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National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
Signals Technical Committee  

Minutes 
June 28 and 29, 2006 

Overland Park, Kansas 
 
 
Wednesday, June 28, 2006 
 
1. Welcome & recognition of new members 

Ronnie Bell, Signals Technical Committee (STC) chair, called the meeting to order at 1:05pm and 

welcomed all present.  Ronnie acknowledged Eric Niemeyer, currently a visitor, but an anticipated 

new member, pending action by the Executive Board at their meeting this evening.   

Ronnie also informed STC membership to remember the new bylaws/rules governing all Technical 

Committee votes:  Any item can be voted on only if at least 50% of the Technical Committee 

membership is actually present, and that a 2/3 vote in the affirmative, of those present, is required for  

an item to pass.   

 

2. Other changes in membership – resignations and members dropped 

None were noted.  

  

3. Introduction of committee members and guests 

All committee members and visitors were invited to introduce themselves.  Larry Overn, with Street 

Smarts in metro Atlanta, was introduced as a visitor; there were 4 other local visitors present for a total 

of 31 individuals present.   

Ronnie noted that several changes in STC leadership have occurred since the last meeting in January, 

2006.  Eagan Foster is now the new chair of the Pedestrian Control Features (Chapter 4E), John Fisher 

is now the new chair of the Traffic Control Signal Features (Chapter 4D) Task Force.  Ray Pusey is the 

new vice-chair of the STC; Ronnie Bell is the new STC chair, and John Hibbard is the new STC 

secretary.   

 

4. Roster updates 

Ronnie and John advised the STC that the rosters were being circulated and encouraged all present to 

sign the attendance list and edit/initial the rosters.  (The members/visitors sheets for both days of the 

meeting are included as supporting documents.)   
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5. Approval of January 2006 meeting minutes 

There were no changes noted to the January, 2006 minutes.   

Motion: To adopt the minutes, by Frank Tramontozzi  

Seconded by:  George Butzer.    

Approved:  unanimously.   

 

6. Additions/modifications to agenda 

Dave Kuemmel requested that he have an opportunity to explain the result of his efforts to organize the 

STC archives.  Ronnie agreed to this request and advised that this opportunity would be added after 

the existing item 8 (concerning use of the word “Safe, etc.”) on the agenda.   

Ronnie Bell also announced that, as an output from the committee chair meeting held earlier this 

morning, a task force is being assembled to look at human factors issues (focusing on MUTCD 

considerations, and the needs for input).  The request from the committee chair meeting was to have 

each committee appoint 1 or 2 individuals to serve on this task force.  The first meeting is to be held in 

January, 2007.  Dean Tekell and Beezy Bentzen volunteered to serve on this new committee as 

representatives of the STC.   

 

7. Assignment of committee members to task forces 

Ronnie advised that several STC members are shown not currently assigned to a task force and 

encouraged all of them to join a task force as soon as possible.  Due to their responsibilities, Ronnie 

Bell and Bruce Friedman will not be assigned to task forces.  Moshin Zaidi advised that he was still 

trying out task forces to find the best fit.  Julio Fuentes and Greg Fuller are not present and Eric 

Niemeyer was not available to advise of his status.   

 

Information Items/Updates: 

8. Recommendations on the use of the word “safe” and its variations (Kuemmel) 

Dave Kuemmel started by reminding STC members that this item was on the January, 2006 STC 

agenda, but was not handled due to the large volume of time-critical work requiring STC attention.  In 

an effort to streamline the effort, Dave separated each recommendation into an individual item, and 

then attempted to conduct the approval activity required via email.  This was not successful in that a 

quorum of responses was not received.  Consequently, these items will be handled individually at this 

time.   

Dave advised that the origin of this issue – which is being addressed throughout the NCUTCD – is a 

discourse on use of the word “safe” drafted by the California Attorneys General.  The initial attempt 

made by Dave was to change every occurrence of “safe” or “safety,” though the current effort has been 
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reduced significantly from this initial attempt.   

As background information, the Edit Committee has asked all Technical Committees to review use of 

the word “safe”, and “safety” for their Sections of the MUTCD.   Jim Pline of the Edit Committee had 

received a letter from the Attorney General of the State of Washington which called to question 

numerous instances of the word “safe” in the MUTCD, and expressing concern for the liability which 

is implied when the MUTCD states, in its Standard, Guidance and Support statements, that something 

be done in a safe manner or that safety will result with the use of a traffic control device (TCD).   

All Technical Committees have been asked to perform this review and Dave Kuemmel, on behalf of 

the STC, has completed this review.   In some instances “safe” or “safety” has been left in where it 

applies to the road user’s actions, but Dave has proposed removing “safe” or “safety” and substituting 

other more appropriate words, where this could be done without diminishing the intent of the section 

changed.     

The logic behind the proposed changes is that the organization having jurisdiction over the design and 

operation of the roadway component of the system cannot by its own actions make the highway “safe.” 

In Webster’s dictionary, the word “safe” means “free from harm or risk.”   Safety is a primary 

objective that cannot be completely achieved in the real world.  The effectiveness of traffic control 

devices is dependent upon the road user acting in a timely and appropriate manner.  

The STC polled members on the 20 plus instances where the word is used; the responses received 

from the respondents form the basis of the recommendations and justifications presented in items 1 

through 20, below.   

Dave stated that we will take each item as numbered.   

 
1.  Paragraph 3 of Section 4B.03: 

 
Support 
 Traffic control signals are often considered a panacea for all traffic problems at 
intersections.  This belief has led to traffic control signals being installed at many 
locations where they are not needed, adversely affecting the safety and efficiency of 
vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic. 

 
It was Dave’s suggestion to leave this paragraph as is, and look to using safety and efficiency to 
replace safe or safely where appropriate elsewhere.  No motion was made concerning this paragraph.   

 
2.  Paragraph 2 of Section 4C.01: 

 
Standard 
 The investigation of the need for a traffic control signal shall include an 
analysis of the applicable factors contained in the following traffic signal 
warrants and other factors related to existing traffic operations and safety at 
the study location and the potential to improve these conditions at the study 
location. 
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Dave advised that, based on input received from STC members, that some liked the addition of the 
word “traffic” and Scott Wainwright suggested the phrase at the end of the paragraph.  Dave added the 
phrase because he thinks it reminds users of its importance. 

 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Ed Fischer 
Discussion:  Ray Pusey stated that he would prefer not to add the word “traffic” because the statement 
applies to “road users” and should not be limited by having “traffic” added.   
Friendly amendment:  To delete the word “traffic” from the above test, by Ray Pusey.   
Accepted by:  Dave Kuemmel 
Discussion:  none further 
Approved 30 yes, 1 opposed, no abstentions.     

 
3.  Paragraph 6 of Section 4C.01: 

 
Guidance 
 A traffic control signal should not be installed unless an engineering study 
indicates that installing a traffic control signal will improve the overall safety and/or 
operations of the intersection. 

 
Dave’s original thought was to add the word “traffic” for the same reason described in the previous 
item.  However, based on the prior amendment and subsequent action, Dave concludes that no 
action/motion is needed here.   

