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PURPOSE: The Roundtable was formed to provide recommendations to improve the quality
and consistency of the contract plans provided to the various users (design, utilities, ROW,
environment and construction), and to eliminate redundant information without increasing the
cost of producing contract plans. Construction and design user needs have been the primary
focus of this subcommittee.

METHODOLOGY: The working sub-committee members are comprised of a mixture of
consultant highway designers, NHDOT consultant design reviewers, NHDOT final design
engineers, and NHDOT construction contract administrators. The supervisory sub-committee
members are members of the ACEC/NHDOT Quality Initiative Committee and senior
NHDOT staff. This mix of personnel provided a good cross section of varying interests and
opinions in order to arrive at reasonable recommendations that may be implemented.

A survey was prepared and distributed to NHDOT Construction Bureau engineers and
engineering technicians, NHDOT highway designers, and consultant highway designers. This
survey was analyzed and tabulated to help prioritize and guide the sub-committee’s meetings in
discussing various sections of the plans (cross sections, general plans, traffic control plans, etc.).

The meetings consisted of discussions regarding specific design, project development, and
construction related issues as they pertain to the construction plans. The following
recommendations are a result of those meetings and are presented as reasonable
recommendations for the betterment of the project plans.
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

CROSS SECTION RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Provide cross slopes within the traveled way and shoulder transitions.
a. Show at least once per plan sheet, if typical.
b. Show on every 50-foot (20 meter) station in superelevation transition areas.

Eliminate elevation differences (+/-’s) relative to the profile elevation.

Reasoning for Recommendations #1 & #2:

e It would save on construction layout time. The cross slopes are needed in the
field in order to calculate grade stake elevations at construction offsets. Very
rarely, if ever, are construction grade stakes placed at the offset for the given (+/-)
elevation difference. Currently Contractors and NHDOT field personnel spend
valuable time recalculating the cross slopes from the (+/-) elevations and offset
given. ‘ :

e It would provide better visual guidance for construction.

e It would save design time: Slopes can be automated, elevation difference (+/-)
generation is primarily a manual drafting effort.

Eliminate the table for the superelevation cross slopes at the odd partial stations (+25,
+75 Imperial, +10, +30, +50, +70, +90 Metric)

Reasoniriq for Recommendation #3:

e The odd half stations are of limited value in construction as contractors typically
stake projects at 50-foot (20 meter) stations. They are not used for any other

purpose.

Continue to include cross slopes at drive cross sections
Show traveled lane and shoulder widths.
a.  Show at least once per cross section sheet, if typical.

b.  Show on every 50-foot/20-meter station in varying width areas.

Reasoning for Recommendation #5:

e To be consistent from project to project and minimize manual drafting if it isn’t
automated. ~

Do not show slope roundings.
a.  The tick mark that is developed based on the typical slope rounding will be
determined and still needs to be shown on each section.



b.  Typicals showing slope rounding details must be provided with the plans to show
what is required of fill and cut slope roundings.

c. Create a supplemental specification that alerts the Contractor to the fact that the
earthwork quantity associated with slope roundings is subsidiary to common
excavation and embankment in place.

Reasoning' for Recommendation #6:

e Slope rounding must be added to each section manually. If there are many
sections this can add up to a considerable amount of drafting time.

e Construction does not feel the roundings need to be shown on the sections as long
as they are shown on the typicals.

e The tick mark must be included to help identify limits of grading and clearing.

e The tick mark also will be utilized to identify the slope lines on the general plans,
ROW plans, wetland plans, etc.

7. Add proposed guardrail.
a. ~ The proposed guardrail symbol should be an actual scale cell (symbol) shown on

each section above and below ground (based on a 7-foot post).

* Reasoning for Recommendation #7:

e This symbol would provide an additional visual aid during the construction of the
shoulders. Often times the contractor is using the cross sections and typicals
during the construction of the embankments and shoulders. Consequently, the
necessary extra shoulder widths in guardrail areas are sometimes missed and
rework is required. This results in potential delays and valuable time lost.

e This symbol, which would be provided by the NHDOT, would also provide an
additional visual aid during design and construction to minimize potential
conflicts with guardrail posts and underground features.

8. The mainline cross sections shall include cross sections at the side streets when no side
street profiles are provided.

Reasoning for Recommendation #8:

o Added detail at side streets will improve the accuracy of the design quantities.
These cross sections will also help construction personnel understand the
designer’s intent.

9. Include full-scale signal mast arm foundations on all relevant sections.

Reasoning for Recommendation #9:

e This would assist in'the identification of conflicts during design and in making
field revisions.



15.

16.

17.

18.

Eliminate the ditch line elevations on the cross sections-in typical applications. In
atypical applications, sufficient ditch line elevation and offset information should be
provided to construct the proposed ditch hne The flow arrows are to remain on the cross
sections. . \1 9 WJ ,/\ i 7“ 7fk IR

Reasoning for Recommendation #15:

o It eliminates a manual design effort that provides a limited value in construction.

The inclusion of individual cross sections to depict stairways and walkways should be
determined on a project specific basis.

Reasoning for Recommendation #16:

o These cross sections should be included if the work limits will impact these
features and the proposed treatment of these features will be better depicted with
an individual cross section.

Eliminate the inclusion of shrubs, trees and stumps on the cross sections, except in
specific areas where they are to be saved, or where showing them clarifies specific design

features.

Reasoning for Recommendation #17:

e Depicting these features on the cross sections provides limited value to the plans.

e The minor manual drafting effort required to the cross sections to determine if
specific shrubs and trees are to be saved is significantly less than including all
these features on the cross sections.

Standardize the annotation for the existing and proposed underground utilities.

Reasoning for Recommendation #18:

e The NHDOT will develop abbreviation standards to identify existing and
proposed underground utilities. The abbreviation should include the type, size
and material (i.e. existing 12” ductile iron waterline = 12” ew (di) and proposed
15” SDR35 sewer line = 15 PS (SDR 35)). '

e This will improve plan consistency for designers, reviewers, utility coordinators,
utility companies, construction administrators, and contractors.



DRAINAGE RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

2.

Show all drainage notes in numerical order on a separate plan sheet.
Eliminate drainage notes on the general plan and cross sections.

Eliminate stationing and offsets on the drainage summaries. Stationing and offsets are to
be shown on the drainage notes.

Show drainage note numbers on the drainage summary sheet, drainage note sheet, general
plans and cross sections. The note numbers should be shown within the hexagon symbol

at each location within the plans except for the drainage summary.

Provide Construction with an electronic copy of the drainage notes. The software should

- be compatible with field office software (i.e.: Microsoft Word or Excel).

Increase sizing of column or row width summary sheet table.

Reasoning for Recommendations #1 thru #6:

e The design three-way check work effort would be reduced as the stations and
offsets would only be within the drainage notes.

e The design check work effort would be reduced as the summary and notes can be
written into the same file (e.g.: excel) and changes and checks may be made in
that file without having to access a separate CADD file to double check the
accuracy of drainage notes on the general plans.

e The electronic copy of the drainage notes would save time in the field by allowing
construction personnel to print out the notes on labels for incorporation into the
field books. Currently drainage notes are typically copied by hand or cut and
taped from the plans to the field books.

e Consistent placement and set-up of the summary and notes will increase the
familiarity with and thus the efficiency of plan use during construction.

e The larger summary sheet table would provide room for as-built information.

GENERAL PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Do not show the alignment curve data on the general plans (However, leave the PC and
PT locations and station annotation on the General Plans). The preferred location would
be the pavement layout plans (Leave all alignment curve data on General Plans for small
bridge projects).

Reasoning for Recommendation #1:

e The general plans are typically very cluttered and showing this alignment curve
data on the pavement layout plans would improve clarity.



2. Add proposed guardrail symbols and note numbers.

Reasoning for Recommendation #2:

e This will provide an additional visual aid during design and construction to
identify any conflicts and have a more complete plan to address field revisions.

3. The addition of proposred landscaping features to the general plans versus being shown on
separate landscaping plans should be determined on a project specific basis.

Reasoning for Recommendation #3:

e If the general plans have available space to include these features, it would allow
for the elimination of additional landscaping plan sheets.

4. Include the underground utilities and utility poles on the general plans and other specialty
plans (drainage and utility plans, and 51gna]1 plans) where the existing and proposed ¢ | /
drainage are also shown. )\)NNV“ C‘M‘V‘ j ‘14 Shewy Unﬂzr/n,unfl Whfif1es Shul 4 [75

Reasoning for Recommendation #4:

o This will provide an additional visual aid during design and construction to help
identify any potent1a1 conflicts and have a more complete plan to address field
revisions.

TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The review of the TCP-has resulted in the development of a TCP Intent Statement to help

determine the requirements of the TCP for any given project. The following is that
statement:

The requirements of traffic control plans and traffic control design must be discussed
prior to public involvement. It is imperative that construction personnel be involved in
decisions/discussions from concept through completion of the traffic control plans.
Traffic control concepts and design should be a joint task between Highway Design
(Consultant), Bridge Design (if a bridge is involved), Construction, Utilities, Traffic,
Environment, Right-of-Way, Materials and Research, and Maintenance Bureaus. Public
input (e.g. City/ Town officials) should also be considered.

The detail required on the traffic control plans should account for how the work may be
completed within the time frame (work hours) allowed by the contract, while ensuring the
safety of the traveling public, pedestrians, and construction workers. The design must be
developed to a point where an accurate estimate of item quantities can be determined.
The need for separate traffic control plans, temporary traffic signals, typical sections, and



cross sections in the contract plans shall be contingent on the complexity of the traffic
control, and the result of coordination between Design/Consultant and the various
Bureaus.

The inherent nature of construction allows multiple solutions to each traffic control
situation. Traffic control alternatives, other than those designed on the traffic control
plans, may be better suited to different contractors. As a result, if the Contractor feels
improvements can be made to the Traffic Control Plan, a written proposal may be
submitted with any necessary plans for consideration and approval.

Include the Design Consultants in the major project development meetings and in the
development of the Prosecution of Work (POW) and Traffic Control Documents on a

case by case basis.

Reasoning for Recommendation #2:

e First hand knowledge of the issues related to the TCP and POW would provide
for better communication and a greater knowledge base in continuing the
advancement of the project.

e The Special Statewide Highway Design Contracts have the Consultants prepare
and present the entire project at these meetings. The presentations include the
TCP plans, and the POW and Traffic Control Documents. As the projects
administered through the Consultant Design Section are typically larger projects
where the TCP is typically more complex, their inclusion at these meetings and
the development of the POW and traffic control documents is advisable for both
design and presentation purposes.

