N

L} | oy
1
PAC T S . |
PORTLAND AREA COMPREHENSIVE )
TRAMSPORTATION SYSTEM i |

|
I i ’ J
i !

PACTS Transit
Supportive
Development

December 2015




THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



Acknowledgements

This study was funded by PACTS, with FHWA fundiagd local match contributions from study area
municipalities. The consulting team wishes to there following representatives for their guidaacel

support.

John Duncan; Carl Eppich, AICP, PACTS

Tom Poirier; David Galbraith, Gorham

Alex Jaegerman FAICP; Bruce Hyman, PE, AICP, Podla
Dan Bacon, AICP, Scarborough

Charles Haeuser, AICP, South Portland

Gordon Billington; Bud Benson, Standish
Molly Just, AICP, Westbrook
Chris Mann, MaineDOT

Sarah Zografos, Maine Turnpike Authority

Integrated Planning Solutions (IPS) Consulting Team

Kat Beaudoin, AICP, study manager, IPS
Carol Morris, Morris Communications
Paul Godfrey, PE, HNTB
Elizabeth A. Della Valle, AICP
Essek Petrie, AICP, HNTB
Brad Huff, LA, HNTB

Study Support Services

Evan Richert, AICP
Kevin Hooper, PE

Data, Photo and lllustration Credits:

Terry DeWan, L.A.
Sustain Southern Maine
GrowSmart Maine
Sarah Cushman, Cushman Transportation Consulting, L






Contents

List of Appendices
List of Figures
Executive Summary

1.0
11
1.2
13
1.4
15
1.6
2.0
2.1
211
21.2
2.1.3
2.2
2.3
2.4
3.0
3.1
3.2
4.0
4.1
41.1
4.1.2
4.1.3
41.4
4.1.5

4.1.6
4.2
4.3

4.4
4.5
4.6
5.0
5.1
52
5.3

Introduction
Why This Study is Needed: Placemaking in Maine
Study Expectations: Making Change Possible
The Timing is Right
History: Linking Land Use and Transportation Plagni
Public Preferences are Changing
Study Tasks
Common Barriers to Center-Focused Development
Lack of Public Infrastructure
Public Sewer and Water
Public Transit (Bus) and Ride Share
High Speed Internet
Reluctance to add more development in already ctadearea
Current Tax Policies and Public Perception of WagsP
Existing Planning and Regulatory Tools and Appreach
Municipal Characteristics
Overview of Selected Centers of Opportunity
Variations in Codes, Policies and Infrastructure
What are the Ways and Means for Creating Centers?
Overview of Center Management Tools
Addressing Existing Vehicle Traffic
Creating Context Sensitivedmplete Streets
Providing or Augmenting Transit, Pedestrian / BleyServices
Creating (Public and Private) Gathering Places
Encouraging Consistent Zoning Designed to

Support Financially Feasible Development
Adopting Incentives for Partnerships with Develaper
Tools Currently in Use by Study Area Municipalities
Tools that do not Support or that Undermine a

Center-Focused Development Pattern

Additional Tools to Support Center-Focused DevelepniPattern

Funding Mechanisms
Partnerships

Fiscal Considerations
Fiscal Analysis

Other Considerations
Conclusions

H©<Q<Q\l

0
11
11
12
12
15
15
20
29
29
29
29
30
30

30
30
30

33

35

42

44
49
49

52
53



6.0 Recommendations 55
6.1 General Recommendations 55
6.2 Recommendations by Center 61
6.2.1 South Gorham & North Scarborough 62
6.2.2 Libbytown / Portland 71
6.2.3 Redbank & Brick Hill / South Portland’s West End) 75
6.2.4AStandish Corner Transit Supportive Develapme 79
6.2.4B Standish Corner Connector Road Feasibitiiglys 80
Findings 82
History of Growth 82
Traffic Analysis 84
Revised Connector Road Network 85
Soils most conducive to Community Septic Systems 86
Connector Road Cost Estimate and Typical Section 87
Permitting of local roadways 89
Conclusion and Recommendations 90
6.2.5 Pride’s Corner Westbrook 93
APPENDICES 99
Appendix Name
A Detailed Summary of Municipal Plans and Codese£tiihg Centers of 100
Opportunity
B Funding Mechanisms 107
C Fiscal Analysis Worksheets 111
D Principles of Form Based Codes 122
E NRCS Soil Survey Maps for South Gorham/North Bosough, Pride’s 124
Corner, Westbrook & Standish Corner, Standish
F Soil Types in Standish 127



LIST OF FIGURES

# Figure Name Page
1.5A Public Preferences 6
1.6A Gorham East-West Study - Study Area 7
1.6B Sustain Southern Maine Centers of Opportistigwn in blue outlines with Gorham East- 8

West Study growth centers shown in yellow
2.1.1A Areas where Public Water and Sewer are aviailin study area 9
2.1.2A | Portland Metro Routes 10
2.1.2B South Portland Bus Routes 10
2.1.3 Maine’'s “Three Ring Binder” 11
3.1A Selected Centers of Opportunity in Study Area 15
3.1B South Gorham and North Scarborough Centers 15
3.1C Libbytown Center 16
3.1D West End Center 17
3.1E Standish Corner Center 19
3.1F Pride’s Corner Center 20
3.2A Summary of Comprehensive Plan and Land Usee€atfecting Centers of Opportunity 21
3.2B Existing Infrastructure and Needs in CentéiSmportunity 24
4.2A Tools Currently Being Used 33
4.3A Tools Not Currently Being Used or that Do Sapport Centers of Opportunity 35
4.4 Tools that could be used or changed to increaseess of centers 41
5.1A Comparison of SF/MF Housing Units — CurrenQenter by Municipality 50
5.1B Comparison of Number of School Children anteRtial Municipal School Cost Savings — 51

Current vs Center by Municipality
5.1.C Comparison of Miles of New Municipal Roadsl &votential Municipal Highway 52

Maintenance Cost Savings — Current vs Center byidipality
5.2A Potential Open Space Preserved by Municipality 53
6.1 General Recommendations for Transit SuppoReeeclopment 56
6.2.1A South Gorham & North Scarborough Center pp@tunity 65
6.2.1B Possible Cross Sections 66-67
6.2.1C North Scarborough — 20+ Years 68
6.2.1D South Gorham — 20+ Years 69
6.2.1E County Road Overlap — 20+ Years 70
6.2.2A Libbytown Center of Opportunity, Portland 73
6.2.2B Images of Development concepts 74
6.2.3A West End Center of Opportunity, South Padla 77
6.2.3B Needs Identified for the West End 78
6.2.4B1 | Local Connector Road Concdftal Report — Route 23/35 Corridor Study, Standish 81
6.2.4B2 | History of Growth in Standish 1920-2015 82/83
6.2.4B3 | Existing & Connector Road Network Intergmti/olumes (PM Peak Hour) at RoB/35 84
6.2.4B4 | Connector Road Network (Revised) 85
6.2.4B5 | Soils in Standish Corner most suitablestdrsurface waste disposal. 86
6.2.4B6 | Connector Road Network (Revised) over Swil$ Natural Resources 87
6.2.4B7 | Quadrants of the Connector Road Network 87 &91
6.2.4B8 | Summary of connector road network costguadrant, with and without sidewalks 88
6.2.4B9 | Connector Road Typical Cross Section 88
6.2.4B10| Low volume paved connector road mateaats minimum specifications 89
6.2.5A Pride’s Corner Center of Opportunity, Westik 95
6.2.5B Images of possible cross sections ford@od Road and potential new connector roads 96




THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



N

1 I
| '

|
pacts (. Ul
FPORTLAND AREA COMPREHENSIVE {
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 1 i |
1 ] i

PACTS Transit
Supportive

Development
Study

Executive Summary

December 2015




THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



Executive Summary

What This Study Will Achieve: Placemaking in Maine

In this study, PACTS and six municipalities (Gorhdpoertland, Scarborough, South Portland, Standish
and Westbrook) explored best practices and optiongommunity-centered planning that could over

time provide transportation choices beyond autofedbavel in the study area. Coordinated by PACTS

this second phase of the Gorham East-West Corf@asibility Study (Gorham E-W Phase 1) was

launched in September 2015.

The study focused on how to concentrate developm
supportive policies into specific growth centers drder to
evolve these centers into places that are highhadive to
eople of all ages for living, working and recreati We call T
{)hespt)e places ‘(genters of ngportunit?/’ (centersheDbenefits | P& Worth what they cost to build.
. . . h . . Christopher B. Leinbergés a senior fellow
of intentionally growing certain places in this wae that more| 4 ine Brookings Institution and professor bf
undeveloped land remains available for agricultueereation | practice in urban and regional planning fat
and habitat, and the cost of providing municipaiviees to | the University of Michigan.
these compact areas is reduced. These centersallypaiso
offer increased availability of services to resigeiseveral of the centers studied were locatearimial
roads; how to manage development in these kindiscations, so common to Maine, was another focus
of the study.

“For too long, we over-invested in
the wrong places. Those retdi
centers and subdivisions will never

Is it a Road or a Street - A Pass-Through or a Plac e? While these terms are often used
interchangeably, eoad generally refers to a transportation corridor g@inects two or more centers of
activity; travelers on roadsass throughon the way to work or when transporting goods ewises to
customers. Roads generally carry traffic at higspreds. Astreetmost often refers to a transportation
facility that providesaccess to placebke neighborhoods and downtowns; it is usualllower speed
facility that also supports pedestrians, cyclistd &ansit riders.

In discussing the advances made in our societiyareairly days of road building, where travel timanf
the country to the city was often cut in half, Ckiarohn, P.E., Executive Director of Strong Towns,
recently said, “The idea that | can get to town nowight minutes instead of 10 minutes pointstbat
there is a diminishing return to this approach... wheads were first built to connect two placesythe
were incredibly efficient....now we've changed whatoad is....we've introduced elements of a “local”
street into what was an arterial road. Most of aterials are now really “stroads — street/roalrialg.
When streets become roads, we lose the framewathkozse the value (of both).” Further, he says, “We
can't arord to grow the way we have been; we canlanger rely on Washington or the state for
dollars.’

Because the practice of transforming rural roadssteeets” that include a mix of activity has cadise
costly conflicts, planners across the country #éengting to stem this tide with a focus on Pladeng

“ a quiet movement that inspires people to colletyi re-imagine and reinvent public spaces as #dath

of every community....Strengthening the connectiotwben people and the places they share, (it's) a
collaborative process by which we can shape ouligotgsmlm in order to maximize shared valué.?..