 
4.  Paragraph 1 of Section 4D.01: 

 
Support 
 The features of traffic control signals of interest to road users are the location, 
design, and meaning of the signal indications.  Uniformity in the design features that 
affect the traffic to be controlled, as set forth in this Manual, is especially important 
for safety and efficientcy of operations. 

 
Dave suggested that, in keeping with comments received from previous items, his proposed addition of 
“traffic,” which would have become the 2nd to last word in this paragraph, is not included.   

 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Frank Tramontozzi 
Discussion:  None.   
Approved 30 yes, 2 opposed, no abstentions (note for vote count:  Kurt Smith was NOT present for 
votes prior to this but was present for this vote and subsequent).   
 
5.  Paragraph 4 of Section 4D.03: 

 
Guidance 
 Safety considerations should include the installation, where appropriate, of 
accessible pedestrian signals (see Sections 4E.06 and 4E.09) that provide 
information in nonvisual format (such as audible tones, verbal messages, and/or 
vibrating surfaces). 
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Dave proposed no action to change the use of “safety” in this section.  No motion was made.   
 

6.  Paragraph 3, Item B4(c), of Section 4D.05: 
 

Standard (for when a steady CIRCULAR YELLOW shall not be displayed for 
permissive left turns unless one of four conditions occur, and (c) below is one of 
those conditions) 

 
(c) An engineering study has determined that, because of unique intersection 

conditions, the conditions described in items (a) and (b) above cannot 
reasonably be implemented without causing significant operational or 
safety problems and that the volume of impacted left-turning traffic is 
relatively low, and those left-turning drivers are advised that the opposing 
traffic is not simultaneous being shown a CIRCULAR YELLOW signal 
indication if this operation occurs continuously by the installation near the 
left-most signal head of a W25-1 sign (see Section 2C.39) with the legend 
ONCOMING TRAFFIC HAS EXTENDED GREEN; or 

 
Dave’s original thought was to add the word “traffic” for the same reason described in the 
previous item.  However, based on the prior amendment and subsequent action, Dave 
concludes that no action/motion is needed here.  
 
7.  Paragraph 1, Item B, of Section 4D.19: 

 
Guidance 
B. Signal supports should be placed as far as practical from the edge of the 

traveled way without adversely affecting the visibility of the signal indications. 
 
 Where supports cannot be located based on the recommended AASHTO 

clearances, consideration should be given to the use of appropriate safety 
devices. 

 
 No part of a concrete base for a signal support should extend more than 100 mm 

(4 in) above the ground level at any point.  This limitation does not apply to the 
concrete base for a rigid support. 

 
Dave concluded that no action/motion is needed here. 

 
8.  Paragraph 5 of Section 4D.20: 

 
Guidance 
 A temporary traffic control signal should be used only if engineering judgment 
indicates that installing the signal will improve the overall safety and/or operations of 
the location.  The use of temporary traffic control signals by a work crew on a 
regular basis in their work area should be subject to the approval of the jurisdiction 
having authority over the roadway. 
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Dave concluded that no action/motion is needed here; the addition of the “s” at the end of 
“operation” is regarded as editorial.   

 
9.  Paragraph 2, Item A and C, of Section 4E.03: 

 
Guidance (on when to use Ped heads) 
A. If it is necessary to assist pedestrians in making a reasonably safe crossing 

deciding when to begin crossing the understanding when a traffic signal is 
indicating the proper time to cross a roadway in the chosen direction or if 
engineering judgment determines that pedestrian signal heads are justified to 
minimize vehicle-pedestrian conflicts; 

 
Dave stated that there were a lot of different opinions on how best to address this piece of text.  The 
apparent consensus was to remove safe, so the resultant text, authored by Ray Pusey, is included as 
replacement text. 

 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Ray Pusey 
Discussion:  It was mentioned that that this eliminates the implication/inference of illegal pedestrian 
crossings.  Dave Kuemmel stated that this truly is not related to the crossing, but instead is related to 
the use of pedestrian signal indications. Gerry deCamp suggested a wording change to the initial 
phrase of the section “If it is necessary to direct pedestrians . . .” because the word “assist” has been 
there a long time.  The question was called by Ken Kobetsky and there was no opposition to ending 
discussion.  
Approved:  32 yes, 0 opposed, no abstentions (vote note:  this total of 32 voters is noted as a 
“different total due to additional members present”) 

 
10.  Paragraph 2, Item C, of Section 4E.03: 

 
Guidance (on when to use Ped Heads) 

 
C. If no vehicular signal indications are visible to pedestrians, or if the vehicular 

signal indications that are visible to pedestrians starting or continuing a crossing 
provide insufficient guidance for them to decide when it is safe to begin crossing 
the roadway in the chosen direction, such as on one-way streets, at T-
intersections, or at multiphase signal operations. 

 
Dave stated that there were a lot of different opinions on how best to address this piece of text.  The 
apparent consensus was to remove safe, so the resultant text, authored by Ray Pusey, is included as 
replacement text. 

 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Ken Kobetsky 
Discussion:  None.   
Approved:  32 yes, 0 opposed, no abstentions 

 
11.  Paragraph 1 of Section 4E.06: 

 
Support 
 



 
STC Minutes Page  7 of 23 June 28 & 29, 2006 

 The primary technique that pedestrians who have visual disabilities use to cross 
streets at signalized locations is to initiate their crossing when they hear the traffic in 
front of them stop and the traffic alongside them begin to move, corresponding 
which often corresponds to the onset of the green interval.  This technique is 
effective at many signalized locations.  The existing environment is often not 
sufficient to provide the information that pedestrians who have visual disabilities 
need to operate safely cross a roadway at a signalized location.  Therefore, many 
signalized locations will not require any accessible pedestrian signals. 
 
Dave stated that the STC consensus was to leave the modifications as he proposed them, originally.  
This change will go into the newly revised section 4E.06 proposed by STC’s Pedestrian Control 
Features Task Force as well (that is, the section that has gone out to sponsors already). 

 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Carl Tuttle 
Discussion:  Eagan Foster asked if this text covered any type path, bikeway, railroad crossing, etc., or 
phrased differently, Eagan asked “is roadway a sufficient word?”  Consensus of discussion was 
concluded that “roadway” is a better term than, as example, “highway.” 
Approved:  32 yes, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions 

 
12.  Paragraph 2 of Section 4E.06: 

 
Guidance 
 If a particular signalized location presents difficulties for pedestrians who have 
visual disabilities to cross the roadway safely and effectively, an engineering study 
should be conducted that considers the safety and effectiveness for needs of 
pedestrians in general, as well as the information needs of pedestrians with visual 
disabilities. 

 
Dave stated that there were different requests for changes here but most respondents agreed with the 
need for some sort of change.  George Butzer suggested this type of language which Dave 
recommends as best.  This changed text, if approved, will also be incorporated into the new section 
4E.06 proposed by the Pedestrian Control Features Task Force. 

