PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory Committee
Tuesday, July 5, 2022
9:00-11:00 AM
Meeting Agenda

In-Person:
Greater Portland Council of Governments
970 Baxter Boulevard, Room 201
Portland, Maine
Remote:
Webinar link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81375090128
Phone: 646-558-8656
Webinar ID: 813 7509 0128
Participating by phone? Use *9 to raise your hand and *6 to unmute.
As of April 26, 2022 GPCOG and PACTS are holding committee meetings in hybrid format, both in person at
GPCOG’s offices and via webinar. The remote portions of 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

5 minutes

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 June 7, 2022 Meeting Minutes

5 minutes

4.

Staff Report

5 minutes

5.

Collector Paving Program Projects

15 minutes

Discussion and a vote on the proposed action to recommend approval of the list of Collector Paving
Program projects.
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6.

Regional Complete Streets Policy

July 5, 2022

20 minutes

Discussion and a vote on the proposed action to recommend adoption of the Regional Complete
Streets Policy.
7.

Transit Together Project Update

15 minutes

Staff presentation and update on the status of the Transit Together project.
9.

Other Business

10.

Adjourn

Upcoming Meetings
•
•
•
•

PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory Committee—Tuesday, July 5, 9:00–11:00 AM
PACTS Policy Board—Thursday, July 28, 11:00 AM–1:00 PM
PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory Committee—Tuesday, August 2, 9:00–11:00 AM
PACTS Executive Board—Tuesday, August 23, 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.

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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3.

July 5, 2022

Approval of the June 7, 2022 Meeting Minutes

Contact

Aubrey Miller, staff

Recommended action

Approve the June 7, 2022 PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory Committee
meeting minutes.

Attachments

3-A—2022-06-07 PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory Committee Meeting
Minutes

The previous meeting of the PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory Committee was held on June 7,
2022. Minutes from the meeting are included as Attachment 3-A for review, discussion, and approval.
Recommended action: Approve the June 7, 2022 PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory
Committee 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 committee’s discussion.
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Regional Transportation Advisory Committee
June 7, 2022
9:00 a.m.
DRAFT Meeting Minutes
Seat
PACTS Southern – Municipal
PACTS Southern – Planning/ Economic Development
PACTS Southern – Public Works/ Engineering
PACTS Central – Municipal
PACTS Central – Planning/ Economic Development
PACTS Central – Public Works/ Engineering
PACTS Western – Municipal
PACTS Western – Planning/ Economic Development
PACTS Western – Public Works/ Engineering
PACTS Northern – Municipal
PACTS Northern – Planning/ Economic Development
PACTS Northern – Public Works/ Engineering
Transit
Transit
Transit
Transit
MaineDOT
Maine Turnpike Authority
Active Transportation Specialist
Environmental Specialist
Community Transportation Leader
Community Transportation Leader
Private Sector Trade Association

Representative
Diana Asanza
Jessa Berna
Tom Milligan
Matt Sturgis
Nell Donaldson
VACANT
VACANT
Steve Puleo
Katherine Kelley
Bill Shane
Theo Holtwijk
Adam Bliss
Hank Berg
Patricia Quinn
Jack De Beradinis
Mike Tremblay
Ryan Neale
Rebecca Grover
Jean Sideris
Christian MilNeil
Leeann Brionez
Mireille Kabongo
Eamonn Dundon