The cost of Auto Orientation — Chuck Marohn; httgww.strongtowns.org/the-cost-of-auto-orientation
2 Project of Public Spaces http://www.pps.org/raieséwhat_is_placemaking/



Building on the Gorham East-West and Sustain Southe  rn Maine Studies: The Gorham East-
West Corridor Feasibility Study Phase 1, compléteB012, recommended a three-pronged approach to
address congestion in the study area:

1) Modification of current municipal land use midis that inadvertently exacerbated sprawl;

2) Expansion of existing transit service and nemmgit service to towns without transit; and

3) Additional highway capacity improvements: eithgghway widening or new roads.

Sustain Southern Maine, a GPCOG regional plannindys
focused in Southern Maine, created pilot programsine
communities to test best practices of placemakingeal life
by working in collaboration with developers anddaswners
to create new, denser development that would bectitte to
residents and newcomers alike.

This Transit Supportive Development study brings kind

use concepts explored in the above two studies stege

closer to reality by providing communities with serof the

tools to build attractive and vibrant “places” cented by

(arterial) roads and ultimately served by tranEitose places
are connected internally by local streets, whiah serve as a
better, safer, more efficient framework for captgriraveler

value as opposed to using the through-road forghigtose.

/\ g The Time is Now - Public Preferences are
Gorham Ea-West Study- Study Are: Changing: In August 2014, PACTS conducted a
transportation survéy as part of its Long Range
Transportation Plan update: Destination Tomorro@4® More than half of respondents and over two-
thirds of 18-34 year olds envision themselves gvim a community where schools, stores, and
restaurants are within walking distance and sebyegublic transit; one-fiftlof respondents 55 or older
say they would use public buses if they becamelartatdrive.

Other recent surveys conducted Biye Urban Land Instituteand The Demand Institufesuggest that
more Americans are choosing places to live thathame to people with diverse incomes, and have
shopping, groceries, restaurants and transportatimices. In April 2014, Smart Growth America
released its report entitlddeasuring Sprawl 2014t found that people in these kinds of centers:

have greater economic opportunity,

spend less of their household income on the cordlgnst of housing and transportation,
have a greater number of transportation optiondadola to them,

And tend to be safer, healthier and live longenttieeir peers in more sprawling metro areas.

With this data in mind, there is strong market sarpjor creating mixed-use centers that providegda

for residents and workers to interact. Importantthe success of these centers is incorporating the
Complete Streetsoncept. Complete Streets refers to a road dekagraccommodates all users, not just
motorized vehicles. While the design will vary degieg on the primary use of the street, in genexal,

3 Report to Portland Area Comprehensive Transportaigstem, 2014 PACTS Transportation Survey, Aug0sg by Pan
Atlantic SMS Group -
https://www.dropbox.com/s/rbgsvszfh49mqgbk/2014%2CFA%20LRTP%20Values%20and%20Prioroties%20Survey%g0R
ort.pdf?dl=0



Complete Street provides a balance of facilities licyclists, pedestrians and transit, along with
automobiles and trucks. It is important to note #ibmodes have equal importance in a CompleteeStr
design; shoehorning in a narrow sidewalk and/oe ke in whatever space is left over after vebiale
accommodated does not follow the principles of CletepStreets.

Study Task Overview : In each of the six study area municipalities, esal possible Centers of
Opportunity (where growth could be focused) werentified. These centers were then vetted and
adjusted by a group of officials from each munittpawho assessed the growth and redevelopment
potential of each and chose the one that they Jselidhad the most potential. Community outreach
forums were then held in each city or town to pnéggowth concepts, obtain a sense of the diredton
the center that the municipality and residents c¢ostipport and determine what was needed for
implementation.

Below: Composite Map of Centers of Opportunity fromGorham East-West Phase | and Sustain Southern MainStudies
for the 6 Municipalities involved in the PACTS Transit Supportive Development Study

Next, a broad review was conducted of each murliyfgaland use and infrastructure policies. These
policies were compared with the public’'s expresdesires for land use and infrastructure prefereates
community forums. The review highlighted best ficas already in place as well as areas that need
improvement in order to achieve the desired devety goals. For highlights, proceedthe section
titted Code, Policy and Infrastructure Variations on page v



A narrow fiscal analysis was undertaken for eaatitereto evaluate the costs and benefits of statios g
development compared with the costs and benefitiseo€enter-focused development as describedsn thi
study. In addition, the existing roadway, pedestribicycling, transit and utility (water and sewer)
features associated with the location were invégddor the six centers selected.

Recommendations were developed to make creatirge thienters of Opportunity a reality including
identification of critically needed changes to pis and ordinances affecting land use and infrefstre,

in addition to fiscal and development-related tdolencourage the desired type and degree of grimwth
each center. These recommendations include reganhlistate-level actions needed to support center-
focused development along with local actions.

Selected Center of Opportunity Comparisons: To provide as much instruction as
possible, centers were chosen to illustrate a rafigeeighborhood sizes and population density. The
following is a summary of the characteristics ofleaunicipality’s selected Center of Opportunity.

South Gorham/North Scarborough: The South Gorhamand North Scarboroughcenters are both
located in the congested Route 22 and 114 “ovexntap”, with a mix of commercial and residentialdan
uses on this busy road. Travel delay is experienegalarly during peak travel times. The areaaitp a
valued groundwater aquifer the communities are cittradhto protecting. Relief from congestion is
desired first and foremost; addition of utilities ieeded to support higher density growth. Withs¢ho
issues resolved, residents are interested in eilkgle development in Scarborough and campus style
development in Gorham.

Portland/Libbytown: Libbytownis a mixed-use center, hosting the Portland Transpont&enter
(PTC), which includes the Amtrak Downeaster andd@oth Coach intercity bus line. The center is
characterized by multiple zoning districts, andendgéveloped areas with substantial redevelopment
potential. Metro bus routes serve the area. Newldpment is underway after significant planning and
public infrastructure investment. More infill andyher densities with decreased surface parking is
envisioned; more gathering areas, better bus siiogh$nore pedestrian connections are also desired.

South Portland’s West End - Redbank & Brick Hill: Redbanks most similar to the Libbytown
center, but has more residential and service ughdaw retail options that require shopping trqag of
the neighborhood. Within the centBrjck Hill is also a mixed use area, incorporating office randad
residential uses in an existing campus style laydvialking and bicycling facilities are minimal it
substantial gaps. Limited transit is availablesi@dents are interested in growth of more localises
and additional transportation options — betterwalks and more frequent transit.

Standish/Standish Corner: Standish Cornehas the character of a village but lacks an iotemected
street network and a municipal sewer system. Fdyntke center of a rural agricultural community,
Standish Corner sits at the junction of two busitesroadways, Routes 25 and 35. Development has
occurred on existing roads and is located primaoity and adjacent to Route 25, a popular route
connecting to New Hampshire. No transit servicavisilable to this area at this time. Standish Conas

a master plan with an associated Route 25/35 Altemn Route plan adopted by the town. An ordinance
was developed to implement the master plan andwaadplan. Standish wants to determine the
feasibility of the roadway plan, adjust it as nekde promote optimal mixed use development and to
identify soils in the planning area that may suppmymmunity septic to allow for higher density
development.

Westbrook/Prides Corner: The Prides Cornerarea is the largest and least densely developedraaf
those looked at in this study, located at the oedigre of Westbrook’s urban area. The subject ofimuc
planning in the past, its biggest challenges imseof supporting new growth are the lack of pubéieer



and relief from through-traffic on the already ceated Bridgton Road (Route 302). Without an
interconnecting street system and some kind o&stfucture partnership to assist with road building
utility extension, development is likely to contenatringing along Route 302, exacerbating traffic
problems. Limited transit service exists. Manyhd# targe land owners in the area are interested in
developing their land, favoring a partnership wite municipality to build a street grid and extend
utilities. They also would support amendments ®dtdinance to permit densities in the range 05 8-1
units per acre. They envision land uses that impthe area’s walkability and bikability with a grea
number of local conveniences.

Code, Policy and Infrastructure Variations: Each of the centers included in the study
differ when it comes to achieving the desired pagend mixes of development. Some centers have
adequate public utilities to support growth; othease public water but no public sewer, while some
have no utilities at all. All are plagued by someocant of growing traffic congestion. Some centees a
supported by a well-developed interconnected Isttakt network, while other have few if any network
elements to help provide relief. Historically loedton what were then known as “connector roade5eh
centers have evolved over time into communitief ait entirely new character; they are in essence,
hybrids of streets and roads - or ‘stroads’, asaémxed on page 1 of this Executive Summary. Anysial
of the municipal planning tools being used is higjtited below:

Center-Focused Tools Currently In Use:  Tools that support a center-focused developmenéenpat
being used by some of the municipalities include:

Planning for and creating mixed use zoning disrict

Master planning (land use and local street plansyilete Streets, thoroughfare models)
Neighborhood multi-modal transportation and wayigdplanning

Infrastructure improvement plans, including transit

Form based codes, that create more flexibilitydmedopment and encourage desirable land uses
Density/intensity bonuses to encourage developdsitd more affordable housing

Regional integrated land use and transportatiomnira

Impact and/or other developer fees for fundingasfiructure

Transit Tax Increment Financing (TTIF) and tradii Tax Increment Financing (TIF) to pay for
infrastructure

Buy Local initiatives

Tools in Use That Do Not Support a Center-Focused D  evelopment Pattern:  On the other
hand, some municipalities do not use the toolsriest above and/or use other tools that do notatipp
an efficient development pattern including:

Overreliance on contract (lot by lot) zoning, whicéin create inconsistencies and can miss the
opportunity to see the big picture

Restrictions/limitations on allowing mixed use aasllvas inflated space and bulk standards, which
encourages auto-dependent communities and bigylpexstores

Vague standards relating to New England Villageattar

Overly complicated and time-consuming regulatoigcpsses

Lack of planning and funding to invest in infrastiure

Lack of integration of regulatory and non-regulgtotools (i.e. economic/community
development and planning)



Additional Tools to Support a Center-Focused Develo pment Pattern : Other tools not widely
used by municipalities in the study area include:

Planning and regulating specifically for mixed uaesd traditional neighborhoods

Being more entrepreneurial, including municipaditiacquiring land for future center-based uses
Emphasis on offering housing choices, such as #fartily, 2" floor apartments over retail and
condos in addition to single family homes

Creating “complete neighborhood centers” on onkath sides of an arterial so that residents do
not need to drive across a busy road for services

Adopting a combination of strong incentives andsoeable requirements for developers in
centers, along with,

Streamlining the development review process in arsnas compared to other parts of town
making centers more attractive for developer invesits

Adopting regional Impact Fees and Transfer of Dewedent Rights (TDR) policies and
programs to encourage regionally appropriate d@wedémt and rural land conservation

Planning for and making public investments in igfracture in priority Centers of Opportunity
Exploring and using creative partnerships and fugdéchniques for public investment

Working via advocacy groups at the state level dopa legislation to support center-focused
development

A summary of each center’s infrastructure charéties was developed using available information.
Characteristics considered deficiencies in term&omplete Streets policies or accepted engineering
practice were noted. In general, while roadway hardth was adequate in most instances, centers were
deficient in one or more of the following areas:

Adequate right of way to provide Complete Streets
Sidewalks and crosswalks

Shoulders/breakdown lanes

Bike lanes

Turn lanes

Access management

Transit accommodation

Traffic calming

Wayfinding signage

Traffic control measures

Overall Barriers: In each center, barriers exist to reaching higlersidies. Some are physical, some
are social, and some are political. Overall, thouigbse barriers are largely financial.