 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Ed Fischer 
Discussion:  Discussion centered on the use of the text by the practitioner and focused on the use of the 
two words “needs,” balanced by the limitation placed on the guidance of the initial phrase which 
restricts this text to certain situations.  Beezy Bentzen suggested that this guidance text only comes in 
play when the intersection requires improvement. 
Approved:  31 yes, 1 opposed, 0 abstentions 

  
13.  Paragraph 24 of Section 4E.06: 

 
Guidance 
 Messages should not be worded in a way that seems to provide a command to 
the pedestrian, such as “cross Broadway Street now”.  Messages should not tell 
users that it is “safe to cross.”  It should always be the pedestrian’s responsibility to 
check actual traffic conditions. 
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Dave stated that comments received were unanimous to leave “safe” in this text “as is.” Therefore, 
Dave concluded that no action/motion is needed here.   

 
14.  Paragraph 4 of Section 4F.01: 

 
Guidance 
 If a traffic control signal is not justified under the signal warrants of Chapter 4C 
and if gaps in traffic are not adequate to permit reasonably safe efficient entrance of 
emergency vehicles, or the stopping sight distance for vehicles approaching on the 
major street is insufficient to permit reasonably safe entrance of for emergency 
vehicles, installing an emergency-vehicle traffic control signal should be considered. 
 If one of the signal warrants of Chapter 4C is met and a traffic control signal is 
justified by an engineering study, and if a decision is made to install a traffic control 
signal, it should be installed based upon the provisions of Chapter 4D. 

 
Dave stated that comments received on this change made clear differences of opinion, but George 
Butzer and Ray Pusey both made useful suggestions, so the proposed text is a product of their 
thoughts. 
 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Ray Pusey 
Discussion:  Gerry deCamp commented that he agrees that these changes make no significant change 
to the substance of the paragraph. 
Approved:  30 yes, 1 opposed, 1 abstention 

 
15.  Paragraph 6 of Section 4F.04: 

 
Standard 
 
 Upon actuation by authorized emergency personnel, the Emergency 
Beacons shall display a flashing yellow signal indication, followed by a steady 
yellow change interval, prior to displaying two CIRCULAR RED signal 
indications in an alternating flashing array for a duration of time adequate for 
safe egress of the emergency vehicles.  The alternating flashing red signal 
indications shall only be displayed when it is required that drivers on the 
major street stop and then proceed subject to the rules applicable after 
making a stop at a STOP sign. until it is safe to do so.  Upon termination of the 
flashing red signal indications, the Emergency Beacons shall revert to a non-
illuminated condition. 
 
Dave stated that there were differing opinions of how best to deal with “safe” here also, but deleting 
“efficient” from Dave’s original proposal should result in text that would be received well by the 
Committee.   
 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Gerry deCamp  
Discussion:  John Fisher proposed alternative language.  His language included the phrase “until 
conditions permit.”  Ray Pusey encouraged us to revisit the language in association with the Stop sign 
law, also used in section 4D.04, section D, subsection 1.  
Approved:  31 yes, 0 opposed, 1 abstention 
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16.  Paragraph 1 of Section 4G.01: 

 
Support 
 A traffic control signal at a narrow bridge, tunnel, or roadway section is a special 
signal that assigns the right-of-way for vehicles passing over a bridge or through a 
tunnel or roadway section that is not of sufficient width for two opposing vehicles to 
pass reasonably safely. 
 
Dave stated that his original proposal here had the word “efficiently,” which he subsequently removed. 
He believes this text should gain consensus. 
 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Ray Pusey   
Discussion:  None 
Approved:  32 yes, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions 

 
17.  Paragraph 4 of Section 4G.01: 

 
Option 
 At a narrow bridge, tunnel, or roadway section where a traffic control signal is not 
justified under the conditions of Chapter 4C, a traffic control signal may be used if 
gaps in opposing traffic do not permit the reasonably safe flow of traffic through the 
one-lane section of roadway. 

 
Dave stated that his original proposal here had the word “efficiently,” which was removed as suggested 
by Richard Nassi.  Dave believes this text should gain consensus. 
 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Carl Tuttle  
Discussion:  None 
Approved:  32 yes, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions 

 
18.  Paragraph 3, Item E, of Section 4J.01: 

 
Guidance 
E. An engineering study indicates that the saferty and more efficientcy of traffic 

operations of a reversible-lane system would be provided improved by lane-use 
control signals. 

 
Dave stated that although most who responded agreed with deleting safe, that those who objected and 
responded would be satisfied with the change as shown above instead. 

 
Motion: To make the revisions as shown above, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Frank Tramantozzi 
Discussion:  Some discussion occurred and focused on the need for the word “traffic” in this sentence. 
Casual conclusion was that it should stay, so the motion made stands.   
Approved:  32 yes, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions 

 
19.  Paragraph 1, Item B, of Section 4J.02: 
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Standard 
B. A steady YELLOW X signal indication shall mean that a road user is to 

prepare to vacate, in a safe manner, the lane over which the signal 
indication is located because a lane control change is being made to a 
steady RED X signal indication. 

 
Dave stated that there were few disagreements concerning the deletion of “safe” but objections to 
“effective” also made sense.  Since we are telling the road user to “vacate in a safe manner,” perhaps 
we can leave this one alone, especially since this language parallels that in the UVC. Therefore, Dave 
concluded that no action/motion is needed here.   

 
There was subsequent discussion (without benefit of motion) concerning the idea of deleting the entire 
phrase “in a safe manner.” The discussion focused on the concept that it obligates the driver to a 
certain action, while not obligating the practitioner, who is the audience of the MUTCD.   
 
Motion: To delete the phrase “in a safe manner,” by John Fisher 
Seconded by:  Kurt Warner 
Discussion:  None   
Failed:  12 yes, 20 opposed, 0 abstentions 

 
20.  Paragraph 1, Item E, of Section 4J.02: 

 
Standard 
E. A steady RED X signal indication shall mean that a road user is not 

permitted to use the lane over which the signal indication is located and 
that this signal indication shall modify accordingly the meaning of all other 
traffic controls present.  The road user shall obey all other traffic controls 
and follow normal safe driving practices. 

 
Dave stated that there were few disagreements with the deletion of “safe.”  However, since we are 
telling the road user to follow normal safe driving practices, perhaps we can leave this instance of 
“safe” alone, especially if this wording parallels that in the UVC. Therefore, Dave concluded that no 
action/motion is needed here.   

 

Archives (approved as addition to agenda, requested by Dave Kuemmel): 

Dave Kuemmel passed to all present a paper he wrote concerning the STC archives, from the time when 

Wayne Volk was Chairman (Dave believed this was from 1973) to the present.  Dave suggested that all 

info received by the STC at each meeting be put on a disk and then filed.  Dave has developed an index as 

to what information has been kept (he noted that significant quantities of information have NOT been kept, 

though it takes 6 volumes to store all that which has been kept).  In the course of his efforts, he has created 

three appendices to help organize the information in the archives.  Appendix 1 consists of scanned 

summaries of old requests for experimentation, Appendix 2 is the STC reference library, and Appendix 3 

is our library list of full research reports.  The cover letter (distributed) tells how to find different types of 

information within the Archives.   
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Ken Kobetsky thanked Dave for the yeoman work that he’s done in organizing STC archives.  Ken also 

warned that there is risk that much of the archives information, currently stored at AASHTO, is at risk of 

being thrown out.  Ken’s ongoing efforts and emphases have contributed to the information being retained 

there.   

