PACTS Policy Board
May 24, 2022
12:00–2:00 pm
Meeting Agenda
REVISED May 23, 2022

Remote:
Webinar link: us02web.zoom.us/j/87213849446
Phone: (312) 626-6799
Webinar ID: 872 1384 9446
Participating by phone? Use *9 to raise your hand and *6 to unmute.
Cumberland County is experiencing high COVID transmission rates. Staff have decided to hold this meeting
remote to reduce risk of transmission. All meetings are conducted in accordance with the requirements of
GPCOG Executive Committee policy, LD 1772, PL 2022 Ch. 666, and 1 MRSA Chapter 13, Subchapter 1.

1.

Welcome

This meeting is being recorded and will be made available at gpcog.org/AgendaCenter.
2.

Public Comment

5 minutes

Members of the public are welcome to provide up to three minutes of public comment on items not on
this agenda. For items on this agenda, additional opportunity for public comment will be provided after
the item's staff report.
3.

Approval of the March 24, 2022 Meeting Minutes

2 minutes

4.

Chair's Report

2 minutes

5.

Regional Transportation Advisory Committee (RTAC) Report

5 minutes

6.

Staff Report

5 minutes

7.

Connect 2045 Project Update

15 minutes

Update on Connect 2045 and an opportunity to provide input on draft objectives and actions.
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8.

Approval of Additional PACTS Funding for Portland Paving Project

May 24, 2022

10 minutes

Approve the reallocation of $46,860 in FHWA capital funding to Portland's Forest Avenue Collector
Paving Project.
9.

Allocation of the Region's ARPA Funds—Update

20 minutes

Update on the allocation of the region's ARPA funds, and discussion and a vote to establish a task
force for the purpose of reviewing the Transportation Funding Framework.
10.

Transportation Investment Strategy

20 minutes

Discussion and a vote on a transportation investment strategy for PACTS’ 2025 Allocation and beyond.
11.

Recommendations from the Complex Projects Task Force

20 minutes

Discussion and a vote to approve the recommendations from the Complex Projects Task Force.
12.

Regional Complete Streets Policy Update

15 minutes

Discussion and an opportunity to provide input on the draft Regional Complete Policy.
13.

Other Business

14.

Adjourn

Upcoming Meetings
•
•
•
•
•

GPCOG Annual Summit—May 26, 1:00 pm
PACTS Transit Task Force—June 1, 10:30 am–12:00 pm
PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory Committee—June 6, 9:00–11:00 am
Transit Together Agency Workshop—June 8, 9:00 am–1:00 pm
PACTS Executive Board—June 28, 9:00–10:30 am

Board and committee members, the public, and other stakeholders are encouraged to subscribe to the
PACTS calendar at gpcog.org/Calendar.
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If you require accommodations to review materials or participate in this meeting (such as captioning or
interpreting—at no cost to you), please contact:
(207) 774-9891
transportation@gpcog.org
Notification 72 hours prior to the meeting will help us to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to
this meeting.
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Approval of March 24, 2022 Meeting Minutes

Contact

Andrew Clark, staff

Recommended action

Approve the March 24 Policy Board meeting minutes.

Attachment

3-A—2022-03-24 PACTS Policy Board Meeting Minutes

The previous meeting of the Policy Board was held on March 24. Minutes from the meeting are
included as Attachment 3-A for review, discussion, and approval.
Recommended action: Approve the March 24 Policy Board meeting minutes.
Members of the public are welcome to provide up to three minutes of public comment on this item.
Opportunity for comment will be provided after staff's report, prior to the panel's discussion.

Attachment 3-A

PACTS Policy Board
March 24, 2022
11:00 am–1:00 pm
Meeting Minutes
Non-municipal Members

Municipal Members
Arundel

VACANT

MaineDOT

Dale Doughty

✓

Biddeford

Jim Bennett

Maine Turnpike Auth.

Erin Courtney

✓

Cape Elizabeth

Matt Sturgis, Chair

✓

Active Transp. Specialist

Kara Wooldrik

✓

Cumberland

Bill Shane

✓

Environmental Specialist

Allen Armstrong

✓

Falmouth

Hope Cahan, Vice Chair

✓

Transp. Equity Specialist Andrew Blunt

Freeport

Jake Daniele

✓

Transp. Equity Specialist Yura Yasui

Gorham

Ephrem Paraschak

RTAC

Tom Milligan

✓

North Yarmouth

Brian Sites

BSOOB Transit

Chad Heid

✓

Old Orchard Beach

Diana Asanza

✓

Casco Bay Lines

Hank Berg

✓

Portland

Keith Gray

✓

Greater Portland Metro

Greg Jordan

✓

Portland

Roberto Rodriguez

✓

NNEPRA

Patricia Quinn

✓

Raymond

Nathan White

Reg. Transp. Program

Jack DeBeradinis

✓

Saco

Patrick Fox

So. Portland Bus Serv.

Donna Tippett

✓

Scarborough

Jon Anderson

York Co. Comm. Action

Tom Reinauer

✓

South Portland

Kate Lewis

Standish

Michael Delcourt

Westbrook

Eric Dudley

Windham

Barry Tibbetts

Yarmouth

Rob Waeldner

1.

✓
Non-voting Members
✓
✓

SMPDC

Stephanie Carver

Federal Highway Admin.

Carlos Peña

Federal Transit Admin.

Leah Sirmin

Welcome

Matt Sturgis opened the meeting and welcomed the attendees.
2.

Public Comment

No public comment was received.
3.

✓

Approval of the January 27 Policy Board Meeting Minutes

Bill Shane moved to approve the January 27 meeting minutes as written; Hope Cahan seconded. All
were in favor.

✓
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Chair's Report

Matt Sturgis thanked staff and PACTS' various committees for their recent hard work in developing
today's agenda.
5.

Regional Transportation Advisory Committee Report

The Regional Transportation Advisory Committee (RTAC) last met on March 1. Items of discussion
included the PACTS Municipal Partnership Initiative (MPI) and American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA)
funding allocations. The committee also heard presentations from GPCOG's Community Transportation
Leaders, a program that empowers people of color, people with disabilities, and older adults to
participate in PACTS' decision making.
6.

Staff Report

President Biden has signed a $1.5 trillion spending bill, appropriating funding from the
2021 Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA). The region is anticipated to see increased Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) funding, through both
formula and discretionary grant opportunities.
Casco Bay Lines was awarded $3.6 million under FTA's Passenger Ferry Grant Program to support the
purchase of a replacement vessel for the Maquoit II. Also, Greater Portland Metro was awarded $1.9
million under FTA's Bus and Bus Facilities Grant Program to replace its four BREEZ shuttles. These
discretionary awards will free up regional FTA Section 5307 funding for other purposes.
The offices of Senators King and Collins notified staff of an opportunity to submit projects for
congressionally directed spending. Due to the short turnaround and significant staff resources required,
staff recommend not submitting this year, and instead using the region's upcoming long-range
transportation plan, Connect 2045, to prioritize investments for next year. However, MaineDOT is
evaluating statewide opportunities.
At the request of the Transit Marketing Task Force, staff have developed driver recruitment videos for
several of the region's transit agencies, available for viewing at vimeo.com/showcase/9299672.
Windham has recently completed North Windham Moves, a study focused on safety improvements
along Route 302 in North Windham. Preliminary designs envision improved sidewalks, reconfigured
intersections, and new connecting roads. Windham is working with MaineDOT to identify funding
sources. Additional project information is available at windhammaine.us/728/North-Windham-Moves.
Carlos Peña, FHWA's liaison to the board, has announced his retirement. Staff and the board thanked
him for his contributions.
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2023 PACTS Municipal Partnership Initiative Project Review

PACTS Municipal Partnership Initiative (MPI) allocates a total of $1.6 million—including $400,000 to
each of PACTS' subregions—to capital projects throughout the region. Within each subregion,
municipalities meet to cooperatively determine a slate of projects to advance. Each project requires a
minimum 50 percent local match. This year's proposed projects include a mix of intersection
improvements, pedestrian infrastructure, and paving projects.
Bill Shane moved to approve the projects for MPI funding as presented; Tom Milligan seconded. All
were in favor.
8.

2022 Performance Measures and 2022–2025 Transportation Improvement Program

Federal regulation requires PACTS to annually adopt safety performance targets for a variety of
measures. Per previous guidance from the Policy Board and the Transit Task Force, staff developed
safety performance targets for the board's consideration. Subject to approval, the safety performance
targets are incorporated into the region's Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).
The 2022–2025 TIP documents all projects in the region that utilize federal funding. The TIP was
released for a 10-day public comment period; no comments were received. Once approved, staff will
submit the TIP to MaineDOT to be incorporated into the Statewide TIP (STIP), at which point projects
can move forward. Staff and MaineDOT continue to work to improve project prioritization processes.
Kate Lewis asked whether more aspirational goals—for example, zero fatalities—would be appropriate.
Staff noted the Policy Board committed to developing a Vision Zero policy at its January meeting, which
will identify strategies to actively eliminate fatalities and serious injuries from the region's transportation
system. This effort will include an evaluation of implications to funding and existing PACTS policies.
Hank Berg noted Casco Bay Lines and NNEPRA are exempt from FTA's safety plan requirements, as
those agencies' safety programs are overseen by the US Coast Guard and the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA). He requested the data be presented in separate tables for each mode. He felt
Casco Bay Lines' safety targets had been developed without input from the agency. Patricia Quinn felt
the same. She noted NNEPRA is classified as "commuter rail" rather than "heavy rail".
Kate Lewis asked whether the discussion was time sensitive. Staff noted PACTS' TIP needs to be
incorporated into MaineDOT's STIP. The safety performance targets are a required element of the TIP.
Hank and Patricia recommended removing ferry and rail safety performance targets from the TIP, with
language clarifying CBL and NNEPRA's exemption.
Hope Cahan suggested future TIPs include comparison to national averages by mode. She asked
whether the upcoming Vision Zero policy would cover all modes. Staff expected that it would. Hope
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cautioned against removing key components of the transit system from the region's safety targets, and
urged staff and the agencies to continue to work together to identify any necessary data.
Jake Daniele asked what would happen if PACTS were not to meet its targets. Staff noted there is no
penalty, only a requirement to continuously monitor and report on progress. Staff also noted that
adopting a Vision Zero policy will make the region eligible for additional funding, and suggested adding
language to the TIP that PACTS is developing a Vision Zero policy.
The group agreed the process would benefit from increase coordination with and among the transit
agencies.
Bill Shane moved to approve the 2022 Safety Performance Measures, subject to separating the transit
data into separate tables by mode, changing "heavy rail" to "commuter rail" when referring to NNEPRA,
removing ferry and rail safety targets and adding language explaining their exemption, and adding
reference to the Policy's Board January decision to pursue the development of a Vision Zero Policy;
and to approve the 2022–2025 Transportation Improvement Program, subject to adding the GP Metro
BREEZ bus replacements to the errata sheet; Hope Cahan seconded. All were in favor.
9.

Allocation of the Region's ARPA Funds

Staff provided an overview of transit funding and decision making milestones. Over the past several
years, guidance from federal partners and decisions by the PACTS governing bodies have informed a
cooperative process whereby transit funding decisions are made by an expanded group of
stakeholders—RTAC and the Policy Board—and according to a data-driven set of metrics in support of
regional goals—the Transportation Funding Framework.
At its August meeting, the Policy Board voted unanimously to use the Funding Framework to allocate
the region's ARPA funds. Based on the total funding request from the ARPA applications—
approximately $7.9 million—PACTS could fund each of the above projects with its $8.1 million of ARPA
funds. However, the final CARES allocation identified a $3.8 million projected fare revenue shortfall
corresponding to approximately April to December 2023.
Two complementary strategies for the region's pandemic relief funds had emerged in the early stages
of the pandemic: ensuring the region's transit agencies had the funding they needed to continue
operating, and capitalizing on the opportunity to invest in the transit system and catalyze long-term
ridership recovery and growth. Staff presented four funding scenarios intended to support these two
strategies in various ways:
•

Option 1: Fund service and system investments.

•

Option 2: Fund projected fare revenue shortfalls, then the fund highest scoring investments
based on remaining budget.
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•

Option 3: Fund the highest scoring investments, then fund a portion of projected fare revenue
shortfalls.

•

Option 3a: Fund the highest scoring investments, then fund a portion of Casco Bay Lines' and
NNEPRA's projected fare revenue shortfalls.

At its March meeting, RTAC reviewed and discussed the proposed funding scenarios, and voted with
14 in favor and 5 opposed to support Option 3a. Among other points of discussion, the group
acknowledged the need for compromise.
Matt Sturgis asked for public comment. Christian MilNeil, RTAC member, acknowledged the need to
move more people in fewer vehicles, and felt the ARPA funds represented the best opportunity to
advance regional goals. He supported the process and RTAC's recommendation of Option 3a.
Eamonn Dundon, RTAC member, felt RTAC's recommendation of Option 3a was strong and
represented the best compromise. He noted that key transit markets have fundamentally changed, and
felt the transit system would also need to change. Matt closed the public comment period.
Bill Shane—also a member of RTAC—noted he had been leaning towards Option 1 prior to their
meeting, but agreed with Option 3a as a compromise. He felt RTAC could benefit from a deeper
understanding of transit planning and funding issues.
Kate Lewis felt there was a mismatch between PACTS' priorities and the recommendation of Option 3a.
She supported Option 1 as a means to fund forward-looking projects.
Tom Milligan supported maintaining the system to provide critical service to those who need it most,
referring to the recent presentations made by the Community Transportation Leaders.
Hope Cahan was supportive of Option 1. She felt the Community Transportation Leaders' presentations
made clear that the transit system is not meeting equity nor ridership goals.
Patricia Quinn noted the agencies have been impacted by the pandemic in different ways. She listed a
number of key initiatives NNEPRA has implemented in response to changing ridership, including
schedule changes, new ticketing machines at all stations, fare promotions, maintenance work, and
more. She supported funding the $3.9 million projected fare revenue shortfall and allocating the
remaining funding to meet needs according to risk assessments and cost-benefit analyses.
Greg Jordan felt the Policy Board's direction and decision to use the Funding Framework to allocate the
ARPA funds had been clear. He felt the process was fair and transparent, and noted the agencies had
submitted a variety of projects, including several collaborative applications. He stressed a need for the
transit system to adapt and adapt quickly. He felt many agencies could face structural funding deficits if
too little is done to rebuild ridership.
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Hank Berg noted the critical importance of the pandemic relief funds to the agencies. He noted three of
four transit agencies on RTAC voted against Option 3a. He felt the process had not been cooperative
as required by FTA. He supported funding projected fare revenue shortfalls so agencies could prepare
their budgets and resetting the process with the remaining funds.
Erin Courtney urged the group to respect prior decisions, including the Policy Board's decision to use
the ARPA funds for transformative projects and RTAC's recommendation to support Option 3a. She
noted some CARES funds have been allocated to transformative projects, including Transit Together
and the Portland-Westbrook-Gorham Rapid Transit study. She moved to approve Option 3a; Eric
Dudley seconded.
Chad Heid noted the agencies were not consulted on the funding scenarios presented to RTAC. He felt
the impacts of the projects on geographic and demographic equity were unclear. He felt the decision
required further study, including cost-benefit and return-on-investment analyses.
Tom Reinauer noted any increased Section 5307 formula funding would require a 50 percent local
match. He supported the project he submitted for ARPA funding, but said YCCAC continues to struggle
with day-to-day operations. He supported a higher percentage of funding directed to funding the
projected fare revenue shortfalls, and increased education to members of RTAC, the Policy Board, and
the public. He disagreed with generalizations suggesting certain demographic groups use certain transit
services.
Dale Doughty felt he needed additional data to understand the implications of the options.
Greg Jordan suggested the fare revenue shortfalls were a projection based on recovery and cost
inflation variables two years into the future. He felt there was a risk either way, and that Option 3a was
the best balance to mitigate long-term funding deficits. He felt the role of the transit agencies in the
process was to provide information and perspective, but noted that PACTS has moved away from a
system of governance where the transit agencies made funding decision alone and toward a system
with more stakeholder input.
Donna Tippett felt the agencies' expertise was not incorporated into the process. She supported
funding projected fare revenue shortfalls and having the transit agencies decide how to allocate the
remaining funds.
Hope Cahan was supportive of Option 3a. She felt the process had been clear and had balanced the
various ongoing transit planning initiatives. She supported the inclusion of multiple decision making
partners beyond the transit agencies, as is common elsewhere in the country. She requested staff
conduct an equity analysis to better understand the impact of transit investments.
Staff noted that while PACTS always strives for cooperation, consensus can be difficult with such a
diverse group. Staff summarized that additional information may be helpful, including an equity analysis
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based on how funding has been allocated to the agencies, and an analysis of national trends of the
impacts of system and service investments on ridership recovery. Staff estimated this additional
analysis could require up to six months to one year.
Matt Sturgis expressed his support for Option 3a and the need to invest in system infrastructure and
improvements. He recognized staff, the scoring committee, and RTAC for their roles in the process,
and believed all had provided the board with sufficient and timely information to inform the decision.
On the motion, Diana Asanza, Kate Lewis, Tom Milligan, Chad Heid, Hank Berg, Patricia Quinn, Jack
de Beradinis, Donna Tippett, and Tom Reinauer were opposed; all others were in favor. The motion
carried.
10.

