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# Chapter Section Date Comment by Comment Status Resolution

1 1 - 11/12/2020 White

Thank you for sharing this. Because we are in the early stages of the design manual review it is a 
perfect time for CSIT to discuss the review process. Is it possible for us to add this to the agenda 
for December, if time allows? 
I highly encourage us to start off creating a master comment sheet early in this process. The 
design manual is a critical document and providing an opportunity for CSIT to provide input on 
how to standardize the review may be helpful. Plus, this may assist stakeholders in sharing their 
feedback. For us, having the process flushed out concretely will be helpful as we prepare 
feedback.  

Resolved Process and schedule presented at December 2020 CSIT meeting

2 1 - 11/12/2020 Schoen Change "will" to "shall" throughout Resolved
Changed "will" to "shall" in all cases except where (1) the distinction is 
not important or (2) "will" is consistent with other approved 
documents

3 1 1.1 - 11/10/2020 Russell The map graphic in the introduction section 1.1 (pg. 4) is too small to read. Resolved
The graphic has been rotated and enlarged, and a caption has been 
added to clarify that this is simply an illustration rather than the map 
that will be used to identify specific project locations

4 1 1.1 A 11/12/2020 Schoen I've seen other manuals include NACTO. I've also seen others give a complete list.  Should we? Parked To consider as the CSIT works through subsequent chapters

5 1 1.1 A 11/12/2020 Schoen
3rd paragraph, last sentence: What about places where they contradict, or where one is stricter 
than another.  In accordance with CS policy, priority should always be given to vulnerable users.

Resolved Text has been modified

6 1 1.1 A 11/12/2020 Schoen

4th paragraph, "intended to guide": Are minimum requirements for....  Also, add a sentence, 
perhaps in the next paragraph with the "restrict" concept, that designers are encouraged to go 
beyond the minimum requirements to reflect current best practices that achieve safe, 
efficient,.... etc. (see first paragraph).

Resolved

In some cases the Manual is a standard, and in others it is guidance, 
so changing this text to "minimum requirements" is not necessarily 
accurate. The recommended sentence has been provided in the 
following paragraph.

7 1 1.1 A 11/12/2020 Schoen "Howard County Complete Streets Design Manual" should be the title of the document. Resolved The title has been modified

8 1 1.1 A 11/12/2020 Schoen 5th paragraph: What does "economical" mean? I wouldn't want this to mean cutting scope. Resolved
Removed the word economical; it now reads "innovative and practical 
designs"

9 1 1.1 C 11/4/2020 CSIT Consolidate benefits, potentially combining with 1.1 D Resolved Benefit text has been compressed and moved to the policy section

10 1 1.1 E 11/12/2020 Schoen
Last paragraph: Does the VPI system apply to developers?  If so, clarify how and where 
applicability will be described.

Resolved The VPI system does not apply to developers.

11 1 1.1 F 11/12/2020 Schoen
"enacted November 24, 1975": Weren't there later revisions? If so, at least mention. Won't this 
version be adopted by the Council?  If so, leave a placeholder here.

In process
DPW will verify dates of DM updates and appropriate legal language 
to use here.

12 1 1.2 - 11/12/2020 Schoen
"Transportation projects" should be "All projects that impact transportation shall be developed 
in accordance with the Complete Streets Policy and developed in accordance with processes 
outlined therein.  Such projects...."

Parked
Text will be added to the Design Manual that notes that coordination 
occurs internally without going into specifics.

13 1 1.2 - 11/12/2020 Schoen "are divided into" should be "consist of" Resolved Changed text.
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# Chapter Section Date Comment by Comment Status Resolution

14 1 1.2 - 11/12/2020 Schoen
"privately funded" should be "funded by the developer, which is often a private entity"  LS: 
Wanting to include federal, state and local gov't. projects.

Resolved Changed text.

15 1 1.2 C 11/10/2020 Russell

If there is ever a time when a capital project needs to be pursued outside of the capital budget 
project, does it also undergo the scoring process?  If so does that set off a new priority ranking 
of previously ranked projects?  Some capital projects are budgeted across multiple years.  Do 
they need to be scored again against new projects every budget cycle?  If so is it possible for a 
low scoring project to be continuously bumped as a result?

Resolved

Capital projects are never pursued outside of the capital budget 
process except in case of emergency. Proposed projects will always go 
through the TIPS scoring process. Once a high-scoring proposed 
improvement is included in the budget as a capital project, it generally 
stays in the budget through design and construction and is not re-
scored. Emergency projects do not go through the capital projects but 
they are also exempt from the TIPS scoring process. 

16 1 1.2 C 11/12/2020 Schoen "Project Prioritization" should be "Project Prioritization for Capital Projects" Resolved Changed text.
17 1 1.2 C 11/12/2020 Schoen "capital transportation projects" should be "capital projects"; all projects should be included Resolved Changed text.

18 1 1.2 C 11/12/2020 Schoen

"transportation projects when funding is available to do so" should be "transportation goals"; 
LJS:  I believe this more accurately reflects the Policy.  The Policy doesn't limit it to 
transportation projects, and doesn't discuss funding limitations at all - simply gives sources of 
funding. 

Resolved
The TIPS process will be utilized based on funding availability, and the 
TIPS process only applies to capital transportation projects; all text 
here is consistent with the TIPS process approved by the CSIT.

19 1 1.2 C 11/12/2020 Schoen Second paragraph, second sentence: strike "transportation" Resolved
The TIPS process only applies to capital transportation projects all text 
here is consistent with the TIPS process approved by the CSIT.

20 1 1.2 C 11/12/2020 Schoen Second paragraph, third sentence: strike "transportation" Resolved
The TIPS process only applies to capital transportation projects all text 
here is consistent with the TIPS process approved by the CSIT.

21 1 1.2 E 11/11/2020 Rigby
Thank you! I really appreciate that the Office of Transportation and MMTB are involved in the 
decision-making process for exceptions to the Complete Streets policy.

Resolved Noted.

22 1 1.3 - 11/10/2020 Russell

Section 1.3 Street Types would be an appropriate place to include a section for street cross 
sections rather than in chapter two or in the Volume IV of the design manual.  They should at 
least be presented here in concept to identify all the items that should be considered for the 
various street types and conceptually where they should be located.  Perhaps the numerous and 
specific cross section types could be in the specific design sections but their introduction should 
be in 1.3.

Resolved
Typical sections will be included in one location (Design Manual 
Volume IV) and will be cross-referenced in Volume III.

23 1 1.3 - 11/10/2020 Russell

Section 1.3 should also include a section of intersection elements and transitions to those 
intersection elements, at least to identify the elements that need to be considered for complete 
street intersections.  Currently, the whole design manual has intersection design based on Level 
of Service but complete streets pulls in other competing elements and weighs the importance of 
those competing elements with a renewed emphasis.

In process

Intersections will be addressed in the Street Design chapter. During 
the April CSIT meeting, there was a discussion about the need to 
address transitions between different street types as well as 
transitions at intersections. This issue was also discussed at the May 5 
CSIT meeting.

24 1 1.3 A 11/10/2020 Russell
Land Use Context -  a reference or example should be included with a reference and description 
of where you can find the latest land use map so that you don’t have to revise the manual every 
time the land use map changes.

In process The team is working with DPZ to advance this issue.
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25 1 1.3 A 11/11/2020 Rigby
Considering the push for a Code rewrite and the anticipated updates to the Code, zoning 
regulations, and General Plan, how will we ensure that the design manual is adaptable to future 
changes?

In process The team is working with DPZ to advance this issue.

26 1 1.3 B 11/4/2020 CSIT Split collectors into major and minor Resolved Revised.

27 1 1.3 B 11/12/2020 Schoen

Add to first paragraph: "The classifications are historically based on a hierarchy from the Federal 
Highway Administration and are primarily focused on motor vehicle throughput.  Requirements 
that facilitate multi-modal access on each type of street are covered in later chapters of this 
Manual."

In process
The team is developing language to clarify that functional 
classification is about mobility and access for all road users.

28 1 1.3 C 11/10/2020 Russell
Typology -  Many streets will transition throughout their length to various categories and land 
use context.  How will DPW determine what land use context to use?  This is a policy document 
and the policy for this very likely occurrence should be spelled out.

Resolved This was resolved through development of the new street typology.

29 1 1.3 D 11/12/2020 Schoen
Please address requirements for land developments when there is an opportunities projects to 
create a connection NOT shown on the current Bike Howard plan.  This was discussed in the 
11/4/20 meeting.

Parked Being addressed through "network considerations" section.

30 1 1.3 E 11/12/2020 Schoen
"low traffic volumes" should be "low motor vehicle traffic volumes and often have no facilities 
for pedestrians or bicycles"

Resolved Changed text.

31 1 1.3 E 11/12/2020 Schoen

Point 1: Here is what it says:  Protecting scenic character.  Scenic roads may be altered to make 
necessary safety, access, drainage, or road capacity improvements, including improvements to 
meet the requirements of the adequate public facilities act (title 16, subtitle 11) or to install pull-
offs or utility, water or sewage systems. Projects which alter the appearance of a scenic road, 
including maintenance, capital projects and improvements required through the subdivision or 
development process, shall be designed to protect to the maximum extent possible the features 
of the road right-of-way that contribute to the scenic character of the road.

Parked

This quote is from Section 16.1404, which speaks to Alterations to 
scenic road rights-of-way. As stated by Councilwoman Rigby, Section 
16.125(c)(4) allow for multi-use pathways (not exceeding 15 feet of 
distrubance) within a vegetated buffer. Revisit the cross references in 
this section after the section is fully developed and proposed 
typologies are applied to areas with a scenic overalay. 

32 1 1.3 E 11/11/2020 Rigby

Would it be helpful to also reference Section 16.125 of the County Code, which pertains to 
protection of scenic roads? Section 16.125(c)(4) permits limited use of multi-use pathways 
within scenic roads buffers, which may be relevant to any complete streets improvements along 
scenic roads.

Parked

Current draft mentions Section 16.1403 which gives Council the 
power to designate scenic roads. Section 16.125(c)(4) references the 
design standards and "protection of scenic roads." Revisit the cross 
references in this section after the section is fully developed and 
proposed typologies are applied to areas with a scenic overalay.

33 1 1.4 B 11/10/2020 Russell
4th bullet wording is confusing.  That “were studied?”  That “are to be studied?”  Does not make 
sense.

Resolved Changed to "that were studied."

34 1 1.1 C-D 12/21/2020 White

Benefits of Complete Streets & Complete Streets Policy
This section should quote Howard County’s Complete Streets Policy. It references the resolution, 
number and then a short list of benefits. While we understand the intent may be to incorporate 
the policy into individual chapters, it would be helpful to include it here at the beginning of the 
Guide, such as Section 1:  Vision, and Section 2:  Scope. This would be a helpful foundation to 
have at the beginning of the Design Manual. 

In process Will be addressed as part of Introduction chapter.

Page 3 of 15



# Chapter Section Date Comment by Comment Status Resolution

35 1 1.2 D 12/21/2020 White

Community Engagement Plan
This section states that one purpose of community engagement is to develop public support for 
projects.  We recommend revising this. The purpose of community engagement is to give voice 
to all users of the transportation system who may be impacted by a project, and not to “sell” 
the project.  Engagement should include non-traditional outreach methods to reach people who 
are often left out of the process and are not able or likely to attend public meetings.  

In process Will be addressed as part of Introduction chapter.

36 1 1.3 B 12/21/2020 White

Transportation Classification
This section needs to provide a functional classification system that is not solely focused on 
motor vehicles. This section adopts the traditional Functional Classification System (FCS) - 
arterials, collectors and local streets that was developed in the 1970’s.  This older FCS is widely 
viewed as outdated.  A range of shortcomings have been identified in using the older FCS, 
including the lack of differentiation in the suburban and urban context, which is particularly 
impactful in Howard County (see NCHRP Research Report 855 for more information on the 
shortcomings of the FCS).  We would like to highlight that the current text in Section 1.3B does 
not acknowledge pedestrians, bicyclists or transit. 
An important aspect of a Complete Streets Design Manual is to provide a new functional 
classification overlay that acknowledges and responds to land use, and defines how these street 
types function for all users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and motor vehicles.  
Complete streets guidelines replace or overlay the outdated FCS with new classes. Below are a 
few examples in Maryland: 
    • Gaithersburg Street Design Standards. This includes nine street types including Mixed Use 
Boulevards, Park Boulevards, Main Street, Neighborhood Residential, Shared Streets, Alleys, 
Frontage Roads, Commercial Service Roads, and Commercial Throughways.
    • Prince George’s County Urban Street Design Guidelines. This includes six street types for 
urbanized areas – Mixed Use Boulevards (2, 3, and 4 lane options), Neighborhood Connector, 
Neighborhood Residential, Industrial Road, Shared Street and Alley.  
    • Montgomery County Complete Streets Design Guidelines (draft). This includes twelve 
different street types, and is responsive to urban, suburban and rural contexts.
If it is not the intent for us to develop a new functional classification system, this manual should 
acknowledge the shortcomings of the arterial/collector/local FCS, and should set the stage for a 
new FCS in Howard County.  It should also use care in relating the older system to the wide 
variety of road types and land uses that each category may represent, and should define the 
needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users within the context of each roadway type.

Resolved New street types have been developed.

37 1 1.4 B 12/21/2020 White

Content of Report
This section is focused on motor vehicles and does not address the types of information needed 
to evaluate safety and accessibility impacts for vulnerable users.  Since most developers are 
familiar with the County’s process of evaluating traffic impacts and less familiar with how to 
evaluate pedestrian, bicycle and transit user impacts, it would be beneficial to elaborate on 
those types of evaluations in this section. 

In process Will be addressed as part of Introduction chapter.

38 Street Types General 2/8/2021 White

The cross sections should match the street types. It is difficult to review since we have yet to 
settle on street types. While we are considering a hybrid of functional and descriptive, grouping 
Commercial, Industrial and Lower Density Residential are different types of land uses and should 
not be in one category.  

Resolved
Updated for March CSIT meeting. Proposed street types are now 
descriptive and better tied to land use.
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39 Street Types
Intermediate 
Arterial

2/8/2021 White

For any wider road like the Intermediate Arterial, people riding bicycles need separation from 
high speed traffic.  These are four lane roads and traffic will undoubtedly be higher.  One option 
should show separated bike lanes. The other option should show shared use paths and no bike 
lanes (shared use paths + bike lanes is too much).   The decision between these two options is 
mainly based on frequency of pedestrian use. For example, in a residential area where 
pedestrian use is more frequent, separation is needed between pedestrians and bicyclists.   The 
separated bike lane can either be two-way on one side, or one way on each side depending on 
site conditions and other constraints. 

Resolved

Typical sections have been revised to show shared use paths in 
suburban areas (with lower pedestrian volumes) and separated bike 
lanes in mixed use areas (where higher pedestrian volumes can be 
expected).

40 Street Types

Mixed Use 
(Intermediate 
Arterial, Minor 
Arterial, 
Collector), 
Higher-Density 
Residential 
(Intermediate 
Arterial, Minor 
Arterial, 
Collector)

2/8/2021 White

The cross sections for these categories show bike lanes directly adjacent to travel lanes.  This 
design should not be an option, as it will require bicyclists to operate adjacent to fast traffic.  
These bike lanes are not likely to be used because they will be uncomfortable for anyone other 
than experienced bicyclists.  For that reason, this design is no longer recommended in the 
AASHTO Bike Guide.  Both cross section options in each category should include separated bike 
lanes. One should be a two-way separated bike lane on one side of the street, and the other 
should be separated bike lanes on both sides of the street. 

Resolved

The current AASHTO Bike Guide, FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide, and 
LTS guidance all incorporate bike lanes adjacent to travel lanes where 
speeds are lower. Street types where higher speeds are expected have 
been revised to include shared use paths or separated bike lanes.

41 Street Types

Mixed Use 
(Local Street), 
Higher-Density 
Residential 
(Local Street)

2/8/2021 White
Unless these streets are designed for an operating speed of 20 mph or less, a separated bike 
lane will be needed.   If an option without a bicycle facility is provided, it should be made clear 
that geometric design measures must be taken to ensure operating speeds are low.

Resolved
The FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide and LTS guidance permit 
conventional or buffered (not separated) bike lanes at speeds higher 
than 20 mph.

42 Street Types General 2/11/2021 Russell
I don't see a typical section for when you have a shared use pathway on only one side of the 
road in the different land use contexts.   I would imagine such a configuration could require a 
wider pathway than a section that shares volume on both sides of the roadway.  

Resolved
The current sections are designed for new construction. In retrofit 
situations, provisions will be made in the Design Manual for a single 
shared use path where land use or constraints dictate.

43 Street Types General 2/11/2021 Russell
Also related to the potential need for wider sidewalk scenarios: the inclusion of street furniture 
(post office boxes, benches, bike parking, cafe/outdoor seating), areas where you want a double 
row of trees/promenade, etc. 

Resolved

Mixed use street types provide very wide space between the building 
face and the curb to allow for a variety of uses. At the April CSIT 
meeting, a suggestion was made to show things like street furniture in 
graphical representations of this street type.

44 Street Types General 2/11/2021 Russell

No typical sections that put bikes/peds/or transit in a wide median or central promenade (either 
as a wide park-like boulevard or retrofit of wider median)  That is a fairly typical design for 
providing open space in urbanizing mixed use areas, especially given that HoCO has really wide 
existing roads.

Resolved

This is a good topic for discussion. The principal concern with shared 
use paths in medians is the fact that drivers don't expect people 
walking or bicycling in the median at intersections. This may be 
incorporated as an option for retrofits.

45 Street Types General 2/11/2021 Russell

I'm not sure if the typical sections is the appropriate place to put this but I think the design 
manual needs to address implementation/construction that on construction plans a note needs 
to be added to the effect that" stripping of lanes shall begin with the bike lane and bike lane 
buffer to ensure striped widths match the plan then move towards vehicular traffic lanes."  
Reason being that I find contractors often start with the inside vehicular lanes and every lane 
they are ever so slightly off the mark and those inches add up to squeeze the bike lane from the 
designed width to instead be too skinny. Any room for error or variance should not come at the 
expense of the bike facilities.  

Parked
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46 Street Types General 2/11/2021 Russell

The utility zone is variable in these sections. The consultant should study exactly what is 
permitted and expected in the utility zone, the clearances needed between utilities and see 
what width utility zone is necessary. Also, is it OK to plant trees and light pole and foundations 
in the same zone over the utilities?  Has consideration been made to allow the "utility zone" 
under the Shared use Path in addition to the Tree zone?   

