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DRAFT PORIVISIONS FOR INSERTION IN A CONVENTION ON ROAD AND MOTOR
TRANSPORT PHEPARED BY THE ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE (Item &
-f the Conference Agenda) (Document E/CONF.8/3) (Continued)

Annex 4 (Continued)

Article LB

The Committoe unanimously adopted Article 48 of Annex 4.

Article 49

Mr, BIASAGA (P:land) preposed that the first system of
signalling deseribed ix Article L) be adopted, as it would be mcre

easlly understocd Dy r-ad users.

Mr. vzn HEMERT (Netherlands), while not objecting to the
first system, considered the second clearer, He cpposed the Polish
representative's proposal, as it would prevent countries from

sélecting asither system as it suited them,

Since the general opinicn of the Conmittee, as shown by the
ensuing discussinn, was against it, Mr. BIASAGA (Poland) withdrew
his praposal,

Mr. PETIT (Belgium) pointed out that in his country the

trafifia saldra nasdithe wisht s Cand ot ke -8 O sy

on page 51 of Document E/CONF.B/3. He suggested that the use of
either arm should be permitted.

After scme discussion, the Committee agreed thut either am

cuuld be used,

Mr. BLOM-ANDERSEN (Denmark), in the absence of the Norwegian
representative, drew the attention of the Committee to the Nerweglian
delegation's amendmert that an intermediate signal and a special signal
for cars turning intc cne of the blocked dire.ti-ns be adopted.

The Cenmittee was «f the opini>n that the desuription of the
system rf signalling in Article 47 should only be considered as
containing some broad principles and that it did not prevent the use

f the signal proposed Ly the representative of N-rway.

The C-mmittee therefore rejected the N-rwegian ameniment.

The Cumpittee adspted Article 49.
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My, BLOM-ANDERSEN (Denmark) said that his delegation had
ne objection te paragrapn 1(b). In the absence of the Norwegian
delegation, however, he drew the attention of the Committee tolthat
dslegation's proposal (Working Paper MRT/32/49) that an intermediate
perind should be incorporated in the two-cclour system, as, fer
instance, by letting the green light blink for about three secrnds

before the change-nver took plane.

The CHAIRMAN considered that the use of an intermittent
light cnuld only lead t» confusion in those ¢ircumstances, and that
the only occasion on which it shculd be permitted should he that
irdicated in parapgraph 2. He therefore npposed ithe Nerweglian

deloegutien's praoposal,

Tha Commlttee rejected the Norwcgian proposal (Wnrking Paper
‘ggﬂﬁ) .that an intermediate period be incorporated in the two-

colcur system.

The Cemmittece adupted paragragh 1 of Article 50 subjedt te
mgderation of the wording by the special group.

Paragraph 2,
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Tha Urmnittee adsptad naracwanh 2 af intd

Paragraph 3.

Mr., ROSCIONI (Italy) said that in his country the red
traffic light was placed at the bottom and the green light at the
tep, as it was important that drivers in the very small closed cars
much used there should be able to sez the red light witheut difficulty.
He propnsed that paragraph 3 be amendsd to permit the placing of the
lights to be optinnal,

The CHAIRMAN agreed with the Italian representative, and
proposed the additicn of the words '"as a rule" at the beginning cof

the seccnd sentence of paragraph 3.

The Committee adopted the Chairman's propesal tn add the words
"as a rule® at the buginning of tne second sentence nf paragraph 3
of Articls 50,
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Mr, PLUMEZ (Switzerland) pointsd ocut that many people
were colcur-blind to green and red, Certain motoring associations
in his country had therefore suggested that in order to distinguish
the lights on signals uniform shapes should be adopted, such as a
circle for the red, a triangle for the amber and & rectangle for the
green light. He placed that suggestion before the Committee for

considaration,

The CHAIRMAN thought that it was extremely dangerous to
allow colcur-blind individuals to drive vehicles, In his country
it wae forbidden to grant motor licences to the colour-blind. He
therefore opposed the Swiss representative's suggtstirn.

