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The Project Committee on Roadside Economics was appointed
for the purpose of assembling data supporting the beliefs that road-
side development adds to highway safety, decreases maintenance cost,
and enhances property values.

Since the accident records are not available for a suf-
ficient period of time, and since there are extreme variations in
accounting practices, only case history methods of study could be
used on selected highway milesges instead of collecting comprehen-
sive date based on entire State highway systems.

Greator Safety

As examples of the type of information being collected
pertaining to roasdside development's contribution to highway safe-
ty, two abbreviated case histories are given herewith.

In Rhode Island there was one interdection where 21 acci~
dents had occurred in one year. This intersection was planted in
1929 with low plants which outlined the numerous lanes and connect-
ions without obstructing vision and in the four years that followed
only one accident occurred.

Indiana reports a dangerous intersection at which two fa-
talities and several accidents occurred early in 1937. It was
planted in the fall of 1937 and there have been no serious acci-
dents since.

These two examples illustrate the manner in which proper
planting can bring orderliness and safety to intersections. There
have been numerous reports of incidents where wide rounded ditches
and flat f£ill slopes have prevented accidents or made accidents
less serious, but since there is insufficient factual data, no re-
port can be made on this phase of increased safety until the im-~
proved methods of recording accident stetistics now being used by
practically all States have been continued for several more years.
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_ ... To compare the number of accidents under varying roadside
';conaitions is not sufficient hovever. Seriousness of acc1dents
1fmnst be considorcd. For reasons not. attributable: to roadside .gon-
‘aitions in any way, there may be as ma ny cars leave the roadway on
sections having flat fill slopes as on sections with steep fill
slopes,: and because. of . this possibility, the serlousness of such
'accldents ‘becames : .the. 1mportant factor.r'- : T ek 8

Decreased Maintenance Gost

., Due to extreme variatlon in accounting practlces in the
'varlous States, collection of data dealing with the reduction of
maintenance costs due to roadside development work has proven to
-be slow and complicated, -but should be continued.. The following
information should be considered. as - preliminary, but it serves as
a general indication of the effect of roadside development on
malntenance costs. , ;

¥

l. A mlddle western Statc reports that maintenance 2

cost per mile has decreased steadily since the inception

.-:0f the roadside development program until it is now about
. 50, per cont loss per mile per,year than it was durlng the
.period precedlng 1933, . ;

L

g T 2.; A saving of 40 per cent in malntenance of 125
: _miles where slopes were flattened and Bermuda grass. es-
_s;tabllshed is reported by a southwestern State.

. 3. A southwestern and -a. southeastern State have had .
increases in maintenance costs on road51de development
projects, in one extreme case amounting to more than 400
per cent increase. . These increases, however, are directly
traceable to excessivé ornamental plaitings on early pro~
Jects, a practice since corrected.

A southeastern State reports decreases in maln—
- tenance costs varylng from 6 per cent to. .65 per cent on
: Various 1ndiv1dual roadside- development projects, with
" the weighted average being a decrease of, approximately .
47 per cent.

5« In & middle western State, mainteénance costs re-
mained approximately the same after roadside development
. work. In this case, .the increased cqst occasioned .by
;plant care was offset by easier roadside mowinge.

ﬂData collected to date 1nd1cate that in general the greater
the expenditure per mile for roadside developmcnt the. greater the
savings in maintenance cost. Because of this apparent relation-
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ship, it is important to consider not.only how much is saved each
year, but also how long.it will be before the accumulated savings
will pay off the original roadside development cost and became an
actual "profit". .

It can be stated definitely that the greatest decreases
in maintenance costs through roadsids Improvement work have come
from the development of "streamlined" cross-sections and the con-
trol of roadside erosion. All of .the large reductions in main-
tenance ¢osts mentioned above are directly traceables to slope
flattening or rounding and to the establishment of ground cover.

Therefore, increases or decreases in maintenance costs
following roadside development projects cannot bo compared fairly
among tho various States without knowledge of the types of work
performed by sach State in its roadside development program. In
States where slope flattening and erosion control take up the
greater part of a roadside development project allotment, subse-
quent decteases in maintenance costs will be most proncunced.

On the other hand, States thet have progressed to the
point where streamlined cross-sections and provisions for erosion
control have become an integral part of regular construction stand-
ards, subsequent roadside development projects -- dealing only with
judicious ornamental planting, selective cutting and trimming,
safety turnouts, waysides, etc, -- will naturally increase mainte-
nence costs slightly. However, in such cases savings in maintenance
cost are still being accomplished because ef the previous logical
incorporation of roadside developmant principles into a modern high-
way construction progran. s

Increased Property Values

Work of the project committee has indicated that increases
of property values is too intengible and source material too limi-
ted.to offer any opportunity for collection of comprehensive data.
The subcommittee has held this phase of its work in abeyance and
directed its attention to the study of increased safety and decreas-
ed maintenance cost.