Resolved

Howard County standards have essentially no utilities within the 
buffer between the sidewalk (or shared use path) and the curb. 
Sufficient room should be provided to allow for maintenance of 
utilities under curbs and sidewalks.

47 Street Types General 2/11/2021 Russell

Intersections are critical for bikeways. The cross sections are good for the linear part of the road 
but transitioning to the intersections where turning movements are introduced, multiple turning 
lanes, free right turns, additional capacity lanes, possible lane width changes and the like need 
to be considered. Perhaps typical sections at intersections and how the standard cross section 
transitions to the intersection cross section should be considered 

Parked
This relates to comment 23 and will be addressed in the Street Design 
chapter.

48 Street Types General 2/11/2021 Russell

There are no dimensions on any of the cross sections.  
- Please ensure that "tree/utility zone" is a min 6' width. 
- Median/turn lanes should show width so that we can plan for the total ROW required.
- Total minimum ROW width for typical sections should be shown in cross section.  Are 
sidewalks considered in the public ROW or private?  Building setbacks are measured from ROW 
line so important to know ROW width to plan for setbacks.

Resolved
Dimensions have been added. Tree zones are at least 6 feet wide. 
Sidewalks are in the public right of way.

49 Street Types General 2/11/2021 Russell
Are there any considerations for SWM in the roadways? If yes, they should be incorporated in 
the sections 

In process

For new construction, SWM is assumed to be outside the right of way 
or in microscale facilities in the tree zone or curb extensions (where 
provided). SWM will be mentioned in Volume III, but SWM criteria are 
discussed in detail in Volume I, which will not be updated as part of 
this effort. This issue was discussed at the May 5 CSIT meeting.

50 Street Types General 2/11/2021 Russell
It appears from some of the photo examples that buses pull into the bike lanes when they stop 
at a bus stop?  Can this be avoided? 

Parked Bus stop design will be addressed as part of the Street Design chapter.

51 Street Types
Lower-Density 
Residential 
Area

2/11/2021 Schoen
35 mph will only be achieved in suburban areas with curves.  Many, not all, of our lower density 
roads are straighter and thus have FFS greater than 35.   

Resolved
Sections have been revised to provide separated bicycle facilities at 
higher speeds. Retrofits will be addressed in the Street Design 
chapter.

52 Street Types
Commerical 
Area

2/11/2021 Schoen

Again, 35 mph is not likely to be the case for much of our commercial, which I interpret as office 
and retail.  We tend to have wider roads and higher speed traffic like LPP, roads in Gateway, 
Stanford Blvd, etc.  The only ones 35 mph or less are in old E.C., inside the Mall, inside Gateway 
Overlook, inside Dobbin Center, inside Columbia Crossing, etc.

Resolved
Sections have been revised to provide separated bicycle facilities at 
higher speeds. Retrofits will be addressed in the Street Design 
chapter.

53 Street Types

Low-Density/ 
Commercial/ 
Industrial 
(Intermediate 
Arterial)

2/11/2021 Schoen Bicyclist goes on shared use path for LTS 1 Resolved The applicable sections have been revised.

54 Street Types

Low-Density/ 
Commercial/ 
Industrial 
(Intermediate 
Arterial)

2/11/2021 Schoen For bike lanes, clarify what happens with turn lanes to avoid right hook and other crashes Parked Will be addressed as part of the Street Design chapter.

55 Street Types

Low-Density/ 
Commercial/ 
Industrial 
(Intermediate 
Arterial)

2/11/2021 Schoen Enhance bike lanes with physical separation, which can achieve LTS 1 Resolved
Sections have been revised to provide separated bicycle facilities at 
higher speeds.
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56 Street Types

Low-Density/ 
Commercial/ 
Industrial 
(Intermediate 
Arterial)

2/11/2021 Schoen

Conventional bike lanes could work for many of our roads, provided that there is an alternate 
LTS1 that provides access, tho perhaps by a more indirect route. Follow-up comment : Design 
manual must state the default, with exceptions granted based on network considerations. 
Commercial areas need to be reachable by all, which means there must be an LTS 1 method of 
access concurrent with the road being built or upgraded, not based on some future network 
facility. The meaning of industrial is changing, so access shd apply to this use as well. A maker 
space is one example of industrial that is community and educational oriented.  (We 
subsequently discussed using the language in the CS Policy, which would resolve my comment.) 
If there is coordinating language that goes in Regs and master Plans, let's put placeholders for 
them now.

In process

This is a network planning consideration that is more appropriately 
addressed by BikeHoward  than by the Design Manual. This issue was 
discussed at the May 5 CSIT meeting. The Street Design Chapter will 
cross reference BikeHoward which will include maps of priority low-
stress connections.

57 Street Types

Low-Density/ 
Commercial/ 
Industrial 
(Intermediate 
Arterial)

2/11/2021 Schoen
Curb is a problem for bikers when adjacent to bike lanes.  Eliminate the curb, add a foot and 
create a separation between the biker and the cars.   Clarify how the turn lanes will work and 
intersection treatment.

Resolved
Curbs are needed for drainage. Bike lanes of sufficient width are 
commonly provided adjacent to curbs. 

58 Street Types

Low-Density/ 
Commercial/ 
Industrial 
(Minor Arterial)

2/11/2021 Schoen

Repeat comments from previous slides U.O.N.  It's really hard to get the "feel" for the road and 
its use from just the classification w/o the context, driveway interruptions, setbacks, etc.  There 
are many roads that straddle categories and change significantly over short distances.  I think 
we need a whole bunch of arrows in the quiver and individual judgements may need to be made 
by planners, engineers, development staff, transportation specialists.  

In process
Transitions between different street types will be addressed in the 
Street Design chapter.  This issue was discussed at the May 5 CSIT 
meeting.

59 Street Types

Low-Density/ 
Commercial/ 
Industrial 
(Minor 
Collector)

2/11/2021 Schoen
If it's really a minor collector, with speeds at 25 mph this is ok, otherwise need physical 
protection or sidepath.

Resolved Noted. Sections have been revised.

60 Street Types

Low-Density/ 
Commercial/ 
Industrial 
(Collector, Local 
Street)

2/11/2021 Schoen
 Can we eliminate the yellow line?  Our roads don't look like this - the yellow lines go all over the 
road surface as turn lanes come and go, bike lanes end, etc.  

Resolved Sections have been revised.

61 Street Types
Low-Density/ 
Commercial 
(Collector)

2/11/2021 Schoen Will never be 30 mph until density and volume are much higher, so this doesn’t work. Resolved
Sections have been revised to provide separated bicycle facilities at 
higher speeds.

62 Street Types

Mixed-use 
(Intermediate 
Arterial Option 
2)

2/11/2021 Schoen
It would be good to see the ROW width. This looks comparable to Option 1, and it’s less 
comfortable for bikers and cars. Maybe more comfortable for peds, since they don’t share 
w/bikes. I don’t see how it will ever be 25 mph, so this really doesn’t work. 

Resolved Right of way widths are now shown.

63 Street Types
Mixed-use 
(Minor Arterial 
Option 2)

2/11/2021 Schoen
It would be good to see the ROW width. This looks comparable to Option 1, and it’s less 
comfortable for bikers and cars. Maybe more comfortable for peds, since they don’t share 
w/bikes. I don’t see how it will ever be 30 mph, so this really doesn’t work. 

Resolved Right of way widths are now shown.

64 Street Types
Mixed-Use 
(Collector 
Option 2)

2/11/2021 Schoen  I don't see how we would ever get 30 mph unless traffic volume is very high. Resolved Sections have been revised.

65 Street Types
Mixed-Use 
(Local Street)

2/11/2021 Schoen  LTS 1-3 is a wide range.  We need a method to guide decision making. Resolved Sections have been revised.
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66 Street Types

Higher-Density 
Residential 
(Intermediate 
Arterial)

2/11/2021 Schoen  I don’t see how it will ever be 25 mph, so this really doesn’t work. Resolved Sections have been revised.

67 Street Types

Higher-Density 
Residential 
(Minor Arterial 
Option 2)

2/11/2021 Schoen
It would be good to see the ROW width. This looks comparable to Option 1, and it’s less 
comfortable for bikers and cars. Maybe more comfortable for peds, since they don’t share 
w/bikes. I don’t see how it will ever be 30 mph, so this really doesn’t work.

Resolved Right of way widths are now shown.

68 Street Types

Higher-Density 
Residential 
(Collector 
Option 2)

2/11/2021 Schoen

This strikes me as similar to Great Star Drive, but w/o the parking. It is not a complete street, 
safe for all uses.  Speeds are well over 30 mph and there is no protection at intersections.  Bike 
lane ends completely at the most dangerous spots x-ing 32 and at each end (32 @ N and 
Guilford @ S). We could fix it with physical protection at dangerous spots, slowing speeds with 
narrower lanes, coloring the bike lane in some spots.  Need to draw attention to motorists that 
they are sharing the road.

In process
Transitions between different street types will be addressed in the 
Street Design chapter. This issue was discussed at the May 5 CSIT 
meeting.

69 Street Types
Higher-Density 
Residential 
(Local Street)

2/11/2021 Schoen
 At what speed and volume is the yellow line needed?  LTS 1 - 3 is a big difference and shd be a 
driver for the type of bike facility needed.

Resolved

Sections have been revised. Yellow center lines are used on streets 
classified collector and above. Center lines are only used local streets 
in select situations such as intersections when they are used to define 
where cars should be positioned when they turn into a community.

70 Street Types Outside PSA 2/11/2021 Schoen

I question whether we have anything left in the County that is rural.  Roads that were previously 
rural now have multi-unit developments or houses dotted on 2 acre lots. Even if they don't have 
continuous development, many of them have now become collectors or more. Follow-up 
comment:  This does not resolve my comment. See also comment 75. The General plan 
definition may not be applicable to road design.  See the prototypical rural road photo from 
FHWA 2013 Functional Classification. Outside the PSA is a very bold line and by itself means 
something related to water and sewer and does not mean a road is rural.  Since we are not likely 
to be building new rural roads, this may apply more to our discussion of retrofit.

In process

As defined by the General Plan, many parts of the County remain 
rural. This issue was discussed at the May 5 CSIT meeting. The road 
designer will decide what street type makes sense based on the 
anticipated surroundin land use and transportaton function. PSA will 
not be used to determine street type.

71 Street Types

Rural 
(Intermediate 
Arterial Option 
2)

2/11/2021 Schoen

This does not work. From the Bicycle Facility Design Course, "A shoulder is not a bikeway 
because it is not designated or maintained for bicycle use and may not meet the design 
standards for safe bicycle operation, such as minimum width. It does not provide physical 
separation from motor vehicle traffic, and bicyclists may have to exit the shoulder into the 
adjacent motor vehicle travel lane to avoid obstructions, drainage grates that are not designed 
to be compatible with bicycle travel, or pavement imperfections." At these higher speeds, which 
are almost always going to be the case, provide a buffer. Follow-up comment : This does not 
resolve my comment without inclusion of additional design and maintenance information ... for 
when a shoulder serves as a bikeway. As with many open items, this may apply more to retrofit.

In process

The FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide on which the course is based 
does, in fact, suggest the use of shoulders as bikeways in rural 
contexts. "Shared lanes, paved shoulders, and shared use paths are 
appropriate bikeway types on rural roadways." (pages 24 and 25). This 
issue was discussed at the May 5 CSIT meeting. Design and 
maintenance provisions for shoulders as a bikeway will be included in 
the Street Design chapter.

72 Street Types

Rural 
(Intermediate 
Arterial Option 
2)

2/11/2021 Schoen
At these higher speeds, which are almost always going to be the case, provide a buffer.  Also, 
the protection of the bike facility is going to be very important with the TWLTL and it should be 
colored different from the roadway.

Resolved Sections have been revised.

73 Street Types
Rural (Minor 
Arterial Option 
2)

2/11/2021 Schoen
At these higher speeds, which are almost always going to be the case, provide a buffer.  Also, 
the protection of the bike facility is going to be very important with the TWLTL and it should be 
colored different from the roadway.

Resolved Sections have been revised.

74 Street Types
Rural (Collector 
Option 2)

2/11/2021 Schoen At these higher speeds, which are almost always going to be the case, provide a buffer. Resolved Sections have been revised.
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75 Street Types
Rural (Local 
Street)

2/11/2021 Schoen

I'm having trouble understanding what a rural local street is.   If it has a yellow line, no bike lane 
and now shoulder, how could it ever be less than LTS 3 or 4?  From the Bicycle Facility Design 
Course, "...shared lanes and bicycle boulevards may be viable options on roadways with lower 
motor vehicle speeds and volumes, generally up to around 20 or 25 miles per hour and below 
around 2,000 vehicles per day.  In the rural context, the only one I can think of is Manor Lane, 
which is a dead end. Follow-up comment : This does not resolve my comment. See also 
comment 70. I believe it is now called a Rural Development Street. If it is inside a development, 
then it's residential and no longer rural, regardless of whether it is outside the PSA. So if no 
parking, then the roadway width can be 20', no center line, and similar to a neighborhood yield 
street. I wouldn't want this to be applied to a road like Guilford Road east of Hall Shop where 
the road narrows to no shoulder, or even roads with lower AADT, that often have higher speeds 
and no shoulder. Previous comments with clarifications: Is this street type restricted to 
residential?  Is rural local street any different from residential local street? Is it more or less 
permissive?

In process

A rural local street is a narrow street in a rural development. It does 
not have a yellow centerline and typically has low speeds and 
volumes. The 24-foot width is consistent with a narrow neighborhood 
street as discussed in detail and approved by the CSIT. This issue was 
discussed at the May 5 CSIT meeting. The Street Design Chapter will 
note that long, straight roadways without the benefit of frequent 
intersections are not desirable. 

76 Street Types v2
Neighborhood 
Yield Street

2/28/2021 Edmondson

Shared a photo of a typical subdivision street, usually short looked or Cul de sac.  Because these 
streets are low volume, slow speeds we require sidewalk on one side only.  Peds walk down 
their driveway and cross the street at all points.  Jurisdictions are mandated to reduce 
impervious area where possible. To limit clearing for additional SWM.  A half mile long road with 
sidewalks on both sides is about a half-acre of impervious material requiring substantial area for 
SWM.  I suggest on these low speed roads continue current design of one side walk but meeting 
the current wider request.  This also provides space to park cars in the driveway.  Otherwise cars 
would hang over the walk in some cases.

Resolved

Discussed at the April 9 CSIT meeting. It was determined that cul-de-
sacs with 10 homes or less should have a sidewalk on one side of the 
street, replacing the current regulation that does not require a 
sidewalk on those streets.

77 Street Types v2
Neighborhood 
Yield Street

2/28/2021 Edmondson

In response to question from WRA about whether driveway aprons are designed to accomodate 
a future sidealk on the other side of the street : There is no plans for future sidewalk.  As stated, 
Howard County requires sidewalk on one side of the road.  Engineers have to make driveways 
longer on the side of the street to accommodate cars parked within the driveway where side 
walk exists.  Parking in your driveway is a plus in any neighborhood, makes the lots more 
desirable, and increases safety.  Cars not parked in the road makes maintenance easier,  allows 
roads to be fully cleared of snow and increases sight distance. Sure we can continue this 
conversation.

Resolved

Discussed at the April 9 CSIT meeting. The only streets that will have a 
sidewalk on one side is a cul-de-sac with 10 homes or less (see 
comment 76). That sidewalk will be accessible by driveway aprons. A 
ramp is also specified at the end of the sidewalk to provide an 
additional point of access.

78 Street Types v2 General 3/2/2021 Gutschick
Current sections don't have shoulders in curbed situations and I would not be in favor of adding 
them now.  Takes up real estate, costs more to build, and creates more runoff.  Unless the 
shoulder is wide enough for a vehicle in distress, it doesn't do much good anyway.

Resolved Sections have been revised. 

79 Street Types v2 General 3/2/2021 Gutschick
The Tree zone should be 6' across the board.  I surveyed a large number of developers and the 
dry utilities rarely go in the tree zone.

Resolved Sections have been revised.

80 Street Types v2 General 3/2/2021 Gutschick
What are the "Buffers" for?  Conventional cross-sections use 1' behind the SW to set the R/W.  I 
don't see any reason to use more real estate.

Resolved Sections have been revised.

81 Street Types v2 General 3/2/2021 Gutschick
I think we should consider SUP on one side with a 5' SW on the other.  Having SUPs on both 
sides seems extravagant.

Resolved

One SUP and one sidewalk are specified for Industrial Streets and 
Neighborhood Streets 2 where low volumes or walkers and cyclists 
are anticipated. Two SUPs are provided for higher classfication streets 
in order to provide better connectivity and handle higher volumes.

82 Street Types v2 General 3/2/2021 Gutschick
I think the need for both a separated bike lane and a sidewalk is rare.  A SUP is much more likely 
to serve the need, as it does along LPP.

Resolved
Discussed at March 3 CSIT meeting. The circumstance is rare, which is 
why it is only being proposed in Mixed-Use areas where there are 
likely to be higher volumes of pedestrian and cyclists.
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83 Street Types v2 General 3/2/2021 Gutschick
All sidewalks should be 5'.  For the mixed use areas, just indicate an extension of the pedestrian 
zone "as shown on the SDP".  That's what we did for Maple Lawn in the commercial areas.

Resolved
Discussed at March 3 CSIT meeting. Sections to be revised to show 
narrower sidewalks.

84 Street Types v2 General 3/2/2021 Gutschick
Aren't buffered bike lanes to guard against car doors opening?  Should not need the extra width 
when there are no parked cars.

Resolved
Buffered bike lanes also increase the amount of separation between 
the rider and vehicular traffic, resulting in improved safety and a 
lower Level of Traffic Stress.

85 Street Types v2
Level of Traffic 
Stress

3/2/2021 Gutschick

I have been thinking more about the presentation last month regarding bicyclist safety.  The LTS 
categories seem very subjective, depending on the individual.  For instance, I am not an 
accomplished rider, but I have ridden bikes since childhood, including to my elementary 
school.(about a mile).  We rode along the side of what was probably a major collector and never 
felt unsafe.  Are the LTS measures standardized?  How do you  factor in variations in individuals?  
After categorizing the LTS, we then populate the table, which then results in decisions on 
separated bike facilities.  Seems like it may start with too subjective of a foundation.

Resolved

The LTS methodology is intended to capture this difference between 
individuals. It is understood that some percentage of the bicycling 
population will be comfortable on streets that are ranked as high 
stress, but the vast majority of the bicycling population are 
comfortable on streets that are ranked as low stress.

