NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

Individual Response Form
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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.

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.
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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: Jim Ellison
Recommendation Number: RW Signs No. 3
Reasons for __ Partial or _x_ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):
The use of a School Crossing assembly on an approach controlled by a Yield sign does not appear to be a common practice, and in my opinion, should not be encouraged.
My suggestion is to change the “shall” to a “should,” such as:  The School Crossing assembly should not be installed on an approach controlled by a YIELD sign.  In this manner, a School Crossing sign could be installed if supported by an engineering study; one would hope that such an engineering study would also consider whether to change the Yield sign to a Stop sign, based on student crossing safety concerns, rather than just installing a School Crossing assembly in conjunction with a Yield sign.
Also, similar language should be considered for the use of a Pedestrian Crossing sign on approaches controlled by Yield signs.

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: Jim Ellison
Recommendation Number: RW Signs No.6
Reasons for _x_ Partial or __ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

In the absence of a description of supporting rationale for increasing the size of the ALL-WAY plaque (R1-3P), it’s difficult to understand why the long-standing use of an 18-inch x 6-inch size is no longer adequate for use on single lane approaches.   The sign is viewed by a driver in a stopped condition from the lane adjacent to the Stop sign.   Seems like the current size should be retained, and if an agency so desires, it can use the larger 24x9 size as an option.
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: Jim Ellison
Recommendation Number: Signals No. 1
Reasons for _x_ Partial or __ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

The reference to "posted" approach speeds should be clarified; I would assume that the intent is to refer to the speed limit, not an advisory “posted” speed.   I would think the term, “Speed Limit,” should be added, or it could simply replace the term, “posted.”
Also, by using the term, “...Approaches with posted or 85th-percentile approach speeds...,”  it will likely once again bring up a concern or at least a request for interpretation about whether a speed study is required to determine just what the 85th percentile speed is, or whether either speed that is being referenced can be used.   Realizing that this reference to various speeds (and the questions that result) appears elsewhere in many other parts of the Manual, it seems like there should be a uniform way of addressing the issue (perhaps refer to the Edit Committee, to address in Part 1?).
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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: Jim Ellison
Recommendation Number: Signals No. 2
Reasons for _x_ Partial or __ Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

Having been involved as a local agency traffic engineer in upgrading signal indications at tee intersections to comply with the language currently in the Manual, the subsequent operational experiences indicated that use of green, yellow, and red circular indications did not constitute a safety concern when accompanied by advance lane use control signs, right and left turn arrow pavement markings, a two-direction Large Arrow sign, and street lighting.   I would support prohibiting the use of circular indications for 40 mph (speed limit) approaches, but the language seems too strong for 35 mph speed limits.   The speed should be changed to 40 mph (speed limit) in the Standard portion which prohibits circular indications for tee intersections.
Also, it seems like one of the other conditions in which the use of circular indications is prohibited, for an opposing one-way roadway with a 35 mph speed limit, constitutes a much greater potential safety concern than the 35 mph condition (C1) on the stem of a tee intersection, i.e., the potential for a head-on collision.   It would seem like having a lower threshold speed, or no threshold speed limit at all, would be more appropriate for condition C3, where there is an opposing roadway.

