
 

AGENDA 
CALIFORNIA TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES COMMITTEE (CTCDC) 

September 2, 2010 Meeting (Start Time 9 a.m.) 

220 South Daisy Avenue, Building A 
City of Santa Ana, CA 92703 

 

Organization Items 
      

1 Introduction   

2 Approval of Minutes (April 15, 2010 Meetings)  

3 Public Comments          

At this time, members of the public may comment on any item not appearing on the agenda.  Matters 

presented under this item cannot be discussed or acted upon by the Committee at this time.  For 

items appearing on the agenda, the public is invited to make comments at the time the item is 

considered by the Committee.  Any person addressing the Committee will be limited to a maximum 

of five (5) minutes so that all interested parties have an opportunity to speak. When addressing 

Committee, please state your name, address, and business or organization you are representing for 

the record. 

 

Agenda Items 

 

4 Public Hearing           
Prior to adopting rules and regulations prescribing uniform standards and specifications for all 

official traffic control devices placed pursuant to Section 21400 of the California Vehicle Code 

(CVC), the Department of Transportation is required to consult with local agencies and hold public 

hearings.                    

   Page #s 

 10-08 Proposal to Amend CA MUTCD Section 2D.19      (Introduction) 

  Business Auxiliary Sign (M-3) (Requested by San Bernardino County) (Babico)   6-9 

 

10-09 Proposal to adopt a double wide solid or double wide broken white lane (Introduction) 

marking for HOV lanes in California and to revise CA MUTCD  (Henley)  10-21 

Section 3B.23 and add new Figure 3B-26(CA) (Requested by Caltrans) 

   

  07-7  Experimentation by Implementation of Two New School Site    (Continued) 

   Loading Signs (Experiment was Requested by San Francisco)   (Banks)    22-22 

 

5 Request for Experimentation 

  

 10-10 Request for Permission to Experiment with modified SPEED HUMP  (Introduction)     

(W17-1) Signs (Requested by the City of Stockton)     (Knowles) 23-30   

   
6 Information Items    

 
 10-11 Status of speed limit procedures changes in July 2009     (Introduction) 

                  (Henley)   31-31 

 

 10-7  National MUTCD 2009           (Continued)  

   The following dates are scheduled to hold CTCDC Technical   (Henley)  32-32

   Workshops to review National MUTCD for the adoption in CA 
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WORKSHOP #3:  August 31 & September 1, 2010 (Santa Ana) - Parts 3 (Markings) &                               

6 (TTC Work Zones) 

WORKSHOP #4:  October 19-20, 2010 (Sacramento) - Parts 4 (Traffic Signals) &                     

8 (Railroad Xing) 
 

 Information on CA MUTCD  

 
A List of Signs is shown on page 32 that were included in to the revised CA MUTCD 

2010. 

The CA MUTCD 2010 has been posted on the following website: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/mutcdsupp/index.htm 

  

08-18 Proposal to adopt “NO IDLING COMMERCIAL VEHICLES & SCHOOL BUSES” Sign

   Status: The policy has been approved and posted on the following website: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/signdel/policy.htm 

This item will be removed from the future agenda’s. 

         

06-5  Clear The Way Signage (Drive Damaged Vehicle to Shoulder)      

Status: The Committee suggested either use the National MUTCD 2009 sign or ask 

approval from the FHWA for the symbol sign which was used during the experimentation. 

A letter was sent to the FHWA on April 29, 2010, requesting change to MUTCD for an 

additional device to be added to the list of standard devices (Section 2B.65 FENDER 

BENDER Sign R16-4).  On June 9, 2010, FHWA denied Caltrans request for the use of 

symbol sign, however, they encouraged collecting more data on human factor research for 

their further considerations. Caltrans has decided not to pursue further study. 

 

Note: The CTCDC closed this Item during the April 15, 2010 meeting.  This item will 

be removed from the future agenda’s. 

 

10-2  Proposal to amend existing typical applications and adopt new TA’s for accommodating 

bicyclists in TTC zones and to Revise CA MUTCD Sections 6D.101(CA) and 6G.05 and 

added a new Table 6H-1(CA). 

Status: The policy will be issued in two to four weeks.  This item will be removed from 

the future agenda’s. 

