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INTRODUCTION

This circular provides a record of a symposium held
July 26-27, 1993, in Newport, Oregon. The symposium
was sponsored by TRB Committee A2A04 Roadside
Safety Features.

The circular provides some background on the
symposium topic, overviews of presentations made by
invited speakers, and summary discussions from breakout
groups.

Since the first crash test guidelines (one-half page in
HRB Circular 482 (1)) in 1962, there has been a
succession of hardware testing procedure documents.
Each succeeding document has been more definitive and
complex regarding how crash tests should be conducted,
evaluated, and reported.

NCHRP Report 230 (2) entitled, "Recommended
Procedures for the Safety Performance Evaluation of
Highway Appurtenances” was published in 1981,
Although published as a guideline, this document has
been used as a standard and certification document for
the past decade. In 1993 this document was updated by
NCHRP Report 350 (3), "Recommended Procedures for
the Safety Performance Evaluation of Highway
Features." Report 350 is a consensus document that
incorporates "current technology and the collective
judgment and expertise of professionals in the field of
roadside safety design." The major changes reflected in
Report 350 when compared to Report 230 include:
1. changes to the test vehicles; 2. changes to the number
and impact conditions of the test matrices; 3. adoption
of "test levels" as opposed to "service levels"; 4. changes
to the evaluation criteria; and 5. adoption of the
International System of Units (SI).

As would be expected, the publication of Report 350
has raised questions concerning its effects on the
development and testing of both current and future
hardware and safety features. As an example, the 2000P,
or 4400-pound, 3/4 ton pickup truck, is the replacement
for the vanishing 4500-pound passenger car. Given the
differences in physical properties between these two
vehicles, including a higher center of mass and bumper
height, what will be the result of crash testing with a
pickup?

It was decided that a symposium on the issues and
research needs related to the publication of Report 350
would be timely. Three main topics were identified and
led to the development of breakout groups. The topics
centered around the following questions:

A. Should selection guidelines (warrants) be
developed for hardware designed according to Report 350?

B. Should testing labs be certified? If so, should a
product be self-certified?

C. Does Report 350 satisfy the requirements of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA)? What are the implications of the innovative
barrier requirements of ISTEA?

The symposium provided for three-fourths of the first
day being devoted to invited speakers presenting
background on each of the three main topics. For
Category A concerned with selection guidelines or
warrants, the agenda was the following:

* Overview of Report 350 Test Requirements,
Hayes Ross, Texas Transportation Institute;

* Federal Perspective, Dick Powers, Federal Highway
Administration;

* State Perspective, Don Gripne, Washington State
Department of Transportation; and

* Methodologies for Developing  Guidelines,
King Mak, Texas Transportation Institute;

For Category B and the issue of testing laboratories, the
agenda included six presentations:

* European Plan, Vittorio Giavotto, Politecnico de
Milano;

* Federal Perspective,
Highway Administration;

* State Perspective, Roger Stoughton, CALTRANS;

¢ Industry Perspective, Owen Denman, Energy
Absorption Systems;

e Industry Perspective, John Durkos, Syro Steel;
and

* Testing Lab Perspective,
Transportation Institute.

Harry Taylor, Federal

King Mak, Texas

Category C included task presentations concerning the
requirements of ISTEA:

* Performance of Current Hardware for Report 350
Vehicles, Roger Bligh, Texas Transportation Institute;

* Implications of ISTEA Special Vehicles, Charlie
McDevitt, Federal Highway Administration; and

* ISTEA Innovative Barriers What is Happening?,
Dick Powers, Federal Highway Administration.

Symposium attendees were assigned to breakout groups
in the following manner:
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Group A

Dean Sicking, Moderator; Wayne Cobine; Don Gripne;
Sam Johnston; Robert Mileti; Robert Quincy; Hayes
Ross; Kenneth Shearin; Dale Stout; Frank Tokarz; and
William Wendling.

Group B

Maurice Bronstad, Moderator; Joseph Batley; Bill
Bishop; Owen Denman; John Durkos; Jon Frank;
Vittorio Giavotto; James Hatton; King Mak; John
Strybos; Roger Stoughton; and Harry Taylor.

