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Roads Authorities & Utilities Committee (Scotland)

Advice Note 3

National Coring Programme
Introduction

1.1 At the RAUC(S) meeting on 3 June 2009 the repor the 2008 National Coring
Programme was approved. It was further agreed that

a) this Advice Note be reviewed by the RAUC(S) @griworking Group;

b) the results of individual areas should be diseds locally by Statutory
Undertakers/Undertakers (SU) and local Roads Aittesi(RA); and

c) the RAUC(S) Coring Working Group meets to addrssues that have not been
handled in an agreed method e.g. consultationstitots in the previous exercise
with a view to producing a guidance note for futpregrammes.

d) a seventh National Coring Programme is to beeriallen on reinstatements
completed between 1 July 2009 and 30 June 2010.

e) the results of any undertaker, local roads @aAtoring programmes should continue
to be shared within the User Community to widen shepe of discussion on this
issue.

1.2 This Advice Note has been prepared by the RASCoring Working Group to outline
the methodology, procedures and specification taided in the implementation of the
Seventh National Coring Programme in Scotland.

1.3  Advice Note No 3 should be applied to CoringgPammes whether National, local or
otherwise

1.4  The specification applicable is theSpecification for the Reinstatement of Openings in
Roads — October 2003.
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Implementation of Programme and Reporting Mechaism

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

Building on the experience of the previous National Coring Programmes it is seen as
essential that each Roads Authority and Undertaketirectly involved in the coring
exercise with monitoring of the programme beingeasial at all levels: Local, Area and
National.

The implementation of the programme will beamiged on an Area basis. To implement
and overview the Programme it is recommended thelt &drea RAUC may consider the
setting up an Area Coring Group (minimum of 2 Ro&dghorities and 2 nominated
Undertakers) that will ensure proper and consist@apiementation of the programme at
Local and Area levels, this could include the rag8oh of disputes (see.6.3). These groups
should meet regularly. The Chairmanship will retatth the lead role being taken by a
Roads Authority, where practicable obiannial basis.

The Coring Programmes will be implemented onAaea basis by the lead Roads
Authority. The core sampling and testing must beried out by a laboratory holding
current UKAS accreditation covering the specifiedtinod of testing, unless otherwise
agreed. This is seen as essential in providingel & independence and confidence in the
quality of testing and accuracy of results and mimgtortantly in providing a consistent
approach across Scotland.

The coring contractors’ reports of the prograamwill be first considered at local level
between Roads Authorities and Undertakers. Repattsbe provided through the lead
Roads Authority. Once the Area report has beeratdl it will be forwarded to the
RAUC(S) Coring Working Group for their considerati@verview and to compile a report
at National level to RAUC(S) as detailed in paradyr8.

It isessentialthat there is close working and co-operation ktcal level between Roads
Authorities and Undertakers in that:

a) RAs and SUs must nominate a contact person thighappropriate technical
competence to the Lead Authority, prior to thetstthe coring programme,;

b) Personnel nominated by both RAs and SUs mus tie authority to implement
and agree all aspects of the Coring Programme,;

c) RAs to electronically inform Undertakers of ltoas and categories of initial
sample of 20% (see 4.1 below) prior to commencérmmeprogramme. This will
be in the form of a report exported in the origi@8V format from the Scottish
Road Works Register; Appendices A, B and C (dowtdbée from the Road
Works Commissioner’s websiteaww.roadworksscotland.gov.ykmust be used at
each appropriate stage. Where the RA fails to cbritee SU within 20 working
days of reports becoming available on the SRWRSthevill seek advice from the
Scottish Road Works Commissioner, informing thed_&athority of their action.

d) Jointly identifying and agreeing the locatiorigtee sample sites to be cored. This
must be completed timeously to allow progressiothefprogramme.

)] Option 1- SU must respond to RA within 4 weeKsreceipt of initial
20% sample, to schedule joint selection.

i) Option 2- By agreement any other appropriatehoé of selection may
be used. This agreement must be made within the daveek period.

