INTRODUCTION TO COMMENTS TO PROPOSED UVC RULES OF THE ROAD AMENDMENTS
Compiled by John S. Allen, Member, NCUTCD Roles of the road Task Force, August 23, 2013
Separated into individual documents for each proposal and for the introduction, by John S. Allen, November 19, 2014.
Contents of this document
This document describes the related documents which contain comments received by the Rules of the Road Task Force of the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (NCUTCD), in response to proposed bicycling-related changes to Chapter 11 (Rules of the Road) and supporting definitions in Chapter 1 of the Uniform Vehicle Code (UVC, the model for state traffic laws) as of the June, 2013 meeting of the NCUTCD.

Comments were received in several documents, some of which included submissions from multiple commenters. In those documents, the comments were listed by the name of the commenter, then by the section of the UVC. In this set of documents, comments are organized by the section of the UVC and then by commenters, so that comments on each section can be compared easily. Microsoft Word header styles make it simple to reformat this document for a different appearance, or as a table, allowing it to be sorted differently. In some cases, headers are included without text underneath, to make potential reformatting easier. 
As some comments refer to page and line numbers in the documents stating the proposals,
it seems more appropriate to keep the comments in this separate document so that those references remain intact.
Submitters’ names and affiliations
California Association of Bicycling Organizations.

Please reply to:

Jim Baross
3335 Mountain View Drive
San Diego, CA 92116-1738
The California Association of Bicycling Organizations (CABO) is a nonprofit organization of bicycling clubs and advocacy organizations, including thousands of cyclists, dedicated to the protection and improvement of conditions for people using bicycles for transportation and recreation in California. For over 30 years, CABO has worked with state and federal agencies, Congress, the California legislature, and local governments to provide a better environment for bicycling in the state and in the country.

Eli Damon 

(413-530-3861)

Brian Copeland and Renee Hurtado, DKS Associates
Submitted through the ITE
James Ellison

Submitted through the ITE
John Fisher
Herman Hill
Submitted through the ITE
David Hurwitz
Submitted through the ITE
Bruce Ibarguen 
Maine DOT

League of American Bicyclists

Zoubir Ouadah
Submitted through the ITE
Joseph Pecora
Submitted through the ITE
Justin Pryzby 

Note:  I am a citizen in Arizona, unaffiliated with any professional organization.  I've been doing "peer review" audits of our local transportation infrastructure and rules, including (unofficial) proposed changed to AZ revised statutes, highway/sidewalk hazards, enforcement issues, and deficiencies in MUTCD conformance.

Fred Ranck 
Member, NCUTCD Regulatory and Warning Signs Technical Subcommittee
David Royer, P.E.

Robert Seyfried

Submitted through the ITE

Scott Wainwright

Submitted through the ITE

Virginia DOT
 For additional information or clarifications, contact: Harry A. Campbell, P.E., Central Office VDOT – Traffic Engineering – harry.campbell@vdot.virginia.gov
David Woosley

Submitted through the ITE
Comments not specific to proposed changes
California Association of Bicycliing Organizations
CABO agrees with all the proposed changes, except as noted [immediately] below [and in comments on specific proposals for revisions], and appreciates the time and thought that has gone into them.

The term "bicycle lane" is used in §§ 11-301 and 11-601 and in the title of § 11-1212, but "bicycle lane" (alternatively "bike lane") is not defined — must it conform to certain geometric design and traffic control device standards? We believe that a bicycle lane must be defined as a preferential lane for bicyclists and must conform to the state's geometric design and traffic control device standards for bike lanes and/or preferential use lanes.

It is also not clear whether a bicycle lane should be considered part of the roadway. We believe that a bicycle lane must be considered part of the roadway. If a bike lane is defined as part of the roadway, then at locations lacking curbs, the prolongation of a bike lane forms part of an intersection (defined under § 1-146 as the area embraced within the lateral boundary lines of the roadways). At a stop sign, where the requirement under § 11-403(b), in the absence of a stop line or crosswalk, is to stop "at the point nearest the intersecting roadway where the driver has a view of approaching traffic on the intersecting roadway before entering it," a motor vehicle driver would therefore be prohibited from encroaching into the prolongation of the bike lane on the cross street (because it is part of the intersecting roadway). The UVC also needs to make it clear that bicyclists who turn right from a bike lane would need to obey the same rules and traffic control devices as drivers in the general purpose travel lanes.