Lack of Public Sewer and Water:
o only two of the six (Portland and South Portlandydn sufficient sewer and water service to
support anticipated higher density growth
0 one has public water but no public sewer (Standish)
0 another has some public sewer and some public wathradequate capacity to support
desired growth but not without extension (Westbjook
o two have neither public water or sewer (South Garlad North Scarborough)
Public reluctance to add more development in aadl traffic-congested area
Current tax policies and public perception of wiiorently pays for new infrastructure



o pre 1970, municipalities partnered with developdtan on a 50-50 ratio to build streets and
install public utilities; in recent decades, witital budget challenges mounting, developers
are expected to cover all costs often forcing thmiestments to serve only a small segment
of the more affluent market.

Public Transit (Bus) and Limited Ride Share:

o Portland, South Portland and Westbrook have actesfxed route service but it is
insufficient according to public feedback

o Park’ N Ride lots do not exist in all centers saatli

How is the needed infrastructure paid for? A variety of funding mechanisms are available to
municipalities and their partners beyond local apeg and capital budgets to provide the infrastmec
necessary to support growth in these centers. Beanape:

Requiring developers to make or pay for offsite iayements which arise because of a
development (impact fees/exactions)
Requiring a payment from a developer that partipdlys for an impact — (offset fees)

Tax Increment Financing (TIF), including TransitF$| Special Assessment, Development, or
Capital Improvement Districts

0 Tax-based tools that capture the assessed valap afea after new development and can
use the increased value to make public investmernbe same area or elsewhere
Local development corporations
Public / private grants
Low-interest loan programs
Pension funds
Donations

The Financial Picture: Center-focused Development M akes ‘Cents’

Local government has financed growth over the $&sten or eight decades primarily through grants,
capital investment and debt. More recently, becdligse resources have shriveled, municipalitie® hav
relied on the private sector to finance growth eibther case, this is not sustainable.

Figure 5.1B — Comparison of Number of School Childgn and This S_tuc_jy mCIqud a

Potential Municipal School Cost Savings quantitative fiscal

Current vs. Center by Municipality analysis to identify
Number OfHNeW School " | Sehool Enroll the areas of potential
Enrollment Potential Annual School Enrollment Costs municipal savings that

exist for center-

Town Current | Center | Change | Current Center Change focused growth
Gorham 474 | 406 68 | $ 6114574 $ 5239993 ay4s58l | compared to  the
Scarborough 1743 | 1439 303|  $21.822.450 $18.02308p 3.790.761 | current - sprawling
Portland 1464 992 472 | $19.808.256 13,421,034 6,387,022 | Pouem of growth. A
o 0.2y 2o 281, Center pattern of
Portland 824 608 215 | $11,798,354 $ 8,711,374 3,086,980 | 9rowth includes
Standish 376 337 30 | $ 3784484 $ 3389820 paees | compact  mixed-use
i areas designed to

Westbrook | 857 650 207 | $11,412560 $ 8,660,044 2,751,616

receive a larger share



of anticipated growth within a municipality, makiramenities available to more people, particularly
within walking distance. Th€urrent patterrof growth reflects the historic sprawl pattérn.

Potential savings in education and public workstastwo of the most expensive cost centers in
municipal budgets - were evaluated using availahleicipal data to reflect the commonly acknowledged
benefits of compact or managed development patigonsexample, more full service neighborhoods;
walking, cycling and transit options; lower pub$iervice costs; more open space; better environinenta
quality etc.)

School Children and School Costtooking at overall housing growth projections autliing municipal
input, the total number of single-family and mdémily housing units were estimated for each center
Education costs for Current pattern and Centerepativere based on a per student cost in each
municipality (total education costs/school enrolht)e Using data obtained from a 1999 American
Housing Survey and further corroborated in a March 2007 studsuggests that the number of school
aged children for single family homes is 64 chifdmer 100 units of housing and 21 (29 in the 2007
study) per 100 units of housing for multi-familyrhes. Therefore, the number of school children is
assumed to be less in these centers because gatmo of multi-family to single-family will be grater

in the Center pattern than in Current pattern. Rajmn per household ddtashows that a higher

percentage of multi-
family housing can Figure 5.1C — Comparison of Miles of New MunicipaRoads
and Potential Municipal Highway Maintenance Cost Saings

result n 'OV‘.’er Current vs. Center by Municipality
household populationg
and_ less demand of Number of New Municipal Potential Annual Highway Maintenance
public schools than Road Miles Costs
single-family housing.
Town Current | Center | Change Current Center Change

Targets for the amoun
of single-family and | Gorham 27.42 5.19 2228 $ 194608 $ BR6ES 33,923
multi-family  growth | goopo0ugn 10156 1848 8319  $ 1,807,638 1,427,001 $ 380,533
that would take place i
each center werg Portland 74.84 16.338 5850 $ 1,872,716% 1,040,426 $ 832,341

i~ South
developed by municipal Portland 4556 8.71 3685 $ 76946% 512975 $ 256,487
representatives, base
on overall growth| Standish 22.11 4.15 1796 $ 117,01% 102,386 $ 14,627
rojections and
bro) Westbrook 47.04 9.31 3773 $ 499,38% 344,810, $ 154,570

recognizing their desir
to increase the diversity of housing types in thesgers.

The potential annual school enrollment cost savifogseach municipality range from approximately
$395,000 per year (Standish) to $6,400,000 (PafYlachools with larger enrollments generally témd
have the highest potential cost savings.

The fiscal analysis performed does not measurienplhicts of the proposed center development (i.mirsdtrative, recreation,
cultural) nor does it evaluate potential capitastso A qualitative list of fiscal consideratiorssalso included following the
results of the fiscal analysis.
® 1999 American Housing Surv@yashington, DC), U.S. Bureau of the Census a1 Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 1999 .

% Overcoming Opposition to Multifamily Rental Houginby Mark Obrinsky and Debra Stein, Joint CefaeHousing Studies,
Harvard University
2009 Housing and population data, PACTS regionh@wor East-West Corridor Study



New Road Construction and Maintenance Cosiscreasing density and the ratio of multi-famity t
single-family housing units in the Center pattesranticipated to reduce the number of dead-end loca
road miles constructed and maintained in the futdstimates for miles of new municipally maintained
roads for Current and Center patterns were basewa aip average suburban style roadway frontage (200’
per single-family unit and 40’ per multi-family uhi These averages were then reduced for the Cente
pattern based on proposed density increases fffines tfor single-family and two times for multi-fag)i

Road maintenance costs were estimated by dividitag inunicipal public works codtsy the estimated
number of lane miles of locally maintained roads éach municipality The potential cost savings
assumes that new road miles in the Center pattérbavconcentrated and interconnected providing fo
more efficient flow of maintenance activities veetCurrent pattern that supports humerous dead end
streets often built miles apart that require redumgbublic works efforts. The concentration of roaites
under the Center pattern will improve highway mamance costs as well emergency response times.

The number of new municipally maintained road mies potentially be reduced from approximately
three miles (Standish) to 33 miles (Portland). gglibf potential new municipal roads may be ovezdtat
for more urban communities (Portland, South Podjaas many new housing units will likely be
accommodated in existing neighborhoods. This is &le for those communities who do not accept new
roads to maintain.

Other Benefits : There are potential economic, societal, and enmrental benefits as part of the Center
pattern of compact, mixed use development, such as:

Reduced vehicle traffic congestion and vehicle snitaveled

More pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly neighborhoods

More public transit/rideshare options

Reduced air and water pollution

More open space preservation opportunities; mobédtgreservation

A wider range of housing options

Reduced public service costs and improved pubfetywgaesponse times

New England village-style development pattern wéttail, services and community gathering
Creation of centers that are attractive to educabedger workers

In summary, investing in the development of morenpact centers can benefit municipalities both
fiscally and socially. Collectively for the sixumicipalities, it has been determined that annasings
are over $21M for school and highway maintenancstsco These municipal cost savings can be
redirected to other public costs that may be aasediwith developing compact centers, such as sixien

of sewer/water, and construction of local connestogets. The social benefits to compact developmen
include quality of life improvements for residenpseservation of open space, more transit andhrates
opportunities, and increased vitality of local mesises.

RECOMMENDATIONS SUMMARY

This region is poised to develop attractive anérisdnnected centers that will not only supportfittaf
flow for through-travelers but will also optimizedal, internal trips as part of a more compact hixse
pattern of development. Center-focused developnaést has the potential to attract the educated

8 Total Public Works budgets for each municipalitgresdivided by total road miles maintained. It¢&rowledged
that each Public Works budget contains varying gemasulting in a range of municipal costs
® Locally maintained road miles provided by MaineDOT



workforce necessary to support a healthy econontyijewallowing seniors to age-in-place cost-
effectively. Maine’s home rule is an asset herat aows municipalities to promote or support toels
that work for them.

PACTS and the municipalities most directly affectedby this plan should undertake a prioritization
effort and incorporate the most important strategies into annual planning work programs.

