NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

AASHTO RESPONSE 12-23-2011



Sponsor Response Form

Sponsoring Organization:  AASHTO
Indicate whether you fully concur, concur in part or do not concur with the technical committee recommendation by checking the appropriate box next to the recommendation.

If you concur in part, indicate the reasons for the partial concurrence.

If you do not concur, indicate the reasons.

	RECOMMENDATION
	CONCUR
	CONCUR-COMMENT
	DO NOT CONCUR-COMMENT

	Mark No.1.Sect3H.01- TCD Definition
	36
	0
	1

	Mark No.2.Sect3B.18 - Crosswalk Markings 
	28
	7
	2

	RW No.1 - Intersection Signing Sec.2A.16 
	30
	6
	1

	RW No.2 - NEW Plaque Sec. 2C.62 
	34
	1
	2

	RW No.3 - School Crossings Assembly Sec. 7B.12 
	34
	1
	2

	RW No.4 - Two-Direction Large Arrow Sign Section 2C.47 
	36
	0
	1

	RW No.5 - Design of Parking Signs Sec, 2B.47 and Figure 2B-24 
	34
	0
	3

	RW No.6 - Size of Reg. Signs 2B.03 and Table 2B-1 
	31
	3
	3

	RW No.7 - Variable Speed Limit Sign Spacing Sec. 2B.13
	32
	4
	1

	RW No.8 - Suggested Edits Sec. 2C.09, 2C.30, 2C.46, 2C.49
	35
	2
	0

	RW No.9 - Preferential Lane Signs Sec. 2G.03 and 2G.06 
	34
	0
	3

	RW No.10 - Large Animal Signs Table 2C-2 
	33
	2
	2

	Signals_-FlashingBeaconLensSize-Section4L-01 
	32
	3
	2

	Signals_2-Section4D-25 
	24
	5
	8


Mark No.1.Sect3H.01- TCD Definition
Oregon
Do Not Concur (add comment) - Section 3H.01: In my opinion lane separators shouldn't be crossed out. There is a separate Chapter for islands. So it makes sense to delete raised island from this section. But there is no separate chapter for lane separators for permanent application. I


Crosswalk Markings 
Hawaii
Concur (add comment) - This is a significant and beneficial change for a state where pedestrian accidents are a major concern.


Indiana
Concur (add comment) - This change should enhance safety but will result in at least modest cost increases for local agencies in particular.


Iowa
Do Not Concur (add comment) - This change adds additional locations, additional measures are recommended at any crosswalk where the speed limit is greater than 35 mph.  The way it is currently written the speed limit condition only applies on roads with four or more lanes.


Maine
Concur (add comment) - Change the word "either" to: "any of the following exist" or other such language, as "either" is definitely not correct.


Oregon
Concur (add comment) - Section 3B.18: This proposed change is in line with our OR Supplements. Only difference is the speed limit; proposed speed limit is 35 mph, speed limit in the Supplement is 40 mph.


South Dakota
Do Not Concur (add comment) - Concur with putting the speed limit as a seperate item, but do not concur with lowering it to 35mph.


Washington
Concur (add comment) - By removing speed to a "stand alone criteria" and lowering it to "higher than 35 mph, there could be some sections of roadway posted at 40 mph where the stand alone marked crosswalk will need to be re-evaluated for additional measures because it no longer


West Virginia
Concur (add comment) - remove the word either line 53


Wisconsin
Concur (add comment) - Was consideration given to just omitting all reference to speed limit so the guidance would only apply to multi-lane based on ADT? The proposed language now would apply to all uncontrolled roadways with speed limit exceeding 35 mph, even if traffic volume


RW No.1 - Intersection Signing Sec.2A.16 
Delaware
Concur (add comment) - 1.  Deletion of "if used" in line 169 may be confused by some as making the use of the sign a guidance statement, as opposed to the location of the sign, which I believe is the intent.2. Delete all marking notes from the figures.  Some of the arrows and crosswalks are also optional.  These points are irrelevant for these figures.  The note about pavement markings being shown for clarity only covers the point.3. Neither figure A or B are very typical applications.  Recommend making Figure B a far more common approach, such as a single left, two throughs, and a single right turn lane.


Illinois
Concur (add comment) - Consideration should be given to removing some of the asterisks in proposed Fig. 2A-5 to make it less confusing. Also, the 5-asterisk note mentions 2A.11 for sign spacing but 2A.11 is for sign dimensions and not spacing.  We recommend that the spacing simply be listed as 200 ft. as is shown in Fig. 2A-4.