 

7 Next Meeting     

 

8 Adjourn 
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ITEM UNDER EXPERIMENTATION 

    

06-2  Experiment with Colored Bike Lane          (Wong) 

  (Proposed by the City of San Francisco)         

Status:  Experiment with Colored Bike Lane: The fist test location and material was 

installed in May 2010.  Data collection is continuing.  The next two locations have been 

identified, before data collection is occurring, and the variable is scheduled to be installed by 

the end of September.  All data collection and a subsequent analysis will now be performed by 

the City. 

 

The revised schedule is as follows: 

Winter 2009/2010 - Investigate Materials Spring 2010 thru Spring 2011 - Collect Before Data 

Spring 2010 thru Spring 2011 - Install Variable at Test Locations Spring/Summer 2011 - 

Collect After Data Fall/Winter 2011 - Analyze Data and Prepare Final Report 

 

07-7  Experimentation by Implementation of Two New School Site Loading Signs   (Wong) 

Status - We have completed evaluating all post-installation study zones. Our findings show 

that the signs were not very effective in changing the behavior of drivers in the loading zones.  

At 6 of the 9 schools (15 zones in all), little change in driver behavior was observed and in most 

cases, actually got worse. Two of the 3 other schools showed improvement in numbers, but the 

sample size was so small (2-3 vehicles) that it was not considered significant. The big 

improvement at the last school was more likely due to the installation of a new passenger zone 

rather than the new sign. Overall, we did not see any improvement with these new school site 

loading signs. 

 
This experimentation is completed. Is there anything more that the City must do to conclude the 

experiment with CTCDC? 

 

07-19 Wildlife Corridor Signage            (Babico) 

  (Proposed by the County of San Bernardino) 

  Status: In the process to Request approval from the FHWA 

 

08-7   Request for Experimentation with new Warning Sign for Bicyclists    (Wong) 

  (Proposed by the City/Co of San Francisco)      

Status: No change since their last report.  The City and County of San Francisco would like to 

bring this experiment to a close and therefore will analyze collision data collected before and 

after the installation of this experimental warning sign and submit the results to the Committee 

within the next 12 months for its evaluation. 

    

08-20 Request to Experimentation with Flashing Yellow Arrow for Permissive   (Mansourian) 

 Right Turn Movement 

  Status: See under “Status Report – Ongoing Experiments” on the following website: 

  http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/newtech/index.htm 

 

08-21  Proposal to Experiment with Regulatory Sign “BIKES IN LANE” with     (Henley)      

Bicycle Symbol (Originally submitted as “Bike May Use Full Lane”)  

Status: Caltrans District 5 still looking for funding for the human factors study.  The signs have 

been well received and there are no negative issues to report at this time.  State collision data is 

not yet available, however, collision data obtained from the City of Santa Cruz up to 09/01/09,  

shows that there have been 3 bike related collisions since the signs went up, 5 in the year 

previous, and 7 in the year prior to that.   

09-9  Request to Experiment with Steady Red Stop Line Light        

   (Requested by the City of Los Angeles)         (Fisher)  
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Status:

 

 
 

 

 

09-13 Experiment Request for the USAGE OF “HOV” IN LIEU OF     

“CARPOOL” Signage Related to the Los Angeles EXPRESS LANES    (Henley)  

 Status: The project is in planning stage 
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09-14 Experiment request for the Usage of “TRANSIT LANE” in lieu of     (Henley) 

  “CARPOOL” Signage  

 Status: The project is in planning stage 

 

09-21 Request for Permission to Experiment with Separated/Protected Bikeway   (Fisher) 

   on the Left Side of Two One-Way Streets in the City of Long Beach (Rte 9-112E) 

  Status: See under “Status Report – Ongoing Experiments” on the following website: 

  http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/newtech/index.htm 

 

Pending Items for Caltrans Action 

07-1  Proposal to revise the sizes for the Supplemental School Plaques (S4-3, W16-7p and W16-9p)  

Status: No update was received. 
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10-08 Proposal to Amend CA MUTCD Section 2D.19 Business Auxiliary Sign (M-3) 

 

Recommendation:  San Bernardino County recommends adoption for of the Section 2D.19 as shown 

in the proposal. 