86 Street Types v2
Neighborhood 
Yield Street

3/3/2021 White

In response to the question “Do we need a wider section with designated parking on both sides 
of the street for high density areas?”, Neighborhood Yield Streets do not work well in high 
density areas. They only work where parking is less than 80% occupied, because drivers must 
pull into the unoccupied parking spots to enable other drivers to pass.  If there are insufficient 
opportunities to pass, then the street ceases to function.  Another option might be to 
intentionally create no parking/passing zones on a high density street, but this is not a common 
practice.  Neighborhood Yield Streets are best used in neighborhoods where there is a mix of on-
street and off street parking options.  They can work in denser neighborhoods, but not in 
neighborhoods with a lot of apartment buildings and no off street parking spaces.  None of this 
is to say that Yield Streets aren’t a great street type, they are. 

Resolved Discussed at March 3 CSIT meeting.

87 Street Types v2
Neighborhood 
Yield Street

3/3/2021 White Clarify this is a two-way street. Resolved
Discussed at March 3 CSIT meeting. A note was added to the street 
section.

88 Street Types v2
Neighborhood 
Yield Street

3/3/2021 White Transit is the key determining factor in using 26' instead of 24'. Use 26' for transit. Resolved
Discussed at March 3 CSIT meeting. Neighborhood Yield Street width 
is determined based on \the density of the surrounding housing.

89 Street Types v2

Neighborhood 
Connectors and 
Town Center 
Connectors

3/3/2021 White

Regarding two-way left turn lanes: Use caution with applying them across the board, along the 
entire length of streets.  While they are needed at intersections, they are often not needed at 
midblock, particularly when the only entrances onto the road are residential driveways or other 
low volume entrances.  Where they are needed are for higher volume generators, like parking 
garages, major shopping centers, etc.  When they are continuous at midblock locations (e.g. the 
entire length of the road between intersections) they create a wide street that results in higher 
speeds.  

Resolved
Discussed at the March 9 CSIT meeting. It was acknowledged that a 
painted or landscaped median could be provided in between areas 
where 2-way left turn lanes are needed.

90 Street Types v2
Neighborhood 
Connector 
Options 1 & 2

3/3/2021 White

We would like to see the threshold lowered from 35 mph to 30 mph and clarify that this is the 
operating speed, not the speed limit.  Otherwise, if it was intended to be the speed limit, this 
cross section would result in streets with 45 mph operating speeds, which would need 
separated bike lanes.  The chart from the new AASHTO Bike Guide (under publication) is below.

Ready for 
discussion

Discussed at the March 9 CSIT meeting. The Neighborhood Connector 
Street type now shows a shared use path.

91 Street Types v2
Neighborhood 
Streets

3/3/2021 White
Depending on operating speed, see comment above, it may be preferable to use separated bike 
lanes instead of conventional bike lanes.  This can be done in the same cross section, at street 
level to save ROW if necessary.

Resolved
Discussed at the March 9 CSIT meeting. Neighborhood Street 1 shows 
an on-road buffered bike lane and Neighborhood Street 2 shows a 
shared use path.
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92 Street Types v2

Country Road 
and Rural 
Development 
Street

3/3/2021 White
These streets may in some cases require adjacent shared use paths if they are part of a 
connected network of pathways.

In process

Is it appropriate to address this in the shared use path section of the 
Street Design chapter? This issue was discussed at length at the May 5 
CSIT meeting. If the existing road does not have shoulders but does 
have an existing shared use path, a pathway could be provided in lieu 
of shoulders (shoulders being the standard for the Country Road 
street type). This only applies in "missing link" situations.

93 Street Types v2
Rural 
Development 
Street

3/3/2021 White
We question why this is the only street with 12’ wide lanes?  Would 10’ wide lanes suffice here, 
to save some ROW costs?  Ideally these would be very low speed streets.

In process
This is really the rural equivalent of a Neighborhood Yield Street 
rather than a street with two defined 12-foot lanes. This issue was 
discussed at the May 5 CSIT meeting. See resolution for comment 75.

94 Street Types v2
Street Type 
Comparison 
Table

3/3/2021 White
Consider adding operating speeds to this table to make it clear to designers that measures 
should be taken to design these streets to achieve lower speeds.  

In process Speeds will be noted in the table.

94 Street Types v2 General 3/3/2021 Jagarapu

Provided an image of Cedar Lane.  IMG_8015 is on Cedar Lane with 10’ lane widths.  RTA 
mobility bus appeared to be trying to stay in the lane but is shying away from the face of the 
curb.  The vehicle next to the RTA bus is  a compact Ford Focus.  Please see IMG_8032 to notice 
the gutter pan at the same location taken on a sunny day.  Gutter pan appears to be failing, 
possibly due to vehicles driving on the joint.  

Resolved
Discussed at March 3 CSIT meeting. No proposed sections show a 10-
foot outside lane that includes a gutter pan, which is what is present 
on Cedar Lane.

95 Street Types v2
Neighborhood 
Yield Street

3/3/2021 Jagarapu
Provided an image of a 28' wide neighborhood street. IMG_7944 is on a County local road 28 
feet wide with vehicles parked on both sides and a County snow plow. I cannot recommend 
parking on both sides of the streets with anything less than this width.  

Resolved
Discussed at March 3 CSIT meeting. CSIT agreed to maintain the yield 
street widths that are currently in the Design Manual, ranging from 24 
to 28 feet depending on land use and traffic volume.

96 4 General 4/14/2021 White
While this may not be a part of the budget, but this chapter would benefit greatly from having 
some illustrations and photographs.

In process Illustrations are under development.

97 4 General 4/14/2021 White

The outline of this chapter does not appear to have a section on railings on bridges.  This is an 
important topic that shouldn't only be covered under the section on Shared Use Pathway 
Bridges. As "regular" roadway bridges must consider the appropriate railing height for 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  The recommended height of a railing adjacent to a bikeway is 42 in. 
(this is based on research and is the new standard in the upcoming AASHTO Bike Guide) with a 
48 in. high railing in locations where bicycle speeds are expected to be high (such as on a 
downgrade), where high winds are typical, or where a bicyclist could impact a railing at a 25-
degree angle or greater.  There should also be a discussion of placement of crashworthy barriers 
between the motor vehicle lanes and a separated bikeway (if one is provided).

In process Additional information will be provided for railings.

98 4 General 4/14/2021 White

It may be helpful to add a statement under "General Features of Design". Consider the 
following: For bridges that afford scenic views, consideration should be given to providing 
periodic locations where pedestrians and bicyclists can stop for a respite or to enjoy the view 
from the bridge. The viewing area platforms should be located outside the operating space of 
the pathway and be of sufficient size to accommodate the expected volume of users that may 
stop so they do not block the adjacent through travel on the facility.

Resolved Text has been revised.

99 4 4.2 A. 4/14/2021 White
Coordination with Road and Street Planning: Last sentence of this paragraph (starting "For 
structures in historic districts…") needs to be revised. It is not grammatically correct. 

Resolved Text has been revised.

100 4 4.2 B. 4/14/2021 White
Design Specifications: In first item, AASHTO, change to "For highway and pedestrian/bicycle 
bridges…"

Resolved Text has been revised.
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101 4 4.2 B. 4/14/2021 White
Design Specifications: In first item referring to AASHTO, both the AASHTO Ped Guide and 
AASHTO Bike Guides should be referenced, both have chapters on structures

Resolved
AASHTO Pedestrian Guide is out of date; current guidance is 
referenced.

102 4 4.2 E.1.c 4/14/2021 White

Selection of Retaining Wall Type, Proprietary Walls, Gabions:  A statement is needed that gabion 
retaining walls are not the appropriate choice immediately adjacent to pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. Because walking or riding a bike next to a vertical gabion wall is unpleasant and 
unsafe.

Resolved Text has been revised.

103 4 4.2 F.4 4/14/2021 White

Selection of Bridge Type, Safety and Aesthetics: paragraph 3 needs to be rewritten.  Sidewalks 
and bicycle lanes are not "embellishments."  This section should make a strong statement, 
similar to Federal policies (see 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/policy_accom.cfm), that 
pedestrian and bicycle accommodations should be a part of every bridge project, including 
projects on limited access freeways.  As we discussed on our call, bridges have a 75-100 year 
lifespan. Even if there is no current pedestrian and bicycle activity, we must assume that there 
will be a need in the future. Let's be forward looking.  For any bridges built in urban and 
suburban areas, it should be expected that a pedestrian and bicycle facility will be provided.  
Accommodations are needed on both sides of bridges to avoid exposing pedestrians and 
bicyclists to a crossing at the two ends of the bridge.  The absence of a sidewalk or bikeway on 
the approach roadways to a structure should not prevent the provision of a bikeway on a bridge 
or in a tunnel. The constrained conditions on the structure have a profound effect on the safety 
of pedestrians and bicyclists.  Even on roadways where pedestrian and bicycle access is 
prohibited, consideration should be given to providing a nonmotorized component to the 
structure if it provides a potential link to a sidewalk or bicycle network.

Resolved
Text has been revised. 10' shoulders shall be provided on bridges 
unless sidewalks and separated bike lanes (or shared use paths) are 
planned in the area.

104 4 4.2 I.1.a 4/14/2021 White

Selection of Bridge Type, Clearances, Bridge Roadway Width: First sentence under Bridge 
Roadway Width should say "The roadway width of bridges shall preferably be the full width of 
the approach roadway section including the shoulders.  Sidewalks and bicycle facilities shall be 
provided on both sides of the bridge even if they don't exist on the approaches."  Then, remove 
the last two sentences of that section. Those statements are weak and are not aligned with 
federal policy, which which requires the provision of bicycle facilities on the bridge if bicyclists 
are permitted to operate on the approaches.  See 23 U.S.C. 217(e)

Resolved Text has been revised.

105 4 4.2 I.1.e 4/14/2021 White
Selection of Bridge Type, Clearances, Underpass Clearance: this section should discuss the 
inclusion of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the clearance width.

In process A new section on underpasses will be provided.

106 4 4.2 I.3.c 4/14/2021 White
Selection of Bridge Type, Clearances, Vertical Clearance, Pedestrian: should be expanded, title 
should be Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Resolved Text has been revised.

107 4 4.2 J.1 4/14/2021 White
Bridge Roadway Section, Curbed (Closed) Section: this section should be revised to assume 
sidewalks/bikeways will be provided regardless of whether they exist on the approaches per the 
discussion above and Federal policy.

Resolved Text has been revised.

108 4 4.2 J.3 4/14/2021 White

Bridge Roadway Section, Barriers: about 2/3 of the way down in the first paragraph: There is a 
statement that implies that the designer should determine if pedestrians and/or bicyclists are 
expected to use the bridge.  As stated in the comment above, even in rural areas, bridges are 
expected to last for 75 years and the assumption should be that they will accommodate 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  Revise to make this clear.

Resolved Text has been revised.

109 4 4.2 J.3 4/14/2021 White
Bridge Roadway Section, Barriers: second paragraph, this discussion should include a mention 
that the placement and design of sidewalks/bicycle facilities and approaches should be 
considered in the design of bridge ends, to afford maximum protection for those users.

In process Will be addressed.
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110 4 4.4 4/14/2021 White

Substructures and Retaining Walls: Somewhere in this section there should be a discussion 
about the design of retaining walls adjacent to pedestrian facilities.  It is very uncomfortable to 
walk on a narrow sidewalk adjacent to a tall retaining wall. Either the wall should be constructed 
in shorter sections and stepped back from the sidewalk edge. Or, the sidewalk needs to be 
wider than normal. 

Resolved Text has been revised.

111 4 4.4 4/14/2021 White
Substructures and Retaining Walls: Page number in this section is incorrect and the 
structure/subsection numbering in this chapter is unclear. 

Resolved Text has been revised.

112 4 4.4 4/14/2021 White Substructures and Retaining Walls: This entire section would benefit from some illustrations. In process Illustrations are under development.

113 4 4.4 A.3.e 4/14/2021 White
Substructures and Retaining Walls, Retaining Walls, Retaining Wall Design Guidelines, Construc - 
Fences/Guardrails: Need to mention that retaining wall fences that are adjacent to a bicycle 
facility should be 42 inches high, stemming from the general comments in the beginning. 

In process Additional information will be provided for railings.

114 4 4.4 A.8 4/14/2021 White
Substructures and Retaining Walls, Retaining Walls, Drainage and Weep Holes: paragraph 2, last 
sentence: modify to say "Where sidewalks or bikeways are located along the front of walls…"

Resolved Text has been revised.

115 4 4.5 F 4/14/2021 White
Bridge Superstructure, Expansion Joints: Need to make a statement about bicyclists being 
particularly susceptable to surface irregularities, and that expansion joints in locations where 
bicyclists may be operating should be smooth, slip resistent, and free of gaps or irregularities. 

Resolved Text has been revised.

116 4 4.6 4/14/2021 White

Shared Use Pathway Bridges: Overall comments on this chapter: A section is needed on 
underpass design for pedestrians and bicyclists, and this should cover lighting, which should be 
required.  It would also be a good idea to address prefab bridges, since they are commonly used 
on shared use paths.

In process A new section on underpasses will be provided.

117 4 4.6 A.1.a 4/14/2021 White
Shared Use Pathway Bridges, General, Design Specifications, A.A.S.H.T.O: Include the AASHTO 
Ped and Bike Guides as references. 

Resolved
AASHTO Pedestrian Guide is out of date; current guidance is 
referenced.

118 4 4.6 A.1.b 4/14/2021 White

Shared Use Pathway Bridges, General, Design Specifications, A.D.A: This should be a simple 
statement that "all designs such meet or exceed those recommended in current accessibility 
guidelines to the extent that it is not structurally impracticable to do so" rather than referring to 
a specific document that may become outdated.

Resolved Text has been revised.

119 4 4.6 C.1 4/14/2021 White

Shared Use Pathway Bridges, Clearances, Horizontal Clearances:  Per the AASHTO Bike Guide, 
the minimum width of a shared use path on a structure must account for the shy distance 
required to the railing on each side.  The minimum width of a shared use path is 10', therefore 
the minimum clear width of a path across a structure should be 14' (preferably) and 12' 
minimum. 

Resolved Text has been revised.

120 4 4.6 C.2 4/14/2021 White
Shared Use Pathway Bridges, Clearance, Vertical Clearances:  Do you mean the minimum 
vertical clearance from the surface of a path?  This should acknowledge the need for a greater 
clearance if the path will need to accommodate emergency vehicles.

Resolved Text has been revised.

121 4 4.6 D 4/14/2021 White
Shared Use Pathway Bridges, Profile and Grade:  Need to acknowledge that the cross slope 
should not exceed 2% to meet accessibility guidelines

Resolved Text has been revised.
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122 4 4.6 E 4/14/2021 White

Shared Use Pathway Bridges, Railings and Fencing: This section needs to be revised to provide 
more detail, rather than referring to MDOT or AASHTO standards. Depending on which 
standards they refer to, they may not be the right standards.  Assuming you are only talking 
about shared use pathway bridges here, they can and should have different standards than 
roadway bridges.  For example, railings on shared use pathways (independent from roads) 
typically do not need to be crashworthy.  Also, it is common for shared use paths to be in 
natural areas and some are very low bridges over a small gully or wetland area.  If they are less 
than 30 in. off the ground, they don't need a railing.  A toeboard along the edge of the pathway 
will suffice.  This section should also mention that the railing or fencing should begin prior to 
and extend beyond, the area of need.  This should also mention that it is not desirable to place a 
shared use path between two fences for a long distance, as this creates a personal security 
issue.

In process Additional information will be provided for railings.

123 4 4.9 A 4/14/2021 White
Utilities on Bridges, Telephone Lines & Cable:  Need to make clear that these should not 
interfere with the surface quality or ADA compliance of the sidewalk slab.

Resolved Text has been revised.

124 4 4.10 A 4/14/2021 White

Rehabilitation of Existing Structures, Introduction:  Make this section stronger. Rehabilitation is 
an opportunity to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists on bridges where they were not 
accommodated before.  This is an important opportunity and every effort should be made to 
provide separated bike lanes and sidewalks for example by reallocating roadway space 
(narrowing or reconfiguring travel lanes).

Resolved Text has been revised.

125 4 4.10 B.1 4/14/2021 White

Rehabilitation of Existing Structures, Superstructure Reparis, Bridge Decks.: Need to make a 
statement about bicyclists being particularly susceptable to surface irregularities, and that 
bridge decks particularly where bicyclists may be operating, should be smooth, slip resistent, 
and free of gaps or irregularities.

Resolved Text has been revised.

126 4 4.2 F.1 4/14/2021 Schoen
General Features of Design, Selection of Bridge Type, Site Conditions: Shall be designed to 
preserve and should be designed to enhance... Views from the bridge and to provide pedestrian 
bicycle facilities as specified in other chapters of this Manual.

Resolved Addressed in other sections.

127 4 4.2 F.4 4/14/2021 Schoen

General Features of Design, Selection of Bridge Type, Safety and Aesthetics: A sidewalk or bike 
lane in accordance with other chapters is not an embellishment but a minum requirement. 
Embellishment might describe ehnancing a view (as in F.1), making a wide pedestrian mall with 
benches, decorative lighting, etc.

Resolved Text has been revised.

128 4 4.2 H 4/14/2021 Schoen

General Features of Design, Structures over Waterways: Consideration shall be given to 
provision for walking and bicycling paths under structures over waterways. These could be goat 
paths or future planned path. Regarding walkable watersheds and walking paths, see 
https://www.communityecologyinstitute.org/walkable-watershed.html and 
https://www.nfwf.org/sites/default/files/2020-12/five-star-urban-waters-2020-grant-slate.pdf

Resolved Text has been revised.

129 4
4.2 H.I.1.a
4.2 J.1

4/14/2021 Schoen

General Features of Design, Structures over Waterways, Clearances and Bridge Roadway 
Section: As discussed in the meeting, in this and all similar sections, provide something for peds 
and bikes. I believe it should be the minimum of 1) existing approach, 2) what is required by Ch. 
3 for the road type, or 3) existing or planned facility on the road within some distance (2 miles 
or the nearest intersection?). As Kris said, it could be a shoulder, but it should be wide enough 
to be convertible to mixed use pathway or sidewalk and bicycle facility. Some narrowing is 
acceptable for limited distance (see references).

Resolved
Text has been revised. 10' shoulders shall be provided on bridges 
unless sidewalks and separated bike lanes (or shared use paths) are 
planned in the area.

