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COMMENTS OF
THE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS
AND THE
AMERICAN SHORT LINE AND REGIONAL RAILROAD ASSOCIATION

The Association of American Railroads (“AAR”) and the American Short Line and
Regional Railroad Association (“ASLRRA”), on behalf of themselves and their member railroads,
submit the attached comments in response to the Federal Highway Administration’s December
14, 2020, notice of proposed amendments (“NPA”) to the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices for Streets and Highways (MUTCD).? AAR is a trade association whose membership
includes freight railroads that operate approximately 83% of the line-haul mileage, employ 95%
of the workers, and account for 97% of the freight revenues of all railroads in the United States;
and passenger railroads that operate intercity passenger trains and provide commuter rail
service. ASLRRA is a non-profit trade association representing the interests of approximately
500 short line and regional railroad members and railroad supply company members in
legislative and regulatory matters. Short lines operate 50,000 miles of track in 49 states,

touching in origination or termination one out of every four cars moving on the national

1 85 Fed. Reg. 80,898 (Dec. 14, 2020).



railroad system, serving customers who otherwise would be cut off from the national railroad

network.

The railroads have a significant interest in this proceeding from the perspective of
continuing to improve highway-rail grade crossing safety. In 2020, over 95% of rail-related
fatalities were grade crossing users or trespassers.? DOT’s Federal Railroad Administration has
explained that nearly all deaths at rail-highway grade crossings are preventable, indicating that
“94 percent of train-vehicle collisions can be attributed to driver behavior or poor judgment.”3
Trains cannot stop or change direction at grade crossings, so motor vehicles are legally required

to yield to trains. Yet, many motor vehicle operators do not obey the law.

Railroads spend millions of dollars each year on highway-rail grade crossing warning
systems, to close, improve, and maintain grade crossings, and on public safety educational
programs, including Operation Lifesaver, a non-profit dedicated to improving safe behavior at
highway-rail grade crossings. AAR and ASLRRA members also support DOT’s program under 23
U.S.C. § 130, which allocates approximately $230 million annually to states for highway-rail
grade crossing safety improvements. These efforts, in part, have resulted in an 86% reduction in

highway-rail grade crossing collisions from their 1978 peak. Grade crossing fatalities in 2020

2 https://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/OfficeofSafety/Default.aspx.

3 Federal Railroad Administration, Office of Railroad Policy and Development, Report No. RR-16-10 Analysis
of Grade Crossing Accidents Resulting in Injuries and Fatalities May 2016; available online at:
https://railroads.dot.gov/sites/fra.dot.gov/files/fra_net/15767/RR_GX%20Task%20Force_Data%20Analysis_Final.p
df.



were 52% lower than in 2000, and 17% lower than in 2011. Despite these successes in

dramatically improving grade crossing safety, more work remains to be done.

The attached comments on grade crossing-related provisions of the NPA aim to further
these ongoing safety improvements. The railroads specifically emphasize the revised MUTCD
should involve grade crossing diagnostic teams that include railroad representatives in
evaluating and determining appropriate safety measures at highway-rail grade crossings. The

railroads appreciate the agency’s consideration of the attached comments.

Respectfully submitted,

Kathryn D. Kirmayer Sarah Grimmer Yurasko

Joseph St. Peter General Counsel

Association of American Railroads American Short Line and Regional Railroad
425 3" Street, SW, Suite 1000 Association

Washington, DC 20024 50 F Street, NW, Suite 500

(202) 639-2100 Washington, DC 20001-1597

(202) 585-3448
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Comments on Docket No. FHWA-2020-0001 National Standards for Traffic Control Devices;
the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways; Revision

Proposed
Section
Number(s)

Agree with
concept
and text as
proposed

Agree with
concept;
suggested
rewording
of text in
Comments

Disagree
with
concept

Comments

Please include justification for your position based on objective
experience and empirical data. If there is a specific statement with
which you take exception, please provide the Page and Line
numbers from the mark-up version of the proposed MUTCD
text.

5A.02

NO

NO

YES

AAR/ASLRRA opposes the reference to “trains” in the proposed
Support statement on page 510 at line 21 (in accordance with
FHWA instructions above, all references to page and line numbers
in this comment refer of the corrected mark-up version of the
proposed MUTCD text (document no. FHWA-2020-0001-0038)).
Trains and locomotives do not have the capability for direct
communications with highway motor vehicles. FHWA should delete
this reference to trains.

