RED FLAG SUMMARY

Project Initiation Package

Instructions

· The Project Initiation Package is intended to focus on critical issues that can be identified with existing information from secondary sources and/or identified during a site visit.  

· Each specialty area of the Project Initiation Package should be completed by individuals who possess sufficient experience to enable them to correctly identify and evaluate issues arising from the field review.

· In the Location/Comments field provide information concerning potential impacts that is brief, but gives enough detail to allow an understanding of the issue(s).  

· The scope of services document should account for any issues identified in the Project Initiation Package that have the potential to affect scope, schedule, and budget. 
· A list of resources that may need to be consulted for the secondary source review in order to complete this form can be found on the PDP website.
Project Initiation Package Deliverables
Provide an expanded Study Area Map identifying project design, utility, right of way and environmental constraints identified through the Project Initiation Package.  Tables, USGS and/or aerial mapping, photographs keyed to available project mapping, the plan to inform and involve the public, and other support material should also be submitted with the Project Initiation Package to illustrate specific problem areas.  

General
	Date(s) of field review:
	8-30-2013


	Project Name (County, Route, Section):
	LAK-2-14.28 (Newell Street Bridge, CR-335)
	PID:
	88352

	Date Project Initiation Package Completed:
	9-23-2013
	Prepared By:
	CHA Consulting, Inc.

	City, Township or Village Name(s):
	Painesville Township and City of Painesville
	ODOT Project Manager:
	


	Project Description:
Replace the deck of the Newell Street Bridge (CR-335) over SR-2.


	Project Limits/Study Area/General Location: 
The bridge is located at the corporation limits of Painesville Township and the City of Painesville, with the southeast quadrant in the City of Painesville and the remaining quadrants in Painesville Township. The project limits are within Button Avenue and Blackbrook Road on Newell Street. Work limits on Newell Street and SR-2 are to be established in accordance with the maintenance of traffic requirements.


	ODOT DISCIPLINE INVOLVEMENT:

	List name and phone number of individual(s) representing each discipline during the site visit and preparation of the Project Initiation Package. One individual may represent multiple disciplines. 

	DISCIPLINE
	NAME
	PHONE NUMBER

	District Highway Management representative 
	
	

	District Planning and Engineering  representative
	
	

	District Environmental Coordinator
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	


	EXTERNAL AGENCY INVOLVEMENT: 

	Indicate external agency involvement during identification of project issues affecting scope development. List the name and phone number of individual(s) representing each agency during the site visit.

	AGENCY
	NAME
	PHONE NUMBER

	FHWA Engineer***
	
	

	Other (LPA, MPO, etc.)
	
	

	
	
	

	*** The FHWA Engineer should be invited on projects expected to require approval from Federal Highway Administration.


	GENERAL EXISTING INFORMATION:                     Newell Street
	SR-2

	Legal Speed: 

	25 mph
	60 mph

	Design Speed:
	30 mph
	70 mph

	Opening Year ADT:
	2,517 (NOACA 2007-2009 traffic counts)
	41,280 (NOACA 2007-2009 traffic counts)

	Design Year ADT:
	TBD
	TBD

	Trucks (24 Hour B&C):
	1%
	5%

	Functional Classification:
	Collector
	Prin. Art. - Other Frwy/Expressway

	Locale (Rural or Urban):
	Urban
	Urban

	National Highway System (NHS): 
	NON-NHS BRG EXC
	NON-NHS BRG E


	DISTRICT HIGHWAY MANAGEMENT STAFF CONCERNS:

	List any comments/requests from the District Highway Management Staff.

	


	CRASH DATA:

	Briefly summarize crash history. Indicate any design features that should be revised to increase safety.

	The most recent crash history (2009 through 2012) for the Newell Street bridge, both on Newell Street and on SR-2, does not reveal any trends or repeat accidents attributed to design features at the project site.


	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:

	Make a preliminary determination on whether the following resources will be affected by the proposed project.  Include the location and any other pertinent information for resources that may be affected.