Attendance
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y

1. Welcome
Nell Donaldson opened the meeting and welcomed the attendees.
2. Public Comment
There was no public comment.
3. Approval of the May 3, 2022 Meeting Minutes
Mike Tremblay moved to approve the May 3, 2022 meeting minutes as written. Bill Shane seconded. All
were in favor; Theo Holtwijk abstained.
4. Staff Report
Chris Chop, GPCOG, gave an update on the status of the distribution of America Rescue Plan Act
(ARPA) funds. In March 2022, RTAC voted on a suite of investments to improve public transit using
ARPA funding ($7 million in improvement projects and $1 million in operating funds for Casco Bay
Lines and NNEPRA). The PACTS Policy Board approved RTAC’s recommendation by an 11-9 vote.
However, there is a federal requirement that a “split letter” be signed by six agencies in order to release
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the funds; one agency has signed. Four agencies expressed concerns with the split letter and also with
the PACTS Transportation Funding Framework. Staff has put together a task force to address the
concerns with the Framework; the task force will begin its work in late June.
There was no public comment.
Christian MilNeil expressed his hope that transit agencies will sign the split letter releasing the ARPA
funds to help transit riders. Nell Donaldson indicated that the PACTS Policy Board meeting was
productive and she believes there is a path forward.
5. RTAC Chair and Vice Chair Elections
In April, Aubrey Miller, GPCOG, asked RTAC members for nominations for Chair and Vice Chair. She
received one nomination for Chair (Nell Donaldson) and one nomination for Vice Chair (Mike
Tremblay). The staff recommendation is to elect Nell Donaldson as Chair and Mike Tremblay as Vice
Chair for FY2023. Bill Shane moved to approve the recommendation; Tom Milligan seconded.
There was no public comment.
Patricia Quinn asked if METRO’s loss of a seat on RTAC in December would affect Mike Tremblay’s
role as Vice Chair, if elected. Aubrey answered yes, and that RTAC will need to find a solution at that
time. One option is the change the transit agencies’ calendar year terms to align with the fiscal year
terms in the PACTS bylaws. Patricia also asked if the officers could represent more diverse areas in the
region. Aubrey answered that the bylaws recommend, but do not require, that the officers represent
different subregions.
After some discussion, the committee agreed to vote on the motion, as is, with the understanding that
the committee will need to revisit the issue before the end of the calendar year. All voted in favor.
6. Transportation Investment Strategy
Part A: PACTS’ 2025 MPO Allocation
Each year, PACTS receives an allocation—the “MPO Allocation”—of state and Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) capital improvement funding through the Maine Department of Transportation
(MaineDOT). PACTS splits the FHWA funds between the Collector Paving Program (40%) and
Complex Projects (60%). For collector paving, the PACTS region is divided into three subregions and
funds rotate through the subregions each year. For complex projects, funding is allocated on a
competitive basis after a call for projects and scoring process. Also, complex project funding is
allocated to projects in two phases—first for preliminary design report (PDR), and then for construction
once PDR is completed. When PACTS decides to fund a complex project for PDR, it’s also making a
commitment to fund the project through construction. In October 2021, the PACTS Policy Board
directed staff not to issue a call for new complex projects for the 2025 MPO Allocation due to the fact
that PACTS had already funded seven projects that were still in the PDR stage and carried a future
construction commitment of approximately $17 million. Now, all seven projects are still in the PDR
stage and are still not ready to receive construction funding. With no new complex projects to fund for
PDR, and no existing complex projects ready for construction funding, staff developed two possible
scenarios for the 2025 MPO Allocation. Scenario 1 directs most of the 2025 allocation to Collector
Paving and the 2026 allocation to Complex Projects. This scenario would allow road segments in the
South subregion to be paved early and would give previously funded complex projects more time to
complete PDR. Scenario 2 is nearly the same as Scenario 1 but allocates some of the excess funds
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from the 2025 allocation to the Saco Island Multimodal Bridge, a complex project that scored well last
year but did not receive funding due to its high construction cost estimate.
Christopher Parelius, a member of the public, asked if the Saco Island Multimodal Bridge was part of
the Eastern Trail bridge using the rail line. Aubrey Miller, GPCOG, stated she believes it is separate.
Christian MilNeil confirmed this is the bridge from Saco Island to the Biddeford Mill District. He stressed
the need to invest money in transformative projects that align with the climate goals of the state, and
expressed support for the bridge.
After some discussion about collector paving, Chris Chop, GPCOG, reiterated that the rationale behind
funding collector paving with the 2025 allocation is that there are no complex projects ready to be
funded. If funds were allocated to complex projects, those funds would sit idle until the projects move
into the construction phase. Katherine Kelley added her support for the Collector Paving Program,
noting that it is easier to fund sidewalks locally than it is to fund paving.
Tom Milligan expressed support for Scenario 2, noting that the Saco Island Multimodal Bridge scored
higher than less expensive projects that received funding last year.
Christian MilNeil made a motion to recommend Scenario 2; Tom Milligan seconded the motion. There
were 14 votes in favor and 2 (Hank Berg and Jack De Beradinis) abstentions; the motion carried.
Part B: Preparing for New Funding
The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) is a generational opportunity that will offer more
annual funding and discretionary opportunities. While the amount of funding is still unknown, PACTS
should prepare now to be ready to submit projects for MaineDOT’s Work Plan and to apply for
competitive discretionary funding. To prepare, PACTS and the region can finalize studies, complete
preliminary design reports (PDRs), prioritize investments, coordinate with MaineDOT and PACTS’
congressional delegation, secure local match, and apply for funding. Connect 2045 will assist in
prioritizing projects but is still underway. Short-term resources to help identify a shortlist of projects for
when additional funding becomes available include GPCOG’s “shovel ready/shovel worthy” project list
(even if outside of the PACTS process right now), prior PACTS plans and studies, and coordination
with MaineDOT. The hope is to get projects into the pipeline so they can be efficiently advanced and
ultimately put into MaineDOT’s Work Plan, which they’ll develop in the summer and fall.
Nell Donaldson asked for clarification about how Part A relates to Part B. Chris Chop, GPCOG,
responded that the complex projects are all in design and not ready for construction funding, but are
certainly candidate projects for future funding and funding those projects could potentially be one
solution. Another solution would be to identify other projects that are local priorities that were submitted
for that shovel ready/shovel worthy list. Another option would be to look at PACTS plans and studies to
see what other projects are out there.
Christopher Parelius, a member of the public, asked for clarification on what a complex project is.
Aubrey Miller, GPCOG, explained that a complex project is a large project funded in two phases—
preliminary design report (PDR) and construction—through PACTS. Nell added that most of the “shovel
ready/shovel worthy” projects are outside of the PACTS funding structure. Chris Chop, GPCOG, gave
examples of complex projects—intersection redesigns, multiuse trails, enhanced signalization projects,
bicycle/pedestrian bridges, complete streets improvements.
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Ken Capron, a member of the public, asked why PACTS has not adopted the Benefit Cost Analysis
(BCA) from United States Department of Transportation (USDOT). Chris Chop answered that the BCA
is one tool used by federal partners to screen and evaluate projects. It is very time consuming and
resource intensive.
Bill Shane said he believes PACTS should have a more fluid process for tracking PDRs to keep people
on track and to help get projects to the construction phase. He also spoke about the importance of
communication between PACTS and MaineDOT so they know what projects are upcoming and can
comment, if necessary. Chris Chop agreed and stated that this is already on staff’s to-do list. Tom
Milligan stated that while he agrees with Bill regarding a more streamlined process and accountability,
consideration should be made for projects that are slowed by things out of their control. Bill added that
when municipalities receive PDR funding, they should be in contact with PACTS staff to ensure they
know what the next steps are and what their roles are. With historic funds available, it is more important
than ever to get projects through the PDR process and ready for funding for construction.
Nell summarized the discussion, noting she heard it is important to hold everyone accountable and to
expedite PDRs. Regarding the shortlist of projects, she said it makes sense to draw projects from the
GPCOG shovel ready list, ensure they are ready, and bring a shorter list back to committees for review.
7. Connect 2045 Call for Projects Evaluation Criteria Review
Staff’s tasks are to identify all regionally significant transportation projects in the PACTS region,
estimate available funding over the next 20 years, and sort projects into a “fiscally constrained” (within