PAVEMENT LAYOUT, SIGNING, LIGHTING, AND CURBING PLAN

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Include the starting and ending stations for non-standard pavement markings (i.e.
intersections, gore areas, toll facilities, etc.).

Reasoning for Recommendation #1:

e This will minimize confusion and subsequent revisions required during design
and construction.

Show alignment curve data and survey points on the pavement layout plans only.

Reasoning for Recommendation #2:

e Placement of this information on the pavement layout plan will provide the
necessary information for project layout while improving clarity on the general
plans.



3. Relocate thé guardrail symbols and note numbers to the general plans.

- Reasoning for Recommendation #3:

- e This will provide an additional visual aid durihg design and construction to
identify any conflicts and have a more complete plan to address field revisions.

INTERSECTION GRADING PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Committee agrees with the Draft Memo, dated 10/24/02, regarding the intersection
grading plans. See copy of memo and sample plans in Appendix D.

TRAFFIC SIGNAL PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Include the existing and proposed drainage (grayed out) and the permanent striping
including the symbols, words, and stop bars on the traffic signal plans. Do not include
lane widths.

Reasoning for Recommendation # 1:

e This will provide an additional visual aid during design and construction to
identify any conflicts and have a more complete plan to address field revisions
and provide layout operations.

PROFILE RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Include a straight-line graphic on the profiles to illustrate the superelevation along the
roadway and include depths of structural box material. See Appendix E for sample
profile '

Reasoning for Recommendation # 1:

e This would provide the only elevation view that would give the designer,
construction administrator, contractors and other personnel a quick “snapshot” of
the entire project.

MISCELLANEOUS RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Include minimum bridge clearances in the Prosecution of Work for those projects which
* do not have bridge plans showing clearances within project limits.



Reasoning vfor Recommendation # 1:

e This will help bring the clearance requirements to the attention of the Contractor
and the Contract Administrator and help avoid confusion and error. This is
particularly of concern when an existing bridge is not being worked on but the
roadway undemeath is.

2. The NHDOT will publish its typical special details on the web.

Reasoning for Recommendation # 2:

e This should avoid rework and unnecessary additional work when incorporating
special details into projects. ‘

Report prepared by:

Working Roundtable members:

Nickie Hunter (NHDOT) Co-Chairperson
Peter Clary (HTA) Co-Chairperson
Michael Hazlett (NHDOT)

Phillip Kendall (Louis Berger)
Michael Long (McFarland Johnson)
Cecil Luckern (SEA)

Denise Markow (NHDOT)

Jennifer Mercer (VHB)

Peter Rondinone (CLD)

Peter Salo (NHDOT)

Denis Switzer (NHDOT)

Darren Blood (Parsons Transportation)

Supervisory Roundtable members:

Bill Cass (NHDOT)
Jim Boothroyd (HTA)
Keith Cota (NHDOT)






ACEC/NHDOT QUALITY INITIATIVE ROUNDTABLE
SURVEY
JANUARY 31, 2003

The following is a survey written by Denis and Nickie for the Constructlon Bureau to
gather information on the project plans. This information has been received and
tabulated.

However, before we handed out the results we thought it would be helpful if you could
complete the survey as well and provide any relevant comments. If you could return the

survey before the end of next week we can then compare the results and present a
comparison at the next meeting.

Please send your responses to Denis or drop them off at the Construction Bureau.
Denis Switzer
179 Mitchell Road
Nottingham, NH
03290

If you have any questions please call Nickie or Denis at 926-8005.

Please check off whether you are a DOT Engineer or a Consultant Engineer.

DOT Consultant

Thanks, Denis and Nickie ©



ACEC / NH-NHDOT Quality Initiative Roundtable Survey 01/16/2003

The following survey has been written for the Construction Bureau. |t is made up of 15 questions.
The intent of the survey is to get input on what bureau personnel believes is or is not needed on a set
of plans to build a quality project. This survey is done in an effort to reduce in-house and consuttant
design costs and to produce a more efficient set of plans.

-

Do you feel cross sections are needed on ALL jobs? ' Yes No

1a. If you answered "no" to question #1, which type of jobs do you think could be built without
cross sections? '

2 Fill slopes that are 4:1 or steeper need to be rounded at the toe. Currently, this slope rounding is
"~ shown on the typicals and on the cross sections. Embankment-In-Place is a Final (F) pay item
and it is important to get the quantity right. However, the slope rounding process can be time
consuming for draftpeople as the rounding must be done on each individual section.

From a construction point of view, do you think it is necessary to have the rounding shown on
the cross sections? Yes No

3 Often times road slopes and superelevations are shown on the cross sections. This also can be
a time consuming process for draftpeople. It has been suggested that having this information
(normal crown, begin superelevation, full superelevation, end superelevation, etc.) on one sheet
in a table format instead of on each section would not only save draftpeople time, but that it
would be more heipful during construction since slopes are often pulled off the cross sections
and retabulated into a field book.

Do you agree with this statement? Yes No

Comments:




4 Traffic Control Plans are designed to help ensure that a project is buildable. Often times designers
spend a considerable amount of time developing and detailing TCPs only to have them changed

in the field.

Do you feel TCPs need to be included in the plans?

Yes

No

If there is a traffic control plan included in the project plans please indicate with a check mark next

to the following TCP details stating whether you think the detail is "Necessary, Helpful, More Helpful
if Shown Elsewhere" or "Not Needed." ' '
Please check "No Opinion" if you are not familiar with the detail in question.

Traffic Control Plan Details...

a.

* If you checked the "..if Shown Elsewhere” box, please indicate where you feel the

Stations:

Phasing Notes Outlining
Construction Sequence
Phasing Plans Showing
Construction Sequence
Temporary Barrier Location:

Temporary Pavement Location:

Temporary Widening:
Temporary Lane Widths:
Temporary Curbing:
Temporary Drainage:
Other...

Absolutely
Necessary

Helpful

More
Helpful if
Shown
Elsewhere”

Not
Needed

No Opinion

information should be placed.




The following is a list of 6 additional parts of a plan (General Plan, Profile, Intersection Grading Plan, Traffic
Signal Plan, Pavement Layout.., and Cross Sections).
Under each part is a list of details that may be included within that part of the plan.

Please indicate with a check mark next to each part and detail stating whether you think any of these pieces
of the plan are "Necessary, Helpful, More Helpful if Shown Elsewhere" or "Not Needed."
Please check "No Opinion" if you are not familiar with the detail in question.

More
Helpful if
Absolutely Shown Not
Necessary| Helpful |Elsewhere*| Needed [No Opinion

5. General Plan:

Stations:

Construction Baseline:

Job Limits:

Curve Data:

Drainage Notes:

Guardrail Notes:

Parcel Information:

Nearby Structures:

Overhead Utilities:

Underground Utilities:

R.O.W. Limits:

Cut/Fill Slope Limits:

Clearing Limits:

Landscaping ltems:

O3 3T AT TIO 00 o

Walkways:

Other...

©

* If you checked the "..if Shown Elsewhere" box, please indicate where you feel the
information should be placed. '




6. Profile:

Stations:

Vertical Curve Data:

High Point Sta & Elev.:
Low Point Sta & Elev.:
Normal Crown Sta.:
Tangent Runout Sta.:
Superelevation Runoff Sta.:
Full Superelevation Sta.:
Old & New Baseline Elev.:
Other...

“FTe@meooow

j-

Absolutely
Necessary

Helpful

More
Helpful if
Shown
Elsewhere*

Not
Needed

No Opinion

K.

* If you checked the "..if Shown Elsewhere" box, please indicate where you feel the

information should be placed.

7. Intersection Grading Plan:

a. Horizontal Curve Data:

b. Elevations Shown with Contours:
Other...

c.

d.

* If you checked the "..if Shown Elsewhere" box, please indicate where you feel the

information should be placed.

8. Traffic Signal Plan:

a. Signal Legend:

b. Signal Notes:

c. Mast Arms:

d. Pull Boxes:

e. Conduit:

f. Cabinets:

g. Lane Lines & Widths:
Other...

h.

i.

* If you checked the "..if Shown Elsewhere" box, please indicate where you feel the

information should be placed.




9. Pavement Layout, Signing, Marking, Lighting
and Curbing Plan:

TTTTQ o a0 o

K.
l.

m.

Stations:

Curb Locations and Note #'s:
Approximate Sign Locations:
Striping Notes:

Light Poles:

Power Sources:

Lane Widths:

Driveway Widths:

Walkway Info.:

Sidewalk info.:

Other...

Absolutely
Necessary

Helpful

More
Helpful if
Shown
Eisewhere®

Not
Needed

No Opinion

* If you checked the "..if Shown Elsewhere" box, please indicate where you feel the
information should be placed.

10. Cross Sections:

S<CTPrO0VOI3TATISQ@NOA0 T

Stations:

Construction Baseline:
Old & New CL Elevations:
EP/Face of Curb Elevations:
Road Slopes:

Drive Slopes:

Cut & Fill Siopes:
Underground Utilities:
Box Cuts:

Traffic Control Shifts:
TCP Barrier:

TCP Curb:

Permanent Barrier:
Permanent Curb:
Lane Widths:

R.O.W. Limits:
Guardrail:

Drainage Structures:
Drainage Crossings:
Drainage Note #:
Drainage Notes:

Side Road Stations:
Driveway Stations:




10. Cross Sections Continued...

X.

y.
z

aa.
bb.
cc.
dd.
ee.

ff.

Driveway Lengths:
Walkway/ Stair Stations:
Structures/Houses:
Shrubs/Trees:

Clearing Limits:

Estimated Bedrock Surface:

Sidewalk:
Retaining Walls:
Mast Arm Foundations:

. Other...

Absolutely
Necessary

Helpful

More
Helpful if
Shown -
Elsewhere*

Not
Needed

No Opinion

* If you checked the "..if Shown Elsewhere” box, please indicate where you feel the
information should be placed.




The next 4 questions will be used to help tabulate the answers you have given on the
previous pages.

