) 17 (74%) 17 (53%) 187  (55%) | (66%)
Bridgerail meets standards (0%) 18 (19%) 23 (29%) 25 (49%) 6 (26%) 15 (47%) 87 (26%) | (31%)
Bridgerail not required (0%) 7 (7%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 8 (2%) (3%)
Unknown 59  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Transitions not up to standard (0%) 77 (80%) 69 (86%) 29 (57%) 17 (74%) 24 (75%) 216 (63%) | (77%)
Transitions meet standards (0%) 11 (11%) 9 (11%) 22 (43%) (22%) 8 (25%) 55 (16%) | (20%)
Traffic Safety Transitions not required (0%) 8 (8%) 2 (3%) (0%) (4%) (0%) 11 (3%) (4%)
Unknown 59  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) | 59  (17%)
Approach rail not up to standard (0%) 76 (79%) 67 (84%) 28 (55%) 18 (78%) 20 (63%) | 209 (61%) | (74%)
Approach rail meets standards (0%) 14 (15%) 11 (14%) 23 (45%) 4 (17%) 12 (38%) 64 (19%) | (23%)
Approach rail not required (0%) 6 (6%) 2 (3%) (0%) 1 (4%) (0%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Unknown 59  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Approach ends not up to standard (0%) 78 (81%) 68 (85%) 31 (61%) 18 (78%) 23 (72%) 218  (64%) | (77%)
Approach ends meet standard (0%) 12 (13%) 10 (13%) 20 (39%) 4 (17%) 9 (28%) 55 (16%) | (20%)
Approach ends not required (0%) (6%) 2 (3%) (0%) 1 (4%) (0%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Soil Surface 3 (5%) (1%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 5 (1%)
Road Surface Gravel Surface 49 (83%) 79 (82%) 60 (75%) 28 (55%) 20 (87%) 22 (69%) | 258  (76%)
Type Bituminous 3 (5%) (0%) 8 (10%) 5 (10%) (0%) 1 (3%) 17 (5%)
Asphalt 3 (5%) 14 (15%) 9 (11%) 14 (27%) 1 (4%) 3 (9%) 44 (13%)
Concrete 1 (2%) 2 (2%) 2 (3%) 4 (8%) 2 (9%) 6 (19%) | 17 (5%)
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Table C.2. AADT frequency for LVR bridge crashes (cont.).

AADT

Criteria Unknown* 1to 49 (%) 50 to 99(%) 100to 149 (%) 150 to 199 (%) 200 to 400 (%) Total (%)
# of crashes on Clear day 41 (41%) 56 (55%) 27 (68%) 11 (48%) 40 (52%) 175 (51%)
# of crashes on partly cloudy day 22 (22%) 14 (14%) 7 (18%) 2 (9%) 12 (16%) 57 (17%)
# of crashes on a cloudy day 1 10 (10%) 10 (10%) 3 (8%) 3 (13%) 6 (8%) 33 (10%)
# of crashes on a Foggy day 4 (4%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 5 (1%)
# of crashes on Misty day 3 (3%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 2 (3%) 5 (1%)
Weather # of crashes on Rainy day 2 (2%) 3 (3%) (0%) (0%) 4 (5%) 9 (3%)
Condition #1 # of crashes with Sleet/hail 2 (2%) 2 (2%) (0%) 1 (4%) 2 (3%) 7 (2%)
# of crashes on snowy day 2 (2%) 5 (5%) 1 (3%) 4 (17%) 5 (6%) 17 (5%)
# of crashes on Severe Winds 2 (2%) 2 (2%) (0%) (0%) 2 (3%) 6 (2%)
# of crashes w/ Blowing Soil/Snow (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
# of crashes condition not reported 3 (3%) 3 (3%) (0%) 1 (4%) 1 (1%) 8 (2%)
Other (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
# of crashes unknown 8 (8%) 5 (5%) (0%) 1 (4%) 3 (4%) 17 (5%)
# of crashes on dry surface 1 43 (43%) 41 (41%) 18 (45%) 8 (35%) 47 (61%) 158 (46%)
# of crashes on wet surface 5 (5%) 2 (2%) (0%) 1 (4%) 4 (5%) 12 (4%)
# of crashes on icy surface 4 (4%) 11 (11%) 6 (15%) 2 (9%) 7 (9%) 30 (9%)
Driving # of crashes on snowy surface 6 (6%) 8 (8%) 2 (5%) 4 (17%) 4 (5%) 24 (7%)
Surface # of crashes on slushy surface 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (3%) 1 (4%) 4 (5%) 8 (2%)
Conditions # of crashes on dirt/oil/gravel 38 (38%) 33 (33%) 12 (30%) 6 (26%) 6 (8%) 95 (28%)
other (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) (0%) 2 (3%) 3 (1%)
Unknown 1 (1%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) 1 (1%) 3 (1%)
Not Reported 1 (1%) 4 (4%) (0%) 1 (4%) 2 (3%) 8 (2%)

*Percentage of crashes are very close to zero or zero
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Table C.3. Bridge width frequency data for LVR inventoried bridge population.

Bridge Width, ft (IM Report)

Criteria Unknown (%) 1to 20 (%) 20.1to 23.9 (%) 24 to 27.9 (%) 2810 29.9 (%) 30 or greater (%) Total (%) Known Info
Bridges  # of inventoried bridges 1,807  (100%) 6,846  (100%) 3,332 (100%) 2,840  (100%) 1,204 (100%) 1,201 (100%) | 17230 (100%)| 15423
Unknown 1 (0%) 9 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) 11 (0%)
1to 49 795 (44%) 4748 (69%) 1993 (60%) 1462 (51%) 412 (34%) 382 (32%) 9792 (57%)
appr | 50t099 483 (27%) 1482 (22%) 892 (27%) 857 (30%) 315 (26%) 308 (26%) 4337 (25%)
100 to 149 169 (9%) 333 (5%) 220 (7%) 206 (7%) 117 (10%) 145 (12%) 1190  (7%)
150 to 199 79 (4%) 126 (2%) 85 (3%) 82 (3%) 67 (6%) 81 (7%) 520 (3%)
200 to 400 280 (15%) 148 (2%) 142 (4%) 233 (8%) 293 (24%) 284 (24%) 1380  (8%)
Unknown 1807  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1807  (10%) ()
1t09.9 (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) (0%)
10to 14.9 (0%) 183 (3%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 183 (1%) (1%)
Bridge Width, 15to 19.9 (0%) 4749 (69%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 4749 (28%) (31%)
ft 20t0 24.9 (0%) 1913 (28%) 3332 (100%) 2034 (72%) (0%) (0%) 7279 (42%) | (47%)
25t030 (0%) (0%) (0%) 806 (28%) 1204 (100%) (0%) 2010 (12%) | (13%)
30to 34.9 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1145 (95%) 1145  (7%) (7%)
35 or greater (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 56 (5%) 56 (0%) (0%)
1to 49 1748 (97%) 3652 (53%) 1841 (55%) 1209 (43%) 308 (26%) 246 (20%) 9004  (52%)
Bridge 50to 99 55 (3%) 1984 (29%) 806 (24%) 628 (22%) 333 (28%) 296 (25%) 4102 (24%)
Length, ft (IM 100to 149 2 (0%) 692 (10%) 397 (12%) 612 (22%) 320 (27%) 320 (27%) 2343 (14%)
Report) 15010 199 2 (0%) 325 (5%) 147 (4%) 211 (7%) 105 (9%) 128 (11%) 918 (5%)
200 or greater (0%) 193 (3%) 141 (4%) 180 (6%) 138 (11%) 211 (18%) 863 (5%)
Unknown (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%)
Bridgerail not to standard 469 (26%) 6137 (90%) 2624 (79%) 1799 (63%) 755 (63%) 528 (44%) 12312 (71%)
Bridgerail meets standards 151 (8%) 705 (10%) 707 (21%) 1034  (36%) 447 (37%) 661 (55%) 3705 (22%)
Bridgerail not required 1187 (66%) 4 (0%) 1 (0%) 7 (0%) 2 (0%) 12 (1%) 1213 (7%)
Unknown (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
Transitions not up to standard 459 (25%) 6423 (94%) 2917 (88%) 2047 (72%) 825 (69%) 671 (56%) 13342 (77%)
Transitions meet standards 163 (9%) 303 (4%) 398 (12%) 778 (27%) 365 (30%) 511 (43%) 2518 (15%)
Traffic Safety JT20Siions not required 1185 (66%) 120 (2%) 17 (1%) 14 (0%) 14 (1%) 19 (2%) 1369 (8%)
Unknown (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
Approach rail not to standard 456 (25%) 6445 (94%) 2924 (88%) 1984 (70%) 788 (65%) 590 (49%) 13187  (77%)
Approach rail meets standards 174 (10%) 285 (4%) 391 (12%) 841 (30%) 402 (33%) 592 (49%) 2685 (16%)
Approach rail not required 1177 (65%) 116 (2%) 17 (1%) 14 (0%) 14 (1%) 19 (2%) 1357 (8%)
Unknown (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) 2 (0%)
Approach ends not to standard 460 (25%) 6458 (94%) 2942 (88%) 2086 (73%) 848 (70%) 687 (57%) 13481  (78%)
Approach ends meet standard 168 (9%) 269 (4%) 381 (11%) 738 (26%) 343 (28%) 501 (42%) 2400 (14%)
Approach ends not required 1179 (65%) 118 (2%) 9 (0%) 15 (1%) 13 (1%) 13 (1%) 1347 (8%)
Soil surface 2 (1%) 792 (12%) 122 (4%) 58 (2%) 4 (0%) 17 (1%) 1015  (6%)
Rond Surface Cre! surace 1423 (79%) 5885 (86%) 3035 (91%) 2491 (88%) 850 (71%) 823 (69%) 14507  (84%)
Type Bituminous 46 (3%) 74 (1%) 38 (1%) 48 (2%) 21 (2%) 27 (2%) 254 (1%)
Asphalt 208 (12%) 61 (1%) 93 (3%) 171 (6%) 215 (18%) 182 (15%) 930 (5%)
Concrete 108 (6%) 34 (0%) a4 (1%) 72 (3%) 114 (9%) 152 (13%) 524 (3%)
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Table C.4. Bridge width frequency for LVR bridge crashes.

Bridge Width, ft (IM Report)

Criteria Unknown 1to 20 (%) 20.1t0 23.9 (%) 2410 27.9 (%) 280 29.9 (%) 30 or greater (%) Total (%) Known Info
Crashes  #of bridge related crashes 71 (100%) 124 (100%) 49 (100%) 44 (100%) 27 (100%) 26 (100%) 341 (100%)| 282 270
Unknown (0%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
1to 49 28 (39%) 42 (34%) 11 (22%) 8 (18%) 5 (19%) 5 (19%) 99 (29%)
AADT 50to 99 19 (27%) 46 (37%) 15 (31%) 15 (34%) 2 (7%) 4 (15%) 101 (30%)
100 to 149 7 (10%) 16 (13%) 8 (16%) 5 (11%) (0%) 4 (15%) 40 (12%)
150to 199 6 (8%) 7 (6%) 3 (6%) 3 (7%) 2 (7%) 2 (8%) 23 (7%)
200 to 400 11 (15%) 12 (10%) 12 (24%) 13 (30%) 18 (67%) 11 (42%) 77 (23%)
Inknown 71 (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 71 (21%)
1t09.9 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 0 (0%) (0%)
10to 14.9 (0%) 6 (5%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 6 (2%) (2%)
Bridge Width, 15to 19.9 (0%) 83 (67%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 83 (24%) (31%)
ft 20t0 24.9 (0%) 35 (28%) 49 (100%) 32 (73%) (0%) (0%) 116 (34%) (43%)
25t0 30 (0%) (0%) (0%) 12 (27%) 27 (100%) (0%) 39 (11%) (14%)
30to 34.9 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 23 (88%) 23 (7%) (9%)
35 or greater (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 3 (12%) 3 (1%) (1%)
Unknown 59 (83%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
1to 49 12 (17%) 45 (36%) 20 (41%) 14 (32%) 3 (11%) 2 (8%) 9% (28%) | (34%)
Bridge Length, 50to 99 (0%) 45 (36%) 9 (18%) 11 (25%) 10 (37%) 5 (19%) 80 (23%) | (28%)
ft (IM Report) 100to 149 (0%) 13 (10%) 12 (24%) 9 (20%) 12 (44%) 5 (19%) 51 (15%) | (18%)
150 to 199 (0%) 9 (7%) 6 (12%) 4 (9%) (0%) 4 (15%) 23 (7%) | (8%)
200 or greater (0%) 12 (10%) 2 (4%) 6 (14%) 2 (7%) 10 (38%) 32 (9%) (11%)
Unknown 59 (83%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Bridgerail not up to standard 2 (3%) 99 (80%) 34 (69%) 29 (66%) 15 (56%) 8 (31%) 187 (55%) | (66%)
Bridgerail meets standards 3 (4%) 25 (20%) 15 (31%) 15 (34%) 12 (44%) 17 (65%) 87 (26%) | (31%)
Bridgerail not required 7 (10%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 8 (2%) (3%)
Unknown 59 (83%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Transitions not up to standard 4 (6%) 112 (90%) 36 (73%) 33 (75%) 18 (67%) 13 (50%) 216 (63%) | (77%)
Transitions meet standards 1 (1%) 9 (7%) 13 (27%) 11 (25%) 9 (33%) 12 (46%) 55 (16%) | (20%)
. Transitions not required 7 (10%) 3 (2%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 11 (3%) (4%)
Traffic Safety
Unknown 59 (83%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Approach rail not up to standard 4 (6%) 116 (94%) 38 (78%) 28 (64%) 14 (52%) 9 (35%) 209 (61%) | (74%)
Approach rail meets standards 3 (4%) 5 (4%) 11 (22%) 16 (36%) 13 (48%) 16 (62%) 64 (19%) | (23%)
Approach rail not required 5 (7%) 3 (2%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Unknown 59 (83%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Approach ends not up to standard 4 (6%) 116 (94%) 38 (78%) 31 (70%) 16 (59%) 13 (50%) 218 (64%) | (77%)
Approach ends meet standard 3 (4%) 5 (4%) 11 (22%) 13 (30%) 11 (41%) 12 (46%) 55 (16%) | (20%)
Approach ends not required 5 (7%) 3 (2%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Soil Surface 3 (4%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 5 (1%)
Road Surface Gravel Surface 57 (80%) 112 (90%) 39 (80%) 30 (68%) 7 (26%) 13 (50%) 258 (76%)
Type Bituminous 3 (4%) 8 (6%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 3 (12%) 17 (5%)
Asphalt 7 (10%) 2 (2%) 8 (16%) 9 (20%) 15 (56%) 3 (12%) 44 (13%)
Concrete 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 4 (9%) 4 (15%) 6 (23%) 17 (5%)
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Table C.4. Bridge width frequency for LVR bridge crashes (cont.).
Bridge Width, ft (IM Report)
Criteria Unknown 1to 20 (%) 20.1to0 23.9 (%) 24t0 27.9 (%) 2810 29.9 (%) 30 or greater (%) Total (%)
Fatal Crash 3 (4%) 3 (2%) 3 (6%) (0%) 2 (7%) 1 (4%) 12 (4%)
Major Injury 3 (4%) 11 (9%) 2 (4%) 2 (5%) 1 (4%) (0%) 19 (6%)
Crash Severity Minor Injury 16 (23%) 27 (22%) 12 (24%) 11 (25%) 9 (33%) 6 (23%) 81 (24%)
Possible or unknown 10 (14%) 24 (19%) 12 (24%) 5 (11%) 2 (7%) 4 (15%) 57 (17%)
Property Damage only 39 (55%) 59 (48%) 20 (41%) 26 (59%) 13 (48%) 15 (58%) 172 (50%)
Guardrail (b/n terminal & bridge) 9 (13%) 8 (6%) 2 (4%) 6 (14%) 2 (7%) 7 (27%) 34 (10%)
Guardrail (terminal) 4 (6%) 3 (2%) 2 (4%) (0%) 1 (4%) 2 (8%) 12 (4%)
Object Struck Guardrail (unclear) 5 (7%) 10 (8%) 4 (8%) 6 (14%) 6 (22%) 2 (8%) 33 (10%)
Bridge rail 28 (39%) 54 (44%) 18 (37%) 19 (43%) 12 (44%) 9 (35%) 140 (41%)
Bridge end 14 (20%) 21 (17%) 10 (20%) 4 (9%) 2 (7%) 3 (12%) 54 (16%)
Bridge Unclear 11 (15%) 28 (23%) 13 (27%) 9 (20%) 4 (15%) 3 (12%) 68 (20%)
Orderof strike P1MaTY Strike 69 (97%) 121 (98%) 49 (100%) 43 (98%) 23 (85%) 24 (92%) 329 (96%)
Secondary Strike 2 (3%) 3 (2%) (0%) 1 (2%) 4 (15%) 2 (8%) 12 (4%)
# of crashes in Day Light 25 (35%) 57 (46%) 26 (53%) 18 (41%) 14 (52%) 13 (50%) 153 (45%)
# of crashes Dusk 2 (3%) 6 (5%) 1 (2%) 2 (5%) (0%) 1 (4%) 12 (4%)
# of crashes Dawn 2 (3%) 2 (2%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 6 (2%)
Light # of crashes Dark Roadway Lit (0%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) (0%) (0%) 3 (1%)
Conditions  # of crashes Dark Roadway not Lit 40 (56%) 58 (47%) 20 (41%) 21 (48%) 12 (44%) 10 (38%) 161 (47%)
# of crashes Dark unkown lighting (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) (0%)
Unknown 2 (3%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 2 (1%)
Not Reported (0%) (0%) 1 (2%) 2 (5%) (0%) (0%) 3 (1%)
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Table C.4. Bridge width frequency for LVR bridge crashes (cont.).

Bridge Width, ft (IM Report)

Criteria Unknown 1to 20 (%) 20.1to 23.9 (%) 24 t0 27.9 (%) 2810 29.9 (%) 30 or greater (%) Total (%)
# of crashes on Clear day 37 (52%) 58 (47%) 29 (59%) 22 (50%) 14 (52%) 15 (58%) 175 (51%)
# of crashes on partly cloudy day 11 (15%) 24 (19%) 4 (8%) 7 (16%) 6 (22%) 5 57 (17%)
# of crashes on a cloudy day 6 (8%) 15 (12%) 4 (8%) 4 (9%) 4 (15%) 33 (10%)
# of crashes on a Foggy day (0%) 3 (2%) 1 (2%) (0%) (0%) 1 5 (1%)
# of crashes on Misty day 1 (1%) 1 (1%) (0%) 2 (5%) (0%) 1 5 (1%)
Weather Of crashes on Rainy day 1 (1%) 5 (4%) 2 (4%) 1 (2%) (0%) 9 (3%
Condition #1 # of crashes with Sleet/hail 2 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 1 7 (2%)
# of crashes on snowy day 5 (7%) 4 (3%) 2 (4%) 2 (5%) 2 (7%) 2 17 (5%)
# of crashes on Severe Winds 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) (0%) 1 6 (2%)
# of crashes w/ Blowing Soil/Snow (0%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
# of crashes condition not reported 2 (3%) 2 (2%) 2 (4%) 2 (5%) (0%) 8 (2%)
Other (0%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
# of crashes unknown 5 (7%) 7 (6%) 3 (6%) 2 (5%) (0%) 17 (5%)
# of crashes on dry surface 33 (46%) 54 (44%) 27 (55%) 20 (45%) 14 (52%) 10 158 (46%)
# of crashes on wet surface 1 (1%) 4 (3%) 3 (6%) 2 (5%) (0%) 2 12 (4%)
# of crashes on icy surface 3 (4%) 13 (10%) 1 (2%) 5 (11%) 4 (15%) 4 30 (9%)
. # of crashes on snowy surface 7 (10%) 5 (4%) 4 (8%) 3 (7%) 2 (7%) 3 24 (7%)
Driving Surface
Conditions # of crashes on slushy surface 2 (3%) 2 (2%) (0%) 2 (5%) 1 (4%) 1 8 (2%)
# of crashes on dirt/oil/gravel 22 (31%) 45 (36%) 12 (24%) 6 (14%) 4 (15%) 6 95 (28%)
other (0%) (0%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 3 (1%)
Unknown 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 3 (1%)
Not Reported 2 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 4 (9%) (0%) 8 (2%)
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Table C.5. Bridge length frequency data for LVR inventoried bridge population.

