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<~ Deputy SHigf Engineer (Facilities Design Division)
Attached is a copy of a November 13, 1980 memorandum from FHWA outlining
the information they require before taking action on a proposal to
retain a substandard feature. Beginning immediately, please submit

this information whenever a request is made to retain a less than
standard feature.
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As a policy, FHWA expects the State to adhsre to all desil ;ﬁracticeshrec-——wmwa-—wmw-:
omnended or mandated by FHPM 6-2-1-1, However, we have been and will continue

to approve Federal-aid highway projects with design features that, in instances,

do not meet minimum AASHTO design parameters. Qur engineers must exercise

judgement in this area, carefully weighing all available and necessary informa-
tion. The information your office presents to support your design recommendations
comes in varied forms. Oftentimes, 2 long exchange of correspondence takes place
before resolution can be reached. Part of the problem, particularly under
Certification Acceptance, is the lack of data on which we have to base a decision.

In order for us to arrive at an informed. decision balancing costs and safety
your design recommendation should be supported with the following information.

1. Cross section(s) of the existing roadway and the proposed improvement showing
the design feature in question along with other roadway elements.

2. An analysis of related accident data.

3. Reasonably accurate cost estimate including incremental estimates for
different levels of improvements. A cost effective analysis which weighs
the cost of the improvement versus the benefits to be derived may be con-
sidered when appropriate data is accessible.

4. A discussion of compatibility with the adjacent section of roadway and the
fature expectations of the route.

5. Any other factors such as right-of-way or environmental constraints which
have a significant bearing on the situation.

6. A rationale to support your recommendation drawing from the above information.

Strict application of each item in all instances may be inappropriate. However,
these items should serve as a guide since we believe the information outlined is
generally applicable to the range of design features where questions of Federal-
aid eligibility have developed. We will be glad to discuss these points with

you. In the meantime, we will expect you to provide this information beginning
with PIN 4040.29, Rochester Outer Loop reconstruction.
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cc: Director, Preliminary Plan Review Bureau, NYSDOT