130 4 4.2 J.3 4/14/2021 Schoen

General Features of Design, Bridge Roadway Section, Barriers: highlighted "whether pedestrians 
and/or cyclists are expected to use the bridge;" Bicyclist used elsewhere; use consistent terms. 
Given the Complete Streets policy, ped/bike use is expected anywhere it is not specifically 
prohibited. As discussed in the meeting, some facility must be provided, whether a shoulder, 
mixed use path, or sidewalk and bicycle facility.

Resolved Text has been revised.
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# Chapter Section Date Comment by Comment Status Resolution

131 4 4.6 A.1.a 4/14/2021 Schoen

Shared Use Pathway Bridges, General, Design Specifications, A.A.S.H.T.O: highlighted "Shared 
use pathway bridges shall also be in accordance with the "Guide for the Development of Bicycle 
Facilities" of the Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (A.A.S.H.T.O, Ref. 23), 
including subsequent interim specifications." Good!!!

Resolved Noted.

132 4 4.10 A 4/14/2021 Schoen

Rehabilitation of Existing Structures, Introduction: highlighted "As part of any rehabilitation 
design of an existing structure, consideration should be given to retrofits to accommodate 
pedestrians and bicyclists via sidewalk or shared use pathway, for immediate or future use." 
New facilities shall be provided to a mode not already covered prior to enhancing other modes 
(mimic language from Complete Streets Policy).

Resolved Text has been revised.

133 4 4.10 B.1 4/14/2021 Schoen
Rehabilitation of Existing Structures, Subperstructure Repairs, Bridge Decks: highlighted 
"maintain pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic." Good!!!

Resolved Noted.

134 4 General 4/26/2021 Rigby
Not sure if it belongs in the introduction, but AASHTO and the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices should be the minimum safety standards. Can we use “meet or exceed standards” 
language in this section, similar to how it is used elsewhere?

Parked
This would benefit from further discussion when the Introduction 
chapter is revised.

135 4 General 4/26/2021 Rigby

Throughout this chapter, language pertaining to vehicle transportation is active and uses “shall,” 
while language for multimodal transportation is more passive and uses “consideration should be 
given to.” Can we consider changing this language to “shall” to reflect importance of 
incorporating bike and pedestrian facilities in design?

Resolved Text has been revised.

136 4 General 4/26/2021 Rigby

Agree with points made on Chapter 4 by Schoen and White regarding: railings on bridges, 
removing/changing the phrasing of "embellishments' to describe bike and pedestrian facilities, 
addressing underpass design of Shared Use Pathways, especially where waterways are present, 
acknowledging that shared use pathway cross slope not to exceed 2%, addressing surface 
irregularities for bicyclists.

Resolved Noted. Revisions will be made as described under those comments.

137 4 4.2 I 4/26/2021 Rigby
Clearances:  If there are no existing bike/ped facilities approaching the bridge, can we include a 
requirement for the bridge to include a shoulder lane wide enough for future bike/ped 
improvements? Is there b, c, and d missing after this section, or is "e" a listing typo?

Resolved
Text has been revised. 10' shoulders shall be provided on bridges 
unless sidewalks and separated bike lanes (or shared use paths) are 
planned in the area.

138 4 4.2 I.1.e 4/26/2021 Rigby
Underpass Clearance: How do we ensure there is enough space when a bridge is built to 
accommodate bike and pedestrian access in the future?

In process A new section on underpasses will be provided.

139 4 4.10 B.1 4/26/2021 Rigby
Bridge Decks (paragraph 5, line 6): Recommend changing language to "need to maintain and 
enhance pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic."

Resolved
Improvements to properly accommodate walking and bicycling in 
accordance with the Complete Streets policy are in other sections of 
this chapter.

140 4 4.10 B.2 4/26/2021 Rigby
Barriers: Are there barrier requirements that we should be considering for pedestrian and cyclist 
safety in this section.

In process Additional information will be provided for railings and barriers.

Page 15 of 15



 

 
 
 

List of New Content for Design Manual 
 
June 1, 2021 (updates since May 7 CSIT meeting highlighted) 
Content to be provided in Chapter 2 unless noted otherwise in red 
 
 
 
 
Fundamental Principles (Chapter 1): 

• Vision for streets in Howard County 
• Safety, especially of vulnerable users, is more important than reducing 

delay 
• Importance of speed management 
• Target speed vs design speed 
• Principles used in development of street types, as well as detailed notes to 

accompany street type table 
o Basic information on LTS 
o General goal of LTS 2 or better 
o Goal of LTS 1 near key destinations defined by WalkHoward and 

BikeHoward 
• Relationship between functional classification and street types 
• How street types are selected and applied (new construction vs retrofits) 
• Design processes/tradeoffs (possibly flowcharts) for capital and developer 

projects 
• Scenic overlay guidance 
• Brief reference to green stormwater infrastructure 
• Not applicable to state roads; reference state guidance and note that it 

would be desirable to see these principles applied to state roads 
 
Determination of Typical Section: 

• Facility zone diagram (Chapter 1 or 2) 
• We’ve resolved street types for new streets; retrofit design guidance for 

rehabilitation projects is being developed (Chapter 1) 



o Retrofit design guidance will be based on methodology outlined in 
FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide and FHWA Road Diet Informational 
Guide; include study parameters for road diets and lane diets 

• Include overview of land use context and density, cross reference land 
use map (Chapter 1) 

• Address how bicycle facilities are handled at transitions 
o Detail for transitions between bike lanes and shared use paths 
o Detail for transitions between bike lanes and shared lanes 

• Guidance on managing conflicts between bike facilities and transit 
• Utility placement 

 
Design Guidance: 

• Facilities for walking (in addition to current design guidance) 
o Sidewalk zones and how they are applied in mixed use areas (within 

vs outside R/W) 
o Driveway/entrance details for sidewalk and shared use path crossings, 

especially related to accessibility 
• Facilities for bicycling (from BikeHoward and federal guidance) 

o Shared use paths 
o One-way protected/separated bike lanes, including types of separation 

such as flex posts and curbs (BikeHoward says protected, FHWA says 
separated, should clarify both words define the same facility type) 

o Two-way protected/separated bike lanes 
o Buffered bike lanes 
o Conventional bike lanes  
o Shoulders, including rumble strips 
o Advisory bike lanes/shoulders (BikeHoward uses bike lanes, FHWA 

uses shoulders, should clarify both terms reference the same facility 
type) 

o Neighborhood greenways/bicycle boulevards (BikeHoward uses 
greenways, FHWA uses boulevards, should clarify both words 
reference the same facility type) 

o Shared roadway/lanes/sharrows (BikeHoward says roadway, FHWA 
says lanes, should clarify both words reference the same facility type) 

o Use of green paint 
o Placement of bike racks in public right of way 

• Traffic calming measures with specific guidance for how (not when) they 
should be applied; ensure safe accommodation for bicyclists 
o Lateral shifts/horizontal curves 
o Raised center median islands 

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/tools_solve/docs/fhwasa18077.pdf
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/road_diets/guidance/info_guide/rdig.pdf
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/road_diets/guidance/info_guide/rdig.pdf


o Chicanes 
o Street narrowing 
o Curb extensions (bump-out, neckdown) 
o Neighborhood traffic circles 
o Mountable truck aprons 
o Speed humps 
o Speed lumps/cushions 
o Speed tables/raised crosswalks 
o Raised intersections 

• Crossings at unsignalized locations 
o Studies: spacing, traffic control devices, sight distance, crossing 

volumes based on model or induced demand rather than counts 
(Chapter 5) 

o Design: islands, raised crosswalks 
• Intersections 

o Design vehicle vs control vehicle 
o Revised curb radii to reduced turning speeds 
o Roundabouts (single-lane vs multi-lane) 
o Neighborhood traffic circles 
o Curb ramps 
o Crosswalk design 
o Channelized right turn lanes (volume thresholds may be added to 

Chapter 5) 
o Curb extensions to reduce crossing distances 
o Accessible pedestrian signals 
o Leading pedestrian intervals/leading bicycle intervals 
o Guidance for pedestrian recall vs actuation 
o Note regarding the benefits of no turn on red for conflicts with 

pedestrians and bicyclists, referring to MUTCD guidance 
o Daylighting 
o Truck aprons 
o Hardened centerlines 
o Bikeways at intersections 

- Bike lanes at intersections (including combined right turn and bike 
lanes) 

- Bike boxes 
- Two-stage turn queue boxes 
- Bike lane marking across side streets and driveways 
- Bike detection at signalized intersections 



- Protected intersections, particularly where separated bike lanes 
and shared use paths are used 

• Other design elements 
o Bus stop design, including floating bus stops 
o Driveways/spacing 
o Back-in angle parking 
o Cluster mailboxes 

 
Network Connectivity: 

• Along public right of way for all modes 
o Develop method for identifying parallel routes for people bicycling 

• Between private developments for people walking and bicycling 
• Appropriate in Design Manual or in subdivision regulations? 
• Cross reference BikeHoward and WalkHoward 
• Require bicycle and pedestrian connections between adjacent 

developments (likely in subdivision regs rather than Design Manual)  
 
Construction Guidance: 

• Maintenance of traffic to include provisions for people walking and 
bicycling (Chapter 5) 

 
Other: 

• Require multimodal traffic studies (for discussion) 
• Reference Vision Zero or Strategic Road Safety Plan 
• Street design demonstration projects to pilot potential design changes 

(referenced in Community Engagement Plan) 
 
What, if any, design and facility selection guidance should be cross referenced 
and where? (Chapter 1) 

o AASHTO Green Book 
o AASHTO Bike Guide 
o MDOT SHA Manuals, Standards, and Publications 
o FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide 
o FHWA Road Diet Informational Guide 
o NACTO 

o Don’t Give Up at the Intersection 
o Bikeway Design Guide 
o Transit Street Design Guide 

o Public Right of Way Accessibility Guidelines (draft) 

https://store.transportation.org/Item/CollectionDetail?ID=180
https://store.transportation.org/item/collectiondetail/116
https://roads.maryland.gov/mdotsha/pages/Index.aspx?PageId=65
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/tools_solve/docs/fhwasa18077.pdf
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/road_diets/guidance/info_guide/rdig.pdf
https://nacto.org/publication/dont-give-up-at-the-intersection/
https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/
https://nacto.org/publication/transit-street-design-guide/


 
Date: April 19, 2021  

Date of Meeting: April 7, 2021 Work Order Number: 32189-005 
Meeting Location: Video conference Project: Howard County Complete Streets 

Meeting Description: Complete Streets Implementation Team Meeting #16 (Part 1) 

 

Participants: 
Name Company Phone Email 

Tom Auyeung Howard County DPW, Trans. 
& Special Projects 410.313.6142 tauyeung@howardcountymd.gov 

Jennifer Biddle Howard County DPW, 
Traffic Engineering  410.313.2430 jbiddle@howardcountymd.gov 

Chris Eatough Howard County Office of 
Transportation 410.313.0567 ceatough@howardcountymd.gov 

Chad Edmondson Howard County Department 
of Planning & Zoning 410.313.2350 cedmondson@howardcounty.gov 

Carl Gutschick Gutschick, Little and 
Weber, P.A. 410.880.1820 cgutschick@glwpa.com 

Kris Jagarapu Howard County DPW, 
Highways 410.313.7470 kjagarapu@howardcountymd.gov 

Kristin Russell Columbia Association 410.715.3107 kristin.russell@columbiaassociation.org 

Larry Schoen Multimodal Transportation 
Board 410.730.9797 larryschoen@gmail.com 

John Seefried Howard County DPW 410.313.5712 jseefried@howardcountymd.gov 

Cory Summerson Baltimore Gas and Electric, 
Public Works Board  cory.j.summerson@bge.com 

Paul Walsky Howard County Recreation and 
Parks 410.313.1695 pwalsky@howardcountymd.gov 

Jennifer White  Horizon Foundation 248.345.3030 jwhite@thehorizonfoundation.org 

Jeff Riegner WRA 302.571.9001 jriegner@wrallp.com 

Leah Kacanda WRA 302.571.9001 lkacanda@wrallp.com 

Mayra Filippone Mahan Rykiel Associates 410.235.6001 mfilippone@mahanrykiel.com 

Introduction 

The purpose of the meeting was to provide members of the Complete Streets Implementation Team (CSIT) an 
opportunity to review of the final proposed street types, modifications to Chapter 4: bridges and structures, and the 
comment log. 

Jeff Riegner welcomed all attendees and reviewed the agenda. 
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mailto:ceatough@howardcountymd.gov
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Members of the CSIT were provided a copy of the draft minutes from the March 3 and March 9 meetings in advance. 
Larry Schoen made a motion to approve the minutes and Chris Eatough seconded the motion. The CSIT approved 
the minutes unanimously. 

Jeff led the group through the presentation attached to these minutes.  

New Street Types 

Jeff referenced the new street types document that was provided to CSIT members in advance of the meeting. He 
reiterated that proposed sections are for new construction and highlighted key changes since the last time the street 
types were shared with the group. One major change is how dimensions are shown on the section drawings. 
Previously, lane dimensions were inclusive of the gutter pan. Dimensions are now consistently shown to the edge of 
the gutter pan and from the back of the curb. The dimension from the back of the curb to the edge of the gutter pan is 
1’-8” for all street types. Jeff then reviewed the changes made to each proposed street type. 

Boulevard 

The principal change to the Boulevard street type is a modification to the median width, which is now 18 feet wide 
instead of 16 feet. The increased size is to accommodate the curb and gutter pan, while maintaining 6 feet for a 
pedestrian refuge even if there is a 10-foot turn lane.   

The width of the sidewalk is shown as a minimum of 5 feet within the right of way (ROW). The sidewalk will continue 
to the building face for mixed-use street types, resulting in a much wider sidewalk. 

Larry noted that the 6.5-foot separated bike lane is intended to accommodate one-way bicycle travel and will be 
marked accordingly. He commented that there will be a tendency for cyclists to not observe the one-way rules if they 
are traveling for a short distance, and asked how other jurisdictions handle those types of issues. Jeff responded that 
the blocks in mixed-use areas should be shorter than the blocks in suburban areas, so there will be more 
opportunities to cross the street and reach the appropriate separated bike lane. The suburban version of this street 
type features a shared use pathway which accommodates two-way traffic. Larry asked how other jurisdictions handle 
enforcement of wrong-way travel. Jeff replied that one-way separated bike lanes have been used for decades in 
Europe and many places in the United States, and he is not aware of any places where it has been a critical 
enforcement issue. Chris commented that the one-way separated bike lane is not that different than an on-street bike 
lane. Additionally, if someone does violate the directionality of a separated bike lane the dangers are not as great 
since cars are not present. Enforcement would only be appropriate if it becomes a major problem. Larry asked Chris 
if there were any separated bike lanes in Arlington. Chris responded that Arlington had some one-way protected bike 
lanes that were on-street within the curb, but none that were located on the sidewalk level. 

Larry followed up with a question about shy space on either side of the separated bike lane. Shy space or shy zone 
is the horizontal space necessary to prevent pedals from striking vertical obstacles adjacent to the bikeway. He noted 
that the 6.5-foot width is intended to allow faster cyclists to overtake slower cyclists and for side-by-side riding. He 
noted that the shy zone is not a problem on the sidewalk side of the bike lane, but asked how it would be handled 
adjacent to the tree zone. Jeff replied that trees will be planted in the center of the tree zone which should limit issues 
on that side of the bike lane. Larry noted other plantings or low fences used to protect vegetation could also be an 
issue.  

 

 

Town Center Connector 

Jeff noted that the only change to the Town Center Connector is increasing the size of the two-way left turn lane to 
11 feet instead of 10 feet. This was done to address concerns about larger vehicles turning left while immediately 
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adjacent to oncoming traffic. This change will accommodate larger trucks or buses where they need to turn left. 
There were no questions or concerns expressed by CSIT members about this street type. 

Town Center Street 

The Town Center Street is consistent with what shown at the last CSIT meeting. 

Neighborhood Yield Street 

The Neighborhood Yield Street is largely unchanged. Although 24-, 26-, and 28-foot descriptors had been used for 
the different Neighborhood Yield Street types, those numbers have changed to 22, 24, and 26 feet now that the 
gutter pan is being omitted from the section dimensions. The current Design Manual calls for a 50-foot ROW for this 
type of street. It is impossible to accommodate a 6-foot tree zone within a 50-foot ROW for the widest Neighborhood 
Yield Street type, so for the 26-foot street section, the tree zone is being described as a 5-foot minimum. 

Chad Edmondson asked that the notes make clear that 6 feet is the preferred width for the tree zone so that 
engineers do not rely on the minimum dimensions. Jeff replied that is included in the accompanying chart but will 
make sure to also note it on the sections. 

Parkway 

Jeff noted that the same median adjustment required for the Boulevard street type was made to the 6-lane Parkway 
street type. That increase from a 16- to 18-foot median is the only change to this street type. 

Larry asked if the shared use path is intended to be a two-way facility. Jeff responded that the ten-foot wide shared 
use paths shown are two-way bikeways because crossing opportunities are not as frequent. Larry noted that it 
makes a difference if a shared use path is intended to be used as a throughway or for a local trip, since local trips 
increase the likelihood of conflict with other path users and at driveways and intersections, making the case for a 
wider pathway. Jeff responded that generally these multi-lane roads tend to be a higher highway classifications that 
do not serve frequent adjacent land uses. Driveways and intersections tend to be further apart. Larry observed that is 
not the case with Little Patuxent Parkway. Larry requested that 10 feet be listed as a minimum pathway width, 
acknowledging that in some circumstances a shared use path on both sides of the roadway might be more than what 
is necessary. 

Chis commented that a wider path would not help with driveway crossings. The only reason to go wider is if volumes 
on the pathway are so high that there are frequent conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians. He clarified that 
those volumes are not anticipated on these pathways. Larry cited FHWA guidance that shared use path width ranges 
from 11 to 15 feet. He observed that on good weather days there are a lot of conflicts on the Patuxent Branch Trail. 
Larry asked that engineers be given the ability to use their discretion as opposed to the minimum. 

Chris noted that this street type proposes a shared use path on both sides of the roadway which effectively doubles 
the capacity of the trail network. Because this street type is for a less dense suburban environment and volumes will 
be split on both sides of the roadway, less conflict is anticipated. 

Jeff referenced the FHWA Shared Use Path Level of Service Calculator (the Calculator), which suggests a path wider 
than 10 feet once there are more than roughly 150 users per hour, which would represent an order of magnitude 
increase in walking and biking volumes. He noted that these paths are not proposed for mixed-use areas where more 
people are anticipated to walk or bike to destinations. In those areas, sidewalks and separated bike lanes would be 
used. 