Gerry deCamp asked how many years’ worth of information needs to be kept as part of the archives.  It 

was concluded that the STC doesn’t know that at present.   

Ronnie offered thanks to Dave on behalf of the entire committee for his efforts.   

 

9. Status of recommendations sent to sponsors:  

Ronnie offered a brief recap of the 5 items that were sent to sponsors following the January, 2006, 

meeting.     

A. Signals 1 -  Section 4C.05 Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume 

B. Signals 2 - Proposed new Section 4C.10 Warrant 9, Intersection Near Highway-Rail 

Grade Crossing 

C. Signals 3 -  Proposed new Section 4D.06A Application of Flashing Signal Indications 

for Left Turns 

D. Signals 4 -  Sections 4A.02 Definitions Relating To Highway Traffic Signals, Section 

4D.03 Provisions for Pedestrians, Section 4E.06  Accessible Pedestrian 

Signals, Section 4E.08  Pedestrian Detectors, and Section 4E.09  Accessible 

Pedestrian Signal Detectors 

E. Signals 5 -  Proposed new Chapter 4M Traffic Control Beacons For Pedestrians 

F. Sponsor Comments on Part 4 Items 

Ronnie suggested an alteration to the agenda which would encourage any recommendations from task 

forces to be addressed by STC now, until 5pm, after which task forces can meet if they desire.   

 

10. Items from FHWA (Scott Wainwright) 

Scott Wainwright introduced himself and advised the STC that the Toll Plaza signal study/information, a 

presentation developed by Wilbur Smith Associates, Inc., is NOT included in his material, as it has been 

furnished separately to the STC by Ronnie.   

Scott began with his general statement and contention:  he sees a trend (led by other Technical 

Committees) to put in the MUTCD what would be the best practice for a certain Section.  Scott expressed 

his concern that with the Signals Technical Committee, this is not happening.  A consequence of this is 

that State and Local DOT design manuals and related documentation go beyond what is actually addressed 

in Section 4 of the MUTCD.  Scott believes that this circumstance is due in no small part to “that’s what 

we [the state or local agency] are already doing and the impact of new text in the MUTCD is too great to 
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change.”  Scott attributed this to the complexity and cost of traffic signal equipment, especially when 

compared with the other traffic control devices addressed in the MUTCD.  Scott offered several suggested 

starting points/examples:   

• Protected-only mode left-turns – The red ball in the 3-section head vs. the red left arrow.  The red 

ball is still permitted in the MUTCD.  Should we, through new language in the MUTCD, start phasing 

the red ball indication out for this situation and begin requiring the red arrow as the uniform standard?  

• Protected-permitted left-turns (PPLT) and Permissive only left-turns – Some states/localities 

typically locate a 3rd signal phase over the center of the left-turn lane.  The Kittleson research 

performed to evaluate and identify PPLT displays offered some evidence that this is a confusing 

practice.   

• Backplates – Many states use backplates [almost] exclusively.  Is it time to have the MUTCD make a 

more definitive requirement/statement concerning their use? 

• High-speed/complex urban/suburban environments – Scott asked if perhaps one signal head per 

lane is of benefit here – many states are requiring this.  These increasing and increasingly complex 

traffic signal situations encourage consideration of far side vs near-side indications, backplate use, and 

consequential need for additional drawings/figures to provide guidance in Part 4 (Signals) of the 

MUTCD.   

• Count-down pedestrian signals – Should all new pedestrian signal installations require countdown 

signals?   

• Flashing don’t walk when countdown pedestrian signals are used – Legally, display of the flashing 

don’t walk (FDW) pedestrian indication means that pedestrians shouldn’t step off the curb.  Is the 

information being provided by the countdown pedestrian signal contrary to the FDW display?     

• Pedestrian clearance time relationship to vehicular intervals – FDW can occur during yellow (and 

all-red) of the companion vehicular phase.  The STC “stumbled” into this when the Pedestrian Signals 

Task Force was drafting language for countdown pedestrian signal operation, which ultimately 

required that the countdown pedestrian signal must count down to 0 before display of the concurrent 

yellow indication.  Should display of FDW during yellow and all-red be prohibited for all sequences, 

even if the signal displays do NOT use countdown timers?   

• Signal Displays for Stem of T – Scott frequently observes strange indications for “stem of T” 

circumstances, perhaps due to current Section 4 language that does not make clear what is to be 

displayed for the stem of a T intersection.   

In the interest of time, further discussion was held.  These issues will be discussed (in greater detail) at a 

subsequent NCUTCD meeting.  Ray Pusey expressed concern that any research conducted will not be able 

to determine which of the various displays/operational situations is “better” because of the number of 

extraneous variable present in the real world.  Nonetheless, Ray hopes that driver perception/reaction to 

different traffic signal presentations could be researched and information brought back to the STC.  John 
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Fisher stated that what is in the MUTCD is the “least common denominator” of what the STC could find 

agreement upon.   

Ronnie asked Scott which, if any, of these needed action before the next NPRM.  Scott said none – but 

encouraged the committee to provide thoughts and suggestions on their ideas concerning these matters.  A 

means of prioritization was proposed by Dave Kuemmel.   

Also, Bruce Friedman provided 3 video clips focused on traffic and traffic safety.  One of these showed 

traffic in India, the second concerning a dump truck, and the third showing a red light runner.   

 

11. Report/Recommendations Concerning Roundabouts and Railroad Interconnect 
Meeting (deCamp) 

An inquiry came from the Railroad Committee, who were proposing an addition to Part 8 that went out to 

sponsors for comments.  This addition called for “active traffic control devices” which “shall be installed” 

when a roundabout is close to a railroad grade crossing.  By way of introduction and clarification, Gerry 

explained the concept of traffic signal warrants to the Railroad Committee.  The Railroad Committee 

representatives think that the scenario of a roundabout close to a railroad grade crossing is happening to an 

increasing extent so much so as to require language in the MUTCD. Gerry suggested alternate language 

such as “appropriate provisions shall be made to provide for clearance of traffic queued on the tracks” 

instead of the proposed “active traffic control devices.”  We may well see adjusted language based on 

Gerry’s suggestion at the general committee meeting Thursday or Friday.  The concept of joint technical 

committee meetings to discuss roundabouts at subsequent NCUTCD meetings was discussed and generally 

agreed to. 

 

Task Force Meetings and Reports: 

Ronnie requested status of Task Force activities to determine which task forces could move items quickly 

this afternoon: 

John Fisher (Traffic Control Signal Features) believes that their efforts could be completed in 15 minutes.   

Eagan Foster (Pedestrian Control Features) believes think they could start their efforts this afternoon, if not 

finish.   

 

12. Task force meetings (18) 

Task force meetings did NOT occur during the STC Thursday session – instead, Ronnie had the STC 

move immediately to action on items that have been returned from sponsors with comments.   

 

13. Task force reports and recommendations 
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Traffic Control Signal Features Task Force 

Traffic Control Signal Features was the first task force to report on their items sent to sponsors for 

comments.  John Fisher, chair of this task force, provided the report for the item called Signals #3, 

concerning flashing yellow arrows.   