11 How many years of experience do you have with the D.O.T. and/or private consultant(s)?
0-1 2-5 6-10 11-15 Over 15

12 How many years of experience do you have with the Construction Bureau?
0-1 2-5 6-10 11-15 Over 15

13 What is your current job title?

14 Please indicate the approximate percentage of time that you have spent working on the
foliowing types of projects.

Bridges

Roads

Buildings (including demo's.)
Paving/Resurfacing

Signals

Guardrail

Signs

Landscaping
Electrical/Mechanical

Other..

100%

15 This survey has primarily looked at ways to save time and money during the design phase. |f you
have any suggestions or concerns regarding plan quality please write them below. Also, feel free to
include any general comments as well.

THANK YOU 11!






%E8 | %9. | %08 [%001 %00} | %Ll | %¥C | %0C | %0 | %0
S¢ | €l 14 9 [4 S 14 } 0 0
WLOL| Gl< | S1-bt | 049 | S |IvlOL| Si< [SibE | Ob8 | ST
ON S3A
%LL | %2 ] %08 | %E8 |%00L | %EZ | %62 | %02 | %Ll | %0
€ | ¢t 4 S [4 A S l b 0
WIOL] Sb< [SLbE | 048 | 62 [IVIOL| Si< | SL-bL | 019 | ST
ON S3A

£00C AHVNNVT
AIAENS NVIHNE NOILONHLSNOD
318V.LANNOY JALLYILINI ALITVAD LOGHN/D3OV

‘s|eo1dAy 0] J0}2e13U0D 1284p 0) 3jou Bs]
*10}0B1jU0d AQ MBIABS
104 s18ays Ajjuenb uo pauleldxa y p,nbas jou Buipunos adolg
“SJUaWIWoD ‘ez

. ¢sueld ay) uo umoys Buipunou
3y} aaeYy 0} A1eSS808U SI JI YUIL) NOA Op ‘M3IA JO JUlod UOIONHSUCD B WOl

‘UONDas [BNPIAIPUI YB3 UO suop aq jsnwl Buipunod ay) se sjdoadsyjelp 10}
Buitunsuod swiy aq Ued ssa201d Buipunod ado|s ay; ‘1easmoH Jubll Ajjuend
ayy 196 0y Juepodui st )1 pue way Aed [euy e si (4) aoe|d-u-juswsuequy
"SUONDaS SS0I9 B U0 pue s{eadA} ay) uo umoys st Buipunol adojs sil
‘“Apuauny “80) 8Uj J pepunol aq 0} pasu 1adaa)s 10 |y ale jey) sadojs (i4 T

‘Wayj uo papnjoui "9}
‘suoljeAs|@1adns ‘SUIPImM SUB| UM SU0jjoas $S040 sasn | OQ sulep
‘sinojuod yym ueld Buipeif sjeas gg pue
ojjoid UQ PBPNIoUI S| OJU| "SUDIJDSS $S0I 8SN LUSS0P L OJAN
jomypes Joj paanbay
's109(01d H¥ pue suoleasjaredns Ul jnydjgy ale suoldas-x
‘SUOI}09S PodU SBale |BORLD
“sjuswwo) "qi

-§)nd abpa| 40 ‘sj|y ‘uoneAROXa JNoYm sjoslold .
s,owaq bupitng
‘sjosfoud juswanoidwy Ajojes pue Buioepnssy
sBuiuspipp xog ajdung
leipieny
Bupepnsay
£SUOI}I9S SS0JO INOYNM J|INg Bq PIN0I
sjuip nok op sqol jo adfy yoiym *L# uoysaenb o) ,0u, paiamsue nok §| ‘el

£sqol [je uo papaau a.Je Suo}Ias $S010 (93 Nok oQ "t



‘sJou18 Ino sBulq sadojs uoaas-x Bumelp sawawos
*LUOJ %JOM O} SUONJOBS-X
a19)dwoo pue ajesndoe spasu ||y ayy Butpling uews.oy apeib ay |
‘Buined pue Suipesb auy Joj |nyasn S| siqe} 8y,
"SUOI09S-X PuUE 8|qe) LJoq pasN
‘PISY 2y ui
$]S02 JOMO] 0} peay [itm Ing 'ubisap ul siow 1509 Aew SUOH98S-X
‘JNOAE| Ul 113 0} A|9)]] 210LL S| JOJIRIUOD SUOHIIS-X INOUNAA
"oefoid Jing AjgieIn2oe
ue 10} Ajunpioddo jsajeald ay) 0} 8)NGLIUOD SUOIIDSS-X BJEINDY
‘papinold st oyui se Buo| se yo stieyg
‘g|ea1dA} uo suolOas jeLliou 8ABa
‘suon0as-x uo sadojs pue suyipim auej Builiea moys
‘UONEJS G B UO JOU i suone)s uojeasiaradns pus pue pels moys
“19]}8q 8} SUOOSS-X 8U) LUO ‘ojul dJoW Byl
"90JN0S84 UjBW 19y} SB SUOI3S-X 8SN SIOJOBHUO0D SO
‘SpPJOM pUBSNOY} B ypom sl aanjaid
‘uoneziensia 10§ poob suoioas ssold
-s8d0|s §5010 "D[ED 0} UMOYS aq O] Pa3U {|1Js SUONEARIA 43810 .
“B3JB UMOJI [BLLIOU L) SUOI)D3s-X U0 papaau jou sadojg
‘Injasn AJax s| seale ‘jasadns Ul suoises-x uo sadojg
"{nJasn sy IN20 sabueyd 81aym SUOHDIS-X UO SUOHBION
")JOM piay 10j Apuey aq p|NoMm 8(ge} uo "ot
“SjUaWIWOo) ‘Bg

%0L %9 %02 %0 %06 | %0€ | %SE | %0V | %41 | %0 | %09 | %65 | %0¥ | %EB | %08
€ I 3 i 6 9 [4 L 8 0l [4 S } Ziuswaiels siy yim aaube nok oQ
vi0oL | S« Sl-ib | 019 ¢z |wioil si< Jstit | 019 | sz |avior| Si< |Gi-ib | 049 | ST ‘ )
ON 8 S3A ON S3A "}00Q pjal B OJU| pajejnge)sl pue suoloas SsoId

ay} yo pajind uayo ase sadojs aauls uohoN)suod Buunp \njdiay azow aq pinom
1 1ew Ing ‘awy ajdoadsyeip aABS AJUO JOU PINOM UOHD8S OB UO JO peajSul
1EWI0J 3|GE) B Ul }98ys auo uo (0}e ‘uoieas|aladns pue ‘uoneasiatadns jiny
‘uoneasiaiadns uBaq ‘'umoIs [BwIOL) UOKEBLIOHUI SILY Buiaey jey) paysabbns
usaq sey )| ‘sjdoadsyesp 10) ssasoid BupuNsuod aLl B 89 UBD OSIE SIYL
"SUON29S SSOID U} L0 UMOYS e Suolead(sadns pue sadojs peos ssuil} Usyo ‘e

£002 AYVNNYT
AJAENS NYIHNG NOILONHLSNOD
319VLANNOY FALLYILINI ALITVND LOAHN/O3I0V



‘piq 0} Joird SIY} UMOYS BABY PINOM

SUDIDaS-X POOS) “JUBWUBIE MBU 0] UOIMS 0} 43am U0 10) PasOld aq 0} pey PEOY 'saug] Buysixa
palng jeyj |:Z & sem pasn [eaidAy maN "punoib pjo ueyl seybiy 01 palesajs sem apelb peol
MBU By} ‘Jenemop| "1oa).ma) e Aluo Aq Aem [aAael) 8y Jo Buiuapim pamoys siyl maia ue|d e Ajuo pamoys 4OL

“JORAUOD 3U) Ul PapRioul jOU 818M BUB| 32U} B UMOP JRYS 0} paau ayj pue ‘Buidiys “dwsay ‘Buipulib
se yans swajy Aelodwe) ‘jnsel e sy “sease yoeoidde Jo uonisuel) sy 1oy s|iejap Aue moys jou pip 4Ot 3y ‘Agjeunyiojun
“opIS 0} BPIS WO PBYIYS BQ 0} papasu jey) dijjel} J0f LIo)IS-X aseyd ,jeaidAy, e pamoys 401

%L %0 | %02 | %L1 %0 [%EL [%8) [%0 [%21 [%0 %08 |%2Z8 |%08 |%.19 |%00L
4 3 I |4 £ 2 ve | vi 14 4 [4
vlOL | Sk< | Stbb | 049 gz |wvioi] si< [Sker | 01-9 | §2 [vLIOL| Sk< |GH4E | 019 | SC
ON '8 S3A ON S3A
€00C AYVNNVT

AIAENS NYIHNE NOILONYLSNOD
378Y.LANNOY 3AILVILINI ALNVYND LOGHN/O3OV

--sugid j0Jjuoo oyjey; ayenbapeuy jo ssidwexy gy

"uoneaaads 1 OAW 89S ‘dDL 8pNjoul Jou s80p 1 OQ SUew
‘suetd Joy) Yim 4O L B s3pnpul LOAAN
-ajqissod Jt 401 8y ul Buiouanbas uolonsSUOd PIoAY
-Aiojesedas ‘a|qe} Alewiwins e ul 49| 1oy seguenb e jnd
. ‘pajou se Buionnsuod
sjedionue 0} J0joB[UOD BY} aunbal SdO | uo saAleleN
‘51509 HIOM B4)X3 pioAe djay
0} 19BIUOJ Ul S1Y) apirold ‘uaul sjuewpedaq sjeaulsp 0} pooy |
‘papnjoul 9q pInoys |l udyj ‘epewW SI oL Nl .
"9|qEOP 8le SYIYS B IN0I3P aIns axew
‘seynuenb 16 o) ybnoua oq “Ajuo ueld 401 olseq e apinold
sue[d ay) uo pspasu
S| JIEJSP [BWIUIW UAY} 'JOBNUCD Ul N0 Ualim Aead st dOL
-108foid By piing 0} Aem B SMOYS dOL .
‘inydiay K1an aq Aew eseyd ufisep Buunp indul uonoNAsUO)
-fiessaoau A[)n|osqe S aw Jo pousd papuaixa
ue Joj o1jel} Aem-suo Bujeuss)je 1o Jnojap B salnbal jeyy joafoud
e Inq ‘(s19elo:d Buioepnsai :a) papasu skemie jou 81e S,d0L .
‘Jou 10 .1, 8L} O} PamO|0f SI I Jaylaym adinosal [NJasn 4oL .
“SjUBIWOD e

