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l. Revi sion of the Consolidated Resol ution on Road Traffic (R E. 1)
( TRANS/ SC. 1/ 294/ Rev. 5)

1. When the structure of R E.1 is anended according to the decision of Wr.1
at its thirtieth session it is suggested to renunber annexes 2 and 3 (annex 2
becomes annex 3 and vice versa), since the present annex 3 will be related to

a recomendation with a | ower nunmber (future nunber 2.5.1) than the present
annex 2 (future nunber 2.7).

2. Ad recommendation 3.6 (2). According to notes taken at the twenty-sixth
session of WP.1 it was agreed to del ete paragraph 2, recomendi ng notor cycles
to be fitted with at |east one rear-view mrror. This was not, however,
reflected in the report. Since the obligatory fitting of rear-viewmrrors for
nmot or cycles is now included in the Convention on Road Traffic (Annex 5,

par agraph 47), it seens appropriate to delete recommendati on 3.6 paragraph 2
fromR E. 1.

1. Revi si on of the Consolidated Resolution on Road Signs and Signhals (R E. 2)
(TRANS/ SC. 1/ 295/ Rev. 3, TRANS/ SC. 1/ WP. 1/ 1997/ 9)

3. Ad recommendation 1.1. The text should be sinplified and the Norwegi an
Governnment offers the follow ng proposal

“In cases where drivers of trammays, trains or trolleybuses are not
required to conply with road signs other road users should, where
necessary, be informed of this exenption by an additional panel in
accordance with Annex 1 Section H of the Convention on Road Signs and
Signals.”

4, Ad fornmer recommendation 1.2. Most of the fornmer recommendation 1.2 is
now i ncluded in the Convention. As for the part relating to signs indicating
additional | anes for slownoving vehicles (1.2.5) this is not the case,
however. Although the principle of creating a slow lane by sign G 3b 1/ is
in the Convention, the options for indicating the end of the slow | ane
(1.2.5.2) and the end of the mnimmspeed limt (1.2.5.3) are not. Since the
principle of slowlanes is no longer in effect in Norway, the question of
keeping the fornmer recommendation 1.2.5 (updated) in RE 2 is left for the
Wor ki ng Party’ s consi deration

5. Ad present recommendation 1.2.

(a) It is suggested to nmake a reference to section Ein the text, in the
foll owi ng manner:

“Where, at the approach to an intersection at which the traffic is
channel l ed, sign E, 4 of annex 1 section E to the convention .... etc.”

(b) It seems unnecessary to include figure 3 in annex 1, since figure 3
is not nentioned in recomrendation 1.2 (or elsewhere in R E.2) and figure
3 is identical to sign E, 4 in the Convention (which is nmentioned in the
recomendati on).

1/ Note by the secretariat: Former sign G 3b of RE 2
(TRANS/ SC. 1/ 295/ Rev. 2/ Annex 1) was renaned sign E, 1b of the Convention, as
amended on 30 Novenmber 1995 (E/ CONF.56/17/Rev. 1/ Anend. 1).
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6. Ad recommendation 1.3. The text of the reconmendati on on confirmatory
direction signs should be sinplified and corrected. Paragraph (a) is not
necessary, since the sign and the shape of the sign are described in the

Convention (annex 1 section G . Paragraph (b) should be corrected as proposed
bel ow. As for paragraph (c) it seens that it may not be up to date and it is
suggested that WP.1 shoul d consider deleting or updating it. |If paragraph (c)
is deleted, as well as paragraph (a), only the principle of colour is left,
and one mght be tenpted to delete the whole reconmendati on. However, Norway
considers this as an inportant principle. If paragraph (c) is not deleted, the
first sentence should in any case be corrected as indicated below. The

foll owi ng proposal is subnmtted

Del ete paragraph (a), renunber paragraphs (b) and (c) as (a) and (b), and
anmend to read

(a) Colour of the sign - The colour should be the sane as those used for
di rection signs.

(b) Dinmensions of the sign - The di nensions depend on the amunt of
information to be given and the di nensions adopted for signs on the road
in question. If, in addition .... etc.”

7. Ad recomendation 1.5.

(a) It is suggested to anmend the first sentence as foll ows:
“Where a road is tenporarily closed ...... etc.