 

Requesting Agency: San Bernardino County 

 

Sponsor:  Jacob Babico, CTCDC member representing Southern counties. 

 

Background:  This is a request to add to the CTCDC agenda meeting of September 2010. 

 The Wrightwood community and the Chamber of Commerce of the Wrightwood Community are 

requesting to designate segment of State Route 2 (SR-2) as a Business District Route.  In order to allow 

that, Section 2D.19 needs to be changed to the following” 

  

Proposal: 

 

Section 2D.19 Business Auxiliary Sign (M-3) 
 

Option: 

The Business (M4-3) auxiliary sign (see Figure 2D-4) may be used to designate an alternate route 

that branches from a numbered route, passes through the business portion of a City or unincorporated 

area, and rejoins the numbered route beyond that are.  
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Attachments: 
 

The Wrightwood Chamber of Commerce would like to have “Route 2 BUSINESS” G76(CA) sign as 

shown in Figure 2D-4 (CA) on page 2D-54 be placed on SR-2 .  

 

 

 
 

 

Note: This subject was discussed with Johnny Bhullar in Year 2007. 
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10-09 Proposal to adopt a double wide solid or double wide broken white lane marking for HOV 

lanes in California and to revise CA MUTCD Section 3B.23 and add new Figure 3B-26(CA). 

 

Recommendation:   Adopt the double lane line (consisting of two wide white lines) to designate HOV or 

Express lanes.  Two solid wide white lines would be used in areas where access is restricted, and two 

broken wide white lines would be used in areas where crossing is allowed. 

 

Agency Making Request/Sponsor:  Caltrans 

 

SUMMARY (Executive Summary):   
 

A.  This proposal is motivated by four distinct actions: 

 
1. Anticipation of the adoption of the 2009 Federal MUTCD which established new standards for 

Preferential Lanes. 

2. Addition of Express Lanes (i.e. special use lanes reserved for HOV and toll-paying single 

occupant vehicles), 

3. The evolution of the Department’s operational policy & practices that supports and even 

encourages the employment of unlimited/continuous access operation for HOV lanes  

4. Implementation of the Action Plan for Challenge Area 5 of the California Strategic Safety Plan   

 

B. The most significant changes and benefits that will be produced by this proposal include: 

 
1.    The elimination of yellow stripes from the current standard practice for limited access HOV 

 operation.   The current practice (featuring 2 or 4 parallel solid yellow lines) functions as “barrier 

 striping” which prohibits lane changing between the HOV and adjacent General Purpose lane.   

 

 The 2009 Federal MUTCD establishes a detail with 2 (or 4) parallel solid wide white stripes 

        to serve the same function.  

 

2.     Adoption of the Federal MUTCD’s double-broken wide white striping configuration as the 

new  standard to delineate the lane line between unlimited / continuous access Preferential Lanes and 

the adjacent General Purpose lanes.   

 

  The new standard will replace the current striping detail (either an 8” or 4” broken white lane 

 line) that is employed to indicate that lane changing is permitted.   

 

C.    The primary reasons and justification for the proposed striping standards include: 
 

1.     Uniformity of the striping detail for Preferential Lanes employed throughout the state will be 

greatly improved today, at least a dozen variations of the striping pattern (i.e. the number, 

width, and spacing between stripes) exist on southern California freeways alone.   

 

2. A unique and substantially more conspicuous lane line detail will improve driver recognition of 

lanes with special use conditions or requirements.  This will simplify driver decision-making, and 

thereby improve driver performance in freeway corridors which undeniably have the most 

complex infrastructure and operating conditions in the state (if not the nation).  Note:  This is 

reflected in the SHSP Challenge Area 5 collision trends that will be further discussed in the 

Background section below.  

 

On many metropolitan area freeways (especially in southern California) the sheer width, condition, 

pavement color (PCC), and location of longitudinal paving joints collectively diminish  the visibility 

of striping – especially under challenging environmental conditions (wet weather, darkness and 



CTCDC AGENDA September 2, 2010 Page 11 of 32 

 
headlight glare).  Wider striping, and the value added by contrast treatment along the  length of the 

broken stripes will increase the driver’s ability to see, recognize and comprehend the  edge lines 

and lane lines.  

