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DISCLAIMER 

 

 ALTHOUGH THE RECOMMENDATION DISPLAYED IN THIS 

PRESENTATION IS A MATTER OF POLICY  

FOR MANY PUBLIC AGENCIES,  

THE VIEWS AND OPINIONS EXPRESSED 

IN THIS PRESENTATION ARE THOSE 

OF THE PRESENTER AND ARE 

NOT INTENDED TO REFLECT THE 

VIEWS, PREFERENCES, OR POLICIES OF 

PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF, 

THE NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON 

UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES, 

THE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD OR 

ANY OF ITS COMMITTEES OR 

SPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS. 
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COMMENT SLIDES WITH TEXT IN THIS YELLOW COLOR WERE 

NOT ORIGINALLY PROVIDED FOR THE PRESENTATION, BUT ARE 

INCLUDED FOR THIS WEB VERSION TO FACILITATE 

LE;<IJK8E;@E>m@EmK?<m89J<E:<mF=mK?<mGI<J<EK<I°Jm

NARRATION. 

 

THE PURPOSE OF THIS PRESENTATION IS TO ILLUSTRATE THE 

VARIOUS SIGNING SCENARIOS FOR OPTION LANE SIGNING IN 

THE UNITED STATES.  FROM THIS MATERIAL, THE READER IS 

INVITED TO UNDERSTAND THE PRESSING NEED FOR A SINGLE 

SIGNING SOLUTION FOR OPTION LANES THAT IS EXCLUSIVELY 

USED FOR OPTION LANES AND IS DIFFERENT FROM SIGNING 

USED FOR MANDATORY MOVEMENT LANES, YET RETAINS A 

PROPER UNDERSTANDING OF THE USE OF STANDARD UP AND 

DOWN ARROWS AND THE ORIENTATION OF SUCH ARROWS. 

COMMENTS ON THIS PRESENTATION 
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IN THIS PRESENTATION, TWO TERMS ARE USED THAT MAY 

APPEAR TO BE INTERCHANGEABLE. 

 

±>FI<²mI<=<IJmKFmK?<m><E<I8Cm8I<8m9<KN<<EmK?<m

THEORETICAL GORE AND THE PHYSICAL SEPARATION 

BETWEEN THE MAINLINE LANES AND EXITING LANE(S).  WHEN 

USED HERE, IT DOES NOT REFER TO ANY SPECIFIC PORTION 

OR POINT WITHIN THE GORE AREA. 

 

±;<G8IKLI<mGF@EK²m@Jm8EFK?<ImD<8EJmF=mI<=<II@E>mKFm

THE THEORETICAL GORE, THAT IS, THE UPSTREAM POINT AT 

WHICH THE SOLID WHITE PAVEMENT MARKINGS FOR THE GORE 

STRIPING BEGIN TO DIVIDE. 

COMMENTS ON THIS PRESENTATION - GLOSSARY 
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GEOMETRIC DESIGN 
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PHOTO SURVEY 
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PHOTO SURVEY 

 
LOCATION 1 
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LOCATION 1 
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LOCATION 1 
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PHOTO SURVEY 

 
LOCATION 2 
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LOCATION 2 
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LOCATION 2 
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LOCATION 2 
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LOCATION 2 



TCD Committee  ́January 11 th , 2010  15 

LOCATION 2 
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THE SIGNING USED FOR LOCATION 1 IS IDENTICAL TO THE 

SIGNING USED FOR LOCATION 2, BUT THE GEOMETRICS FOR 

EACH LOCATION ARE ENTIRELY DIFFERENT. 

 

THIS PROBLEM IS ESPECIALLY EVIDENT IN LOCATION 2, 

WHERE A LACK OF PROPER PAVEMENT MARKING AND THE 

VERTICAL CURVE COMBINE TO CREATE AN UNREADABLE 

GEOMETRICS THAT MUST BE SUPPLEMENTED WITH EFFECTIVE 

SIGNING, LEST MOTORISTS PERCEIVE THE SECOND LANE FROM 

THE RIGHT AS AN OPTION LANE.  

 

HOWEVER, THE USE OF THE WHITE ARROW FOR THE SECOND 

LANE FROM THE RIGHT WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE IN THE CASE 

OF LOCATION 1, ASSUMING THAT THE EXIT ONLY PANEL IS 

USED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE ARROW OVER THE RIGHT 

LANE AT THAT LOCATION. 

COMMENTS ON COMPARISON OF LOCATIONS 1 & 2 
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PHOTO SURVEY 

 
LOCATION 3 
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LOCATION 3 