Overall Needs: Each of the centers have deficiencies tbate addressed, could make thplaces
attractive to higher density and transit supportiegelopment:
- Address existing vehicle congestion

Adopt policies to create Context Sensitive / Cortgletreet to augment transit and pedestrian /

bicycle services

Create (public and private) gathering places

Encourage consistent, center-appropriate zoningigmked to attract financially feasible

development

Adopt incentives for partnerships with developersupport infrastructure needs

Role of PACTS and GPCOG should be to incentivize municipalities that:
Plan for and regulate mixed uses and traditionght®rhoods with more housing options
Create “complete neighborhood centers” on one dh lsides of busy arterial or collector
roadways
Are more entrepreneurial —
purchase land for center-focused development,
adopt development incentives,
streamline codes and processes,
make public investment in infrastructure in centers
form public/private partnerships and
0 use creative funding techniques
Support regional Impact Fees and Transfer of Dgwvaént Rights (TDR) programs
Work together through advocacy organizations astaee level to adopt legislation (and funding)
to support center-focused development

O O O0OO0Oo

With municipalities’ support  (through comprehensive planBACTS and GPCOG should :
- Pursue Regional Capital Improvement Planning —qbdytransportation)

Facilitate a regional Transit TIF development stggtin Centers
Facilitate the exploration and use of other creggigrtnerships and funding techniques
Explore utilizing Cumberland County bonding authoto make infrastructure investments
Adopt and manage a regional Impact Fee and TDRanog
Explore and compile development standards thateadily be regionalized (Best Management
Practices for drainage, road cross sections, acoesgagement, road bed construction
specifications)
Plan for and make public investments in infrastitestusing criteria favoring municipalities that
focus their public investments in mixed-use centassrecommended in PACTS Regional
Transportation Plan.

The Full Report outlines specific recommendationsdr each center and provides more details on
overall recommendations.



1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Why This Study is Needed: Placemaking in Maine

, The purpose of the PACTS Transit Supportive Develernt

“For too long, we over-invested i ) ) S s
g j| Study (TSD) is to provide communities with more Io¢o

the wrong places. All those retq : _
centers and subdivisions will never create “places” that are cost effective for investomore
be worth what they cost to build) efficient in terms of providing public services aoflimately,
Christopher B. Leinbergds a senior| transit supportive. Such places often already érigine scale
fellow at the Brookings Institution ani or another along collector or arterial roadways, laok some
professor of practice in urban and regional (or all) of the economic, utility and transportatimfrastructure
planning at the University of Michigan. | that supports growth, for example allows a framéwof
interconnected streets. Such a framework allowsatterial or

collector road to be used for its intended use a®ramuter and service/goods delivery route while

providing additional opportunities to capture tiavevalue ‘internally’ on the interconnected street

network. The interconnected street network will serve ataae for development of mixed-use activities
that invite residents, employees and visitors ttkweycle and, with enough activity, ride the buishout

needing to drive onto busy roads.

In order to incentivize growth in developing cestalong the east-west corridors west of Portland,
PACTS and six municipalities are exploring commynitevelopment best practices that promote
transportation choices beyond automotive travéh. September 2014, Gorham, Portland, Scarborough,
South Portland, Standish and Westbrook, in an teffmordinated by PACTS, initiated this second phase
of the Gorham East-West Corridor Feasibility Stu@orham East-West), which concluded in 2012.

Credits: Buce Towl. courtesv of Maine State'PIaninu (e}

The TSD study explores one of Gorham East-Westiegry recommendations: to develop community
centered and transportation-efficient land usestowmicentives, and policies that would make specifi
locations more likely to be chosen as places te, lido business and invest in each of the host
communities. By adopting more development-friengiylicies and directing public investment into
carefully chosen Centers of Opportunity, thesearsnwill evolve into places that are more attractio
people of all ages for living, working and recregti Coined in the Sustain Southern Maine study,
Centers of Opportunity (Centers) are “places thatoa can be highly competitive for the next getiera

of jobs and housing in Southern Maine. They ard paditioned to tap into the market’s desires fafies
livable and walkable neighborhoods, with housing &mansportation choices. They will be targets of



focused infrastructure investments to meet the siad#d2f' century business and their worket%.”
Another benefit of intentionally focusing resideshtand commercial growth into specific locationshiat
the surrounding undeveloped land is more likelyrémain available for agriculture, recreation and
wildlife habitat. In addition, municipal servicesImbe less costly and the development of utilitinto
these centers is more likely viable.

The Era of Low Cost Growth

Leading up to the 1970s, most municipalities pagdewith private entities to build the infrastruetu
needed to support urban or village life. From ndmets to the extension of water and wastewater
systems, to the creation of affordable housingiais often the norm for a city to pay fifty percésd%)

or more of the cost to build the urban grid. le ttecades since the 1970s, that partnership praatic
but ended. At about the same time, New England reeqpeed an economic downturn, accelerating a
growing trend of selling off available inexpensifaten agricultural) land for development alongatur
low-traffic roads, reducing infrastructure costy foevelopers. Workers took advantage of easily
accessible low cost land and federal housing sigssids well as thihenlow cost of automobile travel,

to move out into the
countryside. Living outside
the urban core became g
attractive option to the hustlg
and bustle of aging urbar
work environments, and
many businesses ultimatel
followed suit.

The Difference Between
a Road and a Street

The lower cost of this

suburban developmen !
lifestyle was short-lived.
While municipalities

transferred the publid
responsibility for new local
street development to privat
developers, the state optg
for a ‘hands-off’ policy that
allowed private developmen
along rural roadways withou
managing the size, numbsg
and location of access point;
This provided developerg
with the opportunity to
capture the value of thd
increasing pass-by traffic by
steadily building highway-
oriented businesses along th
same roadways that once
whisked suburban residents in and out of the cifibge results were — and are - clogged roadwayse T

Country Roads, City Streets, Suburban Strod@tie Michigan Planner, May 2012

1% hitp://sustainsouthernmaine.org/what-are-centempportunity/



solutions, repeated across the country, were wibgls with more lanes. This attracted more autole®bi
and the cycle continued.

While these terms are often used interchangeablyadgenerally refers to a transportation corridor that
connects two or more centers of activity; travelensroadspass throughon the way to work or when
transporting goods or services to market. Roadergéy carry traffic at higher speeds. streetmost
often refers to a transportation facility that pomsaccess to placdike neighborhoods and downtowns;
it is usually a lower speed facility that also sogtp pedestrians, cyclists and transit riders.

In discussing the advances made in our societiyarearly days of road building, where travel timent
the country to the city was often cut in half, Ckiarohn, P.E., Executive Director of Strong Towns,
recently said, “The idea that | can get to town o8 minutes instead of 10 minutes points out thate

is a diminishing return to this approach....when sa¢ere built to connect two places, they were
incredibly efficient....we’ve changed what a road isve’'ve introduced elements of a “local” street iato
road and confused the two. Most of our arterigdsrw really “stroads — street/road hybrids”

“When streets become roads, we lose the framewuikase the value,” says Marohn. And the reverse is
also true. Further, he says, “We can't afford towgtthe way we have been; we can no longer rely on
Washington or the state”.

This practice of transforming rural roads to ssdes caused costly conflicts. Planners acrossotietry
are attempting to stem this tide with a focus aac@®making as a practical take off point for redepiglg
centers. As described by tReoject for Public Spaces “Placemaking is a quiet movement that inspires
people to collectively re-imagine and reinvent prispaces as the heart of every community. As hoth
overarching idea and a hands-on approach for inmpgoa neighborhood, city, or region, Placemaking
has the potential to be one of the most transfaveateas of this century. Strengthening the cotioec
between people and the places they share, Placegnagdders to a collaborative process by which we ca
shape our public realm in order to maximize shamdde. More than just promoting better urban design
Placemaking facilitates creative patterns of uaginy particular attention to the physical, cultuend
social identities that define a place and suppsmngoing evolution:®

1.2  Study Expectations: Making Change Possible

Over the last twenty
years, many Maine
studies have looked
at the potential
benefits of a more
efficient land use
|| = F pattern. All of these
el studies have come to
' the same conclusion:
continuing with our
current practice of
building single-

Rendering of Yarmouth Route 1 Boulevard — courtéﬂywSmart s Implementlng the V|S|on

family homes on
widely spaced multiple-acre lots puts heavy presson finite resources: farmland, wild habitat,

The cost of Auto Orientation — Chuck Marohn; hitpww.strongtowns.org/the-cost-of-auto-orientation
12 project of Public Spaces http://www.pps.org/rafesswhat_is_placemaking/



transportation capacity, stormwater management, anaicipal service budget$he increasing loss of
agricultural and rural habitat is apparent to alAnd the strain on our aging and underfunded
transportation system is becoming increasingly evichs municipalities fail to raise the funds nektie
maintain what was built over the last fifty to sixtears.

1.3 The Timing is Right

The region’s changing demographics indicate thataming decades, more and more people are now,
and will be, moving to cities and centers. And wHhilaine’s cities are few and far between, those who
want to come to Maine to live and work are alselifkto be attracted to its smaller downtown cenifers
they offer convenience, walkability and communiGonversations within municipalities indicate that
current residents themselves also want these apwenithe desire for sidewalks, bike lanes and paths
and local community retail, services, and gathespgts are a common theme heard in today’s public
forums.

The cost of widely dispersed housing and the stroeey to attract younger, educated workers to Maine
combine to offer compelling arguments for offerenglenser form of development in some locations as a
way of increasing homebuyer choices. But forty geaf the existing pattern has codified people’s
expectation that funding for services like publmases, sewer and water should be made by private
investors, along with longer commutes with a fooasprivacy over communityVhile the resource-
related benefits and the economic and social potdat of changing Maine’s development pattern are
clear, we have yet to fully understand or embracehie practical steps needed to make this change.
This is especially true given the reduction in fedal and state funding support for infrastructure

and the heavy reliance on property taxes to coveiosts.

1.4 History: Linking Land Use and Transportation P lanning

The Sensible Transportation Policy Act: In 1991, voters passed the Sensible Transport&idioy
Act (STPA). The overall purpose of the STPA wasgwde the planning and decision making
responsibilities of the State (MaineDOT) and thardal urnpike Authority (MTA) to ensure that public
input was sought and that municipalities’ plannitjectives were respected.

Destination Tomorrow: PACTS’ long-range transportation plabDgestination Tomorrowwas first
adopted in 2003. It included a policy that streegéd the effect of STPA by requiring that munidiped
adopt complementary land-use policies before PA@BAId fund significant highway investments in
their area. That plan is being updated and maisithiis policy.

The Gorham East-West Corridor Feasibility Study: The Gorham East-West Corridor Feasibility
Study report, completed in 2012, recommended atprenged approach to address congestion in the
study area:

1) Modification of current municipal land use idis that inadvertently exacerbate sprawl;
2) Expansion of existing transit service and newmgit service to towns without transit; and
3) Additional highway capacity improvements: eithgghway widening or new roads.

