
TEO WZS Committee – Quarterly Meeting Minutes 
February 2, 2010 - Arden Hills Training Center 

 
CO Members:  Outstate Members: Metro Members: Guests: 
X - Ken Johnson 
X - Marv Sohlo 
X - Ted Ulven 
    - Craig Mittelstadt 
X - Ken Nelson 
    - John Benson 

X - Jim Miles 
    - Sarah Sondag 
    - Todd Larson 
X - Kevin Schmidt 
    - Oliver Kendal 
X - Jeff Rieder 
X - Ken Wenkel 
    - Jeff Knofczynski 

X - Mike Engh 
    - Kevin Farraher 
    - Sue Lorentz 
    - Sheila Johnson 
    - John McClellan 
 

X - Alan Rindels 
X - Derek Leuer 
X - Leigh Kriewall 
 

 
DISCUSSION TOPICS: 
 
Longitudinal Barrier “Length of Need” Determination 
Several committee members recently attended a NHI Course titled “Design, Construction, and Maintenance of 
Highway Safety Features & Appurtenances”.  During that course, and through discussions with the course 
instructors, the committee members had the terminology “length of need” explained as used when determining 
barrier (guardrail) length vs. the numbered reported as “length of need” for NCHRP crash testing results.  The 
NCHRP test results report the length of barrier tested, such as 200’ of  Type F concrete barrier, as the “length of 
need” to pass the crash test (TL-2 or TL-3, etc).  That value is the “length needed” to pass the particular test 
level, unless the manufacturer has conducted additional testing or analysis and has provided the minimum 
requirements for their product.  The value represents the deflection for the barrier at a point hit in the center of 
that length.  We must assume that one-half of the length is needed before and after the contact point to make the 
barrier work as tested.  Therefore, the calculated “length of need” for worker protection must be added to the 
“length of need” required to make the barrier perform according to the test results (when contacted anywhere it 
is needed for worker protection). 
With this information, we should review how we design temporary barrier on work zones.  Obviously, when 
barrier is provided for traffic separation or lane closure for long work zones, this additional consideration is 
insignificant.  However, when addressing short barrier installations, such as for utility, culvert, or other 
relatively small work areas, the addition of these 2 “lengths of need” do add significantly to the total length of 
barrier necessary for TL-2 or TL-3 protection.  
ACTION ITEM:  Ted Ulven will work with others from the committee to document usable barrier “minimum 
lengths” for barriers on the Mn/DOT APL.  A guideline will be developed to assist designers in determining the 
length of barrier needed for their project.   Other characteristics may also be documented which could aid in the 
selection of barrier. 
 
‘Balsi Beam’ or Cal-Tran Designed Mobile Intrusion Protection Device 
Alan Rindels presented a short informational powerpoint on a mobile intrusion protection device which is 
currently being used in several states and was developed by Cal-Trans.  A semi-tractor is utilized to transport 
the specially designed device/trailer which is constructed to provide positive protection to workers within a 
small work area (length varies to over 100’).  The committee discussed the possible work operations that could 
possibly utilize such a device. 
ACTION ITEM:   No action will be taken by this committee, but it recommended that Alan present the 
information to the Mn/DOT CO Maintenance Research section for further investigation.  If Mn/DOT decides to 
utilize one or more of these devices, then this committee will be involved in determining how our stationary 
work zone layouts may be modified to take the best advantage of this device. 
 
ADA Requirements for Work Zones 
A subcommittee was established during the Nov 2009 meeting to address the topic and develop guidance.  This 
group met once during January 2010 to start to determine the direction of the subcommittee.  The volunteers 
included Craig Mittelstadt, Sue Lorentz, Ken Wenkel, Kevin Farraher, Ted Ulven, and included Will Stein from 
FHWA, and will still recruit support from DAC, and CMG. It anticipates working with various groups that will 
be involved with the ADA guidelines for work zone areas including contractors, ADA organizations, and 
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various sections within state and local agencies involving design, construction and maintenance.   The concept 
of developing a one-day workshop to start the brainstorming process was considered a very good first step for 
this subcommittee.   
ACTION ITEM:  Derek Leuer from OTST will work with the subcommittee and the planning of an ADA 
Brainstorming Workshop.  The goal of the workshop may include the documentation of :  

1) available resources and products, in categories such as Pedestrian Information, Positive Guidance, 
Pedestrian Protection and Surface Improvement, and establishing specifications for determining 
“product approval”    

2) the disabled community’s “level of need” during construction based upon factors of time durations such 
as “less than a day – fully attended” vs. “over-night” vs. “long-term” etc.,   

3) current best practices that can utilized statewide, 
4) what situations still need more study, research, and/or technology to solve, and 
5) how ADA features should be included into a project (specifications, plans, layouts, pay items, etc.). 

 
ROUND-ROBIN: 
 
D-1, Jim Miles asked for options on handling the lack of centerline markings during the time period between 
removal and replacement when the new markings are being grooved into the pavement.  Due to the difference 
in work rate between the removal process (the grooving of the pavement) and the relatively fast application of 
new markings, the new markings are planned to be applied after ALL the grooving has been completed which 
may take 3 to 4 days (20 miles long).  This leaves the centerline unmarked for a few days except for the groove 
scars in the pavement.  Jim asked advice on how to handle the situation.   It was recommended that he utilize 
TRPMs on centerline with no-passing signs until the centerline marking is completed.  He was urged to keep 
the number of days to a minimum.  
 
Metro, Mike Engh suggested that current language in the Special Provisions be strengthened regarding 
provisions for pedestrians.  Specifically, it should require that objects are not placed within the walkway for 
pedestrians.   The future ADA guidelines should address this issue and other pedestrian safety issues, but Mike 
was encouraged to develop improved language for the special provisions for Metro projects, and the topic 
should be brought to the Special Provisions Committee for action. 
 
MnMUTCD REVIEW PROGRESS REPORT: 
 
The recently issued FHWA MUTCD (Dec 2009) had many updates and modifications in Part 6 – Temporary 
Traffic Control, and the TEO Work Zone Safety Committee must review these changes and make appropriate 
changes to the MnMUTCD to comply with the Federal Version.  Part 6 is broken into Chapters A thru K which 
includes the Field Manual Short Term TTC Layouts.  Minnesota also includes long term layouts in Part J.  Over 
years of modifications, the Minnesota version and Federal version are similar but vary greatly in the order of 
presentation.  The committee will compare the two documents and modify the MnMUTCD to follow the 
Federal format as much as possible while still maintaining the Minnesota language where needed.  The two 
documents have been placed side-by-side (by chapter) in several files that can be found on the Mn/DOT internal 
website at: http://ihub.oteits/part6drafts.html   The chapters will be updated on this webpage as the review 
process continues.  The chapter files will have comments added explaining committee decisions when deemed 
necessary.  The link may change if external access is required for the files (To Be Determined). 
 
At this meeting the committee covered Chapters A, B & C.  The updated files are online (see link above). 
The committee will continue to meet on a regular basis until Part 6 is ready for printing in November 2010. 
 
ACTION ITEM:  Ken Johnson will schedule routine “PART 6 Meetings” (weekly or bi-weekly) for the 
committee to ONLY review portions of Part 6.  These 2 hour meetings will be via Adobe Connect or other 
teleconference means to eliminate travel time.  Committee members in the Metro area may wish to meet in one 
location (to be determined).   
  
Next Regular Meeting:  May 4th, 2010, at Arden Hill Training Center Rm 11.   

http://ihub.oteits/part6drafts.html