predicted funding) list and an “illustrative” (beyond financial means) list. Currently, staff are developing
the evaluation criteria and assembling a project scoring team. PACTS also held a public workshop on
May 19 and launched a survey that same day. (Note: The slide desk from staff’s presentation is
available in the June 7 RTAC meeting packet on the GPCOG website.)
Ken Capron, a member of the public, noted that Connect 2045 does not offer any opportunities for
private enterprise unless they have a sponsor, and wondered how he could submit MicroRail. He
wondered how Connect 2045 complies with Sections 5306, 5312, 5309, 5315, which encourage private
enterprise. Chris Chop, GPCOG, replied that this process and PACTS’ selection of projects are
governed by PACTS’ Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Policies and Procedures, which spell
out the discretion MPOs have on entities eligible for federal funding that is administered by PACTS. He
added that he encourages nonprofits and private ventures to work with municipal partners and transit
providers to submit projects that have local buy-in and support.
Mike Tremblay expressed his concern with using AAA as a safety scorer, as AAA prioritizes vehicular
drivers over pedestrians and bicyclists. He hopes they are replaced with another organization with a
well-rounded background in safety for all transit users. Mike added that including more categories
dilutes the weight of the existing categories.
Ryan Neale liked the idea of incorporating the feedback from the survey directly into goals. He also
wanted clarification on whether the volunteer experts would score a single project or all the projects,
barring any conflict of interest. Rick Harbison, GPCOG, replied that the volunteer experts would score
all of the projects.
Hank Berg expressed his concerns about modal equity in the scoring and stated the Casco Bay Lines
does not fit under some of the categories listed. Chris Chop replied that there are categories that a ferry
provider would score well under. Rick added that the Connect 2045 project lists do not include
operations and maintenance. Also, Transit Tomorrow did identify the ferry corridor as a priority corridor.
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Patricia Quinn stated that she is concerned about quantitative scoring being applied to qualitative
criteria. She also mentioned that there is not a clear process on how projects that are not funded
through PACTS are scored. Patricia added that there is not even a scoring framework for the Funding
Framework for operational enhancement projects. She stated that a “siloed” approach to the scoring is
contradictive to network development. Patricia mentioned that the application requires a brief
description of the project while the criteria is very detailed. Additionally, the application does not require
applicants to list funding sources, time frame, and local match. Finally, she indicated that evaluating
regional significance should be reviewed by transit experts and not staff. Rick Harbison stated that
projects that are not seeking PACTS funding would not go through the scoring process but would be
included as part of Connect 2045. He stated that scoring metrics will be reviewed again by staff and the
scoring team and metrics (or questions) will be removed if needed. Additionally, staff wanted to ensure
more diverse voices at the table (Community Transportation Leaders, Bus Ambassadors, etc.).
Christian MilNeil stated that the reduction of vehicles miles traveled and infrastructure costs may be
missed in the scoring metrics but understands the current metrics, such as Supporting Great Places,
may address those issues. He expressed support for the scoring metric but clarified that this is just a
call for projects and not a guarantee of funding.
Mike Tremblay noted that Connect 2045’s call for projects scoring lacks a bit of the equity that would
ensure they are serving areas of need.
Theo Holtwijk stated that any project that is regionally significant, whether funded by PACTS or another
source, should be added to Connect 2045 to increase the viability of the project. He added that projects
that fall outside of the funding eligibility areas should still be scored for regional significance. Theo
stated that Connect 2045 should be an advocate for the entire region and not just the communities that
fall under the funding eligibility region.
Chris Chop responded that the Capital Management Area specifies where PACTS can spend federal
capital funding. The area was formed based on the 2010 census and redrawn by the PACTS Policy
Board, MaineDOT, and municipalities. Staff did not feel comfortable requiring municipalities from
outside the Capital Management Area to submit projects when they could not be funded by PACTS.
Finally, MaineDOT has separate processes and statewide planning efforts that govern the way they
select projects outside the Capital Management Area (in collaboration with the MPO).
Hank Berg expressed his concern about submitting projects that will not be funded by PACTS out of
fear of it scoring low and inhibiting their chances of being awarded funds from other competitive
sources. He also wanted to volunteer a Casco Bay Lines project to run through the scoring system.
Tom Milligan wondered if the current application should go through a screening committee. If the
screening committee approves, a more detailed application is sent and then eventually reviewed by the
scoring team. Chris Chop replied that there is already a two-step process through the scoring metrics
and then the Funding Framework. However, he restated that submitting a project through Connect
2045 does not automatically guarantee the applicant for PACTS funding. He added that if more
information is needed that staff will reach out, but there is a list of frequently asked questions on the
Connect 2045 website.
Patricia restated her concern about projects being listed in Connect 2045 with low scores having a
negative impact on future funding opportunities. Rick Harbison stated that he does not envision
including scores in the plan but rather listing projects as short/long-term projects under “fiscally
constrained” and “illustrative” lists.
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8. Review of the Draft 2022 Five-Year Capital and Operations Plan (FYCOP)
PACTS is responsible, as the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the region, for the annual
programming of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funds. The 2021 Infrastructure Investment
and Jobs Act (IIJA) brought a historic increase in federal funding for transit; the region’s apportionments
for FY2022 include nearly $14 million in Section 5307 funds, approximately $300,000 in Section 5310
funds, and more than $13 million in Section 5337 funds. However, ridership has not returned to prepandemic levels and costs have increased due to inflation.
Section 5307 and 5337 funding is allocated via annual updates to the region’s Five-Year Capital and
Operations Plan (FYCOP). The Transit Task Force met three times in May and June to prepare the
Draft 2022 PACTS FYCOP. The 5337 draft budget is balanced through 2026, but the 5307 draft budget
shows annual deficits for 2023-2025 (ending with a surplus of approximately $2.5 million in 2026), due
to increased costs such as the ferry replacement. As the FYCOP is a budget of anticipated needs
rather than a prioritization tool, it is difficult to know how to address projected deficits, but the Transit
Task Force will work to identify strategies. The Task Force will also work to establish a shared
understanding of the methodologies used for accounting for CARES (Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and
Economic Security) Act funds and how receipt of those funds impacts an agency’s request for Section
5307 funds. The FYCOP will be brought before PACTS Executive Board at the end of June 2022.
Donna Tippett, South Portland Transportation Director, speaking as a member of the public, stated that
the 5307 numbers in 2025 do not include ARPA (American Rescue Plan Act)-funded METRO service
improvements; if they are included, they could lead to further deficits. Mike Tremblay agreed that no
ARPA projects are included, but there is a mechanism to get funding for those through the 12% of 5307
funds that will be set aside beginning in 2023. He also noted that agencies should look at grants to see
if there is any unspent grant funding that could rolled forward. Mike added that the possibility of
leveraging 5337 funding to offset the deficits in 5307 should be explored.
Christian MilNeil asked if PACTS can approve a budget that shows a deficit. Nell Donaldson replied
that the goal is to get to a balanced budget. Chris Chop, GPCOG, added that balancing can include not
only finding new funds but also shifting funds. Christian expressed hope that agencies can look at their
capital budgets and find alternative funding or postpone projects or seek public-private partnerships,
and protect operations funding, particularly for bus service.
Patricia Quinn pointed out that we only need to approve the funding for 2022 and the rest is a planning
scenario. She added that the FYCOP is a lot of very technical work, and thanked her colleagues and
PACTS staff for their collaboration on the Transit Task Force.
Hank Berg acknowledged a new ferry is a big expense, but noted that maintaining it at the end of its life
is very expensive. He added that Casco Bay Lines and NNEPRA worked together to get $2 million in
5337 funds for the ferry, which reduces the burden on 5307. Also, Casco Bay Lines was able to get $4
million in getting discretionary funding for the hybrid electric propulsion system of the second ferry.
9. Other Business
There was no other business discussed.
10. Adjourn
With no objections, the meeting was adjourned.
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Collector Paving Program Projects

