U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers
Nat i onal Sign Advisory Wrk G oup
Meeting M nutes
7-8 December 2000

The neeting began at 0800, 7 Decenber 2000, in Room 3C35 of the GAO
Bui l di ng, 441 G Street NW Washington, D.C. The follow ng attended all or
portions of the neeting:

Joe Mose, CEMVP-ED-ES, (651) 290-5573

Barry Hol Iiday, CECWOD, (202) 761-8832

Art Hurme, CECWOD, (202) 761-4665

Frank Trent, CESO, (202) 761-8600

Vi ckie Siebert, CESO (202) 761-8548

Robert E. Stout, CESO, (202) 761-8566

Ti mot hy Grundhoffer, CEWMP-ED-D, (651) 290-5574
Henri k Strandskov, CEMVP-CO TS, (651) 290-5578
Bill MCaul ey, CESWD-ETO- R, (214) 767-2434
George Tabb, CECWON, (202) 761-1791

Debra Stokes, CEMN-OD-T, (504) 862-1344

Davi d Johnson, CELRP-OR, (724) 639-9013
Karlissa Krombein, CECC-K, (202) 761-8546

Greg Mol | enkopf, CENAB-OP-TR, (410) 962-6017
Denni s Wal l ace, CENWK- OF-PT, (417) 745-6411
Mar k Wade, CENWK- OF- HT, (660) 438-7317

CECW ON and MCX. George Tabb, co-proponent of the National Sign
Program Mandatory Center of Expertise (MCX), reported that he has been
fulfilling multiple roles recently in Natural Resources Management Branch and
still has some sign programtasks to conplete. Henrik Strandskov, Nationa
Si gn Program Manager, also noted that special assignments in St. Paul
District have prevented himfrom conpl eti ng sone assi gnnents, including the
1999- 2000 MCX annual report. He will submit that by 1 February 2001

Henri k reported that he had submitted in October the docunents required
for listing the MCX on USACE's official Centers of Expertise (CX) hone page.
The CX program consists of two types of centers - mandatory and voluntary.
The voluntary centers are designhated as Directories of Expertise (DX). Bob
Fite has recently replaced Bob Bank as the proponent for the USACE CX Program
and is now responsi ble for the home page. (Bob Fite is a nenber of the
Engi neering Team Technical Policy Branch, Engineering and Construction
Division — CECWET.) Once the sign program MCX is |isted on the hone page,
it will be considered officially approved. According to Bob Fite, all MCXs
are still under review for re-certification. The address for the CX home
page is

http://ww. usace.arny. ml/inet/functions/cw cecwe/ coexpert/newcoe/ coenn
in.htm

The National Sign Program MCX currently awaiting recertification is a
conbi nati on of the earlier Engineering of Waterway Signs MCX and the Nationa
Si gn Standards Program MCX, both of which resided in St. Paul District.
Henrik will be the initial contact for all requests to the conbined MCX. It
was agreed that Henrik will send out a meno to the Sign Program Managers
rem nding themthat he is the contact person. The due date for the nmeno is
15 January 2001. Ceorge Tabb noted that the conmbi ned MCX had not yet
recei ved formal approval fromsenior Corps military nmanagement.

(NOTE: As of early January 2001, the MCX had been listed on the CX
home page.)



Synmbol Signs. Henrik reported that an interagency task force has been
established with a goal of adopting standardi zed (universal) synbol signs for
all federal agencies. The first neeting of the group is on 12 Decemrber 2000.
Unfortunately, no one fromthe Corps is able to attend. However, Henrik has
been in contact with Betsy Ehrlich of the National Park Service, who chairs
the group, and he will participate in future activities. (NOTE: Henrik
received m nutes of the 12 DEC neeting fromBetsy Ehrlich. Anong the
deci sions made at the neeting was the establishnent of a "database" or
"matri x" of existing synmbol sets as now used by the various agencies. Tom
Patterson of the Park Service will assenble the database. Henrik has asked
Dave Johnson to provide Tomwi th the Corps synbols in the requested format.)

Bill MCaul ey had agreed to contact the Federal H ghway Admi nistration
(FHWA) on the need for that agency's approval of new synmbols. Bill reported
that he had tal ked to Earni e Huckaby, who had told himthat the FHWA woul dn't
be invol ved unl ess the synbols would be used on hi ghways. Don Meeker had
al so been contacted and confirmed this to be the case. Therefore, there
woul d be nothing to prevent the Corps fromaltering existing synbols or
creating new ones.

The use of synbols on directional signs was discussed. It was noted
that some states don't pernmit this on state right-of-ways.

It was pointed out that the actual appearance of the synbols we use on
our signs is a matter of policy. Therefore, any request for a change to an
exi sting synbol or for a new synbol would have to be approved (or
di sapproved) at the HQUSACE | evel. However, the MCX woul d coordi nate such
requests in a manner sinmlar to that used for safety sign waiver requests.

Henri k reported that a new interagency task force had been set up to
expl ore the standardi zati on of synbol signs anpng federal agencies. The
group is chaired by Betsy Ehrlich of the National Park Service and is neeting
next week (12 Decenber 2000). Henrik explained that he was unable to attend
the neeting, but had told Betsy Ehrlich that he wanted to be part of the
group and participate in future deliberations. The question was raised as to
whet her Corps synbols are different fromthose of other agencies. It was
expl ai ned that Don Meeker, the Corps' contractor for the sign program had
used the international synbols and stylized them somewhat for us. It was
generally agreed that the Corps would be willing and able in the future to
adopt standardi zed federal synmbol signs. The sign nmanual is a dynamc
docunent, and changes such as this were anticipated when it was devel oped.

