
CALIFORNIA TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES COMMITTEE (CTCDC) AGENDA 
February 19th from 1 pm to 5 pm and  

February 20th from 8:30 am to until Finish, 2014 Meeting  
Main Library (Oak Room)  

55 West 3rd Avenue  
San Mateo, CA 94402 

 
The Meeting is open, and public/local agencies are invited to attend.  For further information 
regarding this meeting, please contact Devinder Singh at (916) 654-4715, or at 
Devinder.singh@dot.ca.gov.  Electronic copies of this meeting Agenda and minutes of the previous 
meetings are available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/newtech/index.htm 
 
Organization Items 
      
1 Introduction 
2 Membership  
3 Approval of Minutes of the October 17th, 2013 Meetings  
4 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 
 
5 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.                   

             
 The following Item will be heard on February 19th, 2014:                Page #s         
 
 14-01 Proposal to adopt “TURN AROUND, DON’T DROWN” signs   (Introduction) 
   by amending Sec.2C.35 & 6I.06) -Submitted by Napa Co.    (Marshall) 16-23 
 
 14.02 Proposal to adopt “PRESERVE AMERICA” sign by adding a new  (Introduction) 

 Section 2D .104(CA) to the CA MUTCD- Submitted by Tuolumne Co) (Marshall) 24-44 
 
 14-03 CA MUTCD Illumination policy change on Overhead Guide Signs   (Introduction) 
   (Proposal to amend Section 2D.03 and 2E.6) – Submitted by Caltrans (Singh) 45-47 
 
 14-04 Proposal to amend various Sections of Part 3 of the CA MUTCD  (Introduction) 

- Submitted by Caltrans          (Singh) 48-70 
 
 14-06 Proposal to amend Section 7B.15 of the CA MUTCD to define   (Introduction) 
   “WHEN CHILDREN ARE PRESENT” sign – Submitted by Caltrans (Singh) 81-82 
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The following Item will be heard on February 20th, 2014: 
 
 14-05 Adopt Interim Approval issued by the FHWA for Optional Use of  (Introduction)  
   a Bicycle Signal Face (1A-16) – Submitted by Caltrans    (Singh) 71-80 
 
 13-08 Minimum Yellow Change Interval Timing for signalized    (Continued) 
   Intersections (Recommendations by Subcommittee)     (Bahadori) 8-15 
 
6 Request for Experimentation 
 
 13-07 Request to Experiment with Bike Boxes       (Introduction) 
   -Submitted by the National City         (Greenwood)83-94  
  

7 Discussion Items: 
 
14-07 Busway Warning Signs and Photo Enforcement Warning Sign   (Singh) 95-98 

 
14-08 Use of Blue Curbs as a Loading Zone in the LA City     (Singh) 99-102 

 
8 Information Items –None 
 
 14-09 Alternatives for the Exit Gore Sign (E5-1 Series) placement   (Singh) 103-103 
                 
9 Tabled Items: 
  
 12-20 FHWA’s 2009 MUTCD Revisions 1 and 2 –Engineering Judgment & Compliance dates 

       
10 Next Meeting  - Suggested dates are May 15 or May 22, 2014        
         
11 Adjourn 
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ITEM UNDER EXPERIMENTATION 
    
    
09-9 Experiment with Steady Red Stop Line Light       (Greenwood) 

Status: LADOT prepared a draft evaluation report which indicated that the Steady Red Stop 
Lights at two intersections did reduce vehicle/bus and vehicle/train conflicts based on the 
camera surveillance data. However, the “Control Intersections” (locations where no Steady Red 
Stop Lights were installed) also showed similar improvements.  Further analysis of more data 
will be conducted in the next twelve months. 
See report on the following website. 

   http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/newtech/status.htm 
 
09-21 Experiment with Separated/Protected Bikeway        (Greenwood) 
    On the Left Side of Two One-Way Streets in the City of Long Beach (Rte 9-112E) 

Status: No new update.  See report on the following website. 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/newtech/status.htm 

 
10-3  Experiment with Second Train Warning Sign “Additional Train May  (Greenwood) 
  Approach” with a Symbol Sign (Submitted by City of Riverside)    
 

Status: See report on the following website:
 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/newtech/exp/Item10-
3_AdditionalTrainMayApproachSign.pdf 

 
11-3  Experiment with Buffered Bicycle Lanes on 2nd St.between Bayshore   (Greenwood) 

  & PCH in Naples          
  Status: No update. 

 
11-12 Experiment with Circular Rapid Flashing Beacon and RRFB    (Greenwood) 
  Status: No update. 
 
11-13 Experiment with a Sign “RECKLESS DRIVING PROHIBITED”   (Winter) 

Status: (12-26-13) The signs were installed on January 30, 2013.  Los Angeles County 
DPW is currently consulting with the CHP and LA County Sheriff to determine if there 
was a reduction in “reckless driving” citations on Glendora Mountain Road and 
Glendora Ridge Road and/or if any vehicles were impounded for street racing on these 
routes during the year of the signs placement.  A review of the collision history for the 
year – compared against records from previous years – will also be performed. 