¢sueid ay) Ut papnjoul 8q 0} pasdu sdD L 198} nok og
"pia1 sy ul pabueyo wayy aaey o} Aluo sd01 Buipedp pue

pue BuidofeAsp sl J0 JUNoLLE 3|gelepisuod e puads siaubisap sawy UsjO
"ajqepinq st 193foid e jey) ainsua disy o) paubisap ale sueid |0JuU0D e ¥



“10few Ji ue|d sjeiedas uo papnjoul Buidesspue
1otnw 41 ueld jerauab uo papnjoul Buidesspuen
‘as|@ alaymAue pajsy| "ojul [9oJed JO AMAOH ON
'sueid jo yoeq o) payoepe siueld ‘MO .
loagsuepn s
‘ueld apyoud pue (uejd |eiauab) uejd Buipelb uo umoys abeuieiq
‘(ueyd |esauab) ueid Buipelb sy} uo umoys si MmO
‘ue(d Bunued e uo umoys si buideospuey
L1OQAN

*

¥,

*

‘pabueyd Ajjensn s jey; Guiyiawos yym ueld [erouab sapngod juoq -ueld umo sy uo Buideospue|ind ‘U
‘saul) Auadosd pue ‘Buiuoies ‘uonewlojul [@24ed yim uejd UMO S} U0 UMOYS 8Q pInod SPi| "AAO'd W
ueld A O @Up uo pue ued [e1oush sy) uo papaau st Uoljew.ojul [9aJed |

‘ueid “AO'Y 94} Lo uonewiojul [9oled moys Y

"sjuawasea ado|s ¥ Uo1}oNLSU0I '8l - SJUBWJILILIOD AN MOUS

‘Asnq 00} si uejd |esauab Ji uejd Jnoket Juawaaed U0 UMOYS 8¢ pINoI |iRIpJen

‘ueyd Jnofey juswaned uo Buiqunod pue jleipiend moysg

‘uejd jnoAe| JuswaAed UO B}ep SAINI [BJUOZIIOY MOYS

‘S8U|| Jamas pue Jajem pasodold moyg

‘ueld aBeurelp UMO s} UO SunJ pue ssjou abeuielp moys

ueld |esousb ayy uo Jsaq ase sajou abeuielp Jnq ‘esusiaal jealb e st Arewwns abeulelq

-abed Jayjoue uo pajsl| aq pinod sajou yQ ‘Jeremoy ‘ueid |eseusb uo papssu siequunu ajou sbeuleiq
"jeays ajeledas uo moys ‘sejou abeuielp | ueyl 18jea1O

‘ue|d jesouab uo moys ‘sajou abeuielp g UBY]L SST

— a—

T80T 0 O

SIUBLILIOY Uejd [elauds) g

€002 AIVNNVT :
AIALENS NVYIFING NOILONHLSNOD
J18VLANNOY IAILVILINI ALITVND LOGHN/O3OV



-go[ xejdwod e s )1 ssayun ueid [e1ouab uo umoys Ajeisusb o],
logsauew p

‘syunad aoseds Ji ueld jeieusb ayy uo jnydjBY B4 PINOM "OJul |EMBPIS puB Aemy[em ‘suipim Aemeauq 3
. ‘1eotdA) gy uB B8AID
‘siade) qino pue Buiduys Joj syujod pus pue uibag moys e

a

:ue|g Buigingy pue ‘Bunybi ‘Bunpen ‘Buiubis ‘inoke juswened ‘6

SUON B

“§jusWIWIO) ueld [eubig oyjelt '8

‘sdwiel Jieysjesym moys

‘s|eubis oiyel} moys

‘sojoyuew pue ‘s)ajul doip ‘suiseq yo}ed Moysg

“uajui aBeulelp BuipueISIapUN 10) [NJaSN 818 SIN0JU0D JNq ‘Buisnjuod Si “ojul yonui 00} souwl}awWwog
‘pJemuoy JUBIBLS JoU SI UOOSSIBYUI §I [NJOSN 8JB SINOJU0d YiiMm sueld

8 0T O

“SjUBLIWO)) uejd Buipeis uonoasiaiul "L

‘sado|s pue suoieasjaiadns smoys osie 8|ijold
10QAN 70

“(eBpiiq & 1ano 1o sopun Bujob y -ajdwexa) epjoid ay} Uo SluBWSLINDAL BOURIES|D WNWIUILW MOYUS q
‘s|eo1dA) 10 SUOI}0asS-X UO Suolje}s uoneas|asadns (iny pue ‘Jound ‘|eJadns ‘jnouns Juabug) ‘UMOID |BWLIOU MOYS B

SJUBLWILLOD Bjyold "9

€002 AYVNNVT
AIAHNS NYAHNE NOILONHLSNOD
31av.LANNOY JALLVILINI ALITYND LOAHN/O30V



‘UMOUS JOU ale sadinap jojuod oyjel Aiesodwa)

‘UMOUS jou SI jlelpien

"UMOUS joU aJe SHW MO .

‘Aluo ajqe) Aewwns pue ueid jessuab sy} uo papnjoul aJe sajou sbeuleiq
loasuen 1

‘salin punoiBispun ploae o} pasinbal aq Aew Buibbip puey

aiaym pue abueys o) Bulob aie sypm 1apnoys alaym Buuaquuawal Joj nydiay Alaa si sU0D9s-X 8YY) uo fieiplenb Bumoys
¢aseyd ubisap ay) ui syybisiano pioAe djay suonoas-x ayj Uo uojeullojul Buimoys saoQ

‘uolewIoyul }eadal si i Jo yonw ybBnoy) usAs ‘(SUoNDaS-X 8y} Uo) adeld awes auy) uj uohewoju aaey o} |njddy st i
*Jo)3eq 8U) SUOI8S-X UO 3|qelieA. UOoNELIIo)U] Jea|d alow ay) ‘|esausb uj

-ybnous si sjeaidA) Aemaaup pue ueid jesauab uo “ojul ‘piemiofybiens s Aemanup 4|

-sue|d peolspis sjeiedas uo sAemyjem pue ‘Speolapis ‘SAemaALp Moys

"a|qe) e uo sadojs |jij 3 1N pue ‘sadojs aAup ‘sadojs peos moygs

'S8} 10 ‘sasnoy ‘sAemyiem ‘SABMBALID |BIIILID MOUS

-Auo uejd |elauab ay) uo saal} pue sqniys Bupsixe moysg

‘Aluo ue|d Buideaspue| Uo Yo aJie s884) pue sqniys

“(uBisap ay} Ul pie Aew suopoas-x uo Buimoys ybnoyyie) Ajuo ue|d jesouab U0 SB8SNOY puB S$aINJONs MOYs

‘Kluo uejd jesauab U0 SUOHE]S ABMIIE]S pue ABMY|EM MOYS

"18s)j0 pue uonels Buysi) a|qe) e uo syl Bultes|d Ind

‘Ao ue|d jesauab uo sy Bunesjo moys

. ‘Ajuo ueld "pAp" O o uo spiwi| Buliesp moyg

‘Ajuo ue|d |eisuab Uo 3o ale sajou pue SIaquunu djou abeurel(

"AJuo suoRoBs-X 401 PuB 4O U0 "ojul 401 ind

*SUOI}0S-X Y} UO SWajl 4O L 8pnjoul j,uoQ

‘ue|d Buiseyd pajielep ejeiedas e uo |nyasn alow aq pinom qind Atejodwse) ‘Jaieq Aeloduwia) *SPIYS 0U0D Jiyel}

TOo T e L c X ECcoaoTe g

“"SJUSLILLIOY) UON0ag SS0ID "0l

€002 AHVNNVT ,
AIAENS NVIENG NOILONHLSNOD
J1aVLANNOY FAILVILINI ALNVND LOAHN/OFOV

bz



-s109foid poob pjing suejd pooH
‘Buisipieape 0} Jolid suejd meiAsL 0} SJUSLLUBISSE JajuIm UOIONLSU0D 3s) - 8nss! 10d
-Jomsue | puij 0} safed g je 300] 0} 8ABY | SaWiaLL0S ‘Buloualajal sS04D Jejjaq asn pinod
“Jejiuns 0o} aJe punolb mau pue pjo usamiaq sjybiam aulf 8y "SUOiOas payelp puey ON
‘Jaisea sueyd sy Buisn axew pjnom siy) Jap.to ueid
10} piepuejs e sem asay) 4 “((- op 1eaau | sawijawos) sueld ay ui s1 Buiyilians aiaym uesial o qgol yoea uo awly sexelll Ny
JOQUINU BjoYM }Sa1eau ay) 0} Ajuo punoy ‘way Aed [euy e si jt uaym Auenb Aue punol juoqg
‘NOA U0 10}98) UOISISAUOD 8U]} JO 10JR[NJ{ED B SABY J,UOP
104 Ji Ajje1oadss) Bulunsuoo awiy a1e plalj) 8y} Ul SUOP SUOISIBAUCD "sqol ysijBug uo spiepuels ysybug 186 am uen - uonsanb 104
piay 8y ut sendwod uo sjqejieae sajy QYD Bulrey inoge jeum
‘a|qissod ji sqof snojaaid jo suone)s ojui 8f L “suejd Jooj Jeaulj 1o suj| 1ybienis asn jou od
-aseyd uononIsud oy Bulnp awiy pue Aauow aAes [iim ueld pajiejsp B paubisap |jom Y
JIOM BAXS, UO piq AjpAiadwod jJou op SI010B1U0D 83Uls 18ybly UsAS S11S02 SIY| "IOJOBHUOD B} SNP SSIUOW BAXS JO HIOM B1jX3
U synsad siyy uayo ‘sueld 1o saljuenb malaal 0} papirold awi ybnoua Jou 0} padel} 8Q UBD USSS 8A) Sanss| ueyd jsow sweas  p
JALI0 OB UM JOIIJUOD Ui a1 A3y} sawil} USHO - suoisiAid JoBIU0D pue
'suoneolyoads ‘syeays ue(d J8Yjo UM JUS)sISuod ale suejd ay} Lo S3j0U BY) Jey} 89S 0} SPELL 3¢ SHO9YD 8ioW uen 9
-AIeSSe0aU puUe |NJosn aIoW USHO SI UOKEZI[eNSIA Ing ‘|njesn A1aA ale sajqe | "(Suoioes $soI0 sy) pue ue(d
[esauab ay je Bunjoo| Aq ajduiexa Joy) jusjut sieubisep ay) ,99s, 0} 8|qe 8q O} juem jduuos.Iad UOIIONIISUOD pUe SI0j0B/UOD
‘p|a1} 8Y} Ul Aouow pue s Jo 10| B SABS UeD (JUBpuUnpal SWaas |t i usAs) |iejep enx3 - g
: ‘PIaY 8y} ul
1noge Asiom oy juem | Buiyy 3se| ayy st ubisap ey 1no ainby oy Buiki] ‘papiA0.d LOJJBLLIO)UI JO JUNOWR 3y} 8dNpal L,Uop 8sedld B

~Eco

— co—

O £

sjusuwwo)) (elauag)

€002 AYVNNVT
AJAENS NYIHENG NOILONH1LSNOD
318VLANNOY IAILVILINI ALITYND LOAHN/OIDV






Transportation

Land Development
Environmental

Meeting
Notes

Services

© s -.