Connect 2045 Project Update

This item was postponed to the upcoming Executive Board meeting. Staff briefly referenced an
upcoming call for projects, which will solicit projects from municipal and transit agency members for
inclusion in Connect 2045, the region's upcoming long-range transportation plan. Staff will seek
guidance from the Executive Board on project prioritization criteria.
11.

Other Business

There was no other business discussed.
12.

Adjourn

Bill Shane moved to adjourn; Hope Cahan seconded. With no objection, the motion carried.
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Staff Report

Contact

Chris Chop, staff

Infrastructure Webinar
GPCOG hosted a “Coffee with COG” webinar on May 12 to review the Infrastructure Investment and
jobs Act (IIJA) and discuss how communities can get the most out of this opportunity and how new
trends will impact our future infrastructure needs. The webinar was hosted by Belinda Ray with guest
speaker, Erich Zimmerman, the National Association of Regional Councils (NARC). For those that
missed it and/or those that want to relive the experience, here are the slides provided by Mr.
Zimmerman along with a link to the webinar recording.
Vision Zero
We're in the information gathering phase of our Vision Zero work. We've imported crash data from
MDOT, mapped crash locations over the past 5 years, and collected police reports to help us dig a little
deeper into some of the crashes. We're also beginning to incorporate other data into our crash maps like existing sidewalk infrastructure and speed limits - to help flesh out a fuller picture of the
circumstances on the ground where crashes occur.
During this phase, we've also done a lot of reading up on Vision Zero policies and what makes them
effective. As this article above explains, simply adopting a goal of "zero" without having a clear idea of
the steps your community needs to take to achieve the goal won't get you very far. Being aware of this
potential pitfall at the beginning of our process will help us draft and deliver a better policy for your
consideration.
We will have an outreach table at the upcoming GPCOG Annual Summit. Please stop by and chat with
us about Vision Zero!
The Annual Summit!
If you haven't been before, this is a really fun event GPCOG holds each year at St. Joseph’s College in
Standish. The last two years have been virtual, but this year we're getting back to in-person with an
outdoor event including keynote speaker Bill Nemitz. Here's the registration link.
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Connect 2045 Project Update

Contact

Rick Harbison, staff

Recommended action

Provide input on the draft objectives and actions

Attachments

7-A—Connect 2045 Vision, Goals, Objectives, Actions

The Connect 2045 project team’s two main initiatives this spring and summer are to refine the plan’s
remaining policies (objectives, actions, and performance targets) and develop a process to evaluate
projects for inclusion in the plan.
Policies
In November, the Policy Board approved the plan’s vision and goals, which describe our desired future.
(“Where do we want to be in 20 years?”) Staff are now working to develop the plan’s more detailed
objectives, actions, and performance targets needed to achieve our vision. (“How do we get there?”)
After an extensive round of stakeholder engagement, the project team reviewed draft objectives,
actions, and performance targets with the Connect 2045 Project Advisory Committee in April. We then
refined the objectives and actions based on the committee’s feedback. To solicit feedback from a wider
audience, we are hosting a public workshop on May 19 and launching an online survey from May 19 to
June 19. Additionally, we welcome input from Policy Board members. The plan's draft vision, goals,
objectives, and actions are included as Attachment 7-A.
Projects
Staff announced a Call for Projects on April 12. Federal regulations require that long-range
transportation plans include a financial plan with a list of regionally significant projects
within our anticipated financial means. Additionally, the plan will likely have a list of "illustrative" projects
to prepare our region to take advantage of discretionary grant opportunities, particularly those
found in the 2021 Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA)—also known as the
Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL). More information about the Call for Projects can be found at
connect2045.org/pages/call-for-projects
The application form is aligned with Connect 2045’s six major goals, as well as state and federal policy
directives. This is considered a best practice among MPOs and a way to ensure a strong connection
between the vision and goals of the plan and funded projects.
While project sponsors are preparing applications (submissions are due June 17), staff are coordinating
with the Regional Transportation Advisory Committee (RTAC) to develop an evaluation criteria and
process for prioritizing which projects get included in the plan.
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Staff reviewed a draft evaluation criteria with the RTAC at their meeting in May. We are currently
refining the criteria based on the feedback received. We will review the revised evaluation criteria with
the RTAC at their next meeting in June.
Recommended action: Provide input on the plan’s draft objectives and actions.
Members of the public are welcome to provide up to three minutes of public comment on this item.
Opportunity for comment will be provided after staff's report, prior to the panel's discussion.

Attachment 7-A

Vision
All people have access to transportation choices that are
safe, reliable, and environmentally responsible. The
transportation system optimizes existing infrastructure,
reduces harm to the environment, and supports great
places and a thriving economy.

Provide Equitable Access
Our mainland and island transportation system allows all people to reach the
places they want to go with dignity and comfort. Regardless of form of travel,
purpose, or destination, trips are made affordably, conveniently, and reliably.

HOW do we achieve our goal?
MAKE IT AFFORDABLE

PLAN FOR EVERYONE

ACTION 1 Explore equitable transit pricing
Explore the feasibility of subsidies to offer
discounted or free passes for certain public
transportation routes and services.

ACTION 4 Prioritize underserved communities
Prioritize traditionally underserved communities
in planning and investments. (These communities
are identified in the PACTS Civil Rights Plan).

REMOVE BARRIERS

ACTION 5 Engage meaningfully
Develop thoughtful and effective public
involvement strategies for more people to easily
and conveniently contribute diverse
perspectives to transportation plans, projects,
and policies.

ACTION 2 Expand Universal Design
Continue implementation of Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) and All Ages and Abilities
(AAA) infrastructure and operations.
ACTION 3 Equitably maintain the network
Provide better routine and seasonal
maintenance (snow clearing, street sweeping,
re-striping, spot improvements) to the active
transportation network so that sidewalks, curb
ramps, transit stops, crosswalks, and bike
facilities are visible and accessible year-round.

ACTION 6 Cultivate leaders
Continue to organize the Community
Transportation Leaders program and designate
membership in PACTS committees to members of
vulnerable community groups.
ACTION 7 Evaluate impacts
Conduct social impact assessments of
PACTS plans, policies, and investments.

Support Great Places
Our transportation system is coordinated with land use to support and
connect vibrant and healthy places where people live, work, visit, and play.

HOW do we achieve our goal?
FOSTER COMPACT DEVELOPMENT

DESIGN STREETS FOR EVERYONE

ACTION 1 Create complete communities
Target transportation investments to the
region's priority centers and corridors to support
walkable, bike-able, transit-oriented places and
safe connections in between.

ACTION 5 Make streets complete
Implement the regional Complete Streets policy
to guide projects and investments and publish a
companion planning and design manual.

ACTION 2 Zone for housing choice
Support cities and towns with technical
assistance to encourage multi-family and
affordable housing in the region's
priority centers.
ACTION 3 Manage development projects
for success
Provide integrated place-based planning to help
emerging large developments be the best they
can be with a focus on managing traffic and
parking, transportation choice, resilience,
broadband, and climate.
ACTION 4 Explore parking reform
Encourage more equitable, efficient, and
sustainable management of parking supply.

ACTION 6 Fund demonstration projects
Encourage experimentation and innovation by
investing in low-cost demonstration projects
prior to design and engineering.

Improve Safety
Our transportation system prioritizes real and perceived safety and has
eliminated all transportation fatalities and severe injuries.

HOW do we achieve our goal?
SET AMBITIOUS TARGETS

CALM TRAFFIC

ACTION 1 Move towards zero
PACTS is currently exploring the adoption of a
Vision Zero policy (a strategy to eliminate all
traffic fatalities and severe injuries, while
increasing safe, healthy, equitable mobility for
all).

ACTION 4 Improve roadway and
intersection design
Redesign roadways and intersections to calm
traffic, and provide safe access for all users.
Improvements such as road diets, narrowing lane
widths, crossing islands, raised crossings,
reducing curb radii, speed limit reductions, and
leading pedestrian intervals at intersections can
improve safety for all users, especially
vulnerable users such as pedestrians and
cyclists.

UNDERSTAND THE PROBLEM
ACTION 2 Monitor/analyze the data
Routinely monitor and analyze safety and
security data by mode, severity, location, and
other factors to identify causes, trends, and
priorities, as well as to track progress.
ACTION 3 Traffic Incident Management
Continue convening traffic incident
management (TIM) group as a forum for
information sharing and emergency response
and preparedness.

ACTION 5 Bring awareness to the issue
Support education and enforcement programs
that promote roadway user safety.

Expand Choices
Our transportation system offers a range of convenient options for moving
people and freight. An integrated and connected system enables a shift
toward more sustainable forms of travel.

HOW do we achieve our goal?
MORE (AND BETTER)
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

CONNECT THE BICYCLE AND
PEDESTRIAN NETWORK

ACTION 1 Make transit easier
Continue to implement the "Make Transit Easier"
recommendations of Transit Tomorrow--to
improve the transit experience with innovative
customer service technology, better first/last
mile connections, and enhanced door-to-door
options.

ACTION 4 Connect gaps in local walking
and biking networks
Construct context-appropriate on and off-
street active transportation facilities (sidewalks,
bike lanes, trails) and pursue public access
agreements to fill bicycle and pedestrian
network gaps.

ACTION 2 Create a coordinated transit
system
Upon its completion, implement the
recommendations of Transit Together to create
a more seamless, integrated, and efficient
public transit system.

ACTION 5 Support regional multi-use paths
Encourage the development of multi-use paths
for mobility, recreation, and tourism and support
rail-to-trail or rail-with-trail opportunities
pending the recommendations of the Rail Use
Advisory Councils.

ACTION 3 Invest in rapid transit
Upon the selection of a preferred alternative,
secure funding and begin preliminary design and
NEPA on the Gorham-Westbrook-Portland rapid
transit corridor. Begin planning phases of
additional corridors identified in Transit
Tomorrow to address congestion through
alternatives to roadway capacity.

INCREASE FREIGHT EFFICIENCY
ACTION 6 Identify freight opportunities
Work collaboratively with MaineDOT, MTA and
the Port Authority to identify areas of
opportunities to exchange information on
projects that will positively impact the
movement of freight in the region.

Protect the Environment
Our transportation system minimizes its harmful impacts on the natural
environment and has sufficiently reduced emissions. Current and future
generations enjoy healthy communities and move throughout the region
without further damaging habitat or contributing to climate change.

HOW do we achieve our goal?
REDUCE EMISSIONS

BUILD RESILIENCE

ACTION 1 Reduce car-dependence
Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and
encourage a shift towards more sustainable
modes by implementing Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) strategies.

ACTION 4 Evaluate vulnerability
Complete a region wide vulnerability
assessment to identify infrastructure,
populations, and habitat most susceptible to
the impacts of climate related events such as
extreme weather events, higher temperatures,
storm surge and sea level rise.

ACTION 2 Accelerate transition to
electric vehicles
Accelerate the transition to electric, hybrid,
and alternative-fuel vehicles including public
transportation, school buses, and ferries.
MINIMIZE POLLUTION
ACTION 3 Minimize stormwater runoff
Incorporate natural elements and low impact
development techniques into PACTS projects to
protect air and water quality.

ACTION 5 Coordinate key stakeholders
Enhance coordination and engagement with
local conservation organizations and
environmental stakeholders.
PROTECT HABITAT
ACTION 6 Minimize habitat fragmentation
and degradation
Minimize habitat fragmentation by incorporating
best management practices such as natural
buffers, stream smart crossings, and wildlife
underpasses/overpasses into PACTS projects.

Optimize Infrastructure
Our transportation system efficiently accommodates a growing region with
existing infrastructure. Investments make the most of our financial resources to
maintain critical infrastructure and services, while introducing new technologies
and innovations to most efficiently and cleanly move people and goods

HOW do we achieve our goal?
MAINTAIN THE ASSETS

INNOVATE THE SYSTEM

ACTION 1 Fix-it-First
Adopt a Fix-it-First Approach that incorporates
Complete Streets and prioritizes maintaining
roads over expanding them

ACTION 4 Enhance data collection/sharing
Provide continuous and strategic data
collection and sharing for all modes to inform
more effective investment prioritization.

USE ASSETS EFFICIENTLY
ACTION 2 Move freight efficiently
Support rail and port infrastructure capacity
improvements to enable a shift toward greater
use of freight rail. Encourage transition to
smaller and zero-emissions vehicles for local
pick-ups and deliveries.
ACTION 3 Reduce congestion
Use the congestion management plan to
decrease mode share of single occupancy
vehicle trips. Focus on intersections as the major
emphasis area for congestion and safety
management for all modes.

ACTION 5 Invest in Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS)
Expand deployment of intelligent transportation
systems, such as coordinated and/or adaptive
signals and signals with transit priority,
throughout the region.
EXPEDITE PROJECTS
ACTION 6 Shorten project delivery
Complete all preliminary design reports (PDRs)
within two years of signing three-party
agreements. Proactively discuss pending
projects with project sponsors and MaineDOT.

PACTS Policy Board Meeting Agenda

8.

May 24, 2022

Approval of Additional PACTS Funding for Portland Paving Project

Contact

Elizabeth Roberts, staff

Recommended actions

•

Approve the reallocation of $46,860 in FHWA capital funding, to be matched
with local funds according to PACTS Policy, to the Portland Forest Avenue
paving project (WIN 24997) pending the approval of a TIP amendment to
withdraw the South Portland project (WIN 18665) and to transfer funds to the
Forest Avenue project.

•

Approve the TIP amendment to withdraw the South Portland Route 77 project
(WIN 18665) and transfer $46,860 to the Portland Forest Avenue project (WIN
24997) pending no significant public comment.

Attachments

8-A—City of Portland Request for Additional Funding
8-B—PACTS Holding WIN Balance
8-C—City of South Portland request to withdraw WIN 18665

Agenda Item 11 includes the PACTS Complex Projects Task Force Recommendations. One of the
recommendations from the Task Force was to maintain that municipalities may request up to 20% of
construction funding. Another recommendation requires that any additional funds given to a project are
matched locally 50%. Previously, additional funds were required to be matched 25% locally.
The City of Portland’s Main Street paving project has a funding deficit based on the bids the City has
received. The available construction funds for Portland’s Forest Avenue project are $234,300 and the
low construction bid is $327,200.80. The City of Portland is requesting an additional $46,860, which is
20% of the available construction funding for their project. The City has the match funds available for
this request to match 50%, as well as the funds to cover the remaining costs. A letter from the City of
Portland and a spreadsheet on the PACTS Holding WIN balance are attached.
As can be seen from the PACTS Holding WIN spreadsheet, there are insufficient funds in the Holding
WIN to meet this request. However, the City of South Portland has recently rejected the latest
construction bids for their project – Route 77 signals, WIN 18665. South Portland has decided to
withdraw their project as indicated in Attachment C which comes with the responsibility of repaying the
engineering costs of $160,691.16 With an approved TIP amendment, the South Portland project can be
removed from the TIP, the requested funds could be moved to the Portland Forest Avenue paving
project and the remaining funds would then move to the Holding WIN ($65,900 in State funds and
$405,540 in Federal funds).
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Recommended actions:
•

Approve the reallocation of $46,860 Federal Highway Administration capital funding, to
be matched with local funds according to PACTS Policy, to the Portland Forest Avenue
paving project (WIN 24997) pending the approval of a TIP amendment to withdraw the
South Portland project (WIN 18665) and to transfer funds to the Forest Avenue project.

•

Approve the TIP amendment to withdraw the South Portland Route 77 project (WIN
18665) and transfer $46,860 to the Portland Forest Avenue project (WIN 24997) pending
no significant public comment.

Members of the public are welcome to provide up to three minutes of public comment on this item.
Opportunity for comment will be provided after staff's report, prior to the panel's discussion.

Attachment 8-A
Public Works Department

May 13, 2022
Elizabeth Roberts, P.E.
Transportation Engineer, PACTS
970 Baxter Boulevard
Portland, Maine 04103
RE: Additional Funding Request for WIN 24997.00 – Proposed Improvements to Forest Avenue – Congress
St to Park Ave
Dear Elizabeth,
As you are aware, construction costs have risen sharply due to inflation and other factors. The current
construction bid we received for work on Forest Avenue is 40% higher than the estimated cost in the
agreement.
The City is looking into different local funding sources to close this gap, however we may not have enough
to cover the full overage.
The request to Executive Committee is to seek an additional 20% in construction funds to help address the
cost differential. The current construction bid price is $327,300.80; it was originally estimated as $234,300.
Providing that this request is approved, total construction funding available from PACTS will be $222,585,
leaving a gap of $104,715.80. As such, Portland still intends to seek other options within their local funding
sources to meet the gap. These fall into the following categories:
Based on these funding options, Portland anticipates the following funding package:
Current Available PACTS Construction Funds:
Additional Holding WIN Funding Request:
Additional Local Construction Funds:
Additional Local PE/CE Funds:

$175,725.00
$46,860.00
$104,715.80
$23,174.00

TOTAL:

$350,474.80

Providing that the 20% addition in construction funds are approved by the Executive Committee, it is the
opinion of DPW that funding options exist and can be secured to cover the overall funding need for this
project.
If you would like to discuss this matter further, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
Lauren Andersen, P.E.
Senior Engineer
Enclosure –
Original 3-Party Agreement
Copy:

Keith Gray, DPW
Jeremiah Bartlett, DPW
LaRay Hamilton, MaineDOT
Ryan Hodgman, MaineDOT

212 Canco Road, Ste B • Portland, ME 04103 • 207-874-8801
www.portlandmaine.gov

Attachment 8-B
013103.00 - PACTS, Unprogrammed Allocation
Balance in Holding WIN as of 05/17/2022
Description
STP - Flexible
APPRO 9095 STATE 57395000
PRIVATE FUNDS
Totals

PE

$

ROW

-

$

Estimated Project Cost
CON
$
24,017.56
$
64,924.38
$
$
88,941.94 $

Fund Source
CE

-

Project Total
$
24,017.56
$
64,924.38
$
$
88,941.94

-

Project Total
$
$
$
-

-

Project Total
$
$
$
-

$
$
$
$

Federal
24,017.56
24,017.56

Local1

State
$
$
$
$

64,924.38
64,924.38

$
$
$
$

-

$
$
$
$

Total
24,017.56
64,924.38
88,941.94

Pending Transfers out of Holding WIN
Description

Total Pending Transfers out of Holding WIN

PE

$

Estimated Project Cost
CON

ROW

-

$

-

$

-

Fund Source
CE

$

Federal

$

Local1

State

-

$

-

$

Total

-

$
$
$

-

Pending Transfers into the Holding WIN
Description

PE
$

Total Pending Transfers into Holding WIN

$

Estimated Project Cost
CON

ROW

-

$

Fund Source
CE

-

$

Total Changes to Holding WIN

-

$

Federal
$
$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

Federal
$

Pending Transfers
Remaining Holding WIN Balances
Minimum Reserve

$
$
$

$
24,017.56 $
(240,000.00) $

Holding WIN Balances Available

$

(215,982.44) $

Local funds are shown only to reflect total project amounts. The Holding WIN does not contain any Local Funding.

