NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

Individual Response Form

Sponsoring Organization: ITE
Name of person responding (Print): Ronnie Bell 
Agency or Company: City of Austin
City/State: Austin, Texas
Date Completed: December 19, 2011

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 or do not concur, indicate the reasons on the attached form. Copy the form and use a separate form for each comment. Make sure you indicate the recommendation number on each response form.

Send all forms back to Sponsoring Organization

	Recommendation Number
	Concur
	Concur in Part
	Do Not Concur

	RW Signs No.1
	
	X
	

	RW Signs No.2
	
	X
	

	RW Signs No.3
	
	
	X

	RW Signs No.4
	X
	
	

	RW Signs No.5
	
	X
	

	RW Signs No.6
	
	X
	

	RW Signs No.7
	X
	
	

	RW Signs No.8
	X (see comments)
	
	

	RW Signs No.9
	X
	
	

	RW Signs No.10
	
	X
	

	Markings No.1
	X
	
	

	Markings No.2
	X
	
	

	Signals No.1
	X
	
	

	Signals No.2
	X
	
	


NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

Individual Response Form

Copy this form and use separate form for each Recommendation Number.
Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 

Sponsoring Organization: ITE
Name of Responder: Ronnie Bell 

Recommendation Number: RW Signs No. 1 - Typical Signalized intersection figures- intersection signing – Warning, Regulatory and Guide signs
Reasons for _X_ Partial or __ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):
Section 2A.16 Standardization of Location
The paragraph immediately following Figure 2A-3 appears to be missing a period between “b” and “Chapters” in line 98.
Section 2B.22 Advance Intersection Lane Control Signs (R3-8 Series)

The use of these signs is permitted as an Option in the first paragraph of the section.  The proposed revisions to the wording of the first Guidance paragraph delete “if used” thus resulting in a sentence that indicates advance intersection lane control signs should be used at certain location.  The deletion of “if used” changes this paragraph from providing guidance on where to place these signs if they are used to providing guidance that these signs should be used and telling where they should be placed.  

Combining the two existing sentences into one as shown looks good.  However, I recommend retaining “if used” at the beginning of the sentence.
NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

Individual Response Form

Copy this form and use separate form for each Recommendation Number.

Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 

Sponsoring Organization: ITE

Name of Responder: Ronnie Bell 

Recommendation Number: RW Signs No. 2 - Section 2C.62 NEW Plaque (W16-15P)

Reasons for _X_ Partial or __ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

I agree with changing the 6 month time period from a standard to guidance for a NEW plaque used with a regulatory sign as proposed by the technical committee recommendation.  In addition, I feel the section should also address a time period for a NEW plaque to remain in place when used with an advance warning sign allowed by the option.  As written, it only addresses a time period after a regulation has been in effect this implying t use with a regulatory sign.  I recommend including the following sentence in the new Guidance paragraph:

When used with an advance warning sign, the NEW plaque should be removed no later than 6 months after its installation.

Note: The example in the MUTCD is using a NEW plaque with an advance warning sign for a new traffic signal.  In my view, a new traffic signal is a new traffic control device but not specifically a new traffic regulation as a changed speed limit or new weight limit would be.  That is why I feel the inclusion of a sentence to address use with a warning sign is appropriate.
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Individual Response Form

Copy this form and use separate form for each Recommendation Number.

Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 

Sponsoring Organization: ITE

Name of Responder: Ronnie Bell 

Recommendation Number: RW Signs No. 3 - New Standard statement prohibiting use of the School Crossing assembly on an approach controlled by a YIELD sign
Reasons for __ Partial or _X_ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

I have often wondered why the MUTCD prohibited the school crossing assembly for approaches controlled by STOP signs but not on approaches controlled by YIELD sign or traffic control signals.  I understand that this assembly can draw driver attention to a crossing location.  However, this seems to be of particular benefit for crossings that are not STOP, YIELD, or signal controlled.  At such locations, the law concerning yielding to or stopping for pedestrians making a crossing, along with any crosswalk markings and warning signs, provides the traffic control.  Typically, a driver is only required to slow or stop if a pedestrian is present.  However, on an approach controlled by a STOP or YIED sign or traffic signal, the sign or signal, rather than pedestrian crossing activity, is providing the traffic control and drivers are required to take action – or be prepared to take action – based on the sign or signal.  

