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The Working Party on Road Traffic Safety (WP.1) at its thirty-eighth session asked the
small group to submit a note to the thirty-ninth session setting out the problems encountered and
the reasons why it recommended that the study on the subject of the siting of traffic signs should
not be continued and presenting directions that could be envisaged for future work on the
guestion.

In reply to WP.1’' s request, the Chairman of the small group gave the following
information:

“At its thirty-sixth session WP.1 confirmed its decision to make the relevant small
group (Czech Republic, Denmark, Israel, Spain, AIT/FIA, IRF, PRI) responsible for the
preparation of afeasibility study on the harmonization of the siting of traffic signs.
France agreed to chair the group.
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The feasibility study was based in particular on the work of the ECMT Group
on Road Traffic Signs and Signals (CCSR) to be found in document
TRANS/SC.1/WP.1/R.140/Add.4.

The small group decided to concentrate initially on priority signs and on that basis
to ask member States to complete a questionnaire enabling information to be collected on
current national practicesin that regard. The examination of the repliesto the
guestionnaire was to make it possible to judge whether the objective of the study, the
harmonization of the siting of traffic signs, wastimely.

At the thirty-seventh session of WP.1, the small group presented informally a
draft questionnaire in French and English. The French and Danish delegations then noted
that it was impossible to summarize the national rules for the siting of priority traffic
signsin asimple and subsequently useful form.

In France, there are 38 instructions for siting sign boards for the following cases:
* inthe open country: intersection of two roads which do not have priority

(5 instructions), intersection of two roads of which one has priority (9),
intersection of two priority roads (11);

e inbuilt-up areas. intersection of two roads which do not have priority (5),
intersection of two roads of which one has priority (4), intersection of two
priority roads (4).

In Denmark, there are three levels of regulations: mandatory, optional and
variable depending on the case, which give rise to many different situations.

It should therefore be asked whether it is advisable to ssmply concentrate on the
main principles.

It also seems necessary for WP.1 to redefine more carefully itsrolein the work it
isdoing on road signs and signals. Joint reflection on this question with precise
objectivesin mind (for example: inventory, updating of the Convention, secondary
priority topicsto be discussed ...) isaprerequisite for the continuation of the work.”