Sign Software Upgrade. Henrik reported on the progress of the sign
software upgrade. He explained that the Systens Decision Paper required by
the Corporate Information Ofice (IM at HQUSACE had been submitted, but had

not yet received final approval. (Nornmally, a software project as small as
this would be approved at the district |evel. However, because the sign
software wil|l be used nationw de, it nust be evaluated and approved as if it

were of nmuch greater cost and conplexity.) Also, a list of specifications
for the software upgrade contract, prepared by Henri k and Debra, has been
submitted to the St. Paul District contracting office. It was noted that M.
Hess had received a question about the status of the software upgrade during
a nmeeting with Southwestern Division

A nmeeting with the Cvil Wbrks Liaison Division of the Corporate
Information Office (CECI-C) was arranged on Friday, 8 Decenber 2000,
following the regular session of the work group. At the snaller neeting,
Henri k, Debra and George net with Idali Gotay and Brenda Gooden of CECI-C.
Ms. Gotay ((202) 761-5225) is the primary point of contact for the sign
sof tware upgrade, and Ms. Gooden is her team | eader. The CECl-C
representatives said that the first docunent needed by their office to
proceed with the approval process is a Mssion Needs Statement for the
software upgrade. They noted that the information that would be included in



the Statement was already contained in the Systenms Decision Paper that Henrik
had previously subnmitted, and it would just have to be resubnmitted in the
appropriate format. ldali CGotay said she would send Henrik sanples of a

M ssion Needs Statenent to help himprepare it. M. Gotay and Ms. Gooden
stressed strongly that the first question their office would ask about the
suitability of contracting for the software upgrade was whether so-called
Commercial -Off-the Shelf (COTS) software was avail able instead. They said
that a study would have to be done to deterni ne whether such COTS software
was available. The MCX will undertake that study, relying primarily on a
search of the Internet and sign industry publications to identify what m ght
be avail abl e and whether it would suit our needs. (NOTE: As these m nutes
were being prepared, the search was underway. A prelimnary analysis

i ndi cates that there are about four or five conmercially-avail able sign
managenment software systens. None of these has the sign-design and sign-
ordering capability required by the Corps.)

Communi cations. The Title 36 sign is available, but sone field offices
don't know about it. This comment led to a discussion of the need to inprove
our dissenination of sign information. W should be doing a better job of
that. We should be using all means available. For instance, the MCX can
post the m nutes of this nmeeting on the MCX website. Another place where
i nformati on m ght be posted is the recreation website being devel oped at
ERDC; Scott Jackson is the point of contact. There can also be a link to the
MCX website on the Natural Resources Managenent website. Another nmeans of
communication is the "rangernet" email-forwardi ng service managed by Kevin
Ewbanks. So using the Title 36 sign availability situation as an exanple,
the MCX should send an official nmeno announcing this to the district sign
program managers, and then include that nenp in an email to Kevin Ewbanks.
George also said he would be sure to have Henri k and Debra included on the
NRM Updat e and NRM News mailing lists.

It was asked whether we can reach navigation people with sign
information in ways simlar to those |isted above. Barry Holliday, later in
the day, acknow edged that Dredgi ng and Navi gati on Branch probably does not
have the as extensive a comruni cation systemfor reaching its people in the
field. There is not, for instance, a nethod to reach each | ockmaster
directly with a comrunication concerning signs.

Debra noted that one of our primary conmunication goals is to educate
the Corps that the National Sign Standards Programis a Corps-w de program
not "just" a recreation program One way to do this is to wite an article
for "Engi neer Update." Debra offered to help Henrik wite the article, a
draft of which would be sent to the nenbers of the work group for conment
before it was subnitted to "Engi neer Update." Bernard Tate is the HQUSACE
public affairs officer who handl es the publication; George will talk to him
if necessary to ensure publication.

Mar k WAde noted that the sign programfor sone people has becone old
news so it would be a good idea to bring it to people's attention with an
article in Engineer Update. Dennis Wallace pointed out that an article could
get mlitary managers to put pressure on when they visit sites. Joe Hol ngren
said that the article could enphasize that the sign programwas a very
i nportant part of brand managenent. Sonme of the material in Joe's article on
that subject could be used in the Engi neer Update article. Joe also pointed
out that the creation of the conmbined MCX, when approved, could be used as
the reason or inpetus for the Engi neer Update article.

Si gn Program Managers in Natural Resources. W returned to the topic
of district sign program managers being nostly in natural resources. George
expl ai ned that when the sign programwas set up, the district engi neers were
supposed to designate the sign program managers and tell all elements in the
district of the decision. This was intended precisely to get personnel out



of the mindset that the sign programwas "just" a natural resources function
It was proposed that the Deputy Commander for Civil Wrks should send anot her
letter to the district engineers telling themto issue a neno rem nding
district staff who the sign program manager is and what her or his
responsibilities, duties, and authorities are.

Conpliance with Sign Standards. GCeneral topics of non-support for the
si gn program were di scussed. These included:

- Waterways personnel aren't enthusiastic about the program and don't
al ways get needed information.

- There are problens with funding sign purchases and nmi nt enance.

- Districts are not going to neet the mandated deadlines for waterway
si gns.

— Projects are not always buying their signs fromUNICOR. It was noted
that signs included in contracted work are not subject to the requirenent.
But some sites are just ignoring the Federal Acquisition Regulation for
conveni ence. Mark noted that he gets a | ot of catal ogs from sign
manuf acturers, and that sone enployees m ght be tenpted to order fromthese.
Greg Mol |l enkopf noted that tight budgets m ght nake it attractive to order
fromthese catal ogs. Dave Johnson tells project personnel in Pittsburgh
District just to throw these catal ogs away. Another problemw th the
catalogs is that signs may be |isted as GSA-approved. Debra noted, however,
that the FAR says there is a sequence in ordering, with UN COR preceding
ot her sources, including GSA. So a reference in a catalog to a "GSA
contract" doesn't matter; ordering from UNICOR still takes precedence. Dave
said that if you have a sign plan approved by the district sign nmanager),
this woul d obviate ordering for conveni ence.