Group C

Ken Opiela, Moderator; Roger Bligh; John Carney; Bill
Dearasaugh; Sam Grossberg; Bill Hunter; Charlie
McDevitt; Richard Powers; Jerry Reagan; David Lewis;
and Roger Logan.

The groups spent a total of six hours discussing the
topics. Summary reports were then provided. This
circular includes overviews of the invited presentations,
background, and recommended discussion questions for
each group, and group summary reports.

REFERENCES

1. Highway Research Board Committee on Guardrails
and Guide Posts," Full-Scale Testing Procedures for
Guardrails and Guide Posts." TRB Circular 482
(September 1962).

2. Michie, J.D., "Recommended Procedures for the
Safety Performance Evaluation of Highway
Appurtenances," NCHRP Report 230, Transportation
Research Board, Washington, D.C. (March 1981).

3. Ross, H.E,, Sicking, D.L., Zimmer, R.A., and Michie,
J.D.,, "Recommended Procedures for the Safety
Performance Evaluation of Highway Features,"
NCHRP Report 350, Transportation Research Board,
Washington, D.C. (1993).



AN OVERVIEW OF NCHRP REPORT 350

Hayes E. Ross, Jr.
Texas A&M University

I will be discussing National Cooperative Highway
Research Program (NCHRP) Project 22-7, in which an
update to NCHRP Report 230 was developed. The
project was indeed a team effort. Input was provided by
a large number of people in various disciplines, not only
nationally but internationally. The document, which will
be published as NCHRP Report 350, is a consensus
document and I am indebted to all those who provided
comments and reviewed the drafts, especially the
NCHRP advisory panel, chaired by Roger Stoughton of
the California Department of Transportation, and
Kenneth Opicla, NCHRP Senior Project Specialist.

This presentation will include a general overview of
the document and how it differs from Report 230. It will
also include a brief discussion of the potential impact
Report 350 will have on current practices, policies, and
international harmonization.

The project began in June of 1989 and was completed
in August, 1992. It was conducted at the Texas
Transportation Institute, and Jarvis Michie with
Dynatech Engineering Incorporated was a
consultant/subcontractor on the project. We were
fortunate to have Jarvis on the research team since he
had written Report 230, and guidelines that preceded
Report 230.

CHANGES INCORPORATED IN REPORT 350

Report 350 incorporated several major changes. The first
one concerned the adoption of the International System
of units (SI). To the extent possible a "hard conversion"
procedure was used, in which English units are
converted to the equivalent SI unit and then rounded.
By so doing, it increased the requirements of some tests
and it diminished the requirements of others, but in all
cases the changes were not major. For example, a 60
mph test speed, which has been a standard value for
high speed tests, converts to 96.6 km/h. The decision
was made to round to 100 km/h, which is 62.1 mph.
The critical test speed for many breakaway features
is at the lower end of the spectrum rather than the high
end. The test speed on the low end has been 20 mph. In
Report 350 the speed was set at 35 km/h, or 21.7 mph.
It was initially decided to round to 30 km/h, which is
18.6 mph. However, it was brought to our attention by
those who design and use breakaway hardware that such

a conversion would create an unnecessarily conservative
test requirement since the 20 mph requirements of
Report 230 were believed to be very conservative. Not
only are these features required to breakaway at low
speeds, they are also required to do this for vehicles at
the low end of the weight spectrum. Furthermore, the
acceptable vehicular velocity change (and hence
occupant risk measures) for breakaway features is much
lower than for other features such as crash cushions, end
treatments, etc.

Other major changes which will be discussed
subsequently include test vehicles, more specific features,
the contents and number of the test matrices,
modifications to the evaluation criteria, and guidelines
on selection of the impact point for redirection-type
tests.

Also to be noted is that Report 350 contains
guidelines, as opposed to absolute standards, for testing
and ecvaluating safety features. Adoption of the
guidelines, in whole or in part, as a standard is at the
discretion of federal and state transportation agencies.
It is also to be noted that Report 350 contains no
selection criteria, or warrants, for features addressed
therein. Features tested and evaluated according to the
guidelines will have specific applications, but
identification of these applications remains to be
determined by the user agency or perhaps by the
American  Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) or the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA).