	Resource/Feature
	Location/Comments

	Parkland, nature preserves and wildlife areas  
	NA

	Threatened and Endangered Species and/or habitat
	NA

	Scenic River
	NA

	Existing wet areas /existing cattails/wetlands
	NA

	Stream/river/waterway/jurisdictional ditch 
	NA

	Historic Resources (buildings, structures, objects)
	NA

	Historic Bridge(s)
	NA

	National Historic Landmarks
	NA

	Archaeological Sites
	NA

	Public Facilities
	NA

	Cemetery (modern and historic cemeteries)
	NA

	Farmland
	NA

	Watershed Specific (i.e. Darby or Olentangy) NPDES Permit Area
	NA

	Air Quality non-attainment area or concerns  
	Currently designated nonattainment area

	Landfill, Superfund, CERCLIS, RCRA, NPL, or industrial  site(s), and/or evidence of hazardous materials
	NA

	Sensitive environmental justice areas
	NA

	Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplains
	Adjacent to the 100-yr flood plain of Pebble Brook, and within the flood area

	Lake Erie Coastal Management Area
	NA

	Sole Source Aquifers 
	NA

	Wellhead Protection Areas 
	NA

	Noise abatement issues
	NA

	Other environmental issues
	NA


	GEOMETRIC ISSUES:

	Use the design speed, design functional classification and available traffic data to make a preliminary determination as to the geometric standards for the project. Compare these requirements to crash data and impacts if deviations from standard are being considered.

	Design Feature
	Newell Street
	SR-2

	Lane Width 
	10’
	12’ (2 lanes each direction)

	Graded Shoulder Width
	12’; 10’ to face of guardrail
	10’ inner shoulder, 15’ outer shoulder, with concrete barrier in front of outer piers

	Bridge Width
	28’ f/f curbs; 35’-4” f/f parapets
	NA

	Horizontal Alignment (including Excessive Deflections, Degree of Curve, Transition/Taper Rates, Intersection Angles, etc.)
	Tangent
	Tangent

	Vertical Alignment (including grade breaks)
	On 700’ crest vertical curve
	On 800’ sag vertical curve

	Grades
	3.3% in, -4.4% out
	-0.25% in, +1.76% out

	Stopping Sight Distance
	Meets design criteria
	Meets design criteria

	Pavement Cross Slopes
	3/16” /ft
	3/16” /ft

	Superelevation (Maximum rate, transition, position)
	None
	None

	Horizontal Clearance
	NA
	12’ to barrier (outer shoulders)

	Vertical Clearance
	NA
	14.8’ (per inventory card) at crown of WB lanes


	
GEOMETRIC ISSUES:

	Indicate if the following geometric issues are present or should be considered during project development. Consider work on the mainline as well as any side roads or service roads. Provide additional comments as needed.

	Design Issue
	Newell Street

	Does intersection sight distance need to be improved?
	NA

	Are there geometric issues that may affect traffic safety?  Describe.
	The bridge has a 5’-2” sidewalk on the east side, with an elevation taper along the approach slabs to bring the walk down to grade since there are no walks along the street. The tapered sections are a safety concern since they are located inside the guardrail.

There is also a 2’-2” safety curb along the west side, inside the guardrail.

Since there are no sidewalks along the street, consideration should be given to removing the walks on the bridge.

	List unprotected hazards that appear to be in the clear zone. 
	There is guardrail along all bridge approaches. The walks on the approach slabs are within the guardrail, as described above. 

	Should existing access control be revised to improve safety?
	No

	Are there any drive locations that will require special attention during design (e.g., very steep grades, high volume commercial drives, drives close to bridges or intersections)?
	A drive is located 50’± beyond the approach slab on the north side, and Button Avenue is located 50’± beyond the approach slab on the south side.

