A

Me

U.S. Department 400 Seventh St., S.W.

of Transportation

Washington, D.C. 20590

Federal Highway April 27, 2005
Administration

Refer to: HOTO-

Mr. Kurt Latt , ,
Senior Transportation Engineer
Traffic Engineering Division
City of Bellevue

P.O. Box 90012

Bellevue, WA 98009-9012

Dear Mr. Latt:

Thank you for your March 21 letter, requesting an interpretation of Section 3B.17 of the Manual
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) regarding the use of retroreflective colored
pavement treatments. Specifically, you asked whether colored pavement treatments such as
"StreetPrint DuraTherm" may be used, either with or without the normal transverse white lines
of a crosswalk, to establish a legal crosswalk consistent with the MUTCD.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has issued two Official Interpretations of the
MUTCD that address your question. Copies of interpretations numbered 3-152(I) and 3-169(1)
are enclosed for your reference.

These two interpretations basically indicate that:

The white lines prescribed by MUTCD Section 3B.17 are necessary to establish a
"marked" crosswalk. An unmarked crosswalk may exist legally at an intersection, giving
pedestrians certain legal rights, but it does not afford pedestrians or approaching road
users with the benefits of a visual indication of a crosswalk. The decision to provide a
marked crosswalk at a given location is based on engineering studies and judgment.

Non-retroreflective colored pavement within the marked crosswalk lines for the purpose
of decoration only is not considered to be a traffic control device, but the color of the
pavement surface within the crosswalk should not degrade the contrast of the white
crosswalk lines nor be potentially mistaken by road users as a traffic control application
(i.e., to guide, warn, or regulate traffic).

Use of retroreflective colored pavement within the marked crosswalk lines is considered
a traffic control device because it is obviously intended to communicate a traffic control
message by enhancing the visibility of the crosswalk. However, such use is not
compliant with the current edition of the MUTCD, which only provides for the use of
diagonal or longitudinal white lines to provide enhanced visibility of a marked crosswalk.
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A jurisdiction desiring to use colored retroreflective markings within the crosswalk
lines would need to request FHWA experimentation approval in accordance with
Section 1A.10, including a plan to evaluate the effects.

Use of either non-retroreflective or retroreflective colored pavement treatments without
the white crosswalk lines specified by Section 3B.17, in a manner that would suggest to
pedestrians or drivers that it is a "marked" crosswalk, is not in compliance with the
MUTCD. The MUTCD specifically allows only certain patterns of white lines and bars
for the purpose of communicating the message of a marked crosswalk to road users.

In summary, it is our interpretation that all of the examples of "StreetPrint DuraTherm"
crosswalk pavement treatments shown in the photographs included with your letter are not in
compliance with the MUTCD. If the City of Bellevue wishes to use these or similar types of
markings, it is necessary to request experimentation approval from FHWA as per Section 1A.10
of the MUTCD.

Thank you for writing on this subject. If you have any questions, please call Mr. Scott W.
Wainwright of our staff at 202-366-0857. Please note that we have assigned your request the
following official interpretation number and title: "3-178(I)—Retroreflective Colored Pavement
— Additional Clarification." Please refer to this number in any future correspondence.

Sincerely yours,

gui_[ /}L Cura v/

|
Reglna S. McElroy
Director, Office of Transportation
Operations

2 Enclosures

cc: Mr. Roger Wentz, ATSSA
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U.S. Department 400 Seventh St.,, S.W.
of Transportation Washington, D.C. 20590
Federal Highway

Administration September 1, 2004

Refer to: HOTO-1

Mr. Lap Thong Hoang

State Traffic Operations Engineer
Florida Department of Transportation
605 Suwannee Street, MS 36
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0450

Dear Mr. Hoang:

Thank you for your August 17 email message, requesting an interpretation of Section 3E.01 of
the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) regarding the use retroreflective
colored pavement. Specifically, you asked whether colored pavement located between the
transverse white lines of a crosswalk constitutes a traffic control device if it is retroreflective.

Section 3E.01 in Chapter 3E (Colored Pavements) contains text pertinent to this issue, including
the following:

e "Support: When used for guidance or regulation of traffic, colored pavements are traffic
control devices. Colored pavements also are sometimes used to supplement other traffic
control devices."

e "Support: Colored pavement located between crosswalk lines to emphasize the presence
of the crosswalk is not considered to be a traffic control device."

e "Guidance: Colors that degrade the contrast of white crosswalk lines, or that might be
mistaken by road users as a traffic control application, should not be used for colored
pavement located between crosswalk lines."