A total of 8 comments were received from sponsors, interesting in that the topic has been a subject of 

discussion for years, but ultimately only 8 comments were received.  Task force discussion concluded in 

the thought there was a need for revisions based on 2 comments referencing dual indications on a single 

lens.   

The comments expressed concerns relating to the dual indication situation, where green arrow and yellow 

arrow are present in the same lens, and then coupled with the need to rebuild the signal head to 

accommodate the required 4 indications.  Discussion included that the change from green to yellow needs 

to include a change in position when changing from “proceed” to “clearance” and then from “clearance” to 

“stop.”   

The drafted text being discussed, present in Section 4D.06, reads:  “A dual arrow signal indication, if used, 

shall be limited to a display of a steady Green Arrow and a flashing Yellow Arrow.  All other uses of dual 

indications shall be prohibited.”  The term “dual arrow” is included in the Section 4 list of definitions.   

 
Motion: To delete the new paragraph “A dual arrow signal section . . .” by John Fisher 
Seconded by:  Dave Kuemmel 
Discussion:  Jeff Bagdade said that this was an AASHTO comment from Wayne Co., Michigan.  
Reference was made to edits that must be made elsewhere in Section 4 – but these will be 
accomplished editorially. 
Passed:  23 yes, 4 opposed, 2 abstentions 

The second comment to be addressed concerned requiring an overhead signal.  The language sent out to 

sponsors did not require an overhead signal in conjunction with a separate left turn lane.  This differs from 

what was voted upon in the January, 2006 meeting to maintain consistency with existing text in the 

MUTCD.  To respond to this comment, additional text was drafted and is now proposed:  “Supplemental 

left turn signal faces mounted over the roadway shall not be required to be placed over the turn lane(s).” 

 
Motion: To add the new sentence “Supplemental left turn signal faces mounted over the roadway shall 
not be required to be placed over the turn lane(s).” by John Fisher 
Seconded by:  Dave Kuemmel 
Discussion:  None 
Passed:  30 yes, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions 
 

This concluded the actions of the traffic control signal features task force.   
 

Pedestrian Control Features Task Force 

Chair Eagan Foster introduced the Pedestrian Control Features Task Force report by reminding STC 

members that the set of items described as Signals #4 contained all the accessible pedestrian signal (APS) 
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issues.   

The first sponsor comment discussed expressed concern that the proposed text had two separate guidance 

sections within 4E.06 and suggested that STC combine those two.  The first of the two is at the end of the 

first paragraph, the second guidance contains an introductory sentence plus five items labeled A-E.   

This change was generally agreed to as being editorial; no formal STC action was taken.   

A second sponsor comment resulted in recommendation of a sentence being moved which reads, 

“Technology that provides different sounds for each noncurrent signal phase has frequently been found to 

provide ambiguous information.” The sentence is proposed to be moved from the second paragraph to 

being the first sentence in the same Support statement.  As well, the word “Some” was deleted from the 2nd 

paragraph in this Support statement.   

This change was generally agreed to as being editorial; no formal STC action was taken.  

An additional comment resulted in recommendation to deleting the words “carefully” and “adjusted” in the 

sentence, “The sound level of audible pedestrian indications should be carefully selected to avoid . . .” and 

edit to add the phrase “adjusted to be low enough.” 

 
Motion: To delete “carefully” and “adjusted” and add the new phrase “. . . adjusted to be low enough . 
. .” by Eagan Foster 
Seconded by:  Dave Kuemmel 
Discussion:  None 
Passed:  23 yes, 0 opposed, 5 abstentions  

In response to other comments, the Task Force rearranged sentences in the third Standard in 4E.06 which 

began “Automatic volume adjustment in response to . . .” and in the same paragraph removed the entire 

sentence describing sound measuring techniques.   

 
Motion: To rearrange sentences in the third Standard in 4E.06 and in the same paragraph removed the 
entire sentence describing sound measuring techniques.  delete “carefully” and “adjusted” and add the 
new phrase “. . . adjusted to be low enough . . .” by Eagan Foster 
Seconded by:  Dave Kuemmel 
Discussion:  None 
Passed:  23 yes, 1 opposed, 4 abstentions  

In response to other comments, the Standard which begins “If audible beaconing is used, the volume . . .”, 

is proposed to be edited by first rewording the introductory text, deleting the original item D in its entirety, 

and then moving item B up and labeling it item A.   

Motion:  To make the revisions presented above, by Eagan Foster 
Seconded by:  Dave Kuemmel 
Discussion:  Dave began by acknowledging that additional editing was needed to accomplish this 
motion.  He also offered explanation about the rearrangement of items A through D, that the 
rearrangement, too, was in response to a sponsor comment “to rewrite this whole section.”  Concerning 
the new option C, John Fisher asked “Can the speaker be aimed adequately to focus on the 
crosswalk?”  Beezy Bentsen responded that it can.  Concern was expressed about the phrase “called 
pedestrian phase” and what is being referenced in that phrase.   
This motion was withdrawn (by Eagan Foster) for additional revision/editorial work.   
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In response to other comments received which questioned the use of the word “impractical,” that word is 

proposed to be changed to “infeasible”, and the word “possible” to “feasible.”  These edits cause the 

proposed text to be more in line with the Access Board’s language, and is considered editorial.   

Other comments and questions were raised about the usefulness of the drawings proposed to be part of the 

revised text.  The initial full page of intersection corner figures were generally regarded as being useful; 

however, the separate two drawings are proposed to be removed along with the figure on page 19.  

Additional figures may be developed by FHWA later.   

 
Motion: To delete the last three figures contained with the proposed language, by Dave Kuemmel 
Seconded by:  Eagan Foster 
Discussion:  None 
Passed:  22 yes, 0 opposed, 6 abstentions  

Eagan noted that the text in 4E.06, 1st paragraph, contains the phrase “operate safely.”  The subsequent 

Guidance paragraph contains the phrase “cross safely and effectively” which Eagan suggests should read 

“cross the roadway.”  These edits have already been voted on as part of item 8, led by Dave Kuemmel, 

which addressed the use of “safe” and its derivatives.   

Eagan made brief comments concerning sponsor comments which the Task Force chose not to address.   

 

Wednesday’s meeting adjourned at approx. 5:30pm local time.   

 

Thursday, June 29, 2006 
 

Signals Technical Committee meeting convened Thursday, June 29, 2006, at approximately 1:20pm.  

Ronnie welcomed all present and reminded all of the new voting rules (Any item can be voted on only if at 

least 50% of the Technical Committee membership is actually present, and a 2/3 vote in the affirmative, of 

those present, is required for an item to pass) – and also that based on his consulting of the bylaws, the 

chair can vote, and he plans to do so.   

Ronnie stated that we would hear from all remaining task forces first, continuing what was started 

yesterday, and then move to individual task force meetings, if needed.   

Also, Bruce Friedman has searched Section 4 for all occurrences of the phrase “right of way” to ensure its 

appropriate use – but any resultant changes will be handled as editorial changes.   