Bridge Length, ft (IM Report)

Criteria 1to 49 (%) 50 to 99(%) 100 to 149 (%) 150 to 199 (%) 200 or greater (%) Total (%) Known Info
Bridges # of inventoried bridges 9004 (100%) 4102 (100%) 2343 (100%) 918 (100%) 863 (100%) 17230 (100%) 15423
Unknown 6 (0%) 3 (0%) 1 (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) 11 (0%)
1to 49 5525 (61%) 2567 (63%) 1144 (49%) 349 (38%) 207 (24%) 9792 (57%)
AADT 50to 99 2178 (24%) 943 (23%) 654 (28%) 271 (30%) 291 (34%) 4337 (25%)
100 to 149 545 (6%) 261 (6%) 177 (8%) 90 (10%) 117 (14%) 1190 (7%)
150 to 199 214 (2%) 93 (2%) 93 (4%) 54 (6%) 66 (8%) 520 (3%)
200 to 400 536 (6%) 235 (6%) 274 (12%) 153 (17%) 182 (21%) 1380 (8%)
Unknown 1748 (19%) 55 (1%) 2 (0%) 2 (0%) (0%) 1807 (10%) (-)
1to 20 3652 (41%) 1984 (48%) 692 (30%) 325 (35%) 193 (22%) 6846 (40%) (44%)
Bridge Width, 20.1to 23.9 1841 (20%) 806 (20%) 397 (17%) 147 (16%) 141 (16%) 3332 (19%) (22%)
ft (IM Report) 2410 27.9 1209 (13%) 628 (15%) 612 (26%) 211 (23%) 180 (21%) 2840 (16%) (18%)
28t029.9 308 (3%) 333 (8%) 320 (14%) 105 (11%) 138 (16%) 1204 (7%) (8%)
30 or greater 246 (3%) 296 (7%) 320 (14%) 128 (14%) 211 (24%) 1201 (7%) (8%)
1to 49 9004  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 9004 (52%)
. 50to 99 (0%) 4102 (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 4102 (24%)
Bridge Length, o " o o o o
ft (IM Report) 100to 149 (0%) (0%) 2343 (100%) (0%) (0%) 2343 (14%)
150to 199 (0%) (0%) (0%) 918 (100%) (0%) 918 (5%)
200 or greater (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 863 (100%) 863 (5%)
Unknown (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%)
Bridgerail not to standard 6582 (73%) 3214 (78%) 1483 (63%) 567 (62%) 466 (54%) 12312 (71%)
Bridgerail meets standards 1251 (14%) 852 (21%) 857 (37%) 348 (38%) 397 (46%) 3705 (22%)
Bridgerail not required 1171 (13%) 36 (1%) 3 (0%) 3 (0%) (0%) 1213 (7%)
Unknown (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
Transitions not to standard 7042 (78%) 3452 (84%) 1690 (72%) 649 (71%) 509 (59%) 13342 (77%)
Transitions meet standards 750 (8%) 552 (13%) 614 (26%) 252 (27%) 350 (41%) 2518 (15%)
Traffic Safety Transitions not required 1212 (13%) 98 (2%) 38 (2%) 17 (2%) 4 (0%) 1369 (8%)
Unknown (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
Approach rail not to standard 7051 (78%) 3425 (83%) 1626 (69%) 642 (70%) 443 (51%) 13187  (77%)
Approach rail meets standards 751 (8%) 579 (14%) 680 (29%) 259 (28%) 416 (48%) 2685 (16%)
Approach rail not required 1202 (13%) 98 (2%) 36 (2%) 17 (2%) 4 (0%) 1357 (8%)
Unknown 1 (0%) (0%) 1 (0%) (0%) (0%) 2 (0%)
Approach ends not to standard 7081 (79%) 3486 (85%) 1715 (73%) 676 (74%) 523 (61%) 13481 (78%)
Approach ends meet standard 730 (8%) 519 (13%) 590 (25%) 225 (25%) 336 (39%) 2400 (14%)
Approach ends not required 1192 (13%) 97 (2%) 37 (2%) 17 (2%) 4 (0%) 1347 (8%)
Soil surface 617 (7%) 297 (7%) 74 (3%) 21 (2%) 6 (1%) 1015 (6%)
Road Surface Grawel surface 7706 (86%) 3477 (85%) 1949 (83%) 728 (79%) 647 (75%) 14507 (84%)
Type Bituminous 102 (1%) 55 (1%) 44 (2%) 21 (2%) 32 (4%) 254 (1%)
Asphalt 399 (4%) 190 (5%) 172 (7%) 92 (10%) 77 (9%) 930 (5%)
Concrete 180 (2%) 83 (2%) 104 (4%) 56 (6%) 101 (12%) 524 (3%)
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Table C.6. Bridge Length frequency for LVR bridge crashes.

Bridge Length, ft (IM Report)

Criteria Unknown (%) 1to 49 (%) 50 to 99 (%) 100 to 149 (%) 150 to 199 (%) 200 or more (%) Total (%) Known Info
Crashes  #fo bridge related crashes 59 (100%) 96 (100%) 80 (100%) 51  (100%) 23 (100%) 32 (100%)| 341 (100%)| 282 270
Unknown (0%) (0%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
1to 49 26 (44%) 32 (33%) 25 (31%) 7 (14%) 7 (30%) 2 (6%) | 99  (29%)
AADT 50to 99 15 (25%) 34  (35%) 24  (30%) 13 (25%) 4 (17%) 11 (34%) | 101  (30%)
100 to 149 5 (8%) 11  (11%) 12 (15%) 4 (8%) 5 (22%) 3 (9%) | 40  (12%)
150to 199 6  (10%) 5 (5%) 4 (5%) 4 (8%) 1 (4%) 3 (9%) | 23 (7%)
200 to 400 7 (12%) 14 (15%) 14 (18%) 23 (45%) 6 (26%) 13 (41%) 77 (23%)
Unknown 59 (100%) 12 (13%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) | 71 (21%)
1t020 (0%) 45 (47%) 45 (56%) 13 (25%) 9 (39%) 12 (38%) | 124  (36%) (46%)
Bridge Width, 20.1to 23.9 (0%) 20 (21%) 9 (11%) 12 (24%) 6 (26%) 2 (6%) 49 (14%) (18%)
ft (IM Report) 24to27.9 (0%) 14 (15%) 11 (14%) 9 (18%) 4 (17%) 6 (19%) 44 (13%) (16%)
2810 29.9 (0%) 3 (3%) 10 (13%) 12 (24%) (0%) 2 (6%) 27 (8%) (10%)
30 or greater (0%) 2 (2%) 5 (6%) 5 (10%) 4 (17%) 10 (31%) 26 (8%) (10%)
Unknown 59  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
1to 49 (0%) 9%  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 96 (28%) | (34%)
Bridge Length, 50to 99 (0%) (0%) 80  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) | 80  (23%) | (28%)
ft (IM Report) 100 to 149 (0%) (0%) (0%) 51  (100%) (0%) (0%) | 51 (15%) | (18%)
150 to 199 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 23 (100%) (0%) | 223 (65%) | (79%)
200 or greater (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 32 (100%)| 32 (9%) (11%)
Unknown 59  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Bridgerail not up to standard (0%) 71 (74%) 56 (70%) 26 (51%) 17 (74%) 17 (53%) 187  (55%) | (66%)
Bridgerail meets standards (0%) 18 (19%) 23 (29%) 25 (49%) 6 (26%) 15 (47%) 87 (26%) | (31%)
Bridgerail not required (0%) 7 (7%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 8 (2%) (3%)
Unknown 59  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Transitions not up to standard (0%) 77 (80%) 69 (86%) 29 (57%) 17 (74%) 24 (75%) 216 (63%) | (77%)
Transitions meet standards (0%) 11 (11%) 9 (11%) 22 (43%) (22%) 8 (25%) 55 (16%) | (20%)
Traffic Safety Transitions not required (0%) 8 (8%) 2 (3%) (0%) (4%) (0%) 11 (3%) (4%)
Unknown 59  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) | 59  (17%)
Approach rail not up to standard (0%) 76 (79%) 67 (84%) 28 (55%) 18 (78%) 20 (63%) | 209 (61%) | (74%)
Approach rail meets standards (0%) 14 (15%) 11 (14%) 23 (45%) 4 (17%) 12 (38%) 64 (19%) | (23%)
Approach rail not required (0%) 6 (6%) 2 (3%) (0%) 1 (4%) (0%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Unknown 59  (100%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 59 (17%)
Approach ends not up to standard (0%) 78 (81%) 68 (85%) 31 (61%) 18 (78%) 23 (72%) 218  (64%) | (77%)
Approach ends meet standard (0%) 12 (13%) 10 (13%) 20 (39%) 4 (17%) 9 (28%) 55 (16%) | (20%)
Approach ends not required (0%) (6%) 2 (3%) (0%) 1 (4%) (0%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Soil Surface 3 (5%) (1%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 5 (1%)
Road Surface Gravel Surface 49 (83%) 79 (82%) 60 (75%) 28 (55%) 20 (87%) 22 (69%) | 258  (76%)
Type Bituminous 3 (5%) (0%) 8 (10%) 5 (10%) (0%) 1 (3%) 17 (5%)
Asphalt 3 (5%) 14 (15%) 9 (11%) 14 (27%) 1 (4%) 3 (9%) 44 (13%)
Concrete 1 (2%) 2 (2%) 2 (3%) 4 (8%) 2 (9%) 6 (19%) | 17 (5%)
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Table C.6. Bridge Length frequency for LVR bridge crashes (cont.).

Bridge Length

Criteria Unknown (%) 1to 49 (%) 50 to 99 (%) 100 to 149 (%) 150 to 199 (%) 200 or more (%) Total (%)
Fatal Crash 1 (2%) 4 (4%) 3 (4%) 3 (6%) (0%) 1 (3%) 12 (4%)
Major Injury 3 (5%) 6 (6%) 7 (9%) 3 (6%) (0%) (0%) 19 (6%)
Crash Severity Minor Injury 12 (20%) 25 (26%) 21 (26%) 14 (27%) 3 (13%) 6 (19%) 81 (24%)
Possible or unknown 10 (17%) 14  (15%) 14  (18%) 2 (4%) 8 (35%) 9 (28%) | 57  (17%)
Property Damage only 33 (56%) 47 (49%) 35 (44%) 29 (57%) 12 (52%) 16 (50%) 172 (50%)
Guardrail (b/n terminal & bridge) 7 (12%) 10 (10%) 5 (6%) 2 (4%) 3 (13%) 7 (22%) 34 (10%)
Guardrail (terminal) 2 (3%) 4 (4%) 1 (1%) 3 (6%) 1 (4%) 1 (3%) 12 (4%)
Object Struck Guardrail (unclear) 3 (5%) 7 (7%) 10 (13%) 8 (16%) 2 (9%) 3 (9%) 33 (10%)
Bridge rail 23 (39%) 41 (43%) 30 (38%) 26 (51%) 11 (48%) 9 (28%) | 140 (41%)
Bridge end 13 (22%) 12 (13%) 13 (16%) 8 (16%) 1 (4%) 7 (22%) 54 (16%)
Bridge Unclear 11 (19%) 22 (23%) 21 (26%) 4 (8%) (22%) 5 (16%) | 68  (20%)
Order of Strike "TIMary Strike 57 (97%) 93  (97%) 77  (96%) 49  (96%) 23 (100%) 30 (94%) | 329  (96%)
Secondary Strike 2 (3%) 3 (3%) 3 (4%) 2 (4%) (0%) 2 (6%) 12 (4%)
# of crashes in Day Light 19  (32%) 44  (46%) 35  (44%) 27  (53%) 13 (57%) 15 (47%) | 153 (45%)
# of crashes Dusk 2 (3%) (4%) 3 (4%) 1 (2%) 2 (9%) (0%) 12 (4%)
# of crashes Dawn 2 (3%) (1%) (0%) 3 (6%) (0%) (0%) 6 (2%)
Light # of crashes Dark Roadway Lit (0%) (3%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 3 (1%)
Conditions  # of crashes Dark Roadway not Lit 34 (58%) 44 (46%) 41 (51%) 19 (37%) 8 (35%) 15 (47%) 161 (47%)
# of crashes Dark unkown lighting (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) 1 (0%)
Unknown 2 (3%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 2 (1%)
Not Reported (0%) (0%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) (0%) 1 (3%) 3 (1%)
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Table C.6. Bridge Length frequency for LVR bridge crashes (cont.).
Bridge Length

Criteria Unknown (%) 1to 49 (%) 50 to 99 (%) 100 to 149 (%) 150 to 199 (%) 200 or more (%) Total (%)
# of crashes on Clear day 29 (49%) 50 (52%) 39 (49%) 27 (53%) 16 (70%) 14 (44%) 175 (51%)
# of crashes on partly cloudy day 11 (19%) 15 (16%) 17 (21%) 11 (22%) 2 (9%) 1 (3%) 57 (17%)
# of crashes on a cloudy day 4 (7%) 8 (8%) 12 (15%) 3 (6%) 2 (9%) 4 (13%) 33 (10%)
# of crashes on a Foggy day (0%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 1 (3%) 5 (1%)
# of crashes on Misty day 1 (2%) 2 (2%) (0%) (0%) 1 (4%) 1 (3%) 5 (1%)
Weather # of crashes on Rainy day 1 (2%) 2 (2%) 3 (4%) 1 (2%) (0%) 2 (6%) 9 (3%)
Condition #1 # of crashes with Sleet/hail 1 (2%) 4 (4%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) 7 (2%)
# of crashes on snowy day 4 (7%) 4 (4%) 2 (3%) 3 (6%) 1 (4%) 3 (9%) 17 (5%)
# of crashes on Severe Winds 1 (2%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) 6 (2%)
# of crashes w/ Blowing Dirt/Snow (0%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (0%)
# of crashes condition not reported 2 (3%) 1 (1%) 2 (3%) 2 (4%) (0%) 1 (3%) 8 (2%)
Other (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) 1 (0%)
# of crashes unknown 5 (8%) 5 (5%) 2 (3%) 3 (6%) (0%) 2 (6%) 17 (5%)
# of crashes on dry surface 27 (46%) 47 (49%) 34 (43%) 29 (57%) 12 (52%) 9 (28%) 158  (46%)
# of crashes on wet surface 1 (2%) 2 (2%) 3 (4%) 2 (4%) (0%) 4 (13%) 12 (4%)
# of crashes on icy surface 3 (5%) 5 (5%) 9 (11%) 6 (12%) 3 (13%) 4 (13%) 30 (9%)
Driving Surface # of crashes on snowy surface 6 (10%) 6 (6%) 5 (6%) 2 (4%) 2 (9%) 3 (9%) 24 (7%)
Coniitions # of crashes on slushy surface 1 (2%) 5 (5%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) 1 (3%) 8 (2%)
# of crashes on dirt/oil/gravel 19 (32%) 29 (30%) 24 (30%) 8 (16%) 6 (26%) 9 (28%) 95 (28%)
other (0%) (0%) 1 (1%) 2 (4%) (0%) (0%) 3 (1%)
Unknown 1 (2%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 3 (1%)
Not Reported 1 (2%) 1 (1%) 2 (3%) 2 (4%) (0%) 2 (6%) 8 (2%)
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Table C.7. Object struck crash frequency with respect to bridge safety features.

Object Struck
Criteria Guardrail between Guardrail Guardrail unclear Bridge rail Bridge end Bridge Unclear Total Known
terminal & bridge terminal (%) (%) (%) (%) Info
Crashes # of bridge related crashes 34 (100%) 12 (100%) 33 (100%) 140 (100%) 54 (100%) 68 (100%) 341 (100%) 282
Unknown 7 (21%) 2 (17%) 3 (9%) 23 (16%) 13 (24%) 11 (16%) 59 (17%)
Not up to standard 15 (44%) 6 (50%) 16 (48%) 75 (54%) 30 (56%) 45 (66%) 187 (55%) [ (66%)
Bridge Rail Meets standards 10 (29%) 2 (17%) 13 (39%) 39 (28%) 11 (20%) 12 (18%) 87 (26%) | (31%)
Not required 2 (6%) 2 (17%) (3%) 3 (2%) (0%) (0%) 8 (2%) (3%)
Unknown 7 (21%) 2 (17%) (9%) 23 (16%) 13 (24%) 11 (16%) 59 (17%)
Not up to standard 18 (53%) 5 (42%) 16 (48%) 90 (64%) 36 (67%) 51 (75%) 216 (63%) [ (77%)
Transition Meet standards 6 (18%) 3 (25%) 12 (36%) 23 (16%) 5 (9%) 6 (9%) 55 (16%) [ (20%)
Not required 3 (9%) 2 (17%) 2 (6%) 4 (3%) (0%) (0%) 11 (3%) (4%)
Unknown 7 (21%) 2 (17%) 3 (9%) 23 (16%) 13 (24%) 11 (16%) 59 (17%)
Approach Not up to standard 12 (35%) 4 (33%) 16 (48%) 88 (63%) 36 (67%) 53 (78%) 209 (61%) | (74%)
Guardrail Meets standards 14 (41%) 4 (33%) 12 (36%) 25 (18%) 5 (9%) 4 (6%) 64 (19%) [ (23%)
Not required 1 (3%) 2 (17%) 2 (6%) 4 (3%) (0%) (0%) 9 (3%) (3%)
Unknown 7 (21%) 2 (17%) 3 (9%) 23 (16%) 13 (24%) 11 (16%) 59 (17%)
Appraoch Not up to standard 15 (44%) 5 (42%) 17 (52%) 91 (65%) 36 (67%) 54 (79%) | 218  (64%) | (77%)
Guardrail End Meet standard 11 (32%) 3 (25%) 11 (33%) 22 (16%) 5 (9%) 3 (4%) 55 (16%) [ (20%)
Not required 1 (3%) 2 (17%) 2 (6%) 4 (3%) (0%) (0%) 9 (3%) (3%)
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Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis
lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewide Prepared by: Intrans Date Prepared: _Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:  Total of 12312 Inventoried Bridges with Bridge Rail Not Up to Standard

Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving All Bridge Railing Not Up to Standards (low CRF)
Scenario 1
574,500,000 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est. Improvement Life, years, Y
$ 4,870,000 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 5 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$85 941 404 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3), INT
e o J Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT\ (4 vTY
Traffic Volume Data
Source! GIMS Varies Diate of traffic count
Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)
716.036 261,353,140 Current Annual Entering Veh., AEV = DEV * 365
— = 716,036 wveh [ day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

7,840.59 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G AEV (. 1+ 5
TMEV = 1 10
716,036 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV
Crash Data
2001 First full year > 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additionial months values as of Dec. 2007
4 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 $ 17,500,000
__20 Major Injuries @ $240,000 & 4,800,000
96 Injury Crashes __55  Minor Injuries @ $48,000 $ 2,640,000
5? Possible Injuries @ £25,000 % 1,425,000
87 Property Damage Only (assu med cost per crash) $2,700 § 234,900
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage:
187 Total Crashes, TA Total $ Loss, LDSS_=5 26,599,900
23.38 Current Crashes / Year, AA=TA/T 0.09 Crashes/MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$§ 142,245 Cost per Crash, AVC = LOSS/ TA CR=TAx 106 [/ (DEV x 365x T)
701.3 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $ 2,874,790 |Present Value of Avoided
1.17 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AAx CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 166,249 Crash Clogts Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC AVE x A4AR . ¥
35,1 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= r— |
(INT —(3) \ 1+ INT |
"Benefit/ Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $2874790 : $160,441 404 = 0.02 |



Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis Fry. 506
lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewicle Prepared by: Intrans Date Prepared: _Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:
Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving All Bridge Railing Mot Up to Standards (high CRF)
Scenario 1
$74,500,000 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est. Improvement Life, years, Y
$ 4,970,000 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 20 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$85,941 404 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3}, INT
By 4 J Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT| (14T