The TSD study effort focuses primarily on the fiogtthe three approaches, in order to supportréresit
indicated in the second approach. Meanwhile, thAMiid MaineDOT are in discussions with the Army
Corps of Engineers to examine more closely whichihef capacity expanding options could feasibly
move forward.



Sustain Southern Maine (SSM): In 2011, the Greater Portland Council of Governmé@PCOG), in
partnership with the Southern Maine Planning andelment Commission (SMPDC) and others,
received a grant from the U. S. Department of Huyisind Urban Development (HUD) to explore how
the region could develop in more sustainable w&ysnpleted in 2013, the study prioritized nine pilot
Centers of Opportunitfrom more than 150 region-wide. The pilot centexplored ways to capture
projected growth, identifying opportunity for larmlvners and communities by creating mixed-use
walkable concept plans in centers in order to ettteacombination of younger workers, families and
seniors. The study methods and results of SSMaadfeubstantial guidance for this study effort.

PACTS’ Congestion Management Planning:  In 2013, because of federal regulations affecttages
and regional transportation planning, PACTS adopt@€bngestion Management Process (CMP) plan.
The CMP is an ongoing process of monitoring andesiing unacceptable multimodal congestion. “In a
performance-based planning process, the restilthe CMP are a tool for PACTS to use to
shape upcoming long range transportation planstimet planning efforts*®

Southern Maine Area Transportation Initiative: GPCOG recently commissioned a study exploring
the merits of consolidating the independent tragseivices that currently serve the region. MeBayth
Portland and Zoom each provide their own serviteaddition, a separate van service is providethby
University of Southern Maine for students commutibgtween Portland/Gorham campuses. No
conclusions have been reached to date as thereigrerous complexities to overcome; however, interes
in finding a regional solution remains high. Despift-heard requests during these studies for exthn
transit, funding remains a challenge as federakidigs are declining and farebox revenues typically
cover only about 32% of overhead.

These initiatives and others, including Portlandibbytown Circulation and Streetscape Study, and
Standish’s GrowSmart Maine Model Maine Town Comrtydfiproject among other prior works, are the
foundation on which this TSD study liesAll speak to the importance of connecting land asd
transportation, creating opportunities for transgmon choice and supporting concentrated growth in
places that can be attractive for people to liverknand recreate without completely relying on the
private automobile for transportation.

1.5 Public Preferences are Changing

In addition to policy and regulatory guidance, paipreferences in Maine and across the countralse
changing. In August 2014, PACTS sponsored a tratesiun survey’ which resulted in more than half
of respondents and over two-thirds of 18-34 yeds ohdicating they envision themselves living in a
community where schools, stores, and restauramtswvéhin walking distance and served by public
transit. In that same survey, one-fitihthe respondents 55 or older said they wouldpud#ic buses if
they became unable to drive. Survey highlightsoati that PACTS and its partrers

Should explore expansion of current bus schedrbeses, and areas serviced,;
May wish to add focus on bus services... bike larsdbf.. and major road conditions; and

* http://www.pactsplan.org/plans-studies/2013-plamslies-completed/

1 A description of the Maine Model Towns project d@nfound at http://www.growsmartmaine.org/standish

!> Report to Portland Area Comprehensive Transporia@iystem, 2014 PACTS Transportation Survey, August
2014 by Pan Atlantic SMS Group -
https://www.dropbox.com/s/rbgsvszfh49magbk/2014%2CF8%20LRTP%20Values%20and%20Prioroties%20Su
rvey%20Report.pdf?di=0



Should explore increasing transit connections betw®utes, having buses run on a more frequent
schedule, and developing (transit) related usémiglogy and marketing.

Other recent surveys by thirban

Land Institute,and The Demand
Institute  report that more
Americans are choosing places
live where residents have divers
incomes; and choices are availai
for shopping, groceries
restaurants and transportatio
Selected highlights from these al
in Figure 1.5A.

An April 2014 Smart Growth
America report entitledleasuring
Sprawl 2014, analyzed sprawl
based on four factors
Development Density, Land Us
Mix, Activity Centering and Street

Accessibility.  The report founq

that where sprawl-score
decreased, the people in tho
compact and connected mett
areas:

have greater economi
opportunity.

spend less of their househol
income on the combined cos
of housing and transportation.
have a greater number @
transportation options
available to them, and
tend to be safer, healthier an
live longer than their peers i
more sprawling metro areas.

That report also found that th
most connected metro areas:

Figure 1.5A Public Preferences

America in 2013, A ULI Survey of Views
on Housing, Transportation, and Community

More than 50% of Americans prefer neighborhoodseltm shops,
have residents with a mix of incomes, and haveipaiaEinsportation.
0 61% prefer a shorter commute and smaller home; wa¥i

to be closer to shops, restaurants and offices.

0 52% prefer a neighborhood with income mix; 48% ldaka

mix of homes.

0 51% look for availability of public transportation.
Neighborhoods that are close to a mix of shopstaueants, and
offices are especially appealing to African Amenisa (75%),
members of generation Y (62%), single people (60#)ters (60%),
and college graduates (60%).

American renters desire many of the same commutitybutes as
homeowners, placing a high value on neighborhoéetysagood local
schools, and walkability..

Americans are daily drivers (77%), 22% walk to stoation every
day, 6% use the bus or trains and 2% ride bikes.

42% of Americans say they will move in the nexefiyears; 62% of
them say they prefer to settle in mixed use comtiami

Millennials and TheirHomes:
Still Seeking the American Dream 2013, The Demamdtitute

In the next five years, nationwide, Millennials Miteate 8.3 million
new households; millennials spend 1.6 trillion comie purchases
and 600 billion on rent.

This age group is hopeful: 79% expect their finahsituation to
improve and 74% plan to move in the next 5 years.

Of those planning to move 71% will do so for a eettome or rent.
In five years the % of married millennials will dde and the % with
children will increase by 19%.

60% of millennials plan to purchase a home; 48%hein in the
suburbs.

Of these 54 — 61% want homes in proximity to grisgmrestaurantg
and retail shops.

Millennials still want their cars (88%).

Encourage mixed use in their comprehensive plahgw aesidential uses and activities in all
commercial zones, are focused on jobs/housing balgolus mix of job types) within one mile of
census block groups, and have a high “Walk Scoriimnveach census tract.

Offer homebuyer assistance programs. They havenprehensive focus on downtown development

and a downtown plan.

Designed streets for people first, had a transportanaster plan and invested in street connegtivit
Planned for development centered on transit st@p®/ss, allowed higher density in exchange for
workforce housing, and unified/streamlined thede®and development processes.



Another Smart Growth America reporBafer Streets, Stronger Economfiesreleased in March of 2015
focused on those places whezemplete street¥ policies were in place.

Streets were usually safer: automobile collisioeslided in 70% of projects, and injuries declined i

56% of projects.

Safety has financial value: within their small sdngComplete Streetsmprovements collectively
averted $18.1 million in total collision costs usf one year.

The projects encouraged multimodal trav€bomplete Streetsrojects nearly always resulted in more
biking, walking and transit trips.
Complete Streetprojects are cheap: The average cost Gomplete Streetproject was just $2.1
million — far less than $9 million average cospabjects in state transportation improvement plans.
As an economic development tool, findings sugdestGomplete Streetsrojects were supportive of
increased employment, net new businesses, highpegy values, and new private investment.

With this data in mind, there is strong support dogating mixed-use centers with complete strdets t

provide places for residents and workers to interac

1.6 Study Tasks

Buxton

Figure 1.6A Gorham East-Wes

y,
Ly

t StuoTy Study Area

The Gorham East-West Corridor Feasibility
Study was used as the foundation for this
effort, along with data and lessons learned
from SSM. As noted, numerous other relevant
plans were reviewed including: the Standish
Road Feasibility Study, GrowSmart Maine’s
Model Town and Re-envisioning the Highway
Strip projects, the Libbytown Circulation and

Streetscape Study, the City of Portland
Wayfinding System Study, Westbrook's

Smart Growth Plan for Pride’s Corner,

Scarborough’s Dunstan Corner development,
South Portland’s Knightville planning work

and the Long Creek Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail
Plan.

With this background in mind, several
possible Centers of Opportunity (centers)
where growth could be focused were

identified in each of the six study area municifedi. The study team chose six priority centereséh
were then vetted and adjusted by a group of offidi@mm each municipality, assessing the growth and
redevelopment potential of each. This effort wdkoveed by community outreach forums in each priorit
center. These forums were to obtain a sense aftairefor the center that the municipality, land@ns)
residents and businesses could support. Every tpailitg opted for different community outreach
efforts; some changed direction focusing on altieraalocations, others opted to brainstorm with
immediately affected land owners, still others nb¥®m neighborhood to focus group and back to the
neighborhood level for input. These variationsagp® the importance of each municipality, its desits,
and developers working together to customize aritgnprocess compatible with the desires of all

18 http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/research/safieress-stronger-economies
Streets designed to accommodate all users — drppedestrians, cyclists and transit riders



parties in order to find fair and innovative wagsgrow and pay for needed public improvements.
Following this initial outreach, a broad review wesnducted of each municipality’s land use and
infrastructure policies and codes. These were cozdpaith what the public expressed as preferred lan
uses and infrastructure at the community forumbke fieview highlighted best practices already ircgla
as well as gap areas that need improvement in todahieve the proposed development pattern.

A narrow fiscal analysis was undertaken for eagattare evaluating the costs and benefits of theectirr
development pattern compared with the costs andfitemf center-focused developm&ntn addition,
the existing roadway, pedestrian, bicycling, traresd utility features associated with the primary
roadway were inventoried for the six centers setkctExisting transit service features associatiéul tive
roadway were identified for the six centers sel@ets well. This analysis found very different degref
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F|gure 1.6B SSM Centers of Opportunlty shown wetrhuutllnes with Gorham East West Study growth msnteyellow

growth readiness among the municipalities assessed.

Recommendations were developed to highlight ciiticaeeded changes to policies and ordinances
affecting land use and infrastructure. Recommendation fiscal and development-related tools to
encourage the desired type and degree of growtledoh center were included The recommendations
focus on municipal actions as well as regional stade-level actions needed to support center-facuse

development.