 
11-19 Experiment with 2nd advance California Welcome Center  Destination Sign  (Benton) 
  Status: No update. 
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12-9  Request to Experiment with Yellow LED Border on Pedestrian Signal  (Benton) 
  Status: (Jan 20
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12-18 Request to experiment with Red Colored Transit-only Lanes (SF)   (Patterson) 

Status: (9-13-13) San Francisco installed red transit-only lanes in March, 2013 on 
Church Street between 16th Street and Duboce Avenue (see attached photo). We are 
monitoring this durability of the material and effects on transit and traffic. This location 
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did not have transit-only lanes prior to the red material installation. We are undergoing 
planning and design work for 3 other proposed experimental installations, but they will 
likely not be installed until spring 2014 due to the need to make pavement repairs prior 
to installation. 

  

Dustin White 
Transportation Planner  
 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency 
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103
415.701.4603          

12-19 Request to Experiment with Highlighted Shared Lane Markings (LA City) (Bahadori) 
 Status: No update 
      

12-21 Request to Experiment with In-Roadway Warning Lights (IRWL) System that would 
supplement existing traffic signals along the Metro Gold Line (LA Metro) (Winter) 
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Status (1-2-14) •  Metro, Los Angeles County DPW and Los Angeles City DOT have each 
submitted their final comments on the 100% Plans & Specs in December 2013.  These plans are 
expected to be approved in January 2014 
• Construction solicitation scheduled for release in February 2014 
• Contract award is anticipated in May 2014, pending Metro Board approval. 
• Construction to begin in June 2014 and take 3 months to complete. 
• Once the illuminated markers are in place, Metro will be preparing bi-annual progress reports 
to track their performance.  This reporting will include a review of their effectiveness at 
reducing the average monthly number of left-turn violations. 

 
12-25 Request for permission to experiment with various Bicycle Treatments   (Winter) 

(Santa Monica) 
Status:  See report on the following website: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/newtech/exp/Item12-
25_VariousBikeTreatments-SantaMonica.pdf 

 
13-01 Request to Experiment with Green & Shared Roadway Bicycle     
  Markings – Proposed by the City of Oakland       (Patterson) 

Status: (9-11-13) Data collection to document the existing condition was completed 
during the week of Sunday, April 28, 2013. Stage #1 construction (installation of 
standard treatments) was completed on July 19, 2013. Data collection for the Stage #1 
condition (standard treatments) was completed over the week ending August 20, 2013. 
Stage #2 construction (installation of the experimental green band) is currently in 
progress. Data collection for the Stage #2 condition (experimental treatment) is 
anticipated in October 2013.  

 
Jason Patton, PhD 
Bicycle & Pedestrian Program Manager 
Transportation Planning & Funding Division 
Department of Engineering & Construction 
City of Oakland  |  Public Works Agency  |  APWA Accredited Agency 
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 4344  |  Oakland, CA  94612 
(510) 238-7049  |  (510) 238-7415 Fax  
jpatton@oaklandnet.com 

  
13-02  Request to Experiment with Bike Boxes and Wide Bike Strip Stripe    (Patterson) 

-Proposed by the City of Davis 
Status:(9-11-13) The City of Davis just awarded the contract for this project and will 
be holding the pre-construction meeting this week.  Construction will start shortly 
thereafter, with completion planned for January 2014. 
City would like to remind that Wide Bike Strip Stripe is not part of the experiment as 
City is not precluded from using the 12-inch line under the national CAMUTCD. 

 
Thank you, 
Roxanne Namazi 
Senior Civil Engineer 
City of Davis Public Works 
23 Russell Boulevard, Davis, CA 9561 
(530) 757-5675, Rnamazi@cityofdavis.org  Web: WWW.cityofdavis.org 
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13-08 Minimum Yellow Light Change Interval Timing for signalized Intersections  
 
Recommendations: Caltrans requests that the CTCDC consider Subcommittees report and make 
recommendations on the policy for determining the minimum yellow change interval timing for the 
signalized intersections. 
 
Requesting Agency: Caltrans 
 
Sponsor:  Hamid Bahadori, CTCDC Chairman, Automobile Club of Southern CA 
 
Background: 
 
An Evaluation of the Minimum Yellow Change Interval Timing for Traffic Signals 

in California 
Submitted to: California Traffic Control Devices committee (CTCDC) 

By: Hamid Bahadori, Chairman CTCDC 
 
Municipalities in California use the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(CA MUTCD) for calculation of the minimum yellow change interval timings at all traffic 
signals in the state.  Table 4D-102 of the CA MUTCD offers values in seconds for 
minimum yellow timings based on the posted speed limits (or the unspotted prima faces 
speed limits) of respective approaches to the signalized intersections.  However, these 
are required minimum values and the practitioners are recommended to consider field 
conditions and site requirements in actually determining the yellow timing values used 
at each location, and increase these minimum values accordingly as needed. 
 