Attendees: Darren Blood (Parsons), Date/Time:

Jim Boothroyd (HTA),

Bill Cass (NHDOT),

Pete Clary (HTA),

Keith Cota (NHDOT),
Michael Hazlett (NHDOT),
Nickie Hunter (NHDOT),
Phillip Kendall (Louis Berger)
Michael Long (M]),

Cecil Luckern (SEA),
Denise Markow (NHDOT),
Jennifer Mercer (VHB),
Peter Rondinone (CLD),
Peter Salo (NHDOT),
Denis Switzer (NHDOT)

Project No.:

Place: SEA Consultants Re:

Notes taken by:

Kilton Road

Six Bedford Farms, Suite 607
Bedford, New Hampshire 03110-6532
603 644-0888

FAX 603 644-2385

December 6, 2002/9:00am

N/A

ACEC/NH-NHDOT Quality Initiative
Roundtable

J. Mercer

The purpose of this meeting was to organize and discuss the objectives of the QI Roundtable
subcommittee and to set future agenda items. The following topics were discussed.

Subcommittee Goal. The major goal of the group is to better define what is cost effectively
needed on a set of construction plans. We need to find a balance between contractors saying, “We
need more information,” and the consultants saying, “We put too much information on these
plans.” The intent is to then take these results to the ACEC /NH-NHDOT QI Committee (via Bill
Cass and Jim Boothroyd) for discussion in hopes that the Department will implement the
necessary changes. The overall goal of the committee is to improve the quality of the plans and

reduce costs.

Project Ownership/Cost Recovery. The concern from the construction department was that
consultants are not taking ownership of the project once construction starts. They have found
that there is no support from the consultants when design errors were made and had to be dealt
with in the field. They have also found that cost recovery of these errors was difficult. Some of
the consultants disagreed about not having ownership of the project, but agreed that it would be
difficult to recover costs if the consultant was not notified of the problem so they could be a part

of the solution.

\\admin\jennifermercer\ 12-6-02 mtg minutes.doc
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Date: December 6, 2002

NHDOT Reviewers. The concern of the consultants is the inconsistencies among the reviewers
at the DOT as well as the too detailed approach that most take. -The intent should be for the
reviewer to make sure the plans look like the Standard DOT set and that the project is
constructible and to leave the details and design up to the consultants. There needs to be a
distinction between at reviewer’s preference comment and a design requirement comment. It was
pointed out that communication is very important and if the consultant finds that a 1cviewer is
hindering the process by making unreasonable review comments, then it’s up to the consultant to
communicate this to the appropriate people.

Cross Sections. A large portion of the meeting was spent discussing the necessity of including
cross sections in a set of construction plans. It was determined that while they are vital on most
projects, there may be some smaller projects where they can be eliminated. The scope of the
project will determine if they are necessary and can potentially be written out there.

The content of the sections was also discussed at length with the most prominent issue being the
annotation of the sections. A lot of this can be automated through software like MxRoads (for
example the lane dimensions), which is extremely cost effective. It is the manual annotations that
are time consuming and therefore costly to the consultant with not a lot of benefit to the
contractor. It was noted that superelevation tables on a separate sheet are very beneficial to the
contractor and easily tabulated by the consultants.

Consultants were asked if they are going on-line to NHDOT's site and using the macros. Many
said that they were.

Traffic Control Plans. While only briefly discussed, it was the consensus that these plans are
very important to the construction set, but that maybe the consultant are being required to get
more detailed than necessary. The frustration of spending weeks on TCP only to have the
contractor throw it away was a big complaint among the consultants.

Project Size/Complexity. Projects range in size from small to large and some are more complex
than others. There was some discussion about tailoring the design presentation to the project

type.

Future Meetings. A possible format for future meeting discussions would be to break down a
typical full set of construction plans, one sheet at a time to determine what information is
necessary and what may not be cost effective to have on there. A demonstration of how processes
are done would be beneficial in helping to better understand the work effort involved in
requested revisions.

The next meeting date was set for January 17, 2002, 9:00 to 10:30 at NHDOT in the Highway
Design Conference Room. Pete Clary (HTA) and Nickie Hunter (NHDOT) volunteered to co-
chair the subcommittee. It was determined that everyone would take turns scribing and hosting
the meetings. '
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ACEC/NH — NHDOT QUALITY INITIATIVE ROUNDTABLE
Date: February 5, 2003

DATE OF MEETING: - January 31, 2003

LOCATION OF MEETING: NHDOT/Highway Desiegn Conference Room

ATTENDED BY: Department of Transportation Consultants
Nickie Hunter Pete Clary (HTA)
Denis Switzer Michael Long (MJ)
Keith Cota Phil Kendall (LBG)
Michael Hazlett Peter Rondinone (CLD)
Denise Markow Jim Boothroyd (HTA)
Peter Salo Karen O’Rourke (Parsons)

Jen Mercer (VHB)
MEETING MINUTES:
L Review Meeting Minutes

The December 6, 2002 meeting minutes were reviewed and approved, as written.

IL Meeting Minute Distribution

As standard practice, it was decided to omit a letterhead on meeting minutes and
also to send the minutes to Pete Clary for distribution to Consultants.

I11. Construction School Survey

D. Switzer distributed a survey that was conducted as part of the Department’s
Bureau of Construction School. The survey is intended to elicit input relative to
contract plan content in an effort to reduce in-house and Consultant design costs and
to produce a more efficient set of plans. All subcommittee members were requested
to complete the survey and submit to D. Switzer (or the Bureau of Construction) by
Friday, February 7, 2003. The results will be presented and reviewed at the next
ACEC/NH — NHDOT Quality Initiative Roundtable meeting. D. Switzer indicated
that he would attempt to e-mail the results to the subcommittee members in advance
of the next meeting for review purposes.



IV.  Breakdown of Plan Reviews for Future Meetings

Significant discussion took place regarding the subcommittee’s approach for plan
review. The Consultant Design Section currently utilizes a series of checklists for
individual plan submissions. The checklists will be provided to Pete Clary (via e-
mail) to distribute to the Committee and to aid in the plan review process. D. Switzer
indicated that the results of the Construction School Survey may also serve to provide
direction relative to plan content review. It was noted that the construction aspect is
only one element of the design process, and that the intent of the subcommittee 1s to
streamline the design process to obtain an improved final product for all users. This
will require input from other Department Bureaus (e.g. ROW, Environment) and
outside agencies (e.g. FHWA, municipalities) relative to plan set revisions.

Another issue that was discussed involved the redundancy of content between
Highway and Bridge plans. Although a separate subcommittee is reviewing the
content of Bridge plans, it was suggested that this subcommittee address the
redundancy issue and provide recommendations for improvement. It was noted that
the redundancy was beneficial to the subcontractors who often only have the bridge
plans and therefore do not always have the information that they may need.

D. Switzer distributed sets of representative Y scale construction plans for review
by the subcommittee members. It was decided that all members would work from the
same plan set and make comparisons based upon individual, past projects. It is
anticipated that the subcommittee will focus first on plan components including cross
sections, drainage notes, TCP plans, and typical sections. Members should be
prepared to discuss areas of potential changes with their recommended action.

V.  Next Meeting Date

The next meeting was scheduled for February 21, 2003 at 10:00 AM, tentatively
at the offices of McFarland-Johnson, with the following anticipated agenda:

1. Construction School Survey Results and Discussion
2. Begin Plan Review
a. Cross Sections

Submitted by,

Peter Salo, P.E.
Consultant Design Supervisor
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ACEC/NH - NHDOT QUALITY INITIATIVE ROUNDTABLE

DATE: March 3, 2003
DATE OF MEETING: February 21, 2003
LOCATION OF MEETING: McFarland-Johnson, Inc. Offices
Concord ’
ATTENDED BY: Department of Transportation Consultants
Denise Markow Darren Blood (Parsons)
Peter Salo Peter Rondinone (CLD)
Michael Hazlett Phil Kendall (LBG)
Denis Switzer Peter Clary (HTA)
Nickie Hunter Cecil Luckem (SEA)
Jennifer Mercer (VHB)
Jim Boothroyd (HTA)
Mike Long (MJ)
Gene McCarthy (MJ)
MEETING MINUTES:
L Review Meeting Minutes

The January 31, 2003 meeting minutes were approved as written.
II.  Construction and Design Survey

D. Switzer and N. Hunter distributed the construction and design responses to the QIR

Survey. N. Hunter described the format of the matrix they prepared. Each page has one of
the questions and has the construction responses on the left and the design responses on the

right. Specific comments received are also listed.

J. Boothroyd asked if the survey could be made available for the upcoming ACEC breakfast

meeting. There were no objections to making the survey available.

The idea of having contractor’s participate in the survey was discussed. It was agreed that it
would be beneficial but that it would also be difficult to implement. The idea was tabled for

the time being.

The question was raised as to how the committee should determine its’ recommendations.

Should the survey be used to identify potential revisions or should the committee review the

existing NHDOT checklists. It was decided that the survey would be used and that the
recommendations will focus on revisions to the existing checklists.

Page 1



N. Hunter then directed the committee to Question 10 on the survey dealing with Cross
Sections. She explained that for this meeting this was the question for discussion. They
prepared a more detailed matrix listing elements of a cross section and how the survey
respondents rated the importance of each. Recommendations were determined if the total of
the “Absolutely Necessary” and “Helpful” ratings totaled 80%. Also, the “Absolutely
Necessary” portion must be the majority. D. Switzer distributed their Cross Section
Recommendations.