4

Mr, THIROT (France) said that it was not only drivers af
vehicles whs were required to obey traffie light signals, but alse
pedestrians and cyclisis, and it was impossible to campel all such
persens to undergr a medical examination to see whether they were
ecolour-blind or not. He was, however, sceptical about the value of
the Swiss repreaautativé’a suggestion, as, on the one hand, traffic
1ights were small in size and placed high above the ground, so that,
if they were viewed obliquely, as they often were, it would be easy
‘ to mistake the shape; whereas, on the other hand, as a lens was used
inside the apparatus tr concentrate the beam, it would easily be
possible fcr the shape of the light to be so dist-rted as to resemble
a clrcle, He thersfore opposed the Swiss representative!s suggestion,
It would be sufficient if eaeh ccuntry had a uniform system for its
traffic light signals; every-ne in his country, for example, knew
that the red light was at the top, and no difficulties had ever arisen,

Mr, PLUMEZ (Switzerland) said that he had not made a formal
propcsal that special shapee be adopted for traffiec lights. 1In view
of the observati.ns of the Chalmman and the French representative,
hewever, he withdrew the suggestion he had placed before the Committee,

The Compittoe adopted paragraph 3 of Article 50, as amended.

Paragraph 4,

Mr, FRAENKEL (ZIsrael) pointed out that Committee II had
agreed that the maximum height of vehicles should be 3,80 metres.
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Danger might therefare arise if the traffic light signals were
suspended over the read at the heights laid down in paragraph 4;
he the;efore proposed that the minimum height be brought inta
epnformity with the maximum height permitted for vehicles,

Mr, HOMAYOUNFAR (Iran) did not think that the laraeld
ropresentative's proposal was necessary, as traffic light signels,
i1f situated in the centre of the road, would be erected on a base
sc that vehicles would pass alongside. If, however, traffic lights
were suspended their minimum height above the readway should be 4,50

motres,

Mr, PETIT (Belglum) pointed out that, having regard to the
decisi:n‘taken in paragraph 3 the word "green' in paragraph 4 sheuld
ke replaced by the w=rd "lowest."

The CHATRMAN pointed out that if traffic lights were
suspended from a cables over the road there would indeed be danger
in the case of l-fty vehicles, and he therefore proposed that paragraph
4 he amended to read as follows:~ "When traffic light signals are
placed at the side of the road, the height of the lower edge of the
lowest Xight abave the carriageway shall normally be not less than 2
metres and not more than 3,50 metres, When they are suapended over
the carriageway, the height of the lower edge of the lowest light

above the carriageway shall he not less than 4,50 metres."

The Committee aénpted the Chairman's pr&posal to replace
paragraph 4 by the following paragraph: "When traffic light signals
are placed at the side pf the road, the helght of the lower edge
of the lowest light above the carriageway shall nomally be not lese
than 2 metres and not more than 3.50 metres, When they are suspended
over the carriageway, the height of the lower edge of the lowest iight
above the carriageway shall be ngt less than Ltﬁo_gatrau.“

The Commitiee adopted paragraph 5 nf Article 5Q.

The Committee adgpted Article 50, as amended.
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The CHAIRMAN said that the United States representative's
proposal was of the greatest importance. It was universally agreed
that the existencc of two systems in the world was regrettable, but
if it were nossible to bring about uniformity of danger signals,
which were the most impertant »f all, a great step towards achieving
one system for the whole world would have been taken,

As regurds the propesal that the Transpert and Communications
Commission study the question of amalgamation, he pointed nut that
the adoption of that course would inevitably mean much delay, The
Convention would be ready shortly, and, if the question of world
uniformity were scon to be considered, countries would be faced with
the alternative of waiting for the result of the deliberatiomof the
Commission or of adopting a Convention which might in a short time
becume ohsolete, “He therefore asked whell sr it was not possible for
the United States representative to lave the question of the adoption
of thé hollow triangle decided as soon as possible, and in any case
durlng 1949, so thet a decision could he reached. “'hen, if 1t were
required, a technical crmmilttee rould be set un tn deal with details.
He thought that such a procedure should be tried before the matter
wag referrsd to the Transport and Communications Commission.,

M, PATDOMY [Umided Stakea Af imarical sald that his
country's system of r.ad signalling was very complete., The
Associations he had mentioned would consider the adoption of the
hollow triangle, but the Uilucu —vaues system was sc coherent and so
specific with regard to the colours and dimensions of signs and the
inscriptions and symbols used on them, that he was unable to say
whether or to what extent chenges would find acceptance, He thought,
however, that an answer cculd be sbtained within a very short time

regarding the experimental adoption of ths hollow triangle.

The CHAIRMAN said that it was important that the Conference
at its next plenary meeting shculd be informed of the substance of
the United States representative's prnposal.

Mr, TAYLOR (United Kingdom) saild that his country still
believed that a uniform world system for road signalling could be
achieved, provided the approach made t¢ the problem were sufficiently
wide; in that spirit his couhtry had recently submitted a ra-draft