TEST VEHICLES

The "basic" test vehicles, which are passenger vehicles,
are the 820C and the 2000P. The 820C is a small car
with a mass of 820 kg, essentially the same small car test
vehicle used in Report 230. A major change was made
in the adoption of the 2000P, which is a "3/4-ton" pickup
truck with a curb weight or mass of approximately 2,000
kg, or 4,400 Ib. The primary reason for selecting the
2000P vehicle was that it is believed to be a reasonable
representative of the light-truck population.  Light
trucks, which include pickups, vans, and sport/utility
vehicles, now make up a significant portion of the total
passenger vehicle population in the USA, and indications



Parameter

TABLE 1 COMPARISON OF 4500S AND 2000P VEHICLES

Typical Values

45008

Mass (kg)
Center of Mass
Height (cm)
Fore-aft mass distribution (%)

2,040

60
55/45

Dimensions

Wheelbase (cm)
Front overhang (cm)
Bumper height (cm)
Tire radius (cm)
Tire width (cm)

are that sales and use of light trucks will continue to
increase for the foreseeable future. It was also selected
since its mass approximated that of the 4,500 Ib car so
widely used in the past.

Other vehicles also can be used in the design and
evaluation of a feature. The 700C test vehicle is a very
small car with a mass of approximately 700 kg, or about
1,500 Ib. Use of this vehicle is optional. If a developer
ot wanufactusei of a safety feature fecls confident the
feature can meet test requirements using the 700C
vehicle the option is available. Tests with the 820C
vehicle are not necessary if tests with the 700C are
acceptable. A manufacturer may have an advantage over
the competition if his feature is the only one that
satisfies test requirements with the 700C vehicle.

The 80008 vehicle is a 8,000 kg (about 17,600 1b)
single unit truck. This vehicle has been used in recent
years in the USA for the development and evaluation of
bridge railings, in accordance with the AASHTO guide
specifications published in 1989. Then there are two
very heavy vehicles: the 36000V or 36,000 kg (about
79,300 Ib) tractor van trailer, and the 36000T or 36,000
kg tractor tanker-type trailer vehicle that can be used in
the testing. These vehicles are to be used in the
development of high performance, or high containment,
barriers.

Table 1 provides comparisons of the 2000P pickup
truck with the 4,500 1b car previously used. It is only
about 100 lb, or 45 kg, lighter than the 4,500 pound car.
So there is not a lot of difference in the mass but there
are differences in some of the other properties. Center
of mass height of the 2000P vehicle is about 70 c¢m
whereas the 4,500 Ib car had a height of about 60 cm.
With regard to the fore-aft mass distribution, the
4,500 Ib car typically has about 55 percent on the front

305
110
45
38
155

axle and 45 percent on the rear axle, whereas the pickup
truck typically has about 58 percent on the front and 42
percent on the rear. The wheel base of the car is about
305 cm whereas the wheel base of the pickup is
somewhat longer. The front overhang is shorter on the
pickup truck 80 cm for the pickup versus 110 cm for
the car.

With regard to the effect these changes will have on
performance, a higher center of mass probably means
the 2000P vehicle will be less stable and more prone to
overturn. The shorter front overhang of the 2000P
vehicle means the tire nearest the impact point will tend
to impact a redirective feature, such as a guardrail,
sooner than would have occurred on the 4,500 Ib car.
Further, the tire/wheel radius of the 2000P vehicle is
larger. These changes may result in a greater tendency
for the 2000P vehicle to climb up and over the face of
the feature. Bumper height is another parameter of
concern. The bumper height of the 2000P vehicle will
typically be about 55 cm whereas the car was about 45
cm. All other factors being the same, performance is
expected to degrade for many features as the bumper
height increases.

Other factors that will potentially influence
performance include crush stiffness and body design of
the 2000P vehicle. It has a stiffer front end and it has
two distinct body shells. For energy absorbing devices
such as a crash cushion, the pickup will not absorb as
much energy as the 4500 Ib car did. Thus, an energy
absorbing device whose performance is near
recommended limits may not pass the pickup truck test.
Tests have shown that the body design of the 2000P
vehicle tends to reduce the impact loads slightly on a
redirective feature.