Larry asked whether the Parkway type would include Little Patuxent Pathway. Jeff replied that it would, but there 
would be a pathway on both sides of the road instead of just one. Chris noted that there is not anywhere near 150 
users per hour on the Little Patuxent Parkway path. Larry replied that many people do not feel safe on the Little 
Patuxent Parkway path because of conflicts with driveways, side streets, and other path users.  
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Jeff replied that the Calculator can be cited in the street design chapter. The recommended street types do not 
prohibit a pathway greater than 10 feet wide, but 10 feet will be the standard for new developments.  

Carl agreed with Chris’s point that two shared use paths double the effective capacity for people walking or biking. 
He agreed with the goal of providing safe and designs for all users, but if the Calculator affirms that 10 feet is 
sufficient that is what should be required. 

Neighborhood Connector 

Jeff noted that the principal change to the Neighborhood Connector type is the wider two-way left turn lane similar to 
what has been shown for the Town Center Connector type. The ROW widths have been adjusted to accommodate 
the larger turn lane. The CSIT had no questions or comments about this street type. 

Neighborhood Street 

Jeff noted that there are now two Neighborhood Street types. Neighborhood Street 1 is consistent with what was 
shared at the last meeting; two travel lanes with buffered bike lanes, with or without parking. Neighborhood Street 2 
replaces the on-street bike lanes with a shared use path on one side and a sidewalk on the other side. Because 
there are not on-street bike lanes, type 2 is narrower, decreasing the crossing required to access the pathway. This is 
the only new street type since the last CSIT meeting. 

Larry commented that the 10-foot path width would be sufficient for limited traffic but may be too narrow if there is a 
lot of demand. He noted that the chart was helpful for comparing the different street types.  

Neighborhood Yield Street 

Larry asked for clarification about Neighborhood Yield Streets and whether they assume that there will be on-street 
parking that will calm traffic and make the street comfortable for biking with a child. He asked if the different sizes of 
Neighborhood Yield Streets should be qualified based on the amount of on-street parking they provide. Jeff replied 
that the idea of a yield street is that one direction of traffic will yield to the other direction to get around parked cars. 
Parked cars would not necessarily always be present, but in general, a narrower street will be in lower density areas 
where there are likely to be fewer cars parked, in order to check the speeding on those streets. Larry noted concern 
with vehicular speeds along very straight streets that do not have parking on both sides. Jeff noted if there is no 
parking in a very low-density development, the street would have 22 feet of pavement (24 feet from curb to curb), 
which is quite narrow. Notes will be added to address housing density and on-street parking for the Neighborhood 
Yield Street types. 

Alley 

Jeff noted that the pavement width for the Alley street type was increased from 16 feet to 20 feet which is consistent 
with the current standard for fire and trash access. The ROW is still 24 feet wide. 

Industrial Street 

Jeff shared that the Industrial Street type has not changed since the last meeting, except for the elimination of the no-
parking option. The ROW width is consistent with what the County is providing today. There is a sidewalk on one side 
and a shared use path on the other.  
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Country Road 

Jeff noted that the Country Road street type had been shown with 10-foot lane widths, which was inappropriate for a 
rural area where higher speeds are present. The current section shows 12-foot lane widths with shoulders as a 
bicycle facility which is consistent with federal guidance. 

Larry commented that the shoulder must be maintained for bike use, and attention given to the location and type of 
grate drains and cover plates. He noted most cyclists would be pleased with an 8-foot shoulder in rural parts of the 
County. Jeff replied that since this is an open section there would not be any grates for drainage. Larry asked about 
utility cover plates, noting that when the road is resurfaced and the utility plates are not collared to raise the plate 
they can create significant issues for cyclists. He requested the Design Manual include some guidance about 
ensuring the shoulder is designed and maintained for bicycle use. This guidance would apply to all on-road facilities. 
Chris commented he was unsure where such a note should be located but agreed that it should be clearly stated that 
shoulders should be designed and maintained with a smooth surface suitable for bicycle use.  

Carl asked what happens when a telecom company approaches DPW for a permit for fiber optic or some other utility 
that requires hand boxes in the public ROW. He asked whether DPW has control over where the utility is located 
within the ROW. John Seefried responded that DPW has control over where the dry utilities are placed. Jeff asked 
about the preferred placement. John replied that the current Design Manual does not include a detail for rural 
contexts, but generally it is kept outside of the travel lane to reduce the impact to traffic and related safety issues. 
John noted that it is often prescriptive, so DPW cannot issue a permit but can only provide comment.  

Jeff asked whether it is typical for dry utilities to be placed outside of the pavement. John replied that it is common, 
and for rural areas not as many utilities are placed underground. Kris added that dry utilities are often in the grassy 
area and underneath the pavement at crossings. Installing utilities in grass is preferred by the County because it 
easier to maintain the facility and permitting goes much faster. 

Other Considerations 

Larry noted that he wanted to spend some time discussing vertical curb faces and how they impact cyclists. He 
acknowledged that there are not many instances in the proposed street types that show a vertical curb face adjacent 
to a bikeway. There are new curbs being installed along Grace Drive that are a problem for cyclists. He shared that 
he has seen people fall while biking due to hitting curbs and sloped curb faces are more forgiving. Other jurisdictions 
include additional guidance about using vertical curb faces near bikeways, for example, when a bikeway is located 
next to a vertical curb face an additional 9-12 inches of width should be included within the bikeway. Jeff replied that 
the proposed street type that has a bikeway adjacent to the curb face is the Neighborhood Street 1. Larry asked 
whether a designer would install a curb face adjacent to a bikeway in other street types, for example adjacent to a 
shared use path. Jeff replied that the vertical curb and gutter typically used in the County has benefits including 
drainage, aiding people getting in and out of parked cars, and allowing for people who use wheelchairs to exit the 
bus. For Neighborhood Street 1, there is a 7-foot buffered bike lane in addition to a 1-foot gutter pan adjacent to the 
curb face. This is a sizable bike lane and pedal strike is very unlikely. 

Larry agreed that vertical curb face is being shown in limited circumstances for new construction but noted that there 
will be compromises required during retrofit situations. He asked if there is harm in noting that vertical curb faces are 
hazardous to cyclists in the Design Manual. Chad Edmondson replied that vertical curb faces also act as a barrier to 
keep vehicles in the roadway, which is especially important if there is a sidewalk or other pedestrian facility adjacent 
to the roadway. A modified curb face is a less effective barrier, although it is allowed along slow speed roads in 
residential situations where there are a lot of driveways. 

 

Carl asked if cross slopes would be covered elsewhere in the Design Manual, noting that the alley is designed as an 
inverted crown with drainage in the center. He also noted that the ROW widths assigned to the street types should be 
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double checked. It is important to justify the width and not show more ROW than is necessary to accommodate the 
section elements.  

Jeff replied that there are three different circumstances governing total ROW width. In mixed-use areas, the ROW 
width encompasses all the dimensions shown plus 1’-8” for each curb and gutter pan. The sidewalks may be a little 
bit wider than 5 feet on each side because the total ROW is rounded up to the nearest even number of feet. In 
suburban areas, the buffer should be between 1 and 2 feet behind the sidewalk, again because the ROW is rounded 
up to the nearest even number of feet. The last circumstance is asymmetrical street types like Neighborhood Street 2 
and Industrial Streets. For these two types, adding up the street elements is less than the ROW shown because the 
centerline of the street is aligned with the center of the ROW to aid in constructability. This results in a small buffer on 
the side of the shared use path but a larger buffer adjacent to the sidewalk on the other side of the street. 

Chad commented that the street types look good and confirmed that there will be a separate section to discuss 
turning radii. 

With no further comments, the CSIT reached consensus on the street types for new construction. 

Chapter 4: Bridges and Structures 

Jeff presented information on Chapter 4, Bridges and Structures, noting that Chapter 4 was provided to CSIT 
members in advance of the meeting. The focus will be on edits that relate to the Complete Streets policy. If there are 
any questions about more technical parts of the Chapter, a structural engineer can be available to answer them 
offline or at a subsequent meeting. 

Jeff noted that this chapter is over 50 pages long, but the key change is the new section on shared use path bridges. 
Edits were made for two primary reasons. Small edits were made to comply with the policy, but the majority of 
changes made were at DPW’s request because the current Chapter does not comply with current AASHTO 
specifications or MDOT SHA guidelines. This chapter is more about structural engineering than the function of the 
street that crosses the structure. 

Jeff stated that the shared use path bridge section is written in accordance with AASHTO guidance including the 
most recent Bike Guide as it relates to horizontal and vertical clearances. Bridges are designed to handle large 
pickup trucks or box trucks for maintenance, cleaning, or emergency vehicles. A minimum 10-foot wide clear path 
must be provided, and a minimum 10-foot vertical clearance. Railings are designed for bicycle use and include a rub 
rail so that handlebars do not snag.  

Larry asked if bridges would accommodate one-way or two-way bicycle traffic. Jeff responded the bike 
accommodations would depend on the road section, but clarified that this section of the chapter regards standalone 
shared use path bridges. Bridges for roadways need to carry the same cross section across the bridge and the 
functionality would be no different than on the street.  

Larry asked if any of the edits preclude the use of cantilevered structures that may be more affordable than widening 
the entire bridge. Jeff replied that cantilevered structures are not explicitly discussed in these revisions, but they are 
in the documents that are being cross-referenced. 

Jeff moved on to review edits that were made to ensure compliance with the Complete Streets policy. Section 4.2.I. 
states that “if the approach roadway section does not include a sidewalk, consideration should be given to providing 
sidewalks on bridges in areas that may develop within the bridge’s service life.” This new text will require the 
designer to consider whether sidewalks may be warranted within the 50-75 years of bridge construction. There is a 
similar provision under 4.2.J.1. 
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Chris stressed the importance of this section, noting that even in areas without sidewalks crossing a bridge for a 
pedestrian is likely to be a more hazardous situation. Although a shoulder or grass area outside of the roadway may 
be used in the absence of a sidewalk, that space often is not carried over bridges.  

Larry noted that the proposed provision is very discretionary. He asked whether bridges are likely to be a County 
project or a developer project. Chad replied that developers don’t construct bridges regularly, but it does happen on 
occasion. Larry replied that building a bridge is a once in a lifetime opportunity and that he is not satisfied with the 
current language, suggesting an exception should be required if a sidewalk is not provided. A Complete Streets 
approach should result in bridges that can be walked across. Chris agreed, noting that although there are instances 
where pedestrians are prohibited, providing pedestrian amenities should be the default. 

John noted that he is working on a couple of rural bridges that do not all have access for pedestrians. He observed 
that there are a few locations where there may never be a sidewalk or pathway on the approaches.  

Larry mentioned Guilford Road near Great Star Drive as an example of a bridge without shoulders where there is no 
sidewalk or pathway adjacent to the current bridge but there is a bike lane a few miles away. If that bridge was 
replaced, it would make sense to design for a future condition when the bike lane may connect. Kris agreed that was 
a good example, and even if a sidewalk is not provided a shoulder could accommodate both bicyclists and 
pedestrians. He noted that in some instances it might be cheaper to provide a separate structure for bicyclists and 
pedestrians than to expand the existing bridge. 

Chris agreed that a shoulder could be an adequate provision if no sidewalks are anticipated. A pedestrian walking in 
the shoulder on the approach to the bridge could continue using the shoulder instead of encountering the bridge as a 
pinch point. Kris replied that shoulders also weigh much less than sidewalks. 

Jeff noted the Chapter would be amended accordingly. Larry added that he would prefer that accommodations be 
required unless an exception is obtained from the Bureau of Highways. A separate pedestrian or bicycle structure 
would also be an appropriate alternative. Jeff noted that bridge engineers would rather design and build appropriate 
accommodations up front rather than try to anticipate future code requirements that would govern the addition of a 
cantilevered structure. 

Jeff shared edits made to section 4.10.A which states, “as part of any rehabilitation design of an existing structure, 
consideration should be given to retrofits to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists via sidewalk or shared use 
pathway, for immediate or future use.” Jeff noted that this language could also be modified to address the comments 
already received. 

Larry suggested “facilities shall include pedestrian and bicycle facilities – exceptions are granted by permission of the 
Bureau of Highways.” Jeff replied that the Complete Streets policy outlines the exceptions process. 

Jeff noted section 4.10.B is a provision to maintain access during construction of bridge deck replacements. 

Jeff requested comments by Friday, April 16, noting that a lot of this chapter is oriented towards structural 
engineering and that the areas important from a Complete Streets perspective were discussed during the meeting. 
Comments received will be provided to staff for a final review. 

Larry asked that Jeff send a reminder the day before comments are due. Larry asked if the State has any similar 
requirements, and whether this chapter could benefit the design of bridges along state roads. Jeff noted the State 
has multiple manuals and publication governing the design of bridges.  

 

Larry asked whether the bridge where Guilford Road crosses MD 32 is governed by the County or State design 
guidance.  Kris replied that the County would design the bridge, but they are required to go through the State for 
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review and approval if the bridge crosses over a State road. Guilford Road was built by the State and transferred to 
the County many years ago. If that bridge were built today it would have wider shoulders. 

Comment Log 

Jeff directed CSIT members to the comment log, with a goal of reviewing items that are listed as “ready for 
discussion.” He noted that many of these comments may no longer be applicable since there have been significant 
changes to the proposed street types. The goal is to ensure that all comments have been reviewed with the group. 
Discussion below is organized by comment number. 

Comment 23 

Larry asked to review Comment 23, a “parked” comment regarding intersections. He acknowledged that intersections 
will be handled in a separate chapter, but he also noted the need to address transitions from intersections, between 
typical sections, and at the ends of facilities. Cyclists are often “squeezed” by cars in different locations due to poor 
transitions between accommodations.  

Comment 38-41 

Jeff shared a series of comments from Jennifer White about better tying street types to land use, providing greater 
separation from high speed traffic, and making sure the appropriate level of traffic stress is maintained. Now that the 
proposed street types are descriptive, they are better tied to land use. He noted that for high stress roadways 
separate bicycle facilities are proposed, and in places where on-street bicycle infrastructure is proposed, bike lanes 
have been buffered to achieve the appropriate level of traffic stress. Jennifer agreed that her comments have been 
addressed to her satisfaction.  

Comment 42 

The next set of comments were from Kristin Russell, who noted that most sections show shared use paths on both 
sides of the street. Jeff clarified that is true for most street types, with the exception of Industrial and Neighborhood 
Street 2, which both show a shared use path on one side and sidewalk on the other side. He noted that in retrofit 
situations there will likely be many situations where there is only sufficient ROW for one pathway. Kristin asked how 
pathway width will be determined. Jeff replied that a reference will be added to the Calculator that was discussed 
earlier in the meeting. 

Comment 43 

Comment 43 was related to the need for wider sidewalks to accommodate features like street furniture or a double 
row of trees. Jeff noted that in previous discussions, a very wide sidewalk was shown in mixed-use areas, but 
following the practice used in Maple Lawn most of the sidewalk will be located between the edge of the ROW and the 
front of the building on private property, which is where street furniture would likely be located. Kristen replied that 
she does not want there to be an implication that street furniture cannot be accommodated since it is the intention to 
have more active streets. Jeff replied that the sections have not yet been formatted for the manual, and that notes 
can clarify the intent. Kristin replied it would be helpful to also show these types of facilities graphically. 

Comment 44 

Comment 44 noted that none of the typical sections show any bike or pedestrian facilities in the wide central median. 
Jeff shared that every time he has ridden a shared use path in a median it is uncomfortable because drivers do not 
expect cyclists to be there. Chris agreed that having facilities in the central median creates access issues because 
users have to get on and off of them which can be challenging. Controlled access at signals can be spaced out and 
people will try to access the facility in ways that are convenient for them but may be unsafe.  
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Larry asked whether accessing a shared use path located on the side of the roadway would also present an issue. 
Chris responded that people using the pathway are usually starting on the side of the roadway and their start and 
end points are on the side of the roadway. Larry replied that crossing the road still may be required to reach 
destinations. Chris replied that a facility located in the center always requires crossing the roadway. Larry noted he 
has walked on the median along Broken Land Parkway and Governor Warfield Parkway because it felt comfortable 
and he was trying to cover distances between destinations, asking if there was harm in allowing it. Jeff noted that it 
could be considered as a reference even though it isn’t the preferred option. Chris clarified that the language would 
only apply to retrofit situations. 

Comment 46  

Comment 46 regarded the varying size of utility zones. Since this comment was received there has been a lot of 
discussion around utility zones. Wet utilities are within the curb and dry utilities outside of the curb but are not located 
underneath trees. 

Comment 48 

Comment 48 requested dimensions be included on the sections, which have since been incorporated. 

Comment 48-49 

Comment 49 was regarding whether stormwater management (SWM) will be considered within the roadway. Jeff 
replied that currently, SWM is assumed to be outside the ROW or in microscale facilities in the tree zone or curb 
extensions. He noted that SWM is not explicitly addressed in Volume III of the Design Manual and asked County staff 
where this type of recommendation would be incorporated. 

Chad replied that SWM is typically provided outside of the ROW within subdivision open space . When a road has an 
open section, all swales are considered bioretention facilities. The County does not want to hold standing water 
adjacent to roadways due to safety issues. Tom Auyeung agreed with Chad’s assessment, adding that if there is a 
median available it is sometimes used for SWM facilities. DPW also discourages the use of pervious pavement for 
SWM in the roadway. 

Kristen replied that her comment was less about pervious pavement and more about the use of swales, micro-
bioretention facilities, and plantings, where there is the potential for a lot of benefit with minimum effort. Kris added 
that in general DPW prefers to keep major SWM facilities away from the roadway because of maintenance issues. 
They may use micro-bioretention facilities as necessary, but they are not preferred in new construction. John agreed 
that he would not want to encourage the use of micro-bioretention facilities by the development community. 

Kristen noted that the intent of the comment is to highlight simple SWM solutions that are inexpensive and do not 
take up a lot of real estate. If the proposed street types include the landscaped areas along the streets where micro-
bioretention facilities would be located, it should be noted in this section of the Design Manual unless that is not the 
will of the group. Chad agreed that it could be mentioned, but Volume I of the Design Manual has all the SWM 
criteria. Kris replied that the County has added bioretention facilities adjacent to the curb but there were a lot of 
issues around maintenance responsibilities and constructability concerns, making it a much more complicated project 
than anticipated. 

John clarified that the Design Manual does not preclude using the median for SWM for capital projects, but the 
County’s preference is to direct the development community to accomplish SWM away from the ROW for 
maintenance and safety issues. 