- It was suggested that conpliance could be inproved if there were fornal
audits of district sign prograns. This idea, which had been di scussed at
previ ous work group neetings, can be revived now that the Corps has new

| eadership. Whuld such audits be fair? GCeorge noted that we would only
audit three or four districts per year, deliberately choosing sone that we
knew woul d be in general conpliance and sone that would be | acking. Also,

all would know the specific areas audited in advance, and we woul dn't choose
areas (e.g., waterway signs) that we knew an audited district would fail. W
woul dn't target the total sign program

Greg warned that pronoting conpliance shouldn't be done with negative
f eedback; the program shoul d be presented positively. Debra responded that
audits wouldn't be negative. |If they are done properly, they will convey to
di strict and project personnel that we want to help, that we are pointing out
what needs to be fixed.

- Sone projects still have not conplied with replacing nonconpliant
entrance signs. Dennis noted that his project had expensive entrance signs
that were al so expensive to replace. But they did replace themto conply
with the sign standards program Sone projects, however, refuse to repl ace
even cheap signs.

- Joe said that the two districts he has worked in are good exanpl es of
the conpliance discrepancies one encounters in the Corps. |n Sacranento
District, he achieved conplete compliance by the first deadline. Now that he
is in Portland District, he notes many sign anomalies in the context of
program conpl i ance

Timnoted that we have publicized extensively the need to neet the
deadl i nes on waterway signs, but we have not been successful. There nust be
negati ve consequences as well as positive encouragenent. He used the exanple
of federal highway funding, which is not provided to the states unless such
rul es as consistent speed limts are enforced. Greg pointed out that, in our
case, funding as often not been requested so it can't be cut. There was



agreenent that some kind of “stick” is needed to ensure sign standards

conpliance. Joe felt that the proposed audits will be the stick

Bill MCaul ey stressed the need for a followup neno (to that sent
earlier this year) from Dredgi ng and Navi gati on Branch. The foll ow up neno
will explain the alternatives available for marking hazards on Corps

wat erways. Tim pointed out that after an initial enthusiasmfor the sign

st andards program on wat erways, sonme Corps personnel becane disillusioned by
the cost of signs that would be as big as billboards. Bill agreed; he

poi nted out, for exanple, that it would have cost $6 mllion to sign the
Little Rock District.

Corps Brown. Henrik reported that he has heard not hi ng new about
changi ng the Corps brown col or since the last neeting. He noted that there
was recently an ASTM neeting in Orlando to discuss the federal standards for
brown as used on signs. Henrik will follow up on the outcone of this neeting
and report back to the work group

UNI COR. Henrik reported on a recent article in “Signs of the Tines”
magazi ne about sign conpany representatives | obbying Congress to di scourage
buying signs from UNICOR. (“Signs of the Tines” is the |eading trade journa
for the sign industry.) Geg has seen the article. It was observed that
UNICOR s mark-up is 1200% Tim said that when we first started buying
wat erway signs from UNICOR, the unit cost for a sign was al nost %00 higher
than if it had been purchased fromprivate industry. The cost was about $12
a square foot froma private shop and about $22 a square foot from UN COR
Timsaid that UNICOR could lower its costs by volume buying of materials.
This would, in turn, allowthemto |lower their prices on conpleted signs.
Thus, if districts began buyi ng waterway signs as they should, unit costs for
those signs m ght go down.

Joe said that UNICOR has not been responsive lately to inquiries from
the field. Debra said that she has a problem now, too, but Mark had good
foll owup a nonth ago. However, Mark has al so had a problem getting invoices
at field level in a tinmely manner. This is especially a problemw th credit
card orders because they have to reconcile the credit statement in five days.

Henri k confirnmed that the MCX has received simlar conplaints. So, as

usual, we have had ni xed experiences with UNICOR. Henrik will follow up on
communi cation problens with Lonpoc and relay his findings to the projects.
Joe pointed out that one problemis that innmates can't make the phone call; a

guard has to be there. Joe says they have to have soneone manni ng the phones
and f axes.

There has been a problemw th inconsistency in the nounting hol es
UNI COR puts in sign panels. There's no standard, and we need uniformty. W
need sone fornmula to determ ne where the holes will go on each sign panel
Dave and Mark deliver signs without holes but UNICOR can't do that because
the signs woul d be considered unacceptable. Timsaid that we can give the

sign factory at Lonpoc a formula for sign holes. It was noted that the DOTs
have such standards. Timw Il discuss this further with Dave and foll ow up
with Jim Hal beisen. It may be appropriate to poll the field sites before

devel oping the fornmula. Projects are renminded to tell UNI COR where the holes
shoul d be for replacenent signs.

UNICOR' s price list was discussed. They owe us a new price list that
can work with the sign software. The version the MCX prepared has not worked
for Debra. Henrik will talk with Ji m Hal bei sen about and updated list; we
need to be given a new list or told that the prices are the sane.

There is a discrepancy between the specified inspection period for
UNI COR signs and the FARS. According to the FARS, and agency has 30 days to
i nspect anything fromany contractor, including UNI COR, but our MOA says we
must inspect a UNICOR sign order within five days. George warned that we
have to be very careful if we renegotiate our agreement with UNICOR. If we



request a change on this point, UN COR m ght want sonething el se changed. So
it's nore trouble than it's worth, and if we are not having problems, we
shoul d do not hing according to George. Even without a formal change in the
agreenent, current experience suggests that the Lonpoc factory would be
willing to fix a bad sign even if we discovered the defect after the five-day
peri od had expired.

It was agreed that we should invite UNICOR to our next work group
nmeeti ng.

New Arrow. An issue raised at the previous neeting was whet her we need
a new arrow. New England District had raised this issue. The arrowin
guestion would have a right angle to indicate that the turn is not inmmediate.
Henrik will call Rick Magee, New Engl and sign program manager, to see what

they really need. 1Is it possible, for instance, to use tw signs? Could a
verbal nmessage such as "Lake Next Left" be used? If an arrowis the only
thing that New England thinks will work, Henrik will then send a nmessage to
all districts to determ ne how wi despread the need is. |If there are only one

or two that would use such an arrow, then there is no need for changi ng our
speci fications.