Contact

Elizabeth Roberts, staff

Recommended action

Recommend approval of the list of Collector Paving Program projects.

Attachments

5-A—Prioritized list of 2024 PACTS Collector Paving Program projects

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 Allocation.
PACTS receives $4,121,609 in FHWA funding and uses forty percent (40%) of the FHWA funding—
$1,648,643—for Collector Paving Program (CPP) projects. The PACTS CPP is intended to preserve
the PACTS region’s collector roads network and focus on prolonging the functional lifespan of collector
roads through preservation paving treatments, such as “mill and fills” or “shim and overlays.”
PACTS recently adopted a new PACTS CPP Policy. The PACTS CPP Policy details how collector
roadway projects are ranked and when projects are selected from the various municipalities. Those
projects with the highest ranking that do not need costly rehabilitation or reconstruction are selected for
the PACTS CPP.
The PACTS Collector Paving Working Group has reviewed the list of CPP projects and voted to
support the list of projects. Municipalities have also reviewed the projects and confirmed their ability to
meet the funding match requirement. Attachment 5-A provides a list of collector road segments for the
PACTS CPP for funding in 2024. PACTS, MaineDOT, and members of the respective municipalities
have undergone field reviews to verify cost estimates and scope of work for paving the roadway
segments listed.
After RTAC’s review, staff will take the list of Collector Paving Program projects to the PACTS
governing body for approval.
Recommended action: Recommend approval of the list of Collector Paving Program 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 committee’s discussion.
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City/Town
PORTLAND
SOUTH PORTLAND
SOUTH PORTLAND
SOUTH PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
SOUTH PORTLAND