Traffic Volume Data

Source; GIMS Varies Diate of traffic count
Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)
716,036 261,353,140 Current Annual Entering Veh., AEV = DEV * 365
—5 — 716,036 wveh f day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

7,840.59 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G AEV «1 3
TMEV = - [ [ ]()
716,036 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV -G k /
Crash Data
2001 First full year -> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2007
4 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 $ 17,500,000
__20 Major Injuries @ $240,000 % 4,800,000
96 Injury Crashes __55  Minor Injuries @ 343,000 & 2,640,000
_iBE Possible Injuries @ $25.000 % 1,425,000
87 Property Damage Only (assumed cost per crash) $2,700 % 234,900
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage:
187 Total Crashes, TA Total § Loss, LOSS_f; 26,599,900
23.38 Current Crashes [ Year, AA=TA/T 0.09 Crashes/MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 142,245 Cost perCrash, AVC = LOSS/TA CR=TAx 106 | (OEV x 365X T)
701.3 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $11,499,159 |Present Value of Avoided
4 68 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AA x CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 664,998 Crash Cio§t5 Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC s AVE % AAR i # il 5E
140.3 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= —— —
(INT —G) 1+ INT
Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $11,499159 : $160,441,404 = 0.07 g



Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis Rev. 308

lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: _Statewide Prepared by: Intrans Date Prepared: _ Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:
Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving All Bridge Railing Not Up to Standards for Fatal Crashes
Scenario 1
$ 74,500,000 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est Improvement Life, years, ¥
$ 4.870,000 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 92 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$ 85,941,404 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3), INT
o], -3 J [5 160,441,404 |Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT| NtV

Traffic Volume Data

Source; GIMS Varies [Date of traffic count

Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)
716,036 261,353,140 Current Annual Entering Veh., AEV = DEV * 365
=.n 44— 716,036 wveh / day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

7,840.59 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh, Owver
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G AEY ( r 1+ (_T /
TMEV =—— Il J ][)
716,038 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV =7 \
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Perod, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 20007
4 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 3 17,500,000
____ Major Injuries @ $240,000 $ -
__ Injury Crashes __ Minar Injuries @ 348000 3 =
Possible Injuries @ $25,000 % =
Property Damage Only {assumed cost per crash) $2700 $ -
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage:
4 Taotal Crashes, TA Total $ Loss, LDSS_$ 17.500.000
0.50 Current Crashes / Year, AA=TA/T 0.00 Crashes/MEYV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 4,375,000 CostperCrash, AVC=LOSS/TA CR=TAx 106 / (DEV X 365x T)
150 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEY $34,800,217 |Present Value of Avoided
0.46 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AAx CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 2,012,500 Crash Costs Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC AVC x AAR i T ¥
13.8 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= —_— | — J
(INT —G) L1+ INT

Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $34,800,217 : $160,441,404 = 0.22 i1



Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis fime 0
lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: _Statewide Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _ Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:
Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving Railings on Bridges with AADT Less Than or Equal to 99
Scenario 2
% 59,659,020 Estimaled Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est Improvement Life, years, Y
$ 3.977.268 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 20 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$ 68,775,050 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3), INT
e "’C-[n S \i [5 128,434,070 | Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT Q+avry )
Traffic Volume Data
Source: GIMS Varies Date of traffic count
Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)
379,302 138,445,230 Current Annual Entering Veh,, AEV = DEV * 365
=_‘Ei= 379,302 wveh f day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

4,153.36 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G AEV +G ST
TMEV = . 10
379,302 Current. Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV -G b %
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2037
3 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 $§ 14,000,000
15 Major Injuries @ $240,000 § 3,600,000
35 Injury Cirashes __31_ Minor Injuries @ 348000 § 1,488,000
36 Possible Injuries @ $25.000 % 900,000
59 Property Damage Only assumed cost per crash) $2,700 $ 159,300
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage: _
97 Total Crashes, TA Total § Loss, LOSS _S 20,147,300
12,13 Current Crashes / Year, AA=TA/T 0.09 Crashes/ MEV, Crash Rate, CR
§ 207,704 Cost perCrash, AVC = LOSS/TA CR=TAx 106 (DEV x 365X T)
363.8 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $ 8,709,694 |Present Value of Avoided
243 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AAx CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 503,683 Crash Co;ts Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC ] AVC x A4R | O o 7
72.8 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN . = —————|]
(INT —G) 1+ INT
Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $8,709694 : $128434070 = 0.07 L



Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis P, S8
lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: _Statewide Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:

Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s); Improving Railings on Bridges with AADT Less Than or Equal to 99 Fatal Cras
Scenario 2
$59,659,020 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est. Improvement Life, years, Y
§ 2,275,812 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 92 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$39,353,416 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of §), INT

o .-;c_[ ;- 1] Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT| (+vT) )

Traffic Volume Data

Source: GIMS Varies Diate of traffic count

Daily Entering Vehicles: by Approach (or AADT / 2)

379,30& 138,445 230 Current Annual Entering Veh., AEV = DEV * 365
=‘}1|= 379,302 wveh f day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

4153 36 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G

AEV ( e s
gy =22 [ = 555 ] /1()
379,302 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV =gl o L /
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2007
3 Fatal Crashes | 4  Fatalities @ $3,500,000 $ 14,000,000
Major Injuries @ $240,000 & -
Injury Crashes Minor Injuries @ 543,000 & -
Possible Injuries @ $25,000 $ -
Property Damage Only (assumed cost per crash) $2,700 $ -
-OR-  enter Actual Cost of all property damage:
3 Taotal Crashes, TA Total § Loss, LOSS_f; 14,000,000
0.38 Current Crashes / Year, AA=TA/IT 0.00 Crashes/MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 4,666,667 CostperCrash, AVC=L0OSS/TA CR=TAx10"6 | (DEV x 365 x T)
11.3 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEY $27,840,173 |Present Value of Avoided
0.35 Crashe:s Avoided First Year AAR = AAx CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 1,610,000 Crash Co_sts Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC y AVC x AAR 1 G ¥
10.4 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= ———11 —
(INT —G) 1+ INT |
Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $27 840173 $99012,436 = 0.28 v |



Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis R
lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewide Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _ Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:

Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving Railings on Bridges with Bridge Width Less Than or Equal to 23.9
Scenario 3
$ 51,497,370 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est. Improvement Life, years, Y
$ 3433158 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 20 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$ 59,366,282 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of ), INT

—— AC’_(J L 1 J Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT| (14T

Traffic Volume Data

Source; GIMS Varies [Date of traffic count
Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)
448,631 163,750,315 Current Annual Entering Veh., AEV = DEV * 365
=¥E?‘E= 448,631 wveh [ day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

4.912.51 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth {0%-10%), G AV f1+aY) :
TMEV = . | 1 10
448,631 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV =G L
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2007
2 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 $ 14,000,000
1? Maijor Injuries @ 5240000 $ 4,080,000
70 Injury Crashes __ 36  Minor Injuries @ $48,000 § 1,728,000
__ 48 Possible Injuries @ £25000 $ 1,200,000
52 Property Damage Only (assu med cost per crash) $2,700 % 167,400
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage:
135 Tetal Crashes, TA Total § Loss, LDSS_$ 21,175,400
16.88 Current Crashes [ Year, AA=TA/T 0.10 Crashes/ MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 156,855 Cost pier Crash, AVC = LOSS/ TA CR=TAx 10"6 / (DEV X 365 T)
508.3 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $ 9,154,143 |Present Value of Avoided
3.38 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AA x CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
] 529,385 Crash I30§t5 Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC AVC % AAR : T e R
101.3 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= : =
(_L\U.’ —G) 1+ INT
‘Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = §9,154,143 $110,863 652 = 0.08 S |



Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis PR

lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewide Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _ Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:
Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving Railings with Bridge Width Less Than or Equal to 23.9; Fatal Crash
Senario 3
§ 51,497,370 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est Improvement Life, years, ¥
§ 3.433.158 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 92 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$ 59,366,282 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3), INT
ol =£{1 — J [$ 110,863,652 | Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT | (4anT)
Traffic Volume Data
Source: GIMS Varies [Date of traffic count
Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)
448631 163,750,315 Current Annual Entering Veh., AEV = DEV * 365
=.?1I= 448,631 veh [ day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

491251 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh, Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G ARV i 1+ (_T /
TMEV = l 1 J ][)
448,631 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV e
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2007
3 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 § 14,000,000
___ Major Injuries @ $240,000 § -
Injury Crashes ___ Minor Injuries @ 548,000 =
Paossible Injuries @ $25,000 $ -
Property Damage Only (assumed cost per crash) $2700 % -
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage:
3 Total Crashes, TA Total § Loss, LOSS_$ 14,000,000
0.38 Current Crashes/ Year, AA=TA/T 0.00 Crashes/MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 4666667 CostperCrash, AVC=LOSS/TA CR=TAx 10"/ (DEV x 365 x T)
11.3 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $27,840,173 |Present Value of Avoided
0.35 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AA x CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 1,610,000 Crash Costs Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC AVC x A4AR G ’
10.4 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= — | — J
(INT —G) 1+ INT
‘Benefit/ Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $27840,173 : $110,863652 = 0.25 A |



Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis Ll
lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewide Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:
Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving Railings on Bridges with length Less Than or Equal o 89
Scenario 4
$39,400,560 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est Improvement Life, years, Y
$ 2,275,812 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 20 Crash Reduction Factor {integer), CRF
$39,353,416 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3), INT
o =£-(| o1 J Present Value Cost, COIST = EC + OC
INT'\ (1+INTF
Traffic Volume Data
Source; GIMS Varies Date of traffic count
Daily Entering Vehicles: by Approach (or AADT / 2)
504,48L 184,135 565 Current Annual Entering Veh., AEV = DEV * 365
—5 A= 504,481 veh / day, Final Year DEV, FDEW

5,524.07 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G arr
ey =22 |4 | puacy | ‘ /10
504,481 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV —iF N /
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2007
3 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 3 14,000,000
__20 Major Injuries @ $240,000 % 4,800,000
90 Injury Crashes __ 52 Minor Injuries @ $48,000 & 2,496,000
__46 Possible Injuries @ $25,000 % 1,150,000
93 Property Damage Only assumed cost per crash) $2,700 3 251,100
-0OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage:
186 Total Crashes, TA Total $ Loss, LOSS _'5 22,697,100
23.25 Current Crashes [ Year AA=TA/T 0.13 Crashes/MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 122027 CostperCrash, AVC = LOSS/TA CR=TAx 106 / (DEVx 385xT)
B97.5 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $ 9,811,975 |Present Value of Avoided
4 65 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AAx CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 567,428 Crash C20§t5 Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC . AVC % AAR ¥ {aidy RF
139.5 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= ———=]] [
(INT —G) 1+ INT
‘Benefit/ Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $9,811975 $78,753976 = 0.12 |



Rev. 5/08

Interse:ction or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis
lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewide Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:

Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving Bridge Railings with length Less Than or Equal to 9%, Fatal Crash
Scenario 4
$39,400,5680 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est Improvement Life, years, ¥
$§ 2275812 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 92 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$39,353,416 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3), INT

| A J [s 78,753,976 | Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT'{ (1+INTF

Traffic Volume Data

Source; GIMS Varies Date of traffic count

Daily Entering Vehicles: by Approach (or AADT / 2)
504,481 184,135,565 Current Annual Entering Veh,, AEV = DEV * 365

— = 504,481 veh [ day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

5,524 .07 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh, Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G 3y
TMEV = "E{ 15 U ‘ 10°
504,481 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV -G \ /
Crash Data
2001 First full year > 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2007
3 Fatal Crashes Il 4 Fatalities @ $3,500,000 3 14,000,000
__ 0 Major Injuries @ $240,000 B -
0 Injury Crashes 0 Minor Injuries @ $43,000 & -
__ 0 Possible Injuries @ $25,000 % -
0 Property Damage Only assumed cost per crash) $2,700 3 -
-0OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage:
3 Total Crashes, TA Total § Loss, LDSS_’g 14,000,000
0.38 Current Crashes / Year, AA=TAIT 0.00 Crashes/MEV, Crash Rate, CR
§ 4686667 CostperCrash, AVC = LOSS/TA CR=TAx 106 / (DEVx 385xT)
11.3 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $27,840,173 |Present Value of Avoided
0.35 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AAx CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 1,610,000 Crash Costs Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC AVC x44R [, ( 1+G Y
10.4 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= == — ]
(INT —G) A+ INT
"Benefit/ Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $27,840,173 : $78,753,976 = 0.35 |

D-10



Rev. 5/08

Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis
lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewide Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _ Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:

Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving Railings on Bridges with Relative Bridge Width Less Than Zero
Scenario 5
$ 43,527,680 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est. Improvement Life, years, Y
$ 2,501,846 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 20 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$ 50,178,817 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of ), INT

TND [’1 ) Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC

INT\" 4y avTY
Traffic Volume Data
Source; GIMS Varies [Jate of traffic count

Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)
348,099 127,056,135 Current Annual Entering Veh., AEV = DEV * 365

='E 4+ 348,099 wveh [ day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

3,811.68 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G 2 1eeY) :
TMET — /lEF‘ | | 1+G 10°
348,099 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV -G L
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2007
2 Fatal Crashes Ii 3 Fatalities @ $3,500,000 $ 10,500,000
13 Maijor Injuries @ $240,000 $ 3,120,000
52 Injury Crashes _ 28  Minor Injuries @ $48,000 § 1,392,000
_ 42 Possible Injuries @ £25,000 $ 1,050,000
57 Property Damage Only (assu med cost per crash) $2,700 $ 153,900
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage: _
121 Total Crashes, TA Total § Loss, LDSS_$ 16,215,800
15.13 Current Crashes / Year, AA=TA/IT 0.12 Crashes/ MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$§ 134016 Cost per Crash, AVC = LOSS/TA CR=TAx 10"6 / (DEV X 365X T)
453 8 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEVY $ 7,010,147 |Present Value of Avoided
3.03 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AA x CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 405,398 Crash C:o_sts Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC AVE % AAR ; s ¥
90.8 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= — ~ =
(_L\U.’ —G) 1+ INT
‘Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost =  §7,010,147 $93,706,507 = 0.07 |

D-11



Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis fime 0

lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewicle Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _ Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:

Improvement
Propesed Improvement(s). Improving Railings on Relative Bridge Width Less Than Zero; Fatal Crashes
Scenario 5
$43,527 690 Estimate:d Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est. Improvement Life, years, Y
$ 2.901,846 Other Annual Cost (after initial vear), AC 92 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$50,178,817 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3), INT

P _[I _ - “| Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT Q+avT) )

Traffic Volume Data
Source: GIMS Varies Date of traffic count
Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)

348,099 127,056,135 Current Annual Entering Veh., 2AEV = DEV * 365
— = 348,099 wveh f day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

3,811.68 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G AEV G N
TMEV [ ( ] ]{)
348,089 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2007
2 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 $ 10,500,000
___ MajorInjuries @ $240,000 $ -
Injury Crashes ___ Minor Injuries @ 348,000 § -
___ Possible Injuries @ $25,000 § -
Property Damage Only assumed cost per crash) $2,700 % -
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage: _
2 Total Crashes, TA Total § Loss, LOSS _S 10,500,000
0.25 Current Crashes / Year, AB=TA/IT 0.00 Crashes/ MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 5,250,000 Cost per Crash, AVC = LOSS/TA CR=TAx10"8 f (DEV x 365 xT)
7.5 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $20,880,130 |Present Value of Avoided
0.23 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AA x CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 1,207,500 Crash Co§ts Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC . AVC % A4AR 14+ G
6.9 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= — —
(INT —G) A+ INT

Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $20,880,130 :  $93,706507 = 0.22 1

D-12



Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis Ree e
lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewicle Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _ Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:

Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving Railings on Relative Bridge Width Greater or Equal to Zerog; All Crask
Scenario 5
$20,890,260 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est. Improvement Life, years, Y
$ 1.992,684 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 20 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$34,457 558 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3), INT

P o _[I . “| Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT Q+vTY )

Traffic Volume Data

Source: GIMS Varies [Date of traffic count
Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)
325,00'2_ 118,625,730 Current Annual Entering Veh., 2AEV = DEV * 365
—fp 4= 325,002 wveh f day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

3,558.77 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G AEV G N
TMEV = - [ ] ]{)
325,002 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV i
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Perniod, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 20137
2 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 § 7,000,000
Major Injuries @ $240,000 § 1,680,000
32 Injury Crashes __ 24  Minor Injuries @ 348,000 § 1,152,000
15 Possible Injuries @ $25.000 % 375,000
30 Property Damage Only assumed cost per crash) $2,700 § 81,000
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage: _
64 Total Crashes, TA Total $ Loss, LOSS § 10,288,000
800 Current Crashes/ Year, AB=TAIT 0.07 Crashes/ MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 160,750 Cost per Crash, AVC = LOSS/TA CR=TAx10"6 f (DEV x 365 xT)
240.0 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $ 4,447,511 |Present Value of Avoided
1.60 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AA x CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 257,200 Crash Co§ts Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC > AVC % AAR 14+ G
48,0 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= —————|1
(INT —G) A+ INT

Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $4,447511 :  $64,347,818 = 0.07 1
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Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis fime 0

lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewicle Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _ Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:
Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Improving Railings on Relative Bridge Width Greater or Equal to Zero; Fatal Cre
Scenario 5
$20,890,260 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est. Improvement Life, years, Y
$ 1.992,684 Other Annual Cost (after initial vear), AC 92 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$34,457 558 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3), INT
oinAE _[I _ - “| Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT Q+avT) )
Traffic Volume Data
Source: GIMS Varies Date of traffic count
Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)
325002 118,625,730 Current Annual Entering Veh., 2AEV = DEV * 365
— = 325,002 weh f day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

3,558.77 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G AEV G N
TMEV [ ( ] ]{)
325,002 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Perniod, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2007
2 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 § 7,000,000
___ MajorInjuries @ $240,000 S -
Injury Crashes ___ Minor Injuries @ 348,000 § -
__ Possible Injuries @ $25,000 § -
Property Damage Only assumed caost per crash) $2,700 % -
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage: _
2 Total Crashes, TA Total § Loss, LOSS _3 7,000,000
0.25 Current Crashes / Year, AB=TA/IT 0.00 Crashes/ MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 3,500,000 CostperCrash, AVC =LOSS/TA CR=TAx10"6 f (DEV x 365 xT)
7.5 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $13,920,087 |Present Value of Avoided
0.23 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AA x CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 805000 Crash Co§ts Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC > AVC % A4AR 14+ G
6.9 Total Avoided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= — —
(INT -G) A+ INT

Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit: Cost = $13,920,087 : $64,347818 = 0.22 1

D-14



Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis Rl 200

lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Statewide Prepared by: Intrans Date Prepared: _Dec. 11, 2009
Intersection:
Improvement
Proposed Improvement(s): Impraving All Bndge Railing Not Up to Standards with B/C = 0.80
Scenario 6
$6,713,928 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est Improvement Life, years, Y
§ 447585 Other Arinual Cost (after initial year), AC 20 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
$7,739 828 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4.0% Discount Rate (time value of 3), INT
e J [$ 14,453,756 |Present Value Cost, COST = EC + OC
INT (e aNT)Y

Traffic Volume Data

Source: GIMS Varies Date of traffic count

Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT f 2)
716,036 261,353,140 Current Annual Entering Veh,, AEV = DEV * 365

— * = 716,036 wveh /day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

7,840,589 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Owver
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G S s /
—, gy - A [ (16 10°
716,036 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV —&F]
Crash Data
2001 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 8.0 years, Time Period, T
Additional months values as of Dec. 2007
4 Fatal Crashes Fatalities @ $3,500,000 $ 17.500,000
20 Major Injuries @ $240000 & 4,800,000
96 Injury Crashes __ 55 Minor Injuries @ $48.000 & 2,640,000
__57 Possible Injuries @ $25,000 & 1,425,000
87 Property Damage Only (assumed cost per crash) $2,700 % 234,900
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage:
187 Total Crashes, TA Total § Loss, LOSS_&; 26,599,900
23.38 Current (Crashes / Year, AA=TA/T 0.09 Crashes/ MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 142245 Cost per Crash, AVC = LOSS/ TA CR=TAx10"6 [ (DEV x 365 xT)
7013 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $11,499,159 |Present Value of Avoided
4 68 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AA x CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
$ 664,998 Crash Costs Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC AVC % AAR 3 {uiE A ¥
140.3 Total Avaided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= — [ — J
(INT —G) 1+ INT
Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $11,499,159 : $14 453756 = 0.80 Al
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Intersection or Spot Benefit / Cost Safety Analysis il

lowa DOT Office of Traffic & Safety

County: Unkown Prepared by: InTrans Date Prepared: _Clec. 11, 2009
Intersection:
Improvement
Propesed Improvement(s): Improving Railings on an Individual Bridge with a Fatal Crash
Scenario 7
$ 6,750 Estimated Improvement Cost, EC 30 Est Improvement Life, years, Y
§ 450 Other Annual Cost (after initial year), AC 92 Crash Reduction Factor (integer), CRF
-] 7,781 Present Value Other Annual Costs, OC 4,0% Discount Rate (time value of 3}, INT
o . J [§ 14,531]Present Value Cost, COST =EC + OC
INT| (1+iINTY )