Types of Work Using Roadside Development Funds

There also fall within the scops of the project committee's
work two other classes of statistics which are of considerable in-
terest. The first of these is the determination of percentages of
Federal Ald roadside improvement funds spent on various types or
classifications of worke. The following tables present the informa-
tion collected to date: s
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Kentucky
(15 ¥, A. Roadside Projects,. .Completed or under
i Ll = e construction in the calendar year 1939) .

~ Per cent of Whole
grading, and Rounding Tops of S1OPE5 esssessvssavessna 2l.2
Excavation ---.--.---c-n---oq--'co-.-o--..oc'c.v‘.'pcno- 14.5
Topsoil BOI‘I‘OW oo.cn-.---o.-ooo--o-.---cnao.nno----;o'? 7'8
SOd @O VPO OD O T TIODOENEDEE 0O LS00 0OOSOIO0SOPORONINALOEnEY 13
Honeysuckle ViNes sevessccreocssnccnsscancsssasasvcnns &
Seed and Fertilizer seesscessccccesecennscoscsonsonnss 15
9
5

Trees, Shrubs and Vines (Other than honeysuckle) ceane
other Items* ..'.‘.'llll..l.l....lll...\.l‘l‘ll."...‘l l

*(The amount listed as "Other Items” includes Paving, Curb end
Cutter, Riprap, Moving and Resetting Fence, Drain Pipe, etc.)

-

| ) .

" . North Carolina

| .

| 1934 N.R. 1935 N.R. W. P. 1936 F.A, 1937 F,A.
L P\ - % % % % %

*Excavation (Rough )

grading, slope flat-  14.1 5045 71l 5140 Ble2
tening and rounding) : -

Non-roadside-
Improvement con-
struction (headwalls, ™ .
ripe extensions, Ped 6.8 1453 846 10.8
paved ditches, sub-

drgins, riprap, etc.)

Grass or legume ground

cover (Fine grading,

topsoiling, seeding, 26,3 18,9 10,7 23.0 20.1
sodding, mulching, etc.) i

Planting primarily for

erosion control '

(Vine and shrub 2544 2.4 2 o5 fra i 18" -
ground cover)

Planting for land-

scape effect (Trees, ‘

shrubs, ete. fpr 22.8 7.8 - 0.7 0.4
ornamental value)
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North Carolina - (continued)

safe?y turnouts, fireplaces, wells,
ete,

1954 N'RO 1935 NdR. W.P:. 1956 F.A. 1937 F.A.
‘% % ' % A
Treatment of ex-
isting growth
(Cleen-up, selectr. 669 L2 1156 10.6 13, 2
ive .cutting and .
trimming, openlng
vistas) :
Feature points and.
recreational facili-
ties (intersection 0.8 — - - _—
areas, safety furn~ .
outs, fireplaces,
wells, etec.)
Engineering 1.3 1.5 2.6 242 4.3
Virginia
WP 1936 F.A. 1937 F.A.
% % %
. Excavation (Rough grading, slope
flattening and rounding) 45.3 49,1 47,5
Non-roadside-improvement con-
struction (headwalls, pipe ex- l.4 - 3.6
tensions, paved ditches, sub-
drains, riprap, etc.) '
Grass or legume ground cover
(Fine grading, topsoiling, 29.2 %2.0 Gl
seeding, sedding, mulching, etc.) ‘
. Plant ing primarily for erosion
control (Vine and shrub ground 16.3 1Bar 11546
cover)
Planting for landscape effect
(Trees, shrubs, etc, for or- - 2.0 3.9 -
namental value)
Treatment of existing growth(Clean-
up, selective cutting and trimming,
.opening vistas) ) 2.6 - 213 1.9
Feature points and recreational
facilities (intersection areas, 3.2 1.0 0.1
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Comparison of Mbw1ng Costs

The followmg table gives comparativé costs for roads1de
mowing, costs being based upon the unit of & swath mile.

North Carolina

‘ Fiscal Year Virginia
Eggiggeﬁt' e R S 1988-1939 1938
Horse-drawn mower - HEBT BRAS $ ———= 8 0,50
Truck and Mower 34! ; i 0459 R o o}
Truck and two mowers tandem o s RO malzenonE O -
Tractor and mower : R L - o< F065
Tractor with sickle bar attached Sa i SRt R R * 0430

A compérison of moming costs per swath mile between States
is unimportant, due to incalculable varjations in wages, fuel con-
- sumption, equipment rental or depreciamtion ch#rges, stc. The point

to be considered i that, when better roadside conditions Have been
obtained by "streamlined" cross-sections and an even and:uniform
grass cover, there is greater opportunity for using more efficient
:mowing equipment, such ag tandem mowers covering wlder areas in one
“%rip, or tractor mowers that are rapld and require less personal
for operation. ;