24,017.56

$

64,924.38

-

$
$
$

-

-

$

-

Local1

State

Balance in Holding WIN as of 05/17/2022

Total

$
$

Remaining Holding WIN Balances
Description

1

Local1

State

$

Total
-

$

88,941.94

64,924.38 $
(60,000.00) $

-

$
$
$

88,941.94
(300,000.00)

4,924.38 $

-

$

(211,058.06)

Attachment 8-C
Elizabeth Roberts
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Gove,Justin <jgove@southportland.org>
Tuesday, May 17, 2022 8:50 AM
Elizabeth Roberts
Christopher Chop
RE: EXTERNAL: PACTS Route 77 signal project

Elizabeth,
Please consider this email confirmation that the City of South Portland wishes to cancel the WIN 18665 due to the high
bids; significant increase to the local matching obligation; and our understanding that MDOT will not be able to rebid the
project a third time.
Regards,
Justin Gove, P.E.
Engineer
City of South Portland
207-347-4126
jgove@southportland.org
From: Elizabeth Roberts <eroberts@gpcog.org>
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2022 3:17 PM
To: Gove,Justin <jgove@southportland.org>
Cc: Christopher Chop <cchop@gpcog.org>
Subject: EXTERNAL: PACTS Route 77 signal project

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Portland Mail System. Do not click links or
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Justin,
Based on our discussion, you mentioned that the City will not pursue the construction of the Route 77 project, WIN
18665. In order to make these funds available for other projects, we ask that you send an email or a letter that states
the City’s plans to cancel the project.
Please be aware that cancelling the project would mean that the City would be responsible for the engineering costs to
date, which are $160,691.16.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
Regards,
Elizabeth Roberts, P.E.
Transportation Engineer
Greater Portland Council of Governments
Mobile: (207) 233-7041
Web: www.gpcog.org
970 Baxter Blvd. Suite 201
Portland, ME 04103
1

Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast, a leader in email
security and cyber resilience. Mimecast integrates email defenses with brand protection, security awareness training, web security,
compliance and other essential capabilities. Mimecast helps protect large and small organizations from malicious activity, human
error and technology failure; and to lead the movement toward building a more resilient world. To find out more, visit our website.

NOTICE: Under Maine’s Freedom of Access (“Right-to-Know”) law, documents - including e-mail - in the possession of
public officials about City business are classified as public records. This means if anyone asks to see it, we are required to
provide it. There are very few exceptions. We welcome citizen comments and want to hear from our residents, but
please keep in mind that what you write in an e-mail is not private and could show up in the local newspaper.
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May 24, 2022

Allocation of the Region's ARPA Funds—Update

Contact

Chris Chop and Kristina Egan, staff

Recommended action

Authorize the chair to establish and appoint members to a task force for the
purpose of articulating and vetting specific changes to the Transportation Funding
Framework as proposed by transit agencies and other regional partners.

Attachments

9-A—2022-05-13 ARPA Funding Distribution Letter
9-B—2022-05-26 PACTS ARPA Split Letter (draft)

At its March 24 meeting, the Policy Board approved a funding scenario—referred to as "Option 3a",
shown in Table 9-1—for the region's American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds. This scenario funds the
highest scoring projects and directs approximately $1 million to Casco Bay Lines and NNEPRA
operations and maintenance needs. On March 31, staff distributed a split letter—a letter documenting
to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) how regional funding will be split among the region's transit
agencies—to the region's designated recipients for signature. To date, the split letter has only been
signed by Greater Portland Metro, with MaineDOT stating a preference to sign last.
Table 9-1
Items Approved for ARPA Funding
Option 3a
Fund highest scoring projects; fund
CBL and NNEPRA operations.
•

Prioritizes highest scoring
projects.

•

Project #1 and Project #7 are
separated by 7 points. Another 7
points separates Project #7 and
Project #8.

•

•

Project

Cost

Transit Signal Priority

$500,000

1

Service Redesign Routes 1 & 111 Biddeford

$600,000

2

$2,868,704

3

$882,324

4

$1,128,018

5

$380,000

6

$750,000

7

$250,000

8

$65,000

9

Onsite Battery Storage

$500,000

10

Operations—Casco Bay Lines

$179,596

Operations—NNEPRA

$855,244

Comprehensive Service Improvements
Southern Maine Connector Service Expansion
Promotional Half Price Fare Initiative

Regional Multi-modal Passenger Info. System
Advances Transit Tomorrow goals
Bus Stop Improvements
and priorities.
Directs approximately $1,000,000 MMC Scarborough Transit Infrastructure
to Casco Bay Lines and NNEPRA
operations. Although the region is
expected to receive an additional
$5 million annually in its Section
5307 apportionment, CBL and
NNEPRA are ineligible to use this
funding for operations.

Rank

Enhanced Customer Information

Balance

$0

Total ARPA Apportionment

$8,143,886
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On April 7–8, several designated recipients expressed to staff that they had outstanding questions and
concerns about the split letter. On April 22, the PACTS chair requested any concerns be provided to
staff in writing. On May 13, staff received a letter from BSOOB Transit, Casco Bay Lines, NNEPRA,
and South Portland Bus Service outlining technical changes to the split letter and proposing a path
forward.
The letter—included as Attachment 9-A—requests that funding for three joint projects be divided by
agency. While this is a deviation from how our region has traditionally developed and executed split
agreements for joint projects, most of these changes are easily addressed.
•

Promotional Half Price Fare Initiative
Staff will restate the project funding to specify the following:
-

•

Biddeford-Saco-Old Orchard Beach Transit: $90,000
Casco Bay Lines: $468,432
Greater Portland Metro: $494,586
South Portland Bus Service: $75,000

Regional Multi-modal Passenger Information System
Staff have requested a breakdown of project costs by agency and will incorporate that
information into the split letter once provided.

•

Bus Stop Improvements
In advance of the March Policy Board meeting, Greater Portland Metro—the original applicant
for the Bus Stop Improvements project—agreed to direct this funding to the ongoing Transit
Stop Access Project. As this project is already underway and Metro has been the sole grant
recipient to date, staff do not recommend dividing this funding by agency at this time. Per the
existing project memorandum of understanding, construction funding will be divided as follows:
-

Biddeford-Saco-Old Orchard Beach Transit: 10 percent
Greater Portland Metro: 70 percent
South Portland Bus Service: 20 percent

The agencies suggested removing this sentence from the split letter: “these figures have been
developed through a comprehensive and collaborative process.” Staff recommend maintaining this
clause for several reasons: 1) the suggested accommodations outlined in this staff report (above and
below) reflect a continued willingness to listen, collaborate, and improve our processes; 2) the
extensive 18-month processes that culminated in the unanimous approval of the funding framework,
which guided the ARPA decision-making process; 3) the unanimous agreement to the ARPA funding
process, itself; and 4) the language is consistent with prior split letters.
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The letter requests the funding allocated to Casco Bay Lines and NNEPRA characterized as “Maintain
Service” be characterized instead as "Operations and Maintenance". Staff recommend accommodating
this request.
A proposed draft split letter is included as Attachment 9-B.
The letter from the four agencies also requests a review of the Transportation Funding Framework and
the four agencies suggested eight overarching topics (several of which include sub-topics). When the
funding framework was adopted, there was acknowledgement that the Funding Framework is "subject
to regular review and updating". In response to the letter from the four agencies, staff recommend
accelerating this review.
Given the considerable amount of time that is likely required to address the eight topics in a thoughtful
and productive fashion, staff recommend the formation of a new task force. Staff anticipate that this
task force will review the framework and make recommendations, similar to the process recently
completed by the Complex Project Task Force. The formation of the task force will provide the transit
agencies and other regional partners opportunities to present their diverse perspectives and specific
proposed changes to the PACTS Funding Framework. Staff anticipate that the discussions can begin in
summer 2022, likely transpiring over 4-5 sessions.
Staff’s role is to execute those decisions made by the PACTS Governing Body. Given the Policy
Board’s March 24 decision on ARPA funding and the accommodations suggested herein, staff are
hopeful that all of the region's designated recipients will sign the split letter, affording our region the
opportunity to invest $8.1 million in our regional transit system, bringing broad benefits to our residents
and visitors. Staff will update the Policy Board on the split letter developments as they transpire.
Recommended action: Authorize the chair to establish and appoint members to a task force for
the purpose of articulating and vetting specific changes to the Transportation Funding
Framework as proposed by transit agencies and other regional partners.
Members of the public are welcome to provide up to three minutes of public comment on this item.
Opportunity for comment will be provided after staff's report, prior to the panel's discussion.

Attachment 9-A

May 13, 2022
Kristina Egan
Executive Director, Greater Portland Council of Governments
Sandy Carder
Executive Committee Chair, Greater Portland Council of Governments
Matt Sturgis
Policy Committee Chair, Portland Area Comprehensive Transportation System
970 Baxter Boulevard
Suite 201
Portland, ME 04103

Ms. Egan, Mr. Sturgis and Ms. Carder:
On behalf of Biddeford Saco Old Orchard Beach Transit (BSOOB), the Casco Bay Island Transit District
(CBITD), the City of South Portland Bus Service (SPBS), and the Northern New England Passenger Rail
Authority (NNEPRA), we are reaching out to propose a path forward as it relates to the 2022 American
Recovery Plan Act (ARPA) funding distribution for transit services in our region.
While the Split Letter portion of the Funding Framework process was described in a recent “open letter”
from the Greater Portland Council of Governments (GPCOG) as “standard” and a “formality”, we take
issue with this description. The Split Letter is a federal document that requires signature in exchange for
entrusting recipients with taxpayer dollars. As is the case for any such contract, the Split Letter has realworld obligations for those agencies who sign it. We have never taken the act of signing these
documents lightly and have no intention of doing so now.
It should be stated again that we are not refraining from signing the Split Letter with the goal or
intention of redirecting the funding allocation that was approved by the Policy Board. Our primary
concern with the ARPA Split Letter circulated on March 31 is that it contains a number of issues and
questions which must be resolved, and which highlight the necessity of revisiting the Funding
Framework:
The Split Letter allocates all Promotional Half-Fare Initiative funding to METRO with a descriptor
stating, “In partnership with BSOOB Transit, CBITD, and SPBS”.
o The funding allocations for this project are not presented accurately in the Split Letter. The
promotional fare program application defined specified funding amounts for each of the
four participating agencies. The Split Letter directs all funding to METRO. Funds should be
clearly divided in the Split Letter by agency.
The Split Letter allocates all Bus Stop Improvements funding to METRO with a descriptor stating, “In
support of the Transit Stop Access Project”.
o The application for the Bus Shelter improvements submitted and scored was for METRO
shelters only.

o
o

o

The ARPA project summary presented to the Policy Board for vote has a footnote reflecting
a “staff recommendation to re-direct funding to the Transit Stop Access Program”.
BSOOB and SPBS noted conversations which occurred between the application scoring and
the presentation to the Policy Board in which a 70%/15%/15% distribution of funds was
proposed for shelter improvements among METRO, BSOOB, and SPBS.
The funding allocations for this project are not presented accurately in the Split Letter.
Funds should be clearly divided in the Split Letter by agency.

The Split Letter allocates all Regional Multi-modal Passenger Information System funding to South
Portland Bus with a descriptor stating, “In partnership with BSOOB Transit, CBITD and YCCAC”.
o The application defined a distribution of funds and deliverables among agencies.
o The funding allocations for this project are not presented accurately in the Split Letter.
Funds should be clearly divided in the Split Letter by agency.
The Split Letter describes the funding allocation to NNEPRA and CBITD as “Maintain Service”.
o The description for NNEPRA and CBITD funding should be changed to “Operations and
Maintenance”.
The Split Letter cover letter concludes with the following phrase: “These figures have been
developed through a comprehensive and collaborative process”.
o The allocation provided to BSOOB, CBITD, NNEPRA, and SPBS was arbitrarily developed by
PACTS staff without collaboration with the agencies.
o The Policy Board voted 11-9 to approve the proposed allocation.
o Six of seven transit agencies voted not to approve the proposed allocation.
o This statement cannot be attested to until outstanding questions and issues are resolved.
The Funding Framework is a dynamic process, subject to regular review and updating. Given that the
Framework was used for the first time for the allocation of ARPA funds, resulting in the above technical
issues, a review to discuss best practices and to make recommendations for updates is prudent.
Opportunities exist to refine and update the process to assure that available resources are optimized,
and that public benefit is maximized. Review topics should include:
Allocation process for Emergency Funds
Verification of agency funding requests
Framework review process:
Application requirements
Evaluation criteria
Selection process and participants
Modal equity
Voting criteria
Majority rules
Project modification process
Project monitoring and reporting
Project outcomes, deliverables, and timeline
Grant requirements and project accountability
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Definition of terms
RTAC and Policy Board membership, roles, and responsibilities
A review of the Funding Framework will streamline and inform the decision-making process going
forward. Updates would help to avoid inconsistencies and omissions which impact subsequent steps in
the funding allocation process, and ultimately program delivery.
Overall, it is concerning and questionable that PACTS staff and officers have resisted agency requests to
publicly meet to address/resolve issues needed to allow the process to move forward. It has been more
than five weeks since our initial request for a meeting with three standing PACTS meetings occurring
within that time period. The mischaracterization of the transit providers during this time by
GPCOG/PACTS and the questioning of agency commitments to customers, the community, and a public
process continue to compromise the role of GPCOG/PACTS as an impartial regional facilitator. The intent
of our meeting request was for an opportunity for continued collaboration in support of improving
transit in the region for our passengers.
Again, we are not refraining from signing the Split Letter to redirect any of the funding allocation that
was voted on. Our hope remains that we can reach a resolution on the technical issues outlined above in
the Split Letter, as well as revisit the Funding Framework collaboratively to prevent similar issues from
ever reaching future Split Letters, and to avoid delay. Only when both are resolved will we feel it
appropriate to sign and obligate our agencies to the serious commitments outlined in the Split Letter.
Please note that page 22 of the Funding Framework documentation states: “It is anticipated that the
framework will be subject to regular review and updating”. As such, we believe it is permissible within
the adopted policy to request that a review of the Funding Framework be added to the agenda of the
next PACTS Policy Board meeting.
We ask that immediate attention be given to this request to facilitate distribution of ARPA funding as
soon as possible.
Thank you,

___________________________
Chad Heid
Executive Director, Biddeford Saco Old Orchard
Beach Transit

___________________________
Hank Berg
General Manager, Casco Bay Island Transit District

___________________________
Donna Tippett
Director, City of South Portland Bus Service

___________________________
Patricia Quinn
Executive Director, Northern New England Passenger
Rail Association
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Attachment 9-B

DRAFT
May 26, 2022
Peter Butler, FTA Regional Administrator
Volpe Center
55 Broadway
Cambridge, MA 02142
Re:

Portland, Maine Urbanized Area American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) Funding Split

Dear Mr. Butler:
This letter documents the split of American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funding for the Portland, Maine
urbanized area among the following transit agencies:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Biddeford-Saco-Old Orchard Beach Transit
Casco Bay Island Transit District
Greater Portland Transit District
Maine Department of Transportation
Northern New England Passenger Rail Authority
South Portland Bus Service

These figures have been developed through a comprehensive and collaborative process, and were
approved by the PACTS Policy Board on March 24, 2022.