5B.03

NO

YES

N/A

In the proposed Guidance statement in this section, the railroads
request FHWA amend the first sentence (lines 1 and 2 on page
514) to read as follows (additional AAR/ASLRRA-proposed
language underlined):

“The following considerations (except for railroad and light rail
transit grade crossing active warning devices) should be used to
better accommodate machine vision used to support the automation
of vehicles and benefit the performance of the human vehicle
operator.”

First, the railroads strongly oppose any reference that might be
understood to require elimination of post-mounted active warning
devices under paragraph A. of the proposed Guidance (line 4 on
page 514). A significant portion of active warning devices are
presently post-mounted, and the cost and resource burdens, as well
as the potential negative grade crossing safety implications of this
proposal as to active warning devices, would be tremendous and
have not been considered. In addition, the 200 Hz refresh rate for
LED traffic signals that appears on page 514 at line 9 should also
not apply to active warning devices. Current railroad equipment
commonly operates at a refresh rate of 50 Hz. CAV machine vision
should be able to detect flashing lights operating at refresh rates of
50 hz. Any suggestion that refresh rates must be 200 Hz would
represent an extraordinary cost and burden imposition that FHWA
has not accounted for. The present power grid powering railroad
grade crossing warning systems will often only support 50-60 Hz
maximum. To comply with a 200 Hz requirement would literally
require replacement of the power grid in some circumstances.
Further, this proposal would represent a huge cost burden in the
area of lamp replacement alone, requiring replacement of hundreds
of thousands of existing lamps, along with the costs of employee
travel and work time necessary to accomplish such under a change
to 200 Hz. The CAV industry is still in its infancy with few
autonomous vehicles on the road, and CAV’s should be developed
to account for the infrastructure they must navigate. FHWA can
resolve the issue this proposed Guidance creates with regard to
grade crossing safety by excepting railroad and light rail transit
grade active warning devices as requested above. FHWA should
also replace references to 200 Hz with 50 Hz in this section.
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5B.05

NO

NO

YES

AAR/ASLRRA opposes the inclusion of the second paragraph of the
proposed Guidance statement (page 515 at lines 1-2)
recommending that V2] communication should be used to relay train
arrival or presence. The railroads also oppose inclusion of the
Support statement proposal (page 515 at lines 7-9) indicating CAV
needs are better addressed through V2l infrastructure. Active grade
crossing equipment has not been designed or equipped for V2I
communication, and there is no evidence to support the statement
that it could be more reliable or accurate for CAV use. Rather, it is
imperative that CAVs be equipped and capable of reliably detecting
existing crossing activation devices based on machine vision, to
ensure motorists are adequately protected across the broad range
of grade crossing scenarios.

8A.01

NO

YES

N/A

After the term “privately-owned roadways” in the first sentence of
the Standard in this section (line 33 on page 680), FHWA should
add the words “pathways or sidewalks”, because not all private at-
grade railroad crossings are on private roadways or involve only
vehicular traffic. The revised sentence should read as follows
(additional AAR/ASLRRA-proposed language underlined):

“Except at grade crossings of privately-owned roadways, pathways,
or sidewalks, the traffic control devices, systems, and practices
described in this Manual shall be used at all grade crossings open
to public travel, consistent with Federal, State, and local laws and
regulations.”

8A.12

NO

YES

N/A

For purposes of ensuring continued highway-rail grade crossing
safety, we recommend the proposed Guidance statement (page 687
at lines 16-20) remain a Standard (as it is in the 2009 MUTCD).
AAR/ASLRRA also requests FHWA retain the references to “shall”
in the existing Standard rather than revising to “should” as proposed
(page 687, lines 17 and 19).

AAR/ASLRRA also recommends adding a new Guidance statement
to this section advising that:

“The Diagnostic Team should review the findings of the engineering
study and determine the appropriate measures to clear traffic from
the grade crossing.”

This additional Guidance would ensure railroads will have
representation in reviewing the engineering study to ensure safety
at a highway-rail grade crossing the railroad operates over, and
because railroads are familiar with the design capabilities of
crossing safety equipment.