4
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These options are included to give flexibility toth parties. Where either party
fails to fulfil their obligations the matter shoub& referred to the lead authority for
inclusion in the national report.

e) Agreeing additional core locations as back ughe event of failure to locate
original locations at time of coring;

f) Agreeing the findings of the coring programmecdlly before the results are
submitted to the lead Roads Authority; and

g) Agreeing any remedial measures.

Cost Sharing

3.1

Roads Authorities will fund the administratiand implementation of the coring
programme, with Undertakers paying for the costamly non-compliant cores in

accordance with Section 131 of NRSWA.

Scale and Details of the Programme

4.1

4.2

4.3

The sample size will be 20% or a minimum ofN\8f) of the permanent reinstatements,
meeting the criteria for coring (refer to AppendRriteria for Coring”) and registered
between 1 July 2009 to 30 June 2010. Random sarapte® be provided by the SRWR
service provider, obtained as an ‘offline’ repoytthe individual Roads Authority. In the
event of problems being encountered please cotitecSRWR helpdesk. Any further
issues should be forwarded to the lead Roads Aityhand Susiephone Ltd Liaison
Manager.

To reflect the variable workloads of each Utalesr, a 2% Sample for coring is the agreed
annual sample size with the proviso of a minimumbofores per Undertaker in each
Roads Authority area to ensure an adequate safzple s

Care is required in finalising the actual safpl coring from the initial sample of 20% or
minimum 30 No sample. To ensure the greatest hein@m the exercise the following
guidelines are to be used:

a) RA and SU to eliminate unsuitable sites from itigal 20% download sample to
establish a list of suitable sites from which thé @ample size will be drawn;

b) Where SUs have less than 30 No openings, allldhoe considered to obtain the
minimum of 5 cores required;

c) Confirm it is the correct Undertakers;

d) Prioritise towardsarriageway reinstatements;

e) If the given quota cannot be reached afteraingampling of carriageway then sample
the footway;

f) If, for any reason, the given quota still canbet reached, the RA may by agreement
with SU, randomly select other completed reinstateis from the prescribed date
range;

g) Ensure inclusion of higher category roads if gleah. However, an adequate sample
shall still be taken from the lower category roadike aim should be to obtain a
representative sample from each reinstatement @atggesent, taking account of Cat
4 reinstatements being predominant;

5
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h) Avoid verges, slabs, cobbles, etc;

i) The road surface to be cored is to be bitumirmaagerial only;

J) Concrete at binder course and base level slodlba cored but it's presence must be
reported;

k) Care to be taken with cores adjacent to ironwdkre to be taken out-with the
perimeter of the structure below and, at least 3@Grtearance from the leading edge
of any ironwork;

[) Generally cores shall be taken with at leastmi@0clearance from any joint edge/kerbs
(be aware of the 150mm & 250mm trim-back rule);

m) Do not take cores where the sample shows thegwaoad type — select an alternative
site and investigate reasons for discrepancy;

n) Do not include sample site if obvious visualedtf These should be actioned through
the routine defect regime. Unusually high numbédrsusface defects, rejected during
initial site sampling, should be noted in the Logatl Area reports;

0) Cores must not be taken from lay-bys, parkingslma areas of vehicle access;

p) Reinstatements less than 650mm x 650mm shostd lz@ excluded (see Criteria for
Coring, below).

4.4  Based on sections 4.1 to 4.3 above and thes&p®f Terms, detailed below are worked

examples:

Permanent registered reinstatements 1000

Initial Sample 200

Sample for Coring 20

Permanent registered reinstatements 100

Initial Sample 30 — minimum allowed
Sample for Coring 5*

Permanent registered reinstatements 25

Initial Sample 25 - maximum available
Sample for Coring 5*

A total of 5 minimum cores are to be taken for Meional programme. Any number of
cores can be taken for local or other programmes.