Portland, Maine Urbanized Area American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) Funding Split

May 26, 2022

Table 1: ARPA Funding Split
Project by Transit Agency

Amount

Biddeford-Saco-Old Orchard Beach Transit
Promotional Half-Price Fare Initiative

$90,000

Service Redesign, Routes 1 and 111, Biddeford

$600,000

Biddeford-Saco-Old Orchard Beach Transit Subtotal

$690,000

Casco Bay Island Transit District
Promotional Half-Price Fare Initiative

$468,432

Operations and Maintenance

$179,596

Casco Bay Island Transit District Subtotal

$648,028

Greater Portland Transit District
Comprehensive Service Improvements

$2,868,704

Promotional Half-Price Fare Initiative

$494,586

Bus Stop Improvements
In support of the Transit Stop Access Project

$750,000

Transit Signal Priority
In partnership with the City of Portland

$500,000

Greater Portland Transit District Subtotal

$4,613,290

Maine Department of Transportation
YCCAC—Southern Maine Connector Service Expansion

$882,324

Maine Department of Transportation Subtotal

$882,324

Northern New England Passenger Rail Authority
Operations and Maintenance

$855,244

Northern New England Passenger Rail Authority Subtotal

$855,244

South Portland Bus Service
Promotional Half-Price Fare Initiative
Regional Multi-modal Passenger Information System
In partnership with BSOOB Transit, CBITD, and YCCAC
South Portland Bus Service Subtotal
Total ARPA Funding

$75,000
$380,000 a
$455,000
$8,143,886

a

Staff have requested a breakdown of project costs by agency and will incorporate that
information into this table once provided.
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The agencies agree that this split is binding and in force for the specified amount of funds apportioned
in the American Rescue Plan Act. Each agency is responsible for grant filing, reporting, and matching
requirements.
Biddeford-Saco-Old Orchard Beach Transit

Casco Bay Islands Transit District

Signed:

Signed:

Printed:

Printed:

Date:

Date:
Greater Portland Transit District

Maine Department of Transportation

Signed:

Signed:

Printed:

Printed:

Date:

Date:

Northern New England Passenger Rail Auth.

South Portland Bus Service

Signed:

Signed:

Printed:

Printed:

Date:

Date:
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May 24, 2022

Transportation Investment Strategy

Contact

Aubrey Miller and Chris Chop, staff

Recommended action

•

Endorse an investment strategy for PACTS' 2025 annual allocation, directing
staff to develop a list of applicable projects for consideration at the July 2022
Policy Board meeting.

•

Direct staff to develop shortlist of recommended projects for federal funding
considerations, acknowledging that Connect 2045, when approved, will be the
vehicle for guiding investment strategies and prioritizing projects.

Attachments

None.

Part A: PACTS 2025 Allocation
Each year the Portland Area Comprehensive Transportation System (PACTS) receives an allocation of
state and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) capital improvement funding through the Maine
Department of Transportation (MaineDOT). This funding is referred to as PACTS’ MPO (Metropolitan
Planning Organization) Allocation. For the last 10+ years, PACTS has received $4,121,609 in FHWA
funding and $1,640,201 in state funding. PACTS uses 40% of the FHWA funding—$1,648,644—for the
Collector Paving Program and 60% of the FHWA funding--$2,472,965—for the Complex Projects
Program. PACTS uses the state funding for the PACTS Municipal Partnership Initiative (MPI). The
funding breakdown is shown below (Table 10-1 and Figure 10-1) for reference as we prepare for our
CY25 funding discussions.
Table 10-1
PACTS Annual Allocation of Capital Improvement Funding
Federal (FHWA) Funding Allocation
Collector Paving Program

40%

$1,648,644

Complex Projects

60%

$2,472,965

Subtotal

$4,121,609

State Funding Allocation
PACTS Municipal Partnership Initiative (MPI)

$1,640,201

Subtotal

$1,640,201

Total

$5,761,810
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Figure 10-1
CY24 Allocation: Funding Distribution

Collector Paving Program
For the purposes of the Collector Paving Program, the PACTS region is divided into three subregions:
North, Central, and South. Beginning in 2021, road segments are selected for paving by subregion,
according to the schedule shown in Table 10-2 below.
Table 10-2
PACTS Collector Paving Program Schedule
Selection Year

CPP Subregion

Paving Year

2021

South

2023

Central

2024

North

2025

2023

South

2026

2024

Central

2027

2025

North

2028

2026

South

2029

2027

Central

2030

2028

North

2031

2029

South

2032

2022
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Complex Projects Program
Complex projects are selected and funded according to a competitive process. PACTS issues a call for
projects and municipalities/project sponsors submit applications that are scored by a scoring
committee. In addition, complex projects are funded in two phases—for preliminary design report (PDR)
first, and then, when PDR is completed, for construction—in accordance with MaineDOT policy. A
PACTS decision to fund a project for PDR is a commitment to fund construction of that project when it
is ready in the future.
PACTS 2025 MPO Allocation Strategy
MaineDOT typically notifies PACTS of its annual allocation in February. This year, PACTS has not yet
received notice of its 2025 MPO Allocation.1 For now, this staff report assumes continued flat funding.
Below, in Table 10-3, is the list of projects that PACTS has funded for PDR that have not yet completed
PDR.
Table 10-3
Projects funded for PDR
Project

Year Selected for
PDR

Construction
Cost Estimate a

Portland - Brighton Ave b

2017

$10,975,800

Portland - Forest Ave (Marginal to Park)

2020

$3,261,000

Biddeford - Elm, Spruce, Pearl

2020

$2,593,000

Yarmouth - Main St

2021

$775,000

Gorham - Signals

2021

$390,200

Yarmouth - Beth Condon Path

2021

$1,400,000

Portland – Libbytown c

2021

$3,000,000

Total

$22,395,000

a

Construction cost estimates are as of August 2021. Figures include federal and local
match funds. PACTS’ portion of the future construction cost estimate is $16,796,250.
b

Brighton's total construction estimate is approximately $13M, but the project already
received approximately $2M in construction funding in 2020.
c

The Policy Board voted, and City of Portland staff agreed, to cap future construction
funding for the Portland Libbytown project at $3 million.

1

The allocation received in 2022 is an estimate of what PACTS will receive in calendar year 2025.
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As explained above, a PACTS decision to fund a project for PDR is a commitment to fund construction
of that project in the future. In October 2021, with this future construction cost commitment in mind, the
PACTS Policy Board directed staff not to issue a call for new complex projects for the PACTS 2025
MPO Allocation. Unfortunately, since MaineDOT’s policy is that projects should not receive construction
funding until they have completed PDR, none of the existing projects is ready to receive an allocation of
construction funding this year either.2
Under these unique circumstances, staff is proposing two potential allocation scenarios for
consideration:
Scenario 1: Holistic View – Collector Paving and Complex Projects
Under this scenario, staff proposes allocating nearly all funding to collector paving this year, and all
funding to complex projects next year. This recommendation is described in Table 10-4:
Table 10-4
Proposed Scenario 1
MPO
Allocation

Collector Paving

Complex Projects

2025

$3,297,287
(2 years’ worth of Collector Paving funds; 80%
of the historical MPO Allocation)

N/A

2026

N/A

$4,121,609
(100% of the historical
MPO Allocation)

Holding WIN
$824,322
(20% of the historical
MPO Allocation)

N/A a

a

According to the current recommendations from the Complex Projects Task Force, which have not yet been adopted, the
Policy Board may allocate some funds to the Holding WIN.

The allocation of $3,297,287 from the 2025 MPO Allocation to the Collector Paving Program would be
used to fund road segments in the North and South subregions for paving in 2025. (The Central
subregion segments will be paved in 2024 using the 2024 MPO Allocation.) The Collector Paving
Program schedule would be updated as shown in Table 10-5:

2

There may be requests for additional funding from projects that have already been funded for construction.
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Table 10-5
Proposed Revised PACTS Collector Paving Program Schedule
Selection Year

CPP Subregion

Paving Year

2021

South

2023

Central

2024

North

2025

South

2025

2024

Central

2027

2025

North

2028

2026

South

2029

2027

Central

2030

2028

North

2031

2029

South

2032

2022

Staff recommends allocating the remaining funding from the 2025 MPO Allocation to the Holding WIN
because: 1) the current balance is below the minimum required balance of $240,000 in federal funding,
and 2) due to rising construction costs, many construction bids have been coming in higher than
expected, and projects may be seeking additional funding.
Scenario 2: Holistic View + Saco Island Multimodal Bridge
Under this scenario, staff proposes allocating some funding to the Saco Island Multimodal Bridge
project this year. The bridge, a complex project, scored high last year but did not receive funding due to
its high construction estimate, while several complex projects that scored lower did receive funding.
This scenario is described in Table 10-6:
Table 10-6
Proposed Scenario 2

a

MPO
Allocation

Collector Paving

2025

$3,297,287
(2 years’ worth of Collector Paving funds;
80% of the historical MPO Allocation)

$262,500
for Saco Island Multimodal Bridge PDR

2026

N/A

$4,121,609
(100% of the historical MPO Allocation)

Complex Projects

Holding
WIN
$561,822

N/A a

According to the current recommendations from the Complex Projects Task Force, which have not yet been adopted, the
Policy Board may allocate some funds to the Holding WIN.

PACTS Policy Board Meeting Agenda

May 24, 2022

Like in Scenario 1, the allocation of $3,297,287 from the 2025 MPO Allocation to the Collector Paving
Program would be used to fund road segments in the North and South subregions for paving in 2025,
and the paving schedule would be updated as shown above in Table 10-6.
The allocation of $262,500 from the 2025 MPO Allocation would be used to develop a PDR for the
Saco Island Multimodal Bridge. Under this scenario, the list of projects that PACTS has funded for PDR
would be updated as follows:
Table 10-7
Proposed Revised Projects funded for PDR
Project

Year Selected for
PDR

Construction
Cost Estimate a

Portland - Brighton Ave b

2017

$10,975,800

Portland - Forest Ave (Marginal to Park)

2020

$3,261,000

Biddeford - Elm, Spruce, Pearl

2020

$2,593,000

Yarmouth - Main St

2021

$775,000

Gorham - Signals

2021

$390,200

Yarmouth - Beth Condon Path

2021

$1,400,000

Portland - Libbytown c

2021

$3,000,000

Saco/Biddeford - Multimodal Bridge d

2022

$8,500,000

Total

$30,895,000

a

Construction cost estimates are as of August 2021. Figures include federal and local match
funds. PACTS’ portion of the future construction cost estimate is $23,171,250.
b

Brighton's total construction estimate is ~$13M, but the project already received ~$2M in
construction funding in 2020.
c

The Policy Board voted, and City of Portland staff agreed, to cap future construction funding
for the Portland Libbytown project at $3 million.
d

This is the highest cost scenario for the Saco-Biddeford Multimodal Bridge. The two cities
would likely select a lower cost option.

This scenario would obviously impact PACTS’ commitment to future construction costs, increasing
PACTS’ estimated future commitment from $16,796,250 to $23,171,250.3 This scenario would also

3

As noted in the table, Table 10-7 includes the highest cost scenario for the Saco-Biddeford Multimodal Bridge.
The two cities would likely select a lower cost option.
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require consultation with City of Saco and City of Biddeford staff to verify they are still interested in the
project and would be committed to providing the required local match.
Finally, like in Scenario 1, staff recommends allocating the remaining funding from the 2025 MPO
Allocation to the Holding WIN.
Part B: “Big Picture” Funding Strategy
With the passage of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) / Bipartisan Infrastructure Law
(BIL) and the ongoing funding discussions between MaineDOT and the state’s four MPOs, PACTS can
expect an increase in future allocations (for CY25 and beyond). Additionally, PACTS can expect some
retroactive increases to our 2022-2024 allocations since IIJA reauthorizes surface transportation
programs for FFY 2022-2026, including new programs like the Carbon Reduction Program. While we
do not know how much additional formula funding PACTS will receive, we can develop an investment
strategy now to ensure that we are maximizing our potential.
In addition, IIJA offers significant discretionary grant opportunities for our region. Acknowledging that
proactive planning is essential to leveraging many of the discretionary grant opportunities, PACTS
members have expressed a desire to get more projects “shovel ready”. This pursuit requires us to do
several things, including, but not limited to: 1) finalizing planning studies and completing more
preliminary design reports (PDR), particularly for projects that are underway; 2) prioritizing high-impact
projects that align with regional and federal priorities; 3) coordinating with MaineDOT and our
congressional delegation on regional priorities; 4) securing requisite local match; 5) applying for federal
funds. Project prioritization is discussed in greater detail below.
Project Prioritization
Connect 2045, the region’s long-range transportation plan, is an ideal vehicle for prioritizing regionally
significant projects. The plan’s “call for projects” is underway, with a deadline of June 17, 2022. Staff
are concurrently working with PACTS committees/boards to develop criteria for prioritizing Connect
2045 projects. While the plan won’t be formally adopted until December 2022, we envision having a list
of prioritized projects this summer/fall.4
Recognizing that the clock is ticking on the generational 5-year IIJA and based on recent input from
members of RTAC, staff request direction from the Policy Board to develop a shortlist of projects (likely
3-5 projects) for funding consideration with a focus on FHWA-funded projects. These projects should

4

Staff have experienced some significant delays on Connect 2045 as GPCOG/PACTS await a formal contract
from MaineDOT on the 2020-2021 UPWP Carryover Funding, which is needed to fully fund/support the Connect
2045 work. In addition, there were significant multi-month delays associated with MaineDOT procurement
guidance/approvals on our travel demand modeling contract. Staff are still hopeful that the plan can be finalized
and adopted by the December 2022 deadline, but it will be challenging.
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align with Connect 2045 goals (our regional transportation goals), as well as federal and state priorities.
As a starting point, staff suggest using several resources to help identify potential shortlist projects,
including, but not limited to: GPCOG’s shovel ready/shovel worthy project list; prior PACTS plans and
studies; and input from MaineDOT. Staff will return to the Policy Board with a draft shortlist of projects
for additional discussion and action, as needed.
Recommended actions:
•

Endorse an investment strategy for PACTS' 2025 annual allocation, directing staff
develop a list of applicable projects for consideration at the July 2022 Policy Board
meeting.

•

Direct staff to develop shortlist of recommended projects for federal funding
considerations, acknowledging that Connect 2045, when approved, will be the vehicle for
guiding investment strategies and prioritizing projects.

Members of the public are welcome to provide up to three minutes of public comment on this item.
Opportunity for comment will be provided after staff's report, prior to the panel's discussion.
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Recommendations from the Complex Projects Task Force

Contact

Aubrey Miller, staff

Recommended action

Approve the recommendations from the Complex Projects Task Force.

Attachments

11-A—PACTS Complex Projects Task Force Recommendations
11-B—MaineDOT Design Submittal Form5
11-C—MaineDOT Design Submittal Form Checklist
Horizontal/Vertical Alignment Complete (HVAC)
11-D—MaineDOT Design Submittal Form Checklist
Preliminary Design Report (PDR)

The PACTS Complex Projects Task Force was appointed by the Policy Board in October 2021 as an
ad hoc task force to recommend revisions to the policies related to the selection and funding of
complex projects. The Task Force was charged with recommending revisions to PACTS policies,
focusing on the policies related to project selection in PACTS’ financially constrained environment (i.e.,
the relevant policies in the PACTS Transportation Improvement Program Policies and Procedures for
2017 and 2018). The Task Force was not asked to review the scoring rubric in the PACTS
Transportation Funding Framework.
Task Force members included:
• Jeremiah Bartlett (Policy Board, via Keith Gray)
• Darryl Belz (MaineDOT)
• Jim Bennett (Policy Board)
• Jessa Berna (RTAC)
• Erin Courtney (Policy Board)
• Eamonn Dundon (RTAC)
• Tom Milligan (RTAC and Policy Board)
• Christian MilNeil (RTAC)
The Task Force met five times6 and developed the list of recommendations included in
Attachment 11-A.
The PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory Committee (RTAC) discussed the list of
recommendations at its meeting on May 3. RTAC voted unanimously to recommend that the Policy

5

The three MaineDOT forms are attached for those who are interested in additional detail regarding the project
milestones of Horizontal/Vertical Alignment Complete (HVAC) and Preliminary Design Report (PDR).
6

Meeting materials, including agenda packets, meeting notes, and video recordings of the meetings, can be
found on the GPCOG website.
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Board approve the recommendations from the PACTS Complex Projects Task Force, but did ask staff
to provide clarification on two items before a Policy Board vote:
•

Regarding the recommendation that PACTS require that project sponsors/municipalities
complete preliminary Horizontal/Vertical Alignment Complete (HVAC) before applying for
PACTS funding: Staff consulted with MaineDOT and determined that completing preliminary
HVAC means the project sponsor/municipality has completed MaineDOT’s HVAC Design
Submittal Form Checklist, but the checklist has not yet been checked by MaineDOT
(“Horizontal/Vertical Alignment Checked”). Preliminary HVAC ensures environmental, historic,
utility, and right-of-way (ROW) impacts have been identified.

•

Regarding the recommendation that PACTS consider increasing the percentage of federal
funding that goes to complex projects: This recommendation was outside the group’s scope and
is not an official recommendation. It was not included in RTAC’s vote to recommend approval of
the Task Force’s recommendations. The funding split between complex projects and collector
paving could be discussed in the context of the PACTS long-range transportation plan, Connect
2045, or as part of other future funding policy discussions.