Additionally, AAR/ASLRRA recommends FHWA consider increasing
the existing reference to 200 feet in the Standard to 500 feet (page
687 line 17). This increase might provide a further margin of safety
in situations that involve traffic queuing near circular intersections.
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8A.14

NO

YES

N/A

AAR/ASLRRA recommends deletion of the portion of the Guidance
statement on page 688 lines 40-45, because it parallels the existing
Standard in Section 6N.17. The railroads also request amendments
to the proposed Guidance statement in this section on page 688 at
lines 46-51. AAR/ASLRRA requests the below changes to clarify
the situations in which the Guidance statement applies, and to
reference the involvement of the railroad company or transit agency
in the traffic control planning process (AAR/ASLRRA-proposed
additions are reflected by underlined language, with strikeouts
reflecting AAR/ASLRRA-proposed deletions):

“When a temporary traffic control zone extends over an active grade

crossing (see Section 6N.17) equipped-with-automatic-gates-and
either-one-lane-two-way-orreversible-lane-operation-is-used, and
where the direction of traffic in any lane is reversed over the grade
crossing, any-improperly-located-gate-arms-thatmight cause
vehicles-to-stop-within-the minimum-irack-clearance distance {see
Section-8A-07)-should-beremoved the railroad company or transit

agency should be part of the temporary traffic control planning

process. Atlocations-where-a-gate-arm-isremoved Where a grade
crossing warning system is not modified to support the temporary
traffic control operation, arailroad-company-ortransitagency
employee-serving-as-a-flaggerand-at least one uniformed law

enforcement officer should be in place at all times that rail traffic
might approach or occupy the grade crossing.”

AAR/ASLRRA also recommends deletion of the proposed Guidance
on page 689 (lines 19-22) of this section because those statements
are ambiguous and not related to traffic control devices.

8B.04

NO

YES

N/A

AAR/ASLRRA requests FHWA delete the words “deemed essential
by an engineering study” in the Guidance statement on page 692
(line 10) of this section, and instead insert the words “determined by
a Diagnostic Team.” FHWA should also revise the following
sentence (beginning on line 19 of page 692) to read as follows
(AAR/ASLRRA-proposed additions are reflected by underlined
language, with strikeouts reflecting AAR/ASLRRA-proposed
deletions):

“If the STOP sign is installed at the Crossbuck Assembly instead of
at the highway-highway intersection, a Diagnostic Team should
consideration should-be-givento installing a-~XELD-sigh-or
intersection some other traffic control device at the highway-
highway intersection.”

AAR/ASLRRA recommends this revised language because a

Diagnostic Team with railroad representation should be involved in
determining unusual situations that warrant use of STOP sign at a
grade crossing, and to evaluate t-intersections for proper signage.

FHWA should also amend the first sentence of the proposed
Standard (page 692, lines 24-27) in this section to read as follows:

“If a Crossbuck Assembly is installed on the approach to a passive
grade crossing located at a highway-highway intersection controlled

P
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by a traffic control signal that is not interconnected with the grade
crossing and not preempted by the approach of rail traffic, a
Diagnostic Team shall be convened to determine the appropriate

traffic control devices. ¥IEI=D—s+gn—M¥h—alOﬂR-A4NS—€R—'H§-9Il)

This recommendation is made because the “TO TRAINS”
supplemental plaque is not necessary, and if included there should
be a sign figure. Further, a Diagnostic Team with railroad
representation included should be involved in determining the
appropriate traffic control devices at a highway-rail grade crossing.

8B.16

NO

YES

N/A

FHWA should delete the sentence in the Standard (beginning on
page 698 at line 16) regarding the LOW GROUND CLEARANCE
plague only remaining in place for 3 years. For safety reasons, and
so all drivers regardless of familiarity with a crossing are made
aware of low ground clearance, the railroads recommend the plaque
remain in place permanently (per Part 2).

AAR/ASLRRA also requests the proposed Guidance statement on
page 698 at lines 18-22 should instead be deemed an “Option”.
The word “should” in the proposed language on line 21 of page 698
should be be replaced with the word “may”. The phrase “or in place
of” (also on line 21) should be deleted. These proposed changes
will allow a road authority the flexibility to make the appropriate
safety decisions depending on the type of vehicle that needs to be
addressed at a particular crossing.

8C.05

NO

YES

N/A

AAR/ASLRRA recommends Section 8C.05 (page 704, lines 4-22)
be revised from that proposed by FHWA to read as follows
(AAR/ASLRRA-proposed additions are reflected by underlined
language, with strikeouts reflecting proposed deletions):

“Section 8C.05 Edge Lines, Center Lines, Lane Lines; Raised
Pavement Markers, and Tubular Markers
Guidance:

Except as provided in Paragraph 2, if edge lines (see Section
3B.09) erlanelines{see-Section-3B-08)or center lines (see Section
3B.01) are used on an approach to a grade crossing, the edge lines
and center lines and-lane-lines should extend up to and across the
track(s) to reduce the likelihood that road users might inadvertently
turn into the track area.