Recently, the Transportation Research Board (TRB) issued a comprehensive research 
paper titled: National Cooperative Highway Research Program 731 (NCHRP 731) that 
in detail evaluated the subject of yellow timing and issued specific recommendations for 
further evaluations of this matter.  Furthermore, Assembly Bill 612, legislation 
introduced by Assemblyman Adrin Nazarian, suggested to increase the value for the 
minimum yellow change intervals by one second at signalized intersections where 
automated red-light camera (RLC) enforcement devices are being used in the state.  
Additionally, data collected through the use of RLCs offered evidence that minor 
increases in the yellow timings at the observed intersections considerably reduced the 
number of red-light running violations.  Consideration of these concurrent events by the 
CTCDC in their meeting of July 25, 2013 in Napa, California, led the CTCDC members 
to believe that a further in-depth evaluation of this issue is warranted. 
 
Therefore, in the said meeting the CTCDC upon discussing this matter decided to form 
a subcommittee to review this issue, develop recommendations, if possible, and report 
back to the CTCDC in their first meeting in 2014. 
 
A Subcommittee of 19 members was formed, chaired by Hamid Bahadori, inclusive of a 
broad spectrum of stakeholders and traffic experts representing all interests in this 
matter.  A list of the “Subcommittee Membership” is attached to this report.  
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The Subcommittee held 4 conference calls, each 3 hours in durations, engaging in 
detailed technical discussions evaluating the issue of yellow change interval timing.  
This report briefly outlines those discussions to further assist the CTCDC in their 
consideration of this matter. 
 
 
Issues and Recommendations 
 
The Subcommittee started its discussions trying to first address the following issues: 
 

I. Is there a need to consider changes to the current minimum yellow change interval 
timing in California? 

II. Should there be two different methodologies to calculate minimum yellow timings 
at signalized intersections based on the presence of the automated enforcement 
devices or lack of? 

 
The Subcommittee, after considerable discussions, concluded that considering the 
evidence presented, namely NCHRP 713 findings, there is a need to further evaluate 
the current values offered in the Table 4D-102 of the CA MUTCD.  Although the findings 
of the NCHRP 713 were more heavily considered, consideration was also given to the 
data collected through yellow time changes at the RLC-equipped intersections, albeit 
with a smaller sample size. 
 
The Subcommittee also concluded that since the role of the yellow change interval at a 
signalized intersection is to provide for a safe operation of the intersection through 
adequately addressing the “dilemma zone” issue for the drivers, and that is based on 
the speed of vehicles and field conditions and has absolutely no relevance to the 
presence or lack of an automated red-light enforcement devices at the intersection; 
therefore, there should not be two different methodologies for calculating minimum 
values for yellow timings in the state based on the existence or lack of an automated 
enforcement device at a signalized intersection.  However, few members duly and 
correctly highlighted the fact that shorter yellow times at RLC-equipped intersections will 
not only compromise traffic safety, but they will also result in higher number of red-light 
running citations issued that need to be addressed as well.  
 
Upon reaching agreement in answering these two questions, the Subcommittee 
considered many technical papers, facts and data as part of extensive deliberations 
trying to address the following issues: 
 

A. Should posted speed limits or the field-measured critical speeds (the 85th 
percentile speeds) be used for calculations of the minimum yellow timing values? 

B. Should there be required specific adjustments for approach grades for minimum 
yellow timing values in the Standard section of the CA MUTCD addressing this 
issue? 
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C. Should there be a change in the one second value currently used for the PIEV 
time (reaction time) in the formula currently used to calculate values offered in 
the Table 4D-102 of the CA MUTCD? 

D. How should the issue of minimum yellow timing be addressed for exclusive turn 
pockets, especially where the considerable length of the turn pockets allow the 
drivers to continue at the prevailing through movement speeds as they enter 
these pockets on their approach to the signalized intersections? 

 
The Subcommittee spent more than ten hours discussing these issues in great detail, 
while considering many facts and data presented in support of different positions and 
viewpoints on each of these matters. 
 
The Subcommittee could reach unanimous consent on the following recommendations: 
 

1. Municipalities in California should be required to use the actual field-measured 
critical speeds (the 85th percentile speeds of free-flow traffic) rounded to the 
highest nearest 5-MPH increments when using Table 4D-102 of the CA MUTCD 
for calculation of the minimum yellow change interval timings.  But if the rounded 
value is still below the posted speed limit (or the unposted prima facie speed 
limit) then those speeds shall be used. 

2. Municipalities, however, should still be allowed to use the posted speed limits (or 
the unposted prima facie speed limits) if they choose to do so.   But, if they 
choose to use the posted speed limits (or the unposted prima facie speed limits), 
then they should add 10 MPH to those speeds if they are 25 MPH or under, and 
add 7 MPH to the speeds that are greater than 25 MPH, and then use Table 4D-
102 using the new cumulative speed to calculate the corresponding minimum 
yellow timing values.  Implementation of this recommendation will require 
changes to the calculations used in the current Table 4D-102. 

 
Majority members of the Subcommittee believed that either of the two aforementioned 
methodology should be given equal weight and validity in the CA MUTCD with no 
preference, and the decision about which methodology to be sued should be left to local 
agencies.  However, few of the Subcommittee members suggested that the “85th 
percentile methodology” should be considered as the de-facto standard method to be 
used at all times, and only in the absence of the 85th percentile data, then a municipality 
should use the latter method to calculate the yellow timings. 
 