Staff would also like to clarify that these recommended policy changes would not take effect in this
year’s funding cycle. They would take effect beginning in 2023 (with the 2022 “call for projects”) for the
2026 MPO Allocation. The preliminary HVAC recommendation would take effect one year later (with
the 2023 “call for projects”) for the 2027 MPO Allocation.
Background
PACTS receives an annual allocation of capital improvement funding, including federal funds that
PACTS allocates to “complex projects.” PACTS’ annual allocation has remained unchanged for at least
a decade. In 2021, the funding available for complex projects was $2.5 million.
Municipalities or other projects sponsors apply to PACTS for complex projects funding. A scoring
committee scores the applications, and the PACTS Policy Board selects the projects for funding.
Complex projects receive funding in two phases, according to MaineDOT policy—first for preliminary
design report (PDR) and, after PDR is completed, for construction. Due in part to federal requirements
that projects get completed once they have used federal funding, a PACTS decision to fund a project
for PDR is a commitment to also fund that project for construction.
In 2021, PACTS received nine applications for new projects (eight for PDR and construction, and one
for just construction), as well as requests for additional funding for two previously selected projects. The
total cost of the new projects was approximately $2.1 million in federal funds, plus a future commitment
of an estimated $24.0 million for construction. The additional funds requested for the two previously
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selected projects totaled more than $1.0 million in federal funds. In addition, PACTS had existing
commitments for projects still in PDR development of approximately $17.0 million.
PACTS also has a Project Cap Policy, which allows municipalities/projects sponsors to return to
PACTS for additional funding—up to 20% of the construction funding—if construction bids come in
high. Historically, this funding has come from the Holding WIN. Due to rising construction costs, many
bids have been coming in significantly higher than estimated.
The complex projects allocation decision in 2021 was challenging due to PACTS’ stagnant funding
allocation and rising construction costs. RTAC and Policy Board members expressed interest in
revisiting PACTS’ policies related to the selection and funding of complex projects, with an eye on the
financial sustainability of the program. With these considerations in mind, the Policy Board appointed
the PACTS Complex Projects Task Force.
Recommended action: Approve the recommendations from the Complex Projects Task Force.
Members of the public are welcome to provide up to three minutes of public comment on this item.
Opportunity for comment will be provided after staff's report, prior to the panel's discussion.

Attachment 11-A

PACTS Complex Projects Task Force Recommendations

Application Requirements
•

Require written agreement (the parties may meet if they deem it necessary to reach an
agreement)—between the municipality/potential applicant, MaineDOT, and PACTS—on the
applicable design standards and the design exemptions, before applying for PACTS funding,
pending consultation between GPCOG staff and MaineDOT staff regarding the logistics of
exactly which standards (construction? traffic?) would be involved and the possibility of reaching
agreement on such standards when the project is still in the concept phase.

•

Require written agreement (the parties may meet if they deem it necessary to reach an
agreement)—between the municipality/potential applicant, MaineDOT, and PACTS—on project
readiness, before applying for PACTS funding, pending consultation between GPCOG staff
and MaineDOT staff regarding logistics.

•

Beginning with the 2023 call for projects (with allocation in July 2024), require that project
sponsors/municipalities complete preliminary1 Horizontal/Vertical Alignment Complete (HVAC),
which is about 25% design, before applying for PACTS funding.2 If the project is selected for
PACTS funding, count the funds spent on HVAC toward the local match. Do not provide
assurance of future funding before HVAC, as it defeats the purpose of ensuring PACTS has
more complete information before committing to a project.

•

Request that GPCOG staff add the language regarding financial commitment from the threeparty agreement3 to the application for complex project funding and require that applicants

1

After consulting with MaineDOT, staff has determined that completing preliminary HVAC means the project
sponsor/municipality has completed MaineDOT’s HVAC Design Submittal Form Checklist, but the checklist has
not yet been checked by MaineDOT (“Horizontal/Vertical Alignment Checked”). Preliminary HVAC ensures
environmental, historic, utility, and right-of-way (ROW) impacts have been identified.
2 Requiring approximately 25% design before applying for MPO (Metropolitan Planning Organization) funding is
similar to a policy recommended for the Boston Region MPO by an ad hoc committee established in response to
significant cost increases for projects previously selected for funding by the MPO. See Attachment D in the
December 2021 PACTS Complex Projects Task Force meeting packet for more information.
3 The three-party agreement, which is signed by the municipality, MaineDOT, and PACTS after funding is
awarded and before project development begins, includes the following language:
• The local match requirement is 25% for the entire project, both PDR and construction.
• Cost overruns, regardless of cause, are entirely the responsibility of the municipality.
• Municipalities are required to cover 100% of the cost if they decide to cancel the project.
• Municipality’s Share – 25% of eligible Project costs, plus 100% of the following:
o Any costs deemed ineligible for federal and state participation
o Any costs associated with additional work requested by the Municipality that is outside the Project
scope of work
o All Project costs exceeding the Project Estimate
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affirm their understanding of, and agreement with, the language in the three-party agreement at
the application stage, rather than waiting until the signing of the three-party agreement. In
addition, require a description of the possibilities for phased implementation, as well any plans
to pursue discretionary funding.

Local Match
•

Maintain the 25% local match requirement for preliminary design report (PDR) and for
construction.

•

See also the second bullet under Project Selection.

Project Selection
•

Request a description of cost avoidance in the application, without requesting dollar values or
assigning points, and use the description as another data point for decision makers to consider,
along with project scores.

•

Award 1 bonus point each additional 5% of local match above the minimum 25%. Require that
the municipality provide at least the same additional local match on any additional funding
provided for cost overruns, etc.

•

Request that GPCOG staff begin performing a cost per point evaluation, including for past
projects, at the milestones of PDR allocation, construction allocation, and any overage requests,
for information purposes. The information will not be used to make funding decisions. Once
PACTS has data points available to better assess the effectiveness of the metric for our region,
we can revisit the idea of using cost per point to evaluate projects.

Construction Funding Commitment Limits
•

Add an option for applicants seeking PDR funding from PACTS to indicate they will not seek
construction funding from PACTS, but rather they will fund construction using other funding
sources.

•

Do not limit the amount of construction funding PACTS will commit to a single project or in a
single allocation cycle; however, be clear that PACTS may take cost, and PACTS’ exiting
funding commitments, into consideration when allocating funds.

Cost Overruns and Holding WIN

•

If the Municipality withdraws its financial support for the Project leading MaineDOT to terminate the
Project, the Municipality shall reimburse MaineDOT fully for any and all Project costs incurred.
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•

Do not fund any scope added to projects by municipalities.

•

Upon annual (or biennial) allocation of funds for complex projects, first allocate funds to the
Holding WIN:

•

o

Allocate funds as needed to maintain the minimum required balance of $240,000.4

o

Allocate additional funds in an amount determined annually by the Policy Board. The
additional funds may be used to fund cost overruns, once those funds are available.

When construction bids come in:
o

If bids come in under available funds, excess funds must be returned to the Holding WIN
and cannot be used to increase/alter scope.

o

If bids come in above available funds:
▪

A municipality may request up to 20% of construction costs, pending sufficient
funding in the Holding WIN. The request must be received at least two weeks
before a PACTS governing board meeting.

▪

As bids need to be approved within 30 or 45 days of receipt, PACTS may
schedule additional governing board meetings as necessary, but no more than
one additional time per month, to make decisions regarding construction
overages of up to an additional 20% of construction costs.

▪

The governing board may consider the history of the project—timeliness,
previous funding added, etc.—when deciding whether to provide additional
funding.

▪

The governing board may require that municipalities cut/revise scope before
requesting additional funds.

▪

The governing board may require detailed information about why the project is
overbudget.

▪

Additional funds are not guaranteed. Municipalities are ultimately responsible for
cost overruns, as stated in the Three-Party Agreement.

▪

Any additional funds will have a higher minimum local match requirement of 50%.

•

Require PACTS governing body approval of all requests for additional funding; the project
sponsor/municipality would need to provide documentation of the amount and cause of the
overrun at least two weeks prior to the governing board meeting

•

Require PACTS governing body approval of scope changes only if they (1) impact PACTS’ cost
or (2) impact the purpose and need of the project. Note that the three-party agreement already

4

Staff has corrected this figure to reflect the federal portion of the Holding WIN ($240,000) rather than the entire
Holding WIN ($300,000) which also includes state funds.
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states that MaineDOT will consult with PACTS and the municipality before implementing any
adjustments to the project scope, and PACTS and the municipality will, likewise, notify
MaineDOT of any proposed changes they wish to implement.
•

Require that if Preliminary Design Report (PDR) is not completed within two years of the signing
of the three-party agreement, the municipality must present to the PACTS governing board an
explanation of the delay. Delays are a source of cost increases due to inflation, but staff does
not currently have a good understanding of what is delaying PDRs. Once delays are better
understood, PACTS could consider implementing deadlines with funding consequences.

Overall
•

Formally review the entire policy in 4 years.

•

Have the parties (project sponsors/municipalities, MaineDOT, PACTS) take a look at how they
can become more effective and efficient in the delivery of projects.

Miscellaneous5
•

Recognizing that this recommendation is outside the scope of the Complex Projects Task Force
charter, the group recommends that PACTS consider increasing the percentage of federal
funding (currently 60%) that goes to complex projects. (Note: the remaining 40% currently goes
to collector paving.)

5

As this miscellaneous recommendation is outside the scope of the Complex Projects Task Force, it is not an
official recommendation and was not included in RTAC’s vote to recommend approval of the Task Force’s
recommendations. The funding split between complex projects and collector paving could be discussed in the
context of the PACTS long-range transportation plan, Connect 2045, or as part of other future funding policy
discussions.
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Attachment 11-B

DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

This completed form along with required submittals is submitted to the Project Manager and the Senior
Designer for Review.

HORIZONTAL/VERTICAL ALIGNMENT COMPLETE (HVAC)
SUBMITTALS
Submit the following:
•
•
•

•

Design Submittal Form Checklist, with supporting documentation
Completed Highway Design Requirements Form (one per speed zone)
1 Half Size set of plans including:
o Preliminary Typical Sections
o Plans
▪ Include existing topo, wetlands, R/W
▪ Label begin/end stations
▪ Annotate with curve data
▪ Show preliminary slope impacts
o Profiles
▪ Annotate with curve data
o Cross-sections (include critical drive sections)
▪ Show preliminary slope impacts
Superelevation Table

PROJECT DATA
Provide a detailed scope description.

TYPICAL SECTION
Complete the table with basic Typical Section data.
Lane Width:
Shoulder Width:
Cross-slopes:
Side-slopes:
Ditch Depth:

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013
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DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT

COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
Design Speed (typically equals posted speed)
Minimum Radius
Middle Ordinate for Stopping Sight Distance (requires a graphical check)
Superelevation
Curve Length (not a controlling criteria)
Off-tracking (check that shoulder width is adequate to accommodate offtracking)

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013

2 of 11

OFF TRACKING (WB
50)

PROPOSESED CURVE
LENGTH (FT)

RECOMMENDED
CURVE LENGTH (FT)

DEFELCTION ANGLE

PROPOSED
SUPERELEVATION

REQUIRED
SUPERELEVATION
( EMAX ____ )

MIDDLE ORDINATE
MET (YES/NO)

REQUIRED MIDDLE
ORDINATE (FT)

PROPOSED RADIUS
(FT)
( EMAX_____ )

REQUIRED MINIMUM
RADIUS (FT)

DESIGN / POSTED
SPEED
(MPH)

PI STATION

Complete the table and provide additional tables for side roads as necessary.

DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

VERTICAL ALIGNMENT

*Based on level criteria
** For Rehabilitation or lesser scopes of work, if meeting HLSD is impractical
COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
Design Speed (typically equals posted speed)
Grade (consider truck lane warrants)
Stopping Sight Distance
Curve Length

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013
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PROPOSESED CURVE
LENGTH (FT)

MINIMUM CURVE
LENGTH (3V) (FT) **

REQUIRED COMFORT
CRITERIA LENGTH
(SAG) (FT) **

PROPOSED SSD/HLSD
(FT)

REQUIRED SSD (FT) *

CREST/SAG

PROPOSED GRADE
AHEAD (%)

MINIMUM GRADE (%)

MAXIMUM GRADE
(%)

DESIGN / POSTED
SPEED
(MPH)

PI STATION

Complete the table and provide additional tables for side roads as necessary.

DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANCE
Complete the table.
Location

Direction
of Sight

Design
Speed

Signal
(Y/N)

ISD
Required

*Eye Height: 3.5 ft. Object Height: 3.5 ft
COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013
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ISD
Provided*

DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

PRELIMINARY DESIGN REPORT (PDR)
SUBMITTALS
Submit the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Design Submittal Form Checklist, with supporting documentation
Completed Draft PDR, including HDR Form
PDR Estimate, including calculations
Approved Pavement Design
Approved Design Exceptions
1 Half Size set of plans including:
o Preliminary Typical Sections
o Plans
o Profiles
o Cross-sections (include critical drive sections)
o Preliminary Drainage Scheme
▪ Under-drain, Basins, Culverts, Ditches, Outlet locations
o Guardrail and Retaining Wall locations

TYPICAL SECTION
Complete the table with basic Typical Section data.
HMA Depth
Base Type
Base Depth
Sub-base Type
Sub-base Depth
Curb Type
Loam Depth
COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013
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DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

TRAFFIC
Complete the tables.
Turning Movements – provide location of Microstation AutoTrack files if available in the Comments sections
after the table.
Location

Signal
(Y/N)

Design Vehicle

Encroachment
(Y/N)

COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
Turning Lanes
Location

Design
Speed

Lane Width

Taper
Length

Storage
Length

COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
Other Auxiliary Lanes
Location

Design
Speed

Shift
Width

Taper
Length
Out

Shift
Length

Taper
Length
In

COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013
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DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

ADA
Indicate existing or new pedestrian facilities. The ADA section in the PDR should be completed.
Sidewalks
(Y/N)

Ramps
(Y/N)

Crosswalks
(Y/N)

Pedestrian
Signals
(Y/N)

Existing Facility
Proposed Facility
COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
CLEAR ZONE
The required clear zone should be listed in the HDR form.
COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
GUARDRAIL
Identify areas where guardrail is warranted and what hazard is.
Location

Obstacle within Clear
Zone (Y/N)

Embankment steeper
than 3H:1V (Y/N)

COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
DRAINAGE
Provide drainage scheme as indicated in Submittals section.
COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013
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DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

DRIVES AND ENTRANCES
List critical drive locations and whether Design Exceptions will be needed.
Location

Existing Grade

Proposed Grade

Design
Exception (Y/N)

COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
RETAINING WALLS
Provide locations as indicated in Submittals section.
COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013
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DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

PLAN IMPACTS COMPLETE (PIC)
SUBMITTALS
Submit the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Design Submittal Form Checklist, with supporting documentation
Approved Pavement Design (if not submitted at PDR)
Approved Design Exceptions (if not submitted at PDR)
Retaining Wall Design approved by Geotechnical Engineer
Guardrail Length of Need Worksheets (if applicable)
1 Half Size set of plans including:
o Typical Sections
o Plans
o Profiles
o Cross-sections
o Final Drainage Design

TYPICAL SECTION
COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
GUARDRAIL
Identify areas where guardrail is warranted and what hazard is. Provide guardrail length of need worksheets as
indicated in Submittals section.
Location

Obstacle within Clear
Zone (Y/N)

Embankment steeper
than 3H:1V (Y/N)

COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
DRAINAGE
Provide Final Drainage Design as indicated in Submittals section.
COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013
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DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

DRIVES AND ENTRANCES
List critical drive locations and Design Exception Approval date if applicable.
Location

Existing Grade

Proposed Grade

Design
Exception Date

COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.
RETAINING WALLS
Provide design as indicated in Submittals section.
COMMENTS – provide additional discussion to help the review/check team.

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013
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DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM
Project Name:

WIN:

PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS, & ESTIMATE (PS & E)
SUBMITTALS
Submit the following:
•
•

•
•

Design Submittal Form Checklist, with supporting documentation
1 Half Size set of plans including:
o Title Sheet
o Typical Sections
o Earthworks Summary
o General Notes
o Plans
o Profiles
o Cross-sections
o All supplemental sheets (Drainage, Geometric, Grading, Striping, etc.)
Engineer’s Estimate (including calculations)
Special Provisions

Design Submittal Form
Form Revision 8/5/2013
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Attachment 11-C

DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM CHECKLIST
Horizontal/Vertical Alignment Complete (HVAC)
Project Name:

WIN:

Horizontal/Vertical Alignment Checked:

Checker Initials:

Date:

Designer Responses Returned:

Designer Initials:

Date:

This completed checklist, including designer responses, becomes the record that this project has been
checked. It is submitted with supporting documentation to the Project Manager and Senior Designer along
with the Design Submittal Form.
Y = Yes

N = No When No is checked, a comment is required. Comments should be inserted within the
body of the checklist.

Y

Highway Design Requirements (HDR) Form

N

☐ ☐

Has the Project Data section been verified? Consider whether the Scope has been approved by the

☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

project team and that the Design Life is appropriate to the Scope.
Are the correct standards from the correct references listed under Required Standards/References?
Have the required standards been met?
Have the required Design Exceptions been identified and requested?

Y

Mainline Horizontal Alignment

N

☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

Do all horizontal curves meet the minimum radius requirement?
Do all horizontal curves meet the minimum curve length requirement?
Are horizontal sight line offsets (middle ordinate) adequate to provide required stopping sight

☐ ☐

distance (SSD)? Consider obstructions such as buildings, guardrail, trees, etc.
Are superelevation rates appropriate for the required emax and curve radius?
Are superelevated curves appropriately transitioned to normal crown? Consider transition length,
location with respect to PC/PT, maximum relative gradient, and pavement drainage.
Is the typical shoulder width adequate to accommodate off-tracking by large trucks?