 

The evolution of a unique striping detail for freeway auxiliary lanes (all or most of which terminate 

within a mile) has proven to be valuable in reducing the number of unnecessary lane changes in high-

speed and density locations that are subject to unstable flow.  

 

3. A reduction in collision frequency, conservatively estimated to range between 5% and 10%, is 

expected.   In fact, one recent safety research study performed to evaluate enhanced striping (i.e. 

wider stripes) along urban freeway corridors produced a Collision Reduction Factor of 56%.   

 

NOTE:  Secondary reasons which support the proposal include the incremental but potentially 

positive impact on violation rates due to the unique and significantly more conspicuous appearance of 

the double-broken wide white striping configuration.  This potential benefit will be presented in the 

DISCUSSION section (see below).  

 
D.    Concerns expressed by partners and stakeholders focus primarily on the impact that the wider 

striping detail for unlimited / continuous access operation will have on: 

 

• Motorcyclists, especially those who choose to “lane split” – the name used to describe 

passing by motorcyclists between stopped or slow moving vehicles in adjacent lanes – 

when the pavement and marking material is wet.  

• Drivers of passenger vehicles (especially larger PC’s)  

o they may be confused by a striping detail (double-broken wide white) that has 

not been used or even tested on California’s freeways  

o the wider striping detail may produce a perception of a narrow lane, which can 

cause severe breaking or an unexpected response  

• the cost to place and maintain pavement markings  

 
 Responses to these concerns are presented in the DISCUSSION section (see below).   

 

 

BACKGROUND:  

 

A. Over the past 10 years, collision data trend analysis, before-after evaluation of site-specific safety 

improvements, and formal safety research studies – all performed in support of SHSP CA5 and it’s 

predecessors – have produced findings that establish a strong relationship between: 

 

• Severe collision concentrations and the complexity of freeway infrastructure and 

operating conditions 

• Enhancements to traffic control devices (e.g. signing, striping, flashing beacons, etc.) and 

a significant reduction in collision frequency 

 

Challenge Area 5 is primarily concerned with the severe collision trend related to lane changing on 

high-speed, multi-lane highways - especially freeway corridors or segments in metropolitan areas 

with: 

• recurrent mainline congestion  

• unstable flow, which is usually accompanied by: 

o substantial speed differential among adjacent mainline lanes  

o abrupt lane changing as drivers attempt to leave or enter lanes with stopped or 

slow-moving traffic 
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o relatively high speeds and density in which merging, diverging, and weaving can 

be the initial source of unstable flow  

 

    The source of the above undesirable operating conditions includes:  

 

• exit ramps with queuing that extends to or onto the outside mainline lane  

• right lane overloads due to relatively high-volume entrance and exit ramps during  peak 

period merge and diverge operations when mainline is at or near capacity  

• deficient weaving sections  

o between successive entrance and exit ramps 

o along the ingress-egress opening of a limited access Preferential lane 

o two-sided weaving between the ingress-egress opening of a limited access 

Preferential lane and the conventional right-side access point 

 

B. Repeated requests for greater flexibility in HOV lane operating practices by Orange County 

transportation officials in late 2005 shifted the focus of a formal safety research study on HOV lane 

performance deficiencies.   The research findings formed the basis of the current, more flexible HOV 

lane operational policy, and pending revisions to the technical content of the Department’s HOV 

Guidelines.  These changes will support and even encourage the employment of unlimited / 

continuous access operation for Preferential Lanes.   

 

       Various research and site-specific engineering safety studies have confirmed that driver 

       performance and decision-making is enhanced when drivers are provided with more and/or 

       clearer information, especially positive guidance in high-speed, complex highway  

       environments.  And, since driver’s make fewer errors when they are better informed,  

       safety performance is generally improved when enhanced signing, striping, lighting, etc.  

       is provided, especially in complex driving environments.  

  

C.    The Orange County Transportation Authority, in cooperation with Caltrans District 12, recently 

        prepared and has begun to implement a county-wide plan to convert all HOV lanes from limited 

        access operation to unlimited / continuous access operation via a combination of freeway  

        improvement projects (ranging from pavement rehabilitation to stand-alone conversion projects).   