A proposal was made to change where drainage notes are presented. A copy of a Drainage
Summary was distributed where the entire drainage note was placed in the description. The
proposal is to only show the drainage notes on the Drainage Summary and not on the General
~ Plans. It was decided that there would likely be more sheets but that it would save a great

- deal of time. The committee as a whole thinks it is a good idea, but additional input, if any,
would be collected at the next meeting.

The specifics of the Cross Section Recommendations were then discussed. Most committee
members agreed that showing the slope rounding on the cross sections is generally not
necessary except in special cases. The tick mark showing the extent of the rounding should
be shown. The slope limits on the General Plans should show the extent of the rounded
slope. Clearing lines are required on the General Plans. The additional quantity for the slope
rounding would be a line item on the earthwork summary.

The NHDOT Construction personnel stated that existing and proposed poles are needed on
the cross sections.

C. Luckemn suggested eliminating the minor grid on the cross sections. D. Markow stated
that she has a project where this has already been done. She stated that the NHDOT is
preparing new cross section sheets that will eliminate some of the grid. After consulting with
several sources following the meeting it was determined that the minor grid would be
retained.

The NHDOT personnel stated that they would discuss the recommendations with their
supervisors and give the committee feedback. Before implementing any of the
recommendations, they must go through a review by NHDOT.

' P. Clary stated that the format for future meetings will be to review the survey results of a
specific item. D. Switzer and N. Hunter stated that they would distribute the detailed matrix
for upcoming meetings beforehand.

111 Discussion for Next Meeting
Finish reviewing the Cross Section Recommendations. Committee members are urged to
review the recommendations and come to the next meeting ready to discuss. The General

Plan survey results and recommendations will also be discussed at the next meeting, time
permitting.
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IV.  Next Meeting Date

The next meeting was scheduled for March 7, 2003 at 10:00 a.m. at the NHDOT offices.

Submitted by,
Gene McCarthy, P.E.
McFarland-Johnson, Inc.
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ACEC/NH - NHDOT QUALITY INITIATIVE ROUNDTABLE

DATE OF MEETING: March 7, 2003

LOCATIO.« OF MEETING: D.O.T.- Highway Design Conference Room

ATTENDED BY: Department of Transportation Consultants
Denise Markow Darren Blood (Parsons)
Peter Salo v Peter Rondinone (CLD)
Michael Hazlett Pete Clary (HTA)
Denis Switzer Michael Long (MJ)
Nickie Hunter Senan Murdock (VHB)

MEETING MINUTES:

1 Review Meeting Minutes

a. Amendments were made to the meeting minutes for February 21, 2003.

i. 2™ page, 3" paragraph: Amend the second sentence to read: “Most
committee members agreed that showing slope rounding is...”

ii. 2™ page, 3" paragraph: Delete the word only in the 5* sentence so that it
reads, “Clearing lines are required on the General Plans.”

b. P.Clary will amend the minutes as outlined above and will redistribute them via
e-mail.

1L General Discussion

a. D.Markow passed on direction received from DOT Consultant Design Chief
Keith Cota.

i. Make recommendations that the committee is confident the D.O.T. will
accept.
ii. Provide back-up information or justification for all recommendations.

b. M.Hazlett reminded the committee to consider all €nd users (i.e.: R.O.W.,
Environment, etc.) when formulating recommendations.

c. D. Switzer dropped off a copy of the survey results with the D.O.T. front office
for the Commissioner’s review prior to the next ACEC/NHDOT breakfast
meeting.

d. P.Clary is going to write up a sample format to present the final
recommendations. These recommendations will be recorded as they are made.

III. Drainage Summary Review and Recommendations

a. D.Markow reported that the drainage summary recommendation that included
the drainage note #’s, notes, and summary information on one table was not well
received by D.O.T. Consultant Design leaders. The concern was the number of
additional plan pages this would require.

b. D. Switzer mentioned that it would be beneficial for senior NHDOT committee

members to be present during the discussion of ideas. This would provide
needed direction and input for determining whether or not a recommendation




oo

g -

Ditchline elevations are not need on sections. Flow arrows are needed.
Existing ep and tw labels are needed on sections.
Wetland labels are needed on sections.

Walkway and stair stations — Need to be determined on a project by project basis.

Only include them if they fall within limits of work.

Structures and houses ~ Need to be determined on a project by project basis.
Shrubs and trees — Not needed on sections.

Clearing limits — Not needed on sections.

Annotation will be needed for existing and proposed drainage structures.

. Annotation will be needed for existing and proposed underground utilities, but

should be minimized in content and standardized into the symbols sheets. The
Department will inquire with the Design Utilities Section on the type of
annotation and symbology they would recommend.

Next Meeting

a.
b.

8:00 AM Thursday April 3, 2003 at NHDOT
Topic of discussion ~ General plans.



ACEC/NH - NHDOT QUALITY INITIATIVE ROUNDTABLE

Date:  April 24, 2003

DATE OF MEETING: April 3, 2003
LOCATION OF MEETING: NHDOT/Hig}_lway Design Conference Room
ATTENDED BY:
Dept. of Trang ortation Consuitants
Nickie Hunter Pete Clary (HTA)
- Denis Switzer Phil Kendalj (LBG)
+ Michael Hazlett : Peter Rondinone (CLD)
Denise Markow Darren Blood (Parsons)
Peter Salo ~ Jen Mercer (VHB)
MEETING MIN UTES:
L Review Meeting Minutes

IL

The March 20, 2003 meeting minutes were reviewed and amended as follows:

L Section II-a, amend the word geotect to read as geotechnical.

1. Section II-b; add a period after the letter “P.” before “ the name Clary.

1ii. Section II1-d, which references earthwork quantities, is to remain as
originally written,

1v. Section III-m; add the sentence “The Department will inquire with the

Design Utilities Section on the type of annotation and symbology they
would recommend.”

- P. Clary will amend the minutes ag outlined above and will redistribute them

via e-mail.

General Discussion



1L

b. The committee was again reminded that, when providing recommendations to o

the Department, it’s important 10 provide pback-up information ot justification
along with the recommendations. '

c. Subsequent 1o the meeting, Denise Markow met with Chuck Schmidt, Chief of

Design Services, concerning the need for detailed annotation of existing and
underground utilities. Sample plans were reviewed and the following

recommendation is made as a result of this meeting:

In the description, either the word, “existing” or “proposed” may be
truncated and the letter “E’” or “P”’ may be used. For example, 127 existing
underground gas may be written as 12” eug.

In all cases, the size of the utility, assuming that it is given, must be
included in the description. For example, 87 proposed water line can be
written as 8”7 PW or 207 existing waterline may be written as 207 ew.

In all cases, the type of material of the utility, assuming that it is given,
must be included in the description. This information 18 essential to both
the utility companies and the contractors in the field. For example, @ 107
existing vitrified clay sewer line could shown as a 10" es(v.c)-

This type and size information many times helps the utility companies
decide on whether to replace existing systems based on proximity to new
construction.

General Plan Review/Recommendations

The results from the construction survey pertaining to General Plan
preparation Were discussed and the following issues WerIe determined:

a.

b.

Curve data is to be shown in only one location preferably on the pavement
layout plans.

Pole locations for overhead utilities will continue to be shown on general
plans. 1t is also necessary t0 maintain the annotation. It isnot necessary to
show the overhead wires on the plans. The only exception to this would be
transmission lines.

Nearby structures should stay shown on the general plans.

It is the recommendation of the committee that guardrail note
number/symbol typically be shown on the general plans.

CAROW Access Points are listed on the “checklists™ as needed
information to be placed on the general plans. (Subsequent 10 the meeting,
Denise Markow met with Victoria Chase & Bill Janelle, and 1t was
decided that this CAROW information is 10 remain). This 1s useful
information provided to the Contract Administrator especially because
they do not always get the ROW plans and it reduces the number of plans
that a contract administrator must reference for information.

ROW parcel information (numbers, property names, boundary names) is
also to remain as currently shown on the general plans.



g. Landscaping is a project specific concern.
h. Underground utilities need to be shown wherever existing and proposed
drainage is shown on the plans.

IV.  Mike Hazlett exhibited a set of sample cross sections created at 10 scale with
a 4m (16”) grid. The consensus of the group seemed that they were much
easier to read and should be a recommendation for metric projects. Mike also
distributed a sample index for the group to review and proved feedback at the
next meeting.

IV.  Next Meeting Date

The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, March 24, 2003 at 8:00 AM, at
the offices of Parsons Transportation Group, with the following anticipated
agenda: '

a. Construction School Survey Results and Discussion of Traffic Control
Plan Recommendations

* Submitted by,
Denise Markow
Consultant Design Supervisor

J\acec_mtg_notes.doc



ACEC/NH — NHDOT QUALITY INITIATIVE ROUNDTABLE

Date: May 9, 2003
DATE OF MEETING: April 24, 2003

LOCATION OF MEETING: Parsons, Concord, NH

ATTENDED BY:
Dept. of Transportation Consultants
Nickie Hunter Pete Clary (HTA)
Denis Switzer Jen Mercer (VHB)
Michael Hazlett Gene McCarthy (MJ)
Peter Salo Darren Blood (Parsons)

Phil Kendall (LBG)
MEETING MINUTES:
L Review Meeting Minutes

a. The April 3, 2003 meeting minutes were reviewed and amended as follows:

1. Attended By:, Remove Jen Mercer’s name from under the Dept. of
Transportation list.

il. Section II-c (1% bullet); amend the truncated description for 127
existing underground gas to read as 12” eug.

iil. Section I1I-d; replace “guardrail notes” with “guardrail note
number/symbol”.

1v. Section III-f: add the word “‘currently” before the word “shown”.

V. Section IV; add “and should be a recommendation for metric projects”

. to the end of the second sentence.

b. P. Clary will amend the minutes-as outlined above and will redistribute them
via e-mail.

II. General Discussion

a. Peter Salo mentioned that the Department of Transportation was conducting a
training class on Traffic Control Plans (TCP) to help aid the younger
engineers within the department. The class will go through several examples,
review the information in the Design Manual, and stress the need for TCP’s to
be looked at early on in the design process.

b. Darren Blood requested that the consultants be allowed to attend this and
other Department training sessions in the future.



c. The question “What information does construction need on the TCP’s for
them to be buildable?” was asked and the reply was “It depends on the
contractor”. It was agreed that where the room is tight for a detour more
detail is needed and when there is plenty of room for the detour less detail 1s
needed.