Logo on Directional Signs. Henrik noted that he had not yet heard from
t he National Park Service on how they have been able to use their |ogo on
sonme hi ghway signs. He will follow up. The discussion continued nore
generally with the issue of whether to change the sign standards to allow the
Corps signature (logo and text) on our directional signs (assumng it is also
permtted by the local or state authority with the right-of-way). Dave
handed out nock-ups of how the signature m ght appear on directional signs,
both with and without arrows. It was noted that the logo is too small, so we
woul d al so have to allow a larger sign. Dave said there were two options to
enlarging the sign: Make the panel longer or taller. It is usually easier
to make it taller because of site restrictions. Dennis observed that the
logo can be small and still understood; it would best be placed in the
opposite |lower corner fromwhere the arrowis. Dave said that he may do
full-sized nock up.

It was pointed out that Terry Ransey, who was not able to attend this
neeting, has sone comments on such signs. W need pictures of the Park
Service signs to see how they have been proportioned.

Joe questioned whether a directional sign with a | ogo wouldn't convey
two nessages, thus violating one of the sign standards (one nessage per
sign). Henrik said he thought such signs would have two benefits —they woul d
promote Corps "branding," which is an inmportant concept these days.

Secondly, they would better serve those of our custonmers who specifically
seek out Corps recreational areas - people like to stay at Corps canpgrounds.
Denni s noted that one of his parks wanted such a sign to distinguish the
Corps facility froma nearby state park. Debra pointed out that there were
ot her ways to get word out about the availability and | ocation of Corps
recreational areas in a given region. Geg agreed with Henrik's argunents
about the pronotional value of such signs, but also acknow edged with Debra
that we don't really need the signs to do that kind of advertising.

George Tabb considered the arguments offered for allow ng the [ ogo on
directional signs. 1In stating his opposition, he noted that our signage is
recogni zabl e by its overall appearance and thus identifies a |ocation as
being a Corps facility. Therefore, the addition of the | ogo would clutter up
a sign unnecessarily. Furthernore, he enphasized the earlier point that the
public can find us by other neans; we now have, for instance, the NRRS and
web sites. George's final position on this policy issue is that - unless

better reasons can be found to change this sign standard, we will not change.
Hi ghway Signs. There was a discussion about what states and | oca
authorities will permit with regard to signage. Sone states don't approve of



our signs on the highways. |It's a good idea to ask |local highway officials
before ordering signs. For exanple, Dave said that in Pennsylvania, they |et
hi m use Corps brown, but everything else nust be according to Pennsylvania
specifications. |In particular, he is required to use the Clearview font. He
said it has hel ped that his is now a Penn/DOT-certified shop. 1In

Pennsyl vani a, each DOT district has a sign plan, and the Corps nust get an
encroachnment permt to erect signs. The benefit to this is that Penn/DOT has
repl aced the signs.

Fonts. The discussion of the Clearview font, which is a True-Type
font, led to a discussion of fonts in general. Dave feels that Adobe fonts
woul d serve us better than True-Type fonts. |If the Adobe conmpany can match
our font, it would give us a great tool. Such a contract would probably cost
$525, but that's inexpensive for the benefit to be derived because having the
Adobe font could be used with the upgraded sign software. Dave w || approach
Adobe right away, about devel oping the font, but he doesn't know how long it
will ultimately take. For his current sign production, Dave is using Ani able
ScanVex Inspire software, which is the prem er sign-nmeking software today.

Active Arnmy. Another issue fromthe previous neeting was a problemin
Rock Island District regardi ng proper signage on "no trespassing" areas. The
Arny security officer contends that the Corps facility is an "active Arny"
installation and thus requires signage according to the Army security
regul ations. This signage is not in conpliance with the Corps sign manual .
The district sign program manager has argued that Corps facilities are not
"active Arnmy." Karlissa Kronbein confirmed this to be the case. The MCX
wi |l contact the sign nmanager to see if it would help her to receive an
official menp fromKarlissa's office that she could show to the security
of ficer.

Ar chaeol ogi cal Sign. Another issue fromthe previous neeting was the
need for a sign to keep visitors from gathering archaeol ogi cal material. Joe
noted that he has a wordy sign for this purpose, but we don't want to
encourage a wordy sign. Henrik said that he didn't think the Park service
had a good exanple. Do we need all the |egal wording, such as we have on the
Title 36 sign? As we determined at the |last neeting, that is not
appropriate. W could use the "Notice to Visitors" sign if we hand good
| anguage. However Dave felt that people wouldn't read that sign. Henrik
wi |l check again with Park Service and with the Bureau of Land Managenent on
possi bl e sanpl e signs prohibiting archaeol ogi cal di sturbance. Timrenmenbered
that they had once designed sone connection supports for a "no digging" sign
he will check his files to see if that m ght provide a sanple.

Metal Posts for Traffic Signs. Can we use netal posts for traffic
signs instead of the 4"x4" wooden posts shown in the manual ? (At the | ast
nmeeting Henri k had shown a sanple of the UNI STRUT brand of netal posts. They
are nore substantial than the often-seen channel posts. Dave thought he had
a nmessage from Natural Resources Managenent Branch (sent |ong ago) that says
that al though wood is preferred, other nmaterials can be used. GCeorge Tabb
confirmed that using posts |like the UNISTRUT brand is a policy issue, and
woul d therefore be a decision of his office. He said that in this case, he
woul d go along with the recommendati on of the Sign Advisory Wrk Goup. The
deci si on should be nade so we can include it in the updated sign manual.

