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TECHNICAL BRIEF | Centerline Buffers on Four-Lane Undivided Roadways

igure 1 shows examples of a typical centerline (18 to 20 inches between the middle of the solid yellow lines), a centerline buffer

(24 or 30 inches between the middle of the solid yellow lines), and a wide centerline buffer (36, 42, or 48 inches between
the middle of the solid yellow lines) on four-lane undivided roadways in Texas based on Texas Department of Transportation
(TxDOT) Trafhic Standards (7). Widespread application of any type of centerline buffer in Texas has been limited, so this technical
brief shares the expected safety effects associated with this countermeasure.
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Note: For (A) Typical Centerline, 16" minimum for restripe projects when approved by the engineer.

Figure 1. Examples of Typical Centerline and Centerline Buffers on Four-Lane Undivided Roadways
(Developed Based on Criteria in the TxDOT Traffic Standards [1]).

TxDOT Research Project 0-7035 (2) investigated the effects of centerline buffers on Research results indicate
four-lane undivided highways as part of a broader study on the trade-offs between center
separation and shoulder width. The study concluded that 4-ft centerline buffers on
four-lane highways are highly effective in reducing lane departure crashes, producing
excellent safety performance at volumes above 15,000 vehicles per day where shoulder
width is at least 6 ft and driveway density is low (no more than 10 driveways per mile).

that 4-ft centerline
buffers on four-lane
highways are highly
effective in reducing lane
departure crashes.
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Figure 2. Predicted Number of Total Crashes for Four-Lane or Super 2 Cross-Section Options with Wide Shoulders
and Low Driveway Density (2).

For example, Figure 2 shows the performance of the centerline
buffers (called median buffers [4M] in 0-7035) compared to Super
2 (295), four-lane undivided (4U), and four-lane with two-way left-

turn lane (4T) for highways with 8-ft shoulders and low driveway In a comparison of cross-section

density. The 4M generally had fewer crashes than the other four- alternatives, the four-lane with median
lane cross-section alternatives. Study sites in 0-7035 represented buffer generally had fewer crashes than
in Figurc 2 included centerline buffers of 4-ft width for the 4M other four-lane cross-sections.

cross-section, compared to a typical width of 12-16 ft for the
two-way left-turn lane for 4T and compared to the then-current
centerline marking width of 12 inches for 4U and 28.
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