I11. Traffic Control Plan Recommendations

a. The results from the construction survey pertaining to Traffic Control Plan
were reviewed and no issues were raised.

b. The committee agreed that there could not be one checklist for the
development of TCP’s that would cover all types of projects therefore each
project would need to be looked at individually.

c. The committee recommended that a “Mission Statement” be developed to
help determine the requirements for the TCP’s for any given project. The
statement should emphasize:

i. The detail on TCP’s should be enough to determine quantities.
ii. The controls/limits for the TCP’s be included in the Scope of
Work.
iii. Construction Bureau should review the TCP’s as early as possible.
iv. Consultant to be invited to the Departments 60% & 90% review
meetings.
v. Consultant review of the Prosecution of Work.

IV.  Darren Blood agreed to write a Draft Mission Statement to describe the intent
of Traffic Control Plans and distribute it via email for review by the
committee to proved feedback at the next meeting.

IV.  Next Meeting Date

The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, May 7, 2003 at 9:30 AM, at
the Department of Transportation, with the following anticipated agenda:

a. Construction School Survey Results and Discussion of Pavement Layout,
Signing, Lighting & Curbing Plan Recommendations

Submitted by,
Phillip Kendall
The Louis Berger Group, Inc.



ACEC/NH - NHDOT QUALITY INITIATIVE ROUNDTABLE

DATE OF MEETING: May 7, 2003

LOCATION Oi MEETING: D.O.T.- Highway Design Conference Room

" ATTENDED BY: Department of Transportation Consultants
Denise Markow Darren Blood (Parsons)
Peter Salo Peter Rondinone (CLD)
Michael Hazlett Jennifer Mercer (VHB)
Denis Switzer Michael Long (MJ)
Nickie Hunter Phil Kendall
MEETING MINUTES:
L Review Meeting Minutes

a. Amendments were made to the meeting minutes for April 24, 2003.
i. 2™ page, 1* paragraph: Amend the first sentence to read: “What
information does construction need...” '
ii. 2™ page, section 4, 1st paragraph: Change the word June to May.
b. P.Kendall will amend the minutes as outlined above and will redistribute them
via e-mail.

IL. General Discussion

a. Committee reviewed the TCP Mission statement. Darren Blood will revise per
the committee’s discussion as it was recorded and redistribute the statement for
inclusion in the recommendations prepared by this committee.

b. N. Hunter commented that consultants should review the prosecution of work
and provide input.

c. M. Hazlett commented that all people from the “project team” are invited to all
major meetings.

d. D.Markow commented that the TCP should be finalized @ the slope/drain
submission and coordinate the TCP @ 60% meeting.

e. P.Kendall mentioned that not all the pertinent information is available by the
60% meeting.

III. Pavement Layout, Signing, Lighting and Curbing Plan Recommendations ( PVMT

LO plan)

a. N. Hunter likes what is on this plan section, D. Switzer agreed. Would like to see
beginning and end stations for striping. Particularly for intersections. Need to
have RPM spacing on the plans. Make a note to have temporary RPM’s
subsidiary to item 619 and 632. Could make change to supplemental
specification.

b. D.Blood commented that all non-standard pavement striping should show begin
and end stations.

c. D.Markow mentioned to add curve data to PVMT LO plans and to show survey
S points on this plan.



d. Show guardrail on the gen’l plan and not on the PVMT LO plan. .
e. Discussed the need to have adequate quantities for temporary striping. Projects
seem to run over when there 1s temporary striping. '

Iv. Next Meeting
a. 8:30 AM Thursday June 5, 2003 at MJ.
b. Will discuss the Traffic Signal, Intersection grading plan at next meeting.



ACEC/NH - NHDOT QUALITY INITIATIVE ROUNDTABLE

DATE OF MEETING: June 5, 2003

LOCATION OF MEETING: McFarlar:3-Johnson, Inc

ATTENDED BY: Department of Transportation Consultants
Denise Markow Darren Blood (Parsons)
Peter Salo ' Jennifer Mercer (VHB)
Michael Hazlett .Pete Clary (HTA)
Denis Switzer Michael Long (MJ)
Nickie Hunter ‘Tony Puntin (LBG)

MEETING MINUTES:

L Review Meeting Minutes

a. Amendments were made to the meeting minutes for May 7, 2003 as follows.
i. Revise attendance list to remove P. Clary and S. Murdock and add J.
Mercer and P. Kendall
ii. Revise Section La.ii. to refer to 6" paragraph instead of section 4, 1*
paragraph. '
iii. Make minor spelling corrections (i.e. stripping vs. striping)
iv. Remove Section ILb.
v. Add the word “temporary” in Section IILa, line 3 in front of RPM’s.
vi. Change ...non-standard “details”... to ...non-standard “pavement
striping”... in Section IIL.b.
vii. Change “no” to “not” in Section IIL.d.
b. D. Switzer will amend the minutes as outlined above and will redistribute them
via e-mail.

Jie Discussion of Intersection Grading Plans

a. Committee reviewed the Conference Report dated 10/24/03. The group was
generally in agreement with the points addressed in the memorandum.

b. The discussion of what should be shown on the grading plans mainly concerned
whether contours should be shown. It was apparent that it might be more
appropriate to show only spot elevations. In general, the group agreed that the
recommendations from construction were all appropriate to show on the plans.

c. Peter Salo agreed to send a copy of a grading plan done recently that contained
only spot elevations. The discussion will be completed after reviewing the plan
at the next meeting.

111 Traffic Signal Plans
a. The list of items to show on the plans was reviewed. N. Hunter said that
construction generally likes to have all the items on the list. It would also be
appropriate to show drainage and utilities (existing and proposed) “grayed out”.
b. Traffic striping should also be shown, but some in the group pointed out that the
text associated with the striping (lane widths, etc.) would needlessly clutter the



VI

drawing. It was agreed that the widths could be left off. The arrows should be
shown.

D. Markow asked if the detector loops are placed in the field as shown on the
plan. Denis and Nickie responded that, in general, they are. Showing the |
striping on the plans in relation to the loops is a help to construction.

It was asked whether or not temporary signal plans need to have the same level 5
of detail. The answer was no. These plans should be detailed only as needed. !
Darren agreed to update the TCP Intent Statement to include Temporary Signal

Plans.

Profiles

a.
b.

The five items listed as necessary to have on profiles were all agreed to.

The major discussion item was showing superelevation and how to do'it. N.
Hunter and D. Switzer were in favor of showing a banking diagram. After much
discussion, it was agreed that a line diagram could be shown on the profile
(something like what MJ does on their profiles). M. Long agreed to provide a
PDF file for review by the group of a typical profile with the super info shown
prior to the next meeting.

In addition, it was decided that if the begin and end super info was shown on the
profiles that it need not be shown on the cross sections. This refers to the begin
and end station info only. The actual super at a section would still be shown.
Showing bridges and bridge underclearances was discussed. It was suggested
that the required underclearance be shown in the Prosecution of Work. The
bridge should be shown on the profile in some manner. The level of detail is not
critical, but the NHDOT resident should be aware of what is required.

Updating Standard Details and Standard Special Provisions

a.

A short discussion ensued concerning the updating of standard information. It
was suggested that, as much as possible, the Department update this information
on the Department website. It is difficult for the Consultants to know that
something has changed. Currently, the changes are delivered through the
Consultant Review Section people and not through any formalized process.
Some items do not reach the designers as they are not aware that a change was
made.

Next Meeting

a.
b.

8:00 AM, Thursday July 24, 2003 at NHDOT.

Will finalize discussions on Intersection Grading Plans and Profiles and
discussion of the final product of the Committee should occur at the next
meeting.



ACEC/NH - NHDOT QUALITY INITIATIVE ROUNDTABLE

DATE OF MEETING: July 31, 2003
LOCATION OF MEETING: D.O.T. — Highway Design Conference Room
ATTENDED BY:

Department of Transportation Consultants
Peter Salo Peter Clary (Hoyle Tanner)
Nickie Hunter Peter Rondinone (CLD)
Michael Hazlett Jennifer Mercer (VHB)

Michael Long (MJ)

Tony Puntin (Louis Berger)
Darren Blood (Parsons)

MEETING MINUTES:

L. Meeting Minutes Review
a. Accepted as distributed.

1L Profile Review:
a. Committee reviewed and agreed to include the graphic representation of
" the superelevations as shown on the sample profiles.
b. N. Hunter suggested that the limits and types of the structural box be
shown on the profile but the committee felt it was covered adequately by -
the typicals.

111 Intersection Grading Plan Review:

a. A general consensus was reached that the sample as shown was
appropriate. An extensive discussion resulted relative to when the
intersection grading plan would be necessary. The result was inclusion of
an internal NHDOT draft memo dated October 24, 2002 that broadly
outlines the circumstances when an intersection-grading plan would
typically be required.

IV.  Draft Recommendation Review:

a. Numerous minor editorial, format, and grammatical revisions were made
throughout the document. Continuity of active voice will be reflected in
the document.

b. Dual dimensions will be used as appropriate throughout the Report.

c. Cross Sections:

i. Show the shoulder cross-slopes only in superelevation transition
areas.

ii. Do not show the beginning and ending of superelevations on the
cross-sections as these will be shown on the profile(s).



iii. Clanify the intent of statement regarding the need for drive cross-
sections and showing the slopes on them.

iv. Remove the recommendation for additional cross-sections at
complex intersections.

v. Show shoulder widths in transitions or non-typical areas.

vi. Do not estimate a quantity for slope rounding but note in a special
provision or supplemental specification that the slope roundings
are not computed but are required and the earthwork involved will
be subsidiary to the earthwork items. The consensus is that this is
a relatively very small quantity that could not be represented by a
constant due to the varying of terrain on a project. Additionally it
was generally agreed that the cost for the roundings would be less
than the cost to generate the quantities involved.

vii. . Clarify that ditch elevations in all but non-typical, critical
situations will not be shown. Under all circumstances provide
enough information so that the ditch can be readily built to reflect
the intent of the design.

Drainage

i. Clarify that drainage note description is the station and offset.

ii. Do not show hexagon symbol on drainage summary, asitisa
manual effort in Excel, which is commonly used software for
generating these summaries.

iii.  Clarify the statement regarding enlarging the drainage summary to
indicate increasing the column width or row height to allow for
addition of as built data.