Fee Area Sign. The U S. fee area sign was discussed. Again, Dave
showed sanples of the sign. W should add the fee synbol sign to the manual.
Joe noted that we nust display the synbol any place we collect fees. Dennis
said that this requirement is in Corps regulations. W can either put it on
our Day Use Facility Fee sign or we can mount it by itself (in other words,
just the triangular sign). By using the sign by itself on the nain entrance
road, a project can take care of multiple fee areas with one sign
Therefore, the sign by itself should be added to the manual. There was al so



di scussion of Terry Ransey's changes to the Day Use Fee sign. This requires
nore di scussion with Terry.

Coastal Hazards. There was follow up discussion to the specia
presentation at the |last neeting about signing jetties and other coasta
hazards in the Pacific Northwest. Joe has talked with Janice Sorensen, who
made the presentation. Jetties are Corps property, but are not supervised.
There is a Corps liability, but Joe says the signs are not nmintained.
Karlissa noted that he jetties are Corps projects, but not Operating
Projects. They are dangerous projects. Frank Trent said that the problens
are not confined to Pacific Ccean districts. Corps groins in the Geat Lakes
al so have safety problens, and we have signs on those. Karlissa has tal ked
wi th Jani ce about sign conpliance. The Pacific Northwest has the additiona
problem (in addition to sneaker or rogue waves) of noving sand. Vickie
Si ebert asked if we place a sign, does it increase our liability? Karlissa
said no, all our signs on jetties have been considered to be discretionary
functions. So it is better to have a sign than no sign. A big problemwth
signs on the Pacific Northwest jetties is that they are vul nerable to storns.

Joe noted that Janice wanted a synbol sign with words too. W rejected
such a sign for San Francisco district ten years ago. Karlissa says that one
problemw th that was that water conditions appear safe to the visitor, who
then ignores the sign. Dave rem nded us that another of Janice's concerns
was that symbol signs were needed because of |anguage problens. Karlissa
noted that we are encountering that all over the country. Debra said that
anot her problemis |ack of enforcenent capability. |f we put a prohibition
sign up, don't we have to enforce it? Karlissa replied that we need to use
the sign to get the safety nessage across. She recomended using a red and
white sign (Danger or Restricted) and putting it at the base of the jetty so

visitors have to wal k past the sign to get up on the jetty. It is inpossible
to keep people off the structures if they choose clinb them Joe noted that
this i ssue needs a special section in the manual. It can go in the groins

and jetties section. W probably can't come up with synbols. Dave has
searched and couldn't find anything suitable as used by other agencies.

It was agreed that we should use a Danger heading for such signs, and
the signs should warn of two hazards — rogue or sneaker waves, and hol es
caused by drifting sand. Joe will devel op appropriate | anguage for the
| egends after discussing the matter with some of the coastal districts.

Joe asked about changes in governnent policy about liability claims. Wo
pays — the agency or the Justice Departnment? Karlissa said that in the

future, the agency will pay, but that is still a couple of years away.
Safety Signs and the Safety Manual. Safety signs and discrepancies
bet ween our sign nmanual and the safety manual were discussed. Frank noted
that safety manual was currently being rewitten. Denni s presented a
handout listing all the references to signs in the safety manual. He will
al so do a search on the CD Rom Frank noted that they have a committee for
updating each section of the safety manual. Frank will give us the nanmes of

people in charge of pertinent sections. Frank asked if the two manuals are
reasonably consistent with regard to signs. Dennis said that we are close.
For exanple, the Confined Space sign identified on p. 77 of the safety manua
is not identical to the one on p. 11.4 of the sign manual. Also, our red and
white danger signs differ fromthe black, red, and white signs in the safety
manual and as shown in the UNICOR catalog. Dennis reports that, in general
the sign manual is a little nore restrictive on safety signs than the safety
manual .  Frank said that Dennis's handout will be very hel pful in revising
the safety manual. Frank added that we can put a paragraph in the safety
manual that says the Corps sign manual should be used when repl acing signs.
The safety manual is tentatively scheduled for completion by 1 Cctober 2001



Denni s noted that radiation signs are not in our sign manual, so he
didn't check that section, but if a project needs a radiation sign, it can
use a UNICOR | egend, as long as the sign is in our format. It was asked
whet her we want radiation signs in our nmanual ? Frank noted that there are
only 50 sites across the Corps requiring such signs. The Safety Office will
make sure Sam Testernman, senior safety engineer, sends material on these
signs to Dennis.

War ni ng Label s on Pl ayground Equi pment. The use of nmanufacturer-
suppl i ed safety | abels for playground equi pnent was di scussed. Karlissa said
that they can be placed at the discretion of the park manager. Manufacturers
presumabl y have done proper testing, so it is probably worthwhile to put them
up. It was agreed to treat such |abels as part of the equi pment, not as a
sign standards issue. Greg conpared such |abels to the | abels on | adders.

Sirens and Flashing Lights. Henrik noted the passage on p. 14.16a of
the manual that discourages addition non-verbal, non-pictorial warning
devices (e.g., sirens and flashing lights.) and questioned its propriety.

Karlissa agrees that this issue should be revisited. Henrik will check on
the origins of the passage.
Di sease Warnings. Bill brought up the issue of warning about water-

borne di seases at Corps facilities, in particular Primary Ampebic Meningitis
(PAM. This is a rare disease, usually fatal, that nust be treated

i medi ately for the victimto have a chance of survival. It is caught by
swimers in hot, shallow water by getting water their nose. There have been
three deaths in Tulsa District.

The question of signage was al ready addressed in a suggestion submitted to
the Arny ldeas for Excellence Program The suggestion was turned down
because the signage was considered ineffective, it would di scourage
recreation, and the conditions fostering the disease are infrequent. An
alternative mght be tenmporary signs when required by |local authorities.
Karlissa said that it was still O fice of Counsel's position that a public

i nformati on canpaign is the best way to handle this particul ar hazard.

Recent Safety Sign Wiiver Requests. W discussed the request for a
sign reading only "Caution, confined space," without reference to a permt.
According to Robert Stout of the Safety Ofice, if there is not a requirenent
for a permit, then the confined space does not have to be signed. Debra, who
originally submtted the request, asked that it be wi thdrawn.

