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ABSTRACT 

The report presents the findings of a study.•of motorists' 
perceptions of messages on interstate advance and supplemental 
guide signs. Approximately 5,100 questionnaires were distributed 
to motorists at eight rest areas on interstate highways in Vir- 
ginia to determine the degree to which those motorists are con- 
fused by or misunderstand messages on guide signs. 

The study showed that motorists are somewhat confused by 
some messages on guide signs. The difficulty of interpret'ng 
the messages was found to be inversely related to driving ex- 
perience. Wording of the messages on certain guide signs was 
determined to be the most important elemen• relating to driver 
confusion. The messages most frequently misunderstood were those 
containing the word "next". 

The sign containing the term "this exit" was favored by 
motorists for an exit ramp in full view. For references to two 
ramps, they favored the wordings "first" and "second". They 
decried the use of "next" for these situations. Almost three- 
fourths favored the numbering of exits. Deficiencies in signing 
for exits from the left side of the road were also noted. The 
need for more use of signs on the left side of the road and for 
diagrammatic signs was frequently mentioned by respondents. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The study showed that motorists are somewhat confused by 
some messages on guide signs. One-third of those queried said 
that they had at some time been confused by a guide sign or had 
been led to make a wrong turn. The difficulty of interpreting 
the messages was found to be inversely related to driving ex- 
perience, thus indicating that more emphasis on guide signs in 
driver training courses may be necessary. 

That motorists who were familiar with a road more often 
said they were confused by guide signs than those who were un- 
familiar implies that even a motorist familiar with a road can 
be led astray by a confusing guide sign. The placement and 
frequency of signs were not found to create any significant con- 
fusion. Suffice it to say that the wording of the messages on 
certain interstate guide signs is the most important element 
relating to driver confusion. 

The messages most frequently misunderstood were those con- taining the word "next", especially when the sign was placed near 
a visible exit ramp. It appears that the words "this" and "first" 
in messages on exit signs placed within sight of the exit ramp 
are more satisfactory than next, because the proper interpretation 
of next is so dependent upon the placement of the sign. 

The sign containing the term "this exit" was favored by 
motorists for an exit ramp in full view. For references to two 
ramps, they favored the words "first" and "second" but voiced 
no preference between "right" and "exit". They decried the use 
of "next" for these situations. Almost three-fourths of them 
favored the numbering of exits. 

Motorists often perceived deficiencies in the signing for 
exits from the left side of the road. The time needed to change 
lanes and "move to the left" was seen as being insufficient. 
Several cited a need for more use of signs on the left side of 
the road and for diagrammatic signs. Such signs were seen as 
useful in cases where large trucks block signs on the right side 
of the road from the view of motorists in the passing lane. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings from the study have led to the following 
recommendations. 

I. For major and intermediate interchanges, the 
first advance guide sign should denote mileage 
and the word "next" should not be used. The 
guidelines presented in Section 2E-26 of the 
MUTCD should be followed. 

The word "next" should not be used on supplemental 
guide signs, unless the supplemental panel is 
mounted below an advance guide sign. In essence, 
Section 2E-27 of the MUTCD should be followed when 
using the word "next.;•' 

3. The word "first" should be used on advance and 
supplemental guide signs in lieu of the word "next." 
It may also be acceptable to use the word "this," but 
only when the exit is in full view. it is recommended 
that the MUTCD be changed to this effect. 

4. Where alphanumeric designations are used to signify 
exits, they should be used such that they denote the 
direction of travel. For example, an exit carrying 
eastbound traffic from an interchange numbered 4 would 
be designated Exit 4E rather than Exit 4ABCD, etc., as 
noted in the MUTCD. 

5. Where interchanges containing several ramps are not 
numbered, exits should be denoted by the terms "first 
"second," "third, etc. 

6. Interchange numbers should be given on the official 
state highway map. 

7. Each rest area .•hou!d contain a sign denoting the 
distance to the next rest area. 

8. Where interchanges contain several exit ramps or 
exits from the left side of the roadway, diagrammatic 
signs are preferred by the motorists and should be 
used in accordance with Section 2F 24 of the MUTC • 

Continued experimentation with diagrammatic sign'in•o 
is recommended. 

