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Introduction, roll call, agenda review 

Bryan Townsend welcomed Deb Jones, a member of the public, to the Complete Streets Implementation Team 
(CSIT) meeting. Bryan reviewed the meeting agenda, which focuses on a final review of Chapter 2 revisions. Public 
workshops are scheduled for Thursday October 14, 2021, and Thursday, October 24, 2021. The first meeting will 
provide an overview of the design manual revisions, and the second workshop will provide a technical review of the 
design manual. 

Chris Eatough shared information about the upcoming public workshops. He noted that an online survey will be 
posted on the design manual website so the public can provide feedback. Larry Schoen asked if the CSIT would 
have an opportunity to review the survey and meeting materials. Chris replied that the CSIT will be provided with 
meeting materials for review by Monday. Comments will need to be provided by Wednesday so that they can be 
incorporated before the workshop Thursday evening.   

Larry asked what action the CSIT must take before the draft Design Manual is posted for public review. Bruce 
Gartner noted that the County is looking for consensus on the draft that is posted for public review, and that the CSIT 
is welcome to provide a statement along with the draft that speaks to areas that still need resolution. Larry noted that 
there are two different types of public review-advisory public review and publication public review. Advisory public 
review is generally of a work in progress, while publication public review is the posting of a final draft. He noted he 
would be comfortable with an advisory review. Bruce replied that consensus on individual chapters or sections would 
be helpful. Larry replied that the current draft has a lot of new material. The intent of the posting is to seek input from 
the public, and there is an expectation that revisions will be made based on that input. 

Jennifer White asked if the CSIT could have a more robust discussion around the structure and format of the 
community workshops. It is important that CSIT members understand how these workshops will support the 
continued revisions. Although the focus has been edits to the Design Manual, these workshops are critical. 
Christiana Rigby agreed that the CSIT should further discuss the workshops. Chris suggested discussing the public 
workshops at the CSIT meeting scheduled for Friday, October 8, to give the team time to prepare materials for 
discussion. Bryan noted a discussion of the workshop would be added to Friday’s agenda. 

Bryan shared that the meeting minutes from the September 1, 3, 10, and 17 CSIT meetings was distributed for 
review. Jennifer White made a motion to approve the minutes, and Chris seconded the motion. The CSIT approved 
the minutes unanimously. Larry abstained from voting on the September 17 minutes as he was not present at that 
meeting.  

Review of Chapter 2 (Street Design) revisions 
 
Bryan provided a review of the final revisions to Chapter 2 (Street Design). He noted that a markup of the Chapter was 
distributed in advance of the meeting along with the comment log for Chapter 2, ordered by section. Specific revisions 
are noted in the attached meeting materials. Questions and comments from members of the CSIT on those revisions 
are included in these minutes. Bryan noted that comments received from the CSIT on Friday, October 1 were 
incorporated as possible. 
 
Bryan noted that the section on design controls, including the difference between design and control vehicles, as well 
as target speed and design speed is now complete. Target speed will be used as the posted speed of the roadway, 
and the goal is that target speed is self-enforcing. The term design speed is a very technical engineering term, that 
governs how different elements of the roadway are designed. Table 2-1, “Street Type Target Speeds and Design 
Speeds,” has been provided to aid designers. The table was developed based on discussions with the CSIT and 
Department of Public Works (DPW) staff. The design speeds are slightly higher than target speeds for some street 
types, so that if motorists are exceeding the target speed there will still be sufficient sight distance for all road users to 
see one another. 
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Larry noted that NACTO guidance states that a proactive design sets target speed and design speed equal. He asked 
whether design speed is only applied to sight distance. Bryan replied that the traditional design elements, including 
minimum horizontal curvature, barrier (e.g. guardrail), and sight distance will be influenced by design speed. Bryan 
shared the reference from NACTO Urban Street Design Guide that Larry cross referenced, which states target 
speed=design speed=posted speed.  
 
Christiana Rigby asked why design speed and target speed are different in Table 2-1 when NACTO states that they 
should be equal. She noted there is a huge jump in fatalities between the 20-25 mph range and the 30-35 mph range. 
Higher speeds increase crash risk and injuries. Speeds should be lower. The County cannot prioritize both speed and 
safety, and the default should be safety. Chris noted that the NACTO guidelines are for urban streets, since NACTO 
stands for the National Association of City Transportation Officials. This guidance is specific to urban circumstances 
and may be more relevant to the mixed use street types, including boulevard, town center connector, and town center 
street. A higher speed for stopping sight distance could be provided as a separate column or note if that adds an 
element of safety. Bryan agreed that those three street types are intended for denser urban contexts where a lot of 
pedestrians and bicyclist activity is present. 
 