Anot her safety sign waiver request was di scussed. This was the request
by Mobile District to retain the 3-foot lighted |letters warning boaters to
stay back 800 feet fromdans. Karlissa said that the nost inportant question
was whether the letters neet the visual standards for height size. According
to the sign manual, 36" letters can be viewed up 1,007 feet, so there is 200
feet of |eeway here. Timpointed out that nost districts use 800 feet as the
vi ewi ng di stance to deternmine letter height if the "keep-back" distance is
800 feet.

Dave noted that we set a precedent two years ago allowi ng the retention
of simlar letters, and we should probably stick with that. Wat about the
fact that the letters are lighted? The nmanual prohibits |ighted signs
because of concerns for the reliability of lights — they burn out. Here, one
bul b out won't obliterate the entire nessage. Mdreover, because the |ights
are on a dam so they can easily be replaced or repaired. Timnoted that, if
we approve this, we may in effect be approving another alternative to
wat erway signs. The point was also made that these letters are already up.

A consensus was reached to approve the retention of the signs. The approva
shoul d contain adnonitions to nake sure the size of the letters was
appropriate for the view ng distance and to nmake sure the lights were
properly maintained. Finally, if the letters need replacenment in the future,
the district nmust conply with the sign standards program



The other outstanding safety sign waiver request is for the off-road
vehicle sign at Shenango Lake, Pittsburgh District. It was agreed to approve
this sign for the entire Corps.

Navi gation Signs. Navigation issues were discussed. Karlissa noted
that she and M ke Ki dby have not visited the Coast Guard; she will be getting
together with M ke on Monday.

Debra asked Barry Hol | iday about ways to get sign information out to
the navigation staff. Barry said there are several avenues. If we want to
ensure the nessage gets out, we should be agonizingly redundant. One
probl em however, is that the Project Managers now don't have the navigation
experi ence and knowl edge. Barry said the Navigation Branch will try to keep
rem nding the field staff about the inportance of the sign program

Bill noted that navigation staff are afraid of |arge, expensive signs,
so we need to rem nd them of alternatives. That means we need the second
meno from Navi gati on Branch. Joe warned that such a nmenp often doesn't get
far enough down in the districts. For the natural resources field staff, we
have ranger.net. Does navigation branch have something like that — sonething
that, for instance, reaches each | ockmaster? Barry said that they don't and

that they can and should focus nore on communication. It is possible that
they may cone up with a new "l ockmaster” list in the near future. He noted
that one thing holding up the issuance of the second neno is that M ke Ki dby
and Karlissa Kronbein nust still nmeet with the Coast Guard.

Henrik and Timreported that the St. Paul District plans to carry out a
conpl ete signage upgrade, as necessary, at one of the district's 13 Locks and
Dans. The goal is to provide a nodel for the rest of St. Paul and for the

ot her navigation districts that will show nore precisely what conpliance with
the sign programentails in terns of planning and cost.

The size of nunbers on chanmber marker signs was discussed. It has been
suggested that they can be smaller than those shown in the manual. M ke

Ki dby was going to have checked on this with the industry.

The use of river mle markers on the M ssouri River was discussed.
Dennis noted that they were informational, and Kansas City district didn't
think they needed to be necessarily as large as |lake mle markers. Al so,
because there is no real estate instrunent to cover themon trees, they are
consi dered beyond the scope of the sign program Debra suggested that we
need a separate page for river mle markers — even if they're in the sanme
format as |lake mle markers. We could also make p. 14.31 a Lake and River
M|l e Marker Page. Dennis volunteered to rewite the page, nmaking sure it was
clear that use of the river nmle marker signs was optional. It was noted
that the size of the signs should not be disnissed as uninportant; view ng
di stances have been carefully determ ned and verified.

After a great deal of discussion on the second day of the neeting, it
was agreed that a team should neet with Barry Holliday and Charlie Hess to
present the problens that have arisen with waterway sign conpliance and to
di scuss alternatives and solutions. Discussion points and concl usions
reached are summari zed bel ow.

- Karlissa was asked if M ke had been trying to neet with Coast Guard
on specific sizing requirenents for symbol signs (daymarks). Karlissa said
that the Coast Guard has no objection to our using buoy symbols, but the size
is the question. Timnoted that the Coast Guard nanual says that a 6-foot
daymark shoul d be used for a visibility of three nautical mles; but that's
24-inch letters, which is worth only 300 to 400 feet on our Table A

- Bill asked, in general, if there is a disconnect between our
standards and t hose of the navigation industry?

- Dave noted that on his visit to the Monongahel a Lock and Dam with
Henri k and Bob John, we paced the distance fromthe sign and "lost" the sign
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- Debra stressed that for conpliance to take place on waterway signs,
navi gati on branch has to be the one to force the issue. Bill agreed, noting
Nat ural Resources Managenent people are sign managers and the navigation
people don't listen. Do we need a navigation task force to review all of
Chapter 14? Cost is still a big issue.

-Denni s pointed out another problemin that |ake narker signs are too
bi g; maybe we should | ook at waterway signs again.

- Karlissa noted that Don Meeker's original idea was that standards for
visibility of waterway signs should be nore stringent because on water your
vision is not channeled the way it is on highways. Also, there would likely
be ot her adverse view ng conditions.

-Timnoted that reducing the letter size of a waterway sign won't
reduce the sign size very nmuch. He first thought we should go with signs
| arger than the Coast Guard sign, but now he doesn't think they have to be
that big.

-Timsaid that the problemw th waterway sign conpliance goes back to
the Louisville neeting. After a few neetings, we said that district with
difficult areas to sign could ask for waivers or use alternatives. But now
we're tal king about alternatives for everybody. He thinks we're getting
fuzzy.

- There was general agreenment that conpliance with waterway sign
st andards has been highly resisted nationw de.