If crossing surface maintenance or approach roadway
maintenance is required or performed which alters the markings, the
removal or replacement of the markings, raised pavement markers
and/or tubular markers should be coordinated between the road
authority and the railroad or transit agency.

Option:

The edge lines and center lines andlane-lines may be omitted
from the highway surface at a grade crossing if the railroad or transit
agency determines that the surface cannot retain the application of
the edge line or lane line marking.
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If recommended by a Diagnostic Team, raised pavement
markers (see Section 3B.16) may be used to supplement the edge
lines or center lane lines that extend up to and across the track(s).
Federal Register Number 556: Remove references to lane lines and
replace with center lines.

If recommended by a Diagnostic Team, tubular markers (see
Section 31.01) may be used to supplement the edge lines that
extend up to and across the track(s).

Guidance:
Tubular markers should ret-be installed in accordance with
railroad or transit agency and requlatory authority (if applicable)

clearance requirements.-within-6-feetof any-raik

Option:
Shorter tubular markers may be used where they are installed
closer to rails.

Standard:

The color under both daytime and nighttime conditions of
raised pavement markers or tubular markers that are used at a
grade crossing shall be the same color as the edge line or
center lane line that they supplement.”

As reflected above, AAR/ASLRRA recommends amending
reference from “lane lines” to “center lines” throughout Section
8C.05, as center lines are more significant from a safety perspective
and lane lines would include outer edge of pavement markings.
Next, AAR/ASLRRA recommends the additional Guidance and
Option sections as described above to make clear the need for
coordination with the relevant railroad or transit agency if the
markings at a crossing contemplated by this section are disturbed.
AAR/ASLRRA also recommends deletion of reference to the six-foot
limitation in FHWA'’s proposal in order to make this section
consistent with proposed Section 8D.01. Further, it is also more
beneficial for decisions involving marking placement to adhere to
the specific railroad or transit agency guidance versus compliance
with an arbitrary six-foot limitation. AAR/ASLRRA also recommends
FHWA include an additional Option in this section permitting the use
of tubular markers between tracks when appropriate, as proposed
above.

8C.06

NO

YES

N/A

FHWA should revise the second sentence of the proposed
Guidance statement in this section (at page 704, lines 38-40), to
read as follows (AAR/ASLRRA-proposed additions are reflected by
underlined language, with strikeouts reflecting proposed deletions):

“If used, dynamic envelope pavement markings should be placed at
a-distance-6-feet-from parallel to the nearest rail in accordance with
dnless the operating railroad company or LRT agency requirements

This revision would delete reference to the six-foot limitation
consistent with our comments on Section 8C.05 above, and would
make this section consistent with proposed Section 8D.01.
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Next, AAR/ASLRRA recommends FHWA delete Figure 8C-4 and its
reference in this section (line 48 of page 704), because the
markings are more clearly addressed in Figure 8C-3 and in Part C
(Figure 8C-4 as proposed has the potential to cause confusion).
Last, AAR/ASLRRA also recommends FHWA revise Figure 8C-3 to
include an additional clarifying explanation regarding coordination
between road authorities and the railroad or transit agency (to read
as follows):

“If crossing surface maintenance or approach roadway maintenance
if required or performed which alters the markings, the removal of
the markings should be coordinated between the road authority and
the railroad or transit agency.”

The proposed AAR/ASLRRA amendment to Figure 8C-3 is reflected
in blue text in the figure below:

Dynamic Legend
envelope -
=+ Direction of travel

Optional white
- & closs-halch
makings i

ransversg ines
e present

Note: Some pavement markings and
ather requied frafic confral deyices

have been omitted for clarity gptiona\ [I)bnarkn.ic Envelope
avement Marking

% The distance betwesn the rail and the
dynamic envelope pavement marking
should b equal to 6 feef unless
otherwise advised by the operating
rallroad or light rail transit agency.

If crossing surface maintenance or

- - ! \—I
approach roadway maintenance js | Dynamic
required or performed which alters | nvelope |

the markings, the removal or

replacement of the markings should
be coordinated befween the road

alency.
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Figure
8C.3

NO

YES

N/A

See the proposed amendments to Figure 8C-3 in the discussion of
Section 8C.06 directly above.

Figure
8C.4

NO

NO

YES

See the discussion of the AAR/ASLRRA recommendation to delete
Figure 8C-4 in the discussion of Section 8C.06 directly above.

8D.01

NO

YES

N/A

FHWA should delete the proposed Guidance statement sentence in
on page 706 at lines 38-40. The railroads recommend such
because this sentence conflicts with the proposed sentence in the
Standard directly above (at lines 34-35). Consistent with the
proposed Standard in this section, the minimum dimensions should
conform with those provided by the relevant railroad or transit
agency.