On the other issues that were reviewed and discussed by the Subcommittee, the 
members could not reach unanimous consent and the majority members supported the 
following recommendations, with minority members having the opportunity to present 
their positions and recommendations directly to the CTCDC for their consideration as 
part of their discussion of this issue in their meeting of February 20, 2014 in San Mateo, 
California, either in person or through written communiqué: 
 

a) Add language to the CA MUTCD text under Options, to further strengthen the 
language for considering field conditions such as approach grades in the 
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determination of the minimum yellow value timings.  Consider including specific 
referrals to the ITE, et al documents offering specific methodologies and values 
for the grade-related adjustments. 

b) Add language to the CA MUTCDC text under Options, to further strengthen 
language for considering longer yellow timings for exclusive turn movements in 
locations where the exclusive turn pockets exceed a certain value. 

c) Do not make any adjustments to the PIEV time (reaction time) of one second that 
is currently used in calculating the values offered in Table 4D-102 of the CA 
MUTCD. 

 
Minority members of the Subcommittee recommended specific tables and values for 
inclusion in the CA MUTCD to offer adjustment values for the approach grades and the 
increased length of turn pockets for exclusive turn movements. 
 
Implementation Schedule 
 
The Subcommittee also recommended that the final changes, as recommended by the 
CTCDC and approved by the Caltrans Director, be issued in a Policy Directive, requiring 
municipalities to comply with the new minimum yellow timing standards in a reasonable 
time.  Caltrans staff based on their experience with the recent implementation of similar 
changes in signal timing parameters suggested that the full implementation time be set 
at 3 years from the official date of adoption of the revisions.  However, strong 
consideration should be given by the CTCDC to recommending a shorter compliance 
time requirement for signalized intersection that have automated red-light camera 
enforcement devices (which are currently estimated to be about 364 intersections in 
about 50 jurisdictions in California). 
 
Future Steps 
 
This report is being presented to the CTCDC for their consideration as part of their 
discussions about this issue in their meeting of February 20, 2014 in San Mateo, 
California.  Subsequent to the CTCDC reaching a decision about final recommendations 
on this matter, the CTCDC’s recommendations will be presented to Caltrans Director for 
his review and approval.  Upon the Director’s approval, Caltrans staff will revised the 
pertinent sections of the CA MUTCD addressing and including all the approved 
recommendations and a copy of the revised sections will be issued through a Policy 
Directive with the compliance timeline requirement for use by municipalities in 
California. 
 
 
 
Suggested Revisions to the CA MUTCD 
 
Based on the Subcommittee reco0mmdations, Caltrans staff have prepared the 
following revised the draft changes to the CA MUTCD for the CTCDC’s consideration.  
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However, this is a working draft and will be subject to change pursuant to the 
discussions and final recommendations of the CTCDC.   
 
The following proposed revisions to the CA MUTCD establish a hierarchical system of 
first requiring the use of the 85th percentile speed and only use the posted speed limit 
methodology only when the 85th percentile speed is not readily available.  However, 
many members of the Subcommittee representing municipalities have asked that both 
methods be given equal weight with no order of preference.  Depending on the 
CTCDC’s final recommendation about this issue, the following proposed text will be 
modified to reflect the CTCDC’s decision. 
 
The current CA MUTCD text is shown in BLUE regarding the yellow change interval, 
and Caltrans recommended changes are shown in RED: 
  
Standard: (Current CA MUTCD Text) 
 
14b The minimum yellow change interval shall be in accordance with Table 4D-
102(CA). The posted speed limit, or the prima facie speed limit established by the 
California Vehicle Code (CVC) shall be used for determination of the minimum yellow 
change interval for the through traffic movement. 
 
Proposed change to the CA MUTCD: 
 
Standard: 
 
14b The minimum yellow change interval for the through traffic movement shall be 
calculated by using the 85th percentile speed of free-flow traffic rounded to the highest 
nearest 5 mile per hour increment.  At signalized locations, where posted or prima facie 
speed limit is higher than the rounded value, use of the posted or prima facie speed limit 
for determination of the minimum yellow change interval for the through traffic 
movement.  See Table 4D-102A(CA). 
 
If the 85th percentile speed datais not available, the minimum yellow change interval for 
the through traffic movement shall be calculated by adding 7 miles per hour to the 
posted or prima facie speed limits of 30 mph or higher, and by adding 10 miles per hour 
to the posted or prima facie speed limits of 25 mph or less.  See Table 4D-102B(CA). 
 
Option: (Current language) 
14d The minimum yellow change interval for the through movement and the protected 
left-turn or protected right-turn may be increased based on a field review or by using 
appropriate judgment. That judgment may be based on numerous factors, including, but 
not limited to, 85th percentile speed, intersection geometry and field observations of 
traffic behavior. 
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Proposed change to the CA MUTCD: 
 
Guidance: 
 
14d   Practitioners should consider appropriate engineering judgment for determination 
of the minimum yellow change interval, to the extent feasible.  Judgment should be 
based on numerous factors including, but not limited to, field observation of traffic 
behavior, intersection geometrics, downhill grade, perception-reaction time of drivers in 
the area, and actually driving the protected left-turn or protected right-turn movements 
to assess the need for longer yellow change intervals. 
 