 

D.    The attached proposal was generated by the SHSP Challenge Area 5 team, and has been discussed 

        with various internal and external partners and stakeholders, including:   

 

• the Caltrans District HOV Coordinators 

• the Caltrans HOV GUIDELINES Update Committee (which includes representatives 

         from the FHWA California Division Office and the CHP), and  

• the Caltrans District 12-led technical committee formed to develop project-level technical 

guidance to support the Orange County implementation plan (which includes representative 

from the local CHP Office and FHWA Division Field Office).   

• Informal presentation and dialogue at June CTCDC Workshop in Costa Mesa  
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DISCUSSION:  

 

A. Pros:   Value & User Benefits  

 

The 2009 Federal MUTCD presents an opportunity to substantially improve the uniformity of 

Preferential Lanes, and to mitigate for the increasing complexity that southern California have and 

continue to experience as Preferential Lane requirements evolve and change in real-time, especially 

on southern California freeways that already experience severe collision concentrations unlike most 

others in the state.  

 

This proposal will provide a higher degree of uniformity than that which would be produced if 

California adopted the 2009 Federal MUTCD without the proposed modifications.   Greater 

uniformity would be produced by selecting specific striping options as the new standards, instead of 

adopting all standard details, such as the single wide white stripe.   

 

Further, the proposal would establish one design or arrangement of stripes (colors and widths) that 

could be applied to retrofit situations as well as newly proposed  Preferential Lanes throughout the 

entire state.   Of course, the one design would have two basic variations: 

 

i. SOLID striping where lane changing is prohibited 

ii. BROKEN striping where lane changing is permitted 

 

Compliance with the new standards will require a substantial planning and retrofit effort to convert 

the existing striping configuration employed along limited access operation (which OCTA and 

Caltrans are undertaking for all of Orange County, with the exception of the 91 Express Lanes).   This 

entails the removal of lengthy segments of the existing “barrier striping” configuration (multiple solid 

yellow and white stripes), and placement of  the new standard detail for Preferential Lane barrier 

striping, which is shown in Exhibit A.2.a (two parallel solid wide white stripes with a black stripe 

between the two white stripes).    

 

For limited access Preferential Lane ingress-egress openings, and for Preferential Lane facilities on 

which unlimited / continuous access operation is employed, it is proposed to adopt the striping detail 

shown in Exhibit A.2.b (double-broken wide white with black stripe between the two white stripes).   

See Exhibit A.2.c for a depiction of the transition from the barrier-striping configuration where lane 

changing is prohibited to the proposed striping standard detail for segments where lane changing is 

permitted.   If the proposal is adopted,  driver’s will now see two basic striping configurations instead 

of  the three basic configurations now employed (barrier-striping with solid yellow and white stripes;  

single-broken wide white striping; and, the conventional broken white detail employed where part-

time Preferential Lanes are operated. 

 

If this proposal is not adopted, it is likely that at least three basic configurations will continue to be 

employed, and all three could be used in the same region (and possibly the same corridor).   This 

outcome is likely where Preferential Lane corridors in southern California (at least Orange and San 

Bernardino counties) are being converted from limited access to unlimited / continuous access 

operation.  If this proposal is not adopted, then drivers will not see a distinct, conspicuous and 

uniform striping configuration for all Preferential Lanes.    

 
Since the construction and use of Preferential Lanes is expected to continue, expand and evolve, it is 

both logical and valuable to establish a unique, distinct and conspicuous striping detail that drivers 

will automatically recognize without waiting or needing to see the signing that designates Preferential 

Lane status.    The current striping for Preferential Lane ingress-egress openings (see Exhibit A.2.d) is 

clearly not as conspicuous as the Federal MUTCD’s double-broken wide white  
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striping detail.  Also, based on the above-referenced safety research findings related to the use of 

wider lane lines along urban freeway corridors, the SHSP Challenge Area 5 team will recommend the 

use of wider stripes in poorly performing corridors, and this will marginalize the conspicuity of the 

single-broken 8” wide striping detail.  