9. Advance and supplemental guide signs duplicat%d on 
the left shoulder of the highway would be helpful as 
the signs on the right shoulder are often shielded 
from motorists by large trucks, in lieu of left 
shoulder signs, overhead signs a•.e acceptab •e but •hey 
should be placed so Zhat they can be seen by motorists 
in either lane. 



I0. Driver education courses and manuals should include 
a section on signing. Special emphasis should be 
placed on the types and functions of interstate 
guide signs. 

ii. When new types of signs are introduced or considered 
for implementation public input should be used to 
determine whether they are comprehendible. Also, 
when new signs or sign messages are introduced 
publicity programs should• be instituted to inform 
the public of them. 

12. As sign standards in the MUTC D are changed, signs 
should be changed to conform to these standards and 
thus keep inconsistency in sign configurations to a 
minimum. 



MOTORIST UNDERSTANDING OF DIRECTIONAL MESSAGES 

by 

M. A. Perfater 
Research Scientist 

BACKGROUND 

The Manual on Uniform Traffic C•ntrol Devices for Streets 
and Highways (••CD)•rovidesa •s•s for th'•e s•a'nd'ar'di•atfon of 
t•affic:•co'n't'rol d6vices, and a high level of uniformity has been 
reached in recent years.(1) Unfortunately, motorists often do 
not understand the changes made to improve the devices and to 
achieve uniformity, and thus do not benefit from them. For 
example, in the eastern states, including Virginia, only 18% of 
drivers asked to give the meaning of the sign bearing the school 
zone symbol gave a correct answer and only 56% knew the meaning 
of orange colored warning signs.(2) In Texas, only 35% of a 
total sample of drivers knew the correct meaning of a solid 
white line. (3) 

On the interstate system, the guide sign is very important 
to the driver's proper navigation of the system. Failure of a 
guide sign to convey a clear, concise message to the motorist 
can result in erratic driver response leading to accidents, 
injuries, and fatalities. Failure of the system of signs also 
may increase trip time and cause driver frustration.(4) A 
questionnaire survey on the road users' need for guidance and 
the problems they perceive, conducted by King and Lunenfeld, 
revealed that more than half of all respondents had felt lost 
at some stage during their most recent trip and that approximately 
half actually had been lost. (5) 

Another study noted that in the opinion of traffic engineers, 
motorists continue to experience difficulty with the word "next" 
as used on guide signs such as "next exit", "next right", etc.(6) 
Depending somewhat on the placement of such signs, some drivers 
interpret "next exit" to mean the exit immediately before them, 
whereas others believe it refers to the one after the one immediately 
before them. This problem apparently exists in Virginia, since a 
large variety of directional messages are being used. Because of 
complaints from drivers missing exits designated by the word 
"next", use of the term "this exit" or "this right" was initiated 
several years ago at locations where the exit was in plain view 
of the driver. Recognizing, however, that driver confusion is 
still present in the interstate system, this study was undertaken 
to verify the degree to which motorists are confused by or mis- 
understand directio•l messages used on interstate euide siens. 
Figure i shows four interstate signs which have different, and per- 
haps contradictory and confusing, directional messages. 



Figure i Directional messages on interstate gun'de 



PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

The purpose of this study was to determine the degree to 
which motorists are confused by or misunderstand messages on 
interstate guide signs. Although the study was designed to 
obtain information on advance and supplemental guide signs only, 
data were taken on other types of signs and sign messages en- 
countered by motorists traversing the interstate system. 

It should be noted that there are two distinct sections 
of a guide sign. The principal legend includes place names, 
route numbers, or highway and street names. The other part of 
the message is called "exit instructions" and consists of either 
words or arrows. The interpretation of these instructions was 
the subject of this study. The study did not examine other 
messages, sign legibility, nor the effects of related roadway 
conditions. Specifically, the study sought to 

i. identify any deficiencies in directional 
guidance as perceived by the motorists; 

2. identify the needs and desire of the 
motorist for directional guidance; and 

3. provide insight as to the value of a 
process whereby motorist input could be 
used in the design and placement of signs. 

The study was limited to a questionnaire survey of motorists 
traversing Virginia's interstate system at eight points. 