18 Center-focused development means the focusing\wéldpment in Centers of Opportunity

/



2. COMMON BARRIERS TO CENTER-FOCUSED DEVELOPMENT

Building on the work done in SSM, what follows isdscussion of the overall barriers to increasing
densities found in some or all of the centers eatell

2.1 Lack of Public Infrastructure

This area of Maine is a mix of very urban to vaiyat communities. In that mix, a substantial portof

the population lives in areas without public sewervater, public transportation or high speed imber
While this does not represent a problem to thosieleats who enjoy a rural lifestyle, it standsha way

of economic development and the fostering of maesély developed, walkable, mixed-use centers in
suburban and rural communities. To create a hidéeel of density, public sewer and water are
necessary. And in some cases, capacity upgradexitimg water and sewer utilities may be needed t
support additional development. The availabilityhagh speed internet may also make the difference
between a location that attracts business andrat@bes not.

2.1.1 Public Sewer and Water

Figure 2.1.1A shows that al
municipalities in the study arei

are served to some degree wi
either public water or sewer o
both but, not all parts of eac

s

Standish

municipality are actually served

Of the communities examined i

@'

this study, ) _
. onIy two of the six : Lege'"_' _ _ 25 3 o
(Portland  and  South || oo

Portland Water District
Scarborough Water District

Portland) have sufficient
sewer and water service t
support anticipated highe
density growth;

one has public water but n
public sewer (Standish);
another has public wate| |g

25 5

-Saco

and some sewer with Mies R, AN —r
adequate  capacity 10 Figure 2.1.1A - Areas Where Public Water & Sanitsepvices exist or
support desired growth bul are available for expansion

not without extension

(Westbrook);

two have neither public water or sewer (South Gorlaad North Scarborough).

Communities understand that these public utiliiess a key prerequisite for growth, but there ilear
path for how to fund development of this infrastwe. In most if not all cases, municipal officiatepect
the cost to be borne by developers. But becausmalf density restrictions, developers often canmdt
together a feasible financial package if they nsinstulder the entire cost of these facilities. Tgepa do
not see the immediate personal benefit, since mosady have a satisfactory private system in place
Indeed, in locations where a wastewater or watstridi has been petitioned to expand into a



neighborhood, the need for residents to pay hoolagh user fees often causes the expansion to be
soundly rejected by the residents themselves. Eurtbre, in those communities where a public syssem
not available but where soils may be adequate &weldpment of a community septic system, the
regulated densities may not be sufficient to previmt adequate pay back.

2.1.2 Public Transit
(Bus) and Ride Share:

In Maine, desire for public
transit typically scores high
in public opinion polls, but,
people are more prone ti
say they will take public
transit than they are ftc
actually use it. This is
especially true in less dens
areas, where populatior
density is too low to make
the  service  headway:s
attractive. Alternatively, in
Maine’s urban areas a
least, there lingers the
perception that riding the
bus is for those who are les  Figures 2.1.2A Portland Metro Routes and 2.1.2B St Portland Bus Routes
fortunate and who do no

own their own vehicle;

however, that perceptior

may be changing in

Portland and South Portlan

more than anywhere el$e.

In the communities

examined here, only

Portland, South Portlanc

and Westbrook have acces

to a fixed route public

transit system: Transil

providers are attempting tc

expand service, particularly

connecting Gorham anc

Portland because of USM’¢

shuttle  service.  Soutt

Portland’s Redbank are:

has the highest density.

Residents there clearly want more service, espeanlweekends and in the evenings. Several retsiden
have to walk nearly two miles to the Maine Mallcatch a bus that will take them to work. In thisesa
the service network is in place, but funding for ahequate service schedule is not available. This
prompts residents to have more difficulty meetingrkvschedules and/or forces them to own a private
vehicle.

19 http://www.citylab.com/cityfixer/2012/07/race-ctaand-stigma-riding-bus-america/2510/
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In more rural municipalities of the study area, ttiea of public transportation is mildly interestin
commuters are more apt to make use of Park ‘n Rigeand participate in voluntary ride shafthg
Because three centers are located on highly ceedjeetadways, their residents feel that buses would

make matters worse as they would also get caugimt i@ growing traffic congestion.

2.1.3 High Speed Internet:

Solving the problem of bringing high speed intertwet
these or other communities is not within the pusvi
this study. But it would be remiss to leave thigical
component of economic sustainability completely @iut
the discussion. High speed internet can be defineq
various ways; by some definiticisMaine’s access is
insufficient statewide. As part of Maine’s Threengi
Binder effort (see Figure 2.1.3A), an extensive hig
capacity dark fiber open source network has becg
available to all carriers in the locations shownthis
figure. This is a big step forward but further wark
this issue needs to be part of municipal and regig
planning and business development efforts, as
location outside of this network is unlikely to bbkle to
support the business needs of anything but smédies,

Figure 2.1.3A — Maine’s “Three Ring Binder”

technology dependent busineses.

2.2 Reluctance to add more development in an alread

Photo courtesy: Restructuring the Commercial StRpepared
by USEPA - Freedman Tung & Sasaki

y congested area:

A center that is ripe for development into a
denser, more Vvillage-like setting is often
adjacent to or bisected by an arterial road that is
a major route for pass-through traffic. These
locations are typically in the process of being
developed linearly along the roadway to capture
the commerce benefits associated with the
intensity of the pass-through traffic. This
orientation leaves the centers’ residents with
few if any of their needed daily goods and
services within walking or even short driving
distance. This is true for the Westbrook,
Gorham, Scarborough, and to some degree
South Portland and Standish, locations. While
this situation could act as an incentive for

residents eager to create a plan that better stheEown needs, they are often resistant to icrgabore
density and the associated new dwelling units arsiniesses because they see its potential to cordpoun
existing congestion. While adding more density may/be a major barrier in itself, adding moreftcaf

to existing roadways is. Municipalities facing tisituation are challenged to explore the consioactf

! http://www.exploremaine.org/commuters/parknride/index.shtml

2 http://www.latimes.com/entertainment/envelope/aotfa-et-ct-comcast-time-warner-fcc-broadband-2A180

story.html

22 Mapsource http://www.gwi.net/the-three-ring-binderivekpand-internet-options-for-maine-customers/



parallel and interconnecting streets off the aatespine that supports non-auto-oriented businessds
that provides opportunities for existing as wellnasv residents to walk, bicycle, or take short efsivo
meet daily needs.

2.3 Current tax policies and public perception of w ho pays:

Given that growth requires infrastructure and istfiracture requires funding, it is not surprisingtth
Maine communities are having a hard time movingviod with coherent growth. As noted in Chapter 1,
not just Maine, but the entire country, finds itdaking a major shift in how development takescpla
Since the 1930s, most public infrastructure wadt ith the support of the government - federadtest
county, and/or municipal. Many communities havedsyaewer systems, bus service, and even low-cost
housing that are the result of a combination of icipal and other government funding, tax policy, or
preferential loan availability. With the tightenirgf all government budgets, many of these funding
sources are no longer available. But the perceptomains that government will somehow still find a
way to pay for these critical needs. In fact, gomeent has taken the position that private entexpris
should bear this cost burden. However, privaterpritee must be able to generate adequate reveonne fr
a project to support the investment, which canyygically be done without the ability to build a Baient
number of units.

The public must understand that there is no loffigee’ money for more than bare bones responses to
providing public benefits. When municipalities exp private development to cover all costs (such as
infrastructure and placemaking amenities), they deliver only the bare minimum necessary to meet
market and regulatory requirements. These usuallyfér short of the public interest in creating a
desirable “place” or public environment. Those camities that can help residents understand thid, an
can generate support for innovative partnerships lwcal investment,, will be most successful intee-
focused development efforts. These partnershigsheip create the places that attract the kindslus,
housing, activities and amenities that are theerstone of a prosperous community.

2.4 Existing Planning and Regulatory Tools and Appr  oaches:

The cost to undertake detailed master planningafatt use and street development is expensive &ed ta
time; while federal funding was available for tldpproach in the past, those programs were largely
dropped by municipalities in the 1970s when fedratling dried up. This loss would have ideally tbee
picked up by local governments, but for variousoes, including the friction of the ever-preserivate
property rights discussion, it was not. The procdsiied to comprehensive planning as the predamina
form of policy setting; unfortunately the scaleaimprehensive plans is often too generalized tmall
for a clear view of what is desired in each otiévelopment areas.

One of the deliverables this study is providinguisunderstanding of the gaps between existing tyensi
and mix of uses, lot size, height restrictions atieér regulatory methods needed to support strargcm
use centers. This is provided for each communggiriming in Chapter 3 and in more depth in Chater
with an eye toward highlighting best practices se un the region, in Maine, and elsewhere. An
additional barrier to growth in these centers maytloe existing development framework within the
municipalities; landowners often indicated that thermit review process was at times confusing,
cumbersome and thus, costly.

Developers often find the municipal developmentcpeses creates uncertainty in terms of time, and
subsequent costs to their bottom lines. In sorsimtes, local ordinances have been amended piateme
with no comprehensive consolidated code from whichvork. This causes confusion for developers,
administrators and the public, making it difficatt understand and apply the requirements. In other



cases, the regulations are not necessarily consistth the plans. A plan may intend ‘smart growiht
ordinances continue to allow conventional develapmAan example: still allowing conventional dead
end streets, butot allowing housing densities sufficient to suppafigability or create transit viability.
This makes the conventional low-density, auto-ddpahform of residential and strip developmenterasi
for developers to permit and construct, ultimatehdermining the desired denser growth supposedly
desired in the community plan

Finally, municipalities have more recently relidchast entirely on regulations as opposed to ingesti
and expect developers to make 100% of growth-retlesgpital investments. This means developers and
municipalities often work against each other indteftogether. Decisions resulting from this apto

are often more reactive and devoid of discussionrad how the private and the public realm can work
together to create better communities.
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3. MUNICIPAL CHARACTERISTICS

Figure 3.1A — Selected Centers of Opportunity ind$tArea

3.1 Overview of
Study Centers of
Opportunity

Highlighted here are the
primary characteristics of
each municipality’s selected
Center of Opportunity, as
well as highlights from

discussions with area
residents and land owners
about how these areas should
grow.

South Gorham/North
Scarborough: The South
Gorham and North
Scarborouglcenters are
bisected and connected by the
Route 22 and 114 “overlap

area”. Because they share

similar interests and challenges, these two comtiesnthose to work together from the start of stisly
effort. The roadway provides access to commercidirasidential land uses and carries high traffic
volumes to and from municipalities to the north avebt. Without a traffic solution to mitigate peahkd
daily congestion, the two communities have diffigidnvisioning how intensified growth could be

accommodated. The centers also sit atop a valued
groundwater aquifer the communities are commitbed {
protecting. The Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA)
completed a preliminary study that indicated a pika
spur would be cost effective and likely to relieve
roadway congestion; at present the Authority is
evaluating the process of securing approvals tiol laui
spur, which requires proof that no feasible altémea
exists. No transit service is available in thissaaéthis
time.