TESTING AND EVALUATION

There are up to six test levels in Report 350, depending
on the feature being evaluated. All six test levels apply
to longitudinal barriers, test levels 2 and 3 apply to
breakaway features, and test levels 1, 2, and 3 apply to
crash cushions and end treatments.

Although selection guidelines or warrants do not
presently exist, it is assumed that devices developed for
test level 1 would be used for very low service level
conditions such as in a work zone in an urban area
where speeds are on the order of 50 km/h or less. Test
levels 2 and 3 are the more basic test levels and the
devices developed would have application on high speed
facilities. Of these, level three is considered to be the
basic level, but perhaps level 2 will also be widely used.
Levels 4, 5, and 6 are for special, higher service level
longitudinal barrier requirements.

Test and evaluation criteria are given in Report 350
for the following features:

* Longitudinal barriers;

* Terminals and crash cushions;

* Support structures, traffic control devices, and
breakaway utility poles;

* Truck mounted attenuators; and

* Geometric features.

Longitudinal barriers include roadside barriers,
median barriers, and bridge railings; these types of
barriers are referred to as safety barriers in Europe.
There are three distinct parts of a longitudinal barrier of
concern: the length-of-need section, the transition region
in which the barrier may be connected to a longitudinal
barrier of different lateral stiffness, and the end of the
barrier. The first two are addressed within the
longitudinal barrier test series, and the latter is
addressed within the terminal and crash cushion series.
Longitudinal barriers can be developed to any test level.

The next category includes longitudinal barrier
terminals and crash cushions. The first three test levels
apply to this category. That category is further
subdivided into (a) terminals and redirective crash
cushions and (b) non-redirective crash cushions. There
was considerable discussion among members of the
advisory panel and others from whom we sought advice
as to required test conditions for crash cushions and
terminals. Some felt that the tests should be selected so
as to require all crash cushions to have redirective
capabilities. However the consensus was that the
updated test procedures for crash cushions should not be
selected so as to eliminate future use of non-redirective
systems. As a general rule the non-redirective sand-tub
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crash cushion has proven to be a reliable, cost-effective
system, and is widely used throughout the USA.

Also addressed are test and evaluation procedures for
support structures, work-zone traffic control devices, and
breakaway utility poles. Included under the support
structure category are sign and luminaire supports,
emergency call boxes, and mailbox supports. Included
under the work-zone traffic control devices are plastic
drums, barricades, cones, chevron panels and their
supports, and delineator posts and lights that may be
attached to drums or barricades. Features within these
categories can be designed and evaluated to test level 2
or 3. It was concluded that it would not be cost effective
to develop one of these features for test level 1. In
other words, it is believed that a feature developed for
level 2 or 3 would also be cost effective for test level 1
as well.

Specific test guidelines are presented for truck-
mounted attenuators (TMA). Whereas a TMA can be
developed to test levels 2 or 3, most of the current
designs were developed for level 2 conditions.

Very general guidelines for testing geometric features
such as side slopes or ditches or median cross-overs, are
also presented. However, there are no specific test
levels for features of this type.

Table 2 shows tests designed to evaluate the strength
or containment capabilities of longitudinal barriers. The
first three test levels are conducted with the 2000P
vehicle, at impact speeds of 50 km/h, 70 km/h, and 100
km/h, and an impact angle of 25 degrees. The
corresponding speeds in miles per hour are also shown.
It is noted that requirements of level 3 do not vary
significantly from the basic requirements of Report 230,
in terms of impact speed and angle and vehicular mass.
For levels 4, 5, and 6, test vehicles range from the 8000S
up to the 36000T. All three tests are conducted at 80
km/h, which is about 50 mph, and at a 15 degree impact
angle.