Additionally, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issued Official Interpretation
number 3-152 (I) "Colored Pavements Within Crosswalks" in December 2001 that stated,
in part: "Because of their use predominantly for aesthetics and because they have no
demonstrated viability in guiding or regulating traffic, for the purposes of Section 3E.01
colored pavement areas used in conjunction with marked crosswalks are not considered as
being used as a traffic control device."

Section 3E.01 clearly states that the color of the pavement surface within the crosswalk should
not degrade the contrast of the white crosswalk lines nor be potentially mistaken by road users as
a traffic control application (i.e., to guide or regulate traffic.) Although some pavement surfaces
might possibly be made retroreflective for decorative purposes, the stated purpose mentioned in
the manufacturer’s letter included with your message is to emphasize the crosswalk at night.
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Such usage of retroreflective colored pavement would not be consistent with mterpretatlon 3-152
(I) nor with the intent of text in MUTCD Section 3E.01. Also, there is no research we are aware
of that documents any effectiveness and/or disbenefits of such a retroreflective pavement surface

treatment.

Accordingly, it is our interpretation that colored pavement surfaces inside crosswalk lines are
considered to be a traffic control device if they are retroreflective. However, there is no defined
application in the MUTCD at present other than as stated in the Standard of Section 3E.01:

e "Standard: Colored pavements used as traffic control devices shall be hmlted to the
following colors and applications: :

A. Yellow shall be used only for flush or raised median islands separatmg traffic
~ flows in opposite directions. _

B. White shall be used for delineation on shoulders, and for flushed or raised
channehzmg islands where traffic passes on both sides in the same general
direction."”

In conclusion, any proposed use of retroreflective colored pavement surfaces between crosswalk
lines would be considered non-compliant with the MUTCD. The proposing jurisdiction would
need to request FHWA experimentation approval in accordance with Scctlon 1A.10, including a
plan to evaluate the effects.

Thank you for writing on this subject. If you have any questions, please call Mr. Scott W.
‘Wainwright of our staff at 202-366-0857. Please note that we have assigned your request the
following official interpretation number and title: "3-169 (I)—Section 3B.19 Retroreflective
Colored Pavement." Please refer to this number in any future correspondence.-

Sincerely yours,

Regina S. McElroy
Director, Office of Transportation
Operations



A Memorandum

Subject:

From

To:

{orShelley J.-R’o/é‘f’. .

US Depariment
of Transporianon

Federal Highway
Administration

ACTION: Interpretation of MUTCD Date: December 7, 2001
. .c&%

Director, Office of Transportation Replyto  HOTO-1
. Attn. of:
'Operations

Mr. Charles E. Basner
Division Administrator (HDA-VT)
Montpelier, Vermont

This 1s in reply to a November 27 e-mail request from Mr. James Bush of your staff for an
interpretation of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) regarding colored
crosswalks. The specific question was: "Are crosswalks with materials other than the base
approach pavement and/or in colors such as red, yellow, green, terra cotta, etc., either between or
without two parallel, transverse white lines permitted by the MUTCD?"

The most common use of a colored pavement in conjunction with crosswalks is that of bricks, or
asphalt that is stamped with a pattern and colored to simulate a brick appearance (red, rust, or
brownish colors). These treatments have been deployed mostly in urban "streetscape” areas,
with the primary purpose of enhancing the aesthetics of the area, in conjunction with other
aesthetic treatments like decorative streetlights, benches and other street furniture, etc. Although
urban designers may sometimes ascribe enhanced visibility of the crosswalk (and, by
implication, enhanced safety) as a secondary purpose of the colored pavement, there is no body
of evidence that such safety benefits actually exist.

Section 3E.O1 of the MUTCD states that when used for guidance or regulation of traffic,
colored pavements are traffic control devices. Because of their use predominantly for aesthetics
and because they have no demonstrated viability in guiding or regulating traffic, for the purposes
of Section 3E.O1 colored pavement areas used in conjunction with marked crosswalks are not
considered as being used as a traffic control device.