	Do the existing intersection radius returns need to be modified to accommodate turning movements of large trucks?
	NA

	Does grading need to be upgraded? To what criteria (e.g., clear zone, safety, standard)?  Consider potential right of way and other impacts when considering grading method.
	Grading does not require upgrading. If bridge were to be widened, slopes could be extended within existing R/W.

	Are there any other geometric issues? Describe
	The center bridge beam is not aligned with the center pier column, as intended on the design drawings.  It appears as if the piers are centered on the road centerline instead of the bridge centerline. There is an offset of 1’-6” between the road centerline and the bridge centerline.


	GEOTECHNICAL ISSUES

	Based on the information compiled during this study indicate whether or not the following geotechnical issues are present or should be further considered during project development. Provide additional comments as needed.

	Design Issues
	Location/Comments

	Is there evidence of soil drainage problems (e.g., wet or pumping subgrade, standing water, the presence of seeps, wetlands, swamps, bogs)?
	No

	Will construction be impacted based on the groundwater table?
	No

	Is there evidence of any embankment or foundation problems (e.g., differential settlement, sag, foundation failures, slope failures, scours, evidence of channel migrations)? 
	There appears to be settlement at the approach slabs.  Also refer to Structural Issues.

	Is there evidence of any slope instability (soil or rock)?
	No

	Is there evidence of unsuitable materials (e.g., presence of debris or man-made fills or waste pits containing these materials, indications from old soil borings)?
	No

	Is there evidence of rock strata (e.g., presence of exposed bedrock, rock on the old borings)?
	No

	Is there evidence of active, reclaimed or abandoned surface mines?  Evidence of quarries?
	No

	Is there information pertaining to the existence of underground mines?
	No

	Is there Acid Mine Drainage present within the study area?
	No

	Are there any other geotechnical issues?  Specify.
	No


	PAVEMENT ISSUES:

	Indicate if the following pavement issues are present or should be considered during project development. Side road and service road work should be considered in this assessment. Provide additional comments as needed.

	Design Issue
	Location/Comments

	Do dynaflect tests indicate the existing pavement is in poor condition?
	NA

	Are joint repairs needed?
	NA

	Are pressure relief joints needed?
	No, adjoining pavement is bituminous.

	Does curb need to be replaced due to deteriorated condition or lack of curb reveal?
	No curb on approach pavement

	Does sidewalk need to be replaced or installed?
	No sidewalk on approach pavement

	Has the site received repeated resurfacings in recent years?
	Patching is evident.

	Does pavement deterioration appear to be caused by drainage or geotechnical problems? 
	The amount of alligator cracking in the roadway approaches suggests a weak surface, base, or subgrade, poor drainage, or a combination.

	Are there any other pavement issues? Specify.
	No


	STRUCTURAL ISSUES:

	Indicate if the following structure issues are present or should be considered during project development. Provide additional comments as needed. The Bridge Inspection reports should be evaluated and attached.  Provide a separate table for each structure.

	Structure Number: 4301358
	

	Design Issue
	Location/Comments

	Is it possible for the structure to be replaced with a prefabricated box culvert or 3-sided box?
	No

	Is the deck delaminated? Specify.
	The underside of the deck has cracks and spalls.  Discoloration and efflorescence at several locations.  Timber subdecking was placed in 2002 on top of bottom flanges in middle span to protect traffic from falling concrete.

	Is non-destructive testing needed to determine the amount of delamination?
	No.  Deck should be replaced.

	Are there areas to be patched/repaired on the deck?
	Deck should be replaced. Too many areas require patching.

	Is the bridge a poor candidate for an overlay? Specify type of overlay if known.
	The existing bridge was constructed in 1961, with a 1.25 inch latex modified concrete overlay placed in 1983. The deck was patched in 1989 and 2003. 

	Does the bridge rail violate current standards?
	No. The original concrete parapet is still in place. 

	Is fatigue analysis required?
	Yes.  Superstructure consists of rolled steel beams with beam continuity welds and welded cover plates at piers.

