NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

Sponsor Response Form

Sponsoring Organization: League of American Bicyclists
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 Number
	Concur
	Concur in Part
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	RW Signs No.1
	5
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	RW Signs No.2
	5
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	RW Signs No.3
	5
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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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder ___Dwight Kingsbury___________________________________

Recommendation Number ___RW Signs #1_

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

Line92: “…2A-5 a and b”—simply listing the figure number, “2A-5”, is sufficient, here and throughout the proposal. In listing figures, the Manual does not ordinarily list the component drawings of a figure.

97-98: (” on an intersection approaches are illustrated in Figures 2A-4 and 2A-5a and b “

169: “If used, Aan Advance Intersection Lane Control sign should be placed…”

The omission of the “If used” clause may create a perceived inconsistency with the 2B.22 P01 Option statement, insofar as it can be read as making the Option superfluous. The Option allows the use of the signs; the revised Guidance wording unconditionally recommends the placement of the sign. If the intent was to preserve the current meaning that if the sign is used, it should be placed as described, then wording should be kept to clarify this. The “If used” clause could be kept, or the wording could be changed to something like “An Advance Intersection Lane Control sign should be placed at an adequate distance in advance of the intersection for which it is used…”

Figure 2A-5: the ***** notes say to see section 2A.11 for sign spacing distances based on speed. The current 2A.11 says nothing about spacing distances; presumably they refer to a proposed amendment of 2A.11? 

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder: John Ciccarelli

Recommendation Number: RW02 NEW Plaque

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

I concur with the change from Standard to Guidance, but feel that the Guidance statement should capture the gist of the “resort areas” example in the DISCUSSION.  I suggest something like:

Guidance 

04 The NEW plaque should be removed no later than 6 months after the regulation has been in effect, except if seasonal or other time-related considerations apply.

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder: John Ciccarelli

Recommendation Number: RW03-SchoolXing

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

I concur but wonder whether “YIELD controlled approach” is considered to include the approach to a modern roundabout (all of whose approaches are YIELD controlled).  At a modern roundabout the crosswalk is placed one or more car-lengths before the Yield line so the driver entering the intersection has already resolved any conflicts with crossing pedestrians.  I can’t think of a reason to prohibit the use of the School Crossing assembly at a roundabout crosswalk, but want to make sure RWSTC has thought it through with respect to “YIELD control”.  

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder: John Ciccarelli

Recommendation Number: RW04

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

It seems to me that Standard clause 04 (regarding use in the central island of a roundabout), which proposal RW04 seeks to strike, is too specific, yet speaks to a missing Standard statement about this sign – namely that it shall only be used where approaching traffic can turn left or right, i.e. where such traffic has Two Directions to choose from.  Stating the restriction that way would cover the roundabout entry case.  I suggest striking rounabout-specific clause 04 but adding a Standard clause (also 04?) to permit the sign’s use only where traffic may legally proceed in either direction.

While researching the relevant MUTCD sections I was struck by how the 1A.13 definition of Intersection (“94. Intersection…”) does not clearly include roundabouts, or more generally what I call “center-island” intersections (which includes neighborhood traffic circles).  Only 1A.13 94. (a) seems to apply: “…, or the area within which vehicles traveling on different highways that join at any other angle might come into conflict.”  It seems to me that 1A.13 / 94. Intersection needs to more clearly incorporate “center-island intersections”, including roundabouts. 

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder____Alan Wachtel________________________________________

Recommendation Number___RW Signs No. 5_____________

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

No explanation is given for the change in color coding of parking time limits. 

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder: Richard C. Moeur, PE
Recommendation Number: RW Signs #6
Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

The presentation of this proposal is confusing, in that it is still unclear (unless you're a RWSTC member who has memorized the 2009 MUTCD comments) as to exactly what is being recommended here. Recommend tabling, rewriting, and resubmitting to Sponsors a revised proposal that states clearly what is in the current 2009 MUTCD, any recommended changes, and the justifications for the changes.