8D.03

NO

YES

N/A

In the Support statement on page 709 (line 42), AAR/ASLRRA
requests deletion of the word “typically”. AAR/ASLRRA also
recommends deletion of two sentences in the Guidance statement
on page 710 (lines 5-6 and 9-10) addressing the tip of the gate arm
and the gate arm being in upright position. This request is to make
this proposed section consistent with Section 8D.01 and Figure 8D-
1.

Next, in the proposed Standard on page 709 at lines 23-26, FHWA's
proposal specifies a 4” minimum height for retroreflective gate
striping. However, the proposed Standard is not tenable for gates
longer than 32 feet. Gates are tapered beyond 32 feet to be able to
withstand high wind impacts. In light of this consideration,
AAR/ASLRRA proposes FHWA amend the relevant Standard
language as follows:

“The height of the gate arm retroreflective tape on the vertical face
of the gate arm shall be four inches in height minimum for the first
32 feet of gate arm length (measured from the center of the gate
mast to the tip of the arm). If gate arms in excess of 32 feet long
are required for a crossing application, the front face of the
remaining gate section can taper down to no less than two inches in
height to improve the arm’s ability to sustain high wind conditions.”

Last, in the proposed Guidance statement on page 710 (lines 11-
12) addressing the distance the counterweight should extend when
the gate arm is in the down position, AAR/ASLRRA recommends
FHWA replace the dimension of “4.25 feet” with “56.5 inches”.

8D.05

NO

YES

N/A

FHWA should revise the sentence beginning on line 34 of page 711
of the proposed Standard in this section to read as follows
(AAR/ASLRRA-proposed additions are reflected by underlined
language, with strikeouts reflecting proposed deletions):

“If an Exit Gate system is present, the gueue exit gate clearance
time (see AREMA Manual Part 3.3.10 Section-8B-10) shall be long
enough to permit the exit gate arm to lower after a design vehicle of
maximum length is clear of the minimum track clearance distance
(see Section 8A.07).

AAR/ASLRRA requests this change so the Standard is consistent
with the American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way
Association terms for exit gate clearance timing, and to amend the
reference from Section 8D.10 to the applicable AREMA
Communications & Signals Manual Part.
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Next, this section also references Figure 8D-2. AAR/ASLRRA
recommends that for the “obtuse angle” drawing in Figure 8D-2, that
FHWA delete the proposed language accompanying that drawing
and instead describe that:

“Medians or islands between gates and/or gate locations to be
determined by the Diagnostic Team.”

AAR/ASLRRA recommends this change for purposes of
consistency with Section 8D.01, and because a Diagnostic Team
with benefit of railroad representation can more appropriately
determine a median or island between gates. The proposed
AAR/ASLRRA amendment to Figure 8D-2 is reflected in red
text/strikethrough and blue text in the drawing below:

___Medians or islands between gates and/
— or gate |ocations to be determined by

the Diagnostic Team

OBTUSE ANGLE ACUTE ANGLE

bh ottt

[ETTTTTRRRTY BELIIARELEL
LIIRNRLY LIRRNINE

T | kbbb b
L] THACI(

e = |

Lateral clearances zhall be in
accordance with Figure 80-1

and Chapter 80.
Legand
_— Mots: In an effort to gimplify the figure
=+ Dirsction of travel RIGHT ANGLE o zhow typical location plana for
M= Entranca gats flazhing-light =ignalz and four-
=" Exitgats quadrant gates, not all traffic

control devices are shown on
thiz figure.

Figure 8D- NO YES N/A See the proposed amendments to Figure 8D-2 in the discussion of
2 Section 8D.05 directly above.
8E.02 NO YES N/A FHWA should replace the word “pedestrians” in the Support
statement on page 729 (line 42) with the word “user”. Bicycles and
wheelchairs are referenced in this Support statement (page 729 at
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lines 42 and 43), and so this requested change will more
appropriately describe the affected universe of crossing users.

Next, this section references Figures 8E-2 and 8E-3. AAR/ASLRRA
recommends those figures be revised as follows (proposed
amendments in red text and blue underlined additional language).
AAR/ASLRRA makes these requests so the figures are consistent
with our comments on section 8E.04 further below (dimensioning in
all Chapter 8E text, with figures revised to provide measurements
from “nearest rail” for consistency purposes):

Figure 8E-2. Example of Placing Sidewalks on the Outside
of the Gates at a Perpendicular Grade Crossing

/ Stop line (if used
/ Detectable warning

Revise dimension to be
from nearest rail to
127MIN. /| downstream side of
detectable warning

12ATMIN.

