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ERTICAL SIGHT DISTANCE NOT
JFFICIENT.

XCESSIVE DOWNHILL SLOPE
N ROADS ENTERING THE
ITERSECTION, OR WITHIN IT.

DWNHILL SLOPE TOO LONG.
DO MANY HIGH EMBANKMENTS.
\TE OF CHANGE OF GRADE
)0 GREAT - CAUSES OSCILLA-

ON (2nd. DERIVATIVE)

ERTICAL CLEARANCE IN
{DERPASSES IS TOO LITTLE.

’HILL GRADES ARE TOO LONG
)R TRUCKS.

57. USER COSTS - WEAR AND TEAR
ON THE VEHICLES, AND GAS
AND OIL - ARE TOO HIGH.

41. CONSTRUCTION PERIOD TOO
LONG FINANCIALLY - CAPITAL
TIED UP, AND PRICES LIABLE
TO CHANGE.

102. INADEQUATE VENTILATION OF
EXHAUST FROM SEMI-CLOSED
SPACES - UNDERPASSES, DEEP
CUTS, ETC.

105. FOG CAN BUILD UP - DIPS IN
ROADWAY, VALLEYS, ETC.

30. TOO MANY DRIVER ACTIONS
REQUIRED.

©
=

. LACK OF CONSISTENCY IN
ACTIONS DEMANDED OF
THE DRIVER.

80. POSSIBILITY OF IMPROVEMENTS
IN TERMS OF CHANGED DESIGN
STANDARDS, TECHNOLOGICAL

INNOVATIONS, ETC. IS HAMPERED.

HORIZONTAL SIGHT DISTANCE
NOT SUFFICIENT.

-

&

INSUFFICIENT LATERAL CLEAR-
ANCE TO THE RIGHT.

13. NOT ENOUGH LENGTH OF ROAD-

WAY TO MERGE.

14. NOT ENOUGH LENGTH OF ROAD-

WAY FOR WEAVING WHEN PRE-
PARING TO DIVERGE.

38. VEHICULAR ACCESS TO ADJOIN-
ING LAND IS UPSET BY THE
INTERSECTION.

39.

S

THROUGH FLOW ON EXISTING
ROADS IS UPSET BY THE
INTERCHANGE .

44. SPEED OF INTERCHANGE
INCONSISTENT WITH HIGHWAY
IN SPEEDS.

-~
&

. NUMBER OF LANES IN INTER-
SECTION INCONSISTENT WITH
NUMBER OF LANES ON
HIGHWAYS.