 

Experimentation on the State Route 22 freeway and shorter freeway segments in Orange County has 

demonstrated that the single-broken wide white detail can be enhanced with reflective markers, but 

this does not enhance the appearance of the striping configuration during daylight hours, and it adds 

significantly to construction and maintenance costs and increases the number of raised markers that 

can affect the operation of motorcycles.  

 

Finally, Exhibit E.2.e provides a standard striping & markings detail for situations which warrant the 

inclusion of special traffic elements to facilitate enforcement activities.  Note:  This schematic 

specifies a 4’ buffer space between the Preferential Lane and adjacent General Purpose lane in which 

channelizers, rumble strips, etc. may be installed to discourage violators.   

 

B. CONS: Response to Partner and Stakeholder Concerns  (Refer to SUMMARY Section “D” 

above)  

 

• RE:  Potential impacts on motorcycle operations and safety   

 

Based on consultations with representatives from the CHP (at meetings in Sacramento and 

Orange County), and representatives from SHSP Challenge Area 12, “Improve Motorcycle 

Safety”: 

 

o The proposal was modified to: 

• Eliminate or minimize the “buffer space” specified in the Federal MUTCD 

• Reduce the width and therefore surface area of pavement that needs to be 

covered with thermoplastic or paint 

 

NOTES:   

 

(1) Safety research has not produced findings to suggest that “lane splitting” is a significant 

source of motorcycle-involved collisions on high-speed, multi-lane highways. In fact, an 

older research study concluded that lane splitting can reduce collision frequency. 

 

(2) Other Federal MUTCD striping standards (e.g. the single solid wide white detail) require as  

        more thermoplastic or paint, and motorcyclists cannot avoid crossing this stripe. 

  

• RE: Confusion and Impact Related to Use of New & Wider Striping Detail  

 

o The Federal MUTCD adopted the double-broken wide white striping detail based upon 

it’s deployment in Georgia, Florida, Virginia and Maryland.  Consultations with 

representatives from at least two of these states (Georgia and Florida) revealed that 

drivers adapted to the new / wider striping detail.   

o Wide striping placed over the center of adjacent lanes does not reduce the physical width 

available for motor vehicle operation. In fact, it may positively impact driver 

performance.  

� However, guidance will be provided for situations in which one or both lanes is 

less than 11 feet.   
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• RE: Higher Construction and Maintenance Costs  

 
o Compared to the current “barrier-striping” detail employed on limited access Preferential 

Lane facilities, the new standard will require less material and fewer placement 

operations   

 

o The proposed striping detail for ingress-egress openings and unlimited / continuous 

access Preferential Lane operation will not require more materials and labor to place and 

maintain. This assumes that the alternative (single-broken wide white) will continue to be  

supplemented with contract treatment (black paint on both sides of the white stripe) and 

twice the number of reflective markers that have been deemed necessary on the 

experimental sections of the 22 freeway and other freeway segments.  

 

C. Enforcement  

  

Although lane changing is permitted along the entire length of the double-broken wide white striping 

detail, Georgia DOT officials indicated that they selected this striping detail (at least in part) because 

it incrementally discourages potential Preferential Lane violators.  Also, see paragraph at the end of 

SUMMARY Section “C.”  

 
Proposal: 

 
The existing California MUTCD policy is shown below with amendments/additions shown in red text. 

 

Section 3B.23 Preferential Lane Longitudinal Markings for Motor Vehicles 

 

Standard: 

Preferential lane longitudinal markings for motor vehicles shall be marked with the 

appropriate word or symbol pavement markings in accordance with Section 3B.22. 

Support: 

Preferential lanes can take many forms depending on the level of usage and the design of the facility. 

They might be physically separated from the other travel lanes by a barrier, median, or painted neutral 

area, or they might be concurrent with other travel lanes and be separated only by longitudinal pavement 

markings. Further, physically separated preferential lanes might operate in the same direction or be 

reversible. 

Option: 

Preferential lanes may be operated either full-time (24 hours per day on all days), for extended 

periods of the day, or part-time (restricted usage during specific hours on specified days). 