Indiana
Concur (add comment) - We recommend shortening the titles of the two new figures, possibly by eliminating "...Regulatory, Warning, and Guide..."


Missouri
Concur (add comment) - There is a direct conflict with new figure and standard statement 2D.33.  The figure doesn't show this sign as a D15-1 but this sign is serving as a lane usage/destination sign for a non mandatory movement, so it should be either removed from the figure or 2D.33 needs to be modified to allow for this type of usage.


New York
Concur (add comment) - the rest of the Manual uses the phrase "if used" in Guidance statements for optional signs, it should remain here in line 169.  There is a *** next to the W16-8P that does not belong there. The distances between signs is labeled both as "200 ft" and as ***** that the reader needs to refer to Section 2A.11 - it can't be both.  On the overhead lane use signs, the cardinal directions are in the wrong font (the first letter needs to be larger than the rest).  Some signs have asterisks telling the reader in a note which Section to read, others have text adjacent to the sign graphic with the same information, can you please use one style or the other?


Oregon
Do Not Concur (add comment) -  ·         The proposed figures are helpful and needed, since the MUTCD provides little or no guidance for guide signing of signalized intersections with option lanes especially ramp terminals, but the figures limit ODOTs options. ODOT pulled a proposed Supplement to the 2009 MUTCD based on allowed signage under 2D.08 (24).   ·         The proposed figure 2A-5a do not show the option of using “arrow per lane” type signing permitted in 2D.08 (24) across all lanes. ·         The “option” lane guide sign in proposed figure 2A-5a needs a reference note; it is not a D15-1 sign.  Also need sign design guidance for “Arrow per Lane” style of guide signs added into the Standard Highway Signs manual for conventional hwy. sizes.  I have an additional comment on Section 2B.22: Advance Intersection Lane Control Signs. There is no standard statement in this section that requires using an advance intersection lane control sign for drop lane. However, the standard in Section 3B.20 (25) mentions "Where through lanes approaching an intersection become mandatory turn lanes, lane use arrow markings (See Figure 3B-24) shall be used and shall be accompanied by standard signs". I believe standard signs here refer to advanced lane control signs. Clearly there is a discrepancy between Section 2B.22 and Section 3B.20. If it is the intent that an advanced lane control sign is required for drop lane, a standard statement should be added to Section 2B.22 saying that an advance lane control sign shall be used for lane drop. If that is not the intent, then the standard in Section 3B.20 should be revised and "and shall be accompanied by standard signs" should be deleted.


Washington
Concur (add comment) - Figures 2A-5A &B have a note for sign spacing "***** see 2A.11", currently 2009 MUTCD Section 2A.11 deals with sign dimensions not sign spacing, please clarify reference to Section 2A.11.
RW No.2 - NEW Plaque Sec. 2C.62 
Montana
Do Not Concur (add comment) - I concur with the current language that the 'NEW' plaque being removed as being a shall condition.


West Virginia
Concur (add comment) - Since the provision has been moved from Standard to Guidance, consideration should be given to a shorter timeframe for removal.


Wyoming
Do Not Concur (add comment) - This should be a should statement.


RW No.3 - School Crossings Assembly Sec. 7B.12 
Montana
Do Not Concur (add comment)The location of the school crossing assembly will be at the same approximate location of the regulatory sign.


Oregon

Concur (add comment)-Have never understood why this had to be a "shall not" install school crossing signs at STOP signs, I understand that it is not necessary but why is it necessary to outright ban them, what safety purpose does it serve other than the general purpose that you may have too many signs in one place and then if so why have them at yield signs?



Wyoming

Do not concur (add comment)-Not enough data to make a good decision. Don't agree with the "shall" statement.


RW No.4 - Two-Direction Large Arrow Sign Section 2C.47 
New Jersey
Do Not Concur (add comment) - I certainly understand the argument and, as a traffic engineer, agree that there is no need for such an obvious statement.  However, considering the litigious society of today and the apparent blamelessness of any driver in a crash, stating the obvious does no harm.


RW No.5 - Design of Parking Signs Sec, 2B.47 and Figure 2B-24 
Montana
Do Not Concur (add comment) - we concur with adding sign codes to the text but do not concur with the changes to the guidance and option statements.


New Jersey
Do Not Concur (add comment) - I agree with the change referencing the pay station signing (R7-21 through R7-22) but disagree that color options other thangreen, red and black can be considered.