The situation is even more irregular at traffic-control signals. Suppose again that there are no curbs, so that the intersection is defined as the area within the lateral boundary lines of the roadways. Suppose also that there is no stop line or crosswalk. Then under § 11-202(c)1, traffic facing a steady circular red signal must stop before entering the intersection (rather than entering the intersecting roadway, as at a stop sign). Only if a bike lane is defined as part of the roadway would it be clear that a bicyclist who follows the prolongation of the bike lane across the intersecting road enters the intersection (which is bounded by roadways) and is controlled by the signal.

These situations would be complicated to regulate if the bike lane were not defined as part of the roadway. Bicyclist travel on shoulders is similar but even harder to deal with, because the shoulder is clearly not part of the roadway.

[CABO’s comment letters are available.]
Eli Damon 

Dear NCUTCD: I rely on cycling as my primary mode of transportation, and in many cases, it is my only practical mode of transportation. I also teach cycling skills. Thus, fair and uniform laws regarding the rules of the road, and cycling in particular, are very important to me. I would like to submit the following comments for consideration on the proposed changes to UVC Chapters 1 and 11 posted at http://www.ncutcd.org/doc/Proposed%20Changest%20o%20UVC%20Chapters%201and%2011%20Rev%204-15-13.doc
I support all indicated changes except for those on which I have commented.

Brian Copeland and Renee Hurtado, DKS Associates
James Ellison

John Fisher
I submit the following comments regarding proposed changes to the UVC, intended to address bicyclist needs.
[Mr. Fisher indicated “OK” for the sections on which he did not specifically comment.]
Herman Hill
David Hurwitz
Bruce Ibarguen 

League of American Bicyclists

[The League indicated “no comment” for the sections on which it did not specifically comment. ]
Zoubir Ouadah
Joseph Pecora
After review, I have no specific comments. Comments seem reasonable given the growth in bikes, shared paths, etc. Some issues are foreign to non-bikers so their comments appear justified.

Justin Pryzby 

Thanks for proposing these changes, and for the opportunity to review them.

I appreciate the changes to 11-301 (slow traffic, drive on right side of road), 11-303 (avoiding use of horn indicating intent to overtake)  and 11-310 (following too closely, to allow pace-lining).

I also propose the following ADDITIONAL changes: 

For states in which "bicycle" is excluded from the definition of "vehicle", 11-402,3b,3c,4 should be changed to say: ... yield the right of way to any TRAFFIC [vehicle]. 

Similar changes should, perhaps, be made in the "overtaking" rules 11-301a,b,303, 305: "when overtaking and passing [another vehicle] OTHER TRAFFIC proceeding in the same direction..."
I propose to consider adding a template "safe-passing of bicyclists"  rule to UVC.  As of last year, I believe 25 states have rolled their own variant, so it seems time to standardize.  From Ed Beighe's blog: http://azbikelaw.org/blog/three-foot-passing-laws/#comment-13415 I'd be happy to help collect information or brainstorm the best way to codify a generic template. 

I also propose to re-visit the earlier request for change which would allow a pedestrian to cross at a crosswalk which has a new-style countdown pedestrian timer, predicated on the pedestrian roadway before conflicting traffic is released (or, before the timer reaches zero).
http://www.azbikelaw.org/contrib/ARS-fixes/ars-fixes.html#28-646  http://www.ncutcd.org/doc/200701/Attach%20No.6%20Signals%20No.6-Sec%204E.02%20Appvd%201-19-07.doc
Fred Ranck 
David Royer, P.E.

Robert Seyfried

Scott Wainwright

Virginia DOT

VDOT Comments: Portions of the proposed revisions are well written and are supported by Virginia, however further committee review and editing is needed in 21 of the proposed revisions. Within some proposed revisions; 

1. conflicts with Virginia Code were found, and these may also be in conflict with other State’s Codes, 

2. needed corrections were identified or were judged to be ambiguous. Virginia DOT, in partnership with the Virginia Code Review Committee and Members of the VA Supplement Bicycle-Pedestrian Committee, offers the recommendations [on specific sections, below] intended to improve the UVC, eliminate the ambiguity and correct conflicts:
David Woosley