I
83. BOUNDARIES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE
RESPONSIBILITIES (MAINTENANCE
POLICING, LIABILITY, ETC.) ARE
NOT CLEAR
92. INTERSECTION WOULD BE A
GREATER BENEFIT TO REGIONAL
ECONOMICS, IN A DIFFERENT
LOCATION
111. NO WAY IN WHICH A DRIVER CAN
RECTIFY A WRONG TURN
112. INTERSECTION DOES NOT HAVE
A UNIQUE IDENTIFYING
CHARACTER
e
55. CHANGE OF RADIUS IS SO GRADUAL 1. LANES TOO NARROW 69. OPERATION OF SNOW CLEARANCE 62. COST OF DESIGN TOO HIGH 43. TRA
AS TO DECEIVE THE DRIVER. ITSELF INTERFERES WITH THE (SPECIALIZED WORK SKEW RUP
2. LANES 700 WIDE OPERATION OF THE HIGHWAY BRIDGE DESIGN, ETC.) (PEI
POL
5. INADEQUATE ACCELERATION i
DISTANCES.
. TRA
7. INADEQUATE DECELERATION 3
DISTANCES 63. DES
MUM
12. NO WASTE OF LAND, EVERY VAl
SQUARE FOOT USED TO THE
MAXIMUM 96. CON
ARE
35. NO ACCESS TO SERVICE | S——
FACILITIES
37. PEDESTRIANS AND ANIMALS ARE l
NOT SAFELY SEPARATED FROM H
48. NO PROVISION FOR EMERGENCY 109. NO OPPORTUNITIES FOR VEHICLES VEHICLES. 33. ACCESS FOR POLICE AND EMER
REAKDOWN - N
BRE SO THAT A TO CHANGE ORDER (FOR INSTANCE, 0, PEAK. HOUR CONGESTION GENCY VEHICLES TO ALL
DRIVER DOES NOT INTERRUPT AS IN PASSING). N T POSSIBLE ACCIDENT AND BREAK
TRAFFIC FLOW. DOWN POINTS IS NOT ASSURED
. 95. NUMBER OF LANES DOES NOT
9= FACILITY g"“ :or'us i ACCOMMODATE DESIRED TRAFFIC
PERNIOS CEEXRECTEY VOLUME AND COMPOSITION
FUTURE USE. I ﬁ
90. PHYSICAL PRESENCE OF INTER-
SECTION (OR SOME PART OF IT) 40. PROCESS OF CONSTRUCTION 49. NO PROVISION OF SERV
* IS OBJECTIONABLE TO SOCIAL, INTERFERFS WITH TRAFFIC FACILITIES - GAS, FOOC
POLITICAL, OR CULTURAL OVER EXISTING FACILITIES
INSTITUTIONS. 51. NO PARKING PROVIDED
65. INTERNAL STABILITY OF EARTH. SERVICE AREA
91. SOME SPECIFIC MOVEMENT NOT WORK SIDESLOPES IS NOT ASSURED.
PROVIDED FOR. 61. NO REST AREA PROVIDE
66. SURFACE STABILITY (EROSION
e —
96. INTERCHANGE FAILS TO PROVIDE ETC.) OF EARTHWORK SIDESLOPE
FOR BUS-BUS AND BUS-AUTO IS NOT ASSURED.
TRANSFER, IF BUSES OCCUR IN
THE TRAFFIC COMPOSITION, AND
FOR CONNECTION TO RAIL
TRANSIT.
27. MEDIAN PROVIDES INSUFFICIENT 53. INTERSECTION INTERFERES 59. TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST
SEPARATION OF TRAFFIC WITH WATERCOURSES ON MAN AND EQUIPMENT HOURS
SURROUNDING LAND TOO HIGH
60. COST OF LAND TOO HIGH
(INCLUDING THE COST OF
LITIGATION AND SO FORTH).
88. DESTRUCTION OF EXISTING TREES,
VEGETATION, TOP-SOIL
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28. EXCESSIVE HEADLIGHT GLARE
FOR COMFORT AND SAFETY

31. TOO FEW DRIVER ACTIONS
REQUIRED - MONOTONY
DANGEROUS.

I

]

23.

b4

. DRIVER DOES NOT KNOW WHAT
OTHER DRIVERS IN HIS OWN
TRAFFIC STREAM ARE DOING.
(MOVEMENT PATTERNS INADE-
QUATELY DEFINED AND CON-

TROLLED).

DRIVER COES NOT KNOW WHAT
COURSE OF ACTION HE SHOULD
TAKE (MOVEMENT PATTERNS
INADEQUATELY DEFINED AND

CONTROLLED).

. DRIVER DOES NOT KNOW WHAT
DRIVERS IN OTHER TRAFFIC
STREAMS ARE DOING
PATTERNS INADEQUATELY DE
FINED AND CONTROLLED).

. SUN IN YOUR EYES.

(MOVEMENT

FLOW GETS INTER

)Y REGULAR EVENTS
IANS, TRAFFIC SIGNALS,
N, SWIVEL BRIDGES,

) ACCESS)."

IME TOO GREAT

ES NOT PERMIT MAXI
OF FACILITY UNDER
TRAFFIC CONDITIONS.

ING MOVEMENTS
BLE

—eeeee ]

97. MANEUVER AREAS DO NOT
ACCOMMODATE DESIRED
VOLUME AT DESIGN SPEED.

34. POWER LINE EMERGENCY TELE-

PHONE, ETC. CONNECTIONS ARE
NOT ACCOMMODATED.

