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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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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 Great Star Drive 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 
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. 
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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.  

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 
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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
 