Larry asked if there was any information available regarding the design of intersections. Jeff replied that work on 
intersections has depended on finalizing street types, which can now be advanced. 
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Next Steps 

The second part of the April CSIT meeting is scheduled for Friday, April 9. The next regularly scheduled CSIT 
meeting after that is scheduled for Wednesday, May 5 at 3:00 pm. Additional May, June, and July CSIT meetings will 
be scheduled during the Friday meeting. 

 

 

 

Leah Kacanda, AICP
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Introduction 

The purpose of the meeting, which was a continuation of the April 7 Complete Streets Implementation Team (CSIT) 
meeting, was to review semi-annual Complete Streets report, continue review of the comment log, and discuss the 
scheduling of upcoming supplemental meetings. 

Jeff Riegner welcomed all attendees and reviewed the agenda. Leah Kacanda and Jeff led the group through the 
presentation attached to these minutes.  

Semi-Annual Report 

Leah provided an overview of the semi-annual Complete Streets report, which was provided to CSIT members in 
advance of the meeting. She walked through the document page by page and spent time reviewing the methodology 
used to develop the metrics for each of the 13 performance measures specified in the Complete Streets policy. 
Feedback on the draft document was requested by email by Friday, April 16. 

The first two performance measures relate to safety as measured by the number and locations of fatalities and 
serious injuries in Howard County. The data was provided by Highway Safety. For those interested in more detailed 
information, that is available in the County’s Strategic Road Safety Plan. 

Leah reviewed performance measures 3-5 which relate to the amount of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 
installed or repaired. Currently, the numbers for FYI 2020 only include capital projects. Kris Jagarapu clarified there 
are multiple ways that physical improvements can occur, including via capital projects, road resurfacing, signal 
modifications, and maintenance. DPW is working to compile numbers for non-capital improvements for inclusion in 
the report. 

Leah noted that data on performance measure 6, number of transit stops with sidewalk access, has not yet been 
provided. The metrics for measure 7-9 were provided by OOT. The percent of the BikeHoward and WalkHoward 
short term network are already tracked via HoCo Dash. 

Leah shared that completing performance measure 10, percent of the population with direct access to a low-stress 
bike network, requires data from the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) who is currently wrapping up a 
statewide Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) model. Once the model is available, the data will need to be analyzed to 
generate the actual percentage of the population with access. MDOT will be making updates and refining the model 
over time, so percentages from year to year may vary based on model refinements in addition to changes in the 
network.  

Jennifer White acknowledged that LTS is a quantitative assessment, but asked how the public can inform this 
measure. Leah replied that other communities review LTS data with people who ride and incorporate their feedback. 
Chris agreed and said MDOT is open to that approach. Jennifer asked how that process would work in Howard 
County. Chris replied that a discussion with the Bicycle Advisory Group (BAG) would be the first step. Leah noted 
that for this performance measure, the LTS data is being used to look at the entire bicycle network, but LTS data is 
also helpful for corridor projects. She stressed the importance of getting local input on the LTS model as individual 
projects are advanced. 

Leah noted that performance measures 11 and 12, which concern connections to important destinations, rely on a 
routable sidewalk and pathway network in addition to the MDOT LTS data. OOT is working to determine how to best 
build out the sidewalk and pathway networks. 

Larry Schoen asked why there was not safety data for 2020 available. Leah responded that there will always be a 
delay in compiling and validating crash data. Chris agreed, noting the County’s annual Strategic Road Safety Plan is 
released in the fall after data for the previous year is made available. Jeff noted that numbers of fatalities and serious 
injuries will always have a lot of variability from year to year when there is such a small sample size. This is one of 



April 9, 2021 W.O. 32189-005 Page 3  
    

 

the reasons why safety data are looked at on a larger scale at the statewide level. When reported numbers are low, 
as is the case here, it often requires getting into individual traffic reports to understand what is going on. 

Larry asked whether there is information available on the locations for performance measures 3-7. Chris replied that 
much of this information is available on HoCo Dash. Jeff noted that many of these measures are not tracked 
geographically, so adding them to a map would constitute significant additional effort beyond developing numbers for 
the report. Kris added that staff needs to work with limited resources to find a balance between doing the work and 
reporting on the work. Leah added that measures 10-13 are GIS-based and can be easily mapped. 

Leah reviewed the next section of the document that describes public engagement undertaken during calendar year 
2020. In addition to public meetings held, efforts being made to improve communication between the County and 
general public are listed. Chris noted that DPW may have hosted additional public engagement efforts that are not 
currently included. Kris replied he will provide information on DPW community engagement held during 2020. 

The next section of the memo pertains to Complete Streets education or training. Although no trainings were held in 
2020, a description of the three training modules that are under consideration to support changes to the Design 
Manual is included. Leah noted that the CSIT will be involved in the preparation of Complete Streets training 
materials. 

Leah reviewed the additional measures section of the report which includes data from the Census, on transit 
ridership, and on the percentage of students within Howard County Public Schools walk zones. David Ramsay noted 
that school enrollment decreased from the 2019/2020 school year to the 2020/2021 school year but the district 
expects numbers to rebound in 2021/2022. 

Jeff noted that the first time performance measures are documented it is just to establish a baseline. Over time, as 
elements of the Complete Streets policy are implemented, it will be interesting to see how policy changes result in 
changes to transportation projects and maintenance activities. In a few years these changes will be evidenced by 
changing performance measures.  

Comment Log 

Jeff led a review of the remaining comments ready for discussion. As with comments reviewed at the Wednesday 
CSIT meeting, most of these have been addressed by changes to the proposed street types. 

Comments 51-53, 55 

Larry provided comment 51, which noted that speeds lower than 35 mph will only be achieved along streets with 
curves. Since this time, sections have been revised to provide separated bike facilities on streets where higher 
speeds are anticipated. Larry noted that Neighborhood Yield Streets will have shared facilities and that some of them 
will likely have issues with speeding. Jeff replied that lower-density neighborhoods with less on-street parking will 
also feature a narrow 24-foot wide (curb to curb) street aimed at reducing speeding. The goal is to make sure that 
speeds are controlled on Neighborhood Yield Streets regardless of the level of on-street parking. 

Comments 52, 53, and 55 shared similar concerns with on-street facilities. Physically separated bike facilities have 
been provided in each case.  

Comment 56 

In comment 56, Larry noted that conventional bike lanes could work for many streets as long as there is an alternate 
facility that provides LTS 1 accommodations. Jeff noted that this is a network planning consideration that may be 
better addressed in BikeHoward than in the Design Manual. Larry argued that LTS 1 should be the standard and that 
an exception should be required if providing anything other than LTS 1. Jeff referenced the Complete Streets policy 
and showed that one justification for seeking an exception is if “a project of equivalent scope and schedule exists or 
is already programmed for funding within the next five years to provide connectivity for all user groups.” 
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Carl noted that the consensus of the group has not been that LTS 1 should be the standard, noting, as an example, 
that that separated bike lanes on neighborhood streets are not appropriate. Chris said that the current proposed 
street types that the group has endorsed provide LTS 1 or 2. Leah said that neighborhood streets without a 
centerline are considered LTS 1 at 25 mph or less. Jeff said the Design Manual should specify where retrofits should 
aim for LTS 1 as opposed to 2. Chris and Jeff agreed that managing speeds on neighborhood streets is critical. Chris 
noted that decisions about what facility is appropriate would require referencing the proposed street types in the 
Design Manual.  

Comment 57 

Comment 57 from Larry regarded curbs being a safety issue when they are adjacent to the bike lanes. Jeff noted that 
curbs are needed for drainage, and bike lanes of sufficient width are commonly provided adjacent to curbs. The new 
proposed street types do not have this issue, but it can be referenced in the retrofits section of the Design Manual. 
Chad took exception to Larry’s comment, saying that no national guidance has a requirement to avoid vertical curbs. 
Kris noted that beveled curbs would still not avoid the pedal strike issue, and bicyclists need to take care to when 
passing other cyclists.  

Larry asked if a sloped curb is viable since it would be more forgiving of human error and friendly to children biking. 
Jeff added that vertical curbs are necessary for drainage, for buses to board disabled passengers, and to provide 
some level of protection from cars running off the roadway. Chris and Jeff agreed that the presence of vertical curbs 
is not a significant issue as long as the bike lane has sufficient width. Larry suggested adding a note that the areas 
adjacent to shared use paths should be flush with the shared use path surface. Chad disagreed with providing a 
note, and John added that a note like this creates confusion for designers. 

Jessica Bellah asked about intercepting runoff from cut slopes above shared use paths. Jeff replied that the current 
sections do not show slopes, but slopes will be included on the engineering drawings that will be part of the Chapter 
3 and Volume IV work. John replied that runoff is usually collected at the bottom of the sidewalk and there is typically 
not a drainage way or swale. He clarified that this is usually a case-by-case decision and is beyond the scope of the 
Design Manual. 

Comments 58-75 

Jeff asked CSIT members to read over comments 58-75 and let the team know by email if there are any that have 
not been addressed. Larry asked about comment 69, regarding when a yellow line is warranted. Jeff replied that a 
double yellow line is generally provided where separate lanes are needed, not on most residential streets. Kris 
agreed, adding that generally, the double yellow line is provided on any roadway that is a collector or above. They 
are not placed on local residential roadways, although there are certain circumstances like intersection approaches 
where they are provided to define where cars should be located when they turn into a community. 

Comment 76 

Chad suggested that sidewalks only be provided on one side of cul-de-sacs with 10 homes or less. Chris expressed 
concern that in cases of a crash, someone “jaywalking” to reach the sidewalk might be found liable. David noted that 
he has received requests to run buses down cul-de-sacs without any sidewalks, and he is comfortable with the 10-
house limit. Jessica asked how an accessible route is provided across the street to get on the sidewalk. Chris replied 
that driveways are generally used. John referenced the detail in Volume IV and noted that driveway aprons are 
available for access, but a ramp is also specified at the end of the sidewalk to provide access. 

Chad noted that 6-house use-in-common driveways do not have sidewalks at all. Current subdivision regulations 
have sidewalks on one side in most single-family residential areas, with none on cul-de-sacs with 10 houses or less. 
David expressed support for sidewalks on both sides except for cul-de-sacs that serve 10 lots or fewer. The group 
reached consensus on this approach. 
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Comment 78-81 

Jeff noted comments 78-81 were provided by Carl and asked if all comments were addressed to his satisfaction. Carl 
agreed that all points have been resolved. 

Supplemental Meeting Schedule 

Jeff asked the group if the Friday following each regularly scheduled monthly CSIT meeting at 1 pm works as a 
supplemental meeting time. There were no objections and Jeff noted he would send out calendar invitations for May 
7, June 4, and July 9. 

Next Steps 

Jeff asked for comments on Chapter 4, the comment log, and the County Council memo by next Friday, April 16. He 
noted the CSIT does not need to approve the memo, but comments are welcome. Leah agreed that receiving 
comments on the memo by April 16 would allow sufficient time to incorporate them into the final draft. 

John asked when the Design Manual is due. Jeff replied that the requirement is to go to County Council in October. 
The goal is to have sections ready for public input in July with the understanding that some edits will be required. He 
asked whether going to the Public Works Board in September would allow sufficient time for their review. John 
replied that it may be better to bring the draft document with comments in hand to the Public Works Board in August 
(and again in September, if needed after revisions have been made) to ensure adequate time for review.  

Jennifer White asked for an update on the overall timeline. She commented that it seems like work is underway that 
would impact Chapter 3 and Chapter 2 and would like a good sense of the CSIT review process. Jeff noted the most 
recently shared schedule will be adjusted slightly, but generally comments will be due back the Friday following the 
CSIT meetings, or a 7- to 9-day turnaround for each item. Chapter 3, which is the street design chapter, will have a 
lot of changes and three meetings are set aside for discussions. Chapters 1, 2, and 5 will each be discussed at two 
separate meetings. There will be a review period following each set of meetings.  

Action items from this meeting include:  

• CSIT members are to review the comment log, County Council memo, and Chapter 4 and provide comments 
via email by April 16 

The next regularly scheduled CSIT meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, May 5 at 3:00 pm, followed by Friday, May 
7 at 1:00 pm. 

 

 

 

Leah Kacanda, AICP
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Introduction 

The purpose of the meeting was to review the revised schedule and reorganization of Design Manual chapters, 
address remaining comment log items, and provide an overview of the remaining Design Manual edits.   

Jeff Riegner welcomed all attendees and reviewed the agenda. Jeff led the group through the presentation attached to 
these minutes.  

Revised Schedule and Design Manual Chapter Reorganization 

Jeff shared that after further discussion with staff, it was decided that reordering the chapters in Volume III would 
create more challenges than benefits. Therefore, the chapters will be kept in the same order they are in today: 

• Chapter 1: Introduction 
• Chapter 2: Street Design 
• Chapter 3: Structure Design 
• Chapter 4: Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) 
• Chapter 5: Traffic Studies 

To reduce confusion associated with this change, effort will be made to refer to chapters by their name rather than 
the number for the next few months. This change will not impact the ability integrate the Complete Streets policy with 
the Design Manual. 

Jeff then shared the revised schedule. All five Design Manual chapters are being advanced simultaneously. To date, 
the CSIT has had the most input to the Introduction chapter which is being revised to incorporate street types. New 
content is also being introduced. The revised Introduction is expected to be reviewed by staff in May and the CSIT in 
June. The Street Design chapter will be informed by feedback received during the May CSIT meetings. Several 
revisions are already in progress and will continue over the next few months.  

The CSIT provided feedback on the Structure Design chapter after the April CSIT meetings. Most comments were 
accepted, although a few comments will be discussed when the Comment Log is reviewed later this meeting. The 
new section on underpasses will require some more time to complete, but the bulk of the structures chapter should 
be available for review by the CSIT in June. The APFO chapter does not require any significant changes, although a 
few housekeeping items will be addressed. The Traffic Studies chapter was reviewed with staff, but it requires 
significant edits before it is ready for review by the CSIT in June or July. The goal is to develop a complete initial 
Design Manual draft by July 9 that can be shared with the public later that month. 

Christiana Rigby asked whether changes to the APFO chapter is a legislative effort or considered part of the Design 
Manual updates. Jeff replied that because it is also a legislative effort it is not being addressed as part of the Design 
Manual updates. The housekeeping measures will address minor technical issues with the chapter. Christiana asked 
what changes will be made to the Traffic Studies chapter. Jeff replied that most changes and additions to that 
chapter will be regarding walking and bicycling studies, for example bicycle Level of Traffic Stress (LTS), the 
pathway width calculator, and requirements for different types of traffic control devices at mid-block or unsignalized 
intersections. A lot of the detail provided in the Traffic Studies chapter applies to capital projects.  

Comment Log 

Jeff reviewed outstanding comments that are ready for discussion. The goal for reviewing comments is to ensure that 
everyone is heard and understood. If there are not opposing viewpoints, changes can be incorporated, but it may not 
be possible to incorporate every comment because there may not be consensus. Comments in bold and italics were 
recently resolved, and pink comments require further discussion with the CSIT. The log includes comments received 
on the Structure Design chapter (previously described as “Chapter 4”). 
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Comment 23 

Kristin Russell provided a comment on the importance of intersection design addressing all modes of travel. The 
current Design Manual focuses on Level of Service, but more attention should be directed to balancing the needs of 
all users, as well as how to handle transitions to intersections. Larry Schoen echoed these concerns in some of his 
comments. Jeff agreed that intersections are extremely important, and that many of these issues are included in the 
in the list of items to be included in the Design Manual rewrite, which is the last agenda item. Most of these issues 
will be addressed in the Street Design chapter. 

Comment 49 

Kristin provided a comment about whether stormwater management should be accommodated in the right of way. 
Jeff noted that for new construction, stormwater management is assumed to be accommodated outside of the right of 
way. A paragraph or two about opportunities to provide stormwater management within the right of way will be 
included in Volume III of the Design Manual, but specific design guidance is provided in Volume I which will not be 
updated as part of this effort. Impacts to operations and maintenance will also be addressed. 

Comment 56 

Larry provided a comment about how bicycle network considerations factor into facility design decisions. Jeff agreed 
that most of the Design Manual addresses the design of specific facilities, not establishing a low-stress bicycle 
network. This comment may be better addressed by BikeHoward than by the Design Manual. Chris Eatough 
responded that addressing network design in BikeHoward makes sense, since the master plan is where maps of 
priority low-stress connections should be located. Jeff noted that this comment was received in early February when 
on-road bike lanes were still shown in several proposed street types for new construction. Since that time, most of 
those on-road bike lanes have been eliminated from the street types. Larry agreed that the issue has been 
addressed in new construction, but it is still relevant when there is limited right of way for retrofits. The outstanding 
question is what the default treatment should be. Larry argued that the default treatment should be what is shown in 
the new street types. Jeff noted that the FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide will be referenced in the Design Manual 
which will address the process for trade-offs. The last step in that process is moving a bicycle facility to a parallel 
route. Larry indicated he is comfortable with parking this comment since it will be addressed in the Street Design 
chapter. 

Comment 58 

Larry commented that the transitions between different street types are important, and that planners, engineers, 
development staff, and transportation specialists will need different design tools to address site specific issues. Jeff 
replied that transitions between different street types and to intersections will be addressed in the Street Design 
chapter. He noted that in some cases, a disconnected facility may be built, with the understanding that it will be 
connected to the rest of the network by a future project. Larry acknowledged that new pathways have a beginning 
and end, but the County has not done a great job integrating these links into the existing bike network. He asked 
whether network connectivity will be addressed by the Design Manual. Jeff replied it will be addressed in the draft 
and there will be an opportunity to provide further comment on the issue. Larry asked whether path or bike lanes 
crossing driveways and side streets would be covered. Jeff responded that would also be addressed in the Street 
Design chapter. 

Comment 68 

Larry provided another comment that expressed concern with transitions, which will be addressed in the Street 
Design chapter as previously discussed. 
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Comment 70 and 71 

Larry noted that many roads in rural areas have multi-unit developments or low-density housing and expressed 
concern that roadways will be designated solely based on whether the area is outside of the Planned Service Area 
(PSA). Jeff acknowledged that some areas that were rural are no longer rural, but the designs shown for rural areas 
are appropriate to many locations in Howard County. The designer can decide what makes the most sense based on 
the transportation function and the anticipated surrounding land use. If a road outside of the PSA has a land use that 
is suburban instead of rural, it would be appropriate for the designer to choose a suburban street type as their model. 
Chris agreed with this approach, affirming that the PSA would not be driving the selection of road design or road 
features since land use is the critical factor. Larry agreed with the described approach. Chad noted this process 
should be clearly stated in the revised Design Manual. 