☐ ☐

Have all impacts (R/W, ENV, Utilities, Entrances, etc.) been considered? Consider impacts that

☐ ☐

could be best minimized with adjustments to the proposed horizontal alignment.
Does the alignment match into the alignments of abutting projects without angle points or abrupt

☐ ☐

changes in curvature?
Is the alignment appropriate for the project scope? Reconstruction/rehabilitation treatments vary

☐ ☐
☐ ☐

in the amount of change from existing alignment that is constructible.
Y

N

Mainline Vertical Alignment (Profile)

Alignment Design Submittal Form Checklist
Form Revision 12/1/2013
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DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM CHECKLIST
Horizontal/Vertical Alignment Complete (HVAC)
Project Name:
☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

WIN:

Are profile grades less than or equal to maximum grade requirements?
Do profile grades meet or exceed minimum grade requirements for drainage purposes? Consider
flat areas located within superelevation transitions.
Are profile grade lengths less than the critical length of grade? Consider all warrants for truck
climbing lanes if critical length of grade is exceeded.

☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

If truck climbing lanes are proposed, have the appropriate design criteria been met? ☐ N/A
Do all vertical curves meet the minimum length of curve requirement?
Do all vertical curves meet SSD and headlight sight distance (HLSD) requirements?

☐ ☐

If HLSD requirements are determined to be impractical has comfort criteria been met? ☐ N/A

☐ ☐

Design exceptions are needed whenever HLSD requirements are not met.
Have cuts and fills along the profile been balanced to the extent practical?

☐ ☐

Have all impacts (R/W, ENV, Utilities, Entrances, etc.) been considered? Consider impacts that

☐ ☐

could be best minimized with adjustments to the proposed profile.
Does the profile match into the profiles of abutting projects without angle points or abrupt changes

☐ ☐

in curvature?
Is the profile appropriate for the project scope? Reconstruction/rehabilitation treatments vary in
the amount of change from existing profile that is constructible.

Y

N

☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

Y

N

☐ ☐

Side Road / Intersections
Do all side road alignments and profiles meet the applicable mainline requirements? Consider all
the checkpoints listed in the two previous sections.
Do all side road alignments intersect mainline within 30 degrees of a 90 degree intersection?
Do all side road profiles transition smoothly to match mainline cross slopes?
Have the correct intersection sight distance (ISD) values been listed in the Design Submittal Form
for each side road?
Have the ISD requirements been met? Consider sight obstructions such as buildings, guardrail,
trees, etc.
Typical Sections

☐ ☐

Are travelway and shoulder widths, normal cross slopes, and typical side slopes identified on the
typical sections and are they consistent with the HDR form?
Are ditch depths and offsets identified on the typical sections and will the ditches be adequate to
drain subgrade?

Y

Plans/Profiles/Cross Sections

N

☐ ☐
☐ ☐

Are travelway and shoulder widths consistent with the typical sections?
Do travelway and shoulder widths, cross slopes, side slopes, and ditches transition appropriately to
match existing conditions at the start and end of the project?

Alignment Design Submittal Form Checklist
Form Revision 12/1/2013
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DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM CHECKLIST
Horizontal/Vertical Alignment Complete (HVAC)
Project Name:
☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

Y

N

☐ ☐

WIN:

Are project begin/end stations and limits of work properly located and annotated?
Have critical entrances (steep grades, poor sight distance, etc.) been identified, and possible
solutions presented? Consider any alignment/profile changes that may reduce impacts.
Have existing shallow culvert locations have been identified and possible solutions presented?
Consider any alignment/profile changes that may improve cover.
Constructability
Has the design been checked for constructability concerns? Any issues identified should be noted
on this checklist. If a check has not been completed, one should be requested.

Alignment Design Submittal Form Checklist
Form Revision 12/1/2013
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Attachment 11-D

DESIGN SUBMITTAL FORM CHECKLIST
Preliminary Design Report (PDR)
Project Name:

WIN:

Preliminary Design Report Checked:

Checker Initials:

Date:

Designer Responses Returned:

Designer Initials:

Date:

This completed checklist, including designer responses, becomes the record that this project has been
checked. It is submitted with supporting documentation to the Project Manager and Senior Designer along
with the Design Submittal Form.
Y = Yes

N = No When No is checked, a comment is required. Comments should be inserted within the
body of the checklist.

Y

General

N

☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

Have all incomplete / unresolved items on the HVAC checklist been completed / resolved?
Have all required Design Exceptions to Controlling Criteria been requested and approved?
Has a pavement design been reviewed and approved by both the Project Team and the Pavement
Design/Quality Team?

Y

N

Traffic

☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

Has the appropriate Design Vehicle been selected for the design of turning radii?
Can the Design Vehicle make all turns without encroachment?
Are turning lanes included if they are warranted? Discuss with the Design Team and/or Traffic as

☐ ☐

needed.
Are all turning lanes designed with the correct storage and deceleration length? Discuss with the

☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

Design Team and/or Traffic as needed.
☐ N/A
Are all turning lane tapers and through lane shifts designed with the correct length? ☐ N/A
Are traffic islands used appropriately? Consider the use of striped, flush, or raised traffic islands.
Has Traffic provided input on signal warrants/design and/or the lane configuration of major
☐

intersections?
Y

N

☐ ☐
☐ ☐

ADA Compliance (Non-Controlling Criteria)

☐

N/A

N/A

Is the proposed sidewalk design ADA compliant? Consider width, cross slope, and profile grade.
Do existing and/or proposed sidewalks provide a continuous pedestrian path, beginning and ending
at existing sidewalks or other logical termination points?

PDR Design Submittal Form Checklist
Form Revision 5/28/2014
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Preliminary Design Report (PDR)
Project Name:

WIN:

☐ ☐

Are existing, non-compliant sidewalks, ramps, and pedestrian signals being upgraded to ADA

☐ ☐
☐ ☐

compliance to the maximum extent feasible in accordance with the ADA Engineering Instruction?
Are crosswalks proposed where warranted? Consider the Crosswalk Engineering Instruction.
Have required Design Exceptions been identified and requested?

Y

Guardrail (Non-Controlling Criteria)

N

☐

N/A

☐ ☐

Has guardrail been proposed where warranted? Consider obstacles and non-traversable side

☐ ☐
☐ ☐

slopes.
Does the proposed guardrail extend to the Point of Need? Check the Length of Need calculations.
Does the proposed guardrail offset account for shy line requirements, snow plow width

☐ ☐

requirements, and the desirable two additional feet from edge of shoulder?
Is the fill slope break three feet behind the face of guardrail? Longer posts are required if three

☐ ☐
☐ ☐

feet cannot be provided.
Has consideration been given to eliminating the need for guardrail where possible?
Have required Design Exceptions been identified and requested?

Y

Drainage

N

☐ ☐

Have open and closed drainage areas been identified and applied correctly? Consider the

☐ ☐

urban/rural nature of a project, consistency along a project, and impacts to properties.
Does the general preliminary layout for catch basins seem appropriate? Consider low points,

☐ ☐
☐ ☐

entrances, cross walks, etc. Check spread calculations if they have been completed.
Is underdrain proposed where the subgrade does not drain to a ditch or slope?
Are culverts proposed at appropriate locations? Consider areas where existing culverts are being

☐ ☐

eliminated, areas that trap water, ditches with potentially high flows, and impacts to properties.
Have the appropriate Project Team members provided input on the design of box culverts and
other significant drainage features?

Y

N

Clear Zone (Non-Controlling Criteria)

☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

Have all obstacles been removed from the clear zone, shielded with guardrail, or made breakaway?
Have all non-traversable slopes within the clear zone been flattened or shielded with guardrail?
Has adequate run-out area been provided at the toe of non-recoverable slopes? Consider the Clear

☐ ☐

Zone Engineering Instruction.
Have required Design Exceptions been identified and requested?

Y

Entrances (Non-Controlling Criteria)

N

PDR Design Submittal Form Checklist
Form Revision 5/28/2014
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Preliminary Design Report (PDR)
Project Name:

WIN:

☐ ☐

Have all entrances been designed within limits provided by the Standard Details and the Entrance

☐ ☐

Engineering Instruction?
Has Access Management been considered if appropriate? Consider entrance proximity to

☐ ☐
☐ ☐

sideroads, closing duplicate entrances, splitting up wide entrances with islands, etc.
Have entrance bumps been included where appropriate?
Have sags been eliminated from entrances where possible? Consider the possibility of an entrance

☐ ☐
☐ ☐

sag trapping water in winter conditions.
Do entrances grades transition smoothly to match existing grades?
Has consideration been given to entrances where proposed sight distance may be less than existing

☐ ☐

sight distance? Consider grade changes, retaining walls, etc.
Have required Design Exceptions been identified and requested?

Y

Retaining Walls

N

☐

N/A

☐ ☐

Have the limits of the proposed retaining walls been established adequately? Consider the interface

☐ ☐

with proposed slopes at each end of the wall.
Is the height of the proposed retaining wall adequate? Consider slopes at the top and the bottom of

☐ ☐

the wall.
Is the offset of the proposed retaining wall appropriate? Consider clear zone, horizontal sight

☐ ☐

distance, intersection sight distance, and entrance sight distance.
Have the appropriate Project Team members provided input on the design of proposed retaining
walls?

Y

N

Typical Sections

☐ ☐

Are all appropriate sections (guardrail, curb, ditch, sidewalk, etc.) represented correctly on the

☐ ☐

typical sections?
Are asphalt and aggregate type and depth noted on the typical sections and consistent with the

☐ ☐
☐ ☐
☐ ☐

approved pavement design?
Has the profile grade, construction centerline, baseline, or control edge been identified?
Has the location and depth of loam been identified?
Are backslopes at the appropriate slope and have backslope rounding locations been identified?

Y

Plans/Profiles/Cross Sections

N

☐ ☐

Do travelway and shoulder widths, cross slopes, side slopes, and ditches transition appropriately to

☐ ☐
☐ ☐

match existing conditions at the start and end of the project?
Have curb sections and ditch sections been designated on the plans and cross sections?
Have entrance limits been shown on the plans and cross sections?

PDR Design Submittal Form Checklist
Form Revision 5/28/2014
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Preliminary Design Report (PDR)
Project Name:

WIN:

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

Are preliminary catch basin, underdrain, and culvert locations shown on the plans?
Are the locations of all drainage outlets shown on the plans?
Are guardrail limits shown on the plans?
Are clearing limit lines shown on the plans?

Y

N

PDR Engineer’s Estimate

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

Are all major items accounted for in the schedule of items?
Have all major item quantity calculations been spot checked for accuracy?
Have appropriate unit prices been applied to the major items?
Has an appropriate contingency percentage been added to the cost estimate, if appropriate? The
percentage should be based on the level of completeness of the estimate.

Y

N

☐ ☐

Constructability
Have the PDR plans been checked for constructability concerns? Any issues identified should be
noted on this checklist. If a check has not been completed, one should be requested.

PDR Design Submittal Form Checklist
Form Revision 5/28/2014
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Regional Complete Streets Policy Update

Contact

Ericka Amador, staff

Recommended action

This item is for information and discussion only.

Attachments

12-A—Draft Regional Complete Streets Policy, May 13, 2022

Since summer of 2021, staff has been working to draft a Regional Complete Streets Policy to provide a
uniform guide for PACTS investments. A secondary purpose is to serve as a model policy for member
municipalities who have not yet adopted a Complete Streets Policy or wish to update an existing policy.
In collaboration with members from the City of Portland, Town of Windham, Bicycle Coalition of Maine,
and MaineDOT, staff has drafted the policy with the goals to consider all users, complete the network,
promote great design, and apply to all projects and phases. This policy is intended to supplement
existing engineering and design standards and regulations to create a transportation network that
prioritizes safety and comfort of all street users including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders and other
vulnerable users. It is meant to rebalance the transportation network after decades of prioritizing the
speed and convenience of single-occupancy vehicle drivers. Complete streets reflect equal
opportunities for travel for all, advancing regional goals of equity and greenhouse gas emissions
reductions.
It is envisioned that the policy, when adopted, will apply to all PACTS-administered projects during all
phases of development including planning, programming, design, right-of-way acquisition, construction,
construction engineering, reconstruction, operations, and maintenance. Though there are exceptions to
the policy, they should not be common so that complete and direct connections throughout the
transportation network can exist for all users, even where specific streets cannot accommodate all
users.
The draft policy was created using the National Complete Streets Coalition framework and best
practices from adopted policies by cities, towns, metropolitan planning organizations (MPO), and state
departments of transportation (DOT). The policy includes a vision and intent, a commitment to diverse
users in all projects and phases, clear and accountable exceptions, and a description of jurisdiction
(where and to what projects the policy applies), and a list of design guidelines as resources for local
governments during project development.
The policy also currently includes project checklists that can assist in Complete Streets project
selection, planning, design, and development of proposed alternatives, as well as construction and
maintenance of complete projects. Project managers can complete these checklists to ensure that
Complete Street elements are addressed in each phase of project development. Previous feedback
from MaineDOT has identified a lack of clarity about the purpose of the checklists, who is expected to
fill them out, and how they will be reviewed and included in project scoring and selection, particularly in
conjunction with member municipality and MaineDOT Complete Street policies. The details for
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execution of the checklists and project scoring and selection are expected to be worked out during the
next phase of implementation.
Other next steps for implementation of the Regional Complete Streets Policy are the following:
•

Continued opportunities for feedback and input on the draft policy by MaineDOT, RTAC, and the
Executive Board

•

Adoption of the policy by this PACTS Policy Board

•

Development of the Complete Streets Design and Quick-Build Guide. A region-specific design
and quick-build guide, a second phase to the Complete Streets project, is slated for completion
later this calendar year. This technical assistance guide is intended to provide context-specific
design guidance (i.e. choosing the right pedestrian and bicycle facilities for the context of the
street and surrounding land uses, cross-sections, dimensions, and materials) and maintenance
solutions for local government planning, engineering, and public works departments. The “quickbuild” aspect will provide guidance for those municipalities who wish to pilot street redesigns
and/or reconfigure identified problem areas quickly and relatively inexpensively.

•

Formation of a staff Complete Streets Advisory Committee to usher implementation, monitoring
and evaluation of Complete Streets as well as any updates to the policy or design guide as
needed.

Recommended action: Provide input on the draft Regional Complete Streets Policy.
Members of the public are welcome to provide up to three minutes of public comment on this item.
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Context
The federal government has laid the foundation for Complete Streets in federal law, guidance,
best practices, and funding through the offices of the US Department of Transportation
(USDOT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention. Their collaborations have helped to integrate Complete Streets policies and
designs into the nexus of strategies to improve community health, civil rights, and transportation
equity. Federal support has enabled municipalities at all levels to develop Street Design
manuals and guides to implement Complete Street policies and pilot projects.
The Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act was the first federal bill to ever include
Complete Streets and notably mandated to the National Highway System that roadway designs
consider access for all modes of transportation. The recently passed Infrastructure Investment
and Jobs Act (IIJA) now requires that states use 2.5% of their planning and research funds and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) use 2.5% of their overall funding to adopt
Complete Streets Policies or standards, develop multimodal transportation plans, address travel
demand and congestion through alternatives to new highway capacity, improve the safety of
pedestrians and bicyclists, and support transit-oriented development.
In 2014 the Maine Department of Transportation (MaineDOT) adopted a Complete Streets
Policy to “help ensure that all users of Maine’s transportation system – our customers –
including bicyclists, pedestrians, people of all ages and abilities, transit users, and motor vehicle
users, have safe and efficient access to the transportation system.” The MaineDOT policy
applies to new construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, and maintenance projects funded
partially or in full through MaineDOT, and includes projects determined by MPOs or through the
agency’s Local Project Administration Program. The state policy also includes developing and
updating relevant design manuals and guidance, consideration of all users in project scoping
and preliminary design reports, and providing training.
The following goals are embedded in PACTS regional transportation planning documents like
the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design Guidance for the PACTS Metropolitan
Planning Area (2015), Getting There from Here: An Active Transportation Plan (2018), and
Transit Tomorrow (2021). The latter two documents recommend the implementation of a
Regional Complete Streets Policy. The task of drafting a Complete Streets Policy was initially
included in the 2021-2022 PACTS Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP).

Goals
The goals of the PACTS Regional Complete Streets Policy are to:
1. Consider All Users- Ensure the needs of diverse users are considered throughout the
transportation network to yield the most equitable economic, health, safety, accessibility,
resilience, and environmental sustainability benefits of Complete Streets.
2. Complete the Network- Create a complete, balanced, integrated, and fully connected
transportation network that will promote transportation diversity of various modes such
as walking, biking, wheeling/rolling, driving, riding transit, using paratransit and more.
3. Promote Great Design- Encourage and implement Complete and Green Streets design
standards, principles, policies, and guidelines that complement the social fabric of the
region.
4. Apply to All Projects and Phases- Plan, design, operate, and maintain a network of
Complete and Green Streets that apply Complete Streets and green infrastructure
principles into all projects (new, retrofit/reconstruction, maintenance, ongoing) and all
phases (concept development, design, engineering, construction, maintenance).