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder ___Dwight Kingsbury___________________________________

Recommendation Number __RW Signs #7____

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

Line 144—reference to paragraph “(04)” is confusing, as this amended paragraph would say nothing at all about “proper times and locations” for use of the sign (except at downstream end where a new speed limit applies). Presumably the intended reference is to the proposed new Guidance paragraph that was carved out of the P04 Standard and previously approved by Council, which this (?) proposal proposes (in blue “Note”) to place between P05 and P06, rather than immediately above P06.

Presumably the new Guidance paragraph is placed where Council approved its placement, above P05. This is the logical place to keep it. This is where it now resides, in its current form as a “shall” statement. PP 03-04 discuss placement of Speed Limit signs at upstream and downstream ends of a section where a given speed limit applies, and the new Guidance discusses placement of “additional” SL signs, presumably within such a section.

P05 Standard discusses the posting of “Speed Limit signs indicating the statutory speed limits at state entrances…” If the new Guidance were placed after P05, with no change in the proposed wording, it might conceivably be interpreted as referring to placement (only) of additional signs to indicate statutory speed limits. It applies more generally, and logically follows PP 03-04.  

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder: Richard C. Moeur, PE
Recommendation Number: RW Signs #7
Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

The presentation of Section 2B.13 in the proposal isn't fully consistent with MUTCD formatting - Guidance is shown in bold, etc.

The revised Standard Paragraph 04 deals only with changes in speed limits, not repeating or confirming existing limits. If revised Paragraph 18 does intend only to refer to that condition, I'm OK with it, but it doesn't seem to agree with some of the material in the discussion.

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder: Richard C. Moeur, PE
Recommendation Number: RW Signs #10
Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

OK... what size is proposed?

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder__Chuck Smith___________________________________

Recommendation Number__Markings #1______________

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

Will deleting lane separators and raised islands from the MUTCD discourage their use where they are appropriate?

Chuck Smith 

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder ___Dwight Kingsbury___________________________________

Recommendation Number __Markings #2_____

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

Line53 (in P13)—delete the word “either”. With the addition of item (C), “either” becomes misleading. An “if…either” condition is commonly understood as an “exclusive or” condition, i.e., if one and only one of the following conditions applies, whereas the intent here is that the recommendation is applicable under any of conditions A-C, including any (possible) combination of the conditions. 

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder ___Dwight Kingsbury___________________________________

Recommendation Number __Signals #1______

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

Line84 (item B)—delete “all”. Recommending in Guidance that something be used in “all” situations with conditions as described implies that in no such situation could an exception ever be justifiable. If that is indeed the case, the Guidance should be reformulated as a Standard. Otherwise, “all” is redundant.  

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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder ___Dwight Kingsbury___________________________________

Recommendation Number __Signals #2______

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

This proposal needs substantial revision.

Lines96-97: “…for Approaches from which All Vehicles Must Depart by Turning Onto the Intersecting Roadway”—why not simply “…for Approaches with no Through Movements”? If this section title is kept, “…the Intersecting Roadway” should be changed to “…an Intersecting Roadway”, as no intersecting roadway has previously been introduced.
101: “…or where the opposite approach…”—no opposite approach may be present. ( “…or where an opposite approach…”

103-104: “Where the opposing roadway is one-way…”—no opposite approach may be present.    (”Where an opposite one-way approach is present…” or “Where a one-way approach is opposite…”

106-109: “On higher speed approaches …”--Omit this paragraph. This background information supports (an element of) the proposal, but would be superfluous and inappropriate in the Manual. Support statements provide supplemental information to explain conditions, references and practices that might not be familiar to some Manual users, not to assure them that recommended practices have indeed been tested or used. Any device application recommended by the MUTCD can be assumed to have been demonstrated to perform reasonably adequately in actual use (or, at least, in some very similar context).

113-114: “Sections 4D.17 through 4D.24 provide a resource for acceptable…”— Omit. Lines 161-163 say, more clearly, everything that needs to be said about sections 4D-17 through 4D.24. This Support statement could snatch confusion from the jaws of clarity.  
115: “Figure 4D-20 illustrates…”—Manual users are likely to overlook this statement in this location. It would more appropriately be placed just below the second Standard (the one that ends on line 193). 