Comment 71 

Larry expressed concern with the use of shoulders as a bicycle facility. Jeff noted the FHWA Bikeway Selection 
Guide states that a shoulder is an appropriate bikeway in a rural area. At the last CSIT meeting it was noted that the 
shoulder should remain as free of utilities as possible so a smooth surface can be maintained. 

Comment 75 

Larry asked for clarification on how a Rural Development Street would function. Jeff responded that the Rural 
Development Street is the rural version of the narrowest version of the Neighborhood Yield Street. Neither street has 
a striped centerline. Larry asked where this street type would be applied. Jeff noted it would be used in rural 
residential developments that do not have curbs. Curbs are currently required in areas with meaningful density. Paul 
Walsky observed that a street that is 24 feet wide can only accommodate parking on one side of the road. Jeff 
replied that given the low housing density in a rural development, people could park on either side of the street as 
long as they are not parked directly across from one another. 

Larry mentioned Far Side Road as an example of a street with such low density that on-street parking does not 
regularly occur. Because it is a long straight street, vehicular speeds are often too high and would present an issue 
to someone trying to walk or bike along the street. Jeff replied that Far Side Road is a wider road that is also median 
separated. Streets in that neighborhood appear to be 24 feet wide. There are three ways to address vehicular 
speeds: narrow the street, build in curvature, and include traffic calming measures. Traffic calming measures should 
not be deployed until other measures have been implemented. Larry responded that developers would not want to 
provide wider streets and Carl agreed. Larry asked that the Design Manual include guidance on calming traffic. Chris 
noted that West Running Brook Road is 24 feet wide but is very pleasant and easy to use. The curvature and mature 
tree growth help calm traffic. Larry noted that there are also speed bumps on West Running Brook Road, reiterating 
his concern that long, straight stretches of roadway encourage excessive speeds. Jeff agreed that long straight 
stretches of roadway without the benefit of frequent intersections are not desirable. 

Comment 92-93 

Jennifer White provided two comments regarding rural streets. She noted that both Country Roads and Rural 
Development Streets may require adjacent shared use paths if they are part of a connected network of pathways. 
Jeff agreed with the comment and asked whether the path should be shown as part of the street type section or 
included elsewhere in the Design Manual. It is important that developers understand if a pathway is required. Chris 
replied that it should be included with the typical street types and either shown as an option or noted as such. He 
expressed support for a section that shows a pathway. Larry commented that the current note on the Country Road 
and Rural Development Street sections indicates that are to be used outside the PSA which needs to be corrected. 
He observed that a Country Road is a fairly high speed roadway, so an 8-foot shoulder would likely be LTS 3 or 4. 
Jeff commented that Jennifer’s original comment was about adding a shared use path to the road if it was needed to 
create a link in a pathway network, but comments suggest that a shared use path may be more of a typical 
treatment. 
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Chad requested an example and recommended Burntwoods Road near Glenelg High School. Jeff showed 
Burntwoods Road just east of the high school, which has narrower shoulders and would be a higher stress 
environment for cyclists than if there were 8-foot wide shoulders as called for in the Country Road street type. Larry 
noted that wide shoulders could also encourage higher speeds. Chris commented that if this road was being built 
today, a shared use path would be a nice option to have. There are segments of road like this that will get rebuilt as 
part of development frontage improvements, but it would not be worthwhile to include a pathway since it would be 
done piecemeal. Jeff replied that the Country Road type has the greatest potential for frontage improvements, as it is 
unlikely that there will be new Country Roads built in Howard County. He asked if a shared use path should be 
provided in lieu of full shoulders. A one- to two-foot shoulder could be provided as an offset to maintain the pavement 
edge and a path could accommodate people walking and biking. Chris responded that one or two disconnected 
pathway segments is not very worthwhile and Jennifer agreed. Jeff agreed that a short segment of shared use path 
on one side of the road is not useful, but a note could refer designers to BikeHoward to see if there is a pathway 
connection that should be made. Carl asked if the existing road does not have wide shoulders but does have a 
shared use path, whether connecting to the existing path could be considered in lieu of providing shoulders. Jeff 
replied that a note will be added to the Design Manual that a shared use path could be provided in lieu of most 
shoulders in “missing link” situations. 

Jennifer also expressed concern with 12-foot wide lanes for Rural Development Streets. Jeff reiterated that this 
street would operate like a Neighborhood Yield Street and that a note would be added to discourage long straight 
streets. 

Comment 94 

Jennifer requested that speeds be added to the Street Type Table. Jeff replied that speeds can be added. 

Comments on the Structures Chapter 

Jeff noted that the next set of comments were regarding the Structures Chapter. Several members of the CSIT had 
similar comments regarding the provision of walking and bicycling even on bridges where there are not sidewalks or 
bicycle facilities existing or planned on either side. Based on the comments received, the recommendation is that 10-
foot shoulders be provided as a default for areas where sidewalks, bike lanes, and shared use paths are not 
planned. Even in a rural area, the shoulders will provide generous space for low levels of walking and bicycling 
comfortably outside the path of motor vehicle traffic. In areas where more intensive treatments like sidewalks or 
shared use paths are proposed, those facilities will be continued across the structure. Larry asked if it would be 
excessive to propose a separate bridge facility for walking and bicycling which might be more affordable. Jeff replied 
that this provision only applies to bridges that are being replaced or for brand new bridges in areas where sidewalks 
and bicycle facilities are not proposed at any point in the future. 

David Ramsay asked if anyone knows the widths of the elements on Triadelphia Road bridge near Folly Quarter 
Middle School. Tom Auyeung replied that there is a sidewalk on the school side of the roadway. Jeff noted that in 
cases where a bridge is in a quasi-rural location but proximate to a school, accommodations beyond a shoulder 
should be provided for people who walk and bike. In instances where there are no anticipated sidewalks or 
pathways, the provision of shoulders would benefit people walking and biking as well as maintenance workers and 
disabled vehicles. Chris noted that the occasional pedestrian or cyclist may be comfortable walking along a roadway 
with no facilities when it is possible to move off to the side of the road if conditions dictate, but it is impossible to step 
to the side on a bridge when there are no shoulders. 

David mentioned Linden Church Road bridge as a good example that has a shoulder. Larry noted a shoulder could 
be converted to a two-way cycle track or protected bike lane in the future if conditions warrant. Chris asked whether 
a full 10-foot shoulder is necessary. Jeff replied that the shoulders could be narrower, but 10 feet can accommodate 
a painted buffer with flex posts and an 8-foot path. Narrower shoulders would limit opportunities in a retrofit. Larry 
asked what changes would be necessary to create a low-stress riding experience on the Linden Hill Road bridge. 
Chris observed that for a rider requiring low-stress accommodations to reach that bridge they would have to traverse 
miles of roadway without facilities. An individual that required LTS 1 accommodations would not be on the bridge in 
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the first place. Carl noted that the shoulders on Linden Hill Road bridge are not 10 feet wide, and that every foot the 
bridge is wider creates a more costly project. Kris noted that the Triadelphia Road bridge has a 5-foot sidewalk, 6-
foot shoulder, and two 12-foot vehicular lanes. No one on the call knew the width of the shoulders on the Linden Hill 
Bridge. Jeff observed the consensus seems to support shoulders in the 8- to 10-foot range. 

Comment 98 

Jennifer noted that for bridges that afford scenic views, consider providing a viewing platform outside the operating 
space of the pathway. Jeff asked if the County generally allows open space for people to go fishing. Chris noted that 
this comment only applies to bridges that cross over bodies of water rather than a roadway. No one objected to 
including a note in the Design Manual that address the provision of a viewing platform for bridges over waterways. 

Comment 101 

Jennifer requested that the AASHTO Pedestrian Guide and Bike Guide be cross referenced since they both have 
chapters on structures. Jeff noted that the most recent AASHTO Pedestrian Guide is 17 years old and is out of date. 
Larry asked if there was better guidance. Jeff replied that the AASHTO Bridge Guide is already cross referenced.  

Comment 103 

Previous discussion already addressed the concerns raised by this comment.  

Comment 105 

Jennifer requested pedestrian and bicycle facilities be accommodated in underpasses. Jeff replied that a new section 
on underpasses will be provided. 

Comment 110 

Jennifer commented that when retaining walls are directly adjacent to sidewalks and shared use paths, they can 
create an uncomfortable environment for cyclists and pedestrians. Jeff replied that staff had an extensive 
conversation around this issue. For new construction the first preference will be to revise the grading so that a 
retaining wall is not needed. If a wall is required, the manual will note that the sidewalk or shared use path should be 
wider than standard. Although a wider sidewalk or path at the base of a retaining wall is desirable, design guidance 
should not be so restrictive that opportunities to build better walking and bicycling facilities in constrained areas are 
lost. Jennifer asked that when a site is constrained by a retaining wall whether the vehicular travel lanes could also 
be narrowed to create more space for cyclists and pedestrians. Jeff replied that FHWA provides guidance that helps 
evaluate those tradeoffs. Jennifer agreed that tradeoffs must happen, and it is good that they will not all be on the 
bike and pedestrian side. 

Comment 113, 119, 122, 136, 140 

Each of these comments noted that more guidance needs to be provided regarding railing systems and barriers both 
on multi-modal and shared use path bridges. Jeff replied that additional information will be provided regarding 
railings and barriers. 

Overview of Remaining Design Manual Edits 

Jeff provided an overview of items that need to be provided in Design Manual edits. Most of the current Design 
Manual content will be revised as appropriate to reflect a Complete Streets approach. This list incudes items that are 
not addressed by the current Design Manual. Suggestions came from “parked” items in the comment log and 
previous meeting minutes. This is an early opportunity to discuss updates to the Design Manual, but further 
discussion will take place when the CSIT reviews draft chapters.  
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Chris asked if it was fair to characterize a lot of the additions as potential tools in a toolbox that a designer can use in 
retrofit situations with some flexibility, as opposed to prescriptive guidance. Jeff replied that is the intended approach. 
One document that has informed this approach is the Gaithersburg Street Design Guide which uses “typical 
applications” that outline where certain treatments are appropriate. 

Jeff noted that some of the recommendations are not toolbox items but address how streets are designed, starting 
with speed management, a fundamental principle of Complete Streets. These principles have already been used in 
developing the street types and Street Type Table. Bicycle LTS will be incorporated as a principle. Jeff noted that the 
functional classification has not gone away, and clarification needs to be provided on the relationship between the 
functional classification system and street types, and how the two systems will coexist side by side. How street types 
are selected and applied to new construction and retrofit projects needs to be established, as well as a section on 
design processes and tradeoffs for capital and developer projects. Guidance on the scenic overlay section needs to 
be provided. Green stormwater infrastructure will be introduced, and designers directed to Volume I for further 
guidance. Because the Howard County Design Manual does not apply to state roads, the appropriate state guidance 
will be cross referenced.  

Larry asked if it is possible to have requirements that exceed what the state would do when a developer is increasing 
the LTS of a road. Jeff replied that capital projects on a state road follow state guidance but asked for clarification 
from the County on how developer projects are handled. Chris noted that the MDOT State Highway Administration 
(SHA) has representatives on the development review committee so they take the lead on discussions with the 
developer if the frontage is on a state road. Carl noted that the state has a process that culminates with the granting 
of an entrance permit. It is expected that the developer follows the state standards and details, which is enforced 
because they control the entrance permit.  

Larry asked to discuss the stated goal of designing bicycle facilities to LTS 2 or better. At previous CSIT meetings 
the team agreed that if a corridor is near a school where children may be getting around on their own, LTS 1 should 
be the default. Jeff asked the team what their feedback is on LTS 1 being the default as opposed to LTS 2. No one 
provided any feedback. Jeff noted that for the Street Types, the two circumstances where LTS 1 is provided are 
Neighborhood Yield Streets and all sections where bikeways (including shared use paths) are physically separated. 
Leah noted that Neighborhood Yield Street 1 provides for on-road bike lanes that might be classified as LTS 2 
depending on the effective speed of the roadway. Neighborhood Yield Streets 2 provide for a shared use path which 
is LTS 1. Selecting which option is appropriate is at the discretion of the designer. Larry acknowledged that new 
construction is adequately covered by the Street Types, but retrofit situations are not adequately addressed. Jeff 
noted that LTS 2 allows for almost all adults to ride comfortably and that the difference between LTS 1 and 2 is not 
extreme. Chris commented that the most obvious area for discussion is school zones since those areas should have 
a higher emphasis on safety. There are already requirements for safe pedestrian routes to school if children are not 
provided bus service, and the Howard County Public School System (HCPSS) review is very thorough. Even in 
places where paths are not present, children can ride bicycles on sidewalks legally in Howard County. Christiana 
asked if it would be possible to address the areas around schools as well as other community amenities like libraries. 
Chris agreed, clarifying that the goal of LTS 1 while accessing these locations sounds reasonable. Christiana 
envisions it as a prioritization guide when looking at where LTS 1 connectivity should be built out. Jennifer 
commented that it is important to keep our goals in mind, which is to improve connections to services and resources. 
The realities of what everyday people need must be considered. 

John asked if these priority destinations are identified in Bike Howard. Chris replied that they are not called out in 
terms of LTS since that did not exist as a tool at the time the plan was developed. John asked about criteria around 
schools or libraries. Chris replied that schools are mentioned as a priority area on maps. Libraries are not called out 
in the same way. Shopping centers and other popular local destinations are included. John asked if BikeHoward is 
referenced in the Design Manual. Chris replied that both master plans are mentioned in the new Introduction chapter. 
Jeff noted that the master plans will also be cross referenced in other chapters of the Design Manual. John agreed 
that there are areas that deserve more attention than others, and the master plans should be used to identify those 
areas. Christiana agreed she is comfortable with that approach but asked whether the master plans could be 
updated concurrent with the Design Manual edits. Chris replied that updating the master plans would require more 
time, although they are exploring an update next year. Leah noted that the access performance measures discussed 
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at the April CSIT meeting could also be used as a tool to prioritize focus areas. Bruce replied that he would like to 
avoid committing to another document update in support of this effort. He also expressed concern that an LTS 1 
standard would consume limited resources, supporting Chris’s idea of having a goal but maintaining some flexibility. 
Jeff replied that the Design Manual will note that LTS 1 is preferred in certain designated areas, which the group can 
review. LTS 1 would be more appropriate for youth, but in some circumstances an LTS 1 facility could be much more 
expensive to build. Building a shared use path is a capital project. There may be other ways to get to LTS 1 without 
the burden of a capital project, such as reducing prevailing speeds along the roadway. 

Next Steps 

Jeff asked if there were any further comments on the fundamental principles.  

Carl asked if information could be provided regarding what types of bicycle facilities SHA has been providing on state 
roads. He observed that there are a lot of bike lanes being installed recently and would be interested in knowing the 
state’s position on LTS. Jeff replied that LTS is fairly new to the state. MDOT is developing LTS guidance now, but it 
is not yet used as a guiding principle in design. Once the statewide map is prepared, it would make sense that it 
would be used for design guidance. He noted that in areas with significant constraints, it is sometimes reasonable to 
provide a higher stress facility where it is not reasonable or possible to provide a lower stress facility. Bike lanes can 
be better than nothing, but that is a fallback position. 

Larry noted that he has not yet compared the fundamental principles with the Complete Streets policy, one of which 
is to give priority to a mode that is not currently accommodated before providing an enhancement to a mode that is 
already accommodated. Jeff replied that those principles are captured in the introductory chapter.  

Jeff noted the Friday meeting will start by reviewing minutes and then the remaining slides on new material for the 
Design Manual. That will include how to determine the typical section, facilities for walking, facilities for bicycling, 
traffic calming measures, crossing at unsignalized intersections, intersection design, bikeways at intersections, 
network connectivity, and guidance for construction. 

Action items from this meeting include:  

• Review the minutes and the overview of remaining issues provided in the meeting materials. 

The next CSIT meeting is scheduled for Friday, May 7 at 1:00 pm. 

 

 

 

Leah Kacanda, AICP
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Introduction 

The purpose of the meeting, which was a continuation of the May 5 Complete Streets Implementation Team (CSIT) 
meeting, was to complete the overview of remaining proposed additions to the Design Manual. 

Jeff Riegner welcomed all attendees and reviewed the agenda. Leah Kacanda and Jeff led the group through the 
presentation attached to these minutes. Minutes from the April meetings were not acted on as there was not a quorum 
at the start of the meeting. 
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Overview of Remaining Design Manual Additions 

Jeff noted that the CSIT will see all of the proposed additions to the Design Manual in the draft revisions when there 
will be an additional opportunity to provide feedback. The goal for today is to make sure that all new items that 
should be considered for the Design Manual rewrites are discussed. 

Jeff said that the determination of the typical section is one of the first things a designer does at the start of a new 
construction or retrofit project. For a new road, the horizontal and vertical alignment must be established first. The 
Design Manual will include a facility zone diagram that illustrates what the typical elements of a street are. Elements 
comprising a typical section have been discussed in detail by the CSIT when reviewing the Street Types. 

A lot of time has been spent developing street types for new streets, but there also needs to be retrofit design 
guidance, which will be based on the FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide and the Road Diet Informational Guide. As 
discussed at Wednesday’s CSIT meeting, adjustments to the section to get all the elements to fit should not be 
carried by changes to the walking and bicycling facilities. This section will offer guidance on when to narrow vehicular 
lanes and what tradeoffs are needed to accommodate different modes of travel. 

The CSIT has already approved the Street Types which are based on land use and transportation function. The 
Design Manual will have to include an overview of land use context and density, and cross reference a land use 
map. This will be refined based on work being done to update the Howard County General Plan. Chris Eatough and 
Leah Kacanda have met with the Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ) to discuss how this work can be better 
integrated with the General Plan process. 

A section will be added to address how bicycle facilities are handled at transitions between different typical sections. 
Guidance on managing conflicts between bicycle facilities and transit that is appropriate to Howard County will also 
be added. The frequency of transit in Howard County is significantly different than the frequency in an urban area like 
Baltimore.  

The placement of utilities will be explained based on current guidance and all the previous discussions. 

The Design Manual includes some information on facilities for walking, but more guidance on sidewalk zones and 
how they are applied in mixed use areas is needed. Although the sidewalk in mixed use areas is much wider, part of 
the sidewalk is located on private property. The manual needs to detail what uses are expected in those areas, as 
well as how street furniture, bike racks, and sidewalk cafes are handled. Chris noted that there are additional 
facilities related to walking that concern street crossings which will be discussed later. Jeff noted that driveway and 
entrance details, especially as they relate to accessibility will also be included. How sidewalks and paths cross over 
side streets and driveways is particularly important. For example, a two percent (or less) cross slope is preferred 
when crossing a side street, but is required when crossing a driveway. 