Therefore, rather than eliminating the YIELD condition from the standard, I’d like to see it retained and a traffic signal condition added as follows:

The School Crossing assembly shall not be installed on an approaches controlled by a STOP or YIELD sign or controlled by a traffic control signal.
In addition to the sign or signal providing more positive control than the school crossing assembly at an otherwise uncontrolled crossing location, it may be difficult to place the school crossing assembly on controlled approaches such that it does not interfere with visibility of the STOP or YIELD sign or conflict with the placement of any of the traffic control signal equipment.
The technical committee recommendation notes that “there is no prohibition on the use of the Pedestrian (Crossing) (W11-2) sign with a diagonal downward pointing arrow plaque at crossings other than School Crossings (See Section 2C.50 04.”  For the same priority of traffic control and visibility reasons noted above, perhaps the prohibition should be expanded to include these also.
NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

Individual Response Form

Copy this form and use separate form for each Recommendation Number.

Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 

Sponsoring Organization: ITE

Name of Responder: Ronnie Bell 

Recommendation Number: RW Signs No. 5 - Design of parking signs R7-21 and R7-21a  Add sign codes to text  (NPA versus 2009 MUTCD)
Reasons for _X_ Partial or __ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

It seems that the proposed text revision would permit the use of any color that an agency wanted to use for the color code for the parking time limit.  Just want to be sure that this is the intended result.

NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

Individual Response Form

Copy this form and use separate form for each Recommendation Number.

Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 

Sponsoring Organization: ITE

Name of Responder: Ronnie Bell 

Recommendation Number: RW Signs No. 6 - Size of Regulatory Signs Table 2B-1 (NPA versus 2009 MUTCD)
Reasons for _X_ Partial or __ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

I’d like to see the ALL WAY plaque size remain at 18 x 6 as listed in the 2009 MUTCD.  This sign is installed below a STOP sign where a driver must come to a complete stop before proceeding into the intersection.  Therefore, legibility from a distance in advance of the plaque is not necessary.

I also feel that the 12 x 9 minimum size for the “on tracks” plaque as included in the 2009 MUTCD is acceptable.  If I understand the intended use of this sign, it would be with a parking, stopping and sanding sign.  Therefore, drivers that need to see the message will be stopped or traveling at a slow speed thus reducing the need for legibility from a distance.  
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Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 

Sponsoring Organization: ITE

Name of Responder: Ronnie Bell 

Recommendation Number: RW Signs No. 8
Reasons for __ Partial or __ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):  Concur but providing the following additional info for consideration
I concur with the recommendation.  It looks like there is one more case of “symbol” in the text provided with the recommendation that should be deleted in #11 under to Option in 2C.46 as highlighted below:

11 No more than two side road symbols should be displayed on the same side of the highway on a W2-7 or W2-8 symbol sign, and no more than three side road symbols should be displayed on a W2-7 or W2-8 symbol sign.

There are also the following occurrences of “symbol sign” elsewhere in Chapters 2A, 2B, or 2C that look like candidates for deletion as follows:.  Should they also be deleted?

Pg 63, paragraphs 2 & 4 regarding R3-5 & R3-5A signs

Pg 63, paragraphs 5 regarding R3-5 sign

Pg 99 Paragraph 5 regarding R12-5

Pg 126 Paragraph 6 regarding W4-2

Pg 133 Paragraph 4 regarding W2-8

In addition, there are other occurrences of “symbol sign” that look like they should be retained based on the context as follows:

Pg 74 Paragraph 6 regarding R4-7 & R4-8 signs 

Pg 77 Paragraph 9 regarding R5-2 sign

Pg 91 Paragraph 18 regarding R3-8 sign

Pg 92 Paragraph 3 regarding R9-4

Pg 92 Paragraph 5 regarding R9-3
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Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence 

Sponsoring Organization: ITE

Name of Responder: Ronnie Bell 

Recommendation Number: RW Signs No. 10 - Large Animal, Snowmobile and Horse Drawn Vehicle Signs
Reasons for _X_ Partial or __ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

I did not see any proposed additions or deletion in the recommendation.  I don’t know if the version of the file I had was incomplete or if the intent is to make the revisions at the meeting.  I am OK with the concept however.