5. Coring Specification

5.1  The key elements of the coring specificatiandetailed below: (See also 6.2)

@ Cores shall be a nominal size of 100mm in diame

(b) Cores shall be taken in all bituminous boungtts;

(c) Measurements shall be to the nearest 5mm foh dayer of material with
variations in thickness averaged for reporting;

(d) Describe each layer of material in generic terasphalt/macadam etc;

(e) A visual assessment is to be carried out terdenhe whether the material is a hot
rolled asphalt or an asphalt concrete. If hot tbéesphalt describe nominal stone
size;



(f)

(9)

(h)

()
0)

(k)

0
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State whether the material meets the RAUC(S)cBigation for the Reinstatement
of Openings in Roads 2003 for the category of ageway where the core was
taken;
Describe the degree of compaction/voiding gsss or fail relevant to Table S10.1
in RAUC(S) Specification for the Reinstatement @e@ings in Roads 2003;
Cores to be uniquely referenced, labelled, piw@iphed and packaged with all
cores being transported and stored carefully atalies until the status of the core
is agreed by the Roads Authority and respectiveedaller. Roads Authorities
shall provide Undertakers an opportunity to inspletcores prior to disposal,
Cores limited to one per unit of inspection;
Reinstatement of core holes to be as per RAYCEpecification for the
Reinstatement of Openings in Roads — S11.5 Tesd:ol
Coring contractor will advise both the Roadstiarity and Undertakers of daily
testing programme in order to provide opportundymonitor the coring process.
In addition, coring contractor to provide meanscohtact (e.g. mobile phone
number); and
Location photograph and core photograph witimidividual core log report sheets
to be provided for each core in PDF, identifiedcbye reference number.

0. Assessment and Interpretation of Cores

6.1

(@)

(b)

(©)
(d)

()

The initial assessment and interpretation sfelindertaken by UKAS laboratories
that shall be accredited to assess against NRSWéifggations, unless otherwise
agreed. The summary result shall be submitted @n appendix “A” form,
(downloadable from the Scottish Road Works Commissi's website:
www.roadworksscotland.gov.yland the initial lab result will then be reviewed
experienced Roads Authority staff who shall eleatrally provide the Undertaker
with copies of the results in CSV/spreadsheet forifiae results shall be discussed
and agreed at a local level between the Roads Atylamd SU. The agreed results
shall then be entered onto the SRWR by the RA had ¢ad RA notified.

Failures will be deemed to be agreed if thed®ds not contact the RA to arrange
an agreement meeting within 20 working days of iptaaf the coring results. The
20 working days period will commence when Appensliée& B are sent to the
nominated SU contact by electronic means for thragiate SU who shall also
confirm receipt.

Failed cores mean the whole unit of inspechias failed.

Where the extent of the defect is challenged,SU will have a further 20 working
days to provide supporting evidence as describe(e)nbelow. An auditable
process must be available in this instance.

SUs may take additional cores or, carry out @iimgr tests approved to a national
standard or, works to investigate the extent of dedect within the unit of
inspection. These works will not form part of thatldnal Coring Programme and
as such will be carried-out at the expense of thddataker. Any coring shall be
subject to the same guidelines given in this Advidete. Therefore, Roads
Authorities shall be consulted during each step @salts discussed with RA to
agree possible reduced extent of remedial workiredu
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6.2 Assessment of the coring contractor reportindlude (See also 5.1)

€) layer thickness compared with specified caaveay/footway category thickness;

(b) type of construction versus permissible reitestent types;

(c) tolerances as listed in tRAUC(S) Specification for the Reinstatement of Openings
in Roads: A Code of Practice (6.6 Appendix A2.5 Tolerances). (Note that these
tolerances apply to both the carriageway and fogtwésee Layer Tolerances in
Glossary of Terms;

(d) visual assessment of voiding relevant to t&16.1 in theRAUC(S) Specification
for the Reinstatement of Openingsin Roads: A Code of Practice ;

(e) an assessment of stone size to be carrieddtcompared to that of the specified
material. Determine whether the material is a lodled asphalt or an asphalt
concrete. If hot rolled asphalt describe nominahstsize;

® state if no bond between layers. If no bonddewt this may constitute a failure.
However, as cores can break due to uneven forqagedpuring coring, a clean
break is not necessarily a reason for failure.