118-119: “For an approach from which all arriving vehicles must turn onto the intersecting roadway where a shared left-turn/right-turn lane exists”—the shared turn lane is on the approach, not on the intersecting roadway.  ( ” For an approach from which all arriving vehicles must turn onto an intersecting roadway and that includes a shared left-turn/right-turn lane” (also, make corresponding change in lines 129-130).

120: “The left turn movement and right turn movement, if signalized”—according to item 2, the LT movement must be signalized; only the signalization of the RT movement is optional. Item 2 would more logically be presented as item 1, and item 1 as item 2. Then clarify the meaning of this item with some wording like “If the right-turn movement is signalized, then its indications must start and terminate simultaneously with the indications for the left turn movement.” 

(Note that the Manual always hyphenates “left-turn” and “right-turn” when these terms are used as adjectives.)

122-128—use of a STOP sign to control the RT movement, as described in this paragraph, is prohibited under 4D.34 P07, as the LT movement is controlled by a signal. The intended meaning of the entire paragraph is muddled. It evidently assumes a multilane approach, but nowhere is this assumption spelled out. Draft wording implies that the same shared lane, or the entire multilane approach, might be controlled simultaneously by signals and a sign. A YIELD sign may be used to control a RT movement at a signalized intersection only if a separate RT lane is provided for that movement and it is separated from any other lanes on the approach by an island (2B.09 P01).

136-137: “When approach lanes provide equal compliance with or exceed the requirements of Table 4D-2…”—Table 4D-2 does not present requirements; the distances it tabulates are recommended values (4D.12 P04). As worded, the intent of the condition is unclear. As the second (“exceed”) condition would apparently be satisfied (assuming that “approach lanes” means “all approach lanes”) if the sight distance in each lane exceeded the minimum recommended value by at least 1 ft, what meaningful difference could it ever make if sight distances in all lanes were in equal compliance, unless “equal compliance” is intended to include equal but unsatisfactory compliance? (Consequently, I assume that was the intent.) If some approach lanes provided sight distances that exceeded the recommended minimums, but one approach lane did not, might that situation be interpreted as satisfying this condition? Was it indeed the intent that sight distances exceed table values to satisfy the second condition; wouldn’t simply meeting them be sufficient? (4D.12 P04 does not recommend that sight distances exceed the tabulated values, only that they be “at least” as much.)

  ( “If the sight distance of signal faces in each approach lane is at least the minimum recommended distance listed for the approach speed in Table 4D-2, or if not but the sight distances of signal faces in all approach lanes are equal, …” 

137: “either subparagraph a or b shall be applied”—Manual does not use “subparagraph” to refer to an item or items. ( “either item a or item b shall be applied”

145-146—see comment re lines 122-128.

149-150: “…do not provide equal compliance…”—see comment re lines 136-137.  (“ If the sight distance of signal faces in any approach lane is not at least the minimum recommended distance listed for the approach speed in Table 4D-2, and if the sight distances of signal faces in all approach lanes are not equal,…”

152-153: “Additional traffic control devices shall be applied as necessary to compensate for the deficiency.”—inappropriate to state an instruction the interpretation of which must rely so heavily on engineering judgment as a “shall” statement (with just what additional TCDs could the deficiency be considered to be compensated “as necessary”?). Reword as a “should” statement and present at this point as Guidance.
157-158: use of signs to control RT movement—see comment re lines 122-129

164: “When no approach lane complies with or…” ( ”If in all approach lanes the sight distance of signal faces is less than the minimum recommended distance listed for the approach speed in Table 4D-2…”

171-192—as all three items A-C in this Standard apply to, and only to, “an approach from which all arriving vehicles must turn onto the intersecting roadway”, it would be simpler and more effective to remove this text from the individual items and introduce the Standard with the statement:

( “For any signal face provided for a movement from an approach from which all vehicles must turn onto an intersecting roadway, the following restrictions shall apply:”  

(In suggested rewordings presented below, “the signal face” refers to “any signal face”, as introduced in this sentence.)