METHODOLOGY 

A self-addressed, pre-stamped, mail-back questionnaire was 
developed (see Appendix) and distributed to motorists at eight 
rest areas on interstate highways in Virginia. The questionnaires 
were distributed at each of the rest areas for 3 to 5 successive 
days, the number of days for each rest area being dependent upon 
the number of respondents stopping daily. The distribution was 
made from a table manned by one or two technicians or graduate 
students who encouraged motorists stopping at the rest area to 
participate in the survey. A large sign (Figure 2)was located 
near the table to call attention to the survey. 

A total of 5,100 questionnaires were distributed from Ju•y 
1980 to October 1980 and from April !, 1981, to May 15, 1981. Of 
this total, 1,006 completed questionnaires were returned for a 
response rate of roughly 20%. Each highway district in Virginia, 
with the exception of the Lynchburg District which contains n.o rest 
areas, was represented in the survey. 



Figure 2. Typical survey table at rest area. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 

As stated earlier, the sample was limited to motorists 
stopping at the rest areas. Since the sites were chosen at 
random, in a manner to get statewide representation in the survey, it is safe to say that the respondents represent a random sample 
Of motorists travelling Virginia's interstates. Of the 1,006 
respondents, 61.6% were out-of-state and are classified as non- 
local drivers, about 87% were driving automobiles, and only 25% 
travelled the section of interstate where the survey was being 
made with any regularity. For the most part, then, the respond- 
ents were not familiar with the road they were on. Seventy-three 
percent of the respondents were male, their median age was some- 
where between 51 and 80, and 66% had attended one or more years 
of cci!ege (Table !). 



Sex 

Male 
Female 
No Response 

Table i 

Characteristics of Respondents 
(N-I,006) 

Percentage of 
,..Re s•. °ndents 

72.9 
25.5 
1.6 

Under 21 
21-30 
31-40 
41-50 
51-60 
61-70 
over 70 
No Response 

1.7 
12.0 
14 .i 
17 .I 
24.5 
23.3 
6.1 
1.2 

Education 

6th grade or less,• 
7-12th grade 
High school graduate 
1-4 years of college 
College graduate 
Other 
No Response 

TOTAL FOR ALL c • •A•EGORIES 

.! 
4.9 

18.4 
21.3 
45.5 
7.2 
2.6 

I00.0 

PERCEPTION OF GUIDE SIGNS AND FAMILIARITY 
WITH ROADWAY 

Motorists were first asked if any of the guide sign 
messages in Figure 3 had ever caused them to make a wrong turn. 
Of those who responded, roughly one-third answered yes to this 
question. Table 2 shows the frequency of respondents' choices 
when asked which of the messages in Figure 3 were confusing at 
times. As can be seen in the table, signs containing the word 
"next" created the most frequent confusion. Signs causing the 
least confus'on were those displaying the message "first right." 



Any City 
THI S EXIT 

A 

Any City 
THIS RIGHT 

Any City 
NEXT EXIT 

Any City 
NEXT RIGHT 

Any City 
FIRST RIGHT 

Any City 
SECOND RIGHT 

E F 

Any City 
FI RST EXIT 

Any C ity 
SECOND EXIT 

G H 

Figure 3. Examples of sign messages used in 
questionnaire (questions 4-12). 

In fact, the words "this" and "first" were much less confusing 
than the alternatives "next" and "second". Cross tabulations 
revealed little about the relationship between confusion over 
these messages and such items as the sex and educational level 
of the respondents. Cross tabs did reveal, however, •hat as 
the age of the respondent increased there was decreasing likeli- 
hood of difficulty in. interpreting the "next exit" and "next 
right" messages. This finding seems to indicate that familiarity 
with interstate signs increases wi•h driving experience and that 
experienced drivers have little difficulty with even the most 
confusing of the guide signs. The fact that young drivers are 
more confused by the word "next" than their older counterparts 
seems to suggest that if the word is to continue to be used in 
sign messages, then driver training courses should give addi- 
tional attention to interpreting interstate guide signs. 



