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Conventional

Route Number Shields
on One Assembly,

Destination - Names on
Separate Guide Sign
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Turn Restriction Lane Markings




1. Destination

Your Destination Is:




2. Navigation Sign(s)




3. Lane Choice




3b. Confidence Rating

How confident are you in the lane
choice you just made?




4. Leqg Choice

On which leg of the roundabout will you exit?
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4b. Leg Choice Confidence

How confident are you in the lane
choice you just made?




Customized Keyboard

Navigation Signing
For Roundabouts

Either | Right
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Lane Choice by Number
of Items on Sign

» Accuracy with 4 items was better than with 6
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Lane Choice Response Times
(< 65 Years of Age)

—x—=Conventional - I Diagrammatic
—A— Maryland —5 -New York

Younger Drivers
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Lane Choice Response Times
(= 65 Year of Age)

—X—Conventional - B Diagrammatic
—A— Maryland —3 -New York

Older Drivers
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L ane Choice Confidence
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Leg Choice Accuracy
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Leg Choice Speed
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Confidence In Leg
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