Notes:

a=Distance from the edge of the sidewalk grade crossing to the
center of the traffic control warning devices at the grade crossing

Ifa>25 1, Crossbuck Assemblies should be installed on the
approaches to the sidewalk grade crossing (see Section 8E.05).

Remove duplicate
dimensions on this side
of the roadway
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Figure 8E-3. Example of Placing Sidewalks
on the Outside of the Gates at a Reviee dimension o be
Skewed Grade Crossing from nearest rail to

downstream side of
detectable warning
MIN.
N 4} MI
<

N.
_——Detectable warning

ft
,,,_ Stop line (if used

Remove duplicate
dimensions on this side
of the roadway

Figure 8E- NO YES N/A See the proposed amendments to Figure 8E-2 in the discussion of
2 Section 8E.02 directly above.
Figure 8E- NO YES N/A See the proposed amendments to Figure 8E-3 in the discussion of
3 Section 8E.02 directly above.
8E.03 NO YES N/A The first sentence of the proposed Standard on page 730 (line 14)

should be revised to read (proposed AAR/ASLRRA amendment
underlined):

“Pathway and sidewalk grade crossing signs shall be standard in
shape, legend, and color.”

The addition of the words “and sidewalk” to the sentence will make
the proposed Standard consistent with the title of this section and
with the following paragraph (page 730 at line 19).

Next, on line 21 of page 730, AAR/ASLRRA recommends that the
proposed table references be deleted and replaced with the correct
reference to “Table 9A-1".

AAR/ASLRRA also recommends that the Guidance statement as
proposed on lines 22-25 of page 730 be deleted and be replaced
with a paragraph that reads as follows:

“No portion of a traffic control device or its support should protrude
into the pathway or sidewalk grade crossing. Minimum clearance
dimensions between pathway grade crossing traffic control devices
and the closest track should conform to the requirements provided
by the railroad company and/or transit agency.”

AAR/ASLRRA recommends this revised paragraph be adopted for
consistency with Section 8D.01 and because the clearance
dimensions should be consistent with those established by the
appropriate railroad or transit agency.
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8E.04

NO

YES

N/A

AAR/ASLRRA recommends that the proposed Guidance statement
in this section on page 731 (at lines 20-24) be revised to read as
follows (proposed AAR/ASLRRA additions underlined, strikethrough
reflecting proposed deletions):

“If used at pathway or sidewalk grade crossings, the stop line
should be a transverse line that extends across the full width of the
pathway or sidewalk at the point where a pathway or sidewalk user
is to stop. If no detectable warning is provided, tFhe stop line
should be placed at least 2 feet upstream from the automatic gate,
counterweight, flashing-light signals, or Crossbuck assembly (if any
of these are present), and at least 12 feet perpendicular from the
nearest rail.

AAR/ASLRRA recommends this amendment so the Guidance
statement is consistent with the detectable warning standards and
to clarify that the dimensions cited are only applicable if detectable
warning is not provided.

Next, in a following Guidance statement in this section on page 732
at lines 4-12, AAR/ASLRRA recommends that the discussion be
revised to read as follows (proposed AAR/ASLRRA additions
underlined, strikethrough for proposed deletions):

“The width upstream to downstream dimension of the detectable
warning should be at least 2 feet.

Detectable warnings should be placed immediately downstream
from the pathway or sidewalk stop line approaching the grade
crossing (if a stop line is present) or should be incorporated into and
made a part of the stop line. The downstream edge of the
detectable warning adjacent to the grade crossing should be located
at least 2 feet upstream from the automatic gate, counterweight,
flashing-light signals, or Crossbuck assembly (if any of these are
present), and at least ne-less-than-12 feet perpendicular from the
center-of the-nearesttrack nearest rail (see Figures 8E-4).

If the distance between the-centers-of two adjacent tracks at a
sidewalk or pathway grade crossing is more-than-38feet30 feet or
more measured from the inside rail to the inside rail, additional
detectable warnings should be used to designate the limits of the
pedestrian refuge area (see Figure 8E-5).”

AAR/ASLRRA recommends these revisions for purposes of clarity
and for consistency with the Guidance statement for stop lines
appearing elsewhere in this section. The proposed revisions would
also amend all dimensions in Chapter 8E to reference the “nearest
rail” for consistency purposes.