Option: 
 
14e The minimum yellow change interval for the through movement and the protected 
left-turn or protected right-turn may be increased based on appropriate engineering 
judgment.  
 
 
Table 4D-102A (CA) 
 

SPEED  
 

(DETERMINED BY 85TH PERCENTILE SPEED OF 
FREE-FLOW TRAFFIC ROUNDED TO THE 

HIGHEST NEAREST 5 MILE PER HOUR 
INCREMENT;  or the POSTED and/or UNPOSTED 

PRIMA FACIE SPEED LIMITS, IF THOSE ARE 
HIGHER THAN THE ROUNDED SPEED VALUE) 

MINIMUM YELLOW 
INTERVAL  

 
 

Mph Seconds 
25 or less 3.0 

30 3.2 

35 3.6 

40 3.9 

45 4.3 

50 4.7 

55 5.0 
60 5.4 
65 5.8 
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Table 4D-102B (CA) 
 

 
POSTED SPEED  or 
UNPOSTED PRIMA 

FACIE SPEED 
 
 

MINIMUM YELLOW 
INTERVAL  

(DETERMINED BY POSTED 
or UNPOSTED PRIMA 

FACIE SPEED LIMIT PLUS 
7 MILES PER HOUR) * 

 

MINIMUM YELLOW 
INTERVAL  

(DETERMINED BY POSTED 
or UNPOSTED PRIMA FACIE 

SPEED LIMIT PLUS 10 
MILES PER HOUR ) * 

 
mph Seconds Seconds 
15  3.0 

20   3.2 

25   3.6 

30 3.7  

35 4.1  

40 4.4  

45 4.8  

50 5.2  

55 5.5  

60 or higher  5.9  
(*) The timing values are calculated using the following formula where the speed value 
is added by 7 MPH for speeds over 25 and by 10 MPH for speeds equal to or lower 
than 25 MPH. 
 
T= t+V/2d 
 
T= the minimum yellow change interval (in seconds) 
t= PIEV time (1 second) 
V= Speed (in MPH) {for Table 4D-102B (CA), this speed value is already inclusive of the 
7 MPH added for speeds over 25 and 10 MPH for speeds equal to or lower than 25 
MPH} 
d= Deceleration rate (10 feet/second) 
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Subcommittee Members: 

No. Last Name First  
Name Organization Phone  E-mail 

    Name       

1 Bahadori 
(Chair) Hamid Automobile Club of Southern 

California (AAA) (714) 885-2326 bahadori.hamid@aaa-calif.com 

2 Singh 
(Secretary) Devinder Caltrans (916) 654-4715 devinder.singh@dot.ca.gov 

3 Alvarez Cynthia Assemblyman Nazarian's Office (916) 319-2215 Cynthia.Alvarez@asm.ca.gov 

4 Beeber  Jay Safe Streets LA (505) 500-4790 Jay@saferstreetsla.org 

5 Dornsife Chad Best Highway Safety Practices 
Institute (503) 223-5447 cdornsife@bhspi.org 

6 Miller  Rock Stantec (949) 923-6000 Rock.Miller@stantec.com 

7 Mustafa Zaki I.T.E. (213) 972-8436  zaki.mustafa@lacity.org 

8 Olea   Ricardo City and County of San Francisco (415) 701-4561 Ricardo.olea@sfmta.com 

9 Parsonson, 
PhD Peter Consultant/Researcher (404) 966-2244 parsonsonp@bellsouth.net 

10 Patterson  Larry City of San Mateo (650) 522-7303 lpatterson@cityofsanmateo.org 

11 Priebe Mark American Traffic Solutions (480) 596-4628 mark.priebe@atsol.com 

12 Rastegarpour Ahmad  Caltrans (916) 654-6128 Ahmad.rastegarpour@dot.ca.gov 

13 Skehan  Sean City of Los Angeles DOT (213) 972-8428 sean.skehan@lacity.org 

14 Styer Martha  Caltrans (916) 651-9364 Martha.styer@dot.ca.gov 

15 Suter Monica I.T.E. (714) 647-5645 msuter@santa-ana.org 

16 Turner Michael LA METRO (213) 922-2122 TurnerM@metro.net 

17 Whiting Jennifer League of California Cities (916) 658-8249 jwhiting@cacities.org  

18 Widstrand Eric Sam Schwartz Engineering (213) 943-1377 ewidstrand@samschwartz.com 

19 Winter Bill Los Angeles County Public Works (626) 458-4018 wwinter@dpw.lacounty.gov 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 16 of 103 
 

14-01 Proposal to adopt “Turn Around, Don’t Drown” sign (Amend Sec.2C.35 & 6I.06) 
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Proposal: County of Napa requests that the Committee recommend adoption of the two new signs by 
amending Sections 2C.35 and 6I.06 of the CA MUTCD.  The signs are “FLOODING AHEAD TURN 
AROUND DON’T DROWN”, and “WHEN FLODDING TURN AROUND DON’T DROWN.” 