Standard: 

The following four items are presented in tabular form in Table 3B-2 3B-2(CA): 
A. Physically separated, nonreversible preferential lane—the longitudinal pavement markings 

for preferential lanes that are physically separated from the other travel lanes by a barrier, 

median, or painted neutral area shall consist of a single normal solid yellow line at the left 

edge of the travel lane(s), a single normal solid white line at the right edge of the travel 

lane(s), and if there are two or more preferential lanes, the preferential travel lanes shall be 

separated with a normal broken white line (see Figure 3B-26a). 

B. Physically separated, reversible preferential lane—the longitudinal pavement markings for 

reversible preferential lanes that are physically separated from the other travel lanes by a 

barrier, median, or painted neutral area shall consist of a single normal solid white line at 

both edges of the travel lane(s), and if there are two or more preferential lanes, the 

preferential travel lanes shall be separated with a normal broken white line (see Figure 3B-

26a). 
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C. Concurrent flow (left side) preferential lane—the longitudinal pavement markings for a full-

time or part-time preferential lane on the left side of the other traveled lanes shall consist of 

a single normal solid yellow line at the left edge of the preferential travel lane(s) and one of 

the following at the right edge of the preferential travel lane(s): 

1. A double solid wide white line where crossing is prohibited (see Figure 3B-26(CA)b). 

2. A single solid wide white line where crossing is discouraged (see Figure 3B-26c). 

3. A single double broken wide white line where crossing is permitted (see Figure 3B-26(CA)d 
)at ingress/egress segments for physically separated full-time preferential lanes. 

4. A single broken 100 mm (4 in) white line where crossing is permitted on preferential lanes that 
operate for only certain periods of the day. In these cases, markings shall conform to the purpose 
the lane serves a majority of the time. 

If there are two or more preferential lanes, the preferential travel lanes shall be separated 

with a normal broken white line. 

D. Concurrent flow (right side) preferential lane—the longitudinal pavement markings for a 

full-time or part-time preferential lane on the right of the other travel lanes shall consist of a 

single normal solid white line at the right edge of the preferential travel lane(s) if warranted 

and one of the following at the left edge of the preferential travel lane(s): 

1. A double solid wide white line where crossing is prohibited (see Figure 3B-26(CA)b). 

2. A single solid wide white line where crossing is discouraged (see Figure 3B-26c). 

3. A single double broken wide white line where crossing is permitted (see Figure 3B-

26(CA)d) at ingress/egress segments for physically separated full-time preferential lanes. 

4. A single double dotted normal wide white line where crossing is permitted for any vehicle 

to perform a right turn maneuver (see Figure 3B-26(CA)e). 

5. A single broken 100 mm (4 in) white line where crossing is permitted on preferential lanes that 
operate for only certain periods of the day. In these cases, markings shall conform to the purpose 
the lane serves a majority of the time. 

If there are two or more preferential lanes, the preferential travel lanes shall be separated with 

a normal broken white line. 
Guidance: 

Option: 
When concurrent flow preferential lanes and other travel lanes are separated by more than 1.2 m (4 ft) 

3.6 m (12 ft) or more, chevron markings should may be placed in the neutral area.  

Guidance: 
If used, the The chevron spacing should be 30 m (100 ft) 60 m (200 ft) or greater. 

Option: 

For full-time or part-time concurrent flow preferential lanes, the spacing or skip pattern of the single 

broken wide white line may be reduced. The width of the single broken wide white line may be increased. 
Support: 

The striping pattern for the lane lines between the HOV lane and the adjacent normal flow lanes will vary 
depending on the condition. See Department of Transportation’s High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Guidelines and 
Ramp Meter Design Manual for the appropriate HOV lane line striping patterns and markings. See Section 1A.11 for 
information regarding these publications. 
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Table 3B-2(CA). Standard Edge Line Lane Markings for Preferential Lanes 

Type of Preferential  
Lane 

Left Edge Line Right Edge Line 

Physically-Separated,  
Non-Reversible 

A Single normal solid  
yellow line 

A Single normal solid  
white line 

Physically-Separated, 
Reversible 

A Single normal solid  
white line 

A Single normal solid  
white line 

 
Concurrent Flow –  
Left Side 

 
A Single normal solid  
yellow line 

 
A single double solid wide white line  
where crossing is discouraged 
prohibited 
(see Figure 3B-26c(CA)) 
 