Next, this section references Figure 8E-4. AAR/ASLRRA requests
FHWA adopt the below amendments to this figure (additions
reflected in red text/strikethrough and blue underlined additional
language). These amendments are intended so Figure 8E-4 is
consistent with the proposed text of Section 8E.04 as proposed in
this comment, and to show the dimensions from the nearest rail and
the sign placement consistent with Section 8C.02:
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Figure 8E-4. Example of Signing and Markings
Move detectable warning at a Pathway Grade Crossing
and stop line away from |

the crossing, so the — m B
downstream side of the Revise dimension to be
from nearest rail

detectable warning is 12 ft
from nearest rail and 2 ft — _

from signs 2N

. |
Detectable warning ——————fustd v
\L/

_— = |
Seplhesih—7) |2
defoctabls ! M
Warning

—

Stop line (if used

of 4
Ri5-2P wai!
VR

f T riok mik
N

Revise dimension to be

A\
Mezsired from the _é % YIELD or STOP signs are used
downstream side of the 50f  atpassive crossings only

stop line (closest to the
rail)

' W10-1
Move W10-1to be / ) L/
directly across from RXR

marking

This section also references Figure 8E.5. Note that FHWA
mislabeled Figure 8E-5 as Figure 8E-6 in the attachment to the
NPA. As reflected by the text of the NPA, Figure 8E-5 is supposed
to address the “Example of a Refuge Area and Detectable Warnings
at a Sidewalk Grade Crossing”. However, that figure is actually
labeled as Figure 8E-6 in FHWA'’s proposal. Figure 8E-6 is
supposed to address “Example of a Crossbuck Assembly for a
Pathway or Sidewalk Grade Crossing”. AAR/ASLRRA’s proposed
additions to what should appropriately be labeled Figure 8E-5
follows below (AAR/ASLRRA'’s proposed additions reflected in red
text/strikethrough and blue underlined additions). The proposed
changes are to reference the correct figure number, the dimensions
from the nearest rail, and to specify the dimension of the refuge
area consistent with ADA Accessibility Guidelines:
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35
Figure 8E-8. Example of a Refuge Area and
Detectable Warnings at a Sidewalk Grade Crossing

Existing sidewalk—> | Existing sidewalk

Revise dimension to he
from nearest rail

Emergency L )
exit route with | +— New sidejvalk
emergency o )
exit swing gate /[ | -EXCJ =y i Detectable warning

.
crossing
surface

Remove the sidewalk from
the left side of the figure

because itis not r'e\g\ﬂarwt L Refugemf’*‘i M

to the purpose of this L area. g 7 MIN

figure — =
= il | b -

_H:m;m'____ ™ crossing
— h | surface
B PR | vk ]
— eEmOs e Detectable waming
+ |2t

~— New sidewalk
& i ie-more-thar

Existing  ehould-ba-wsed

sidewalk  1sge Saction 8E.04)
Ee_tezla_blg warnings should
be used between tracks to

delineate a refuge area for
pedestrians who are visually

Existing sidewalk —p |

[mpaired
Figure 8E- NO YES N/A See the proposed amendments to Figure 8E-4 in the discussion of
4 Section 8E.04 directly above.
Figure 8E- NO YES N/A See the proposed amendments to Figure 8E-5 (including correction
5 to the designated figure number) in the discussion of Section 8E.04
directly above.
8E.06 YES N/A N/A AAR/ASLRRA agrees with proposed Section 8E.06. However, this

section references Figures 8E-7 and 8E-8. AAR/ASLRRA
recommends a correction to the figure number from that published
by FHWA for Figure 8E-7 (which was labeled Figure 8E-5. See
discussion in Section 8E.04 above). AAR/ASLRRA also
recommends amendments (AAR/ASLRRA’s proposed additions
reflected in red text/strikethrough and blue underlined additions) to
Figure 8E-7 to show dimensions from the nearest rail and to show
sign placement consistent with Section 8C.02:
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8ET
Figure 8&-6. Example of Pedestrian Gate and Emergency
Exit Gate Placement at a Pathway Grade Crossing

Add detectable warning
across emergency exit _ —— _
route Fenc
, PEYIIIN encing or
mergency exit . * W pedesman
route apdophonal r-=- O TREEE 08 banier (TYP)
Move detectable warning | V110 dae % ! ‘ gﬁ !
and stop line away from l MIN, oo
the crossing, so the N 50t
downstream side of the Stop-ine-with T~
detectable warning is 12 ft deloctable | Cnect fo raroad
from nearest rail and 2 ft bl g ’T? 'OT'W?V Tenglng —
fom sins wé/ L (itpresent) (Revise dimension to be
Stop lne f used) —/ measured from the
downstream side of the
QﬁQ 504t stop line (closest to the
% Swings gates should have al
PUSHTO EXIT (113-2) '
and DO NOT ENTER (R5-1) - G}Q W10-1
signs per Section 8E.06 A d
Move W10-1 to he
directly across from RXR
marking

