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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.
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NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES


Sponsor Response Form

Copy this form and use separate form for each Recommendation Number

Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 



Sponsoring Organization:__IBTTA_________________________________________


Name of Responder_______Maurice Palumbo, Golden Gate Bridge District__________

Recommendation Number____RW No. 3____________

Reasons for _______Partial or ___X____Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):
_________________________________________________________________________The technical committee clearly explains the difference between the 2008 NPA and 2009 MUTCD. Justification for the technical committees’ proposal appears to be the following three points:
1) “negative effect on the safety of school children”
2) “additional costs”
3) “absence of research”
Although the second and third points are clear, the proposal does not explain how the absence of a YIELD sign (as indicated in the 2009 MUTCD) has a negative affect on the safety of school children.

In California, a school crossing assembly is not permitted on approaches controlled by a STOP sign, YIELD sign, or a traffic signal. Therefore the editorial (?) by FHWA to disallow use of a YIELD sign at a school crosswalk in the 2009 MUTCD would appear to be appropriate.

However, there may be other states and jurisdictions that use a YIELD sign at school crosswalks. If this were true, this point would appear to be a strong justification for allowing YIELD signs at school crossings. Absent this information or additional discussion, the proposal does not appear to be justified. _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
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Sponsor Response Form

Copy this form and use separate form for each Recommendation Number

Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 



Sponsoring Organization:__IBTTA_________________________________________


Name of Responder_______Maurice Palumbo, Golden Gate Bridge District__________

Recommendation Number____RW No. 6____________

Reasons for ___X____Partial or _______Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):
_________________________________________________________________________The technical committee clearly indicates differences in sign sizes shown in the 2008 NPA and the 2009 MUTCD. In this proposal, the technical committee recommendations sign sizes that are either smaller or larger than the 2009 MUTCD.

It would be beneficial to explain the rationale used by the technical committee for the proposed sign sizes. ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________



NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES


Sponsor Response Form

Copy this form and use separate form for each Recommendation Number

Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 



Sponsoring Organization:__IBTTA__________________________________________


Name of Responder_______Maurice Palumbo, Golden Gate Bridge District__________

Recommendation Number____RW No. 10____________

Reasons for ___X____Partial or _______Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):
_________________________________________________________________________Without the rationale for deletion of Freeway sign sizes from the 2003 to the 2009 MUTCD, the proposal by the technical committee appears justified.

Suggest the following friendly revision for this proposal:
“RECOMMENDATION: Amend Table 2C-2 to provide a identical Freeway sign sizes sign in for the Large Animal category of signs indicated in Table 2C-2 of the 2003 MUTCD.” __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
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Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 



[bookmark: _GoBack]Sponsoring Organization:__IBTTA___________________________________________


Name of Responder_______Maurice Palumbo, Golden Gate Bridge District___________

Recommendation Number__Signals No. 1______________

Reasons for ___X____Partial or _______Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):
_________________________________________________________________________The intent by the Signals Technical Committee to allow an 8-inch size for new flashing beacons appears to be valid.

However, as written, lines 76 and 77 [“A. For indications for approaches where road users view both flashing beacon and lane-use control signal heads simultaneously;”] will require all new flashing beacons for toll operators to use 12-inch lenses.

It is not clear from this proposal if this was the intent or not. The value of potential conversion from 8-inch to 12-inch lenses specific to conventional toll plazas—given the plethora of static signs, CMS, and flashing beacons—does not appear justified.

Nonetheless, this proposal will not have a significant impact on toll operators provided a compliance date is not recommended.

If the intent of this proposal:
1) Is to specifically change the lens sizes at toll plazas, recommend this proposal cite a justification for this change.
2) Is not directed at toll plazas, recommend this proposal not include a compliance date for conversion to 12-inch lenses.
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________