Traffic Volume Data

Source: GIMS \aries Daite of traffic count
Daily Entering Vehicles by Approach (or AADT / 2)
50 18,250 Current Annual Entering Veh., AEV = DEV * 3685
=;E A= 50 weh [ day, Final Year DEV, FDEV

0.55 MEV, Total Million Entering Veh. Over
life of Project, TMEV

0.0% Projected Traffic Growth (0%-10%), G AT 7 L. "
— O ﬂ,‘_{m,_,m‘ [l |+u| 10
50 Current Daily Entering Vehicles, DEV = %L,
Crash Data
1980 First full year —> 2008 Last full year 30.0 years, Time Period, T
Addttional months values as of Dec. 2007
9 Fatal Crashes Il 0 Fatalites @ $3,500,000 $ -
1 Major Injuries @ $240,000 § 240,000
0 Injury Crashes 0  Minor Injuries @ $48,000 § -
0 Possible Injuries @ $25,000 § -
0 Property Damage Only (assumed cost per crash) $2,700 $ -
-OR- enter Actual Cost of all property damage:
1 Total Crashes, TA Total 5 Loss, LOSS _s 240,000
0.03 Current Crashes /[ Year, AA=TA/T 1.83 Crashes/ MEV, Crash Rate, CR
$ 240,000 CostperCrash, AVC = LOSS/TA CR=TAx10"6/(DEV x 365 xT)
1.0 Total Expected Crashes, TECR = CR x TMEV $ 127,269 |Present Value of Avoided
0.03 Crashes Avoided First Year AAR = AA x CRF /100 Crashes, BENEFIT
3 7,360 Crash Closts Avoided in First Year, AAR x AVC AVC x AAR {nde P
0.8 Total Avioided Crashes, TECR x CRF/ 100 BEN .= — ( — J
(INT —G) A+ INT
Benefit / Cost Ratio
Benefit : Cost = $127268 : $14 531 = 8.76 =1
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APPENDIX E: STANDARD BRIDGE RAIL AND APPROACH RAIL DRAWINGS
FROM VARIOUS STATES
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Flate A" frant ond 25°'¢1" for57] coumty | AOUTE | voya; mmouger | ma. |were 13
back of bolted ]_ [ l |
connection, total 4 N1 Typ 314" i 31 311" A T §'-3" 1

¥ x4 b. Mot
~e—— 00 Dotall D

wedge /expansion /—s“ ey i : /s“ No'h 3 WEEISTERLD CIVIL CNGENEER
i I

o with nuts ;7

and washars. |
Y S June &, 2008
exposed threod.- - - ——— e FLtS APPRCVAL DATE
Concrote Bri { | - t e s o Comteie o T s e A X e
re —]
Ralling or “d?c. r I | ] { FG M:-—wucwmmrm '\\-.‘_,f
# Button head bolt =

am hox m typical 2'-p" To acconpary pians dafed
(see Note 1) —— Typ— I'ﬁomur:m! TESs

10 x ‘10“ %80 ¥ooa post - NOTES:

with & x & x 1"~ - . 1.Use %" @ Button heod bolts ond hex

wood bicck. (See Note €) — - Poat j R R R v B i nuts for connections to posts. No washer

T "\—' T, £ No.T2 N ; on roli foce for boited connections ta post. I
0" x x 6'-0" Wood post 12 Goge thrie
Korm Norts Nerts et TQ”;, vitn 8% &% 12 voba Block. boom element , rEnd cop {Type TC} 2. Ty nested roll elements, e0d cop, ond
¥ % 2 - beam begm element may
- ELEVATION B Bt 10 Goga thrie soliced togetner prier ta oiting The elenents
ement wood concret
Pay Limits for Tronsition Raliing (Type W@} 1 m m%:ﬂrdﬁ e 12 G;no:l thrie raliing,
E veratoal 1" Galv HS bolts, total 4 X E:'n:rlo‘r splice bolt holes for rail olament spllces
face 114" @ Galv pipa or PVC pipe oleeve or 1%4" drilled hetes [ W T ~Hex nuts :ms:um ,;:::dgr rgm’im‘ﬁ‘ ba the
‘I //‘ standord ?r 144" slot size. Interior
I Plate ‘k‘—=—T === plate ‘ABplice bolt holes these locatlons may be

s | ner top 2
@ okt 2 and the bottom 2 w!lca bolts with washars
F and nuts are required for rall spiices ot Post
" o > L 1 I I v ]

Mo.T4 and the connection to the concrete
End Cop (Typa TC) 5 x 8" _/ @_/ @_/ Concrete borrier
sandwiched bo "(3 Chomfer @ oy — or ralling ———

barrier or roiling.
TS 4.Direction of odjocent traffic indicated by =il

PrilY dSH NV1d GHVANYLS J3SIA3IH 9002

12
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' Pay Limits for Tronsition Ralling (Type WB) : Splice bolt with wosher "Ralling liype W8] will ba either standard ralling
ond mut on threaded 12 Goge thris section of metal beom roiting or on
1" Galv HS bolts, total 4 end (See Note 3)~— beam -plement %av":an:nnm end freatment attoched to
Vertical foce — 1" @ Galv pipe or PYC pipe slesve or 144" drilled holes :
/}’ — Stralght Metal Box Spacer (See Detolls & and B and Hote 1) i mats. T I O O ey, Trom
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Aspholl To Set
" Base PH:?FM With Sich

S 7 i)

4 o3

a lof o 4" tidax. )
eyt 42 Bont tatas

TOP VIEW SIDE VIEW

SPECIAL STEEL POST FOR ROADWAY THRIE-BEAM
TRANSITIONS TO BRIDGE TRAFFIC RAILING RETROFITS

‘Re 140 Toper fate
R 18 TaEer Rk

10 Goge Thrie-Beom Or Thrie-Beom Terming! Conneator —

Traffic Ralling { Theie-Beon
Or Verticol Foce Retrofit ) Roodway Guardrel! Transifion

-— T P ey T i — Y

CURB TYPE F FLARE WHEN
END OF EXISTING APPROACH

SLAB CURB EXPOSED

APPROACH SLAB WITHOUT CURS

Sruspme tof | 3 S

g -3

0 im0 T et o { BAAARAR A

Traffic Ralilng { Theie-Beam
Or Vertloo! Fooe Retrofit) Roodway Guardrall Transiilon

. T Yert - e = —

1
TN

APPROACH SLAB WITH CURS

Longitudingl Location OF Tronsition Blooks And Curb End Flares Will ¥ory With Scheme Type

PARTIAL PLAN VIEWS

GENERAL NOTES

1. This Index provides thrie-beon translfien and connection defalls for approoch end guardral]
an exlsting bridges, and ancharogs datalls far rolling snd froffle rolling ratrofifs ood
safufy shapes on existing bridges. Sheels | Hwough 23 apply fo bridges with refrofitied
traffic raflings, | Sheet 23 shaws the troliing end guardrali connections . Shast 24
anplies fo bridges with safefy staped fraffic ralling.

2. The schemes identifled by Arabid mumernis In this index ore complementary fo the bridge
Mﬂ'ﬂ rolling barrier refrofit schemes with !Ih numarol Identification Jn index Nos, 470, 471
through 475, 480 Heough 483, The schemes In this [ndex identifled by Romon mumerols ore

complamentary fo bricge mrmmnmmm borrier where ﬂr!mi\'»eﬂ to be In
oootrdance with cpplications of criterks speclfied in the

3 rvwwlwmmum-wummwmdumﬂm
provided an 1his index, refer o Index Mo. 400,

NOTES FOR GUARDRAIL TRANSITIONS CONNECTING TO
TRAFFIC RAILING RETROFITS ON EXISTING BRIDGES

The fronsition defall shown on fhs shee! shows (o) the shondard posf spocings within
the Iyplool thrie-beam aporooch fransitions connecting fo existing bridges with relrofit
braffio rallings, and {b) doplef the fypicel aiignments of the opproash fronsitons.

2. The curb and guifer flare shown on this shee! Is fypicol of flares ihat ore fo be
consfructed when sigh curbs extend fo the beginning of the siad, ond where offer
froatment fo ok blunt ends ore nod in ploce.

3. The speciol stee! past for roodway fele-beam fronsiftions defolled on fhiz shee! iy specific
to alf tronsition apalications on this Index thal require one or more shesl posis,

‘e assembly shall be fobricoled uslng ASTW AJS or
ASTW ATOS Wt 36 sfeel. I‘am shall conform fo ANSI/AASHTO/AWS (1.5, ?be
assambly shall be hot-dip zinc coated in oocordance with Section 535 of the Specif

Anchor studs sholl be fully threaded rods In cocordonce with ASTW FIS54 Grode 35 or
ASTW AST Grode B7. All nuts sholl be heavy hex in cocordance with ASTW ASEZ or
ASTW AJS4, Anchor studs ond neis sholl be hat-dip zinc coated In eccordance with the
Specificalions. After fhe nuls hove been snug fightened, the anchor siud fhreods shall be
single punch distorfed Immediately above fhe fop nufs fo prevent ioosening of the nuts.
gﬁmﬂwwmm:um.muwmrmmmm.mm

Adbashe bonding materiol systams for anchors shall comaly with Spacificofion Saction 837
ond be insfolied In oocordance with Specificotion Section 45,

4, Nested beam exfonsions and points for ferminal connocior aifochments will wary for fraffic
ralling borrfer verticol foce refrofifs. The plmm views for foe rmhm‘ foce ratrofit borriors
m m w%mnmm for poch particulor schems. pictorial wWews

5. For Instailling thrig-beam terminal connector fo trofflc roliing ur\‘hlrfwi refrofits,
see nofotions on Sheets (2 throogh 15 and the flog nofation on Sheef 25,

6. Poyment far sonneoflons fo froffie rolling verficol foce refrafiis ore fo be mode under
the: wmwfw"ﬂh for Bridge . EA., and shail be full compensailon for
Boit hale construction, terminal canncetor, terminal connector piafe and balts, nuts and washers.

mmmmmmﬂ:m
TO TRAFFIC RAILING RETROFITS ON EXISTING BRIDGES

For selection of on gppropriate fronsition scheme, mmsmmwrw
ingtructions fo the Stuclures and Raodway engineers.

GUARDRAIL TRANSITION ALIGNMENTS FOR BRIDGE THRIE-BEAM AND VERTICAL FACE TRAFFIC RAILING RETROFIT
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GUARDRAIL TRANSITIONS AND
CONNECTIONS FOR EXISTING BRIDGES
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Front Foce OF Existing Bockwoll |
& Begin Or End Exiaiing Bridge 1

— Ealsting Perpendicuter Or Angled Wing Post Removed
Special Steal Post For Roodway —'—'—-7‘ L
Existing Railing Removed —_ Thrie-Beam Tronsitions

-~ Translition Block In Absence OF Curb

Soe Indexes For o
Foce OF Rolf Offsal — : I‘ “I_ i
£ Post Bolts — Koy Hm " Existing Approach Slab
- o Traffis Ralling [ Theia-Beam Retrofit) |

Foodway Guargreil Tronsition

SEE INDEX NO. 471 - SCHEME |

Front Foce OF Existing Bochwall
& Bogin Or End Existing Bridge —  pXisto0 Parcile! Wing

Exlsiing Ralllng Removed —
Exlsilng Curb To Remain

Sen Indexes For -
Foen O Roll Offsat |

|
Sl A ! I
] ~ Exlsting Approoch Siab
Key Post( € Post Boits )
— Traffi Raliing ¢ Theie-Beam Retrofit)

_Roodway Guerdrall Tronslifon

SEE INDEX NO. 471 - SCHEMIZ 2

Front Foce OF Existing Boohwail -~ Exlsilog Flared Wing Post Removed
& Begin Or End Existing Bridge /

-~ Curb And Transifian Block
Existing Railing Removed —
Exlating Curd To feoaln

Face of Raoftest —T

- Existing Approcch Sk
Key Post i € Posf Bofts ) —
fraftlc Rolilng | Thrie-Beam Refroftt) | Roodway Guardroil Transition

= =
Soo indexss For | Gutter Line— z
|
k.

SEE INDEX NO. 47] - SCHEME 3

Front Foce OF Existing Backwail
& Bagin Or End Existing Bridga

.~ Exlsting Flored Wing Post Remored

_~Curb And Tronsiiion Block
Existing Roiling Removed —. ]

Existing Curt To Remain

See Indexss For
Faco Of Ralt Offset —

hY
“Exiuting Approcch Sigh
Roodway Guordroll Tronsiitica

SEE INDEX NO. 471 - SCHEME 3

PARTIAL PLAN VIEWS OF GUARDRAIL APPROACH TRANSITIONS AND CONNECTIONS
FOR BRIDGE TRAFFIC RAILING ( THRIE-BEAM RETROFIT )

2008 FDOT Design St st | shent ne.
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Front Foce OF Existing Bockwall & Special Steel Post Far Roodway
Begin Or End Existing Bridge —_ |~ Thele-Beom Tronsitions
——Exlsting Parallel Wing Post

<
) Jpnsiien Block n

-HHHHHatB;lH

Exlting Curb i
Sea Induras For =Y T ’ rt
Fooo OF Roll Offsat — | ——— == === ok
[ wm_ r”".-.. = Il . S “; Exfsting Approoch Siab
¥ Post Bolts — L.---smwu Pst Bolts ) wmwa—mmi
| Riemoved

Sidewalk
Traffle Rofling ( Theie-Beom Refrofit) |, Foodway Guordrolf Tranalifon T
|
SEE INDEX NOS, 472 & 475 - SCHEME 2
| Special Steel Post For Romiwiy

Thrie-Beam Tronsitons
~Exigting Flored Wing Post

- A

Front Foce OF Exlsting Boctwali & Front Foce OF Exlshing Baokwall &
Begin Or End Existing Bridge —_ Begin Or End Exlsting Brioge . :
P Detoched O infegral
~ Existing Perpandiosar O Angled Wing Post |_ — — "’/ M;.mmﬁnmdm
" Thrig-Bwam Transi Exltating Curb

Speclol Steel Post For Roadway = -
" Trmf:\ffhn Bioct In Absence OF Cuvl Sieas B i i ﬁmemﬂ(a%k
7 o S A ﬂ H Hgm

Exmms Curb o H
a8 Indazes For T H H H e e = e
rm-afmmm -L.:. Ll i Batter H‘n! - T
[ : - o
Fa
= 1 == ~ Exis Stob
| t Post Bolls —q L Key Post (€ Post Botts ] L' vion o Sk § Fost Batts — !r_ Key. Port 1t Post St ) MW
Troffic Roliing ¢ Thela-foam Retrofit ) _’_L Poedway Goardrail Transition -

Trattie ailing { Theis-Beam Ratrofit) L, Rootwry Guardrall Traattton -
] T

SEE INDEX NOS. 472 & 475 - SCHEME 2

SEE INDEX NOS, 4TE & 475 - SCHEME |

Front Fooe 0f Exlsting Backwall b Special Steol Post For
Begin Or End Existing Bridge ——_ l ooty Thrie-Bosn. ~Enisting Fiared Wing Post
| Fremariions . wn-w Or integrol
Ir = Sl Forers
% - o o Special Stenl Fost For Roodwey
t _| - s 1 4 Thrle-Beow Tronshtions
Exlating Curd e s e 2 2 2
Seo Indoxes For - =y
Fose Of Aal fsot — Eg n EE‘» B ﬂ ﬁ’*\m Eﬂ A - Existing Aporooch Siab
i s : ]
® Posf Boite — | L Rey Post (€ Post Balts)
DI Trattto Raling ( Tiele-Beam Retroftt) |~ Aoodvay Guorsrall Tronition_—_ pancy st APt S0 EC by
Flocowment, Area OF Curt Removal To Be Finlsh

| Smooth And Even With Adfaialng Aree.
SEE INDEX NOS. 4T2 & 475 - SCHEME 2

PARTIAL PLAN VIEWS OF GUARDRAIL APPROACH TRANSITIONS AND CONNECTIONS
FOR BRIDGE TRAFFIC RAILING ( THRIE-BEAM RETROFIT )
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fatarmadiate Fosts My Be Regulrad., Exifing Flored Wing Post
Soe index Hos, 12 Or 475
Far Alfernate Spooings.
G | Exlsting infagrol Rainfarced Approoch Stod
Front Foon Of Existing Boctwall —_ b Safey Gurd O Stdwah
& Begin Or End Extsting Bridge . 3 " S ks ok 9881415 For
T 7,7 Mwrooch Siah Conftgurations,
S R o 5 Speclol Steel Post For Roadway
Dptas =i ol h‘ll Ik e Thris-Beom Transitions
L T
| “ﬁ?‘ﬁf pEf
" |
P Y 12 W - H A A
tter Lhe — ; : ]Emrw Approne St
" it . :
« Past Balis o Koy Post (£ Post Baits )
. ; Troffle aiting { Thele-Beom Retrofit) | Roadwoy Gusrdrall Tronsition -3

SEE INDEX NOS. 472 & 475 - SCHEMES 3 & 4

intormediate Posts Moy Ba Requirad.
summ#z.gz« E — Entsting Flared Wing Post
For Atarnate Spooings. s
: /
Front Foe Of Existing Bockwall s Nt E:l'.:,“%.':‘:"&!” T (e
& Begin Or End Extsfing Bricge . | & (6 Wintmum  Thisknass),
| 47y Ses Indax Wos 472 Or 475 For
| 277 47w Amroach Shoy Conflpurations,
L e #= \ Spovial Stee! Post For Roodway
PR i, P e b ! B s nm Beam rmrrm
aumm.a‘ e e R et o xna® s
indaxes For " i
Fooe Of il affset < [ mm ‘A ﬂ I
Btter the——" :
€ Post Bolfs — -~ Key Post (¢ Mwm  Evisting Aproocy Sioh
" Traffic Rutiing § Thrle -Beom Refrofii ) Foodway Guardral! Transiflon
- .. [rOCKY Ir

SEE INDEX NOS. 4TE & 475 - SCHEMES 3 & 4

PARTIAL PLAN VIEWS OF GUARDRAIL AFPROACH TRANSITIONS AND CONNECTIONS
FOR BRIDGE TRAFFIC RAILING ( THRIE-BEAM RETROFIT)

Intermedlaty Posts “ 8. Roguired.
Seo indax Noa, 472
For Alfernats suam. e

Frant Face Of Existing Backwoll
& Begin Or End Exlsting ridge —.
_Existing Parallel Wing Post

4

ii . rwmmmaumm-wwn»

AfAAA

“ o
i" Key Paat (8 Pout Balta) = Exinting Anorooch Slob
Foodway. Guardrali Tronstlfoa

Traffic Ralling | Thrie -Beom Refrofii )

-

SEE INDEX NOS. 472 & 475 - SCHEMES 5 & 6

intermediate Posts Way e Requlrod.
Sne indax Nos, 472 '3?' 5
For Affernote Spacings, —.