I

—

~

15. VISIBILITY AT POINT OF ENTRY

- TOO MUCH STIMULATION (ADVER/]

IS DANGEROUSLY LOW

TISING, FLICKERING LIGHTS,
VISUAL NOISE).

3 o

°

S

- INSUFFICIENT ILLUMINATION.

LACK OF CONSISTENCY IN SIGNS.

DRIVERS DO NOT RECEIVE
ADEQUATE INFORMATION AS

TO HOW THEY SHOULD PROCEED
TO DESTINATION.

TOO MUCH INFORMATION FOR
THE DRIVER TO TAKE IN
(NUMBER OF SIGNS OR INFOR-
MATION PER SIGN).

DISTANCE BETWEEN SUCCESSIVE
SIGNS TOO SMALL FOR ADEQUATE
REACTIONS.

TOO FEW VISUAL STIMULI ALONG

|

68. COST (TO MAINTENANCE DEPART-

MENT) OF CLEARING SNOW, VEGE-
TATION, GARBAGE, ETC. IS TOO
HIGH.

MAINTENANCE OF PAINT AND
PAVEMENT MARKINGS (CHANNEL
MARKINGS), VEGETATION CONTROL,
ETC. SIGN CHANGES AND REPAINT-
ING OBSTRUCTS TRAFFIC.

56. WATER FALLING ONTO RCADWAY
CANNOT DRAIN.

42. DESIGN OF INTERCHANGE IS NOT

STANDARDIZED AND SO DOES NOT
ALLOW THE USE OF STANDARD
OR PREFABRICATED COMPONENTS.

-

64. WIND, WATER, AND GRAVITY - 2,
BORNE DEBRIS CAN GET ONTO
THE ROADWAY
" 106. WIND -BORNE SMOKE CAN INTER 38,
FERE WITH DRIVER VISION
108. HIGH CROSS WINDS A NUISANCE.
70.

- MEDIAN ACTS AS LATERAL

OBSTRUCTION (PSYCHOLOGICAL
CROWDING)

. PATHS FOR PEDESTRIAN MOVE-

MENT THROUGH INTERCHANGE
AREA ARE NOT DEFINED.

SNOW REMOVAL IS TOO SLOW
AND LEAVES HIGHWAY OBSTRUC-
TED FOR LONG PERIODS.

.

ROADSIDE TO AVOID MONOTONY.

8. SUPERELEVATION, RADIUS, AND
DESIGN SPEED AND MATERIAL
ARE NOT CONSISTENT W(TH
SAFETY.

104 SNOW DRIFTS DANGEROUSLY
ONTO ROADWAY.

107. SUDDEN CHANGES IN WIND
PRESSURE ARE DANGEROUS -
ESPECIALLY AT HIGH SPEED.

I .

72. TIME FOR WHICH ROAD IS CLOSED
FOR PAVEMENT RENEWAL IS
EXCESSIVE.

73. PROCESS OF PAVEMENT RENEWAL
ITSELF INTERFERES TOO MUCH
¥ITH OPERATION OF THE
NGHWAY.

81. EXPECTED LIFE IS TOO LONG
FOR ITS ROLE IN REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

67.

®

>

&

~
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TOTAL COST OF MATERIAL
TOO HIGH.

COST OF REPLACEMENT AND
RENEWAL (PAVEMENT MATERIALS),
ETC.) IS TOO HIGH.

ORIGINAL LOAD -CARRYING
CAPACITY TOO LOW.

. WEAR AND TEAR ON STRUCTURE

DUE TO WEATHERING (HEAT,
WATER, ICE, COLD, WIND, ETC.)
REDUCES ORIGINAL LOAD-CARRY-
ING CAPACITY TOO QUICKLY.

LOADS CARRIED THEMSELVES
REDUCE ORIGINAL LOAD-CARRY
ING CAPACITY TOO QUICKLY.

. SURFACE TOO ROUGH

FOR COMFORT.

SURFACE SUCH THAT IT RETAINS
AN EXCESSIVE FILM OF WATER.

MATERIAL OF SURFACE TOO
HIGHLY REFLECTANT - CAUSES
SUN AND HEADLIGHT GLARE.
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