Kris Jagarapu pointed out that land use adjacent to streets is an important consideration. Neighborhood Yield Streets 
and Neighborhood Street 2 make more than 80 percent of the streets in the County, and both of those street types 
feature a target speed that equals the design speed. The County has some streets that feature a design similar to the 
Town Center Connector street type, but that land use is expected to have taller buildings. The higher design speed will 
influence sight distance, horizontal curvature, and vertical curvature, giving designers additional flexibility. Design 
speed and target speed should not be viewed in isolation. Each proposed street type features narrower lanes which 
will slow traffic. If everything is at the minimum standard, it does not give designers the flexibility to accommodate all 
road users. All the values are lower as compared to the existing Design Manual.  
 
Bryan noted that the intent is to have design elements working towards a 25 mph speed on many of the street types, 
but it will still be possible for individual drivers to exceed the design speed. Christiana Rigby noted that her specific 
concerns are Neighborhood Street 1, Town Center Connector, and Town Center Street, which should all have a 25 
mph target speed and design speed. The County should be designing for slower speeds with safety as the top priority. 

 
Larry agreed that design speed and target speed should be equal except for sight distance. He also agreed with Kris 
that most people drive appropriately on neighborhood streets, but there are issues on streets like Little Patuxent 
Parkway. He noted rural roads may be the only street type where the design speed should be higher than the target 
speed. In general, Howard County is becoming more urban in character. 
 
Jennifer stated that the proposed speeds for target speed and design speed are too high, especially in areas with 
more pedestrian activity where even 25 mph feels too fast. Several of these street types should have a target and 
design speed of 20 mph including town center streets and neighborhood streets. This is critical for pedestrian safety. 
 
Larry noted that in Section 2.1.A, language should be clarified. Phrases like “street design must consider,” or “street 
design standards permit” are vague and should be replaced with words like should or shall. The County doesn’t just 
have criteria and guidelines, it has standards. It is important to be explicit about which terms are used, and it needs to 
be consistent throughout the chapter. Bryan replied that word choice was considered throughout the section. Chris 
noted the word “requirement” could be added to the first sentence of the section, so that it reads, “requirements, 
criteria, and guidelines.” No members of the CSIT objected to the proposed revision.  
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Bryan shared that the definitions of design and control vehicles have been clarified, as shown in Table 2-2, “Street 
Type Design and Control Vehicles.” He noted that BUS-40 vehicle, representing a fire truck, will be used as a control 
vehicle used on the majority of street types. The control vehicle needs to be able to navigate the asphalt portion of the 
roadway. An SU-40 vehicle will be used as the design vehicle for most roadways, although a passenger vehicle will be 
used as the design vehicle for Neighborhood Yield Streets, Rural Development Streets, and Alleys. SU-40 includes a 
variety of vehicle types including County trash trucks and snow plows, which is why SU-40 is being used instead of 
SU-30. Larry asked whether the passenger vehicle could be used as the design vehicle for Neighborhood Street 1 and 
2, noting that larger design vehicles will lead to larger turning radii and faster speeds. Bryan replied that the number of 
average daily trips on a street impacts the design vehicle selection. Several factors were considered in selecting larger 
vehicles for higher volume streets. 
 
Bryan noted a comment was received requesting that SU-30 be used as the design vehicle instead of SU-40, however 
SU-40 was chosen based on an inventory of vehicles regularly used for County maintenance and operations. Chris 
added that Table 2-2 is based on extensive analysis including an assessing the turning radius for different vehicles to 
and from each street type.  Larry asked whether the Table considers larger vehicles that occasionally use smaller 
roadways, such as a trash truck that only comes twice a week. Bryan affirmed that it does. 
 
Kris added that County staff have had extensive conversations about the different types of vehicles that can 
accommodate different turning movements. There are also liability concerns since there are a lot of large vehicles on 
County streets that are used to provide services on a day to day basis. Jessica Bellah added that pushing for smaller 
streets may create unsafe circumstances for vulnerable users, for example, a truck operator may be forced to drive in 
a bike lane. Jeremy Mocny added that the difference between and SU-30 and SU-40 street is ten feet in total length, 
and a five foot difference in wheel base. In addition, each street has different characteristics that impact the ability of a 
vehicle to turn, such as the presence of medians, on-street bicycle facilities, and parking. 
  
Leah provided an overview of the Speed Management Section, which was previously called Traffic Calming 
Measures. The section was reorganized to include other methods to slow traffic including road diets, narrowing lanes, 
and roundabouts. Each traffic calming measure now includes a chart that includes details on the context in which a 
given traffic calming measure is appropriate. 
 