Roughly eighty (80) residents and business ownera f
North Scarborough and South Gorham provided inpu
the first session. Attendees were very concertedita
the notion of encouraging growth in the area withg
also taking corrective and preemptive actions tresb
traffic congestion and safety (including for pedesis

and cyclists) in the area. A range of opinions wg
expressed about what form additional growth co
take. Several people indicated that having a ni$mw

what the area could become would help in focusimg

Figure 3.1.B So. Gorham & No. Scarborough Centers

the need for and type of traffic solution to pursue



Adding public transportation did not seem to beveht for this group. They felt that any poteniias
transportation would be subject to the existinglveay congestion. The need for and cost of watdr an
sewer utilities and aquifer protection were als@foost on the minds of many of the attendees.dn th
end, most could not envision a different futurehwiit first settling on a traffic solution. Theresa
unanimous agreement from this group that wideirgetkisting road to more than three lanes was not an
acceptable solution.

A follow-up meeting was held with a smaller grodgradividuals in early 2015 in an attempt to deyelo
specific direction for how the area could grow.iz&ihs who attended had also attended the previous
meeting. Although still somewhat skeptical abowréasing density without knowing how the traffic
congestion would be solved, the group continuefdtor the area developing in a village or campls-li
form, and did understood how developing a plamiatttme would help shape a traffic solution. Tleed

for extending public sewer to the area was oncenalgighlighted, as was its associated cost and the
importance of protecting the aquifer. The groum aleemed to acknowledge the logic of concentrating
development at the roadway junctions, thus book®ndiless intensely developed ‘overlap’section.

After the smaller group meeting, the municipalittesnmissioned the creation of several illustratitirat
were intended to begin guiding the conversationhfow the area might grow. Those illustrations were
reviewed at a neighborhood meeting by many of #maespeople who attended the first meeting. In
general, many felt the concepts showed too muckrpemut for the type of development they envisioned.
However, the vast majority supported a maximumhoée (3) travel lanes on the overlap area (two
through lanes and a center turn lane) with a tdtigdass to be built for relief of existing congesti
While the details of a specific cross section weoé determined, attendees were strongly in favor of
sidewalks, one travel lane in each direction, amerter turn lane; some were particularly inteste
separate bike lanes. On-street parking was anfehture explored especially for the areas neder t
South Gorham campus and North Scarborough villagesections.

Portland/Libbytown: Libbytownis a mixed used
center, hosting the Portland Transportation Center
(PTC) including the Amtrak Downeaster and Concord
Coach intercity bus line. The center is charazteriby
multiple zoning districts, and underdeveloped areitts
substantial redevelopment potential. Metro Routasd
5 serve the area.

New development at Thompson’'s Point is underw
after significant planning and public infrastrueu
investment. A group of staff, consultants, and t
Portland Planning Board chair gathered at Portlaity

Hall to brainstorm ways to improve the Libbytowrear
with additional mixed-use activity and transpoudati
services. Shortly after that, a neighborhood megetias

held at the Airport Clarion Hotel. About 30 intetexs

citizens attended. Two break-out groups focuse@)or
land use ideas, and b) transportation/connecti
improvements in the Libbytown area.

Highlights of their discussions follow:
Figure 3.1.C Portland’s Libbytown Center

Add street connections



Add 5-story buildings with commercial on grounddéand office/residential above, particularly
in the Westgate Shopping Center area
Create pedestrian and activity connections to emagguuse in the ‘redundant’ ramp area — parks

and crosswalks efé.

Fill the gaps associated with sidewalk connectivity
Add multi-level parking at Thompson’s Point
Decrease surface parking by adding mixed use tegvi
Explore options for pedestrian/trail connections

Add better signage

Add street lighting in targeted locations

Decrease impervious area — create more perviokigdots

Create/support public or private neighborhood gatgeareas. This was focused on the Westgate
Shopping Center, but also in the form of a newngidar park next to Denny'’s. (This small park
was also mentioned as being of interest in thettinln Circulation Study).

Make better transit accommodations.

Include Libbytown Study recommendations in thisorep

The City of Portland planned to use the graphiesterd as a result of this meeting as part of theutcof

for continued work in the Libbytown Area.

Fiaure 3.1 South Portland West End Cer

development of more affordable residential

South Portland’s West End - Redbank & Brick Hill:
Redbankis most similar to the Libbytown center, but has
more residential and service uses with fewer retall
options, which requires residents to make shoppipg

out of the neighborhood. Within the centBrick Hill is
also a mixed-use area, incorporating office andeihix
residential uses in an existing campus-style layout
Walking and bicycling facilities are minimal with
substantial gaps. South Portland bus route 24A24id
service this area. The City supports a Resource iRlub
the neighborhood that is staffed by the Community
Partnership for Protecting Children (CPPC).

In late January of 2015, CPPC hosted a public mgeti
where 15-20 residents attended, talking about wiegt
saw as needs in the area. Pedestrian amenities, buer
service - especially nights and weekends, apatinen
with more bedrooms, and more retail and service® we
high on the list. In August and September,
redevelopment ideas based on this input were gisgla

at the Resource Hub and comments were collected. In
general, residents indicated that they supportesl th
unitd enore local and affordable buying options accessed

by better pedestrian and transit accommodationdleWitansit service is available, its frequency was
thought to be inadequate to meet the travel neédssalents. Participants indicated a desire foremo
recreational opportunities and facilities, sociatvices, and educational services for both adui a

children. More specific ideas includad

' While cited in the previously mentioned Libbytowreffic Circulation Study, MaineDOT and FHWA do not

currently support this concept.



Up to 6-story residential buildings with some 5-tmaim units and with retail on ground floor
Grocery/café/bakery/ice cream/ethnic food/redenmggitiordable retail/arcade/diner

Job training/incubator business options

Better signage, accommodations for a visually imgzhresident

More frequent buses and more weekend and nighdropti

More street lighting and sidewalks

Dog park, youth play areas

An informal ‘travel survey’ was undertaken with fewesidents responding. Of those responding,
Devereaux Circle and Red Oak Drive were the mamuient origins; destinations and travel modes
varied.

While this Transit Supportive Development Study wemsierway,
the South Portland Bicycle & Pedestrian Committéth wssistance
of the Safe Routes to School Program administeyethé Bicycle
Coalition of Maine conducted 8ite Walk & Bicycling Audit of
the Westbrook Street Corridor - Redbank to SkillinMemorial
Schools

For a number of years, local residents, regionafddé commuters,
and members of the South Portland Bicycle and Reges
Committee have brought forth safety and commungglaition
concerns regarding the Redbank, Brickhill and otkéest End
neighborhoods that abut Interstate 1-295 and thimd/slall area.

On June 4th, 2015 the South Portland Bicycle andestdan
Committee convened a group of city councilors, lopalice,

community residents, school staff, and advocacymmations for a
site walk and bicycling audit of the area. Speaifly, the group met
in Redbank during the morning school commute antkedaand
rode bikes out of the Redbank/Brickhill neighbordomnto
Westbrook Street, which connects neighborhood eessdand are
workers and other travelers to the Mall. The grthgn proceeded to cross under Interstate |-2&xiat

3 and continue along Westbrook Street to the 8kilementary and Memorial Middle Schools’ campus
(where Redbank and Brickhill students attend).

Photos courtesy Sarah Cushman
Cushman Transportation
Consulting,LLC

Members of the group took photographs, stopped isgsuds different trouble points, informally
interviewed passing walkers and cyclists, and rftetnaard to do an initial compilation of safety and
accessibility concerns.

Among those issues raised were the:

Intimidating and unpleasant nature of the highwekisle traffic pattern for walkers and bicyclists —

number of lanes, lane width, traffic volume andexpeintended almost solely to get travelers to and

from the Mall and the Interstate; this creates:

0 adaunting walking experience from a safety peitbgec

o the reality that many cyclists use the narrow salkwn the northeast side of Westbrook Street

o an overall unattractive and unwelcoming experietheg discourages people from walking and
biking even though with local incomes, many residdrave no choice to do otherwise

0 a general lack of connectivity to employment, Healhre, recreation and other opportunities in
South Portland and Portland



Difficulty of crossing large intersections — Wesibk St. and Western Ave., the Exit 3 on- and off-

ramps, and Broadway, etc.

Lack of a sidewalk on the northwest side of Wegikr8treet east of Exit 3 — leaving walkers (and
some cyclists) stranded on the southside of Weskbstreet Deficient sidewalk snow removal on

certain sections, leaving pedestrians strandeceatating the busy Westbrook Street roadway in the
winter months

Lack of a desired sidewalk (there is a clear gaah pused by walkers) on the northeast side of
Westbrook Street south of Exit 3, heading towagddthool

All those assembled were very conscious of thespartation equity issues raised on the walk and
advocated for infrastructure and streetscape désigrovementsThe group has since done an analysis
of a potential off-road path on Westbrook Streearnéhe schools. With additional safety concerns
reported since the audit, members of the groupimomtto be deeply concerned with much-needed
changes to the walking and biking environment mdrea.

Standish/Standish Corner: Standish Cornerhas the
character and patterns of a village but lacks

interconnected street network and municipal sewer
community septic system. It sits on a hill in anferly

rural agricultural community at the junction of tvibwisy

state roadways, Routes 25 and 35. Development
followed the path of least resistance and reliéchauily

on Route 25, a popular route leading to New Hampsh
This familiar pattern of using an arterial roadvesya local
street has eroded the arterial’s ability to moveoulh-
traffic efficiently while causing conflict for lo¢aesidents,
retailers and service providers and degrading ilitabn

the town’s most prominent center. No transit servis
available here at this time.

Standish Corner has a master plan with an assdci
Route 25/35 Alternative Route plan adopted by tvent
Both plans resulted in ordinance changes. The R2h/®5
plan included options for a southerly ‘bypass’ eoot an
interconnected street grid to relieve congestiah@ovide | Fiaure L1E Standish Corner Cen
more of a village framework. A bypass route worgty

on the state for funding and prioritization anéikely not feasible in the near term.

The intent of the street grid concept is twofolitst could an alternative street network providens
relief to the Route 25 congestion? Secondly couwichsa street network provide an opportunity to
increase the density and diversity of developmeotired Standish Corner so as to improve the village
setting? The Gorham East-West Study looked at bodimarios for congestion relief and concluded that
some kind of bypass of the Route 25/35 interseationld be needed at some point in the future. The
manner in which the bypass should unfold was naluated in that study.