North Carolina
Do Not Concur (add comment) - This will allow conflicting colors across jurisdictions


RW No.6 - Size of Reg. Signs 2B.03 and Table 2B-1 
Delaware
Do Not Concur (add comment) - We are opposed to making standard statements more strict until the standard/engineering judgement definition issue is fully resolved.  Also, what basis is there for these changes?


Montana
Do Not Concur (add comment) - Sign sizes in the current MUTCD are adequate.  We always have the option to install larger signs at site specific locations.
New York
Concur (add comment) - The proposed size changes for Multi-lane conventional roads seem correct.  The proposed size changes for R2-5aP, R2-5bP, and R2-5cP for single-lane conventional roads appear to be incorrect.  There are layouts in the Interim Releases for the SHSM that are the the sizes listed in the current Table 2B-1, and they look fine, I am not sure that the proposed sizes will work.  Additionally, the current Table 2B-1 has the same sizes listed for single-lane and multi-lane roads, and if the signle-lane sizes are too small, aren't they also too small for multi-lane?We also believe that the currently listed size for the R1-3P is correct for use with a 30x30 R1-1 and that the larger size is appropriate for a 36x36 R1-1.  We concur with the other three proposed size changes for single-lane roads.


Texas
Concur (add comment) - The R2-5ap, R2-5bp and R2-5cp are shown as 24x6 in the the 2009 MUTCD, not 18x6.


West Virginia
Concur (add comment) - Would like to know the rationale/research behind increased minimum on R1-3p. Would like consideration given to maintaining current minimum (18x6) on single lane conventional roads.


Wyoming
Do Not Concur (add comment) – (no comments provided)


RW No.7 - Variable Speed Limit Sign Spacing Sec. 2B.13
California
Concur (add comment) - Paragraph 18 has new reference to paragraph 4, but should be paragraph 5 (as guidance statement was moved to paragraph 5).


Delaware
Concur (add comment) - Should line 144 also refer to paragraph 5?


North Carolina
Concur (add comment) - Draft Should include the ITE Traffic Control Device handbook.


West Virginia
Concur (add comment) - Reference to the TCDH (lines 92 and 93) should be removed.  References to the handbook should not be peppered through the MUTCD text.


Wyoming
Do Not Concur (add comment) - Not enough research on this subject.


RW No.8 - Suggested Edits Sec. 2C.09, 2C.30, 2C.46, 2C.49
Alaska
Concur (add comment) - Section 2C.46 Intersection Warning Signs:  “symbol” should be deleted in the last sentence of Paragraph 11, following “a W2-7 or W2-8c.Section 2C.49 Vehicular Traffic Warning Signs: “word message” should be deleted in the last sentence of Paragraph 01, following TRUCK CROSSING (W8-6).


California
Concur (add comment) - Section 2C.49 uses "word message" after TRUCK CROSSING (W8-6) in Paragraph 1. Phrase needs to be removed also?


RW No.9 - Preferential Lane Signs Sec. 2G.03 and 2G.06 
Hawaii
Do Not Concur (add comment) - Clearance should be consistent with those clearances provided for structures.


New Jersey
Do Not Concur (add comment) - Vertical clearances may be limited as well.  Three feet of additional required clearance limits installation possibilities in certain cases.


Washington

Do Not Concur (add comment)-The proposed 17 feet mounting height is problematic.  The R3-11 and R3-12 sign series are typically shoulder mounted signs in the median, installed on a median barrier.  Majority of our median barriers next to inside HOV lanes are precast jersey barrier; WSDOT follows AASHTO's "Standard Specifications for Structural Supports for Highway Signs, Luminaires, and Traffic Signals", at minimum we will be required to install a section of cast in place median barrier to structurally handle the 17 feet mounting height, or worst case have to install a cantilever sign structure, either case will substantially  increases our installation costs for the R3-11 and R3-12 series signs.



RW No.10 - Large Animal Signs Table 2C-2 
Alaska
Concur (add comment) - Standard signs provide approved symbols for agencies.  Static animal warning signs may not have a great effect when widely used.


Indiana
Concur (add comment) - Table wasn't shown- we assume the min. recommended size will be 48" x 48".


Oregon
Do Not Concur (add comment) - These symbol signs are not effective in preventing collisions Because they are ineffective there is no safety benefit for the safety hazard of the sign structure along the hwy.


Wyoming
Do Not Concur (add comment) - These signs do not reduce crashes. They are worthless, feel good wastes of tax dollars.


Signals_-FlashingBeaconLensSize-Section4L-01 
Michigan
Concur (add comment) - Additional langauge on use for 8" would be benificial.