Road Name
RIVERSIDE ST
OCEAN ST SPUR
OCEAN ST
RUNNING HILL RD
WASHINGTON AV
OCEAN AV
EVANS ST

From
CADDIE LA
WATERMAN ST
MARKET ST
CUMMINGS RD
LESTER DR
GRAFTON ST
NUTTER RD

To
WASHINGTON AVE
OCEAN AV
BROADWAY
SCARBOROUGH TL
LAMBERT ST
RIDGE RD
HIGHLAND AVE

Length Length
FACT
Width (ft)
(ft)
(miles)
_AADT
3,960
670
593
581
1,330
2,214
1,426

0.75
0.13
0.11
0.11
0.25
0.42
0.27

34 5688
23 10212
49 2110
40 6035
42 1312
32 3048
33 4676

Transit
Route

Predicted
2024 PCI

No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes

36
46
42
41
44
40
47
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Alternative (2024
Predicted)
Mill & Fill (2 in)
Mill & Fill (2 in)
Mill & Fill (2 in)
Shim & Overlay (1.25 in)
Mill & Fill (2 in)
Mill & Fill (2 in)
Mill & Fill (2 in)

Overall Ranking
Estimated
(Condition) (2024
Contigency
Construction
Predicted)
68.80
$550,000
$38,000
68.31
$100,000
$7,000
66.99
$125,000
$9,000
64.90
$85,000
$8,000
63.14
$250,000
$18,000
63.00
$400,000
$40,000
62.67
$175,000
$13,000

PE
$35,000
$6,000
$8,000
$6,000
$16,000
$26,000
$11,000

CE

Total

$88,000 $711,000
$16,000 $129,000
$20,000 $162,000
$14,000 $113,000
$40,000 $324,000
$66,000 $532,000
$28,000 $227,000
Min. 2024 Allocation

Running
Total
$711,000
$840,000
$1,002,000
$1,115,000
$1,439,000
$1,971,000
$2,198,000
$2,198,192
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Regional Complete Streets Policy

Contact

Ericka Amador, staff

Recommended action

Recommend adoption of the Regional Complete Streets Policy.

Attachments

6-A—Draft Regional Complete Streets Policy, June 24, 2022
6-B—Major Revisions Table, June 24, 2022

Staff presented a draft version of the Regional Complete Streets Policy at the May 3, 2022 RTAC
meeting. Comments received included:
•

That the policy might add costs to projects

•

Questions about whether technical assistance would be provided by PACTS to ensure project
sponsors could meet new requirements

•

Whether there would be any quantifiable parameters on design exemptions and a
recommendation to form an advisory group to rule on such exemptions

•

A suggestion to develop technical support documents such as the Massachusetts DOT
Controlling Criteria

Meetings and correspondence with MaineDOT and the Bicycle Coalition of Maine along with the above
suggestions were considered during revisions, resulting in the current Draft Regional Complete Streets
Policy (Attachment 6-A). The table in Attachment 6-B summarizes the major revisions since the
previous draft.
It should be noted that the May 24, 2022 Policy Board Agenda included the Regional Complete Streets
Policy as an item, but due to time constraints, the item was not discussed. Policy Board members
received the draft policy in their agenda packets only. No comments explicitly from the Policy Board
have been received to date regarding the draft policy.
Next steps for implementation of the Regional Complete Streets Policy are the following:
•

Adoption of the policy by the PACTS Policy Board

•

Development of Complete Streets Design and Quick-Build Guidance. A region-specific design
and quick-build guide, a second phase to the Complete Streets project, would provide contextspecific 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 “quick-build” aspect will provide guidance for those municipalities who wish to
pilot street redesigns and/or reconfigure identified problem areas quickly and relatively
inexpensively.
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Formation of a staff Complete Streets Advisory Team to usher implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of Complete Streets as well as any updates to the policy or design guide as needed.

Recommended action: Recommend adoption of the Regional Complete Streets Policy.
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 committee’s discussion.
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Acknowledgements
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), 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.1
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 selected by MPOs or through the
agency’s Local Project Administration Program. The state policy also includes the development
and updates of relevant design manuals and guidance, consideration of all users in project
scoping and preliminary design reports, and provision of training.
The following Complete Streets goals and key principles (below) reinforce the goals established
in Connect 2045, the region’s long-range transportation plan, and are similarly embedded in
Portland Area Comprehensive Transportation System (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 and funded in the 2021-2022 PACTS Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP).
The final Regional Complete Streets Policy was adopted by the PACTS Policy Board in date
TBD.

1

For reference, visit the FHWA Fact Sheet for the Metropolitan Planning Program.
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/metro_planning.cfm
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The Policy is expected to apply to the future selection of PATCS-sponsored projects for the
PACTS Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) beginning with the Fall 2023 “Call for
Projects” and other parallel project selection processes.
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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:
1. 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.
2. 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.
3. 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.
4. 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
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encourages safe travel speeds and the use of modes and activities that are contextually
appropriate.
5. 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.
6. 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
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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.