Table 2 

Frequency of Confusion with Specific Messages 
(N-I,006) 

Message 

Next exit 
Next r ight 
Second exit 
Second right 
This right 
First exit 
This exit 
First right 

Percentage of Respondents 
Confused* 

23..5 
18.2 
18.1 
17 .! 
13.8 
12.8 
•2 
10.2 

•Percentages total more than 100% due to multiple 
responses. 

An important consideration in the design of this research 
was the motorists' familiarity with the particular segment of 
the interstate at which the survey station was located. Drivers 
were categorized as familiar, partly familiar, and unfamiliar 
with the road. It was assumed that the more familiar driver 
would be less confused and thus less dependent upon guide signs. 
To give the reader some idea of the respondents' familiarity 
with the road, Table 3 is presented. (As noted previously, 61% 
of the respondents were from out of state, but not all of these 
were classified as being unfamiliar with the road.) The scale 
used for level of familiarity was as follows" familiar those 
who travelled the road daily, or at least once a month; partly 
familiar those who travelled the road less than once a month; 
unfamiliar those who hardly ever travelled the road or who 
said they were travelling it for the first time. Cross tabula- 
tions revealed that there was a relationship between the respond- 
ents' familiarity with the road and confusion. Of those who 
reported being confused by certain guide signs, 41% were familiar 
with the road, 30% were partly famil'ar, and 30% were unfamiliar. 
The distribution of responses among the three categories indicates 
that those who were familiar with the roadway were more o=ten con- 
fused by guide signs than those who were partly familiar and those 
who were unfamiliar. This relationship was significant at •he 
99% level of confidence. 



Table 3 

Familiarity With Road 
(N-!,006) 

..C at•.g o_r y 
Percentage of 
ResPOnd,e, ,nts 

Familiar 25.0 
Partly familiar 38.5 
Unfamiliar 36.5 

With respect to the placement and number of guide signs, 
84% felt there was enough distance between signs and exit ramps. 
Seventy-six percent felt that the number or frequency of guide 
signs was adequate. Of those who stated that they were often 
confused by the placement or frequency of guide signs, an in- 
significant number felt that the placement and frequency were 

less than adequate. 

WORDING OF SIGN MESSAGES THE PUBLIC'S VIEW 

The MUTCD states that freeway guide signs have several 
functions.' First, they are to give direction to destinations, 
streets, or highway routes at interchanges; second, they are to 
furnish advance notice of the approach to intersections and inter- 
changes; third, they are to direct drivers into the appropriate 
lanes in advance of diverging or merging movements; fourth, fifth, 
and sixth they are to identify routes, show distances to destina- 
tions, and indicate access to motorist services. While the scope 
of this study was limited to signs having the first three functions, 
the respondents' comments concerning those having the latter three 
functions were received and will be discussed later in this report. 
The messages shown in Figure 3 come under the three former func- 
tional categories and are known as either advance guide or supple- 
mental guide signs, depending upon the message displayed. This 
section of the report deals with the messages imprinted in these 
signs. 

Resnondents were asked which of the words "first" "next" 
and "this" mean the same when used in sign messages. Table 4 dis- 
plays the responses to this question. The table is self-explanatory, 
It shows no agreement among the dr°vers queried as to which of these 
words are interchangeable. The point here is that in.certain situ- 
ations all of these words can be taken to have the same meaning 
dependent upon the composition of the interchange. Indeed, there 



Table 4 

Similarity of Next, First and This 

Catego,,ry 
Percentage of 
Re .s. ponden.t.s. 

All mean the same 
Next and first mean the same 
Next and this mean the same 
First and this mean the same 
All are different 
No response 

44.5 
16.7 
6.7 

14.2 
13.8 
4.1 

TOTAL I 00.0 

is no right answer to this question. The results are presented 
here to further acquaint the reader with the apparent confusion 
of motorists concerning these sign messages. Further proof was 
discovered when respondents were asked if "next" and "second" 
had the same meaning. While about 85% said they did have the 
same meaning, 11% said that they did not. The reader will remember 
that "next" "first" " " and this were thought to mean the same by 
44.5% of the respondents. Is this to be taken to mean that the 
word "second" has the same meaning as "first" and "this"? 