Jessica asked why the narrowest landscaped center median island option is 6 feet, when it used to be 2 feet. Kris 
replied that anything less than six feet should be hardscaped instead of landscaped, because the County cannot 
readily maintain a small median in the middle of the roadway. Jessica asked whether it would be possible to plant a 
narrower median with native plants, noting that a six foot wide impervious surface is not ideal. She observed the tree 
zone on the side of streets is six feet wide. Kris noted a six foot buffer still creates issues with roots upheaving 
sidewalks. If a tree is planted in a center median, eight feet is preferred. Jessica noted that medians are used for more 
than just separating traffic-they also influence how people perceive the roadway. Medians calm traffic and contribute 
to placemaking. Hardscaped medians do not add value. The way the draft is written requires that any median 6 feet 
wide is hardscaped. She asked that more flexibility be provided to designers.  
 
Bryan noted that buffers narrower than six feet could include a root barrier. Leah clarified that the tree buffer zone on 
the side of streets is a full six feet of pervious surface. A six foot median would have less pervious space because it 
would also include the curb. Jessica noted that a median could be planted with bushes or shrubs instead of trees. If 
maintenance is the only issue, those could be addressed in other ways. If any median between zero and six feet in 
width will be hardscaped, it would be better to not have medians that size. Kris noted that six foot medians are wide 
enough to provide pedestrians with a safety refuge. The maintenance issue is important, since the County needs to be 
able to maintain anything that is built. Even if a median is planted with native plants, weeding four times of year is a 
significant effort. Jessica acknowledged that it is important to fund maintenance obligations, but there may be other 
options like identifying groups to maintain the space such as a business district. The CSIT should be advocating for 
better streetscaping funding. 
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Chris asked whether six feet is the smallest median the County would accept. Christiana noted that is concerned with 
six foot minimum because it may preclude certain traffic calming options, including those being considered along 
Cradlerock Way. Jeremy noted that the six foot medians do not appear on any street types except at center turn lanes 
along the Boulevard street type. Generally, six foot medians do not extend for any length along the corridor. Jessica 
noted she is also concerned about retrofit situations since there are permeable medians less than six feet in width all 
over Howard County.  
 
Jeremy Mocny noted that median widths are growing across the industry. Historically medians were four feet wide, but 
the increase to six feet is to create a pedestrian refuge that can accommodate a pedestrian with a stroller, which is 
why six feet is the preferred minimum. Chris asked if smaller medians will be allowed in the Design Manual, noting that 
many existing medians are smaller than six feet. Bryan agreed that smaller medians may have to be addressed in 
retrofit situations, and additional language will be provided to clarify that medians too narrow to landscape will be 
discouraged.   
 
Leah noted that a table based on the FHWA Traffic Calming ePrimer is provided to provide guidance for each traffic 
calming feature. Photographs of local examples of each traffic calming measure have been provided where possible. 
Larry requested that a different location be used for Figure 2-15, which shows a center median crossing location. The 
Hickory Ridge Road crossing does not adequately accommodate on-road cyclists transitioning to the perpendicular 
path. Leah replied that the photograph would be updated. She noted that curb extensions were split into two sections; 
one for curb extensions at intersections and a section for curb extensions mid-block, also known as chokers. A 
diagram was added to the chicane section. Kris expressed concern with the chicane diagram, as it appears to force 
cars to move towards driveways. Leah replied that the diagram would be updated to address the issue. 
 
Bryan noted that the use of truck aprons varies significantly, and a more representative photograph will be located. 
Leah explained that the speed hump and raised crosswalk sections were consolidated. Leah noted that there are 
details provided in Volume IV for most of the traffic calming measures. Jenn Biddle noted that the detail for raised 
intersections shows diagonal ramps which is not a preferred treatment. She noted that DPW will be providing 
additional feedback on the details. Leah noted that the last part of the speed management section includes a matrix 
showing where each traffic calming measure can be used based on street type. An additional chart will be provided 
based on the functional classification of existing streets. Both matrices will be populated based on DPW feedback by 
Friday’s meeting. 
 
Bryan reviewed the revisions to design speed minimum radii, which have been updated in accordance with the Green 
Book. The Minimum Curve Length chart was updated to correlate with the new street types, since there is less 
opportunity to change curve length along existing streets during retrofit projects. Text on horizontal alignment was 
restored based on feedback from the CSIT.  

 
Kris pointed out the Monumental Entrances section to Jessica, which allows for 8 foot wide planted medians. The 
County has been using this guidance for medians at intersections.  
 
Bryan highlighted new text in the gates and bollards section, which clarifies that bollards should not be used unless 
necessary as they present a hazard to bicyclists.  
 