The PACTS Regional Complete Streets Policy is intended to supplement existing engineering
and design standards and does not supersede federal or state laws or policies related to streets
and highways, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, or civil rights. Rather, the policy reaffirms the
regional commitment to providing for all users and modes of transportation in all projects.

Key Principles
Key principles provide direction and inform the process of identifying, screening, prioritizing, and
implementing transportation projects. Though Complete Streets come in many forms, they
should adhere to the following overarching principles:
Safety: Safety for all street users
The real and perceived safety of pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders, and other
vulnerable users (especially older adults, people with disabilities, and children) should be
prioritized in street design.
Space: Support the needs of all users
Complete Streets integrate the needs of all street users to co-exist safely and efficiently.
Street design should support the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, micromobility
users, and motorists, including freight and emergency vehicles.
Balance: Balance mobility needs between modes
Complete streets should efficiently and comfortably move people around the region by their
preferred mode. This may require the rebalancing of priorities, funding, and allocation of

right of way to ensure that vulnerable road users have equitable access to the transportation
network.
Appropriate: Complement surrounding land uses, environment, and community
Complete streets promote and enhance their surrounding built and natural environment and
are specific to their current and planned land use contexts. A well-designed street
encourages safe travel speeds and the use of modes and activities that are contextually
appropriate.
Green: Address air and water quality
Complete streets should also be Green Streets and include green stormwater infrastructure
wherever practicable to improve the pedestrian environment and contribute to the
improvement of water quality and the mitigation of flooding and erosion as well as air quality
through particulate capture.
Equity: Ensure equity
Complete streets should reflect equal opportunities for travel for all regardless of race,
ethnicity, national origin, income, age, gender, disability, health, English language
proficiency, or vehicular access.

Diverse Users
The Regional Complete Streets Policy considers the needs of diverse modes, users and
abilities that need to use the transportation system including but not limited to walking, biking,
wheeling/rolling, riding public transit, car sharing/carpooling, driving, paratransit, taxis, delivering
goods and services, and providing emergency response services.
Transportation choices should be safe, convenient, reliable, affordable, and accessible
regardless of race, ethnicity, national origin, income, age, gender, disability, health, English
language proficiency, or vehicular access.
PACTS is committed to ensuring its transportation plans and future investments comply with
federal civil rights protections including Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, Executive Order 12898, “Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income Populations,”
issued in 1994, and Executive Order 13166, “Improving Access to Services for Persons with
Limited English Proficiency (LEP)” issued in 2000.
To ensure that planning processes and decisions on funding transportation projects strive for
equitable distribution of services, facilities, and resources within the PACTS planning area, the
PACTS Regional Complete Streets policy is aligned with the PACTS Civil Rights Plan, which
establishes an accountable, measurable definition for priority groups or places based on the
most recent available data for the region on:
•

Population Living Below Poverty Level

•

Racial/Ethnic Minority Population

•

Population Over 65 Years Old

•

Population with Limited English Proficiency

•

Population with Disabilities

•

Households with No Vehicles

•

Foreign Born Population

•

Equitable Target Areas (ETAs)

PACTS provides resources to member jurisdictions such as the Inclusive Transportation
Planning (ITP) Toolkit and the Civil Rights/Title VI Plan. The Civil Rights Plan includes a
mapping and data analysis of protected population groups who experience barriers to
transportation access in the PACTS region. This mapping tool was used to evaluate the
equitable distribution of transportation benefits and assess disparate negative impacts across
the 18 member municipalities and can be used to determine whether there is equitable
distribution of services, facilities, and resources within the PACTS region.

All Projects and Phases
Every transportation improvement project should be approached as an opportunity to create
safer, more accessible, and connected roadways for all users. This policy applies to all phases
of project development including planning, programming, design, right-of-way acquisition,
construction, construction engineering, reconstruction, and operations as well as any change to
transportation facilities within street rights-of-way such as capital improvements, rechannelization projects and major maintenance such as resurfacing, repaving, restriping, and
rehabilitation.
Facilities such as roadways, shoulders, bikeways, sidewalks, shared-use paths, street
crossings, pedestrian signals, signs, street furniture, landscaping, lighting, transit stops and
facilities, rail crossings, and all connecting pathways should be designed, constructed, operated,
and maintained so that all users, including people with disabilities, pedestrians, bicyclists, transit
vehicles and riders, freight vehicles, emergency vehicles, and motorists can travel safely and
independently.
During construction or repair work that impacts the right of way and/or sidewalk, all modes of
transportation should be accommodated so they may continue to use the street safely and
efficiently.
Transportation projects should address the need for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross facilities
as well as travel along them. The design and construction of new facilities should not preclude
the provision of future improvements to accommodate future demand for walking and bicycling,
especially to access transit.
Transportation projects should comply with up-to-date standards, particularly standards relating
to providing access for individuals with disabilities throughout construction and in their final
condition.

Exceptions
Not every street can be for each user, and exceptions may need to be made for some projects.
However, exceptions should not be common. Federal funding programmed in PACTS’s
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) will enable complete and direct connections
throughout the transportation network for all users, even where specific streets cannot
accommodate all users.

This rural road near Cumberland cannot, and perhaps should not, accommodate a
sidewalk, bike lane, and transit stops, but might be considered a Complete Street
for the use, need, travel speed, and surrounding land uses.

An exception shall be granted only if the following two (2) conditions are met:
1. a request for an exception is submitted in writing to the Complete Streets Advisory
Committee, with supporting documentation, and made publicly available for public input;
and
2. the exception is approved in writing by the Complete Streets Advisory Committee and
the written approval is made publicly available.
Exceptions may be granted in the following cases by the Complete Streets Advisory Committee:
a) Where using specific modes of travel are prohibited by law, such as vehicles in
pedestrian malls. In such cases, efforts should be made to accommodate prohibited
modes elsewhere, as appropriate for each mode to ensure network connectivity.
b) Where population scarcity, development pattern, or other factors indicate an absence of
need for both current and future conditions of the anticipated project life (usually a
minimum of 20 years for roadways and 50 or more years for bridges).
c) Where cost of accommodation is excessively disproportionate (over 33% of total project
cost) to the need or probable use.

d) Routine maintenance of the transportation network that does not change the roadway
geometry or operations, such as mowing, sweeping, and spot repair (e.g., crack
sealing).
e) Where a reasonable and functionally equivalent (in terms of user mode, accessibility,
directness, and convenience) project or function along the same corridor is already
programmed or already exists to provide the facilities exempted from the project at hand.
Projects on the interstate highway system and those previously included in the TIP are also
exceptions to this policy and do not require a formal exception.

Jurisdiction
Upon approval and adoption of this Regional Complete Streets Policy, it will become part of
PACTS’s planning, prioritization, and scoring processes for all future federally-funded
transportation projects in the PACTS region (unless exceptions apply).1 The principles of this
policy will also guide GPCOG staff in the preparation of the Long-Range Transportation Plan
and other plans it prepares or to which it contributes.
Member jurisdictions and agencies are encouraged to consider the Complete Streets Policy at
the time of project conception and to contact staff or the Complete Streets Advisory Committee
with any questions regarding what can be expected at the time of project application and, if
there is an anticipated exception request, what will be expected.
During project selection, projects will be reviewed for compliance with the Complete Streets
Policy. Projects which address how they will account for the needs of all modes and users will
be prioritized during project selection for funding and inclusion in the Long Range
Transportation Plan and TIP.

Design Guidelines
Projects shall be designed at a human scale for the needs and comfort of all people with due
consideration of issues such as street design and width, lane width, desired motorists’ operating
speed, hierarchy of streets, mode balance, and connectivity.
Design criteria shall be based on the thoughtful application of engineering, architectural, and
design principles such that all projects shall make the region a more appealing, enjoyable, and
sustainable (socially, economically, and environmentally) community.
PACTS encourages local governments to adopt best practices’ design guidelines and standards
and consult resources—such as those listed below —when developing or revising internal
design policies and guides.
1. PACTS Update to Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design Guidelines- Region
of Portland, Maine
2. National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO)

1

Applies to all federally funded transportation projects in the PACTS Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). The policy, however, does not apply to projects already in the TIP.

a. Transit Street Design Guide, 2016
b. Urban Bikeway Design Guide, 2011
c. Urban Street Design Guide, 2013
d. Urban Street Stormwater Guide, 2017
e. Don’t Give Up at the Intersection, 2019
3. American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
a. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 2012
b. Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities, 2021
4. National Complete Streets Coalition
a. Dangerous By Design, 2021
5. U.S. Department of Justice
a. ADA Standards for Accessible Design, 2010
6. Federal Highway Administration
a. Achieving Multimodal Networks: Applying Design Flexibility and Reducing
Conflicts
b. Separated Bike Lane Planning and Design Guide
c. Incorporating On-Road Bicycle Networks into Resurfacing Projects
d. Small Town and Rural Multimodal Networks
7. Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE))
a. Curbside Practitioner’s Guide, 2018
b. Designing Walkable Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach, 2010

Land Use and Context Sensitivity
All new or revised land use policies, plans, zoning ordinances, or equivalent documents
produced wholly or in part by Greater Portland Council of Governments or PACTS should
support this Regional Complete Streets Policy. Projects must be sensitive to the surrounding
context including current and planned buildings, parks, and trails, as well as current and
expected transportation needs rather than focusing solely on maintaining speed of vehicle
traffic.

Roadway, trail, bus stop, bicycle facility, and sidewalk design decisions should include public
outreach and input and be sensitive to values of the region as a walkable, bikeable, vibrant, and
sustainable community.
This section describes the typical place type contexts within the region and contextuallysensitive considerations for the design of their streets.

Downtown
LAND USE CONTEXT
A Downtown is an area with a dense grouping of contiguous mixed-use parcels that include multi-story buildings. The area has
usually been planned, built, and used for mixed-use activities for more than 80 years, and includes buildings of historical or
architectural significance. The area primarily consists of buildings that contain a mix of businesses, services, and residential uses.
Buildings are located close together, are often attached, and located adjacent to the sidewalk with a zero-foot front setback. The area
includes a network of streets that form blocks.
REGIONAL EXAMPLE:
B IDDEFORD M AIN S TREET
T HE STREET
These areas support a high level of walking and bicycling
as well as frequent parking turnover, including in the
loading zones. These streets accommodate public spaces
such as sidewalk cafes and furniture, landscaping, and
other elements that contribute to a pedestrian-friendly
streetscape. The high demand for space in the right-ofway can limit green stormwater infrastructure options,
though street trees are often present. Transit is also often
present, including regionally significant transit stops.
Sidewalks are usually present along main commercial
streets and are often wide to accommodate high volumes
of foot traffic and other uses. This street type should have
a target vehicle speed ranging from 15-20 mph,
depending on the modal priority of the street. Curb cuts
and access points should be limited and reviewed
carefully to allow necessary access but minimize conflict
points between vulnerable users and vehicles.

Village Center
LAND USE CONTEXT
A Village Center is an area with a loose grouping of predominantly contiguous mixed-use parcels containing a mix of multi-story
buildings. The area has been planned, built, and used for mixed-use activities. The area primarily consists of buildings that contain a
mix of commercial, residential, and civic activities. Buildings are located close together, are often attached, and located adjacent to
the sidewalk with a zero-foot or shallow front setback. Buildings are located along a loose network of streets. Sidewalks may be
present.
PACTS EXAMPLE:
FREEPORT MAIN STREET

T HE STREET
Village centers provide residents and workers with
daily essentials and visitors a range of shopping,
services, and entertainment. Though these village
center streets must accommodate the movement of
people and goods through the village, the design of the
street and enclosure of buildings and street trees
encourage slower speeds and clearly communicate
that walking, bicycling, micro mobility, and transit
access are priority. These streets should have target
vehicle speeds of 15-20 mph to enable safe and
frequent pedestrian crossings.

Rural Crossroads
LAND USE CONTEXT
A Rural Crossroads is an area with a contiguous grouping of 2 or more buildings of historical or architectural significance that have
formed a center of community within a small town or village. A Rural Crossroads can contain a mix of commercial, residential, and
civic activities. Buildings are located close together and near to the street, providing a place where people can walk between
buildings due to their proximity.
PACTS EXAMPLE:
CUMBERLAND STATE ROUTE 9 AT TUTTLE ROAD
T HE STREET
Rural crossroads can serve a variety of land uses.
These areas may serve as a meeting space for the
neighborhood by accommodating festivals and
markets. The streets in these crossroads primarily
serve the movement of people and goods through
the village, though the design can encourage
slower vehicle travel and turning speeds and
clearly communicates that people on foot, bicycles,
and other vulnerable users can safely travel
through the area and access amenities and
services nearby. These streets should have target
vehicle speeds of 15 to 25 mph to accommodate all users and preserve the safety of vulnerable users.
T RANSITION AREAS
Streets often traverse varying land use
contexts. As travelers move from one context
to another, the portals from connecting
streets to activity centers should include
speed management treatments to alert the
traveler to the upcoming activity center and
align the traveler’s speed with the target
speed of the upcoming environment.

Route 115 transitioning from rural areas outside of Yarmouth to Yarmouth Village Center

Major Corridor
LAND USE CONTEXT
A High Impact Corridor is a primarily linear collection of contiguous parcels of land along a regional road that connects a downtown to
other outlying areas. This area is often only one parcel deep and forms a boundary between commercial activity and residential
neighborhoods. The area has usually been planned, built, and used mostly for commercial activities. High impact corridors offer new
housing and economic opportunities, the potential for safe and sustainable transportation, and improvement to local quality of life.
PACTS EXAMPLE:
FOREST AVENUE IN PORTLAND
T HE STREET
Major corridors are often streets identified as truck
routes and frequent or rapid transit routes. High levels
of public and private investment can support high
levels of population and employment density and highquality, reliable transit service. Geometric design must
consider the needs of larger vehicles while prioritizing
pedestrian and bicyclist safety and comfort. Ample and
safe crossing opportunities and uninterrupted
sidewalks and bicycle facilities are critical. These
streets must balance safety and access of those
moving between centers on these corridors with those
living in adjacent neighborhoods. Signal timing and
phasing (including Leading Pedestrian Interval and
automatic Walk signals) should be optimized for the
modal priority of the street. Major Corridors should
have a target speed ranging from 25-30 mph,
depending on modal priority of the street.

Neighborhood
LAND USE CONTEXT
A neighborhood is primarily residential and located within walkable distance to a downtown. Housing mostly consists of single
homes, duplexes, townhouses, small apartment buildings, and accessory units. Some businesses may be located in this area,
including corner stores and cafés, as well as churches, schools, and other civic buildings. Buildings are typically located close
together and are sometimes attached. The area includes a network of streets that form blocks. Sidewalks are often present.
PACTS EXAMPLE:
CUMBERLAND AVE IN PORTLAND
T HE STREET
Neighborhood streets are adjacent to
residential land uses and play an essential
role in moving people between different
neighborhoods, village centers, downtown,
and the regional transportation network.
This function is balanced with the safety
and access needs of those who live in
adjacent housing. On-street parking
and/or traffic calming devices are usually
present as these streets are designed to
encourage slower traffic speeds and
minimize the number of travel lanes to
enhance pedestrian and bicyclist safety.
Transit is usually infrequent or absent on
neighborhood streets. Target vehicle
speeds should range from 15-25 mph.

Performance Measures
Establishing performance measures helps track progress towards achieving the goals of the
Regional Complete Streets Policy. As discussed in the Key Principles section of this document,
the policy’s aim is a transportation system that is safe, balanced, appropriate, green, equitable,
and provides space for all user and modes on all projects.
The following tables outline the measures that will help quantify how well the policy is achieving
the goals set out by this and other PACTS policies and plans. Many measures and metrics fall
into more than one category as often improvements to the streetscape have multiple benefits. It
is anticipated that performance will be measured at least as often as the region’s long range
plan is updated (5 years).
Table 1. Regional Complete Streets Policy Performance Measures- Outputs

Outputs
New miles of sidewalks constructed
New miles of bike lanes constructed
New transit shelters constructed
Number of bicycle network gaps filled
Number of pedestrian network gaps filled
Number of conversions of 4 to 3-lane streets
Number of conversions of 1-way to 2-way streets
Number of projects with design speed reductions
Curb radii reductions
Removed/closed curb cuts
Lane width reductions
Number of new trees planted

Table 2. Regional Complete Streets Policy Performance Measures- Outcomes

Outcomes
Number of cyclists
Number of pedestrians
Number of transit users
Mode share (Census and School data)
Customer satisfaction
Multi-modal LOS
Connectivity indices (GIS)- bike and ped
Air quality (particulate matter, ground-level ozone)
Water quality
VMT per capita
Transit Reliability
Number and severity of crashes by mode, age, gender, income, race, ethnicity, disability

Project Selection Criteria
PACTS will revise project selection criteria to encourage Complete Streets implementation and
the inclusion of all users in all PACTS projects and funding opportunities, including, but not
limited to: Complex Projects, Municipal Partnerships Initiative, Collector Paving, and regional
transit infrastructure projects.