Approximately 75% of the additional volunteered comments re- 
gardingconfusion with sign messages related to use of the word 
"next". Many stated that next was confusing, especially when 
the exit ramp was visible. (The reader will remember that re- 
spondents most frequently misinterpreted "next exit" and "next 
right.") The confusion appears to lie in the placement of the 
"next exit" sign. Based on the responses, it appears that a 
"this" or "first" (exit) sign placed a short distance in advance 
of an exit would refer to that immediate exit; however, a "next" 
(exit) sign causes confusion because unlike "this" and "first" 
the "next" sign is dependent upon its placement to convey its 
message. The problem is that at certain locations the guide sign 
containing the word "next" is within sight of the exit ramp, and 
many drivers become con•used thinking "next" to mean the second 
exit and not the immediate one. To help remedy th's problem, the 
Deparzment for some time has used the supplemental guide sign 
denoting "this" exit at certain locations where the exit is visible. 
This application is not standard procedure--"this" is used at some 
exits not visible to the motorist and "next" continues to be used 
at locations where the exit ramp is visible (Figure 4). This lack 
of standardization probably contributes to the confusion experi- 
enced by the driver. 



Figure 4. Visible exit ramps designated by 
"next exit" message. 
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The questionnaire queried motorists regarding their prefer- 
ences in sign messages referring to one and to more than one 

ramp. For a single exit ramp in full view, "this exit" was 
chosen by 42% of the respondents. It should be noted that "exit" 
was preferred over "right", despite the fact that the illustra- 
tion on the questionnaire showed a ramp on the right. This 
finding is corroborated by the fact that the second preference 
for a single ramp in full view was "next exit" (19% of the re- 
spondents). 

It was thought that out-of-state motorists would not be 
familiar with the "this exit" message and would be confused by 
its appearance on the questionnaire. From the responses, one 

can only surmise whether they were used to seeing it in their 
state or whether it was new to them and they were in favor of 
it. Table 5 shows the expressed preferences by place of residence. 

For siens referring to two ramps, the respondents over- 
whelmingly chose "first right" or "first exit" for the initial 
sign (51%) and "second exit" or "second right" for the second 
one (78%). For these messages, •h noun did not appear to be 
important° Drivers seem more concerned with the adjectives which 
should dictate the appropriate response. For this application, 
the motorists objected to use of the word "next", and it was 
found that this word most often confused motorists when used on 
signs designating two exits. These findings will be discussed 
further in the last section of this report. 

Table 5 

Sign Preference by Place of Residence 
(N-967) 

In-state 
Ca t•eg o•y P erc enta. • e 

This exit 39.5 
This right 8.2 
Next exit !7.8 
Next right !9.6 
First right i0.9 
Second right 0 
Fir st exit 3.7 
Second exit 0 
Exit numbers 0.3 

0ut-of-State 
Percentage 

42.5 
6.9 

2!.2 
16.8 
8.3 
0.2 
3.! 
0.2 
0.8 

TOTAL i 00.0 i00.0 

Ii 



Finally, respondents were asked if they felt that exit 
signs would be easier to understand if the ramps were numbered. 
Seventy-two percent of the motorists favored this idea. They 
noted that the numbers would be an excellent idea, but only if 
they appeared on the s•ate highway map. Several respondents 
fe_it, on the other hand, that motorists are "too busy to keep 
up with numbers" and preferred current practices. There was, 
however, sufficient interest in numbering exits to warrant an 
examination of the feasibility of doing so. 

MOTORISTS' COMMENTS 

Respondents were provided space on the questionnaire for 
any comments they cared to make about interstate guide signs. 
It is these types of responses that often provide much more in- 
sight into motorists' percept'on and attitude than simple, close- 
ended questions, for it is here that the respondent can "get it 
off his chest." Of the 1,006 respondents, 762, or almost 76%, 
entered a comment of some type. While certainly not all were 
pertinent to the research, many supported much of the earlier 
reported data and provided needed information about the motorists' 
perception of both efficiencies and deficiencies of "nterstate 
signing. These comments were broken down into the five categories 
shown in Table 6, and each of these is discussed under the follow- 
ing subheads. 