Front Foce Of Existing Backwall |
& Bogin Gr End Existing Bridge 3 §ifutng riored

| r"'f = ',-‘wim fare
e e #
-~ 1 r-‘[ ‘__’_,.:‘ I Transition Bicck in Absence OF Curb
1 15 A/
Extaring Curd r N i
e, |/ @ M @DEEE AA3A
T T Ry S— = .L@_ = @ E;ql »
|mur Lhe—" § . || ~
| T Existing Asproch Siab
‘o Kuy Pasl [ € Post Baits |
= Traffls Raliing { Thrie-Beon Retrafit) Foodway Guardrali Tranaition

SEE INDEX NOS. 472 & 475 - SCHEMES 5 & 6

2008 FDOT Design Standards ] ok | Sheet ne
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Eva Curh

w For |,

S - A - " gl Truwﬂ'rm Biock In Abgence Of Curb |
p—mwmom.r = m_ SR i s ﬁ-ﬁ% H

Front Foce DF Existing Bockwall &
Begin o End Existing Bridge ~
v vy Exlating Perpendicuior Or Angled Wing Post

0% Special Stesl Past For Roccway
| oY ) : < Thein-Beam Tronsifians
|

Exlsting Curd
fdens For
Faca Of RatiOffsat

[ utter Line —~ 10

{I
- Existing Approcch Stab

Infarmadiote Posts Moy Bo Required,
See index Nos. 473 O 476
For Alermate Spoclngs,

Front Foca OF Exfating Bockwall |
& Begin O End Extshing Bridge ——__ - -
|

= Existing Filared Wing Post
Exlsting Infegral Ralnfarced
Safaly Curb Or Sidowolt
16" Winlmum Thicknassh
" — See indnx Noa. 773 ﬂrﬂ.’nr
Vs Appirooch Shab Donfigu ratfons,

Spectal Steel Post For foodway
~ Thele-Beam Teansitians

‘ﬁ';ﬁﬁﬁﬁaﬂﬁ

i

Agproach Sial

| ¢ Post Bolfy 4 — Key Post (€ Past Baits )
A Troffic Ralling  Theie-Beam Refrofit) | Roodwey Guordeolt Tronsfiton
I
SEE INDEX NOS. 473 & 476 = SCHEME | i

- A
Exl Curt
Soa Indaaos For

Spaclal Stesl Post For
Foodway Thela -Beam
Tronsitions

Front Foce OF Exlsting Bockwall &

s:;nf;wfx:w;'w ¥ __Existing Flared Wing Post
" ,1,wnemmu-mw

S Sidewaik fomoved

€ Post Boifs —

| Key Post (& Post Bolts)
L}
 Troftic Rotting ¢ Thrio-Beam Reirofit) | Restwoy Guordroll Tramsitlon B

Fco OF

€ PostBolts — | | Ky Post & Past Bolts)
Trafflc Rolting (Thele-Beom Retrofit] . Foobeay Guordralf Tronaftion

SEE INDEX MOS. 473 & 476 - SCHEMES 3 & 4

fntormodiate Posts ey Be Ruouired,
Soa Indax Wos, 473 Or 476

o e A g .~ Exlating Flared Wing Post

Front Foce OF Existing Beckwall |
& Bapin O End Existing Beldgs |

o | (6" Wi Thicknass),
L] — 500 Index Nos, 473 Qr 476 For
Approach Stot Conflgurations,

S Thrie-Beam Transitions

SEE INDEX NOS, 473 & 476 - SCHEME 2

Front Fooe O Exlsiing Backwall &

t
Hegin Or End Existing Bridge Speclal Steel Poat For

_ Exlettng Flared W

| b e &
= .

v ronaltions _—’" ¥ o~ Stiowaik

. P i -~ footwy Speciol Steel Guardralt Posty

- ﬁﬁﬁﬁi ol

Guther Line { N o JI
— Koy Post ( £ Post Bolts)
Rowhvey Gusrdali Tronditon__,

|
—+
il
T
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

. Exluting Approooh it

¥ Fost Baite ,
Traffic Rolling ( Thein-Beom Retrofit] | — 555..». Ptrfm‘o( Curp MSM \v& For Post
Plocemant, Area (f Curb Removal To Be Finlsh
Smoofh At Even With Adjaining Ared,

SEE INDEX MOS. 473 & 476 - SCHEME 2

»  m o E @ BgEGken

¥ Post Bolis ~{ o Koy Pasl | § Post Boita) ™
Traffio Ralling ( Theie-Beam Refrofit) ‘Roodway Gusedrall fronsltion

U - i L] e T2

SEE INDEX MOS. 473 & 476 - SCHEMES 3 & 4

PARTIAL PLAN VIEWS OF GUARDRAIL APPROACH TRANSITIONS AND CONNECTIONS
FOR BRIDGE TRAFFIC RAILING ( THRIE-BEAM RETROFIT )

-+ Exlsing Approach Siab

Exltgting integral Relnforced Asprocch Sob
Safaly Curd Or Sldowait

Speclal Steel Post For Roodway

~ Extatlng Approceh Skab

2008 FDOT Design Standards
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Infarmediote Poats My De Regulred,
Sen index Nos. 473 Or 476
For Nternate Spocings,

o

Front Foce OF Existing Baokwoll

|
in O i - Existing F v
& Bag End Exlsting Bridge T m’g"mu _z

r

"
b End of Exlsh
7|1~ Agpracch Sioh Fiors

TMIHM BM in Absence OF Curb

|
Existing Curh I B
X i
See Indares For l_ —_— | T I
Fooo OF Aall OFfset 1

wam Uﬂl-— I_

Troffic Reiifng  Theio-Beam Retrofit

\ }
Exlsting Approoch Siat
? Key Past (€ Post Bolte )

! la Moodway Guardrall Tronsition s

SEE INDEX NOS. 473 & 416 - SCHEMES 5 & 6

Intarmediate Posts Moy Ba Requlred,
Swe indax Nos, 473 Or 476
For Aftornate Spacings, —.

Front Foce OF Existing Bockwall
& Begin O End Exlsting fieldge -\i_ 5

.

!
[] -~ Tronsition Biock in Atwence Of Curts
Exlating Curb M H
Sae Indnxes For [fl m mm&ltgil I I I
|

Foce OF Rall Offset —
| muuv “

Traffic Railing { Thrie-Baam Refrafif) it

SEE INDEX NOS.

|
I __Existing Porailsl Wing Post

]

; Key Post {§ Post Bolts ) T Ealating heprach Slab

Aoty Suordirail Tranaition "

473 & 476 - SCHEMES 5 & 6

PARTIAL PLAN VIEWS OF GUARDRAIL APPROACH TRANSITIONS AND CONNECTIONS
FOR BRIDGE TRAFFIC RAILING ( THRIE-BEAM RETROFIT )
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Front Foce Of Exlsting Bocikwail
& Begln Or End Existing Bridge I

_~Exlsting Perpendicuior Or Angied Wing Post Removed
Spocisl Stoel Fost For Roadwey
— Thrie-Beom Transitions
- Trangition Biock in Absence OF Curb

SE @ m 'm.! KR

¥ Posf Bolts — .-'— ey Posf (€ Pnn‘ﬂnh'l.l
Traffic Railing ¢ Thrie-Beom Refrofit) | Foodwoy Guardrall Transition

Existing Ralling Removed —

E:rm'h Approoch Slab

|
SEE INDEX NO. 474 - SCHEMWE |

Front Foce Of Existing Bockwall
& Begin Or End Exlsting Bric - |

Exlsting Folling And Parcliel
Wing Past Removed

'. e, '\-\ ..’TMIHMEMMMWM
gumen, L« @ @ Eﬁ ) ‘E‘MHHHH

| g Aparoach Siab
—Key Post ( £ PMJ'BGHSJ

Foadwey Guardrall Transition

Traffic ﬂ_ﬂr’:f!ﬂ!{ Thrie-Boan Mfrzﬂ”

SEE INDEX NO. 474 - SCHEME 2

Post
WWMRIWTDBUFM{&M

Exiating Flaced Wing
Frant Fooe OF Exlsting Bockwall  Weil

//«m Even With Adjoining
MSTNJMFWM

__ Edge of Existing Approoch Sioh Varles
Confipurations Vorles

ﬁ H | Enisting Approgeh Stob
4

Removed -
& Bogin Or End Exlsting Bridge —— \ 4, " Theiz-Beom Transifions
Existing Railing And Flored — I
Wing Remov: b L
Emum Curd l’
Far “L e —— g —

anfmwm t Gutter Line— i Fi

S . | o B It =

F Post Baits —_ Ry Post { € Post Bolta)

il n Trefflc Railing { Thris-Beom Refrofit ) | FRoodway Guardeed! Tronsition

SEE INDEX NO. 474 - SCHEME 3

Exlating infegral Approach Siab

Wide Curb. Remove Porflon OF Curb

As Fequired For Post Placement.

Area Of Curb Removal To Be Flalsh Seoofh

Existing Floved Wing
Foront Foce OF Exisfing Bockwall Wall Ramoved -
& Begln Or End Existing Bridpa ———__ b

Existing MJ'W And Flared —_
Removed =35

A
Wing Past ]
Exlating Curt J,l ﬁ
See indeues For —

Foce 0F Roit Offsat

- And Even Wifh Adfoining Area.
4 _ Speclal Steel Post For Roodway
.~ Thrig-Beam Tronsitions

——— Ede of Exisling Approoch Sk Vorles

Configurmtions Vorfes

|~ Exigting Approoch Siob

Koy Post (¢ Post Bolts)
= ; Traffic Ralling [ Theig-Geom Retrofit) | Foodwsy Guararail Transition

SEE INDEX NO. 474 - SCHEME 3

PARTIAL PLAN VIEWS OF GUARDRAIL APPROACH TRANSITIONS AND CONNECTIONS
FOR BRIDGE TRAFFIC RAILING ( THRIE-BEAM RETROFIT )
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qT-4

Fronf Face OF Existing Bockwall
& Begin Or End Exlsting Bridge *1

_— Existing Perpendiculer Or Angled Wing Post Removed
.~ Ploca First Post 2°

Trattic Ralling Existlng Falling Remaved - = Cisar Of Wing Walt
{ Vertigal Foce Refrofit | Construcfed \1 i W —Tronsltlon Bloek in Absence OF Curb
— o | lﬁ—Ec‘.\ HHAA A
| / I | : % '
Exlafing Curd =3 i | = 1
For s oF g Orpear | ooy Gusrdrr Trmsition  EXISYing Aoprodch Siob
~ .+ Teoffic Auiling { Verticsl Fooe Retrofits — .
SEE INDEX NO. 48f - SCHEME |
Front Foce Of Existing Bechent| | Foralial Wing Post Remaved,
— Treerks Roling Vertoa Fooe Retrat)
& Begin Or End Exlsfing Bridge e
Existing Rafiing Rewoved —_ i _—Translticn Block in Alsence Of Curb
e /
7 1 rﬁjed AAAAR A
_____I___‘___ e 7_ |
4 -t W+
| \? Existing Aporoach Slob
. Finadway Guardrail Tranaltion F) -
Lkl Traftia fsitng ( Vartical Foce Ratrofit) | i

SEE INDEX NO. 48/ - SCHEMWE 2

Fronf Foce OF Existing Bockwall Paraliel Wing Post Removed
& Begin Or End Existing Bridge % {gmf:\'z *Ll"h'ﬂwf Faoe Ru!'oﬂl'!

Existing Raliing Removed —_\___\ ~ Tronaition EMM Absence OF Curd
m— i O r rﬁz%aﬂﬂﬂ i

[
= : -
! \ M [ \
i | | p I Existing Approoch Siab
e | mm 2 M Nested |
dsting Cur - Sea Thrle-Beam Far Guardrail Transition 4
Indexes For Fooa OF = B Pty —ff——
Roting Grrest 5 Traffic Roliing (Vertivol Foce Refrafit ) |

SEE INDEX NO, 48 - SCHEME 2

Note:

Fiared Wing Post Remov

Front Fooe OF Exlsting Bockwall /" Traffic Ralitng { Vertioo Foce mkvﬂfl Canshrucied

& Begin Or End Extsting Bridge
Ealsting Ralilng Remcoved Special Steel Post For Roodway

Troffie Ralling =" Thrie-Beam Tronsitions
{ Vertical Foce Refrofit} Constructed Eﬁ ﬂ
i i

) «J
| | [~ Exlsting Approosh Siab
Aoodway Guardrall Transifien
Traftic Raliing { Vertical Feoo Retrofitl |

Extating Curd ~ Sea indares —
For Foce OF Raillng Offset

- 1

SEE INDEX MNO. 48! - SCHEME 3

 Existing Flored Wing Post Re

maved,
Front Focs OF Existing Bockwoll “ Froffic Railing { Vertioal Face Refrofit ] Constructed

& Begin Or End Exisfing Bridge

Existing Roliing Removed | | __ Special Steel Past For Roodway
Traffic Ralting = Thrie-Beam Tronsitions
Vertloal Face Retraflt] Constructed —_ o
=
- gl ﬁ A A
T %4
i / i }

.
— 1 Extsting Approoch Siob
Exigting Curd = See indaxes —

For Foce O Rolltng Offsst Foodway Guardrall Tronsition

Traffic Railing | Vertical Foce Refrofit)

- ot

SEE INDEX NO. 48/ - SCHEME J

*31%% 12* & §* Theie-Beam Terminal Connector Plate ( Book-Up Plate ), And §* @ x 12° Long
HS Hex Bolts And Nufs 15 Regd. | With 24* 0D Piain Round Washers Undor Heads And Nuts

PARTIAL PLAN VIEWS OF TRAFFIC RAILING (VERTICAL FACE RETROFIT)

2008 FDOT Design Standards | shaet Mo,

GUARDRAIL TRANSITIONS AND et
CONNECTIONS FOR EXISTING BRIDGES 403
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Froat Foce Of Existing Bockwall ___ |
&

Begin Or End Exlsting Bridge b | -~ Extsting Porglle! Wing Post

Tronsition Block In Abssnce OF Curk

Fronf Face OF Existing Backwall
& Bogin Or End Exfsting Bridge

— _— Exlsting Flared Wing Post

. £ ;/, — Exigting lofegrally Relnforced Wide Curb

s o o
7 H H Traffic Roiting
I3 "1' ﬁ H H FI (Vartica Foe Retrofit) i E}
B i ot S il
/ === o Foce anf —= 1
4 i e .1‘-mamqwmsm N T '.'_ ==
Troffic mmag £ Vartical Foce - ¥ Kfr Post [ § Post Balta)
Retrafit ) - Roodway Guardroll Trongition 8 = i e i |

Troffic Raiiing (Verfical Face Retrafif)

SEE INDEX NO. 482 - SCHEME 2

Traffle Ralllng { Verilal Faoe Refrofit}

SEE INDEX NO. 482- SCHEME 3

Froat Foce O Existing Backwoll
& Begin Or End Existing Bridge

Speclol Steel Post For Roodway
" Thrig-Beam Tronsitions

P |- Existing Approoch Siat
+

™~ __—Existing Fiared Wing Past
Front Fe Of Exist Bockwo!l FK
iy Eﬂm‘ oo End of Existing #7475 Existing intagrally Reinforoed Wide Curd
~ Approach Siab Varles 2 En Speciaf Steal Past For Roodway

i 5 8 /A

- Tronsition Block in Absence OF Curb

Troffic Rafling ;
fVertioal Foce Metrafit )

A

i I 7 ,|||4|F|HHH " ,
Existing Curh - See indexes | 4 R "' Exsting Cud - Sev inderes | 4 - | 3
For Foce Of Rolling Offset  ——= 7 IH = | For Foce OF Raillng Offset  —— 1
= s ™ " Exlsting Approoch Slab r T T
- * L—
Traffic Raliing { Vertlool Foce A | 4 al'ar Post(§ Post Bolts)
Ra Footwey Guardral! Transition o |

¥ = Traffic Rofling { Verticol Foce Retrofit)

SEE INDEX NO. 482 - SCHEMNE 2

PARTIAL PLAN

| Roadway Guardrat! Transition

" Thefe-foam Tronsitons

Existing Approoch Skt

. Trafflc Ralling { Vertionl Foce Retroflt) J

SEE INDEX NO. 482- SCHEME 3

otor

*pr* ¢ 12" & " Theie-Beom Terming! Connector Plate (Bock-Up Piate L And §* @ x 12* Long
HSHMMWMJFERW]“JMZ‘ 00 Plgin Round Woshers Under Heaods And Nuls

VIEWS OF TRAFFIC RAILING (VERTICAL FACE RETROFIT)

2008 FDOT Design Standards “.L;,‘T] Sheat No,
GUARDRAIL TRANSITIONS AND 7T 13 ot 2n
CONNECTIONS FOR EXISTING BRIDGES
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Front Foce OF Exlsting Boctwoll
& Begin Or End Existing Bridge _—Existing Parpandioular Or Angled Wing Post

|, _~Picce First Past 2*
== Clear OF Wing Wall
i
Traf e ARaliing

¥ -~ Tronsition Bicck in Absence OF Curh
(Wertical Face Retroflt} — | ﬁ ﬁ'ﬂ H H H

|‘ ~ 1B ] -

| i)

£ e

- 4t — Exlsting Approoch Slab
Exigling Curt - Ses Indexes = |
Far Foce Of Rolling Offset - FAoodwey Guardrol/ Transition &

.. Traffic Aalling ¢ Vertical Foce Ratrafit) |

SEE INDEX NO. 482 - SCHEME |

Front Foce OF Enisfing Boctwoll _— Existlng Fiored Wing Fost
& Bogin Or End Existing Brisge -
Wide Curb Consirucied integrally
== With Existing Apprococh Skt
__ Special Stes| Post For Roodway

o+
Em’// " Theis-Beam Tronsitions

T

i Y4

i o

Trofflz Raiilng -
{ Vertiool Fooe RefrofIf ) —|-

J- Exlzting Approoch Slab

4~ Key Post (€ Post Boits)

S
oce ting Offset
1 Fioocwoy Guardrail Transition 1 Pt
A Troffla Raliing (Vartioal Foce Ratrafit )

SEE INDEX NO. 482 - SCHEME 4

Front Face OF Existing Bockwoli

_— Existing Flared Wing Post
& Begin Or End Exisfing Bridge | :

Wide Curt Consfructed infagraily
—= With Existing Approooh Siat

Traftic Falling e
1 Vertioal Fooe Refrofit |——

.

| Lt T Exisfing Approoch Sial

o Fote or pativ orteer” 4 Key Post € Post Balts )
For Foce OF Ralling Offset | Foodway Guardrall Transition .I. & -
S Traffic Aailing  Verfico! Face Retrafit ) "I

SEE INDEX NO. 482 - SCHEME 4

Notar

*21* x i2* x §* Tirin-Beam Terminal Connector Plate  Bock-Up Plate ), And §* 8 x 12* Long
HS Hex Bolfs And Nuts (5 Regel. ) With 24* 00 Piain Round Washers Under

PARTIAL PLAN VIEWS OF TRAFFIC RAILING (VERTICAL FACE RETROFIT)

Fronf Foce OFf Existing Bockwall

_— Existing Fiared Wing Past
& Begin Or End Existing Bridge 4

iy Wide Curb Constructed Infegrally
&) With Existing Aporooch Sioh
F _ Trovsition Block intepral With Retraf 1t Approoch
P 0 S i ks OF Anaroch S ture
{Vertioa! Foce Refrafit) I Sy H H H H H
¥ 1 e -
7 ) i g
) 1 | L
o H = 4bSh e !
Exisfing Curd - Sen indoxes | TR b
For Foce OF Ralllng Offsel | Foodway Guardrail Transition A =
5 " Traffie Reliing { Vertieo! Foce Retrafit ] _l
SEE INDEX NO. 482 - SCHEME 5
Freat Fooe OF Exfsting BWJ__ l Wide Curb Constructed infegrolly
& Begln Or End Existing Beidge . With Exlsting Approoch Siab
i —— Exfsting Paraiiel Wing Post
| s
~ Transition Block With Retrafit
7 Sia o Abserve OF Stab Curd
Traftic Ralling | ] o allln [
=l 1 | 7]
{Verticol Face Refrofit) |"- I[ ] —.L'lr _ H ﬂ H H H . It
Existing Curh = i ]
Induxes For Foce Of —— H 11| “ 1
Rolllng Offset | ; i f " Existing Approach S ]
~ o Troffic Ralting ( Thrie-Beom Retroflr) adyling -

| (0w Guardrail Transition

n, -

SEE INDEX NO. 482 - SCHEME 5

Heods And Nuis

2008 FDOT Design Standards Last | Sheat Ne.

GUARDRAIL TRANSITIONS AND 07/01/07) 14 of 24
CONNECTIONS FOR EXISTING BRIDGES 402
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Front Foce OF Existing Bockwoll
& Begin Or End Existing Bridge 3

Exlsting Ralling Remaved —

Teaffie Ralling
[ Verticol Foce Refrofif | Constructed —

Frmr Foce OF Exfsting Bockwall
agin G End E.l\lsl'w B!'Ml'
Exlsting Perpenaioutor Or hm-raao‘ lﬂ\m Woll & Post Revinoved

I B

- Pigce First Post 2° Clear Of Wing Poat

i AT

Existing Crb - See Indexes

ing s | i
For Foce Of Railing Offsef sl f

= 1
Existing Folfing Removed — oo
Traffic Rofiing { Vertiool Foce Refrofif ) !

e Existing Approoch Siab

Roodway Guardrall Transftien

~__o_ Traffic Raliing (Vertical Foco Retrofit )

SEE INDEX NO. 483 - SCHEME |

_~Tronsition Bigok in Absence Of Curk

Existing Curki - Sae indexas
For Foce Of Rolllng Offset — |

Extating Paralie! Wing Poat Removed ond Traffie
Railing {Vertical Face Refrofit | Construsted

. Traffic Ralling t Vertical Foce Refrafit)

Fron Foce Of Existing Bockwall

SEE INDEX NO. 483 - SCHEME 2

Frant Foce OF Existing Bockeoll
& Begin Or End Exlating Bridge

Exlsting Ralllng Removed —_

-
Traffia Aoiling f
{ Vertioal Foce Retrafit) Constructed —

1 & Begln Or End Existing Bridge .