- George noted that we did the best we could without the requested
i nput fromthe navigation field personnel. But when waterway signs were
devel oped, there was no navigation involvement. He also said that if we
really want to | ook at Chapter 14 again, we nust nake a presentation to Barry
Holliday and Charlie Hess. |If we go ahead, then Navigation Branch woul d have
to come up with noney for a study.

- Timsaid that there are several sites that could have conpli ed.
They' ve been using perceived difficulty in conplying nmerely as an excuse.

The waterway signs at an average site will cost $1,000,000. Even if we adopt
the daymark system it will be expensive; the staff at the navigation
facilities will have to accept that.

- Bill responded that, for exanple, on the Arkansas River the

navi gati on branch thinks that their old signs are doing the job. Art
concurred, noting that in Navigation Branch al ways hear, "Why spend the nobney
on signs when they're okay and we need noney for other things?" The

navi gati on personnel have the perception that the waterway signs part of the
program was retrofitted fromthe devel opment of the highway and recreation

si gns.

-George asked if the work group agreed with Bill? If so, then we have
to give the navigation people ownership to convince them The first step is
to bring a group into talk with Holliday and Hess.

- Art said that people are hoping the issue will go away, so they don't
do anyt hi ng.

- Ceorge responded that we nust nake managenent personnel aware that
there is a problem and offer them a chance to give us guidance. He stressed
that the decision can't be based on dollars, but on service to the public.

- Art responded that district mddle managers think there is no
problem That's what they tell Charlie Hess. There are no statistics to
show that there is a problem Karlissa objected, saying we do have
statistics to denonstrate the need for better signage. There are |awsuits
and safety incidents that prove this point. But there is still an attitude
anong Corps personnel that m shaps are the users' fault.

- The work group reached agreenent that a teamto discuss Chapter 14
shoul d be well rounded. The navigation elenment should be well represented,
but there should also be representation fromthe work group
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- Timsaid that even if there is buy-in from navigation, we need
i npetus fromthe top; we need significant dollars from Congress to inplenent
the program Art responded that representatives from3M visiting Congress,
said that 20% of Corps navigation facilities are in conpliance with the sign
standards program Navigation Branch thinks that is a high estimate. The 3M
representatives also said they estimated 80% of the facilities to have
conpl eted sign plans, which Navigation Branch al so considers high

- Ceorge said that we nust go to the | eadership and present the issues,
perhaps a recommendati on, and give themalternatives. It was agreed that the
menbers of the group to nmeet with Navigation Branch and Charlie Hess shoul d
be Debra, Henrik, Tim Karlissa, Ceorge, the Safety O fice, and Dave.

VWhat will we need for the waterway signs briefing? What points will we
stress?

- Provide background on how Chapter 14 was devel oped.

- Provide the statistics on lawsuits and acci dents.

- Stress consistency of signage to protect ourselves fromliability
cl ai ns.

- Provide the statistics on inplenmentation.

- Stress service to the public in providing consistent signage across
di strict boundaries.

- Stress branding, and inportant priority for Charlie Hess. W need to

— Provide the reasons for non-conpliance.

- Stress the need for the navigation staff's buy-in.

- Provide facts on the establishnment (or |ack thereof) of hydraulic
lines and restricted areas.

- Recommend that navigation needs to be involved in our decision.

- Recommend that we need an interdisciplinary team but navigation
shoul d be the | ead.

- Stress that navigation will only be willing to take the lead if they
are encouraged to do so fromthe top; i.e., Barry Holliday and Charlie Hess.

Canpsite Reservation Signs. Sliding reservation posts for canpsites
wer e di scussed. Dave showed the nock-up he has drawn using the

speci fications fromsign manual. It works. There is nothing wong with the
specifications in the sign manual. Wat we need nowis a supplier for the
extrusions. UNICOR can't make them

Dave will keep trying to find an extrusion maker. The question nowis
whet her we can include this in the manual or do we have to take it out.
Right now, it's not in Volume 1, only in Volume 2. Timand Dave wi |l pursue

this to determine the best nethod for manufacture.

Digitization of the Sign Manual. The staff at ERDC is working on the
entering the text (which Henrik has provided), and is working with Dave to
produce the graphics. Dave has provided themthe graphics through the niddle
of Section 7. It was noted that the quality of sonme of the graphics in
ERDC s initial output was not the best. However, Dave is now sendi ng them
Corel Draw Version 8 files, and they are exporting those to the format they
can use to nmake .pdf files. The final output should be of good quality.
Henrik will check that ERDC understands they are to keep the 9-point font of
the printed version of the manual.

The next step after digitization is conplete is proofreading. This
part of review process will not include field offices in general. Everyone
was given a chance to comment before the special work group net to consider
changes. Joe asked Dave whet her the graphics would be conpleted by m d-
April. Dave says that would be difficult. It was agreed that sone sanple
chapters would be put on the MCX website by that tine so that attendees at
the Natural Resources Conference can get a chance to exanmi ne them These
chapters will be in .pdf format. Dave's deadline is 1 April 2001 for Vol une
1. What about Volune 2? It may be possible to speed that up if we scan the



line drawings? Henrik will find out if a nonth is reasonable for ERDC to

finish the draft after Dave gets themthe last material. W will then give
ourselves a nonth to review before the June neeting, dividing up the sections
anong nmenbers of the work group. This will be a task of close proofreading.

If we can neet these deadlines, then it the manual could be up and running by
1 Cctober 2001.

Debra rem nded us that we had previously discussed printing the first
volunme. It was noted that it is now HQUSACE policy to have no nore printed
manual s. Tim and others noted that everyone nowadays prints out a copy of
necessary material available electronically on the internet.

A question was raised as to how we provide a search capability in the
manual . It was decided that the best way to answer this question is to
consult the experts at ERDC and the Electronic Library HQUSACE
Dave asked about adding new signs. How are they added and assi gned a nunber.
It was decided that signs could be added by inserting a new page as the | ast
page in the appropriate section. It was also decided to renunber the manual
now t hat we have the chance. However, we will keep the existing format of
t he pages as much as possible.