Tab le 6 

Data of Motorist Comments 

Category Number of Comments Percentage 

Sign placement 
Sign wording 
Sign context (additions, 

deletions, etc.) 
Gas, food, lodging signs 
Miscellaneous 

222 29.1 
199 28.1 

124 16.3 
74 9.7 

!43 18.8 

TOTAL 762 !00.0 



Sign Pla.cement 
The most common concern expressed by motorists was that 

oftentimes not enough advance warning of exits is given to allow 
time to move into the proper exit lane. This was the concern of 
almost half of those commenting on sign• placement. Similar com- 
ments by 10% of these 222 respondents expressed a need for two 
signs for each exit one "a good distance away" from the exit 
and one right at the exit. While the MUTCD states that for major 
and intermediate interchanges two, and"preferably three, advance 
guide signs should be used, a substantial number of motorists 
saw a deficiency here. The use of supplemental signs midway be- 
tween the two major advance guide signs may rectify the situation. 
It also might improve the situation where the •uide signs for a 
given exit bear completely different messages. Indeed, if the 
Department follows the mandates of the MUTCD this item will likely 
cease to be a problem. In any case, it ms noted here that the 
motorists did perceive a deficiency. 

Almost 20% of the comments on sign placement related to exits 
from the left side of the highway. These exits were seen to be a 
problem in that there often was insufficient time for the motorist 
to change lanes and make his exit. Another 10% felt a need for 
additional signs on the left-hand side of the road, since often- 
times signs mounted on the right side were obscured from the view 
of the motorist in the passing lane by trucks. 

Si.gn Wording 
Almost 43% of those commenting on sign wording were confused 

by the term "next." These comments support the data reported 
earlier concerning the confusion with "next." An additional 14% 
were confused by both "next" and "this." The problem with "next" 
may be one of sight distance. While the MUTCD states that next 
exit supplemental guide signs should be erec'ted midway between 
the two major advance guide signs, this treatment often results 
in the "next exit" sign being within sight distance of the exit. 
The motorist's confusion lies in the fact that he is not sure 
if "next" means immediate or "the one after this one." Perhap-s 
the MUTCD should include a qualifying statement to the effect 
that, where feasible, next exit" signs should be used only if 
the ramp is not in full view. Typical of the comments on this 
point were the following" 

Sometimes this is next and sometimes "r isn't. 

When "next exit" sign is placed just before an 
exit, I'm not sure if it's this exit or the next 
one. 

13 



The word "this" means "that is present now." 
The word "next" means "the first time after 
this." 

You should never use the word "next" when you 
have more than one ramp. 
There will always be difficulty using "this" 
and "next" as they are subject to interpretation. 

Perhaps the epitome of confusion was expressed in the following 
comment 

I wanted next (second exit) but the sign was 
right at the first exit. 

About 15% of the respondents' comments on sign wording pro- 
posed that exits should be numbered or that all messages shown 
in Figure 3 should be eliminated. The numbering of interchanges 
might help the problem with "next exit" wording, since the 
MUTCD prescribes that the "next exit" sign is not to be used in 
Cas'es where interchanges are numbered. 

S i.gn...C0nt.ext .,a. nd co.n..f igurat.ipn 
Many of the comments on this subject were not relevant to 

guide signs but some are, nevertheless, worthy of mention. The 
greatest number (18%) desired better consistency in the way exits 
are treated. This was taken to mean that repeated use of limited 
types of sign messages was favored over the use of a wide variety 
of sign types and messages. Several (11%) suggested that mile- 
posts and exit numbers be the same, and another 16% felt that 
sign messages could be simplified by showing route numbers rather 
than place names and using directional notations rather than the 
letters A & B at interchanges with two ramps. (It should be noted 
that most of the suggestions on the use of mileposts were made by 
out-of-state motorists.) 

Ten percent of the respondents commenting on this subject 
preferred "illustrated signs" (diagrammatics), especially for 
exits on the left. This type of sign, if mounted above or on 
the left side of the roadway, was also seen as being a remedy 
for the problem cited earlier where large trucks obscure signs 
mounted on the right side of the roadway. The MUTCD states tha• 
the di•agrammat'c sign has proven to be superior t• conven•iona! 
cuide signs for some interchanges, especially at the advance 
guide sign location for left exits. Since left exits were noted 
to be a problem by many respondents, warrants for the feasibility 
of diagrammatic signs should be continuously scrutinized by the 
Department. 