Some of the criteria used to evaluate a given test
were changed. There are no major changes in the
structural adequacy requirements of Report 230. With
regard to occupant risk criteria, it was decided to retain
the "Flail Space Model." In this model the occupant is
represented by a lumped mass that is allowed to move
within a specified space until it impacts a surface. At
initial contact, the impact velocity normal to the surface
is computed, and is referred to as the occupant impact
velocity (OIV). Following impact the mass is assumed
to remain in contact with the surface and to experience
the "ridedown" acceleration (RA) of the vehicle.
Recommended limits of OIV and RA are given in two
categories, "preferred” and "maximum.” For all features
except support structures and work-zone traffic control
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TABLE 2 STRENGTH TESTS FOR LONGITUDINAL BARRIERS

Test Level Vehicle

Impact Conditions

Nominal Speed
(km/h,mph)

Nominal Angle
(deg)

2000P
2000P
2000P
8000S
36000V
36000T

devices, the preferred and maximum OIV are 9 m/s and
12 m/s, respectively. For all features the preferred and
maximum RA are 15 g’s and 20 g’s, respectively. Similar
limits were given in Report 230. In addition, the lateral
and longitudinal components of the OIV have the same
limits in Report 350 whereas in Report 230 the lateral
limit was approximately 30 percent less than the
longitudinal limit. Based on a review of the literature
and on discussions with experts, it was concluded
thatlimits in the lateral and longitudinal directions should
be equal. The OIV limits for support structures and
work-zone traffic control devices are essentially the same
as those in Report 230, 3 m/s preferred and 5 m/s
maximum.

Some changes were made with regard to the post-
impact trajectory criteria. The 15 mph (24.2 km/h)
vehicular velocity change limit for redirective features
was increased to 12 m/s (26.8 mph or 43.2 km/h).

Report 350 contains guidelines for identifying the
critical impact point for a redirective feature. That is
the point along the feature judged to have the greatest
potential for causing snagging or pocketing of the vehicle
with the barrier, or for causing structural failure of the
feature.

THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF REPORT 350

Key issues related to Report 350 include its adoption by
FHWA, potential changes to current designs as a result
of its use, selection guidelines or warrants for features
developed according to Report 350, certification of
testing agencies, and harmonization with Furopean test
standards. I will briefly discuss each of these issues.
Report 350 was officially adopted by FHWA through
the Code of Federal Regulations to determine
acceptability of safety features for use on the National
Highway System. The effective date is August 16, 1993
for all new designs developed subsequent to that date.
There is a nine-month transition period beginning

50, 31 25
70, 43 25
100, 62 25
80, 50 15
80, 50 15
80, 50 15

August 16, 1993 for designs under development prior to
that date. Also, there is a five-year grace period
beginning August 16, 1994 for existing designs satisfying
Report 230 guidelines.

Based on limited testing to date, no changes are
anticipated for concrete safety shaped barriers, sand-tub
crash cushions, and breakaway support structures.
There are indications that standard, 27-inch high W-
beam barriers may have difficulty containing the 2000P
vehicle at test level 3. There are also questions relative
to the performance of some end treatments, crash
cushions, and truck-mounted attenuators for impacts
with the 2000P vehicle. It is also anticipated that multi-
service level designs will be developed above and below
the basic test level (level 3).

There are only minimal objective guidelines that can
be used to determine where multi-service level features
should be used. As previously discussed, Report 350
permits design and evaluation of safety features for up
to six test levels. Thus, there is a need for guidelines to
identify conditions for which multi-service level features
are warranted. TRB and AASHTO have identified
development of such guidelines as a high priority
research need. In a 1993 summer workshop, TRB
Committee A2A04 strongly endorsed the need to
develop use guidelines.

Another issue raised as a result of the publication of
Report 350 and the interest in international
harmonization, is the certification of testing facilities.
FHWA is considering the development of an electronic
"black box" with accompanying software to establish the
ability of an agency to accurately record and reduce
crash test data. TRB committee A2A04 rated the need
for certification as a high priority item.

Three items are related to the harmonization of USA
guidelines and European standards for the impact
performance of safety features. First, as previously
discussed, Report 350 is written with SI units.
Furthermore, it is recommended that testing agencies
calculate and report occupant risk parameters adopted



by the European Community (CEN). Finally, also as
noted, the small car used in USA and CEN tests has
similar characteristics, and test requirements for crash
cushions and terminals are expected to be similar,

It has been a pleasure to have had the opportunity to
work with many highway safety professionals, both
nationally and internationally, in the preparation of
Report 350. 1t is expected that the document will foster
uniform test and evaluation procedures for highway
safety features throughout the USA and other countries.
More importantly, it is expected that use of the
document will result in the design and implementation
of improved safety features, thereby reducing the severity
of accidents.