6.3 In the event of non-agreement between Roadbobity and Undertaker the following
procedure should be adopted:

(a) If the dispute relates to voiding, then a sef@aair voids test may be arranged with
the coring contractor. This will involve a percage air voids test, on original core,
in accordance with BSEN 12697. The cost of ths tell be met in accordance
with Item 3 (Cost Sharing) above, depending orréiselt;

(b) Otherwise, the dispute must initially be repdrto the lead Roads Authority. If all
parties cannot agree, the Area Coring Group (oARAUC if no Area Coring
Group has been formed) shall then consider itlin fu

(c) In the event that the dispute still cannot bsotved, it should be presented, in
writing (e.g. e-mail), to the chair of the RAUC (8)pring Working Group for
consideration of relevant members of the Coring kivay Group;

(d) The decision of RAUC (S) Coring Working Groupllvbe binding with both
parties.

7. Defect Notification

7.1  Where agreement has been reached, defectddbeuiotified to Undertakers using the
drop-down menu in the SRWihder ‘National Coring’ (see also 9.3).
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8. Reporting

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

It is vital to determine the reinstatementscohcomply or otherwise with thRAUC(S
Specification for the Reinstatement of Openings in Roads. This is the prime reinstatement
guality standard.

The results of the exercise are to be repamtéte following categories:

@ Pass See Glossary of Terms
(b) Fall See Glossary of Terms

To improve the usefulness of the results, tdiewing reasons for non-compliance will
also be reported in Appendices B and C:

a) layer tolerances;
b) voiding;

c) material type; and
d) bond.

In Appendix A, under column 11 all failure attrilestto be noted.

The results from the laboratory will be sumrmeedi as follows:

a) By Roads Authority for Undertaker in Appendiée& B;

b) By Roads Authority for Local RAUC in Appendic@st B;

c) By Roads Authority, on behalf of Local RAUC, fead Roads Authority
in Appendices A & B;

d) By lead Roads Authority collated for Area RAUCAppendices B & C;

e) By lead Roads Authority, on behalf of Area RAUGQ;, RAUC(S). Coring Working
Group in Appendices B & C; and

f) By RAUC(S) Coring Working Group at National ldve Appendices B C —
monitored by RAUC(S).
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Timetable for Future Programmes

9.1 Now that the six previous programmes have loeempleted it is essential this exercise be
repeated on a regular basis. It is considereditieainial programmes will be necessary
until the level of performance provides the indystvith confidence in reinstatement
quality and therefore reduce the frequency of amyré coring programmes.

9.2 For 2010 the following programme is proposed:

a) Have Lead Authorities in place who wilDecember 2009
invite tenders and compile nominated
contact list
b)  Establish Area Coring Group January 2010
c) Initial sample to be available for downloptast week July
from the SRWR to each Roads Authority | 2010
d) Compile Local Programmes - checkug/Sept 2010
accuracy/sites, agree with Undertakers and
submit (Appendix A) to lead RA
e) Lead RA to collate Area Programme anklg/Sep 2010
engage Coring Contractor

f)  Undertake Coring Programme Oct/Nov 2010
g) Coring Contractor to have results to Leddecember 2010
Authority

h) Local scrutiny and agreement of resu| Jan/Feb 2011
Any written disagreements to be passed
onto lead RA.
)] Report of Local/Area results to Areaarch 2011
RAUC(S)
)] Lead R/A or Area Coring Working GroupsApril 2011
report to RAUC(S) Coring Working Group.
k) RAUC(S) Coring WG report to RAUC(S) May 2011
[)  Approval of National Report by RAUC(S)| June 2011

9.3 Rectification of identified defects

Agreed Defect Notices should be issued by the Réadisorities through SRWR as soon
as is practical. SU to respond within the specifi¢dtice Periods and rectify failed
reinstatements within 90 calendar days. The ingpeclue date may have to be manually
recorded in the SRWR by the RA to meet these tialesc These dates can vary but only
by mutual agreement recorded in the SRWR in “comsiesection of the notice.