Missouri
Concur (add comment) - Section should be rewritten to provide better clarity and consistency with other sections of the MUTCD


Nebraska

Do not concur (add comment) - Do not concur with lines 74 to 79 requiring this to be a "shall" condition. Recommend changing to a guidance condition.  Line 81 to 84; do not concur with this as a guidance statement.  We have many rural beacons on higher speed roadways where the installation of 12” is not that much of a benefit over an 8”. The plastic housing does not hold up to the increased wind load when mounted on a post. For drawing attention to a specific advance sign the 8” beacons we feel is as effective as a 12”.



Oregon

Concur (add comment)-We use all 12” and this just allows the use of some 8”.  More complicated than it needs to be, but not a big deal.

Virginia

Concur (add comment) -VDOT primarily uses 12” lenses for both traffic signal and flashing beacon lenses, however providing the option to use 8” lenses on flashing beacons will provide flexibility to determine appropriate sizes of flashing beacon lenses  based on site specific needs, engineering judgment, and stakeholder input.   Permitting the use of both 8 and 12-inch lenses will allow local agencies to maintain and replace in-kind any existing 8” lenses that are functioning adequately.  Replacement of existing 8” lenses could result in excessive expense should the associated structures (beacon poles, sign structures, etc.) not be capable of accommodating larger sized flashing beacons.

Washington

O The proposed modifications replace Section 4D.25 its entirety in order to creatively introduce a significant amount of additional “Standard” text. The most notable changes that are concerning are as follows: ( Left turn vehicular movements shall be considered primary (require 2 signal indications) at locations where all arriving vehicles must turn on the intersecting roadway( “T” Intersections) under all conditions unless an engineering study is conducted to determine that the right turn vehicular movement should be the primary movement. These standard statements are overly restrictive to a decision point that should be well within engineering judgment to determine the “primary movement”. Requiring a documented engineering study to select the right turn as the primary movement goes too far. ( The most concerning part of the proposed text is the standard statements below that would prohibit the use of Yellow and Green ball indications under the conditions listed. A preliminary survey of WSDOT regions indicates that greater than 30 locations would be impacted by this change. The only way to comply would be to institute FYA operations for left and/or right turns in order to accommodate pedestrian calls which, without FYA, would require a pedestrian only phase. The proposed text is not supported by documented collision history or research that substantiates the issue trying to be addressed. 

Wyoming

Do not concur (add comment) - No need for another shall statement. These devices only supplement the sign and the best size would much larger than 12".

Signals_2-Section4D-25 
Alaska
Concur (add comment) - Recommend consideration of annotating Figure 4D-20 for illustrations of signal indications with speed threshold requirements.


Delaware
Do Not Concur (add comment) - The three conditions for dis-allowing circular yellow and red should be guidance rather than standard.  As far as I know, there are no studies indicating lack of driver understanding or crash problems as these types of locations.


Illinois

Some concerns have been expressed about prohibiting a circular green in certain situations.  If a green turn arrow must be used and there is a pedestrian phase across the turning path, you are forced into having an exclusive ped phase if it's a T-intersection which can reduce the intersection's operational efficiency.


Indiana
Concur (add comment) -The min speed for prohibiton of circular faces when all traffic must turn should be raised from 35 mph to 40 mph to be consistent with the prevailing definition of a low speed highway.



Kentucky

Concur (add comment) -In general, we agree with the intent of a majority of the added language.  Our only comments are as follows: Would this added language not require additional notes on the Figure 4D-20 drawings? 2.  We are not really sure of why there is a need for both comments #2 and #3 (lines 136 and 158).  They basically appear to say the same thing for both situations, other than "additional traffic control devices shall be applied" in note #3.  Aren't additional traffic control devices (at least the Signal Ahead sign) always required for signals where the heads are not visible? 3.  The intent of options B-D (lines 200-212) is not clear to our engineers.  We believe they are trying to indicate the proper Red display to use in certain scenarios.  However, they mention "continuously illuminated" which suggests that the displays might be on all the time.  In option C, it clearly states that the red arrow is only illumination when the other indications are dark, but it is not as clear for the Circular Red.  In summary, B through D is confusing.  "STEADY MODE" is also in all caps in option C but is not capitalized in other areas.



Missouri

Concur (add comment) Section should be rewritten to provide better clarity and consistency with other sections of the MUTCD i.e. replace exhibit with display, remove the phrases "equal compliance or exceed the requirements and replace with "meet or exceed", remove words like deficiency, complies and full compliance, and specifics regarding engineering studies.