Exlsting Flored Wing Post Rescved
" And Troffic Ralilng { Verticol Foce Refrofll ) Consfrucied.

 Special Sheel Fost Far Foodwry
" Thele-Beam Tronsitions

: _— Edge of Approosh Skab Varies
o See Siructures index No. 474
1l

Existing Curd - See Indexes
For Fooe OF Roiling Offset —

Enlativg Rulliog Rensved At Traric Rulling —
Constructed

{Weriical Face Ratrofit] Roodway Guardrol! Tronsition

Trofiio Raliing ¢ Verticol Foce Retrofit]

_~Transifion Block in Atsspce OF Curd

Existing Curb - Sea Indexes _
For Foce OF Raliing Offsef i

Exfsiing Paroilel Wing Post Removed ond
Traffle Rolilng { Vertico! Foce Retrofit) Constructed

‘ARAA B

- Existing Approoch Skab

Front Foce OF Exlsting Botkwall
& Bagin O End Existing Bridge ——_

T = ~Existing Approach Siab

4~ fy Post [ § Fost Beirs)

_|

SEE INDEX NO. 483 - SCHEME 3

Existing Flared Wing Post Removed
o And Traffic Ralling ( Verticel Face Retrofit) Constructed

Special Steal Post For Roocway
" Thrie-Beom Tronsifions

Exi Curb - See Indexes i ]
rmwmw oftset —1 * fm

)

Existing Raiting Removed And Traffic Raliing — |
{ Vertioo! Foce Retrofit) Consfruched r‘

Traffic Rafiieg [ Varticol Foce Ratrofit)

— Erlpe a!w sm vm—m
E! F Wmmrmrw
T Exlsting Approoch Siats
Kay Post ( § Post Boits)

SEE INDEX NO. 483 - SCHEWE X

Note:
*21* x 12" & §° Thrie-Beam Termingl Connector Pinte [ Book-p Pinte ), And §* @ WS Hex Balts And Muls (12" Lang For
Qo Piain

Scheme | Apd Langth Te Fif For Schemes 2 And 31 (5 Reqd. ) With 24* 00

PARTIAL PLAN VIEWS OF TRAFFIC RAILING (VERTICAL FACE RETROFIT)

found Washers Under Heods And Nuts
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NOTES FOR TRAILING END TRAFFIC RAILING
VERTICAL FACE RETROFITS

I. Where Guardrall Extensions Are Required Bayond The Treiling End Of Bridges
With Traffic Raiting Verticol Face Retrofits, Guardraii Connections Ta The
Bridge Roiling Wil Be By SPECIAL END SHOE For W-Beom Guordrall Extensions
And By THRIE-BEAM TERMINAL CONNECTOR For Theie-Beam Guardroll Extensions,

o

Ingtall W-Beom Speciol End Shoes and Thrie-Beom Termingl Connectors With
Back-Up Plates, And §°8 HS Hex Botts And Nufs (12* Long ) With 24* OD Piain
Round Woshers Under Heods And Nufs (4 Required For Special End Shoes And

5 Reguired For Thrie-Beam Termingl Connectors ). Bock-Up Plates For Speciol
End Shoes Are 12" 12" x §* And For Termingl Connector 21 x12° 2 §*.,

3. Paymant For Connecting Traliing End Special End Shoes And Thrie-Beom Termingl
Connectors To Traffie Raliing Vertical Foce Refrofits Will Be Mode Under
The Controct Unif Price For Guordrall Bridge Anchoroge Assembly, EA..

THRIE-BEAM RETROFIT NOTES

I See Indexes for bridge thrie-beom fraffic roliing refrofifs.

2. Tralling end guordrall fo be paid for under ffre confroct unlt price for the porent roodway guardraliy
end megsure fncludes length of end anchorage essembly; oddltionol payment mede for end
assembly. No edditional payment for connecting roodway thrie-beom fo bridge thrle-beam refrofif.

TRAILING END GUARDRAIL AND ANCHORAGE FOR BRIDGE TRAFFIC RAILING ( THRIE BEAM RETROFITS)

2008 FDOT n Standards o T

GUARDRAIL TRANSITIONS AND T
CONNECTIONS FOR EXISTING BRIDGES 407
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* Spilce Locationss Thein-Beam - (2 Guordrall Spiice Baits And Recessed Nufs
W-Brom - & Guardroil Splice Bolts And Recessed Moty
Use OF Scheme T Shall Be Determined
mewms;\mnw Use Of Schemes I And I Sheli Be Determined In Ascordonce With The Siruchures betwal

GUARDRAIL TRANSITION TO EXISTING FLAT SLAB BRIDGES GUARDRAIL TRANSITIONS TO EXISTING PRESTRESSED BEAM OR GIRDER BRIDGES

APPROACH FOSTS AND SPECIAL OFFSET BLOCKS

|
_;—:EAMM Fiaf Siob Bridge Wing Post Hiock pssamblis for speciol offiels con be mode up of one Epecial block plus cne shondord slre

b blck ar of fheee SRy alze blocks field dressed 1o cpprosimately equal gize, with fhe oirces
B L owsiied | secured for rolative position by Wd paivonized nolls, see W NAIL FOR PREVENTION OF
[ — | RO,

posls of posts (o k. (ol ond (el The defoils shown ore for approoch siobs with infernal edge
dite girfending beyond paropef fype frofflo rofifeg ferminl,

-3

7, Brishe | Asoronch Sib .

ViarTes (41
mn;_w (26" Typl

ag T Grrsst tocation Shown For 1+ 25 Fiore. For Othar Flore / g3
T [ | Offsats And Porcllel Aliganents Soe index o, 900,
x L, g i - ) | [ Shoulder Gutter Stewn ) ) SECTON MM
L. End Meamrpment For Guardrall Pryment . o Remaln) ExIgt, Spoulder Gutter Trongition | Exlsh, Shoulder Guffer. jq.J
- * Aproacs: rm?
il s L S e e, Sl Troneiion st To 8 ckied In Ihe Conrecrunit erce Fer The  py gy
" : 0 M., Appeoching Busrchil Systemn B AdHinat Pepment Far. Thrta -sen 1
m‘m"' i o s Niatad Parais, W-ThIs Doan rromsifich Fanet, St ACCOMsriRE.
Agfusted Forward |
il NOTES FOR GUARDRAIL TRANSITIONS TO SAFETY SHAPE
ﬁf'nrd'wmn-nu:lraww’\;:m fﬂg’:'vm mkﬂm @ x Lm“ TRAFFIC RAILINGS ON EXISTING BRINGES
1" Long With 35 Mle. Thened Langth fdge Safely Sheoe s Hex Bolls I, When the exisfing wing post is fo be repioced with o beidge froffic rafiing In cooardnce with the Sirhures
Wuts (5 Mo, | #ith 24 00 Pigln Round Washers Linder Meods And Nuts. [When Atfoching ¥
m!rss:rm?mmw&mm&.mmmswm o O Warue, fhe fhele -beom pucrdrall connection stall be In moordance with Defall J of index Na. 400.
Condults And Their Ufflities That ey Be Routed Through Wing Posts Or Bridge Ralls. When £ Whwn retrofiiing e -becen guordrall 1o exlsting wing posts er existing beidge Sofety shape froffls rolling, oftctment
Condults And Their Utiiltles Are Encounfered, Af Least Five §* HS Hax Bols Shall B congiruction o be pold for under the confrocf unif price for Guordroll Bridge Anchonoge Assembly, EA., ond shall be furll
installed in Ay Of The Soven Holes Provided fn The Theia-Beom Terminal Connector.] compansailon for toff fale construction, ferminal connector, ferminal connector piafel s ) md bolfs, muts ond woshars.

GUARDRAIL APFROACH TRANSITIONS AND CONNECTIONS FOR EXISTING FLAT SLAB, PRESTRESSED BEAM AND GIRDER BRIDGES
WITH SAFETY SHAPE TRAFFIC RAILING EXTENDING LESS THAN FULL APPROACH SLAB LENGTH
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END ANCHORAGE ASSEMBLY TYPE MELT
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New Hampshire DOT
New Hampshire approach rail
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New Hampshire approach rail
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New Hampshire bridge rail
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New York standard double box beam
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New York standard double box beam
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New York standard thrie-beam
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South Carolina standard rail

REFERENCES
| WATITHAL COCMENTE NeE S
ANSHTE MBS, AASITE WZ70. MASATD LG, 1. THRIE BEAM GUARDRATL SHALL COMPLY WITH THE FEGUIREMENTS OF SECTION 805 OF
ST W1 ASTH ATCS, ASTH B THE SCOOT STAMDARD SPECIF [CATIONS FUR WICHWAY CONSTRUCTION (LATEST EDITIDNI AND
15T 4173 1 1 + CONFORM TO AASHTO M 180 FOR CLASS A, TYPE 2.
| o | MHERE LAV IN BALL AHE WECESSARY THEY SHALL HE PLACED [N THE SME DIRECTION 43
S T H H RSN T Floe o TRAEIC, CUMTDRATL SECTIONS WAY 6C FURNISHED N0 INSTALLED IN STANDARD
f | LENGTHS OF 126", 257207 SECTIONS. LAY LENGTH 13 BASEN ON POST SPACING.
| WHERE CUBHOAML 1% ERECTED ON CURVES OF 150 F1. RADIUS OF LESS THE RAIL
T TYPICAL PLAN M RECORVED 3 THE thbe YO F1TTHE AEG0IRLD RADILS.
9::!:31‘.’6[ SUAT swmu; /»g POST 8OLT Ao . ;Q PLST BOLT- 4. FOR MARDMARE SEE DRAWING 805-005-00.
AT AT T8 WIS ST =3 63 - i 5. FOR POST AMD BLOCKOUT CETAILS SEE DRAWING 805-310-00 .
DHRECTION OF TRAFFIC [ 6. STEEL POSTS SWALL CONFORM TO AASHTD M2TOCASTM ATOS ). GRADE 35.
=2 ] { BineNaTons, CONEom T6 AASHTD M YOI RSTH TA).  SILEL PO3TS SHALLBE GALVANIZED
— (FENC-COATED) ACCORDING T0 AMSHIO W T1TCASTH ATZ3). Wdob FOSTS ARE NOT ALLGWED
ER WITH TIWIE BEAM GUARDNAIL, EXCEPT FOR TYPE "8° END TREATUENT.
TELATED s &1 ] 4T F 7. BACKUP PLATES ARE NOT REQUIRED WITH WODO, COMPOSITE, OR PLASTIC SLOCKOUTS.
BOG-D05-00.BOE-310-D0 --: - 8, N0 STECL BLOCKOUTS ARE ALLOYED, DMLY WOOD BLOCKOUTS UEETING THESE
aTe 7; SPECIFEAT LGNS AND DIMENSIONS CR AN APPACVED PLASTIC OR COMPOSITE BLOCKOUT F
DN DUAL (F €D PRODUCT LIST 43 WAY BE USED.  BLOGKEUTS SHALL BE 6°3giail T
T DIMENS [ONS HAIE BEAM GUAMDRAIL. BLOCKOUTS AME 7O BF [NSTALLED DN
oL TeeBhLTs TRAFFIC ST0E G THE POSTS.
% 4o EN, THRIE BEAM CUARGRAIL IS INSTALLED ACROSS A BRIDGE THE FACE DF TWE
GUARDRAIL SHOULD LINE UP &S CLCSE A% PESSIBLE wiTW thE DACK CF THE cimn. wies
e FRESENT. ~ BOCKBUTS SHOULD BE USED ACRGSS BRIDGES WHEN POSSIBLE. BLOCROUTS MAY
PRECONSTRUCTION = GROUND & BT REMOVED: WIEN. TRAVEL LANE 15 HVERLY COVPHOMISED.
SUPPORT ENGINEER 1o, FLOCKOUTS SHALL METT THE AEQUIREMENTS OF SECTIDNS 705, AND BOS OF
i ThoRD SPELIF ICATIONS FOR N1GHNRY CONSTRUCTION |LATEST £B1TIONT. ALt Tiusen
TYPICAL ELEVATION SHAML RECEIVE A PRESERVATICH TREATMENT IN ACCORDANCE WiTW SECTION 707 OF THE
0o SCOOT STANDAAD SPECIFICATIONS. BLOCKCUTS SHALL BE £ITHER AODUGH SAWN (UN-PLANED)
Wt |- TR 545 WITH NOMINAL DIVENSIONS INDICATED.
1t.  TOLERAMCE FDR WOODEW BLOCKOUTS SHALL NOT BE WORE TH . DIVENSIONAL
SECTION A-A TOLERAMEES AME THIENDED 1 BE. THOSE tomsrsnr i e mrréﬁ FUNCTIONING
OF THE PART. INCLUDING (TS APPEARMILE AND ACCEPTED NANUFACTURING FRACTICCS.
TUE BEPARIMENT HESEAVES THE RIGHT 10 REVISE SLOCKOUT DIUEHSIONS Ac 1T DEEWS
NECESSARY.
12, WIERE A STRUCTURE PREVENTS USE OF STANDARD LENGTU FOST. A BASE PLATE SiALL
BE ATTACHED T0 THE BOTTOM OF POST AND CONNEGTED 10 THE STRUCTURE AS SHOWN DN
m ORANING B0S-120-00 AT NO ADDITIONAL COST T0 THE DEPARTMENT.
1 13 [HE_UNIT PRICE BID TOR GUARDRAIL SHALL INCLUDE ALL coST oF Fumd
182 PLACTHG v KOUT. JLED OF FURRISHING GALVANIZING AN ALatiNG T Siee
73l GUARDRAIL ¢ INCLUDING POST S, NUTS, AND WASHE] CESSARY FOR SBLICES KD £0R
_ FASTEN [NG POST) AS CALLED FOH ON PLANS. L COMPLY WITH
P Lo HOLES THE REQUIHEMENTS GIVEN ON STANUARD DRAWING BO5-005-00,
[ 3ty : 31t b | r 1l LOHG
|—' CFTIONAL 1 1
[ED it 20
B
e 3, 2008 L = s
e z'-j l‘t‘l“.‘l‘. SLOTTED HOLE %7D1A.x 2's" m L} L SR -ROLES g TOh 2N
it ledeed |- 207 " Lows i |
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P
[l e e il L
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. 2
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NOTES:

E_BEAM CUARDRAIL SHALL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS GIVEN DM STAKDARD
I‘.IRAI'ING aus—-saﬁw

ALL MARDWARE SHALL COMPLY WITH THE TS GIVEN ON DRAWING
~005-00,

BACKUP PLATES ARE NOT REQUIRED WITH WODD. COMPOSITE. OR PLASTIC BLOCKOUTS.

MO STEEL BLOCROUTS ARE ALLOWED. OWLY APPROVED WOOD, COMPOSITE. CR FLASTIC

S MAY BE IJSE.D WITH STEEL OR WODD POSTS. SEE QUALTFIED PRODUCT LIST 43

A LIST OF m 0 MANUFACTURERS OF PLASTIC/COMPOSITE B{.DCKDLI!S BLOCKOUTS

ARE TO BE INSTALL! THE TRAFFIC SIODE OF THE POSTS. DMLY ONE COMBINATION OF
05T A0 HLEK:I(U.I]‘ FINISH SHALL BE USED FOR ANY (M€ CONTINUOUS USE OF

B 1
5

oz
§
=
7

ALL TIMEER SMALL RECEIVE A PRESERVATION tREATIE.N? 1N ACCORDANCE WITH
IBN 707 OF THE SCOOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS. I'H WOODEN PCSTS AR
MOUTS SHALL MEEY THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS 7 mu 805 SNM. BE
Eft ROUGH SAWS (UN-PLANED] OR 545 WITH NOMINAL BILE O AND
T THE STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR HIGHWA' cuﬁ‘mucnau ii.lTESI EDIT[DH

Y
ms IN C”UsiTEmlST[D BLOCKOUTS USED WITH STEEL POST MAY BE
ACTURED OM BOTH THE LEFT AND/DR RIGHT SIDE. HOLES IN WODDEM BLOCKOUTS
0 WITH STEEL ?DE'IS SHOULD BE LIMITED 0 EITHER THE LEFT OR RIOHWT SIDE OF
OCKOUT. HOLES IN ALL BLOCKOUTS USED WITH WOODEN POSTS MUST HAVE HOLES
RTLLED [N CENTER OF BLOCKOUT,

STEEL POSTS SHALL CONFORM TO AASHTO W 270 (ASTM ATOZ)1.GRADE 36. AMD
VENSIONS CONFORM TD AASHTO M 160 (ASTM BA). STEEL POSTS SHALL BE GALVANIZED
MC-COATED ! ACCORDING TO AASHTO M 111(ASTM A123). DRILL HOLES IN S asT!

BOTH LEFT AND RIGHT SIDE AND FRONT AMD BACK OF POST.

EAANGE FOR WOODEN BLOCKDUTS SHALL £ MORE THAN g TNCH,  DINENSTONAL
£ Bacdeh FlcT1on

S ARE [NTENDED TO BE THOSE WSISIEN'\‘
'ART. [HCLU 1] H&NUF&CTURINU PHMY.‘“I'b&'_‘Ss

ﬁ;ﬁ"‘

51

2527 SEREP
it Zmm:

e

W
oF DING ITS APPEARANCE AND ACCEPTE|
THE DEPARTMENT RESEAVES THE RIGHT TO REVISE BLOCKOUT DIMENSIONS

ARY
+  WHEN GUARDRAIL 15 REQUIRED AND THE PROPER SHOULDER O1STANCE EEHl” THE
GUARGRAIL CANNOT BE DETAINED, ADDITIONAL LENGTH POSTS ARE RECQUIRED.
TABLE BOS-010F ON DRAWING BOS-010-00.

13, THE UNIT PRICE BID FDR GUARDRALL SHALL INCLUDE ALL EOSTS OF FUANISHING AND
PLACING POST. &DCNW'G AND ALSO OF FURNISHING. GALVANIZING, AND PLACING THE
GUARDRAIL [ IMCLUDING POST BOLTS. NUTS. AND .lSHEﬁ ECESSM\' FOR SPLICES AND
FOA FASTENING RAIL TO POSTS) AS CALLED FOR ON PLAN!

11, WHERE GEOSYNTHETIC HEINFORCEMENT IN AN EMBAMMENT 1S LESS THAN 4.