Facilities for bicycling are not well covered in the current version of the Design Manual, so there are a lot of additions 
related to bicycling. The list of bicycle facility types will focus on what types of facilities are appropriate in different 
circumstances. This guidance will be consistent with federal guidelines. Facility types are arranged from lowest LTS 
to highest. Guidance will consider widths, horizontal and vertical alignment, pavement markings, signs, surface 
treatments, different types of bike lanes and other treatment types. The use of green paint will also be discussed. 
Some jurisdictions use green paint or thermoplastic for all bike lanes, but green markings can also be used to 
delineate areas where there may be conflicts between bicycles and motor vehicles. 

Speed management is a key principle of Complete Streets, and the Design Manual will include several traffic calming 
measures as options. The intent is to show a half or full page for each treatment type that explains the treatment and 
provides an example of a typical application. This is not a requirement to implement these measures, but instead a 
toolbox that will provide local guidance when it is determined that traffic calming is appropriate.  
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The current Design Manual does not address crossings at unsignalized locations. The new section on unsignalized 
crossings will focus on studies and design. Studies will establish the appropriate spacing for unsignalized crossings 
as well as what traffic control devices are appropriate. Once the appropriate treatment is established, the design 
section will provide details on the size and configuration of things like refuge islands and raised crosswalks. The 
Office of Transportation (OOT) and Department of Public Works (DPW) are currently in conversations about a 
standard design for angled median islands. Chris noted that two of these treatments were just installed on Centre 
Park Drive and Executive Park Drive. Jeff commented that the angled crossing helps people crossing and drivers 
see one another, reducing the potential for conflict. 

The largest new section will be on intersections. The current Design Manual includes some discussion about the 
design vehicle, which is the size of vehicle a street is designed to accommodate. The control vehicle is a larger 
vehicle that doesn’t use the road as frequently, such as a moving truck. There needs to be room for the control 
vehicle to swing wide into adjacent lanes when making turns, but the goal is to keep turning radii as tight as possible 
to slow traffic and reduce crossing distance. Information on single and multi-lane roundabouts will be included. 
Neighborhood traffic circles are currently mentioned in this section although that information may be moved to the 
traffic calming section. The intersection section will also include information on curb ramps and how they are aligned, 
crosswalks, and which legs of an intersection should get crosswalks. Channelized right turn lanes are less beneficial 
for people walking and biking, but there are some traffic circumstances where they are appropriate, which will be 
described. Curb extensions will be discussed, as well as pedestrian signals including leading pedestrian intervals. 
Daylighting is important to ensure that there is good visibility. Truck aprons and hardened centerlines will also be 
covered. Hardened centerlines are small speed bumps along the centerline parallel to traffic that prevents drivers 
from cutting the corner when making a left turn. 

There are also special considerations for bikeways at intersection including combined right turn lanes and bike lanes, 
bike boxes, and two-stage turn queue boxes. Bike lane markings across side streets and driveways will also be 
discussed, as well as bike detection at signalized intersections. 

These project specific considerations all happen in the context of the broader transportation network. Most of the 
Design Manual deals with a specific project or street. Network connectivity deals with the creation of a reasonable 
network for all modes of travel. The trade-off section will cover what happens when there is not enough room to 
accommodate all modes. For example, Main Street in Ellicott City will never be widened for bicycle facilities, 
however, guidance on how to get around an area without a facility should be provided. These concepts could be 
included in the Design Manual or with an update to BikeHoward. Chris replied that mapping out networks and 
identifying parallel routes is a master planning effort. However, these considerations should be mentioned in the 
Design Manual and cross reference the maps provided in BikeHoward.  

Chad noted that on a much smaller scale, when a developer has to do frontage improvements the County can look 
250 feet beyond the limits of the road frontage to identify possible connections to area sidewalks or paths. Jeff asked 
whether there has ever been a time when 250 feet has presented a significant constraint, for example if a sidewalk 
was 300 feet down the road. Chad responded that has happened, but there is always give and take. For example, 
the County could lessen requirements in another part of a development to focus improvements in the area where the 
connection is more critical.  Chad asked that the Design Manual explicitly address the differences between major and 
minor subdivisions as opposed to an existing lot development to establish the expectations the County has for the 
developer. This clarification would be helpful to multiple County agencies. Jeff asked if those distinctions are 
currently housed in the subdivision regulations or if they are addressed in the Design Manual. Chad replied that 
frontage improvements are generally housed in the subdivision regulations including sidewalk, curb and gutter, street 
trees, and street lighting. 

Jeff noted that additional construction guidance will be included in the new Design Manual, including maintenance of 
traffic provisions for people walking and bicycling. Another comment received was to make sure striping begins with 
bike lanes and the buffer and moves toward the vehicular travel lanes to make sure that things are not being 
squeezed toward the curb. Kris Jagarapu noted that usually, the road is dotted in the field and if there are concerns, 
they are addressed before the paint goes down. There are times when measurements can be slightly off, especially 
when improvements are only being done on one side of the roadway. Jeff asked if the same process is followed for 



May 7, 2021 W.O. 32189-005 Page 4  
    

 

developer projects that are inspected by the County. Kris responded that is the typical process, and if there are any 
discrepancies the construction inspection division will catch it. Before any roadway is dedicated to the County an 
inspection is completed.  

Chris asked if the comment was regarding the physical striping process or the design process of deciding where the 
line will go. Jeff asked if there were any specific locations where this has been a problem. Larry responded that the 
development on Grace Drive is similar. A developer took over a bike lane when they moved the curb line out to 
accommodate a sidewalk. Jeff noted that if a contractor does not have the quality control process Kris described, 
there may be an instance where the contractor measures 12 feet of bare pavement instead of 12 feet between the 
centers of the lane markings when establishing a 12 foot lane. Larry agreed that it seems like an issue with the 
construction process. John Seefried agreed it was a contractor error. Kristin commented that she made a comment 
about striping because the Columbia Association has a concern about how facilities are prioritized and wants to 
ensure that cars are not considered first. Jeff replied that the tradeoff section will focus on that issue. Kris noted that 
if the width of the shoulder is less than 5 feet it will not be marked as a bike lane. The County often narrows travel 
lanes to ensure the bike lane is a minimum of 5 feet wide. 

Jeff asked if there was any feedback on the list of additions to the Design Manual. 

Kris noted that traffic calming devices are viewed by the County as an enhancement to existing roadways rather than 
a requirement. Although some of the listed features could be included as part of the design of a new project, when 
the County does retrofit projects, they remain neutral out of respect to the will of the community. Jeff asked if it would 
be beneficial to show traffic calming devices as tools in a toolbox from a design perspective only. This would allow 
the County to follow the current process to get to a decision about whether to provide traffic calming. If it is 
determined to be appropriate, this portion of the Design Manual would give designers the specifics needed to 
advance the project. Kris replied that the County has tried most of the traffic calming measures on the list, including 
chicanes which were subsequently removed. Some traffic calming devices have been proposed by developers and 
been subsequently removed, including speed humps, bump outs, mini-roundabouts, and neighborhood traffic circles. 
The County does prefer mini-roundabouts as opposed to neighborhood traffic circles. Jeff asked if there is County 
specific design guidance or if outside resources are used. Kris replied that they are designed based on the site. 

Chad commented that there has not yet been much discussion about details besides the typical road cross sections. 
He asked whether details would be added about how a bike lane should be transitioned to a shared use path. It 
would be helpful to give greater guidance to developers, and there are no specifics in the Design Manual currently. 
Specific details about how to install and mark transitions, the width of bicycle facilities and how to measure those 
widths, or other standards that gives design guidance would be very helpful. Jeff replied if he were a designer new to 
Howard County, he would look to Volume IV of the Design Manual for details to pull out and put on a plan. The 
transition between on- and off-street bicycle facilities is a great example that makes sense to include in Volume IV. 
Simple dimensions such as how things are measured may make sense as graphics in Volume III as opposed to 
being provided as specific details. Chad agreed it would be great to include standard details as possible. Jeff asked 
the County to provide a list of any details that should be included in Volume IV. 

Kris noted that the County is interested in cluster mailboxes. Chris added that the County also has issues with 
standard mailboxes, especially during sidewalk retrofits. Kris explained that there are cluster mailboxes within the 
County right of way that are not maintained by the County since they are not County property. However, USPS is 
also not making the needed repairs. Kristin asked if Kris is referring to the mailboxes that are all over Columbia. Kris 
replied yes, but that they are also in areas outside of Columbia. Kristin noted that Columbia Association has had a 
similar problem since property owners assumed that the Association was responsible for mailbox maintenance. They 
received feedback from their U.S. Senator and have documentation that the USPS is responsible for mailbox 
maintenance. She noted that she is unsure who is responsible for maintaining the area beneath and around the 
mailbox. Kris replied that his primary concern is the mailbox and concrete pad beneath. Sometimes they are 
incorporated in the sidewalk. Kristin said that she will send the County the written guidance received from the USPS. 
Jeff noted that the guidance will be incorporated in the Design Manual. 
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Larry noted that some neighborhoods put out informal signs that read “children at play” or “drive like your kids live 
here.” He asked if those were effective. Jeff replied those signs are not compliant with the Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD). There are also movable street “pedestrian crossing” signs that are MUTCD compliant. 
Larry asked if the current Design Manual covers those signs. Jeff replied they will be addressed in the crossing 
section. Larry commented that his wife was walking on Grace Drive and hit her head on a sign that protrudes over 
the sidewalk. Kris replied that the bottom of the sign should be 7 feet above the ground which is clear in current 
guidance. Kris noted that the informal signs are not compliant and should not be installed along the County’s right of 
way. Signs also should not mimic official signs, and if they do the County will remove them. Jeff noted that 
information on sign placement is in the MUTCD. 

Carl commented that in general, the subdivision regulations set up the requirements that must be met for a new 
subdivision, and the Design Manual explains how to meet those requirements. Most information is included in 
Volume III, and sometimes a greater level of detail is provided in Volume IV. He asked that all the revisions keep the 
general philosophy of including the “what” in the subdivision regulations and the “how” in the Design Manual. Jeff 
replied that is the intent. 

Carl noted that the Design Manual has a wealth of detailed design criteria including superelevation, road grades, 
stopping sight distance, and driveway spacing. These details are important for designers and allow the County to 
review developer plans. He noted that the list discussed today does not include a lot of that detail, but instead 
includes guidance as it relates to bicycle infrastructure. He asked how the design details will be incorporated. Jeff 
replied that some municipalities opt to have a general guidance document, such as the Montgomery County 
Complete Streets Design Guide, which does not include specific design details. Some documents provide more 
detailed information but not literal design details, and at the other end of the spectrum, Volume IV only includes 
design details. Most of what has been discussed today is in the first or second category. Some things are very 
specific, including information on distances. Details on how to conduct studies will be included. Leah clarified that 
most of the content currently in the Design Manual is not going anywhere, although it may be modified to address 
new multimodal considerations. The reason this discussion has been very bicycle focused is because it has revolved 
around new content for the Design Manual, and the current document does not address bicycle facilities. 

Carl was happy to hear that is the approach since there is a lot of valuable information in the current Design Manual 
that has been developed over time. Jeff affirmed that little content is being eliminated, it will just be supplemented. 
Carl noted that since the new road cross sections have been agreed upon, it would be helpful to go back to showing 
the dimensions to the face of the curb, since most design manuals and standards show measurements to the face of 
the curb. Measuring to the edge of the gutter pan will lead to misunderstandings and mistakes. Chad noted the 
current Design Manual details show measurements to the face of the curb and he agreed with keeping it that way. 
John also agreed with this approach. The CSIT reached consensus on this point. 

Carl shared that there are already criteria in place for what happens behind the right of way. Downtown Columbia 
has neighborhood design guidelines customized for each area of downtown that covers how the area behind the 
sidewalk should be handled as well as the entire design from the face of the building to the center of the road. Maple 
Lawn has design criteria built into the community development plan and from the comprehensive sketch plan that 
specifies what happens outside of the public right of way. Carl noted that those standards work well. Jeff asked if the 
Maple Lawn requirements were established with the developer with approval from the County. Carl responded that 
the project was based on the developer’s desire to do more than the minimum requirements. Since the criteria for 
Maple Lawn were documented, the public road Design Manual can stop at the right of way. Jeff replied that several 
comments have been received from CSIT members that it is not clear what happens behind the right of way. The 
Design Manual can include some general information, for example in a mixed-use area it is expected that the 
sidewalk will continue behind the right of way. Jeff agreed that the Design Manual should not dictate what should 
happen in that space, but that certain types of uses are considered appropriate in those areas and would be 
addressed by the developer’s plan. This would be more design guidance than design specifics. Carl agreed with that 
approach. John noted that if a building is being shown in any graphics it is a placeholder for illustrative purposes 
only. Jeff replied that the issue is approaching the document from a non-engineering viewpoint. Carl noted that the 
more generic term for the area outside of the right of way is hardscape as opposed to sidewalk, since sidewalk must 
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be kept clear, but a hardscape can be used for things like café tables and planters. It is best to reference the site 
development plans. 

Carl shared that intersections in Maple Lawn were designed with an interesting approach to handling curb radii. The 
radii are tight to minimize crosswalk distances, but the curbs are flush throughout the fillet with a reinforced concrete 
zone strong enough for a truck tire. This functions like a truck apron. The area with pavers has a base of reinforced 
traffic rated concrete that cannot be damaged by occasional truck traffic. Jeff asked if there have been any issues of 
cars cutting the corner. Carl responded that he has not seen any issues with smaller vehicles. Bigger trucks that may 
appreciate a 35-foot radius instead of a 25-foot radius do use that space. John asked if the design detail under 
consideration is the reinforced surface or the use of brick pavers. Carl replied that the detail is the flush curb, which is 
still in good condition after 15 years of use.  

John asked if DPW is responsible for maintenance of the hardscape. Carl replied that DPW maintenance stops at the 
back of the curb. Everything beyond that point is maintained by the commercial owner’s association, including the 
enhanced landscaping, hardscaping, and irrigation. John agreed that this arrangement works in Maple Lawn, but it 
requires a long-term committed commercial owner. If the development is sold, the County will need to maintain the 
terms of the contract with the future owner which can present a challenge. 

Jeff asked if DPW is open to the hardened corner as an accommodation for trucks as a standard detail if it was 
shown in concrete instead of pavers. He observed that in the 15 years since the project was installed detectable 
warning surfaces have been added. John replied that identifying an organization for long term maintenance is one 
concern. Once trucks are invited onto the hardscape it is good to limit where they go. 

John noted that detectable warning surfaces should be used to clearly identify where the crosswalk is located. 
Detectable domes along the entire corner as shown in the Maple Lawn detail pose a problem. Ramps can be used to 
direct someone to the appropriate crossing location at the crosswalk. The mountable corners may be a possibility, 
but more conversations are necessary. Chad commented that the Design Manual will be providing the standards. 
When the radii or fillets are determined it is important to keep the vehicle in within the roadway. Kris agreed. Chad 
noted in the past the County used three-centered curves, that went to a 30-foot and 35-foot radius. John agreed that 
from a safety standpoint, pedestrians should not have to deal with vehicles up on the curb. Carl replied that this may 
be addressed in the section that deals with the design vehicle and control vehicle. 

Larry asked for clarification on how people feel about the Maple Lawn detail. Jeff replied that he has heard pros and 
cons regarding the treatment in Maple Lawn. The turning radius should fully accommodate the design vehicle within 
the lane. The control vehicle is a larger vehicle that does not need to navigate the turn as frequently. The control 
vehicle should be able to turn within the pavement but may swing wide to the extent that the median or opposing 
curb allows. Jeff agreed that as a pedestrian, vehicles should be kept off the sidewalk. For retrofits, there may be 
situations where the hardened curb treatment may work. 

Jeff noted he agreed with John’s comment regarding the detectable warning surface, which should be limited to the 
curb ramp at each crosswalk. John clarified that the location of the ramp is what guides someone to the detectable 
warning surface and the crosswalk. 

Larry noted that larger radii encourage drivers to take the turn faster. Jeff affirmed that smaller radii reduce speeds 
and pedestrian crossing distance, but if the radii are too small it may make it impossible for a truck to make a turn. If 
there is a warehousing business around the corner a different type of intersection treatment may be required. In a 
denser neighborhood that should not be a frequent occurrence. Jeff added that this conversation has been very 
valuable to understand what has worked locally, especially as the team works to apply broader guidance to fit the 
Howard County context. 

Larry asked if a bicycle signal head would be included in the Design Manual, and whether there is anyplace where 
including a bicycle signal head would be advisable. Chris noted that Montgomery County did include a bicycle signal 
head in their guidance, although it is not prescriptive. They have a discussion of where bicycle signal heads may be 
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appropriate. If the bicycle facility runs in contraflow to other traffic that is the main place they are used. If it is a 
signalized intersection, the bike can use the pedestrian crossing signal. 

Jeff noted the only place he has ever applied a bicycle signal head is contraflow for a two-way cycle track. The 
benefit of doing so is so that any turns across the cycle track would be protected and not permissive. When the bike 
signals are on, any turning movement across the cycle track is prohibited. This tends to be a more urban treatment. 
Jeff asked DPW if they have ever gotten a request for a bicycle signal head. Kris replied that there a few locations 
where there have been requests from commuters, especially in instances where a cyclist is the only person on the 
approach to an intersection and they fail to trigger the light. The County adjusted the amplifiers on the detectors to 
make sure that the person on the bicycle is detected. The County’s current equipment does not support the addition 
of bicycle signal heads. Jeff replied that there are appropriate ways to make sure that bicyclists are detected and 
have safe movements without the use of bicycle signals in most non-urban places. Chris noted that there is a 
specified marking in the MUTCD that helps the cyclist position themselves for detection which could be included in 
the Design Manual. 

Jeff noted that the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) is currently being updated. FHWA is 
accepting comments until next week, and the new version will likely be published in the next year or so. The Design 
Manual will be in compliance with the current MUTCD, but there will be a lot more content for walking and biking in 
the new MUTCD.  

Next Steps  

Jeff commented that the team will begin to develop draft sections of the Design Manual for review with staff and the 
CSIT. Expect a lot of content in June and July for review and discussion. 

Action items from this meeting include:  

• CSIT members are to review list of items for inclusion in the Design Manual and provide comments or 
additions via email by May 12. 

The next regularly scheduled CSIT meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, June 2 at 3:00 pm, followed by Friday, 
June 4 at 1:00 pm. 

 

 

 

Leah Kacanda, AICP
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