11
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FEDERAL PERSPECTIVE ON WARRANTS FOR HARDWARE DESIGNED TO MEET

NCHRP REPORT 350 REQUIREMENTS

Richard D. Powers
Federal Highway Administration

With the formal adoption of the NCHRP Report 350 as
the document governing the testing and eventual
acceptability of roadside hardware, the highway
designer's task has become more challenging. Whereas
previously a single series of crash tests determined
acceptability for use, the new guidelines specify six
distinct test levels for longitudinal barriers, three for
terminals and crash cushions, and two each for sign and
luminaire supports, utility poles, and truck mounted
attentuators (TMA’s).

Before, a designer had only to determine if a barrier
or breakaway support was warranted and to specify a
standard piece of hardware if the answer was yes. Now,
in addition to deciding if a barrier or other safety feature
is warranted, a designer must also select an appropriate
performance level. In other words, a decision must now
be made regarding the degree of protection to use, or
looked at slightly differently, how much risk can
reasonably be assumed in the selection process. Should
the gystem selected be capable of redirecting vehicles
larger than a 2000 kilogram pickup truck, for example,
or would a system tested only at 50 or 70 kph suffice?
The designers task would be greatly simplified if
guidelines or warrants for each test level existed. My
remarks will be limited to barrier warrants because, with
six test levels available, the designer has a great deal of
latitude in the selection of an appropriate system.

How are barriers currently selected?  Informal
warrants generally exist to determine if any barrier is
needed, but the specific type of barrier seldom requires
a conscious decision. Each agency has its favorites, be
it w-beam on strong posts (wood or steel), one of the
weak post systems or a concrete safety shape (usually the
New Jersey profile). Thus, the current barrier selection
procedure is quite subjective. In addition, the distinction
between warranted and cost-effective is often vague.
Simply stated, a barrier is warranted if it will reduce the
severity of a run-off-the-road accident, i.e., hitting the
barrier would be less damaging than leaving the roadway
and striking the shielded hazard. However, since
resources are limited, the likelihood of such an
occurrence is a valid and necessary consideration. This
generally means more hazards are left unshielded on
lower volume, lower speed roads. Guidelines used by an
agency should reflect this consideration.

Developing guidelines for the higher test levels
should be relatively easy, since test levels 4, 5, and 6 are
intended to retain and redirect trucks. Thus, the
guidelines would consider total traffic volumes, percent
trucks, truck types, operating speeds, likelihood of
impacts (geometrics) and the consequences of such
impacts. Many State agencies look at these factors
subjectively now, but few if any  have formal
warranting procedures or selection guidelines. The use
of higher test level median barriers and bridge pier
protection are two examples of continuing concerns
where little has been done to date to develop and use
more stringent warrants.

Guidelines for the lower test levels (1 and 2) become
more problematical, since these levels are for speeds of
50 and 70 kilometers per hour (30/42 mph) and do not
include truck tests. If there were roads where motorists
drove at these lower speeds, guidelines might be useful
and easy to develop. Judgment and experience suggest
that few motorists run off the road while travelling at
these speeds, and when they do, the consequences are
not generally life-threatening. If the highway engineer’s
goal is to reduce accident severities with the judicious
use of barriers, these barriers must be designed to
function at anticipated impact speeds. Thus, for the
class of highways currently under the Federal sphere of
influence, mostly high speed, high volume roads, test
levels 1 and 2 for barriers may not be appropriate. State
highway agencies are cautioned to use barriers (and
other roadside features) that meet the real needs of the
travelling public.

Low volume roads may very well be a separate issue.
This term is, of course, not synonymous with low speed-
oftentimes just the opposite. Operating speeds on these
roads are governed by what the drivers feel comfortable
with, and are often significantly faster than the posted
speed limit. Volume alone should not be the sole
determining factor for selecting a barrier. However, it
can be used to set more stringent warrants. In other
words, a barrier will still need to contain and redirect a
2000 kilogram pickup truck impacting at 100 kilometers
per hour, but it will be used only at the sharpest curves
and steepest slopes along a given section of roadway.

So what then, is the Federal position on guidelines
for selecting an appropriate test level for roadside
barriers?