Lo,$,0 S ig n s 

Since these signs are relatively new to Virginia, comments 
received concerning them are being reported on here even though 
their examination was not within the scope of the study. Of the 
74 respondents mentioning these types of signs, 78% were very 
impressed by them and less than 7% disliked them. The remainder 
pointed out that such signs were useless unless the distance to 
the place of business and the hours of operation were listed on 
the sign. It is standard practice in Virginia to show the dis- 
tance to food and lodging on logo signs placed on ramps only. 
Hours of operation currently are not displayed on these signs. 

Miscellaneous 

This category represents a potpourri of motorist concerns 
and thoughts, and even though most don't pertain to guide signs, 
they should not be passed over lightly as many offer helpful 
suggestions. First, 80% of these respondents praised the Depart- 
merit for having the best interstate signing that they had en- 
countered. These were largely out-of-state motorists and repre- 
sented better than 11% of all respondents. 

Two additional comments are worthy of mention. First, 
several respondents suggested that in each rest area a sign be 
posted giving the mileage to the next one. This comment was noted 
both on the questionnaire and in conversation with respondents. 
It appears that a great many interstate travelers are quite de- 
pendent upon rest areas for services they otherwise would have to 
leave the interstate to obtain. This issue was of especial con- 

cern to elderly and retired travellers. Secondly, several re- 
spondents remarked that exit numbers should be included on the 
state highway map. 
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APPENDIX 

Dear Motori st: 

To help make driving easier, the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation is conducting 
a study of interstate guide signs. Please take a few minutes to answer all of the questions on 
this questionnaire and return it at your earliest convenience. 

Where do you live? [•]1 
city stai•e 

What type of vehicle were you riding in when you received this questionnaire? 
__._.Car .____Truck _.___Motorcycle Bus Other. 

How often do you travel this segment of the interstate? 
Daily Less than once a month 
I-5 times per week Hardly ever "-"-Several times per month -='--This is my first time --Once a month 

Questions 4 through 12 concern the adequacy of messages on the guide signs you see on interstate 
highways. These signs look like this" 

Any City 

THIS EXIT 

Any C±•y Any C±ry 

THIS RI•HT NEXT EXIT 

B C 
S 

F 
FIRST EXITJ 

Any City 

SECOND EXIT 

Have any of the above guide signs ever caused you to take a wrong turn? 
Yes No 

If yes, can you describe your confusion? 

5. Of the signs pictured above, which ones are confusing at times? A B 
D E F G H None are confusing 

6. Of the words "next", "first" and "this" which mean the same to you when used 
in sign messages ? all mean the same first/this 

next/first •thev are all different 
next/this 

C 

7. Do the words "next" and "second" mean the same? Yes No 

At the right is a sketch of a 
typical interstate ramp inter- 
change. If you were approaching 
the ramp, which of the guide sign 
messages illustrated in A through 
H above would you prefer to see 
on the sign? Please write your 
choice on the sign. Any City 

You are now a little further down 
the interstate. What messages 
would you prefer to see on Signs 
and 2? Choose from the A through 
H messages above and write your 
choices on Signs and 2. 

1 



10. Would signs be easier for you 
to understand if all ra•s were 
numbered such as in the sketch 
at the right? ____Yes __No  Exi• 2 

F'-•_.•. Any City 
Exit i 

II. Do you feel we have (a] too many, (b) too few, or (c) the right amount of these signs directing you to your destination? (circle one) 

12. Is there usually enough distance between the sign directing you to your destination 
and the ramp that will take you there? Yp• .No 

13. We would like to have any comments you care to make concerning interstate guide signs. 
Feel free to draw an illustration at the bottom of this page. 

wewould now like a few facts about you. 

14. What is your sex? ma • fema e 

15. What is your age? ._.__under 21 _._._21-30 ____31-40 _____41-50 __.__51-60 
61-70 over 70 

16. What is your occupation? 

17. What is the last year of school you completed? 
6th grade or less i-4 years of college 

"----7-12 grades "---College graduate •igh school graduate •Other Cspecify) 

Please fold and mail 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 