Implementation Next Steps
The following steps will ensure the Complete Streets Policy is implemented effectively:
1. PACTS encourages member municipalities to adopt a Complete Streets Policy at least
as stringent as the PACTS Regional Complete Streets Policy and to begin incorporating
the needs of all users in all transportation projects. PACTS recommends an
accompanying Complete Streets Ordinance to codify the consideration of all users in all
projects.
2. PACTS will form a staff Complete Streets Advisory Committee to review plans, designs,
and projects to ensure their compliance with the Complete Streets Policy. The
Committee is intended to provide interdisciplinary, inter-community counsel and
technical assistance to member municipalities. Member municipalities are encouraged to
seek the guidance of the Complete Streets Advisory Committee when engaging in land
use, transportation, or other plan updates or design of transportation projects. This
committee will serve as an usher for the implementation of the Complete Streets Policy
and will be involved with:
a) Implementation, design, and other technical assistance to member municipalities
including their planning, engineering, and public works teams
b) Establishing a regional database for benchmarking and reporting, including
establishing a baseline for performance measures
c) Inventorying and evaluating plans and their Complete Streets components
d) Continued updates of the Complete Streets Policy
e) Updates, use, and review of project compliance checklists
f)

Review of requests for exceptions

g) Public outreach to ensure the public is aware of and contributing to Complete Streets
projects happening in their communities

Definitions
Complete Streets- Complete Streets is a transportation policy and design approach that
requires streets to be planned, designed, operated, funded, and maintained to enable safe,
convenient, and comfortable travel and access for users of all ages and abilities regardless of
their mode of transportation. Complete Streets rebalances the transportation system to allow for
safe and accessible travel by those walking, bicycling, and accessing public transit, in addition
to those driving automobiles or delivering goods.
Diverse Users- Users of the transportation network, including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit
riders and other vulnerable users like older adults, people with disabilities, people of color, and
other underserved communities.
Green Streets - Streets which include green stormwater infrastructure features such as
stormwater curb extensions, tree trenches, stormwater planters, rain gardens, permeable
paving, green gutters, and other innovative treatments for pavement reduction to contribute to a
comfortable and healthy pedestrian environment through improved air and water quality,
valuable shade, and beautification. These micro-scale stormwater practices collect stormwater
runoff for water quality treatment and/or detain a portion of for slow, controlled release,
mitigating adverse downstream impacts like erosion or flooding.
Equitable Target Area- PACTS and GPCOG staff have developed an “Equitable Target Areas”
(ETA) map, a composite of all mapped data points for each census tract for which each
parameter received equal weighting. The ETAs are categorized into three levels of ETA
concentrations: Very High, High, and Medium.
Data points include:
•

Population Living Below Poverty Level

•

Racial/Ethnic Minority Population

•

Population Over 65 Years Old

•

Population with Limited English Proficiency

•

Population with Disabilities

•

Households with No Vehicles

•

Foreign Born Population

PACTS uses these maps to inform plans, studies, and programs, particularly the Unified
Planning Work Plan (UPWP) and the TIP, to evaluate the equitable distribution of transportation
benefits and potentially adverse impacts caused by future projects. These maps can also be
used to verify past compliance with Title VI. Identifying prior PACTS projects and mapping them
against these maps will let PACTS know if fair and equitable distribution of services, facilities,
and resources within the PACTS planning area has been achieved.

Perceived Safety- The expectation of an undesirable outcome such as a crash, injury, or death
as a result of using transportation infrastructure. This risk calculation is subjective and can vary
from person to person, but universal and accessible design can improve perceived safety and
influence the use of pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.
Transportation Equity- The distribution of regional transportation resources which results in
the greatest beneficial impact and least detrimental impacts for historically underserved
communities including low-income residents, people of color, children, people with disabilities,
people with limited English proficiency, immigrants, refugees, and older adults.
Vulnerable Road Users- As defined by the National Safety Council: “unprotected by an outer
shield, as they sustain a greater risk of injury in any collision with a vehicle and are therefore
highly in need of protection against such collision.”

Project Checklists
The following checklists are provided for each step in the project process:
1. Concept Development
2. Preliminary Engineering
3. Construction
4. Maintenance

They have been developed to assist in project selection, project planning, design, and
development of proposed alternatives, as well as construction and maintenance of projects in
adherence to the policy. The checklists also include green stormwater infrastructure best
management practices.
Complying with the policy means that project managers and designers plan for, design, and
construct all projects to consider and provide appropriate accommodation for residents of
Equitable Target Areas, pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users of all ages and abilities on all
roadways.
The checklists apply to all roadway and development projects and are expected to be filled and
submitted to the PACTS Complete Streets Advisory Committee for all federally funded projects
in the PACTS region. They are intended for use during the earliest stages of the Concept
Development or Preliminary Engineering phases so that any pedestrian, bicycle, transit
accessible, and Green Streets considerations are included in the project budget.
A note to Member Municipalities:
These checklists are practical tools that can assist with the implementation of
the municipal Complete Streets Policy and are recommended for adoption (or
as a baseline for future checklists) by the municipality either concurrently with
the Complete Streets policy or as a separate action within a reasonable
timeframe. The checklists include a section on provisions for evaluation of Site
Plan and Subdivision applications for municipal staff. Evaluation of such
privately funded transportation and development projects should consider the
incorporation of Complete Streets facilities, at the discretion of each
municipality, though highly recommended to ensure Complete Streets are
implemented in all projects whether public or private.
The Project Manager is responsible for completing the Project Development checklist and must
work to ensure that the checklist has been completed prior to advancement of a project to Final
Design. Each item in the checklist must include an area to provide a brief description for how
the item is addressed, not addressed, or not applicable to the Complete Streets policy.
USING THE COMPLETE STREETS CHECKLISTS

When completing the checklist, a brief description is required for each “Item to be Addressed”
to document that the item has been considered and can include supporting documentation.
Public involvement in Concept Development and transparency throughout project
implementation are important to ensure that each project results in Complete Streets on the
ground. Checklists provided to PACTS will be accessible online and made available to the
Complete Streets Advisory Committee and the public.

Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed
EXISTING BICYCLE, PEDESTRIAN
AND TRANSIT
ACCOMMODATIONS

Checklist Consideration
Are there accommodations for
bicyclists, pedestrians (including ADA
compliance) and transit usersincluded
on or crossing the current facility?
Examples include (but are not
limited to):
• Sidewalks
• Public seating
• Bike racks
• Transit shelters

EXISTING BICYCLE AND
PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS

Has the existing bicycle level of
traffic stress and pedestrian
suitability on the current
transportation facility been
identified?

Have the bicycle and pedestrian
conditions within the study area,
including pedestrian and/or bicyclist
treatments, volumes, important
connections and lighting been
identified?

Do bicyclists/pedestrians r e g u l a r l y
use the transportation facility for
commuting or recreation?

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration
Are there physical or perceived
impediments to bicyclist
or pedestrian use of the
transportation facility?
Have the existing volumes of pedestrian
and/or bicyclist crossingactivity at
intersections including midblock and
nighttime crossing been
collected/provided?

EXISTING TRANSIT
OPERATIONS

Are there existing transit facilities
within the project area, including bus
and train stops/stations?
Is the transportation facility on atransit
route?
Is the transportation facility within two
miles of “park and ride” lot?

Are there existing or proposed
amenities including pedestrian
seating/shelters, bicycle racks or
parking available at these lots or transit
stations? Are there bike rackson buses
that travel along the facility?

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Has there been a clear process for
public participation?

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration
Are project Concept Development
Checklists currently available on-line?

EXISTING MOTOR
VEHICLE
OPERATIONS
EXISTING TRUCK/
FREIGHT
OPERATIONS
EXISTING ACCESS AND
MOBILITY

Are there existing concerns withinthe
study area, regarding motor vehicle
safety, traffic volumes/ congestion or
access?
Are there existing concerns within the
study area, regarding truck/ freight
safety, volumes, or access?
Are there any existing access or mobility
considerations, including ADA
compliance?
Are there any schools, hospitals,
senior care facilities, educational
buildings, community centers,
residences or businesses of persons
with disabilities within or proximate to
the study area?

LAND USE CONTEXT

Have you identified the predominant
land use development patterns within
the study area, including any main
street, historic districts or special
zoning districts?
Is the transportation facility in a future
planned medium to high density
development area that will support
housing, civic uses and buildings, and
local economic development?

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration
What is the existing and future desired
design speed in the project area?

Is the transportation facility in a
medium to high-density development
area that has pedestrian/bicycle/motor
vehicle and transit traffic?
MAJOR SITES

EXISTING STREETSCAPE

Have you identified the major sites,
destinations, and trip generators
within or proximate to the study area,
including prominent landmarks,
employment centers, recreation,
commercial, cultural and civic
institutions, schools, and public
spaces?
Are there existing or planned street
trees, planters, or other environmental
enhancements such as drainage swales
within the study area?

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration

RESURFACING

Can additional road uses be supported
and/or safety improved by
reconfiguring lanes within the same
roadway width? Examples include but
not limited to, lane narrowing, lane
reconfiguration, lane reduction (road
diet), on-streetbicycle parking, hivisibility crosswalks, painted curb
extension, etc.

EXISTING PLANS

Are there any comprehensive planning
documents that addressbicyclist,
pedestrian or transit userconditions
within or proximate to the study area?
Examples include (but are not
limited to):
• Safe Routes to School Plans
• Area Strategic Plans and Vision
Plans
• Local, County and/or Statewide
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans
• Sidewalk Inventories
• Long Range Transportation Plan
• Regional Active Transportation Plan
• Regional Transit Future Plan

IMPERVIOUS COVER

Is there an opportunity to remove
impervious surface as part of this
project?

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed
PRIORITY COMMUNITIES

Checklist Consideration

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

No

If NO, please describe why (refer to
Exemptions Clause)

Is the project located in a Very High,
High, or Medium Equitable Target
Area according to the PACTS
“Equitable Target Areas” map?

SAFETY

Does the crash history of the study
area include injuries and fatalities of all
road users?

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

Does the project area have a history
of flooding or is it in a known future
climate change flooding or sea-level
rise risk area? Is the project area in a
combined sewer systemand subject
to combined sewer overflows?
Does nonpoint source pollution
from the project area generate
runoff that flows into a critical water
body?

Municipal or Regional Planner Sign-Off
Statement of Compliance
The plan or roadway improvement accommodates bicyclists, pedestrians, transit users
of all ages and abilities, and addresses the related public health,Priority Communities,
and environmental goals as set forth in the Complete Streets Policy.

Yes

Preliminary Engineering Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration

BICYCLIST, PEDESTRIAN, AND Does the proposed project design
TRANSIT ACCOMMODATIONS include accommodations for bicyclists
described in the PACTS Bicycle and
Pedestrian Design Guidelines?
Examples include (but are not
limited to):
Bicycle facilities:
• Bicycle path/bicycle lane/ bicycle
route/bicycle boulevard
• Bicycle actuation at signals (loop
detectors and stencil or other
means)
• Signs, signals and pavement
markings specifically related to
bicycle operation on roadwaysor
shared-use facilities
• Bicycle safe inlet grates
Bicycle amenities:
• Call boxes (for trail or bridge
projects)
• Drinking fountains (also for trail
projects)
• Secure long term bicycle parking
(e.g., for commuters andresidents)
• Secure short-term bicycle parking

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

BICYCLIST, PEDESTRIAN,
AND
TRANSIT ACCOMMODATIONS
(continued)

BICYCLIST, PEDESTRIAN,
AND
TRANSIT ACCOMMODATIONS
(continued)

Does the proposed project design
address accommodations for
pedestrians?
Examples include (but are not
limited to):
Pedestrian facilities: Sidewalks
(preferably on both sides of the street);
mid-block crosswalks; striped
crosswalks; geometric modifications to
reduce crossing distances such as
curb extensions (bulb-outs);
pedestrian-actuated traffic signals such
as High Intensity Activated Crosswalk
Beacons, Rapid Rectangular Flashing
Beacons; dedicated pedestrian phase;
pedestrian signal heads and
pushbuttons; pedestrian signs for
crossing and wayfinding, lead
pedestrian intervals; high visibility
crosswalks (e.g., ladder or zebra);
pedestrian-level lighting; in-road
warning lights; pedestrian safety
fencing; pedestrian detection system;
pedestrian overpass/ underpass; and
median safety islands for roadways
with (two or more traffic lanes in each
direction)
Pedestrian amenities: Shade trees;
public seating; drinking fountains
Have you coordinated with the
corresponding transit authority to
accommodate transit users in the
project design?

Transit facilities: Transit shelters, bus
turnouts

Transit amenities: public seating,
signage, maps, schedules, trash and
recycling receptacles

BICYCLIST AND PEDESTRIAN
OPERATIONS

Is the proposed design consistent with
the desired future bicyclist andwalking
plans (e.g., Master Plan/ Elements)
within the project area including safety,
volumes, comfort and convenience of
movement, important walking and/or
bicyclingconnections, and the quality of
the walking environment and/or
availability of bicycle parking?

TRANSIT OPERATIONS

Does the proposed design address the
desired/anticipated future transit
conditions within the project area,
including bus routes and operations
and transit station access to support
transit usage and users?

MOTOR VEHICLE
OPERATIONS

Does the proposed design address
the desired future motorvehicle
conditions within the project area,
including volumes,access,
important motor vehicle
connections, appropriateness
of motor vehicle traffic to the
particular street (e.g., local versus
through traffic) and the reductionof
the negative impacts of motor
vehicle traffic?

TRUCK/FREIGHT
OPERATIONS

Does the proposed design addressthe
desired future truck conditions within
the project area, including truck
routes, volumes, access, mobility and
the reduction of the negative impacts
of truck traffic?

ACCESS AND MOBILITY

LAND USE CONTEXT

MAJOR SITES

Does the proposed design address
accommodations for those with
access or mobility challenges such
as the disabled, elderly,
and children, including ADA
compliance?
Examples include (but are not
limited to):
Curb ramps, including detectable
warning surface; accessible signal
actuation; adequate sidewalk or paved
path (length & width or linearfeet);
acceptable slope and cross- slope
(particularly for driveway ramps over
sidewalks, over crossings and trails);
and adequate green signal crossing
time
Is the proposed design compatible with
the predominant land use anddensities,
and development patterns within the
project area, including any historic
districts, main streets, or special zoning
districts?
Do the proposed lane widths, geometries,
vertical elements, etc. match the desired
vehicle speed of the project area?
Can the proposed design support the
major sites, destinations, and trip
generators within or proximate to the
project area, including prominent
landmarks, commercial,cultural and
civic institutions, and schools, public
spaces?

STREETSCAPE

DESIGN
STANDARDSOR
GUIDELINES

Does the proposed design include
landscaping, street trees, planters, or
other environmentalenhancements such
as drainage swales?

Does the proposed design follow all

applicable design standards or
guidelines appropriate for bicycle
and/or pedestrian facilities?

SAFETY

Does the proposed project design
include elements from the FHWA
Proven Safety Countermeasures?
Examples include, but are not limited
to, road diets, medians and pedestrian
islands, lead pedestrianintervals, etc.

STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT

Has an impervious cover assessment
been performed and have impervious
surface areas been minimized while
meeting engineeringstandards and
guidelines?

STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT
(continued)

Has an impervious cover reduction
action plan been completed for the
project area, and does the project
design include elements to reduce the
impacts of stormwater runoff from
impervious surfaces?
Examples include (but are not
limited to):
• Bioretention and rain gardens
• Bioswales
• Stormwater planters
• Tree filter boxes

Preliminary Engineering Sign-Off

Statement of Compliance
The plan or roadway improvement accommodates bicyclists, pedestrians, transit users
of all ages and abilities, and addresses the related public health,Priority Communities,
and environmental goals as set forth in the Complete Streets Policy.

Yes

No

If NO, please describe why (refer to
Exemptions Clause)

Construction Checklist
Item to be Addressed
MAINTENANCE
OF TRAFFIC

DETOURS

Checklist Consideration

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

No

If NO, please describe why (refer to
Exemptions Clause)

During construction, will safe access
be maintained for all users, including
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users,
and delivery vehicles?
Will detour routes for all users on siteor
nearby be provided and clearly
marked, including advanced warning
signs?

Construction Official Sign-Off
Statement of Compliance
The plan or roadway improvement accommodates bicyclists, pedestrians, transit users
of all ages and abilities, and addresses the related public health,Priority Communities,
and environmental goals as set forth in the Complete Streets Policy.

Yes

Maintenance Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration

STREET CLEANING

Does the street cleaning include the
shoulder or roadway to the curb?
Are the sidewalks cleaned on a
regular basis?

SNOW REMOVAL

Are bicycle lanes and street edges
routinely cleared of debris and
vegetation?
Does snow plowing block or push snow
into crosswalks, blocking clear access?
Are resources prioritized to ensure
sidewalks, bike lanes, and transit routes
are cleared in a timely manner?

RE-STRIPING

STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT

Can additional road uses be
supported and/or safety improvedby
reconfiguring lanes within the same
roadway pavement width?
Examples include (but are not
limited to):
• Lane narrowing
• Lane reconfiguration
• Lane reduction (road diet)
• Adding on-street parking
• Adding on-street bicycle parking
• High-visibility crosswalks
• Curb radii reduction
• Painted curb extension, etc.
Does the maintenance plan include
procedures to clear debris and
sediment from drainage (e.g., inlets,
curb-cuts, grates, etc.) into the green
infrastructure facility?Has landscaping
been maintained? Is vegetation

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

replaced as needed?

Maintenance/Public Works Sign-Off
Statement of Compliance
The roadway maintenance and snow removal planaccommodate bicyclists, pedestrians,
and stormwater management installations as set forth in Complete Streets Policy.

Yes

No

If NO, please describe why (refer to
Exemptions Clause)