Jurisdiction
This Regional Complete Streets Policy, when adopted, will become part of PACTS’s planning,
prioritization, and scoring processes for all future PACTS-administered/funded transportation
projects in the PACTS region (unless exceptions apply).2 While MaineDOT-sponsored projects
in the PACTS region are not formally subject to the policy at this time, MaineDOT is strongly
encouraged to ensure that the agency’s sponsored projects in the PACTS region are consistent
with the Regional Complete Streets Policy. The principles of this policy will also guide Greater
Portland Council of Governments (GPCOG) staff in the preparation of the Long-Range
Transportation Plan and other plans it prepares or to which it contributes.
Project sponsors are required to consider the Complete Streets Policy at the time of project
conception and are encouraged to contact staff or the Complete Streets Advisory Team with
2

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

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 TIP helps provide complete and
direct connections throughout the
transportation network for all users, even
where specific streets cannot accommodate
all users.
This rural road 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. request for an exception is submitted in writing to the Complete Streets Advisory Team,
with supporting documentation, and made publicly available for public input on the
PACTS website; and
2. the exception is approved in writing by the Complete Streets Advisory Team and the
written approval is made publicly available on the PACTS website.
Exceptions may be granted in the following cases by the Complete Streets Advisory Team:
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a) Where using specific modes of travel are prohibited by law. 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 (Federal Functional Classification of
Highways) and those previously included in the TIP are also exceptions to this
policy and do not require a formal exception.

A project sponsor who disagrees with the decision of the Advisory Team may appeal to the
Appeals Committee.

Appeals Process
The Appeals Committee will be comprised of a total of seven (7) people who are able to offer a
fair and impartial review. The voting membership consists of three (3) members of the PACTS
Regional Transportation Advisory Committee, and two (2) members of PACTS Policy Board.
Members will be appointed by the PACTS Chair (or Vice Chair in their absence). This
committee is supported by two (2) non-voting staff3 members. The Appeals Committee shall be
formed each year upon the request of an appeal and will meet as needed. Project sponsors who
disagree with the decision of the Appeals Committee may then appeal to PACTS’s Policy
Board. A lesser level of accommodation may be suggested in lieu of an exemption.

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.

3

For the purposes of this policy, “staff” refers to GPCOG/PACTS staff.
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PACTS encourages local governments to adopt best practices’ design guidelines and standards
and consult resources—such as those listed below —when developing or revising design
policies, guides and projects.
1. PACTS Update to Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design GuidelinesRegion of Portland, Maine
2. National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO)
3. Transit Street Design Guide, 2016
4. Urban Bikeway Design Guide, 2011
5. Urban Street Design Guide, 2013
6. Urban Street Stormwater Guide, 2017
7. Don’t Give Up at the Intersection, 2019
8. American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
9. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 2012
10. Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities, 2021
11. National Complete Streets Coalition
12. Dangerous By Design, 2021
13. U.S. Department of Justice
14. ADA Standards for Accessible Design, 2010
15. Federal Highway Administration
16. Achieving Multimodal Networks: Applying Design Flexibility and Reducing Conflicts
17. Separated Bike Lane Planning and Design Guide
18. Incorporating On-Road Bicycle Networks into Resurfacing Projects
19. Small Town and Rural Multimodal Networks
20. Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE))
21. Curbside Practitioner’s Guide, 2018
22. 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 GPCOG 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.
Note that the images and examples below may not necessarily represent the ideal Complete
Street condition, rather they are intended to provide a touchstone of the street type discussed.
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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-of-way 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.

24

Attachment 6-A

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.
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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
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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.
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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.
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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 could 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 transportation plan is updated (5 years). Staff will continue to refine this list to ensure
performance targets are reasonable and impactful.
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
VMT per capita
Transit Reliability
Number and severity of crashes by mode, age, gender, income, race, ethnicity, disability

29

Attachment 6-A

Project Selection Criteria
PACTS will revise project selection criteria to encourage Complete Streets implementation and
require 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.
Project sponsors applying for PACTS-administered funds through annual “Call for Projects” or
parallel processes will be required to provide justification that their project adheres to the
Regional Complete Streets Policy by providing reasonable and appropriate accommodations to
all users. After funding has been committed to a project, staff will review the project throughout
the design phase to provide assistance and ensure policy requirements are met. Project
sponsors and applicable partners should provide design plans to staff. Due to the flexibility of
this Policy and the different designs of a Complete Street, staff will work with project sponsors
throughout project development to determine appropriate Complete Street accommodations that
all parties are agreeable to. If a project does not comply with this Policy, an exemption was not
approved, and no agreement can be reached, project sponsors may appeal the decision to the
Appeals Committee.
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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 Complete Streets Advisory Team to review plans, designs, and
projects to ensure their compliance with the Complete Streets Policy. The Team is
envisioned to be primarily composed of staff who seek counsel from the Regional
Transportation Advisory Committee. It is intended to provide interdisciplinary, intercommunity counsel and technical assistance to member municipalities and other
project sponsors. Project sponsors are encouraged to seek the guidance of the
Complete Streets Advisory Team when engaging in land use, transportation, or other
plan updates or design of transportation projects. This team 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 (see Appendix B)
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
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Appendix A: Definitions