Agency Making Request: Napa County 

Sponsor:  Rick Marshall, Voting member, Representing Northern Counties of CA 
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Background: 

  



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 19 of 103 
 

 
 
 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 20 of 103 
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Proposal: 
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14-02 Proposal to adopt “Preserve America” Sign (Amend Sec 2D.56) 
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Proposal: Tuolumne County requests that the Committee recommend adoption of the “PRESERVE 
AMERICA” sign by adding a new Section 2D.104(CA) to the CA MUTCD.   

Agency Making Request: Tuolumne County 

Sponsor:  Rick Marshall, Voting member, Representing Northern Counties of CA 
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Background: 

 
 
 
 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 27 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 28 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 29 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 30 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 31 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 32 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 33 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 34 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 35 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 36 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 37 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 38 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 39 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 40 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 41 of 103 
 

 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 42 of 103 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 43 of 103 
 

Proposal: 
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For members information the following sign is installed by the City of Sacramento: 
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14-03 CA MUTCD policy change on Overhead Guide Sign Illumination Policy (Proposed to 
amend Section 2D.03 and 2E.6). 

Recommendation: 

Caltrans requests that the CTCDC recommend adopting Sections 2D.03 and 2E.06 as amended under the 
proposal.  Policy changes for Chapter 2D and will impact Chapter 2E for Freeways and Expressway 
overhead signs, which Section 2E.06 will refer back to Section 2D.03. 

Agency Making Request/Sponsor: Caltrans  

Background:  

High performance retroreflective sheeting (Type VIII, IX, and XI) provides high nighttime legibility and 
eliminates the needs for fixed lighting illumination for overhead guide signs.  Eliminating fixed lighting 
illumination on overhead signs saves electrical energy and, this policy update reduces greenhouse gases 
emitted into the environment.  It saves electrical power and maintenance costs, and mitigates copper wire 
theft.  Also, without fixed catwalks attached to overhead sign structures, graffiti vandalism to overhead 
signs will be mitigated, as well.    
 
Per Governor Brown’s Executive Order B-18-2012, dated April 25, 2012, found at: 
<http://gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=17506> State agencies, departments, and other entities under governor’s 
direct executive authority (State agencies) take action to reduce entity-wide greenhouse gas emissions by 
at least 10% by 2015 and 20% by 2020, as measured against a 2010 baseline. 
  
Proposal:  

Section 2D.03 Color, Retroreflection and Illumination  
 
Overhead Guide Sign Illumination Policy 
Guidance: 
07 Fixed-lighting should be used to illuminate signs unless Where retroreflective luminance from headlights 
provides effective nighttime legibility no fixed lighting should be used to illuminate signs. The If needed, the 
type of fixed-lighting chosen should provide effective and reasonably uniform illumination of the sign face 
and message. 
Standard: 
08 In conjunction with the requirement for retroreflective backgrounds, the Overhead Guide Sign 
Illumination policy shall apply to all existing and new overhead guide signs. 
Support: 
09 In all applications of the policy, engineering judgment must be exercised. The purpose of the policy is to 
provide for uniform application of signs statewide. The intent is to make signs conspicuous (target value) 
and legible to motorists. The policy is consistent with federal requirements. 
Existing Overhead Signs 
Guidance: 
10 Currently lighted signs with opaque backgrounds should remain lighted. 
Option: 
11 Currently unlighted opaque signs may be lighted. Retrofit-walkways for fixed –lighting systems need to be 
checked for proper clearance to the roadway. 
Standard: 
12 Signs with opaque backgrounds shall be replaced with new signs with retroreflective 
backgrounds, legends and borders when the old signs have reached the end of their useful life or 
are replaced for other reasons. 
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Guidance: 
13 Fixed-lighting should be used to illuminate signs Signs with retroreflective backgrounds, legends and 
borders should not be illuminated by fixed lighting unless retroreflective luminance from headlights do not 
provide effective nighttime legibility. 
 