10
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Pass

Reinstatement in compliance with, or exceeddpgcification for the Reinstatement
of Openings in RoadqSpecification) No Cost to Undertaker.

Engineering judgement can be made to allow a &i&stent to be categorised as a

pass, where under the “Specification” it would kessed as a fail.

Fail

Layer Tolerance (bound material depth)

Voiding / compaction not to Specification must batoally agreed. Failure to agree

may result in the core being subject to an “aidVoest.
Material Type (HRA, Asphalt Concrete etc)

Poor Bond between layers (see 6.2(f) above)

Cost

Pass: no cost to Undertakers.

Fail: financial cost to Undertaker will be: actwalst of core (financial value) plus 2
normal inspection fees as a standard administrétien

After the agreed 90-calendar day remedial rectificaperiod, the defect inspection

regime in accordance with RAUC(S) Code of Practmelnspections will apply a
appropriate.

Initial
Sample

20% of permanent registered reinstatements or mumnof 30 reinstatements,

locations randomly sampled via SRWR.

Sample for
Coring

2% of permanent registered reinstatements or mimiroéi 5 reinstatement location
selected from the Initial Sample.

11
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Layer Clause S6.6 (Appendix A2.5) c/w & flw: - SC —5mmyaother structural laye
Tolerances comprising bound material —10mm

-

Combination tolerance in carriageways is —15mm
(for two layers : SC & BC)

Combination tolerance in footways is —10mm

(for two layers : SC & BC)

Absolute minimum c/way 100mm bound material
Absolute minimum f/way 60mm bound material

Designed or alternative layer thicknesses for €ach location, if different to th
standard option from RAUC(S) Specification for r@éd types, shall be suppli¢
by each Undertaker to the local Road Authority pt@ocoring.

1%}

174

d

Clause S8.4.1 Commercial Vehicle Access in Footvapecification to Type 4
but check Clause S8.4.1 (3) for special constraagieater than Type 4.

-

Clause S8.4.2 Domestic Vehicle Access in Footway:eXisting constructio
subject to absolute minimum 60mm bound material.

Small Clauses S6.4.10, S1.5.1 and S1.5.2 — Small regmséatts = or < 300mm width
Excavations and | or, = or < 2 in flexible and composite carriageways. Enginegiimgement
Narrow should be used to decide core results for reinsees slightly over 2fmwhere
Trenches two permanent surface course layers are used. ¢phisn for assessing cores|in

reinstatements slightly greater than®2mavailable where a case is made in|the
NoSRAUC area where material availability can bebfgmatic)

12
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Criteria for Coring: Selection for National and Local Coring Reports.

Criteria

Random selection taken from pool of sites meetiegfollowing criteria;

Reinstatement Date within prescribed Range (€'@ptil — 31° March. Fixed for National Coring, but variable for
Local Coring)

Surface Type must be one of the following:
* HRA
e Asphalt Concrete
* SMA
e Surface Dressed
e Anti Skid

e Slurry Seal

Location must only be in the Carriageway (prefer@d-ootway (see Note 1 below)
Reinstatement type must be Permanent
Size range;

e Length must be greater than or equal to 0.65m (to clear tie ins and give core width)

¢  Width must be greater than or equal to 0.65m (to clear track side joints by 100mm and give core
diameter)

* Reinstatements where both dimensions are less than 0.65m x 0.65m will be excluded from the report;

* Reinstatements where any dimension is greater than 0.65m and the other dimension less than 0.65m (say
100m x 0.4m) will be included in the report;

13
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Outputs
The report showing the selection must contain dfiewing information;

*  Council Area

¢ Town

e Street

e Specific Location

* OSGR (coordinates)

e Location (Carriageway or Footway)
e LARef

*  Works Promoter Ref

*  Works Promoter

e Date of Reinstatement

* Category of Reinstatement
e Length

*  Width

e Description of Works

Note 1: Although the results must be random ewtghting should be given to more desirable results
This could easily be accommodated by ordering ésalts to show reinstatements in the carriageway at
the top of the report, with those in the footpdttha bottom. This is not a requirement, but waulake
selection easier.