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.
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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.”
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Appendix B: Project Checklists

Project Checklists
The following checklists are provided for each step in the project process:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Concept Development
Preliminary Engineering
Construction
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 sponsors 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 Team for all PACTS-administered/funded
transportation projects in the PACTS region (unless exceptions apply). 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 and scope.
A note to Member Municipalities:
These checklists are practical tools that can assist with the implementation of
a 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 working to
ensure that the checklist has been completed prior to advancement of a project to Final Design.
Each item in the checklist includes 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 and recommended to ensure that each project results in Complete Streets on the
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ground. Checklists provided to PACTS will be accessible online and made available to the
Complete Streets Advisory Team and the public.
Project sponsors will be required to complete the appropriate Complete Streets Checklist (1, 2,
3, and/or 4) for all applicable projects submitted for inclusion in the TIP. This can occur: 1) as
part of the annual TIP development process, 2) through an amendment to add a new project to
the TIP or 3) during a PACTS Call for Projects (submitted with the application packet).
If certain information required in the checklist is not known at the time of the project submittal,
the project sponsor may provide general detail on the required submittal information, but state,
“Specific information has not yet been determined.” If the project is programmed into the TIP,
the project sponsor shall update PACTS as part of its regular reporting and participate in the
checklist process once the necessary information is available.
Staff will review the project checklist prior to the project being amended into the TIP or
considered for funding through a Call for Projects. All projects will be noted as either meeting
the Regional Complete Streets Policy or being exempt. Conversely, if the project does not meet
the intent of the policy, the project checklist could be denied. Final appeal decisions will be
made by the Policy Board.
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Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #1: Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration

Yes

Are there accommodations for
bicyclists, pedestrians (including ADA
compliance) and transit users included
on or crossing the current facility?
EXISTING BICYCLE, PEDESTRIAN Examples include (but are not
AND TRANSIT ACCOMMODATIONS limited to):
• Sidewalks
• Public seating
• Bike racks
• Transit shelters
Has the existing bicycle level of
traffic stress and pedestrian
suitability on the current
transportation facility been
identified?

EXISTING BICYCLE AND
PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS

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 regularly use
the transportation facility for
commuting or recreation?
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No

N/A

Required Description

Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #1: Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration

Yes

Are there physical or perceived
impediments to bicyclist
or pedestrian use of the
transportation facility?
EXISTING BICYCLE AND
PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS

Have the existing volumes of pedestrian
and/or bicyclist crossing activity at
intersections including midblock and
nighttime crossing been
collected/provided?
Are there existing transit facilities within
the project area, including bus and train
stops/stations?
Is the transportation facility on a transit
route?
Is the transportation facility within two
miles of “park and ride” lot?

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

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Has there been a clear process for
public participation?
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No

N/A

Required Description

Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #1: Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

Are project Concept Development
Checklists currently available on-line?
EXISTING MOTOR VEHICLE
OPERATIONS

EXISTING TRUCK/ FREIGHT
OPERATIONS

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
EXISTING ACCESS AND MOBILITY care facilities, educational buildings,
community centers, residences or
businesses of personswith disabilities
within or proximate to the project area4?

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?

For the purposes of these checklists, the “project area” is within 0.5 mi (800 m) for pedestrian facilities and 1.0 mi (1600 m) for bicycle facilities. In some
circumstances, bicyclists may travel up to 7 miles for a unique generator, attraction, or event. These special circumstances may be considered and described as
appropriate.
4
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Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #1: Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration

Yes

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

LAND USE CONTEXT

MAJOR SITES

EXISTING STREETSCAPE

Is the transportation facility in a medium
to high-density development area that
has pedestrian/bicycle/motor vehicle
and transit traffic?
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 suchas drainage swales
within the study area?
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No

N/A

Required Description

Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #1: Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed

RESURFACING

EXISTING PLANS

IMPERVIOUS COVER

Checklist Consideration

Yes

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.
Are there any comprehensive
planning documents that address
bicyclist, pedestrian, or transit user
conditions 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
Is there an opportunity to remove
impervious surface as part of this
project?
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No

N/A

Required Description

Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #1: Concept Development Checklist
Item to be Addressed

PRIORITY COMMUNITIES

SAFETY

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

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

Yes

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.
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Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #2: Preliminary Engineering Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration

Yes

Does the proposed project design
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
(loopdetectors and stencil or
other means)

•

BICYCLIST, PEDESTRIAN, AND
TRANSIT ACCOMMODATIONS

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
bridgeprojects)

•

Drinking fountains (also for
trail projects)

•

Secure long term bicycle
parking (e.g., for commuters
andresidents)
Secure short-term bicycle
parking

•
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No

N/A

Required Description

Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #2: Preliminary Engineering Checklist

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
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Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #2: Preliminary Engineering Checklist
Have you coordinated with the
corresponding transit provider 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

TRANSIT 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?