Ronnie reminded all present that he – or Bruce – need to get digital copies of all text approved 

Ronnie also welcomed Eric Niemeyer, whose membership in STC was approved yesterday.   

 

Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies Task Force 

Chair Frank Tramantozzi introduced the text that was sent out to sponsors, known as Signals #2, which 



 
STC Minutes Page  17 of 23 June 28 & 29, 2006 

consisted principally of the proposed Warrant 9/Intersection Near Highway-Rail Grade Crossing 

Most sponsors concurred with the proposed text, although 6 concurred partially, and two sponsors did not 

concur.  One of the two “does not concur” concerns was partially addressed through revisions made.  The 

Task Force proposes to redefine the dimension labeled throughout the section as “D”, which may appear to 

cause many changes, but those are not as great as it initially appears.   

Item B has been clarified with no change in content.  The Task Force proposes to use the definition of 

dimension “D” that is already in Chapter 8 instead of what had been previously proposed in this draft text. 

Changes in the proposed graphics are noted in text comments, but the graphics themselves have not been 

edited.   

Ken Kobetsky asked if this warrant required a certain type of device at the grade crossing.  The response 

was that the signal should have flashing lights and gates.  Ray Pusey stated that the “shall” requirements 

were too strong.  Frank responded that there was no comment from sponsors on this, so the text should not 

be changed.   

 
Motion: To make the changes proposed above (redefine distance D, edit item B), by Frank 
Tramantozzi 
Seconded by:  Joe Pecora 
Discussion:  John Fisher asked about the use of the phrase “stop or yield” in the Standard and what it 
applied to.  The word “intersection” was informally agreed to be inserted before “approach” in the 
Standard to clarify this. 
Passed:  32 yes, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions  

 

The next item presented was Signals #1, Revisions to Warrant Number 4, Pedestrian Volume Warrant.  

Frank stated that there were many “concurs,” several partial concurrences, and only one “does not concur,” 

from John Fisher, who expressed concern that the volume levels were too high.   

In response to these comments, the Task Force proposes to add “or roundabout” after “multiway stop,” 

proposes deleting “or where a major transit stop is present,” and proposes editing “Criteria” to “Criterion.” 

The figure labeled “4C-5” has changed somewhat – the figure title now includes “Pedestrian”, and the 

number 107 has been added to label right-most section of curve.  The Task Force has modified the legend 

for the Y axis – added “Total of all pedestrians” and “pedestrians per hour,” and proposes that the same 

changes be made to figures 4C-6 and 4C-7.   

 
Motion: To make the changes proposed above, by Frank Tramantozzi 
Seconded by:  Ed Fischer 
Discussion:  Gerry deCamp asked where the pedestrian volumes (107, for example) came from, and if 
the numbers should be rounded off.  This hasn’t been previously raised, so nothing was proposed to be 
changed in response.  Ronnie expressed concern about the “or roundabout” phrase in that it might 
create a conflict with the other part of the Manual which want to require a signal at that location.  Ray 
Pusey expressed concern about this, as well, and contends that this situation is not applicable to 
roundabouts.  Gerry deCamp asked what was the original Task Force rationale; Frank said it was 
added with little discussion.  Concern about the term “multiway” resulted in its removal – along with 
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the “roundabout” reference.  Ronnie reminded the Committee that roundabout text in the original draft 
Access Board public right-of-way proposal required all pedestrian crossings at roundabouts to be 
signalized.  At this time, the revised version requires that all crosswalks at MULTILANE roundabouts 
must be signalized.  Dave Kuemmel expressed concern that we may have to revisit this at a later date.   
Amendment proposed by John Fisher to eliminate “roundabout,” which would result in its not being 
added to the proposed text, as it was added in response to sponsor comment, and to add “Stop sign 
controlling . . . that pedestrians.”   
Amendment seconded by:  Beezy Bentzen 
Discussion (on amendment):  None 
Amendment passed:  24 yes, 5 opposed, 2 abstentions 
Further discussion (on parent motion):  None further. 
Parent motion passed:  30 yes, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions  

 

Traffic Control Signal Features Task Force 

The next item presented was Signals #3, concerning the Flashing Yellow Arrow (FYA) by John Fisher.  

John stated that based on further review, several editorial changes are desired.  The task force agreed that a 

3 section head could be used with a dual arrow indication, but only when the circular green and flashing 

yellow arrows co-existed in the shared signal face.  The task force now proposes deleting the “four section” 

wording.  The committee also proposes to move language from further down in the drafted text “up” to 

provide language limiting use of a 3-section signal head for this FYI application to only certain height-

restricted cases.   

A question was asked by Eric concerning the last sentence, “All other uses of dual indications shall be 

prohibited.”  His concern was that the first 2 sentences clearly define the standard, while the last sentence 

is unnecessary.  Discussion ensued on the role of or need for of the 3rd sentence.  Dave Kuemmel proposed 

deleting the 3rd sentence and inserting the word “only” in the 2nd sentence.  Another proposal was to add “-

arrow” after “dual” in the 3rd sentence.  The last proposal was to delete the 3rd sentence “All other uses . . .” 

Then, discussion focused on the word “clearance” which was ultimately deleted in favor of “signal head 

height limitations.” 

 
Motion: To make the changes proposed above, by Ray Pusey 
Seconded by:  Bob Hintersteiner 

Discussion:  Ken Kobetsky suggested that adding this text is a way that will allow retrofits – if you 

build the signal spans low.  Ronnie Bell reminded the committee that this language was added by the 

Federal Highway Administration, so we should take this as a hint that we should, too.  Doug Hansen 

inquired as to whether the committee was notified of this change – “yes, when the notice was issued.”  

Ed Fisher mentioned that the research – which we didn’t have in January – was available to the 

FHWA, which may have encouraged their change.   

Motion passed:  32 yes, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions  

John Fisher then presented the addition of the sentence  “Supplemental left-turn signal faces mounted over 

the roadway shall not be subject to these positioning requirements.”   

Motion:  To add the sentence proposed above, by Ray Pusey 
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Seconded by:  Joe Pecora 
Discussion:  None 
Motion passed:  32 yes, 1 no, 0 abstentions 

John then presented several items summed up as “cleanup work” in 4A.02.   

Motion:  To incorporate the cleanup text, by Ray Pusey 
Seconded by:  Gerry deCamp 
Discussion:  None  
Motion passed:  32 yes, 0 no, 0 abstentions 

John then presented additional text which would allow a FYA versus a circular yellow – the 4D.05 edits.   

Motion:  To incorporate the additional text, by Ray Pusey 
Seconded by: Dave Kuemmel 
Discussion:  None 
Motion passed:  32 yes, 0 no, 0 abstentions 

John stated that the remaining changes are editorial – no motion made in summary.   

 

Pedestrian Control Features Task Force 

Eagan Foster, as chair of the Pedestrian Control Features task force, led the discussion concerning Signals 

#4.  Eagan first presented background/lead-in information on the concept of audible beaconing, what it is, 

and options associated with its usage, by way of introduction to the revisions proposed for the draft 

standard language.  The task force wanted to provide a louder tone; a walk indication message, and then a 

locator tone during the flashing don’t walk (FDW) interval.  Research showed that a louder tone does NOT 

help, but instead masks vehicle sounds.  And, during FDW, only the locator tone is necessary to provide 

adequate information.   