Note 2: Important Information - the downloaded Visli show verges on the reinstatement locationitis
the largest reinstatement is in the verge. How&wenotice selected will contain carriageway
reinstatements in its list of sites meeting thed@bn criteria. Therefore it is imperative thabsl
involved in manipulating and using the lists toguoe a final core sample have full access to th&/ BR
notice information to complete the process.

14
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Appendix D - Typical Lifecycle of National/Local Coring Failure

Note3

Core sites agreed

as per S2.5 of Advice

A

All agreed results, pass

or fail are entered onthe |

SRWR within two weeks
of finalagreement

A
Inspection enteredas
aLocal or National
coringinspection.

Dateof inspection
will be date core
taken

A

All Failures must be
rectified within 90
days of the
inspectionbeing
enteredon the SRWR

A
After the initial 90 day
period, non-rectified
failures are re-
inspected as any
otherreinstatement
failure

Onfinal acceptance, a
D3Pass mustbhe

entered.
Defect nowresolved

Corestakenby
> accreditedCoring
Contractor
SU must contact RA to arrange
A - anagreement meeting.
| Meeting must be arranged with
Appendices A &B sent all reasonable dispatch
electronically todesignated
SUContact
N
A4 No ;
Meeting held?
AllFailures
accepted within
20 working day s? |
Yes
Finalagreement
Yes reached for
failures?
’ No
Items not under dispute — Mo
to beissued onSRWR. L
SU proposes to carry
out independent
National Agreed
y Testing? (NAT)

Lead Authority mustbe made

aware of remaining disputes. No

Area Coring Group will then
consider the issue(s)

Yes
v
Yes . .
Finalagreement NAT Carriedout RA/
reached? SU must acceptresult

No

)

Dispute(s)escalated toRAUC(S)
Coring Working Group. The
RCWG's decisionisfinal.

Failures now

Resultof NAT/RCWGreview acceptedby default.

SRWRasappropriate || i
pprop! objections can be
raised

15
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Version: xx Date:
APPENDIX A dd/mmiyyyy RA: (Infill RA & RA Rep eg W.Lothian - J Forbes) UNDERTAKER: (Infill SU & SU Rep eg BT- J.Todd)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
- Reinstatement Failure
Specified :
Core Specific Location and Date Core c/w I\/rl)aterial _Core Pass or Size Cause of Causes
Ref No LA Ref No Street/Road Town Taken Category : Thickness Fail Failure |Agreed (Yes
or F/W Thickness (mm) Length Breadth g
(mm) Area or NO)
Note: A ‘free-standing’ Excel version of the appedices is available atvww.roadworksscotland.gov.uk

16
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Version: xx
TYPE of CORING PROGRAMME: RA, SU Area or RAUC (HIGHLIGHT TYPE) APPENDIX B Date: dd/mmlyyyy
NATIONAL CORING (INFILL YEAR)
1 2 3 | a4 5 | 6 | 7] 8 9 10
CORE PASS FAIL - REPLACE (AGREED Yes or No) egY7/N1
Roads Authority NOS. Nos. % Voiding . Il_ayer M_Izi\terial Bond TOTAL
(Infill RA eg W.Lothian) olerance ype No %
Infill SUs in each row
eg BT
or SGN
or Virgin Media
etc
TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Note: A ‘free-standing’ Excel version of the appedices is available atvww.roadworksscotland.gov.uk

17




RAUCS Approved 2 June 2010

Version: xx

TYPE of CORING PROGRAMME: RA, SU Area or RAUC (HIGHLIGHT TYPE) APPENDIX C  Date: dd/mmlyyyy
NATIONAL CORING (INFILL YEAR)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UNDERTAKER Nos. | Nos. | % Voiding | Laver | Materia Bond TOTAL
yp No %
Infill each SU result
from RA in Area RAUC
TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Note: A ‘free-standing’ Excel version of the appedices is available atvww.roadworksscotland.gov.uk
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