FROM_THE TOP Iﬁ' IIIE FINISHED GAADE, DLG THE PCST HOLE DOWN TO THE GEOSYNTRETIC
AE IRFORCEMENT ]‘ OR PUNCH THE GEOSYNTHETIC WATERTAL [N ORDER TO EAECT
ThE COARBRALL poti=" This WORK 15 NGBS IN TUE 813 PRICE G TP ITEM OF WORK
FORWHICH THE POSTS ARE BEING INSTALLED. THE POST SHALL BE INCLUDED IN THE
UMIT BID PRICE OF THE GUl HE

12, THE PAY [TEM SHALL BE

THRIE BEAM GUARDRATL . LF.

STEEL POST

.
N ¢ |
|
:I‘N GUARDRAIL
T
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SEE DRAMINGS 805-305-00 & BOS-T75-02 FOR THRIE BEAM CUARDRAIL DETAILS.

IHRDIN?E- GILVANIZING. ETC.

2. SEE DRANING 805-330-0G FOR DETAIL OF THR1E BEAM TERMINAL CONMECTOR.
CONCRETE. TRANSLTION CURB SHALL BE PLACED AT ALL BRIDGE APPROACHES AND
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THD 164 GALVANIZED NAILS

BLOCK AND P AFT]
FOST BOLT 15 'llisflLLED. H‘W’lclLl

m TENER
DH]\'E FITKENEH AT

FRONT VIEW OF STEEL BEAM RAIL

42% iMIN. A

NORMAL SHOU DFR WINTH
PLANNED DISTANCE
FROM TRAVEL WAY

!‘ﬂ:uu el R T

AVELWAY

27%" FROM GROUND L1
21%" FROM GROUND LINE

EDGE OF

1011 MAX. SL

PLALI T STEEL WASHER
IhFE atHDDu POST DMLY~
FOST BOLT — S DI, X NECESSARY Lsnc;m_./
ONE REQUIRED R POST DURING INITLAL
INST.N.LITIDN (YR 1. WOO OR
STEEL POST
FILL SLOPE: l [
T
GROUND
LInE
LADJUSTABLE GUASDRALL SHOWN AT IWITIAL INSTALLATION)
Al

Aaz* (MIN. )

NOTES:

1. STEEL HEAW GUARDRAIL SHALL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 805 OF THE
SC0OT sunnm SPECJFICQTIDNS FOR WIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION [LATEST EDITION) AND CONFORM
TO AASHTO M YBO FOR CLASS A TYPE 2.

. WHERE LAFS [N RAIL ARE NECESSARY. THEY SHALL BE FLACED IN THE SAME DIRECTION AS
THE FLOW OF TRAFFIC, GUARDRAIL SECTIONS MAY HE FURNISHED AND [NSTALLED 1M STANDARD
LENGTHE 0F 12'-6%AND 2%'-0" SECT(ONS

WHERE GUARDRAIL |5 ERECTED DN CURVES OF 150 FT, RADIUS OR LESS.
SH-M.I. BE SHOP BENT 70 FIT THE REQUIRED RADIUS.

4. FOR HAROWARE SEE DARANINGS 505-005-00 AND BOS-750-02.

&. STEEL POSTS SHALL CWDR” 10 .l!SNTD W 210 1ASTM ATO9). GRADE 36.
[ T ARSHTO TR BAL. & M, BE GALVANIZED
ACCORDING TO AASHTD II 1T1HSI'M (XFLEH
0 IMEMS [ONS.

THE RAIL SECTIONS

DIMENSTONS
L I] TED
lﬂﬂD PUSTS SHALL BE 6"x8"x6'-0"

MO STEEL BLOCKOUTS ARE ALLOWED. OWLY APPROVED WOOD. COMPOSITE. 0F PLASTIC
BLWW'S MAT BE LISED WIiTH SYEEL OfF WOOO POSTS. SEE OUALIFIED PRODUCT LIST 4% FOR A
LIST OF AFPROVED CF PLASTIC/COMPOSITE BLOCKOUTS. FOR BLOCKOUTS AND
STEEL POSTS, Iﬂﬁ!’lLL SOLT ON I.Enbllw EDGE [ TAAFFIC SIDE) OF POST, ONLY ONE
%:;;A?;'LW POST AMO BLOCKOUT FINISH SHALL BE USED FOR AMY ONE CONTINUDUS LENGTH

¥ W OWCODEN POSTS AND BLOCKOUTS SHALL MEET THE RECUTREMENTS OF SECTIONS 706 and
BOS ﬁ‘ THE STM‘DMD SP‘C[FICAT]KNS Fm 'HlOHI‘AY msmucnm CLATEST EDITIOM). ALL
TIMIER SHALL EIVE A PRESERVAT. M ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION TOT OF THE
SCOOT STANDARD sPEC]r[GlTIDNS mm ! OUTS SHALL BE EI1THER RCUGH SAWN
LUN-PLANED ) OR S45 WITH NOMINAL OIMENSIONS INDICATED.

B. TOLERANCE FOR WOODEI II'LEKIKCIJT‘S SHALL NOT BE MORE THAN 'sy INCH. DIMENSIONAL
TOLEAANCES ARE INTENDED TO BE THOSE CONSISTENT WITH THE PAOPER FUNCTIONING
OF THE PART. INCLUDING 1TS APPEARANCE AND ACCEPTED MANUFACTURING PRACTICES:
;'E‘Eigg‘:ﬁ‘e*mr RESERVES THE RIGHT TO REVISE BLOCKOUT DIMENSIONS AS [T DEEMS

9. BACKUP PLATES ARE NOT REOUIRED WITH WOOD. COMPOSITE. DR FLASTIC BLOCKOUTS.

10. THE UNIT PRICE BID NR GUARDRAIL SHALL TNCLUDE ALL COST OF FURNISHING AND
PLACING POST, BLOCKS AND ALSD OF FUANISHING. GALVANIZING. AND PLACING THE STEEL
GLARDRAIL [INCLUDING POST BEI.TS. MUTS, AND WASHEAS NECESSARY rm SPLICES AND FOR
FASTENING RAIL TO POSTS] AS CALLED FOR ON PL:INS

£1. WHERE GEOSYNTHETIC REINFORCEMENT [N AN EMBAMKMENT 15 LESS THAN 4.0 FEET FROM THE
TOP OF THE FINISHED OAADE. DIO THE FOST HOLE OOWN TO THE GEDSYNTHETIC REINFORCEMENT.

HEN CUT DA PUNCH THE GEOSYNTHETIC MATERIAL IN ORDER TO ERECT THE GUARDRAIL POST.
H!S WORK 15 IRCLUDED IN THE 810 PRICE OF THE ITEM OF WORK FOR WHICH THE POSTS ARE
BEING INSTALLED. THE POST SWALL BE [MCLUDED IN THE UNIT BID PRICE OF THE CUARDRAIL.

12, WHEN MOUNTING GUARDRAIL. A TOLERANCE OF 3 [MCHES ABOVE AND 1

STAKDARD NOUMTING HEIGHT IS PEMIISSIM OVER RECESSARY SURFACE IHHEWLIR[TIGS
13.  THE PAY ITEM SHALL BE:

STEEL BEAM GUARDRAIL weeeeeee memeebFo

SP.c.

SECTION A-A

ISTANDARD GUARDRAIL SHOWN WITH CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER)

A TRAVEL WAY|

3o

SECTION THROUGH
STEEL “W” BEAM GUARDRAIL
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wooo EEECKGUT
WOOD POST SYSTEM

WOOD POST SYSTEM

RAOUTED OR FORMED
iy NOTCH TO PREVENT
£ ROTATION OF BLOCKGUT

T MIN. 1 ARTUND BOLT
OFFSET .
FROM POST N
10 FACE \
OF BLOCK

.

T
)

WOCD OR COMPOSITE
BLOCKOUT FOR
STEEL POST SYSTEM

STEEL POST SYSTEM

{SEE NOTE 61

FRONT

WASHER

Wooo
POST

WaoD
7 BLOTKOUT

GUARDRAIL

ASSEMBLED
WOOD POST SYSTEM
PLAN VIEW

NOTESE

STEEL BEAM GUARDRAIL SHALL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS GIVEW DN
smmw DRAWING B05-105-00.

2. AL HARDWARE SHALL COMPLY WITH THE RECUTREMENTS GIVEW ON STANDARD
ORANINGS BOS-005-00.

5. SACKUP PLATES ARE MOT REOUIRED WITH WOOD. COMPOSITE. OR PLASTIC
BLOCKOUTS.

4.  NO STEEL ELDNDLI'[S ATE AL ONLY APPROVED WDOOD. COMPOSITE. OR
PLASTIC BLOCKOUT. !E USED UH’N STEEL GR WOOD POSTS. SEE OUAL IFIED
PRODUCT LIST 49 N:l! A LIST OF APPROVED MANUFACTURER! PLASTIC,
BLOCIW?S BLOCKOUTS AME TO BE [WSTALLED ON THE TRAFFIC SIDE OF THE
POSTS, ONLY OHE COMBINATION OF POST AND BLOCKOUT FINISH SHALL BE USED FOR
ANY OKE CONTINUDUS USE OF GUARDHAIL.

5. ALL TIMBER SHALL RECEIVE A PRESERVATION TREATME! .l' IN ACCUHDIN“..E IIIH
SECTION 707 OF THE SCOOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS.
BLOCKOUTS SHALL H'EE‘.' 'HE REDLFIHEIEN'IS IT SECTII'IJS 7 mo SHI-LL BE
EITHER ROUGH SAWN Oft 545 W .EMSIUI AND
MEET THE STANDARD SFECIF I'CAl'IU!S FOR HIEHI’M‘ I:FIISTR ICTIoN lLlTESf :mrl:m

&. HOLEG IM COMPOGITE/PLASTIC BLOCROUTE USCD WITH STLEL POST

MANUFACTURED 08 BOTH THE LEFT AND/DR RIGHT SIDE. HOLES [N IWOEN &.Muul’s
USED WITH STEEL POSTS SHOULD BE LIMITED TO EITHEA THE LEFT DR RIGKT SIOE OF
TH LES IN ALL EL(EKOU'IS USED WiTH WDODEN POSTS MUST MAVE
HOLES mltLED IN CENTER OF BLOCKOU

T. TOLERANCE FOR WODDEN BLOCKOUTS SHALL NOT BE MORE THAM lr INCH. DIMENSIONAL
TOLERANCES ARE TMTENDED m BE_THOSE CONSISTENT WITH THE PROPER FLIHETININEI
OF THE PART. INCLUDING 175 APPEARANCE AND ACCEPTED MANUFACTURIN ICES.
'I“EEEEESWTENI RESERVES THE RIGHT TO REVISE BLOCKOUT Dllﬁk‘iloﬂs as I 'JEEIE

B. STEEL POSTS SHALL COMFORM TO AASHTO M 270 (ASTM ATO09). GRADE 36, ‘AND
DIMENSIONG CONFORM TO AASMTO M 160 {ASTM BAY. STECL POSTS SHALL

GALVANIZED [ZINC-COATED) ACCORDING TO AASHTO M 111(ASTM A1231. DRILL

WOLES TN STEEL POSTS ON BOTH LEFT AMD RIGHT SIDE AND FRONT AND BACK OF POST.

5- WHEM GLARDRAIL 15 REGUIRED AND THE PROPER SHOULDER DISTANCE BEM[ND THE
GUARDRAIL CANNOT BE OBTAINED. ADDITIONAL LENGTH POSTS ARE RECUIRED. SEE
TABLE 805-0V0F ON DRAWING. B05-010-00.

H:l THE UNIT PRICE BID FOR GUAADRAIL SHALL INCLUDE ALL COSTS OF FIFNISHIHU
ACING POST, SLOCKOUTS. AND ALSO CIF FUHHIS»[NG- CILW.I![Z.NG

PI.!C"W THE STEEL OUARDAAIL {INCLUDING BOLTS.

NECES&‘R\' FOR SPLICES AND FOR FﬂSTEH!HG HIIL Ta pBSTS'I lS CNJ.ED Fm o

11. WHERE GEOSYNTHETIC REINFORCEMENT [N AN EMBAMKMENT 15 LESS THAN 4.0
FEET FROM T\lE TOF OF ?HE FINISHED GRMNE; DIG THE POST HI
Tl PUNCH THE GEOSYNTHETIC MATERIAL
IN EHEIEK m EHECT TliE wmﬂilL Pasr. THIS WORK [S INCLUDED IN I'NE Biﬂ PRICE
OF WORK FOR WHICH THE POSTS ARE BEING INSTALLED. THE
SHN.L EE INCLUDED IN THE UNIT BID PRICE DF THE GUARDRAIL.

12, THE PAY ITEM SHALL HE:
STEEL BEAM GUARDRAIL_

A H
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" 1 m/
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GENERAL NOTES

DESICN NOTES

®

@ e e

THE EXACT POSITION OF OUARDRAIL SMALL BE AS SHOWN ELSEWHIRE ON
THE PLANS O li Dllli:l'iu BY THE ENGINEER. GUARDRAIL iiﬂ-llu BE
TRANS 11 0NED A SMOOTH CONNECTION WITH DTHER GUARDRAIL OR
STRUCTURE nu.m A5 SHOWN ELSEWWERE ON PLANS.

AT THE DPTION OF THE CONTRACTOR THE RAIL ELEMENTS FOR THE
OUARCHEALL MAY BE FUANISHED IN EITHER 1246 OR 25 FOOT NOMINAL
LENGTHS WITH FOST BOLT SLOTS FOR CONNECTION TO POSTS.

BOLTS SHALL BE OF SUFFICIENT l.umm 0 l-'rrtm THROUGH THE FULL
THICKMESS OF THE WUT AND NO WORE THAN ¥\~ BEYOMD IT.

GUARDRALL THAT 15 INSTALLED ON CLRVE WITH A RADIUS OF 150 FEET
OR LESS SHALL BE SHOP CURVED.

®

©
(0]
®

STEEL POST SHALL BE BLOCRED OUT. A 8% X 6° WOOD BLOCK-0UT SHALL
BE USED WITH EACH STEEL POST. SEE STANDARD DRAWING 5-GR-13 FOR
SPECEFICATIONS AMD DETAILS.

WELOED STEEL POSTS SHALL MEET THE RECUIREMENTS OF lstu l-fll
THE FLAMGE WITITH an l'lll:e'lNE$5 'EB I‘Illctntis MD DEPTI

WELDED POSTS SHAL oF A smnmn
ROLLED WG X 8.5 001 li I !.0 ITE[L rosL
STEEL POSTS SHALL MEET THE REGUIREMENTS OF ASTM A-36, BOLT ROLES
SHALL BE APPROXIMATELY CENTERED BETWEEM WEB AMD EDGE OF FLANGE OF
SPACERS AND POSTS.

FOR DIMENSIONS AND DETAILS NOT SHOWN SEE STANDARD URANING WOS.
5T0-15-5, ST0-15-7, AND THE 5-GH-SERIES.

DECK ATTACHMENTS.

USE OF BOLTED WASE PLATES AND DRIVE POSTS

THE USE OF FRECAST,
SLAB TYPE CULYERTS [5 PROWIBITED,

THIS RAIL SYSTEM H!i IEEII TES?CD IN ICOWME Ll

@@@@

GUARDRAIL POST STACING SHALL BE REDUCED TO 3°=1§~ AT CONCRETE
WHEN DEPTH OF FILL AT FACE OF GUARDRAIL EXCEEDS 3'-8" DELETE THE

PRESTRESSED CONCRETE DECK FANELS [N BOX AND

TH THE CRITERTA

@

FORVED M
CLEARANCE TO THE HOLE.

0 HORIZONTALLY TO PROVI

SET FORTH 1W MCHEP A 1881, ANO SUCCESSFULLY

tﬂlTlliﬁD A 4,488 POLIW \'EHICL£ ll’ l vcu:m G GI.I VPH AND AN
AMGLE OF 25.3 DEGREES. REPORT

?F HOVEMBER 19086,

ANY qiurucnm STEEL THAT INTERFERES WITH THE 1M4* DIAMETI
S SMALL BE MOVE

o
DE A 17 MININLW

o IIIM "IIIH P
ALOUIRED.

ATATE OF Yameiasun
BEFARTHENT OF TRANSPOATATION

GUARDRAIL ATTACHMENT
T6 CONCRETE DECKS OF

SLAB CULVERTS
AND BRIDGES

B-22-08 I 5-GR-22




Texas DOT
Texas bridge end

Eng of
5 o L GENERAL NOTES
.g o ”""\ ”/ 1. For more cetalis See MBGF, SGT, end MBGF fronsirion stondara sheets,
T p— K 2. Quontities of metol beom wu fenca (MBGF) of Ingiviouo! oricge ends
3 y 8 8 3 g 3 g gsgegep—l are snown eisewnere In plans,
T T :
= ‘56T 1 Ight Toper | Maos Tromsition 3. Use Siecopy o dotly traffic (aDT} ﬁr HHE Quregis Saor 10 diteralos Mgk
50° 5C :‘::; S*rql 1 ] fengTh o N gccorgonce with the Roocwoy Design Monugl unless mhir-r‘u
é oot 1) tS4e note 101 aumr-ee e STt tigemt Trattin Vo ues n is anficipated on
volume (0-750 ADT1 hignways, use length determinaticns for the nlwr volum
i WHGE_|engtn of nesd (L1 | category.
3 4, MBGF moy not De reguired to shieid ceporturas end of oridge unless othar
Bogln or end cbstocies within the horlzental cleoronce |Imits o opposing troffic indicote
e Srusturs @ MAGF conslderatien,
MHGF langth of nees (L}
netn o ~r 5. Terminal long (T.4.5) are oniy for oo end onchoroge LEoRe
Ta108 the ner 126aToT &leorahcs Sred nooonlrn Srortion
. " 6. Direct connection of MBGF (ot §°-3" post soocl 1thout trmlifiml to
g 0% 30713501 Straighy. Yogur! : MBGF (6"~ 3" Spocing) et TR 0 bari by g ko g AR L B M i B LM s P e L LB
; i5ee note 1} ' | 15e8 note 100 cleoronce oreo of opposing fraffic.
T ¥y § ¥ ¢ T ¥ T T T T ¥ T ¥ ¥ T T T ¥ € ¢ FNERRO— 7. The crown will be widenso to cccommodate MBGF.  Typical Iy *he crown |ine
L} ] .S "‘\‘.\“‘- anculs be 2'- 0° frmimmn!mmmr This aooties to new
g™ R T I\ construotion on naw ailgnment or whore o crous sootion 1s
: 7 i’:’]?:t c:n -ngk‘fhnlfn axisting roaa::‘mu:‘ :1nmair1aogiﬂ::im
“Eng of L l
e TWO LANE (RURAL) HIGHWAYS Bricgs Rall (Sen Typics! Cross Section of MBGF),
B. For fu!r-evnlo widrn br-or 25' Tongent section of WBGF shou
et o the wingwali e ndmmlnu MBGF that |les rrinm m rma-uy
(Lones & Shoulder oreal crown floreq ot the rote of 25:1
of s fLongi+udinal Loterall. Lo unqm S Thwre bridges should be determined oo
Bridge Rall- ot atoted cbove or the |ength necessory to loocte the termingl end of o 2°- 0"
Crown | na - ;lﬁ effsat from shoulder edge, whichaver 18 greater,
|
\l \\ 1= 8. Varigtions in post spocings nd/or the use of spocer blocks or snims may
“‘\k’ 1 PRI T ——— A required by ine Ennmnrn?n Grder +0 Gotommodore The Feauited roll conact Hon
figE @ 8 L i i L i &1 8 L & & § .1 ] ] S to existing structures.
I
T U z : ! | 10.Transition length and post apocing will vor Mr\nmﬂ'\a transition type.
i iad i3 el e WBGF 15"~ 3" Spocing) | 50' SGT (25:1 Straiont Taper) ! E ol el g e A Tl ot M el * "
=% g (See note 10} ! tSee note 11
it
* 3
m E i S = — = s~
(&)] T EE {Twa or more |ones Vorfable \] 2
2 In or end In soch directiont r == 1°-0" TP,
(0] !E" . e 2°- 0" typ. ‘[ -
EE.'!.? - Sew note T | |
SaET [SEE DETAIL & T.A.5. Uptlon & 25° MBGF flore of 25i1 Base See WBGF stondord
§hd T S for post fypen. CONCRETE
2ug B -3"SPACING | 25" Terminal .lmunf_l 3 RAIL
gé‘ag WEGF tength of reed (LI ™ section IT.A.5.1 ¥ Z
%E )
5 T F T T 1 1+ Leage of shouider [
nggh — N/ LB e ——ha or widened crown, TERMINAL CONMECTOR
21, L Bricge Rail \ iwvn- B e S i b
Eb: Fhgek Ko hor sl Td of tomrets. T bcown Kiow A Ottt T detalis of to concrete
éi ?!I:.uml Mﬂh:: 5% 6 M rail seonection. |
2=x MULTILANE UNDIVIDED (RURAL) HIGHWAYS DETAIL A
E‘E‘EE g™ ==
8 3 t End of
2 'E HE /Wm i Erig Aol
=f = I
Cp— T
‘Engé - : — S SR S T ST T S T TR RR TR CH TR S T T i 8 AaEAe
SEEE 3% 50' SOT (2501 Straignt Toper) MEGF 16"~ 3° Spoeing! ol L N Toation
a;EEE w8 tSee note 11 y T tsee note 100
=
!gEU-. UEGF |angtn of nesa (L1 o
i
B tRs Taxas Department of Transporfatfon
s 458 One WAY TRAFFIC gl Dasign Divlslars (Rocdwey!
nurber of lones) atructure
L —_ 1 MEGF |engtn of neso (L} >
- |
gg 50° 507 gsi1 Straignt Taper] | VBGF 16~ 3" Spocing) i TR H O BRIDGE END DETAILS
B Eg J | Ty | | iSee note 10}
5 = t 1
4 T he———TT7 T T ¥ T 7 T ¢ T ¢ ¢ T ¥ © ¢ 1 eie——r-
: 2 R BED-03
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Texas single sided crash cushion

65-3

DISCLAIMERT

Item H

Stotionary Concrete
Traoffic Barrier or
Concrete Bridge Rall

2-1% " Die
Hales

Concrete bridge rails

may require o modified
end at the terminal

I connection, (Contoct the
! Bridge Division)

SPLICE PLATE DETAIL

Loop cable
ties through
holes Tn gusset.