171-172: “all traffic signal faces shall exhibit one of the following indications to indicate the proceed interval”—this could be interpreted as requiring that, of the listed indications, a single one is to be exhibited exclusively by all signal faces to indicate a “proceed” interval. Reference to “the proceed interval” in the singular is misleading (intervals when approach traffic may turn left or right don’t necessarily coincide in all cases) and use of “proceed” to refer to such intervals might give rise to selective misinterpretation; the Manual currently refers to “green interval” but has no general term to refer to all time when vehicular traffic facing a signal or signals is permitted (conditionally) to proceed or turn. As described in 4D.04, the meanings of the listed signal indications are hedged with qualifications, and the description of flashing yellow arrow never uses the verb “proceed”. 

( “An indication other than one of the following shall not be exhibited by the signal face to indicate that vehicular traffic is permitted to turn, subject to any yielding requirements associated with the displayed indication:”

173-180—list only the names of the signal indications. The supplemental informational summaries about permission or non-permission of conflict provides reminders that do not belong in a Standard (meanings of indications are already defined in 4D.04). It could be presented in a Support statement like the Support statement in 4D.17 P02, preceding or following this Standard.

179: “Circular Green” ( “CIRCULAR GREEN”

182-184: “all traffic signal faces shall exhibit a Circular Red or Red Arrow to indicate the stop interval and, if used, the clearance interval, and a Circular Yellow or Yellow Arrow to indicate the change interval”—see comment re 171-172. MUTCD uses “red interval” but not “stop interval”; the latter term is ambiguous as a flashing RED ARROW also indicates a stop requirement. ( “The signal face shall exhibit a steady CIRCULAR RED or steady RED ARROW indication to indicate a steady red interval and, if used, a red clearance interval, and a steady CIRCULAR YELLOW or steady YELLOW ARROW to indicate the change interval.””

189-192: “opposing roadway”—a roadway can carry an opposing approach, but cannot of itself “oppose” another approach; the Manual does not use this term. (”2.
an opposite approach is present on an exit ramp…”; “3.
an opposite approach is present on a one-way roadway that…”

201-203: (“may include a CIRCULAR RED section that displays continuously in steady mode (stop-and-go) operation”

204-207: I think this means (“Another signal face that controls a lane that requires traffic to turn in a single direction, either to the right or to the left,  may have a CIRCULAR RED section that displays continuously in steady mode (stop-and-go) operation, or a RED ARROW section that displays only when no other arrow indication is displayed on that face.”

208-212—Reference to possible use of continuous CIRCULAR RED to achieve “full compliance” with 4D.12 is confusing, as 4D.12 makes no reference to such a display and gives no indication that any such display could constitute “full compliance” with 4D.12. For that matter, what minimum but nevertheless “full” compliance with 4D.12 might be is not clear. Also, if a physical barrier prevents continuing travel, it will always be the case that no continuing roadway (open to travel) is present whereas, if no continuing roadway is present, there may or may not be a physical barrier. Consequently it seems superfluous to list a physical barrier as a second condition that might prevent through travel. Consider simplifying as follows:

(”When an engineering study of an intersection approach for which no roadway open to travel continues beyond the intersection determines that the minimum sight distances recommended by 4D.12 cannot be achieved and that continuous display of a CIRCULAR RED indication would therefore be advisable, a CIRCULAR RED indication may be continuously displayed.” 
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: League of American Bicyclists

Name of Responder: Richard C. Moeur, PE
Recommendation Number: Signal #2
Reasons for Partial or Non-Concurrence (attach sheet if necessary):

Implementing these new Standards at existing intersections will impose a significant burden on agencies, both in retrofitting existing intersections and in dealing with potential litigation at unretrofitted locations. Note that many traffic control situations that seem "dangerous" exhibit a relatively low crash rate in actual practice (because drivers change behavior due to the perceived risk). Are there crash studies, data, or reports that justify or corroborate the imposition of this new Standard?