New York

Do Not Concur (add comment)-The proposed text in the Option starting on line 194 has some irregularities - it refers to "stop & proceed" although this phrase is not defined and does not appear anywhere else in the Manual; it repeatedly mentions "CIRCULAR RED indication that is continuously illuminated when the traffic signal is operated in Steady Mode", although this seems to be an operational impossibility.



Oregon
Do Not Concur (add comment)-MORE INFORMATION NEEDED:  We are unclear on the exact implementation of this standard.  Specifically what can be used on a single shared left-right lane?  Revision of Figure 4D-20 is needed to show the changes and the new requirements.  A revised figure 4D-20 may clear up our questions.



South Carolina

Do Not Concur (add comment)-Essentially, it eliminates green ball signal faces at all interchange ramps and rural T intersections.  In addition, it designates some signal face displays at T intersections regardless of traffic turning volumes.  Before we would change our practice and policies on this, we need some research.



Virginia
Do Not Concur (add comment)-The recommended changes are difficult to decipher without the associated figure (Figure 4D-20) mentioned in line 115 of the document. DOT questions the effectiveness and driver understanding of the option to provide a continuous circular red signal indication with appropriate arrow displays during steady mode operations.  Although this option does not appear to conflict with other sections of the MUTCD and, based on a cursory review, does not conflict with the Code of Virginia, is such signal operation readily understood and consistent with driver expectation? DOT objects to the "standard" statement in line 120 and 121 as the "shall" needs to be changed to a "should" to allow the flexibility to stop the right or left movement to accommodate pedestrian movement The standard statements that, by default, make the left-turn movement the primary movement (or co-primary movement as noted in lines 147-148) appear arbitrary.  VDOT questions the decision to make the left-turn the primary movement in all instances unless there is adequate sight distance to the signal faces and an engineering study is conducted that shows the right-turn movement may be designated as the primary movement (lines 164-167).  Is this standard statement going to replace the existing requirements for primary movements in Section 4D.11 for approaches without a through movement?  Further, delegating the left-turn as the primary movement does not address the situation when an approach contains only right-turn movements. The requirement that a left-turn movement be considered the primary movement, when coupled with the operational mode standards beginning on line 169, will also increase the required number of signal faces on an approach.  Additional signal faces will result in increased cost.   Further, the number of signal faces may be variable dependant on the operational mode used (protected, permitted, permitted with flashing yellow arrow, etc.).  The operational mode standard may require that agencies revise the signal face displays for an intersection should there be any changes to the speed limit of approach or opposing roadways.  Agencies could be found to be not in compliance should speed limit changes be made without concurrent revisions to signal operational modes. The operational mode standard statements (beginning on line 169) will limit phasing choices when turning vehicles are subject to vehicle-vehicle or vehicle-pedestrians conflicts.  As a circular green indication is prohibited when such conflicts are present and the three criterions listed in lines 188-192 are met, agencies will be required to use either flashing yellow arrows, flashing red arrows, or utilize an inefficient exclusive pedestrian or split phasing scheme to eliminate the conflicts in order to use a green arrow indication.  The flashing yellow left-turn arrow is currently optional in the MUTCD and has been implemented on a limited basis on VDOT roadways.  The flashing yellow right-turn arrow and flashing red arrow, both optional in the MUTCD, have not been used on VDOT roadways.  



Washington

Do Not Concur (add comment) - o The proposed modifications replace Section 4D.25 its entirety in order to creatively introduce a significant amount of additional “Standard” text. The most notable changes that are concerning are as follows: ( Left turn vehicular movements shall be considered primary (require 2 signal indications) at locations where all arriving vehicles must turn on the intersecting roadway( “T” Intersections) under all conditions unless an engineering study is conducted to determine that the right turn vehicular movement should be the primary movement. These standard statements are overly restrictive to a decision point that should be well within engineering judgment to determine the “primary movement”. Requiring a documented engineering study to select the right turn as the primary movement, goes too far. ( The most concerning part of the proposed text is the standard statements below that would prohibit the use of Yellow and Green ball indications under the conditions listed. A preliminary survey of WSDOT regions indicates that greater than 30 locations would be impacted by this change. The only way to comply would be to institute FYA operations for left and/or right turns in order to accommodate pedestrian calls which, without FYA, would require a pedestrian only phase. The proposed text is not supported by documented collision history or research that substantiates the issue trying to be addressed.

West Virginia
Do Not Concur (add comment)- Standard (lines  185-192).  Specific signal indication type should not be tied to posted speed limit.  This should be handled through agency policies.


Wyoming
Do Not Concur (add comment)-Too wordy.