(b) I'n paragraph (d) “annex 3” should be corrected to “annex 2” in the

first sentence and “annex 1" should be anmended to “annex 1 (G ” in the
second sentence.
8 Ad recommendation 1.6. It is questioned if this recomendati on shoul d be

kept as it is mainly because the application of this reconmrendation, rel ated
to the principles adopted in donestic legislation for use of the sign C 6, is
not quite clear. This could be solved by deleting the exact limt of 4.30 m
In that case the last part should also be deleted (the part starting with
“however, if the domestic legislation ..... "). Also it seenms unnecessary to
use diversion signs, in addition to sign C 6, in connection with every civi
engi neering works (with | ess clearance than prescribed), in particular

per manent works. The followi ng text is proposed:

"\Where the mninum cl earance of civil engineering works above the
carriageway is |l ess than a height prescribed by donmestic |egislation
sui tabl e marki ngs shoul d be prescribed. ™

9. Ad recommendation 1.8. The three signs showing the direction to car-
sl eeper trains, trains or ferries are direction signs and should according to
the structure of signs in the Convention be regarded as "G signs". It follows

that there should be a choice between dark col our synmbols on a |ight ground,

as prescribed in the present text of reconmendation 1.8 (and the Conventi on)

and white or light-coloured synbols on a dark ground, as prescribed as one of
the options in the Convention. The follow ng proposal is submtted:
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Anend the | ast sentence in recomendation 1.8 to read:

"The synbols shall be of dark colour on a white or |ight-col oured ground
or white or light-coloured synbols on a dark ground, according to annex 1
section G of the 1968 Convention on Road Signs and Signals."

10. Ad recommendation 1.9. In the | ast sentence "annex 3" should be anended
to "annex 1 (Q".

11. Ad recommendation 1.10. This recomrendati on should include all three
options for signing "end of a built-up area” (E,8a, E, 8b and E, 8c). Paragraph
(a) prescribes that the G 10 sign nust be above the E-signs. Norway feels
that this prescription has no significance for road traffic safety. Paragraph
(b) should be deleted. Such details can be determ ned by donestic

| egi sl ation. Paragraph (c) is unnecessary. The colour of the signs is
described in the Convention. The follow ng proposal is submtted:

Amend recommendation 1.10. to read:

"1. 10. Conmbination of the signs E,8a, E.8b or E,8c (end of built-up
area) and G 10 (confirmation sign) 2/

The confirmation 2/ sign G 10 and the sign indicating the end of a built-
up area E,8a, E,8b or E, 8c may be used on the same support, either
separately or conbined on one panel."

12. Ad recomrendation 1.12 (e) - blind pedestrians. The synbol (sun-

gl asses), intended for an additional panel, should be reconsidered, since the
meani ng of the synbol is not evident. Norway proposes the deletion of
recommendati on 1.12 paragraph (e).

13. Ad fornmer recommendation 1.14. The sign "advisory speed” is now included
in the Convention (sign G 17). However, the fornmer recommendation 1.14 al so
contai ned the sign "end of recommended speed”. This was, for unknown reasons,
not included in the Convention. It is proposed to maintain the text relating
to the end of advisory speed, in the follow ng manner:

"1.13. Sign to indicate end of advisory speed

The sign shown in annex 6 to this Consolidated Resolution shall mean that
t he advi sory speed, indicated by sign G 17 of the 1968 Conventi on on Road
Signs and Signals, is no longer in effect.”

14. Signs for recommended route for vehicles carrying dangerous goods.

At its twenty-second session (April 1994), the Wrking Party adopted a
recomendati on describing signs for recommended route for vehicles carrying
danger ous goods, at the time nunbered as 1.21 (TRANS/ SC. 1/ Wp. 1/ 44, paragraph
19 and annex). This recomendation is not included in the Convention or the
Eur opean Agreenent. The secretariat is asked to informW,r.1 if this
recommendati on was in fact endorsed by the Principal Wrking Party on Road

2/ Not e by the secretariat: 1In the text of the Convention the term
"Confirmatory sign" is used (See Annex 1, Section Giv).
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Transport and, possibly, why this recommendati on shoul d not be included in
R E. 2. In any case it seens that WP.1 at present is the relevant subsidiary
body of the Inland Transport Committee to decide on this question. 3/

15. Ad recommendation 2.3. It is questioned whether this recommendation is
necessary, in addition to article 3 paragraph 1 (b) and article 8

paragraph 1 bis of the Convention. |If the recomendation is kept it is
suggested to change "special |ight signals" to "variable message signs" in the
headi ng and paragraph (a). Paragraph (b) should be deleted. It does not seem

to be in harnony with the Convention to say that the signals should be adapted
as far as possible to the prescriptions of the Convention, since article 8
paragraph 1 bis in the Convention describes and [imts the possibilities for
vari abl e message signs.

3/ Note by the secretariat: 1I1ndeed, the Principal Wrking Party on Road
Transport at its eighty-eighth session endorsed the reports of the Wrking
Party on its twenty-second and twenty-third sessions (TRANS/ SC. 1/ Wp. 1/ 44 and
TRANS/ SC. 1/ WP. 1/ 46 respectively) and adopted a draft recomendati on concerning
signs for reconmmended routes for vehicles carrying dangerous goods
(TRANS/ SC. 1/ WP. 1/ 44, annex) to be included in the Consolidated Resol ution
RE 2 ... "(TRANS/ SC. 1/ 355, para 30). The Working Party may w sh, therefore,
to decide to restore the text of recomendation 1.21 as set out in
TRANS/ SC. 1/ WP. 1/ 44, annex in R E. 2.