New Overhead Signs 
Standard: 
14 Signs shall have retroreflective backgrounds, legends and borders made of high performance 
retroreflective sheeting of Type VIII or greater. 
Guidance: 
15 Signs should be installed so that retroreflective luminance provides effective nighttime legibility.  Fixed-
lighting should be used to illuminate signs where unless retroreflective luminance from headlights does not 
provide effective nighttime legibility. 
Standard: 
16 Basic components including electrical conduit, pull boxes for fixed-lighting systems shall be 
provided even if lights are not planned initially. 
Option: Guidance: 
17 Signs may should be designed and mounted as if lights were installed, as if it could be necessary to 
provide fixed-lighting for the sign at some future date. 
Fixed-lighting Systems 
Guidance: 
18 Where fixed lighting is necessary Eenergy conservation systems should be considered for fixed-lighting. 
Engineering Considerations 
Guidance: 
19 The following criteria should be considered in determining which signs should be lighted: 
A. Signs skewed or otherwise positioned relative to traffic so as to render retroreflective luminance from 
headlights ineffective. 
B. Signs that for some other reason are not legible when illuminated by vehicle headlights. 
C. Signs adjacent to other signs requiring or having fixed-lighting. 
D. Signs in advance of ramps in urban areas with heavy traffic during the evening peak period. 
Energy Conservation Measures for Guide Signs 
Guidance: 
20 All non-action guide sign lighting (Interchange Sequence (G23(CA) Series) signs) should be turned off, 
except in special situations where motorist safety could be affected. 
21 Following are some situations where engineering judgment should be used to determine if illumination 
should be maintained: 
A. Locations prone to heavy fog or poor visibility. 
B. Signs in work zones or in the proximity of work zones. 
C. Non-action guide signs adjacent to other signs that must be lighted. 
22 All G21(CA) Series, G24(CA) Series, G83(CA) Series, G85(CA) Series and G86(CA) Series and other 
action guide signs should remain lighted on highways. 
22 23 When illuminated, lights should be replaced with energy efficient fixtures on highways. 
Standard: 
23 24 New overhead guide sign structure designs shall include appropriate conduit, pull boxes, and 
fixture attachment points for the future installation of sign lighting, if and when needed. 
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Section 2E.06 Retroreflection or Illumination  
Standard: 
01 Letters, numerals, symbols, arrows, and borders of all guide signs shall be 
retroreflectorized. The background of all guide signs that are not independently illuminated 
shall be retroreflective. 
Support: 
02 Where there is no serious interference from extraneous light sources, retroreflectorized post-
mounted signs usually provide adequate nighttime visibility. 
03 On freeways and expressways where much driving at night is done with low-beam headlights, 
the amount of headlight illumination incident to an overhead sign display is relatively small. 
Guidance: 
04 Overhead sign installations should be illuminated unless an engineering study shows that 
retroreflectorization alone will perform effectively. The type of illumination chosen should 
provide effective and reasonably uniform illumination of the sign face and message. 
Support: 
05 See Section 2D.03 for Overhead Guide Sign Illumination Policy. 



CTCDC Agenda February 19th and 20th, 2014 Page 48 of 103 
 

14-04 Amendments to various Sections of Part 3 of the CA MUTCD 2012 
 
Recommendation:  Caltrans requests that the CTCDC make recommendations for the adoption of the 
Part 3 Sections as amended under the proposal. 
 
Requesting and Sponsoring Agency:  Caltrans 
 
Background: Proposed amendments are based on the comments made by individuals during the CA 
MUCTD 2012 adoption process.  These comments were reviewed and discussed in the CTCDC 
Workshops.  Only those Sections have amended which were agreed by the Workshop technical 
committee.  
 
Proposal: 
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14-05 Adopt Interim Approval issued by the FHWA for Optional Use of a Bicycle Signal Face 
(1A-16) 

 
Recommendations:  Caltrans request that the Committee make recommendations to seek statewide blanket 
approval for Optional Use of a Bicycle Signal Face (1A-16) for all the local agencies of California. 
 
Requesting Agency/Sponsor: Caltrans 
FHWA IA Memo: 
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14-06  Proposal to amendment to Section 7B.15 of the CA MUTCD 2012 to define “WHEN 
CHILDREN ARE PRESENT” sign 
 
Recommendation:  Caltrans District 2 requests that CTCDC make recommendation to define 
“WHEN CHILDREN ARE PRESENT” by amending Section 7B.15 of the CA MUTCD 2012. 
 
Agency Requesting and Sponsoring:  Caltrans 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Over the last couple years, there have been issues raised about the interpretation of what "WHEN 
CHILDREN ARE PRESENT" (sign code is S4-2) means for the 25 mph enforcement. Some local judges 
are supporting citations issued during the entire school day – even when the children are in the classroom 
and nowhere near the roadway. In other jurisdictions, the local police or CHP only enforce the 25-mph 
speed limit during morning arrival and afternoon departure times.  
 
It is requested that the phrase "when children are present" be clarified to address this problem. Caltrans, 
District 2, initiated this request and provided the following suggested wording for incorporation into the 
CA MUTCD:  
 

The phrase WHEN CHILDREN ARE PRESENT refers to the following condition: 
 Motorists can see children on foot or bicycling within 30 feet of the highway travelled way, and 
 There is no fence, gate, or other physical barrier separating the children from the highway.  

This condition typically occurs when children are arriving to school in the morning or departing in 
the afternoon, and possibly during lunchtime. The school speed limit is not in effect during regular 
school hours when no children are using the highway, such as when they are in the classroom or on 
the school grounds behind a fence, gate, or other physical barrier.  
 

A specific distance from the ETW was chosen to clarify when motorists can reasonably see children and 
respond accordingly. The following reasoning was used to support the distance of 30 feet: 
 

 Per the Standard Plans, the maximum distance for roadside sign placement is 30' from the ETW. 
It is assumed that this maximum distance is specified, at least in part, for visibility reasons. 

 
 Children outside 30' from the ETW are less likely to dart out in front of oncoming traffic (chasing 

a ball, paper flying in the wind, etc). If a child started heading towards the roadway from beyond 
30', the driver would have time to observe and react to the incident. 

 
 Although not directly related, the freeway clear recovery zone (CRZ) is 30' from ETW. If this 

CRZ is deemed sufficient for an errant vehicle (travelling at high speed) to regain control and 
maneuver back onto the freeway, one would expect a 30 ft. school zone buffer to provide a 
similar safety benefit. 