Tie

IMPACT HEAD DETAIL

" cable using cabie ties on
oppogite side of the post bredker.

(0 (0,0, (20

POSTS 2 THRU 6

| 17-3 %

END SPLICE PLATE DETAIL

POSTS 7 & 8

(W @
®
HH

VAO,
(CHENED

K

SECTION A-A
2-1% " Dia

Omit spocer an
Harea—\ ?verrrcui wall
(:) \ R

)

A,

2r= 1"

Approx. 4% ta
CTB toe

SECTION B-B

-

" rot be oelven with the utaer

10. An oblect morker shall te Instolied on the front af the Impoct heod on

. Al | Doits, ruts, coble cssesdiles, cabie

" Tre ooorooriate connection of tne SSCC 10 the siotionary rlgld structure 14 o

GENERAL WOTES

ningle-sided denign the BEAT-S5CC [s not approoriote for wse of iocorions
de hitn towords the rigld concrete porrler o mlrm-\. #.g [0 gore orecs,

r- wuriwu for use In o norrow medion whers bockside coposlte direstion

nite ore | tearye

Du-tn 17

crchors, teoring olote, n.nlnn. mt. Impoat
st othorelss

Facds, oo other steal componants shall be golvanired, wnl

The b coble ossemnly must be tout. A locking cevice, (vice orlps or choncel
tocx piTers) should be used +o prevent the coole fram telering whan tightening the ruts.

" alte congitions cermit, costs may be oriven, The (ower ssction of post #1 srouid
pont section ottocred. If oosts ore ploced 1n o orilled
nale, the bockfill scteriol must Do sotlefostor]iy compocted 1o orevent settismnt,
I rock axcavetion 18 sncountared, sen sonufosturer’s (nstaliotion booxiet for
fratol ot lon recommndot fons.

Fast shall rot be set full cestn In esrorete.
eritical componant *o Tnsure oropes

1 Bolts yeed fo gttoch
HreHay o W11 eed o e

performoncs of the syntee. The (ength of the
e lnul 1o the riglg structure wiil vory with the wali
Sarermines. 1n ihe FleTa:

The cooreoch crea in front of the SSEC ond the orea within the system Ttes!? shall
ov Tree oF Flims coatocien greater thon 4 Inches In halpht ond hove o TIE| slcos or
o cut miope of 1VITEH or flotter.

Unleas otnarwiss snown in the plons, SS5CC rafl ploced fn the vicinity of clros anali
Be bioaked out 80 thot the foce of curb s |ocoted direct!y below the foos of roil.
Tre stesi costa snall be Tnatciisd of tne oroper ground el evetfon coove Tne gutter
pon oF roccwny aurfoce, Curbe located along o in front of fhe SSCC system shall not
bo greoter thon 4 frores Tn haight.

detalied on O & DMINIAL

e

Poat Greonsr (471 Weloes TSZ % 3 x
Cobia Anchor Angentiy
ing Fiate

g Tuoe Boll tA3h x 8'-0° LG
I 0"

Stes| Brecugwoy Pogt WE w 9 x 6'-0° 18,
Suppory Brocket w/ Biockout (AS) TSE ¥ & w/

Sew‘ul lwall A1) x -lg_;zE‘ LG

ronalt i T oy

R T Y P O

T
X 7 Hew Boi1_iA3Z% or AAd9)
B Wew Bolt (A7 or Aadmi
v

FFFFRFEF
B

=

% 9" pex Bolt (AIZS or Addd)
= 5% Wew Bort (h3zs or kAdw |
]

30 or A
" 10-Wex Boltin Wadg] Lengin Vorl i1 Seet)
~ Hex Wt {ZH Heovy Hew Mutl
* Woeher STructural Wosher
42" _Sqsher

s 10

belubaf<le|<fe

Texas Department of Transporfation
Dasign Division (Reooway)

SINGLE SIDED
CRASH CUSHION
(BEAT-SSCC)

SSCC-03A

o o o

W] eoaw um maan




Wyoming DOT

Wyoming TL3 railing

09-3

-

Rall Bolt Assembly
(See Rafl Bolf Detoll
and Nofe Koo |

Ftxi=3" HS Bolf

15* throodlw/2 Hex Nuts)
¢ 2 Washers, Wroneh)
tght, {3 req'd per posil]

fep and botfom mals

Place anchorage belween
of reinforeing steal

TYP>“E1
M

. 1'-8" Curb Clear_foadwey __ . I"8" Curb Clear Roodway
FF Curb ond B " 37
TS 6x2x 4 )
? i# T4 13"
L
= 'l" A —-_.-r—--_.—-\
I — S l=——FF Cwrd
b e -
&I> 4 : é o e d—R F il 1=24~
= u}u 2 - 3
4 :r.: //—I;'. Fale (Typl
. =
% S —
"yl
i -~ SR =
iz i ] Lra | o4 o]
w C et F N I—
; Faar <0
- VIEW A-A
ASSEMBLY DETAIL e
[Shown neor € Post) rall bolts nol shown)

(Bridge siob shown, approoeh slab simiiar)

.',1:
i P

24 Sy

Note:

Threod

33

Wyo. Pro). X

Sheas BX of BX

Sheats

PLAN
(¥ posts reg'd on bridge)
{X posls req’d on approach slabs)

1 Ensura the expansion spiice is focaled in the rafiing panel which
passes over ihe bridge expansion foint as Indicated on the plan,

21 Slofs may be omiffed in standord sleeves where bolls ore required
on one side of splice only.

3 Anchor bolts may be fock welded o anchoroge (Shop or Tlald),

41 Al pos! focations, drifl fwo | i “® holes in the rolls fo recelve rail

balls (Shop or fleid). Seo Post Delolls Tor hole spocing.

51 Before Instaliing ralls, pofnl cuf, drilled, or ofherwise damoged
surfope areas of the roillfng componanis wilh fwo coafs of zing rich
palnt conforming fo fhe requiraments of ASTM A 780,

6! Afler Insfaliing the ralls, pofnf exposed bolt threods with two coafs
of zine rich paint confarming fo The reguirements of ASTH A 780,

WYOMING  DEPARTMENT OF THANSPORTATION
BRIOZE PROCIAN

iy BRIDGE RAILING DETAILS

]
Bar 2x F xtr-8~ .
B §x 05104 12 Ealg % | . M i A
= | ] — x| 4 SO 7 i
| - ;% . e A
: i T %
L =S
::'-.'\' i 15 'ga rxr;jm = ‘ B
: = of (Tl 5 = i
Ll e A [ . -
L "I - |
iy » &7 i ]
s RBgr 3x 4 x0-3—1L ! 1 IR
i|f - : == MBar 3a gxi= s“—’ [ n
= e
L | 1% Hols (Typl- Ly
2, o 14 e Hagr 3x daz-or—1 | | ki
e | r-ad I n
SECTION B-8
SA0F VIEW ERONT_VIEW ot galyonized)
POST DETAILS tAnchar bolls and slab naf showi)
(Sew View A-A for anchor boll hole specing) Bar %5 -9"
50~
. 24 . 263" S i xexr-547
(S F | SONSL AL ol e AR B
Sa’nr l‘Tp’f N 18 (Contered) i
12347 g i i
i’s‘:u#ulnﬂq? = Stal [Tppll~=t=——f=———=— — - 1 Lock Waster] B
= s (Top ¢ Boft) i | 0N Wil
= - e - el |
= fax Nut IT)
I |f"!|‘afsﬂ'yp / e _; | Hax Nut (Typ) '
bent, welded) 47 (Top € Boff) benl, weided| | |34¢ i 34~
continuous, and) = confinuous, ond f.J_ 5
ground Tiush| ground flwsh

STAHDARD SLEEVE

SLEEVE DETAILS

EXPANSION SLEEVE

END VIEW S _3_5' =
RANL BOLT DETAIL

TL3_bri_v8.dgn

Il)eamn Section X

...._'f— %
i Jorwg.no. X [sneet % or X

—
Sroncars Sheat Gates §9-0% *.dgn



193

- 6. 6 WS TC-ue wye. Prol. X
=

p e TR 3 srwet BX of BX Sheets
" ooy 4
+ i & }
5 -
P | N
+ o “x4" Siof (Typ)
el 3 4
¢ Batt) End o
~ =5 : £nd Post x . ;
i x
sl vy Sl P o] tod .
i o oraund s 4o 4L;! qc\p TS B 2x 4 Ty Pay Linit TS 6x28 4 Ty
[T aney 4 fTypi e cilp rrmd] Hole (Typi / Al /1™ Hole Typ) / ol
i 1 | ! ;, WE| o R
- + 5 S . L — et ™
b | I N “—1k—F Ty =
* o r . 9
; e g1 1 PR F7x 3= o w47 '\‘ 10—
- ! i v > Ltala e A
. -':‘r. S ‘::“‘ |
- Typ (568 | o ¥ M 50° %
jL i h Nole No, 8 (71T ° \ .Mofs Nu. s/ ej’ j... il h

(DRSS FR—— L,w_k,w\_,v\,l

~Banl  f x9 (Soe Bent Plate Section) Bent ® & x 9 tSe0 Bent Plofe Seetlon)
ELEVATION AT TERMINAL TYPE (D) ELEVATION AT TERMINAL TYPE @) ELEVATION AT TERMINAL TYPE (3)
fHox beam guordrall conmeetion) (Box beam guordrall canneetion, .fn-far.s.ra.'s wxll and only) fCorrugatod beom guordrall conppetion
IWith provision for lemporary corrugated beam guordrall connection) or na guardrall connecfion)
Ploce Bont @ & x § Benl @ x9%2-3 4%
T et Cleor 54 ] © 25 4" Ciear
X e X ——
- ‘“2‘!;_ Ploce of FRoddway
\ = — i} - Bor 2x 4 rm 24 |
RE T
m j? = i S Bx2x j o |
. 5 4
_}.[? Bent & 4 49 §§ y [ . Bor 25 dx0-9" _B_‘ Notg: 1) Either top or boffom rail in lermingl seclion may be
Pt 4= 24- Y the | ' roil,
TS5 6x2x § (Typd Sie P FF TS 6x2x 4 TS Gx2x 4 Tyl = grm:; ﬂa’dm%ﬂgf?:mdm ':r
lerminal Is cmf}mm .ir alfhor [he Top or boffom rait
SECTION C-C BENT PLATE SECTION BRACE BAR DETAIL ek ik d vor a of wo
Top roil nol shown) {Ses Nofe No. 71 3in :m;mrm werk, ensure relling that connol feasibly
(Req'd af Fype (@) ond B) Termingls) be mode confinuous over ¢ minlmum of iwo posis has o
f pectng g e elther side of pos),
€ Posl s d In rafl (G 4} Splices be focoled on i posi,
e go. g Sl ol LR ke 51 Not more fhan ane spiice 1s permifted par side of post,
37 i Hex Nul, Washer, € Lock] oacepl af e
4 el ” - Washer, Wrench Hght, &) Do nof shap Spiice rolls.
8 L. G e T 7) Ensure a broco bor Is placed 2°-07. from Ihe spiice snd
I | 1 (Typd (Al spiices) of the shorfer fube of type(£) and (3) ferminals.
" = = E 8} Ensure the lebricofor prapores o somple of the indicated
s - - 3 e Lo e "E#-‘;#a i e [npe % b ] Jaint and 11 is mocroslehod To domonstrale thet the required
! J s affocilva throaf is ochleved.
Standor
- | e L. I ] N J AN THOGNAY
m--- S > — —J - " i BRIDGE RAILING DETAILS
15 6x2x 4 (Typ)
% % % Al i TL3_brz2_V8.dgn
STANDARD SPLICE DOUBLE-BOLTED SPLICE EXPANSION SPLICE
(Top or deffom roll) r‘z:oa or botfom rall) (Top ond boftom rall} o o ——v——] Donlgn Seatlon X
SPLICE DETAILS e o T [T

SAmroera Sher! Dutes b 05 x.dgn
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Wyo, Pro). X

i
£ 47 biple - -[r!' —-—-!________‘_‘__ 5 b Sheot BX of BX Shests
o r\f‘*u\\} & £nd Post LA [Tgeexr-3- ps son
/] Heovy

g -2 ) i Hex Nufs ¢ 1 Wosher o

} T . N/ 1470x 14 ks Tareaded

o fiod w/3 Heovy Hex Nuls =
[ Bor 7x fx -2~ s ile :t i € | Wosher (2 req'd per torminal)
i_ I l || | 3 {8 3 por 7t €14
Ploce anchoroge belween
= 8P e
(\ o [ Py § e "Bar 3x §52-3"-
K g
/hr | [Tt & ey, 1Tyl \ Reor 3x §x 06"
__ 5-04" ok \- anchor Bar SECTION D-D
: (Showing anchor bars)
694" = = @ SECTION €-C NS galvonisod).
PLAN AT TERMINAL TYPE
(Haofts pol shown)
ge 4 Cieor __
E End )
A baldlary fo Bridge Ralilng fogn JEnebon Bor Ei;?r_l’b‘;"::f Sy
RF TS 6x2x 4
| AWS 8—1;0}—‘;1—6%\ ™ Fay Lini
= — > —— Bar 25 2 0-9~ ;‘,9,_
. TS 6x2x 4 (Typd
a BRACE BAR DETAIL
iSes Nole No. 7)

Nole: 1) F.lm« fop uf bottom roif ln terminol seclion may be
.

ELEVATION AT TERMINAL TYPE @ 2) [mn ok vall length s confinuous over o minimum
of two posis. Rolling thot Is porl of a fype(d) terminal

Stob
is confinuous 1f elther the fop or boftom roil In the
5 ferming! Ig mmu.m: over o w;nrﬂ:m of two posis.
€ Post € Pasf :.i" In tolt (Centerod)] in rehobifitaiion work, ensure raiilng tha! cannol
> L o 5 F -+ ::.Ui HS. Boit w# mlybemdnmr J0us over o minimum of fwo
I i i Washer, € Lock s has o double-bolted spiice.
346" = m & wm:_ Weanch fight ~—__ 4) Sﬂfms mey be located on either skie of post,
- { do _nol crush raf, 5) Nof more (hon one spifce 1s permilfed per side of post,
i | Typ) (Al splices) excop! of exponsion splices,
% 2 . F A .5 . - : 6) Do not shap splilce rofls
j T = - . e e T = - 7) Ensure o broco bor Is ph 20 from ihe splice ond
: i J T ' ' of the shorfor fube al fypo (4) ferminals,
Standard Sleove- andard Sletve
mz S’ ds DM BERARTHENT  OF TR SRR A TN
. pr— - 4 = et el it o — ! !E DA
9 4 Lo i =% * . BRIDGE_RAILING DETAILS
TS 6x2x 4 (Typ)
% % Al § TL3_br3_V8.dgn
_SPLICE

DOURLE-BOLTEN SPLICE [J(PMSIQ'J‘ SALICE
Top or bottom roll) (Top end botfom ralf}

SPLICE DETAILS

o Doslgn Sectlon X
:§:f “[orwa.No, X [sheat X of X

renoor TRt B R *.dgn

TH
El
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wyo. Pro) X
Poy Limil for X
PR E—
Bridge MMJ_\ Seo Dafoll A (Typi % f N ke BY or BY eNaets
AWS B-Lic et Fosf + -
I o o >hasmpet 1 - = 8 [ BILL OF REINFORCEMENT
z e L Number Rog'd
IS 6x2x # (Typl ol Location Mark Por Anchoroge
o ! F U Hiock
2\ — 8 ofle ¥ -—
= 5 mpepaguinE L El wf- M i N I
f 1 5l & Mggfm Ty 3
g 5, 90° | | I e T ]
7 i RF Abut—, Dadting Clopromm
£ v
Anchor . TR -
. ope 32 4R2e2 Eq Spa= 36 3 " L
Block o B L N
- - -
VIEW C-C
ELEVATION AT TERMINAL TYPE (5) T inB
{15} 91
14 P} Slots
Coliy 2y e £nd Post 3 3
7) !
— ol 1 3v e g
i Eilty Bar 6x §x{-2° (Typ) T =
b &f & '“JF;: — ng ) r i by
P ey — " n v ! Al Vi T g j'sz Bolf
u g ~f “x (4" Thet)w/2
i AU ) RF Abut —, o a Slotted Hole| X Nuts € | Washer or
1 = — i & 14%0x1-4" H5 Threaded
& — 1 e —— Rod w/3 Heovy Hex Nuts
L. L__:;_______________ = o Ix3x - € | Washer (4 roq’d per terminal)
el — _, 4 = — £ Wosher N
e ~— e —1 3 SETAIL A
Anchoroge Block | i & O
L—-—-._ e 55 4
o T-9j- LPmit for
_“‘i———— waaqe Raliing
Note: 1) Either fop o bolfom roll in lerminol seciion moy be
the lonper roif.
PLAN AT TERMINAL TYPE @ 2} Ensure soch rell fength 15 conllinuous over @ minimum
(Bolis nol shownl of two 5.
= 31 In rehablilfotion work, ensure rolling thal connal
4 o € Post . o € Post £ e .}mn.s i !d};f:nnl'nrw! € ﬁnr’ 4 ;‘xs!:yﬂ?m m!ﬁmf;m&:mm of
SRS L - S . for §*#x 34 HS Boll w/ - ¥ 5 bl
s 7~ 6 34" Hex M, f\mnw 4 Lock &3 i -6 ;j ﬁm mu iwng;{anm:ﬂmd pgﬁa
5, asher, =h Hght, " - Bi-6" more one s por por
?S--h % o i " do n;r:r:nsn ?ﬂmﬂ: x\‘i = of posl, excepl of oxpansion splices.
| I Typ) (A splices) &) Do nof shop spllce rafls.
2 2 - N 2 7} Ensure rall ferminol sectlon Is In ploce and In
g - ¢;,S$a = i e = - i {iss e proper afignment priot fo placement of concrete
i ¥ f in ond anchoroge biock,

TS bx2n & rr'y,w—/
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