First, a rational selection procedure is critical to
answer the question what type of barrier (performance
level) is best, given that a barrier is warranted. This is
not generally done at present, except after-the-fact as a
result of a serious accident or series of accidents.

Second, guidelines should be developed by the State
highway agencies, ideally as a cooperative, coordinated
effort. The important issue is to decide when higher test
level barriers are appropriate. Those States using lower
test level barriers should proceed with caution as
suggested above.

Finally, the highway community should keep the end
result or goal in clear sight: a logical, rational selection
process (or warranting procedure) whereby the most
cost-effective barrier system will be installed at any given
roadside location. The selection of the best barrier for
each site should not be left to chance.
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NCHRP 350 A STATE’S PERSPECTIVE ON DEVELOPING GUIDELINES

Don Jay Gripne
Washington State Department of Transportation

With the introduction of NCHRP 350, the states will be
faced with questions that they did not face with NCHRP
230. NCHRP 230 had only one set of test criteria for
cach system. It had a specific set of vehicles and angles,
but only one speed. NCHRP 350 changed this. It
introduced six test levels. The first three are pretty
straightforward. The last three will cause problems
regarding when to use them. NCHRP 350 doesn't
provide these criteria.

Who should take the lecad in developing the
guidelines for the use of each level? NCHRP 350 states,

It is the responsibility of the user agency(s) to
determine which of the test levels is most appropriate
for a feature's intended application. This will require
over 50 user agencies to reinvent the wheel, and there
will be many different versions.  Consistency of
application will be needed. A solution might be to have
the committee that prepared NCHRP 350 develop the
guidelines, then have the states review them for
applicability.

The FHWA must be involved because they will
provide the interpretation of the guidelines, and we will
need to know what that interpretation will be.

NCHRP 350 opens the door to developing systems
that more accurately reflect what is happening in the real

world. There could be the opportunity to develop
criteria for bridge rails other than for Test Levels 4, 5,
and 6. Why not have a test level for bridge rails using
lower speeds or lighter vehicles or both?

Another question is, do we develop the warrants
based on benefit costs? We have done this on
embankment curves for the placement of guardrail. Is
it practical to do this for all levels, or just for the top
three? Doing it for all levels will increase the amount of
engineering work, whereas the top three would be used
only for unique situations.

When warrants are developed, what factors should go
into them? Several factors are speed limit, operating
speed, truck percentage, and volume (ADT). Another
thing that comes to mind is a warrant for high speed and
low volumes. Do we need warrants for urban areas? 1
believe we do.

What can these warrants do for the states? First,
they will provide for consistency in design work, just as
the AASHTO Green Book on Geometric Design has.
Second, the warrants will reduce the states tort
liability.

NCHRP 350 offers the opportunity to refine the way
we provide new systems. Somebody needs to take the
lead to make this happen.
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METHODOLOGIES FOR DEVELOPING GUIDELINES

King K. Mak
Texas Transportation Institute

INTRODUCTION

Do we need guidelines or warrants for all six test levels?
If not, what test levels are to be used for developing
guidelines or warrants? I would argue that, even though
NCHRP Report 350 has six test levels, we can
concentrate on only two basic levels, which are test levels
2 (70 km/h and 3 (100 km/h).

It is questionable that we will ever develop roadside
safety features under Test Level 1 at 50 km/h (30 mph).
First, 30-mph roadways are mainly urban streets where
the use of roadside safety features is very infrequent.
Second, the current vehicle population is designed for
survivability at 30 mph, i.¢., for a belted occupant and/or
vehicles with airbags, a 30-mph head-on impact into a
rigid barrier is a highly survivable impact. Finally, there
is probably very little cost saving by designing for 30
mph instead of 45 mph (Test Level 2).

Test levels 4 through 6 all pertain to heavy trucks.
Again, roadside safety features designed for truck
impacts will have very limited applications. We simply
cannot afford them except under special conditions,
which are generally recognized by the highway agencies
without the need for specific guidelines.

At the most basic level, one or more engineers
responsible for the design, construction, and
maintenance of the roadside safety features can get into
a room and formulate the guidelines or warrants based
on their expert opinion and engineering judgement as
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