Additionally, in Section 1A.13 of the MUTCD, in definition 17 (which is identical to the
Uniform Vehicle Code), part (a) of that definition indicates that a crosswalk at an intersection
does not have to be marked by crosswalk lines (this is commonly called an "unmarked
crosswalk)." Part (b) of the definition indicates that a crosswalk can be distinctly indicated for
pedestrian crossing by lines or other markings on the surface. Definition 18 in Section 1A.13
defines crosswalk lines as "white pavement markings on the surface." Further, Section 3B.17
requires the parallel transverse crosswalk markings to be white and the Option in that Section
allows the area of the crosswalk to have 45-degree white diagonal white lines or parallel
longitudinal lines (as shown in Figure 3B-15) "for added visibility."
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Therefore. a colored pavement area without the white crosswalk lines is technically an unmarked
crosswalk. When it is intended to have a marked crosswalk at a location, it must be so marked
by white pavement markings---the parallel transverse white lines and/or the 45-degree diagonal
"cross-hatch” markings or the parallel longitudinal lines.

2

In conclusion, the use of a strip of colored pavement area without the use of the white pavement
markings prescribed in Section 3B.15 does not constitute a marked crosswalk. The colored
pavement within a crosswalk that is marked with the required white lines is not considered a
traffic control device and thus such a colored pavement can be any color except those that would
degrade the contrast of the white crosswalk lines with the pavement or that might be mistaken by
road users as a traffic control application. Therefore white, yellow, or blue should not be used -
for colored pavements between the crosswalk lines. Also, please note that we are currently
experimenting with green pavement markings for a bike lane in Vermont (see Experimentation
#9-67). If green markings are eventually adopted for that purpose, green colored pavement
between crosswalk lines would not be appropriate except where the crosswalk is specifically for

a bike lane.

For recordkeeping purposes, we have numbered and titled this interpretation "3-152(I)--Colored
Pavements within Crosswalks." Please refer to this number in any future correspondence. In
the next proposed amendments to the MUTCD, we will consider making revisions to Part 1

and Part 3 to address this issue. If you have a question, please contact Mr. Scott Wainwright at

202-366-0857.
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March 21, 2005

Federal Highway Administration
Office of Transportation Operations
400 Seventh Street, SW, HOTO
Washington, DC 20590

SUBJECT: Request for Interpretation —- MUTCD Section 3B.17 Crosswalk Markings

To whom it may concern:

Pursuant to the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices section 1A.10, the City of Bellevue
is requesting an interpretation governing crosswalk markings. The City of Bellevue, located in
Washington state, is considering the use of special street prints to compliment more typical
markings used to establish crosswalks. Attached is the request for interpretation consistent with
the outline described in section 1A.10 of the Manual.

Depending on the outcome of this interpretation, Bellevue may extensively use special pavement
marking treatments over time, but in the immediate future would treat relatively few crossings
(perhaps 1 or 2) to observe pedestrian and driver behavior relative to these treatments.

Bellevue does not intend to use these street prints until such time as the FHWA has provided
written confirmation that these treatments are consistent with the Manual. If found to be
inconsistent with the Manual, Bellevue will proceed with preparing a request for permission to
experiment and submit it to FHWA.

Should there be questions regarding this matter, can be reached at 425-452-6020 or email
klatt@ci.bellevue.wa.us.

Sincerely,

Kurt Latt, P.E., PTOE

Senior Transportation Engineer
Bellevue Traffic Engineering Division

Attachment: Request for Interpretation with Appendix A depicting applicable photos of
treatments

cc: Hillary Stibbard-Terrell, Traffic Engineering Manager

. Karen Gonzalez, Neighborhood Services Programs Manager

FAMUTCD\FHW Acoverltrcrosswalkinter.doc 03/21/05



City of Bellevue
Request for Interpretation of MUTCD Section 3B.17 Crosswalk Markings

A. Statement of interpretation being sought:

Section 3B.17 describes allowable crosswalk markings as “solid white lines” and “not
less than 6” nor greater than 24” in width.” This section also presents allowable
variations to these most typical of crosswalk markings. However, it is not clear to what
extent allowable variations in pavement markings can be used.

Recent advances in coloring concrete, and ability to stamp patterns in concrete, as well as
provide special treatments such as a “StreetPrint DuraTherm” product, which imprints
patterns in the roadway surface, have raised the question as t0 allowable variations in
marking crosswalks.

The specific interpretation being sought is whether special print patterns, either white in
color or otherwise, can be used separately or in conjunction with the more typical
pavement markings for crosswalks described in Section 3B.17. Examples of possible
crosswalk marking treatments are included herein.