	Should all fatigue prone details be retrofitted or replaced? Specify.
	Ends of welded cover plate locations should be considered for retrofit.  Beams should be inspected for cracks at the beam continuity weld over piers and be considered for retrofit if cracked.

	Is there any evidence of substructure movement (e.g., settlement, rotation)?
	Rear abutment backwall appears to be slightly tipped out.  Rear-left and forward-left wingwalls appear to be slightly tipped out. Both abutments are constructed on spread footings, on fill.

	Is elimination of the deck joint possible? What modifications are necessary?
	Deck joints could be eliminated by converting to semi-integral construction.  However, since the abutments are on spread footings, settlement should be evaluated. The abutments were constructed on fill, and there are indications of settlement.

	Is it possible for the hinges to be removed to make the members continuous?
	NA

	Is there any evidence that the bridge does not meet hydraulic capacity?
	NA

	Are there existing sidewalks on or adjacent to the bridge?
	Sidewalks exist on the bridge on both sides: 5’-2” full-width walk on east side, 2’-2” safety walk on west side. There are no walks adjacent to the bridge.

	Is Vandal Protection Fencing required in accordance with the BDM? 
	The bridge has existing fencing, installed in 1989. The decision to install Vandal Protection Fencing on the new deck will depend on whether a sidewalk is provided, and whether it can be confirmed that there have been no prior incidents of falling objects. Assuming the sidewalk is kept, the bridge scores 10 points on justification items listed in BDM 305.2 (copy attached) and providing the fencing would be justified.

	Will the structure work require any special maintenance of traffic (e.g., closing of roadway for erection of beams, maintenance of waterway traffic, location of cut line, etc.)? Specify.
	Bridge can be closed during construction.  Refer to Maintenance of Traffic Issues.

	Does the bridge need to accommodate future roadway lanes or railroad tracks?
	No. However, consideration should be given to accommodating future bike lanes.

	Will temporary shoring be required next to the railroad?
	There is no existing railroad near the bridge.

	Describe any issues with the bridge deck (curb, sidewalk, railing, surface, median, drainage, expansion joints, etc.).
	Cracks in wearing surface.  Several asphalt and concrete patches.  Cracks and spalls in sidewalk and parapets.  Sidewalk settled at approach resulting in a couple inches of drop.  Expansion joints are closed.   Scupper downspouts are partially plugged.

	Describe any issues with the bridge superstructure (alignment, beams/girders/slab, bearing devices, etc.).
	The east exterior beam is bent to the west over the Westbound lanes and should be straightened. Painting is peeling with moderate rust at flanges and webs of beams in several locations.  Cross frames are rusted.  All structural steel should be cleaned and painted.  Clear distance between some beam ends and the backwalls is less than 1 inch and may have hit the backwall during hot weather.  Some beam ends are heavily rusted at flanges and web.  Some rocker bearings at abutments are heavily rusted and can no longer be refurbished.  Bearings at piers have minor rust and could be refurbished.

	Describe any issues with the bridge substructure (abutments, piers, backwalls, wingwalls, scour, etc.).
	Backwalls and breastwalls have some spalls, delamination and cracks.  A small void was detected at the rear abutment backwall. Replacement of backwalls and top of breastwalls should be considered.  Piers 1 and 3 have large spalls with rusted exposed reinforcement.  North pier column has a large patch which seems to be coming off. An in depth inspection of the abutments and piers should be performed to determine extent of rehabilitation required.

	Describe any issues with the channel (i.e. alignment, erosion, etc.)
	NA

	Describe any issues with the bridge approaches (i.e. pavement, guardrail, etc.)
	Approaches have a lot of cracks and large patches.  Guardrail bridge terminal assemblies do not meet current standards and the guardrail has some minor dings.  