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?
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Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #2: Preliminary Engineering Checklist
MOTOR VEHICLE
OPERATIONS

TRUCK/FREIGHT
OPERATIONS

ACCESS AND MOBILITY

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 versusthrough
traffic) and the reductionof the
negative impacts of motor vehicle
traffic?
Does the proposed design address
the desired future truck conditions
within the project area, including truck
routes, volumes, access, mobility, and
the reduction of the negative impacts
of truck traffic?
Does the proposed design address
accommodations for those with
access or mobility challenges such
as the disabled, elderly, and children,
including ADAcompliance?
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
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Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #2: Preliminary Engineering Checklist
LAND USE CONTEXT

MAJOR SITES

STREETSCAPE

DESIGN STANDARDSOR
GUIDELINES

SAFETY

Is the proposed design compatible with
the predominant land use and densities,
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?
Does the proposed design include
landscaping, street trees, planters, or
other environmental enhancements such
as drainage swales?
Does the proposed design follow all
applicable design standards or
guidelines appropriate for bicycle and/or
pedestrian facilities?
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 pedestrian intervals, etc.
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Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #2: Preliminary Engineering Checklist
Has an impervious cover assessment
been performed and have impervious
surface areas been minimized while
meeting engineering standards and
guidelines?

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

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

Complete Streets Checklist #2: Preliminary Engineering Sign-Off
Statement of Compliance

Yes

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.
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No

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

Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #3: Construction Checklist
Item to be Addressed

Checklist Consideration

MAINTENANCE
OF TRAFFIC

During construction, will safe access
be maintained for all users, including
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users,
and delivery vehicles?

DETOURS

Will detour routes for all users on site
or nearby be provided and clearly
marked, including advanced warning
signs?

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

Complete Streets Checklist #3: Construction Official Sign-Off
Statement of Compliance

Yes

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.
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No

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

Attachment 6-A

Complete Streets Checklist #4: Maintenance Checklist
Item to be
Addressed
STREET
CLEANING

SNOW
REMOVAL

RE-STRIPING

STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT

Checklist Consideration

Yes

No

N/A

Required Description

Does the street cleaning include the
shoulder or roadway to the curb?
Are the sidewalks cleaned on aregular basis?
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?
Can additional road uses be supported and/or
safety improved by 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, curbcuts, grates, etc.) into the green infrastructure facility?
Has landscaping been maintained? Is vegetation
replaced as needed?

Maintenance/Public Works Sign-Off
Statement of Compliance

Yes

The roadway maintenance and snow removal plan accommodate bicyclists,
pedestrians, and stormwater management installations as set forth in Complete Streets
Policy.
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No

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

Attachment 6-A

Page intentionally left blank
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Attachment 6-B

Major revisions since the May 2022 version:
Revision

Section
Context

Added language to apply policy beginning in Fall 2023 “Call for
Projects”
Clarifies jurisdiction (”to what does this policy apply?”)
o PACTS-administered/funded transportation projects in the

Jurisdiction

PACTS region
o Exempts projects on the interstate highway system and those
previously in TIP and encourages MaineDOT-sponsored projects
to be consistent, but does not formally require them to comply

Exceptions

Indicates where exception public notice will be located: on the
PACTS website
Added language about the appeals process if a project sponsor

Appeals Process
(NEW)

disagrees with an exception request decision
Clarified composition, roles, and responsibilities of Appeals
Committee

Performance
Measures
Project
Selection
Criteria

Creates flexibility for performance measures to be refined in the
future
Added language regarding how project sponsors can expect to
interact with the policy at the time of project development and
submittal

Implementation Clarifies composition, roles, and responsibilities of Complete Streets
Next steps
Project
Checklists

Advisory Team
Clarifies how checklists should be used and are expected to affect
project selection
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PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory Committee (RTAC) Meeting Agenda

7.

July 5, 2022

Transit Together Project Update

Contact

Andrew Clark, staff

Recommended action

This item is for information and discussion only.

Attachments

None.

Transit Together is a project to identify opportunities for increased coordination among the region’s
transit providers, with the goal of creating a cohesive and convenient regional system for current and
future riders. Four main tasks inform this work:
1. A network design effort to develop a regional approach to service delivery
2. An evaluation of opportunities to incorporate microtransit into the region’s transit service options
3. An evaluation of opportunities for multi-agency collaboration on regional initiatives to increase
administrative efficiencies
4. Stakeholder engagement
Informed by transit agency interviews, the project advisory group, and the public, the project’s staff and
consultant team have conducted a thorough assessment of background data and existing conditions.
This assessment is documented in a three-part “State of the System” report:
1. Market Analysis documents the existing market for transit service in the region, based on
population and employment density, travel patterns throughout the region, planned
developments, and more.
2. Existing Conditions documents current service patterns in the region, including hours of
operation, service frequency, travel times, and more.
3. Regional Collaboration documents opportunities for multi-agency collaboration on regional
initiatives, including the use of technology, communications, marketing and branding, and more.
The State of the System report is available for viewing at transittogether.org/documents.
On June 8, the project team and the transit agencies convened for a network design workshop.
Informed by a few “Transit Planning 101” principles, the transit agencies developed a series of maps
detailing different network scenarios based on available resources and transit demand. Informed by the
results of the workshop, the consultant team is developing draft network scenarios, to be reviewed by
the project advisory group in August and the public in September. A second agency workshop, to focus
on regional collaboration initiatives, will be scheduled soon.
Staff anticipate draft recommendations will be presented to RTAC and the Policy Board this fall.
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PACTS Regional Transportation Advisory Committee (RTAC) Meeting Agenda

July 5, 2022

Recommended action: This item is for information and discussion only.
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 committee’s discussion.
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