A single double broken wide white line 
where crossing is permitted 
(see Figure 3B-26d (CA)) for full-time 
and part-time preferential lane 
ingress/egress segments 
 
A single broken 100 mm (4 in) 
white line for part-time preferential 
lanes where crossing is permitted 
 

 
Concurrent Flow –  
Right Side 

 
A single double solid wide white line 
where crossing is discouraged 
prohibited (see Figure 3B-26c (CA)) 
 
A single double broken 100 mm (4 in) 
wide white line for part-time  
preferential lanes where crossing  
is permitted 
 
A single double dotted normal wide 
white line where crossing is permitted 
for any vehicle to perform a 
right-turn maneuver  
(see Figure 3B-26e (CA)) 
 

 
A Single normal solid white line 

Notes: If there are two or more preferential lanes, they shall be separated with a normal broken white line. 

The standard lane markings listed in this table are provided in a tabular format for reference. 

This information is also described in the second Standard in Section 3B.23. 
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07-7  Experimentation by Implementation of Two New School Site Loading Signs    

Status – The City have completed evaluating all post-installation study zones. Their findings 

show that the signs were not very effective in changing the behavior of drivers in the loading 

zones.  At 6 of the 9 schools (15 zones in all), little change in driver behavior was observed and 

in most cases, actually got worse. Two of the 3 other schools showed improvement in numbers, 

but the sample size was so small (2-3 vehicles) that it was not considered significant. The big 

improvement at the last school was more likely due to the installation of a new passenger zone 

rather than the new sign. Overall, we did not see any improvement with these new school site 

loading signs. 

 
This experimentation is completed. Is there anything more that the City must do to conclude the 

experiment with CTCDC? 

 

Recommendations:  Item should be closed and locations should comply with the CA 

MUTCD provisions within 3 months following the issuance of final recommendation by 

the Committee.
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5. Request for Experimentation: 

 

10-10 Request for Permission to Experiment with modified SPEED HUMP (W17-1) Signs  
 

Recommendation:  City of Stockton request authorization to conduct an experiment with amended 

SPEED HUMPS sign. 

 

Agency Making Request: City of Stockton 

 

Sponsor:  Jeff Knowles, CTCDC member representing Northern CA Cities 
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6. Information Item 
 

10-11 Status of speed limit procedures changes in July 2009 

 

Traffic Operations Policy Directive (TOPD) 09-04 notified agencies of changes in Section 2B-13 in the 

CA MUTCD.  In TOPD 09-04, agencies were asked to send in a summary of speed data, and before and 

after posted speed limits to Roberta McLaughlin, Caltrans, Office of Signs and Markings.  This request 

was an attempt to collect data to see what changes, if any, have occurred on the posted speed limits 

determined after applying the new policy to Engineering and Traffic Surveys. 

 

To date, less than a dozen responses have been received.  Therefore, a last call should be sent out by 

members of the CTCDC to see if any additional data will be sent in.  The time period to be covered was 

July 1, 2009 to July 1, 2010. 

 

A final report of data received and reviewed will be presented at the next regular meeting of the CTCDC. 
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 10-7  National MUTCD 2009 

 
Even though, FHWA has released the new 2009 MUTCD but it is not effective in California 

until Caltrans and CTCDC review it and incorporate the changes into California MUTCD 

through formal efforts. California has until January 15, 2012 to accomplish this task although it 

is anticipated that it would be done sooner. 

 

The following dates are scheduled to hold CTCDC Technical Workshops to review National 

MUTCD for the adoption in CA: 

 

During the previous two Workshops, Parts 1, 2, 5, 7 and 9 were covered and they will be posted 

on the CA MUTCD website for comments. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/mutcdsupp/index.htm 
    

WORKSHOP #3:  August 31, & September 1, 2010 (Santa Ana) - Parts 3 (Markings) & 6 

(TTC Work Zones) and CTCDC Meeting on September 2
nd

, 2010 (Santa Ana) 

 

WORKSHOP #4:  October 19-20, 2010 (Sacramento) - Parts 4 (Traffic Signals) & 8 

(Railroad Xing) 
  
 List of Sings included into the CA MUTCD 2010 

 
 

7 Next Meeting     

 

8 Adjourn 

 