The original option B was moved to A, and the text beginning with “far end . . .” was changed to “target 

corner.”  The old option A was shifted to item B, editing “Increased sound” to “The louder locator tone.  

Option C remains except the beginning is edited to “The louder locator tone comes . . .”, and Option D was 

eliminated due to the new research information received during TF from Beezy Bentsen and Janet Barlow.  

Motion:  To incorporate the additional text, by Eagan Foster 
Seconded by: Dave Kuemmel 
Discussion:  John Fisher asked about beaconing, specifically in which ped interval it occurs.  
Explanations by Beezy Bentsen satisfied his concerns, which also included locator tones and the 
differences between them and the walk interval.  John also asked about skewed intersections and 
streets greater than 70 feet wide, and the impact of veering off course.  Gerry deCamp asked if the 
audible beaconing can emit from the same speaker that the walk tone comes from.  It can, according to 
Beezy Bentsen.  Larry Irish suggested replacing “they” in item A with “pedestrians” – Eagan agreed to 
this.   
Motion passed:  29 yes, 0 no, 2 abstentions 

 

General and Other Highway Traffic Signals Task Force 

The next item presented was Signals #5, by Mike Barton, Chair of the General and Other Highway Traffic 

Signals Task Force.  This item concerned the pedestrian beacon (sometimes called “Hawk” or “half-

signal”) concept, specifically a study conducted between January, 2006 and the current (June, 2006) 
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meeting and the addition of the “midblock” term late in the draft language development.  Mike presented a 

PowerPoint presentation of a study performed for the City of Tucson that describes the Hawk concept and 

its benefits.  This presentation included description of and graphics concerning the two sites that Kay 

Fitzpatrick (of TTI, as part of a larger-scope pedestrian crossing effort performed in 2005) had looked at in 

the Tucson area.  All of the sites presented were major street/minor street intersections.  Videos, volumes, 

and post-Hawk accident experience were furnished for both subject locations.  “Before” Hawk installation 

accident experience was not available.  This presentation also compared the Hawk to unprotected 

crosswalks, in-pavement warning lights, and flashing (pedestrian-actuated) yellow beacons.  The 

conclusions presented were that Hawk installations operate safely at major/minor intersections, and that the 

“midblock only” limitation should be removed, and that the STC should establish warrants/guidelines for 

Hawk usage.   

The comments received from sponsors consisted of 15 “concur,” 8 “concurred partially,” and 15 “did not 

concur.”  The primary issues raised by those who did not concur were: 

• The need for warrants/guidelines 

• Concerns about motorists’ understanding of displays 

• Concerns about the “dark signal” issue (since the Hawk concept “rests” in a dark state) 

• The question, “Why not use a traditional traffic signal?” 

Kurt Warner asked if the research had assessed effectiveness at midblock locations.  No, he was told; 

Tucson has no more than 1 or 2 Hawks installed at midblock locations.  Kurt then suggested that the 

“midblock” option be eliminated since there are other existing traffic control devices, such as a “full” 

pedestrian signal, that can be used there.  Dave Kuemmel asked Kay which states used the Hawk; she 

stated that only Arizona did so.  Portland, Oregon, has requested permission to install them, but hasn’t yet. 

 Dave Kuemmel stated that making the text change from “midblock” to “intersection” is too significant a 

change to make within the context of sponsor comments; we’d have to go back out to sponsors.  John 

Fisher agreed that there is a midblock device already available for this situation:  a “full” pedestrian signal. 

 Gerry deCamp asked about the effectiveness of the Hawk compared with a control location which has a 

“full” pedestrian signal.  Kay reminded the STC that the warrant revisions discussed earlier (Revised 

Pedestrian Warrant) apply only to a traditional vehicle/vehicle signal.  She acknowledged that this device 

applied to situations where signal warrants did not.  This committee (the STC) added the term “midblock;” 

that was not part of the language as moved by the task force.   

Ronnie then took several straw votes to assess the general feel of the STC: 

1. Should the Hawk be restricted to midblock locations only? 4 indicated support for this statement.   

2. Should the Hawk not be restricted in location?  There was strong support for this statement.   

3. Should the Hawk be restricted to intersections only? 5 indicated support for this statement.  

Mike Barton then moved on into the text revisions: 
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The definition of the Pedestrian Beacon was revised to read “Pedestrian Beacon - a beacon used to 

supplement a crosswalk.” 

Mike then introduced some proposed new text that included a limitation that a pedestrian beacon should 

not be installed if the minor street volume exceeds 1/3 of the major street volume.  Comments centered on 

1/3 being too big a fraction.  Ray Pusey expressed concern about how you cite a violator – as one running a 

traffic signal, or violating a pedestrian crossing.  Ronnie Bell expressed concern about the first option 

statement and whether or not it should be removed.   

Ronnie took several straw polls concerning the definition 

1. Indicate support for the definition modification - 0 

2. Prefer definition as drafted – not quite half 

3. Need a new definition – slightly less than half 

Ronnie Bell emphasized the need to take some action on this matter – whether to pass it on to the full 

committee or to revise significantly and send back to sponsors.  Ronnie then took a straw poll to better 

evaluate STC support: 

1. Modify emergency beacon language to fit this situation – strong support 

Based on discussion and straw polls, a proposed definition was offered.   

Motion:  to revise the definition to read, “A special type of beacon used to warn and control traffic to 
assist pedestrians in crossing a street or highway at an unsignalized location with a marked crosswalk.” 
moved by Dean Tekell 
Seconded by: Frank Tramantozzi  
Discussion:  by Kurt Warner, which focused on the concept of deleting the phrase “unsignalized” – 
but, other discussion centered on the concern that this could open up the possibility to have this at the 
same location as a stop and go traffic signal.  Consequently, some edits were made to the proposed 
definition (and are incorporated above).   
Motion passed:  29 yes, 1 no, 1 abstention 

Mike then went on to the proposed changes that the task force has developed in what was sent to sponsors. 

 This includes modifying the first sentence in the Guidance under 4M.01 and including the minor 

street/major street volume ratio previously listed.   