	Are there any other structure related issues? Specify.
	The existing vertical clearance at the bridge is only 14.8’. The outer beam at the critical VC location is bent, indicating it may have been hit already. A profile study should be considered to determine whether the bridge could be raised without significantly affecting Button Avenue and the adjoining drives.
The center bridge beam is not aligned with the center pier column, as described under “Geometric Issues”.

Utility ducts are attached to the inside face of the east exterior beam, with conduits separated at a joint in span 4.  Overhead power lines run along the east side of the bridge and across the forward approach slab.  


	HYDRAULIC ISSUES:

	Indicate if the following drainage issues are present or should be considered during project development. Side road and service road work should be considered in this assessment. Any available Culvert Inspection reports should be evaluated and attached.  Provide additional comments as needed.

	Design Issue
	Comments

	Does the existing drainage system appear to be appropriately sized and functioning properly? Describe deficiencies.
	There are only open ditches near the bridge, which appear to be functioning properly.

	Is there evidence of alignment or flow velocity problems (e.g., scour, bank erosions, silting) at culvert inlets or outlets?
	NA

	Are there sinkholes or other deterioration in the pavement that would indicate separations in the existing pipes?
	NA

	Is the exposed curb height in existing gutters inadequate to contain flow (include height of proposed resurfacing)?
	NA

	Does the project affect a wetland or waterway (e.g., stream, river, jurisdictional ditch)?
	NA

	Will channel relocation be required?
	NA

	Will post construction BMPs be required that could impact R/W or utilities?
	NA

	Are existing underdrain outlets functioning properly?
	There are no existing road underdrains.

	Does the drainage work warrant any special maintenance of traffic considerations?
	NA

	Are there any other hydraulic issues? Describe.


	Bridge downspouts are partially plugged and rusted.


	TRAFFIC CONTROL ISSUES:

	Indicate if the following traffic control (signals, signing, pavement markings, etc.) issues are present or should be considered during project development. Provide additional comments as needed. 

	Design Issue
	Comments

	Are there any obvious deviations from requirements of the Ohio Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (OMUTCD)?
	NA

	Will coordination with Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC) be required (i.e. at-grade railroad crossings located within 400' of an intersection within the project area)?  
	No

	Is the project considered an ITS project?
	No

	Will pavement widening affect pole locations?
	No

	Will resurfacing affect signal height?
	NA

	Does it appear that any traffic control items will fall outside the existing right of way limits (e.g., large signs, strain poles)?
	NA

	Are there any crashes that can be related to existing signal deficiencies (e.g., timing, lack of protected turn phase)?
	NA

	Are new or updated curb ramps needed?
	NA

	Do turn lane lengths appear to have sufficient storage capacity?
	NA

	Does the controller need to be upgraded?
	NA

	Do proprietary materials need to be specified?
	NA

	Should signs or signal installations be supplemented with lighting?
	NA

	Are any Tourist Oriented Directional Signs (TODS) or LOGO signs present?
	No

	If traffic control at an intersection is being changed from stop control to signalization, does the stop condition road need to be upgraded to accommodate faster traffic?
	NA

	Are there any other traffic control issues? Specify.
	No


	MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC ISSUES:

	Briefly describe the maintenance of traffic and any constraints.   A list of considerations has been provided below.

	Maintenance of Traffic Considerations:   Limits on traffic detour (including local alternate detours) due to load limits, bridge width restrictions, shoulder condition, emergency vehicle impact, temporary pavement requirements, speed limit during construction, pedestrian traffic, additional width at culverts, drive access, stopping sight distance, construction access, right of way acquisition, permitted lane closures, cross-overs, short duration road closures, temporary structure requirements, additional signal heads (drives and/or side roads), construction timeframe issues, innovative contracting, maintaining railroad traffic, turn movement restrictions

	MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC DESCRIPTION:

	A detour less than 3 miles long is viable for this bridge location using US-20 (Mentor Avenue) and SR-283 (Richmond Road). Closing the bridge will not isolate any of the adjoining streets or drives.
Traffic on SR-2 will require partial closure during deck demolition and substructure rehabilitation, and should be performed in accordance with the D-12 Permitted Lane Closures.