Intersection Grading Plan
1. Recommendations and reasoning will be forwarded to the
committee for review and comment.
Profiles
i. Recommendations and reasoning will be forwarded to the
- committee for review and comment.
Miscellaneous (new section inserted)

1. Include any bridge clearances in the Prosecution of Work.
Appropriate wording supplied to P. Clary by M. Hazlett in a
previous e-mail.

ii. The NHDOT will post the generally applicable “special details” on
a web page to allow general access by all users to the most current
version to help avoid rework in using older versions and avoid
developing details already in existence.

P. Clary and N. Hunter will be responsible for revision of the report, to be
issued by the end of next week. One week will be allowed for its review
and comment by the committee. Dependent on the scope and content of
the review comments, P. Clary and N. Hunter will decide if another
meeting is necessary to finalize the report.



V. Next Meeting (if necessary.)
a. 8:00 AM Thursday August 28,2003 at NHDOT.
b. Will discuss any revisions to the report of the committee.
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300 MM | 375 MM | 450 MM | 600 MM | 750 MM | 375 MM | 500 MM | 1050 MM | 900 MM | 300 MM |_375 MM | 450 MM
UNIT M3 ™ EA EA M3 M3 M3 M3 M3 M3 M2 LM M M LM M LM LM Y] LM EA EA EA
LOCATION
A 102+71.4, R1.9.28m - STA, 102+72.7, RT.17.76m 74 ;
A, 1024714, RT. 8,28m - STA, 102+73.5, RT. 12.80m 28
A, 102+71.4, RT. 9.26m - STA, 60m X 26 42
A. 102+71.4, RT, 9 28m - STA 8.06m 180 356
5 A. 103+10,0, RT, 8.06m - STA 8, RT. 11.62m 27
A 108+10.0, RT, 8.06m - STA, 103+20,0, RT, 8.34m 838 I
A 103+11.8_RT. 11.52m - STA, 103+25.0, RT. 11.73m 12.0 !
A 103+20.0, RT. B.34m - STA. 103+30.0, RY, 8.64m 51 56
9 STA. 103+30,0, RT. 8.64m - STA, 103+65.6, RT. 9.66m 342
10 STA. 102+69.4, LT. 12.79m - STA. 102+58.2, LT, 8.40m 10.1
1 A 102+69.4, LT. 12.79m - STA, 102+69.4, LT, 10.84m 10 09
2 A 102+50.2, LT, 35.48m - STA, 102+69.4, LT. 12.79m 27.9
3 A 102+72.3, LT 10.70m - RT, 7.09m 1.7
4 A, 102+72.3, LT. 7.09m - STA, 103+10.0, LT. 6.60m 20 362
15 A 103+10.0, LT. 6.80m - STA. 103+20.0, LT. 6.60m 85 :
1 A 103+20.0, LT. 6.60m - STA, 103+30,0, LT, 6.40m 58 !
A, 103+30,0, LT. 6.40m :
'A_105+03.2, RT. 11.40m - STA, 104+85.0, RT. 11.04m 15 16.7 ,
NOT USED ,
0 STA. 104+85.0, RT_ 11.04m - STA. 104+54.1, RT. 10.50m 60 29.7
TA. 104+54.1, RT. 10.50m - STA, 104+42.9, RT. 11.57m 100
TA. 104+42.9, RT. 11.57m ,
A105+00.4, RT. 13.80m - STA, 104+77.0, RT. 17.10m 221 ,
4 A. 105+03.2, RT. 11,40m - STA. 105+00.4, RT. 13.80m 24
25 'A.105+00.4, RT. 13.80m - STA. 105+17.2, RT. 16.20m 155
26 A 105+32, R1.11.40m - STA_105+03.2, LT 5.89m 86 159
27 5+03.2, 1. 9,89m - STA. 104+85.0, LT, 9.55m 168
28 A 104+85.0, LT, 8,55m - STA, 104466, 8m 17.1 :
29 A_104+66.7, LT, 9.18m - STA, 104+44.5, LT. 9.01m 210 W
30 TA. 106+03.2, RT. 11.40m - STA, 105+24.6, RT. 11.40m 1.0 i
31 STA. 105+24,6, RT. 11.40m - STA, 105+66,0, RT. 11.40m 40 !
32 [STA. 105+66.0, RT. 11.40m - STA. 106+12.5, RT, 11.40m 45, !
TA. 106+12.5, RT. 11.40m - STA, 106+55.5, RT. 11.40m 4. ]
4 TA_106+55.5, RT, 11.40m - STA, 106+64,0, RT. 15.81m 50 84
TA. 106+64,0, RT, 15.81m - STA, 20+40.0, RT, 8.60m 06 1.7 ]
36 STA. 20+40.0, RT. .60m - STA,21+00,0, RT. 6.20m 58.8 ”
37 STA. 106+64.0, RT. 15.81m - STA. 106+75.9, RT. 15.04 10.7
38 OT USED
39 STA. 106+87.0, RT. 19,49m - STA, 106+98.0, RT, 11.20m 138
40 STA. 106+75.9, RT. 15.04m - STA. 106+87.0, RT. 19.49m 0.8 "
3 'A.20+18.0, LT. 12.00m - STA. 21+20.0, LT, 7.13m 250 ,
%2 A 105+03.2, LT. 8.92m - STA. 105+21.5, LT. 8.97m 16,
43 A, 105+21,5, LT. 8.97m - STA, 105¢50.0, LT, 10.84m 27,
44 A 105+50.0, LT, 10.84m - STA. 1054950, L1. 11.09m 43.
45 A. 1054850, LT, 11.08m - STA, 106+70,0, LT. 12.00m 73.
46 STA. 107+68.9, LT. 11.10m - STA, 107+67.3, RT. 11.00m 20.9
a7 A. 107+67.3, RT. 11.00m - STA. 107+58.0, RT. 17.46m 6.5 107 .
48 A 107+60.9, RT, 17.58m - STA. 107+66.4, RT. 15.50m 2.9 53 1.0
29 A 107+66.4, RT. 15.50m - STA, 107+79.7, RT. 14.57m 12.1 |
50 A.107+79.7, RT, 14,57m - STA. 108+09.8, RT. 15.00m 28.3 ;
,
51 STA. 108+09.8, RT, 15,00m - STA, 108+18.6, RT. 15.33m 2.0 7.0 "_
52 A. 107+67.3, RT. 11,00m - STA. 107+80.1, RT. 11.40m 9.0 116 :
53 A. 107+80.1, RT. 11.40m - STA. 106+23.4, RT. 11.40m 3.6 2. W
54 'A-108 +23.4, RT. 11,40 - STA, 108+52.2, RT. 11.40m 134 21.4 !
55 A, 108+52.2, RT. 11.40m - STA, 108+75.7, RT. 11.40m 22. 1
3A A 102+72.5, RT_ 0.45m - STA. 102+72.6, R1. 3.60m 24
2A A 102+50.2, LT, 30.38m - LT, 35.48m 24
45A A. 106+70.0, LT. 12.00m - STA, 106+83.0, LT, 11.38m 118
1A A-108+25.5, RT. 13.49m - STA. 108+18.6, RT. 15.33m 5%
1A A 105+66.0, RT_ 11.40m - STA. 105+60.3, RT. 14.52m 36
1B A 105+69.3, RT. 14.52m - STA,_105+83.9, RT.17.80m 13.7
SUB-TOTAL (1-55) 66.5 1.0 0.0 17.7 33.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 197.7 438.4 67.2 168.7 19.9 96.3 42.6 6.6 28 1.0 0.0 0.0
STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
DEFARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION _ BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN
EXCEL FILE NAME T STATE PROJECT NO. [ shEET NO. | TOTAL SHEETS
K:\09252 1\DATAEXCEL\HOOKSUM-DR.XLS ] 12537 1 [T | 129
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October 24, 2002

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
~ BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN

CONFERENCE REPORT

DATE OF CONFERENCE: October 24, 2002

LOCATION OF CONFERENCE: Highway Design Conference Room

ATTENDED BY: Department of Transportation
Craig Green Keith Cota
Ted Kitsis Mike Fudala
Jim Bowles Mike Hazlett

SUBJECT: Grading Plans n n n r T
NOTES ON CONFERENCE:

This meeting was held at the request of Construction to discuss when Grading Plans for
intersection areas should be included as part of the Construction Plans. Several examples of past
projects were evaluated that showed intersections with and without Grading Plans. Some of the
intersections showed the information by finished grade elevations at centerline/baseline,
pavement break points and curb line, at cross section stations and mid-stations while others
showed the information by contour lines. For the purpose of final pavement elevations, both Jim
and Ted felt that contours are generally not useful for the contractor in the field and do not easily

indicate subtle grade changes. Ted mentioned that finished grade spot elevations with station and
offset are more useful to the contractor than contours.

Currently, most of the time, Grading Plans are included at curbed intersections, especially
where the “minor road” approaches the mainline in a superelevated transition. The determination
of whether to include Grading Plans should be made with Construction early in the design
process, particularly with consultant projects as this must be identified in the consultant’s scope
of work and reflected in the fee. For “in house” projects, the decision could be made at the 60%
meeting.

It’s important that pavement be shaped correctly and that low points match the new
drainage structures. At curbed intersections, especially those that have islands and “slip ramps”,
Grading Plans are relied upon to achieve the desired result. Generally speaking, the more
complex the intersection is, the more important it is to include Grading Plans. It’s also important
to include spot elevations at all critical points of the intersection to complete the picture and not
leave any “gaps” where field fitting would be required or inadvertent high or low spots or poor
transitions may result. It was agreed to show the information by finished grade elevations with
accompanying station and offset. Jim commented that this had a secondary benefit of



establishing the edges of ramps and islands such that the contractor can lay them out more easily
when there is no separate alignment for them.

Ted will distribute a copy of an intersection Grading Plan developed for a recent
consultant project in Claremont to the District Construction Engineers for comment. Suggested
changes and additions will be returned to Craig to serve as an example of what to include for
future projects that require Grading Plans. In the interim, it was agreed to review the projects
currently under design and decide (with Construction) whether Grading Plans are required and. if
practical, to include them in the Construction plans.

Submitted by:

Michael J. Fudala
Chief of Final Design

cc:  Attendees
Consultant Design Reviewers
Final Design Teams

JAMFUDALA\HIDESMAN\GRADINPLANS.DOC
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