Bryan reviewed Section 2.4, Geometric Design of Intersections. Table 2-19, “Minimum Intersection Spacing,” 
generated multiple comments from CSIT members that noted closer intersection spacing may be appropriate, 
especially in denser mixed-use areas. To address this comment, a clause was added that a master planning process 
may be used to propose a denser intersection spacing than shown in Table 2-18. This table still references the 
functional classification system because new streets may intersect with existing streets that are categorized based on 
functional classification. A table correlating the new street types with functional classification is under development. 
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Bryan shared Table 2-20, “Minimum Curb Radius for Intersection,” will be updated to show minimum radii instead of a 
range of values. A comment was received that the turning radius for Industrial Streets should be reduced. Running a 
turning template with a WB-62 vehicle, or tractor trailer, requires a 45 foot radius. However, Industrial Streets are not a 
common street type in Howard County. The chart emphasizes that the Designer needs to look carefully at each 
location to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists, and not oversize curb radii. 
 
Bryan noted that the auxiliary lanes sentences have been updated based on comments, including addressing access 
to transit vehicles. The new language states that auxiliary lanes should not interrupt the provision of bicycle 
accommodations. Comments also requested raised crosswalks be provided at channelized turn lanes. Bryan noted 
that in many instances there will be crosswalks at channelized turn lanes, but some rural roadway locations will not 
have pedestrian or bicycle facilities, so crosswalks will not be appropriate. Guidance for the provision of a truck apron 
in conjunction with a traffic island is also provided.  
 
Bryan shared that the team is still working to refine the pedestrian recall section, and new language will be provided to 
the CSIT for review by Friday. Additional information has been provided in the midblock crossing section. A new 
graphic was provided for the centerline hardening section. Leah noted that the section on bike lane conflict zones has 
been cleaned up and clarified. There are now separate sections for minor street crossings and conflict zones. Bryan 
concluded Chapter 2 revisions by touching on staged construction section, noting that some language has been 
added to emphasize bike and pedestrian safety accommodations. The street light section will be reviewed during the 
Friday meeting due to time constraints.  

Schedule review/next steps 

Bryan reviewed the project schedule. The meeting scheduled for Friday, October 8, 2021 will cover Chapter 5 
revisions, and better aligning Chapter 5 with Chapter 2. Outstanding Chapter 2 items will also be reviewed. The 
upcoming public workshops will also be discussed. Assuming consensus is received on posting the Draft Design 
Manual, it will be posted for public review after our Friday meeting. The public comment period will continue through 
Thursday, October 28.  

Jennifer asked if there are any sections that still require additional thought and discussion as mentioned by Bruce 
earlier in the meeting. It would be useful for the public to know which sections are still being worked on. Bryan replied 
that the goal is to resolve all issues by Friday, but if anything is outstanding it can be noted as in process. Several 
issues were discussed at today’s meeting that require additional discussion and potential revisions. Chris noted that 
the CSIT will be provided with an updated version of Chapter 2 and 5 by Thursday, which will note any areas still 
under active revision. 

Chad Edmondson asked for clarification on whether a typical school bus must cross over the centerline into 
oncoming traffic when turning based on the new requirements. Bryan replied that the SU-40 vehicle turning template 
accommodates the school bus. All streets with centerlines are designed with the SU-40 vehicle as the design 
vehicle, therefore the turning radii proposed should accommodate turning movements within the origin and receiving 
lane. Chad noted that this answer should be provide in layman’s terms so the public can understand the implications 
of the turning radii. Doug Kampe noted that “school bus” is a vague term because Howard County has several 
different types of school buses operating in their fleet. Although 10 to 11-row buses make up most of the fleet, which 
are 35 feet long, there are also 12 to 13-row buses as well, although they are not being used currently. It is not 
necessary to design for a bus that large. Bryan noted that there are two common AASHTO vehicles that correlate 
with school buses; S-BUS 36 and S-BUS 40, which represent a 65-passenger and 84 passenger bus. The SU-40 
design vehicle accommodates school buses typical to Howard County. 

Bruce added that the team is also working on revisions to Chapter 2 and 5 to ensure that study language is included 
in Chapter 5 and issues relating to design are included in Chapter 2. Some content may be relocated or cross-
references provided accordingly.  
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Chris asked the group if there was any interest in starting the Friday meeting at 12:30 opposed to 1:00 to review 
materials for the public workshop. There was no objection from the group, so the start time was shifted to 12:30. 

Action Items: 

• WRA to distribute a revised draft of Chapters 2 and 5 with areas under revisions clearly noted by Thursday, 
10/7 

 

 

 

Leah Kacanda, AICP
 