Motion:  to make the proposed changes as well as remove “midblock” from the first Standard under 
4M.01, moved by Mike Barton.   
Seconded by:  Joe Pecora 
Discussion:  Dave Kuemmel expressed concerned about the 1/3 level being too high. – such as the 
peak hr. volume instead.  Ray suggested striking the 1/3 sentence since the cross street traffic is not a 
part of the discussion. This was agreed upon.  The phrase “traffic control signal” was proposed to be 
replaced by “location.”  Comments by Kurt concerning growth of installations and also by Gerry 
deCamp concerning its effectiveness.  Ray commented on the impact being acceptable.  
Motion passed:  26 yes, 3 no, 1 abstention 

Mike Barton then presented new guidance language concerning the volume/volume curves recommended 

for application (warrants?).  Kay Fitzpatrick, who developed the graphs, then described the information 

displayed in the graphs/curves and the rationale behind the curves.  Ray Pusey asked about whether these 

should be guidelines or warrants, preferring that they be called warrants to control their proliferation.   
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Motion:  That this information be published as a warrant, along with all other relevant appropriate text 
(not a guideline), by Ray Pusey 
Second by:  Gerry deCamp 
Discussion:  Amendment to add “The satisfaction of the pedestrian beacon warrant shall not in and of 
itself require the installation of the pedestrian beacon.” was accepted.  Ed Fischer stated he preferred 
the looseness of “guidelines.”  Kurt Warner prefers “warrants.”  Ronnie suggested that if a warrant was 
approved here would NOT go with the other warrants but would stay in this 4M section.  Ronnie also 
offered that this will have to go back out to sponsors  
Motion did NOT pass:  16 yes, 12 no, 3 abstentions 

 

Motion:  To include the text as guidance only, by Ed Fischer 
Seconded by:  George Butzer 
Discussion:  Amendment made to include the same amendment as in the previous motion.  Suggested 
change to title “Guidelines for installation of Pedestrian Beacons . . .” also accepted as friendly 
amendment.   
Motion passes:  23 yes, 5 no, 3 abstentions 

Mike presented other changes (figure numbering, minor language) that were taken as editorial,  

Motion:  The addition of text “either dark or” between “is” and “displaying” in the Standard, made by 
Mike Barton.   
Seconded by: Frank Tramontozzi 
Discussion: by Dave Kuemmel concerning history of half signal and impact/relevance on Tucson’s 
situation.  Ed Fischer added his support to Dave’s statement and called for additional research to 
answer a variety of questions that he had concerning options and the effectiveness of the device.  John 
Fisher said that we need to modify 4D.01, and 4D.04 to clarify the vehicular obligations of “flashing 
red.”  Richard Nassi’s comments satisfied John to the point that he regarded it no longer as an issue to 
be addressed.  Questions were raised about the conflict/comparison between side-to-side wigwag and 
railroad signals.  George Butzer advised that in section 4F.04 such language already exists.  Reza 
expressed concern about display of ped signals vs. vehicular signals, but was responded by Mike 
Barton.   
Motion passes:  27 yes, 1 no, 2 abstentions 
 
Motion: That, in Section 4D.01, an exception be added after, “Stop signs shall not be used in 
conjunction with any traffic control signal operation except in either of the following cases:”  which 
would read “C.  In conjunction with emergency beacons (see Section 4F.04) or pedestrian beacons (see 
Chapter 4M),” made by John Fisher.    
Second by: Gerry deCamp. 
Discussion:  Concern that this is text applying to signals – but this is explicitly NOT a signal.  Concern 
discussed about citing a vehicle for, well, what.  Discussion continued after vote.   
Motion did NOT pass:    20 yes, 8 no, 4 abstentions  

 

Mike Barton raised the issue that language is needed in Section 4M stating “All minor streets or driveways 

approaching the location shall be controlled by a STOP sign.”   

Motion:  inclusion of the language presented immediately above, by Ronnie Bell.   
Seconded by:  Frank Tramantozzi 
Discussion:  question asked about permitting Yield signs in same situation 
Motion passed:  25 yes, 1 no, 3 abstentions 

 

Motion:  That text be added to section 4M.02 stating, “A pedestrian beacon shall be equipped with 
accessible pedestrian signal features (see Sections 4E.06 and 4E.09).”  made by Ken Kobetsky.   
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Seconded by: Richard Nassi.   
Discussion:  Dean Tekell stated his opposition to this, as he believes it is redundant.  Dave Kuemmel 
and Richard Nassi stated their support of this motion.  John Fisher stated that the lack of cross street 
traffic presents additional challenges to the blind pedestrian.  Doug Hansen stated that flashing don’t 
walk means something different here due to the actions permitted of stopped vehicles.   
Motion did NOT pass:  17 yes, 10 no, 3 abs – motion did not pass.   

 

Eagan Foster asked a question about the chart in 4M and need for background info to best use the curves.  

Kay Fitzpatrick stated that this is not necessary.   

Ronnie asked that the STC arrive at direction for what we just did – significantly revised the pedestrian 

beacon information – and stated that this probably needs to go back to sponsors.  We did not discuss the 

need for “cleanups” in other parts, but anticipate that there are some.  We hope to furnish those to the 

committee before they go to Sponsors.   

 

Other: 

14. Other items 

We did not get to toll information; that’ll occur at the next meeting.   

As well, the use of the term “right of way” needs to be discussed – via email, furnished for information for 

thought.  Consequently, it won’t go to sponsors in January – but perhaps it can be done as editorial 

comments.   

The flashing yellow arrow discussed by Ray for use with right turns (can be very useful in pedestrian 

accommodation situations).  Ray would like to write language, circulate this during the interim, vote on it 

in January 2007.  Further discussion, supported by a straw vote, was to develop, furnish the language, 

email vote, and forward to sponsors.  Anything needing to go to sponsors needs to go out to sponsors in 

September, per Bob Garrett.   

Ray said in Section 2C there is a requirement to use a sign in conjunction with “extended green.”  The use 

of the sign is REQUIRED unless you explicitly “lock” your controller.    

Ronnie reiterated his request for people to serve on the Human Factors task force.   

 

15. Adjourn 

Motion:  to adjourn.  Made by a STC member. 

Seconded by:  another STC member 

STC adjourned at 6:35pm.   

 



 

Signals Technical Committee Agenda 
Wednesday, June 28, 2006 – 1:00 PM to ??? 
Thursday, June 29, 2006 – 1:00 PM to ??? 

 
1. Welcome & recognition of new members 

2. Other changes in membership – resignations and members dropped 

3. Introduction of committee members and guests 

4. Roster updates (02) 

5. Approval of January 2006 meeting minutes (03, 04) 

6. Additions/modifications to agenda 

7. Assignment of committee members to task forces (05) 

Information Items/Updates: 

8. Recommendations on the use of the word “safe” and its variations (Kuemmel) (06) 

9. Status of recommendations sent to sponsors:  

A. Signals 1 -  Section 4C.05 Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume (07) 

B. Signals 2 - Proposed new Section 4C.10 Warrant 9, Intersection Near Highway-Rail 

Grade Crossing  (08) 

C. Signals 3 -  Proposed new Section 4D.06A Application of Flashing Signal Indications 

for Left Turns  (09) 

D. Signals 4 -  Sections 4A.02 Definitions Relating To Highway Traffic Signals, Section 

4D.03 Provisions for Pedestrians, Section 4E.06  Accessible Pedestrian Signals, Section 

4E.08  Pedestrian Detectors, and Section 4E.09  Accessible Pedestrian Signal Detectors  

(10) 

E. Signals 5 -  Proposed new Chapter 4M Traffic Control Beacons For Pedestrians  (11) 

F. Sponsor Comments on Part 4 Items (12) 

10. Items from FHWA (Wainwright) (13, 14, 15, 16, 17) 

11. Report/recommendations concerning Roundabouts and RR Interconnect meeting (deCamp) 

Task Force Meetings and Reports: 

12. Task force meetings (18) 

13. Task force reports and recommendations 

Other: 

14. Other items 

15. Adjourn 