Nonst andard Safety Signs on the Website. The MCX shoul d put pictures
of each non-standard safety sign on the website. These pictures should be in
the JPEG format. Dave will send Henrik sonme sanples, and Henrik will ask the
St. Paul District webmaster what resolution in dots per inch (dpi) they wll
need to put the illustrations on the page. How will we put approved non-
standard safety signs in the new sign nmanual ? It was agreed to put themin
an appendi x.

Carsonite. The MCX should send a letter to the Carsonite conpany
conplaining that the signs in their catal og are not conpliant with our
program The chair of the work group will review a draft of the letter
before it is mail ed.

Lewis and Clark Signs. Jean Knauss in Omaha District is in charge of
the comrenoration. Debra will call her to discuss signage; we want a uniform
| ook along the trail

Boat US Request. The recent incident with the BoatUS organi zati on was
di scussed. They had requested that we put up a safety sign ained at hunters
and anglers using Corps |akes. W said no, in large part because the sign
was poorly designed and totally at odds with our sign standards. It was
noted that it was unfortunate that we couldn't work with the organization
This is especially true as we | ook ahead to an era where working with others
and partnering will becone ever nore inportant.

Partnering. Continuing with the topic of partnering, the MCX will put
the sanple partnering signs on the web site. Dave has al ready sent Henrik
t he nock-ups, which show the signs, as well as their outlines on terrain,

just as in the nmanual. W must include | anguage adnoni shing users to avoid
signs that are different in format fromthose shown in the illustrations. W
shoul d use | ogos fromlocal agencies, and the text can also explain that this
format applies to signs showi ng partnering organizations at all |evels

(national to local).

Enpl oyee Recognition. Recently a district asked about giving credit on
an interpretive sign to the enpl oyee who had designed it. Debra noted that
an enpl oyee usually doesn't put his or her nanme on things created for the
governnment. The governnent owns copyrights and patents. Karlissa pointed
out that this is really a policy matter to be decided at the local level. In
this case, the district had decided to recognize the enpl oyee in other ways.

Uni versal Accessibility Parking Signs. Dennis noted that the universa
accessibility parking signs in his district are not blue and white. Dennis
doesn't think there is a national standard that requires blue and white. The
sign in our manual is green and white. But in general we use brown for our
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synmbol s — even the access wheel chair. The sign in the UNICOR catalog is

bl ue and white. Dave notes that the ADA regul ati ons say blue and white. The
MJUTCD says any service sign should be blue. Timfeels that the sign - in
blue - is a national icon, so we should use it. It was agreed that we're not
in favor of changing the other synbols shown in blue in the UNI COR cat al og.
Can you argue that they can use the MJUTCD to justify using the blue? It's
not a |l egal issue, but at sone point it nay become a standard. Dennis and
Dave will do nore research and find out why the access parking sign is so
often blue —is it a requirenent?

Scenic River Signs. Joe noted the situation in the Colunbia River
Gorge where the Forest Service wants a scenic river sign. O her agencies
have such a sign; there may be a request for a policy waiver.

Mul tiple Vehicle Prohibitions. Debra brought up the problem of putting
up prohibition signs for the different prohibited vehicles at a given site.
How do you put up a nultiple prohibition sign? For instance, she has a
request for a single sign that would contain four separate prohibition
synmbol s, each showing a different vehicle with a slash through it. Are
symbols with words a possibility? Debra will check Dave's nock-up, and
Dennis will check that signage at a state park with the same problem

Engi neer Circular. Joe asked Tim about the status of the Engineer
Circular. Timsaid it was conpleted for sign panels. The next section would
be about supports, but the MCX needs noney to finish this section. The
exi sting EC could be added to electronic manual as a stand-al one appendi x.

It was pointed out an ECis intended to be tenporary until you can get the
mat eri al included in an Engi neer Manual. How nuch would it cost to finish
the EC? Timestimtes $100,000 as a minimum Al though we shoul d include the
EC in the manual, Timnotes that there are many copies of the printed version
out in the field. Debra noted that the nmoney to do the additional work on
the EC should conme from Navigation Branch. Wth regard to the limtations of
the EC, Timnoted that the original thought was to Iimt the discussion to
signs 50 feet wide. However, no conpany currently extrudes panels | onger
than 40 feet. So the 40-foot width nowin the EC was driven nainly by what
was bei ng manufact ur ed.

For wi der signs, there are no prepared standards; they have to be
i ndividually engineered. This is also a good idea for safety reasons. The
support manual woul d be for gal vani zed steel posts, not alumnum It would
provi de a choice of posts and typical footings. This is heavy narine
construction.

Tasks To Be Acconplished

Task: For : Due date:
1999- 2000 MCX annual report. Henri k 1 FEB 2001
Menmo announci ng that Henrik is Henri k 15 JAN 2001

the contact for MCX requests.

Fol I ow up on Corps Brown; Henri k Unspeci fi ed.
ASTM neeting in Ol ando.

Fol | ow up on contmuni cati on probl ens Henri k Unspeci fi ed
wi th UNI COR/ Lomnpoc.

Ask field about need for a new Henri k Unspeci fi ed
arrow. (Call Rick Magee first.)
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Fol | ow up on NPS | ogos on hi ghway
Signs, including getting pictures.

Cont act Adobe to see about matching
Corps font.

See if Rachel Garren needs OC nenp
that says we aren't active Arny.

Coordi nate with Dave Johnson & Jim

Hal bei sen on fornula for sign holes.

Check with NPS and BLM on sanpl e
ar chaeol ogi cal signs.

Coordi nate with UN COR/ Lonpoc about
the price |ist.

Devel op recomendati ons for Danger
Signs for Pacific NWjetties.

Research possi ble synbol signs to
Prohibit multiple vehicles
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