Next, AAR/ASLRRA proposes amendments to Figure 8E-8 to reflect
that maze fencing is also intended to address bicycles and
wheelchairs (“users” instead of “pedestrians”), and to show the
dimensions from the nearest rail:
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Figure 8E-8. Example of Barriers ata

Podestrian-Oniy-Pathway Grade Crossing

12 ftand 2 ft dimensions
Revise dimensionfor | mﬂm — ot needed for the
from the nearest rail m m

See Note . . (cptlonal)
Aon-lneaih—""]
dececlabla
Warning

Detectahle warning
Pedestrian barters /¢ 1\
orfencingoneach | \
pathway approach N\

lothecrossing £

\ Q'?0

Existing railroad or LRT right-ot-way fencing

Noles neares ra
1. The minimum distance from e centerofthe-nearast
frack o the barrier or fencing wil be speciied by the
railroad company or LRT operating agency.

2. Maze fencing should be designed to fit pathway users.

Figure 8E- NO YES N/A See the proposed amendments to Figure 8E-7 in the discussion of
7 Section 8E.06 directly above.

Figure 8E- NO YES N/A See the proposed amendments to Figure 8E-8 in the discussion of
8 Section 8E.06 directly above.

8E.09 NO YES N/A AAR/ASLRRA recommends revision to the proposed Guidance

statement on page 737 (lines 43-45). AAR/ASLRRA recommends
deletion of the reference to the 15-inch heigh in the FHWA proposal,
and replacement with reference to the determination of the
Diagnostic Team. The railroads recommend such because
research has been conducted regarding the horizontal bar at
various heights, and the Railroad/Light Rail Transit Technical
Committee supports a Diagnostic Team making the determination
regarding the appropriate height. The railroads’ proposed revisions
to the Guidance statement are as follows ((proposed AAR/ASLRRA
additions underlined, strikethrough for proposed deletions):

“If a horizontal hanging bar is attached to an automatic pedestrian
gate, the height of the horizontal hanging bar when in the down

position should be &ma;emum@ﬁémehe&abeveieh&pa#\wa%er
sidewalk-determined by the Diagnostic Team.”

Next, AAR/ASLRRA proposes revisions to Figures 8E-11 and 8E-14
that are referenced in this section. FHWA should revise Figure 8E-
11 to add detectable warning across the emergency exit route and
to locate detectable warning and stop lines consistent with Section
8E.04. AAR/ASLRRA’s proposed amendments to Figure 8E-11 are
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reflected in red text/strikethrough and blue underlined additions in
the figure below:

Figure 8E-11. Example of Placement of Automatic Pedestrian Gates
at a Sidewalk Grade Crossing

A- Sidewalks on Outside of Vehicular Gates B - Sidewalks on Inside of Vehicular Gates

S " P | . ™ ™
/ Stop line {if used B M
- Detectable warning .-

..... 4 1| | r. a—-
: | |
| VY by d YV [ )
. - v 3 =3 &ﬁinAoA@. Neeed
Emergency exit route with
emergency exitswing gate/ | | |
Fence or pedestrian |
7 Darriers (connect to 77 7
o NERCE exsting ightotway ¢ N\ e ol =
! / fence, if present) \ ! ) !
..... 4 e m—eiy | | [ p——

Fdge lines may be used to
(esignate emergency ext route

Add detectzble waming Adjust ocation of

across emergency exi detectable warning and

route allocations n stop line so that there s 2

fgure) ft hetween gate and
detectable warning [all
locations in figure)

AAR/ASLRRA requests FHWA amend Figure 8E-14 to to reflect our
comment on the Guidance statement addressing horizontal bar
height in this section (as discussed directly above for page 737 on
lines 43-45). AAR/ASLRRA’s proposed amendments to Figure 8E-
14 are reflected in red strikethrough in the figure below:
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T\,

) Horizontal
d5inches A% hanging bar

Pathway or [
Sidewalk

Figure 8E- NO YES N/A See the proposed amendments to Figure 8E-11 in the discussion of
11 Section 8E.09 directly above.
Figure 8E- NO YES N/A See the proposed amendments to Figure 8E-14 in the discussion of
14 Section 8E.09 directly above.
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