B. Description of condition provoking interpretation:

The City of Bellevue, in working with the community, has had many requests to
supplement typical crosswalk markings with more noticeable and attractive markings that
include special imprints in the roadway surface. New products allow for stamping
existing asphalt pavement with various patterns that can be placed between the existing
crosswalk lines establishing the crosswalk. In cases currently being considered, these
special imprints, whether in concrete or asphalt would be supplemental to established
crosswalk lines in the MUTCD. However, some jurisdictions apparently have used
special street prints which are intended to serve as crosswalk markings without having
the specific crosswalk solid white lines or other crosswalk markings specifically called
outin Section 3B.17. The City of Bellevue is requesting clarification as to whether
street prints or other roadway surface treatments can be used, either in conjunction or on
their own, to establish legal crosswalks consistent with the MUTCD.

C. Ilustration supporting request.

Appendix A provides a series of color photos depicting various street print treatments
that are intended to establish a legal crosswalk. In many of these cases, they do not
appear to meet the description of having solid white lines or similar treatment to establish
a legal crosswalk. Although, some of these markings are located at intersections and
according to at least Washington State Law a legal crosswalk is established at an
intersection regardless of having pavement markings. Since many of these crosswalks
are shown at intersections it may not be necessary to use the solid white lines and would



only be a redundant action not necessary from a legal perspective. However, at
midblock locations, which some of these appear to be, it would seem necessary to have
solid white lines establishing the crossing as a legal crosswalk.

D. Supporting research data pertinent to area of interpretation:

Special imprinted treatments for crosswalks is new to the City of Bellevue. We have no
specific data or studies unique to Bellevue. However, many cities across the nation,
some of which are depicted in the attached photos, are using variations in markings for
crosswalks. We have found no studies of the safety implications of using street prints
and/or markings not specifically identified in the MUTCD.

Depending on the outcome of this request and the FHWA’s interpretation of these
treatments relative to crosswalk markings, the City of Bellevue could if necessary prepare
a request for “Permission to Experiment.” We will await FHWA’s findings before
proceeding with any permission to experiment as it may be found to be unnecessary and
these treatments are compatible with the intent of Section 3B.17.



APPENDIX A
Crosswalk Marking Treatments
Using StreetPrint DuraTherm Product
Series of color photographs



Chicago, Illinois, United States of America

Picture Detaiis

Picture ID:
Location:

Application(s):

Products Used:
Patterns Used:

Colors Used:

579
Chicago, lllinois, United States of America

Government -> Crosswalks
Government -> Route to School Enhancement

StreetPrint DuraTherm™
DuraTherm™ Honeycomb

DuraTherm™ White
DuraTherm™ Yellow

http://www streetprint.com/imgdb/picdetails.php?id=579

Page 1 of 1

3/3/2005



Providence, Rhode Island, United States of America Page 1 of 1

Picture Details

Picture ID: 613

Location: Crosswalks, Providence, Rhode Island, United States of America
Application(s): Government -> Crosswalks

Products Used: StreetPrint DuraTherm™

http://www streetprint.com/imgdb/picdetails.php?id=613 3/3/2005



Boston, Massachusetts, United States of America Page 1 of 1

- T i~
Bastan. MA | @5tiaatPiint | stiaatpiin

Picture Details

Picture ID: 552
Location: Boston, Massachusetts, United States of America
Application(s): Government -> Crosswalks

Products Used: StreetPrint DuraTherm™

Ltbuns  evrdereer atvastarint cam/limodb/nicdetails nhn?id=552 3/3/2005



‘Manassas, Virginia, United States of America

2StaatPrint | stidatpuint.con

Picture Details

Picture ID:
Location:
Application(s):

Products Used:

http://www.streetprint.com/imgdb/picdetails.php?id=609

609
Manassas, Virginia, United States of America
Government -> Crosswalks

StreetPrint DuraTherm™

Page of1

3/3/2005



Nashville, Tennessee, United States of America Page of1

Picture Details

Picture ID: 603
Location: Tennesee DOT, Nashville, Tennessee, United States of America
Application(s): Government -> Crosswalks

Products Used: StreetPrint DuraTherm™

http://www.streetprint.com/imgdb/picdetails.php?id=603 3/3/2005



Quceens, New York, United States of America Page 1 of 1

Picture Details

Picture ID: 615
Location: Crosswalks, Queens, New York, United States of America

Application(s): Government -> Crosswaiks
Products Used: StreetPrint DuraTherm™

htto://www .streetprint.com/imgdb/picdetails.php?id=615 3/3/2005