	RIGHT OF WAY/SURVEY ISSUES:

	Indicate if right of way or survey issues are present or should be considered during project development. Provide additional comments as needed.

	Design Issue
	Location/Comments

	Will there be any work beyond the existing right of way limits?
	No

	Will relocation of residences be involved?
	No

	Will relocation of businesses be involved?
	No

	Will the project require modifying the access control to any properties?  
	No

	Identify significant right of way encroachments (i.e. large commercial business signs, etc.)?
	None observed

	Will temporary parcels be needed (e.g., for drive work)?
	No

	Will additional right of way be needed for utility relocations?
	No

	Are there any specific property owner concerns?  If so, list property owners and concerns.
	No

	Are work agreements prohibited for any reason?
	No

	Are there any other right of way or survey issues? Specify.
	No


	UTILITY ISSUES:

	Indicate if the following utility issues are present or should be considered during project development. Provide additional comments as needed.

	Design Issue
	Location/Comments

	Do existing utilities need to be relocated?  If so, please identify.
	No

	Would the project benefit from Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE) Level A?
	No, there are no underground utilities within 50’ of the bridge approach slabs

	Are there existing utilities on an existing structure that need to be relocated?
	There is a cluster of 6 utility conduits attached to the inside face of the east exterior beam.  They appear to be abandoned, and the conduits have separated at a joint in span 4.  None of the utilities that responded to the OUPS call claimed ownership of these conduits.

	Are there any specific utility requirements or concerns? Specify.
	Overhead power lines run along the east side of the bridge and across the forward approach slab.  

	Are there water or sanitary lines that will be relocated as part of the ODOT contract?
	No. The existing waterline and combined sewer were relocated around the bridge during the initial bridge construction.

	Are there any other utility issues? Specify.
	The following utility owners have facilities near the bridge:
First Energy, Dominion East Ohio Gas Company, Orwell Natural Gas Company, City of Painesville Water, Lake County Sewer


	MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES:

	Indicate if the following issues are present or should be considered during project development. Provide additional comments as needed. 

	Design Issue
	Location/Comments

	Will any of the construction activity take place over, under, or near railroad property?  
	No

	Could material with long lead times for delivery have an impact on the construction schedule (e.g., strain poles, large box culverts, steel beams, etc.)?
	No

	Are there any specific concerns related to pedestrian or bicycle access?
	Consideration should be given to providing bicycle access because of the proximity of the Lake Metroparks Greenway Corridor. 

If sidewalks are kept on the bridge, pedestrian access from the approaches should be improved.

	Are there any concerns related to existing or proposed lighting (e.g., light trespass, river navigation, airway clearance)?
	No

	Are there any other project concerns? Specify
	No


	AGENCY COORDINATION/PERMIT ISSUES:


	Indicate if the following permit issues are present or should be considered during project development.  Provide additional comments as needed.

	Issue
	Location/Comments

	Will an individual Corps of Engineers/ Environmental Protection Agency 404/401 permit be required?
	No

	Will a Coast Guard permit be required?
	No

	Is review by a local public agency or project sponsor required? Specify.
	Maintenance of traffic on Newell Street should be coordinated with the Lake County Engineer, the City of Painesville, Painesville Township, Painesville City Local School District, Riverside Local School District, and all emergency responders

	Is State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) coordination for work involving historic bridges or historic properties required?
	No

	Is coordination with ODNR for work involving State Scenic Rivers, State Wildlife Areas or State Recreational Areas required?
	No

	Is coordination with any other agency required?
	As noted above.


	SCOPE, SCHEDULE AND BUDGET CONSIDERATIONS:

	Based on the responses to the above items, do any of the following need to be modified?

	Issue
	Comments

	Conceptual scope
	

	Work limits
	

	Probable environmental document type
	

	Project Path classification
	

	Schedule
	

	Budget
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