 
Another aspect of defining a horizontal distance from the ETW is to address the situation when school 
buildings are far away from the highway, but there is no fence or physical barrier in between. Defining a 
zone, that outside of which children are considered safe will provide additional guidance on whether the 
school zone speed limit signs are needed.  
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Proposal: 
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6. Requests for Experimentations 
 
 13-07 Request to Experiment with Bike Boxes        
 

Recommendation:   
The National City requests authorization from the Committee to conduct experiment with Bike 
Boxes.  
Agency Making Request: National City 
Sponsor:  Mark Greenwood –Voting Member, representing LOCC of Southern California 
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6. Discussion Items: 
 
14-07 Busway Warning Signs and Photo Enforcement Warning Sign 
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14-08 Use of Blue Curbs as loading Zones in the LA City 
Devinder, 
I'm sending you this e-mail as the CTCDC secretary.  In the city of LA, we are beginning to see 
blue curbs used as loading zones as well as other installations installed by the School District that 
don't really meet guidelines in the CVC.  I believe these installations are being approved by the 
State Architect to meet the proposed guidelines for ADA loading areas wherever there are 
loading zones.  These installations have appeared in many locations throughout the City, and we 
are having to remove them or install red curbs.  They don't necessarily meet the guidelines for 
curb ramps, yet there is no clear intent at this time if anyone can you these loading areas or if 
parking should be prohibited to treat them as curb ramps, or newer laws are necessary.  I think 
there may need to be some discussion about these installations.  I've attached some pictures of 
what I'm seeing.  At some locations, we've had to add red curb to treat these as curb ramps, but 
this may not address the issue of using these as unloading areas.  Look at the stencil and sign in 
the attached pictures 234-235. Also look at the other loading area with bollards shown in picture 
618-20 which is at least a vehicle length long.  I think Caltrans and the State Architects Office 
may need to coordinate with standards for the signage/usage of loading areas around schools to 
meet ADA conditions.  Unfortunately, I only have pictures at two locations, but there are a wide 
range of various installations we've seen.  
--  
Crystal Killian 
638 S. Beacon St., Room 204 
San Pedro, CA 90731 
310-732-4599  

CVC Section 21458 Curb Markings 

Curb Markings:  
21458.  (a) Whenever local authorities enact local parking regulations and indicate them by the use of 
paint upon curbs, the following colors only shall be used, and the colors indicate as follows:  
(1) Red indicates no stopping, standing, or parking, whether the vehicle is attended or unattended, except 
that a bus may stop in a red zone marked or signposted as a bus loading zone.  

(2) Yellow indicates stopping only for the purpose of loading or unloading passengers or freight for the 
time as may be specified by local ordinance.  

(3) White indicates stopping for either of the following purposes:  

(A) Loading or unloading of passengers for the time as may be specified by local ordinance.  

(B) Depositing mail in an adjacent mailbox.  

(4) Green indicates time limit parking specified by local ordinance.  

(5) Blue indicates parking limited exclusively to the vehicles of disabled persons and disabled veterans.  

(b) Regulations adopted pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be effective on days and during hours or times 
as prescribed by local ordinances.  
Amended Ch. 1243, Stats. 1992. Effective September 30, 1992. 
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7. Information Items: 

14-10 Alternatives for the Exit Gore Sign (E5-1 Series) placement 

Caltrans Preliminary Investigation on “Freeway Exit Gore Signage:  A Survey of State Practice and 
Related Research,” in preparation for a request to experiment from FHWA to amend the national 
MUTCD, Section 2E.37 Exit Gore Signs (E5-1 Series). 
 
Background: 
Caltrans is investigating the nationwide state of the practice of freeway gore signage.  Installation and 
repairs to exit gore signs are high-risk activity for Caltrans maintenance, and some preliminary work in 
Caltrans District 6 has been done to install larger, 2-post E5-1 FHWA specification signs downstream of 
the gore point to reduce knockdowns and allow for additional room to perform maintenance in a protected 
work zone environment.  Other options being considered are to move the exit gore sign to the far right-
hand shoulder, or in the case of multi-lane exits in high-volume freeway corridors, delete the exit gore 
sign, completely, as a road-side sign and consider other locations or options.  As a courtesy to the 
CTCDC, Caltrans is sharing its preliminary investigation, and will be in discussion with the FHWA to 
scope a request to experiment to add options to Section 2E.37 of the national MUTCD.  Future 
recommendations will be based upon additional study, experimentation (if request to experiment is 
granted, and future outcomes currently unknown). 
 
In support of Caltrans’ inquiry, the attached Preliminary Investigation aims to identify alternative 
placement methods or other practices for signing freeway exits through a survey of state departments of 
transportation and an examination of related research.  Next steps will be to develop a request for 
experimentation with FHWA, and Caltrans will keep the CTCDC aware of future progress. 
 
For more detail see “Item 14-09-Attachment A” posted on the CTCDC website below the agenda file: 
 
 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/engineering/newtech/agenda.htm 
 
9.  Next Meeting:  Suggested meeting dates are May 15 or May 22, 2014. 
 
10.  Adjourn: 
  
 