Chapter 7 of this report outlines the evaluatioocpss used to determine the feasibility of the ey
conceptual connector road network in Standish.

A public landowner meeting took place on October 2615. Some 20 residents attended to hear an
overview of the results of the feasibility studyhieh included a history of growth in Standish, adlas

0



refinements to the interconnected street grid dlatded resource impacts and provided opporturfibies
development on both sides of the roadway. Thend¢tes were interested but somewhat skeptical; their
guestions revolved around the location and costuch a street grid, and the pressing need from thei
perspective for more direct traffic relief. A folleup landowner workshop was held on Novemb&r 5
during which several refinements to the reviseallatreet grid were made. The final revised roadwa
concept was presented at a Town Council WorkshopNowember 24. The Council will pursue
discussions on whether to formalize the revisedwag grid.

Westbrook/Prides Corner: The Prides Cornearea is the largest suburbanizing center, locattéue

outer edge of Westbrook’s urban area. The subjeauch planning in the past, its biggest challeriges
terms of supporting new growth are the lack of mubdwer and the need for relief for through-tiatfn

the already congested Bridgton Road (Route 302hwtonnects the Lakes Region communities to
Portland. Without an interconnecting street systama, some kind of infrastructure partnership tosass
with road building and utility extension, developmeés likely to continue to string along Route 302,
exacerbating the traffic problems. Portland Metiakes one stop on EImwood Road as part of its Rbute
Riverton run.

In early 2015, a meeting of owners of large traftand
was hosted by the City and facilitated by the stighym.

All owners attending shared their current thinking
regarding future uses of their properties. Planged
from keeping acreage in open space, to actively
marketing and developing land at higher densitms f
mixed-use activity, to more conventional large agee
residential development. Others favored low dgnsit
high-end residential or condominium developmentsMo
attendees were clear that the lack of wastewaii@rest
was a barrier to development. It was unanimousteed)
that abiding by current allowable densities make
development challenging from a cost-benefit perspec
This group was most interested in increased wdikgabi
and favored a village-style development patterneyTh
were hopeful that a future partnership with theyCit
would lead to investment cost-sharing here.

A follow up meeting with landowners was held toiesw

a concept sketch. The owners supported the concept,
Figure 3.1F Westbrook's Prides Corner Center | prompting the City staff to request a joint City (@ail

and Planning Board meeting. As a result of thattjo
meeting, which was attended by the landowners eavsupport for the concept, the City has decided to
pursue the feasibility of supporting more inteneeedopment of this center.

3.2 Variations in Codes, Policies and Infrastructure by Municipality

Each of the centers studied differ from one anottteen it comes to achieving the desired patterils an
development mix. Some centers have adequate pubiies to support growth while others have pabli
water but no public sewer. All are plagued by s@mwunt of existing traffic congestion that bisetis
centers. Some centers are supported by a welllap®mak interconnected local street network, while
others have few if any network elements to helpvigi® relief. Located on what are now considered
‘local or collector roads’, most of the centers dnavolved over time into communities with an emire



new character yet the roadway retains charactsisti the historical ‘farm to market’ connectorgyth
once were.

Some centers studied are managed by center-fopadieces but in varying degrees and have adopted or
retained land use codes that may conflict with éhoglicies. The challenges associated with maiimgi
consistency between interrelated and frequenthnging policies and codes is high, especially when
administrative budgets are not keeping pace wighriging expectations of the public. Some of thestmo
relevant discrepancies gleaned from reviewing cotiéking with staff, landowners and the public are
summarized here:

Allowed uses do not support one another as wehegcould.

Allowable density/intensity provisions may be tawlor minimum lot sizes and dimensional
standards may be too restrictive to generate $erfficeturn on investment, much less the desired
development pattern.

Even though density bonuses are used in the contynuhey may not apply in the centers
studied.

Few, if any, incentives are used to drive develapnethe desired locations.

There is an expectation, at times stipulated inGbenprehensive Plan, that developers shoulder
the full burden of public impact. This is not ancammon municipal position inside and outside
the study area.

Some tools in use do not correspond with centauded development.

Multiple zones existing within one center may erdbe ability for the desired pattern to be
achieved.

Numerous code amendments over time, with littlany re-codification, causes confusion and
inefficiency in administration and in seeking pesni

Modern sometimes complex codes coupled with thenoomnity's expectation that the few staff
members wear many hats may cause the developmamuaity to avoid investing in a center.
Parking requirements and road building standardstien based on suburban style development
patterns.

Figure 3.2A summarizes the Plan and Code charstitsrin each of the centers studied. A more
exhaustive evaluation for all centers and a detdigt of Plan and Code considerations for eaclieces
provided in Appendix A.

Figure 3.2A Summary of Comprehensive Plans and Lantise Codes
affecting Growth in Centers of Opportunity

Comprehensive Plan

- Identifies South Gorham as Neighborhood Center,paminNew England style village, and
mixed use growth area but largely relies on comntzaning to expand uses and intensity of
development.
Density/intensity provisions appear to be too lovattract private funds desired to extend
public sewer, though policy calls for developeiafiging of public water and sewer.

Gorham - Policies call for buildings on access drives or reeets where feasible, with no new
buildings directly fronting County Road, but thésdittle incentive for developers to spend
dollars to create new streets.

Ordinance
Standards do not appear to be successful in proghotiditional village character and scale.
Contains density transfer provision intended taéase density and reduce dimensional
standards, but does not apply in this center.




Figure 3.2A Summary of Comprehensive Plans and Lantise Codes
affecting Growth in Centers of Opportunity

Scarborough

Comprehensive Plan
Identifies North Scarborough as small commercial service village center.
Plan specifies public sewer is not intended forddeter and generally calls for sewer to bg
furnished by developers.
Plan calls for expedited development review, big itnclear whether or not expediting
provisions have been adopted.

Ordinance
Provides areas for small and moderate scale naler@sil and community uses and a rang
of residential and mixed uses, but ultimately pdegi limited access to goods and services
needed dalily.
Requires conservation subdivisions, typically mprapriate in centers, in 1 district.
It is unlikely that allowed densities, even usihg municipality’s density transfer provision
are adequate to stimulate private investment idipgbwer.
Traditional Neighborhood Developmemtovisions allow for increased density on 25+ acr
parcels served by public sewer and water, butmtitis center.

Portland

Comprehensive Plan
Identifies all areas, except the Recreation — CRygarce district, for growth. Ordinances
largely are consistent. Three districts allow rdixese.

Ordinance
The eight zones in this district generally providenpact dimensional standards and allow
for an array of uses; however some ordinance @vigiould be needed to achieve the high
density of mixed use along Congress Street anddble redevelopment of the Portland
Transportation Center surface lots .

South
Portland

Comprehensive Plan

- Identifies Redbank/Brick Hill as “established higansity residential neighborhood with a
neighborhood center” Nonresidential uses limitegriamote residential character.
Plan provides specific policies that encourage thixge within proximity of existing service
and retail to reduce travel, but does not ideri@&dbank/ Brick Hill as one of its mixed use
designations.
Plan calls for compact development in areas toebees by bus, but some districts require
very high minimum lot sizes per dwelling unit.
Municipality has Transit TIF but has not been usadth.
Plan calls for increasing population within easykna bus or future streetcar, but service i
inadequate to serve existing population of thearent

Ordinance
Is largely consistent.
Two districts allow mixed use.

w
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Figure 3.2A Summary of Comprehensive Plans and Lantise Codes
affecting Growth in Centers of Opportunity

Comprehensive Plan

- Identifies Standish Corner as pedestrian friendth wiixed small scale commercial and
residential.
Plan and ordinance call for more compact, pedestriandly village, though density may b
too low to support development of community septid new road construction. Incentive
are provided for conservation subdivisions withiamsition areas, which typically are not
appropriate for compact centers.

Ordinance
Is largely consistent, but may be more complicéitesh necessar/.
Format does not make it easy to use.
Despite form-based code, many projects requirengtgnboard review and an additional
“supplemental review” process has been added.

D

Standish

Comprehensive Plan
Identifies the existing Prides Corner as growttaarade up of suburban style neighborhoods
with mix of housing and low intensity commercidlhe plan envisions a mixed use corridar
with increased building height and a uniform builgliine along Bridgton Road

Ordinance
Is largely consistent
Direction to reduce curb cuts with new/redevelopnterenable the flow of through traffic
and encourage coordinated development on consetidats
Despite incentives, density allowances appear oaate to attract private investment for
public sewer and interconnected streets. Whiletiingithe length of dead end roads is an
attempt to reduce their frequency, coupled withsitgnit has the unintended consequence of
limiting the extent of return on investment for dpers.

Westbrook

Source: Town of Gorham, 2013 Comprehensive Pland llise Ordinances, 2-3-2015. Town of ScarboroR@86 Comprehensive Plan,
Ordinances, Chapter 3 Building, Land Use and Deralnt Impact Fees, 2014. City of Portland’s Corensive Plan, November 2002,
Updated 2005, Code of Ordinances, Chapter 14 Lasgd Rev. 9-15-2014. City of South Portland Comeneive Plan Update, 10/15/2012,
Code of Ordinances, Chapter 27, September 2014n 86 Standish 2006 Comprehensive Plan Update2@&, Code, Chapter 181 Land Usg,
11/12/2014. City of Westbrook 2012 Comprehensias Bnd Land Use Ordinances of City of Westbrodk17/2014.

Infrastructure and Utility Characteristics:

Based on an evaluation of existing readily avadaddhta and a cursory review of online aerial photos
Figure 3.2B identifies the broad characteristicih#f major roadways that bisect each of the centers
Those highlighted in grey indicate a deficiencyténms of best practices faomplete streetpolicies,
accepted engineering practice as well as utilifyacity to support higher densities. The deficiesci
noted may be the result of several factors:

Changes in market forces in the immediate vicimtya center or beyond have stretched and
ultimately hybridized the highway classificationThis evolution was neither acknowledged nor
addressed by the responsible jurisdiction(s); &ted just happen over time.

The ambiguity of highway access management regpiitiss coupled with confusing nuances in
roadway ‘ownership’, and their associated capita maintenance responsibilities.

The lack of capacity or will to coordinate land ws® transportation decisions such that after a
time the costs to make necessary improvements lesctargely unbearable.

The municipality’s land use ordinance provides &{Sby-step guide to the Form Based Code Villagariots” that advises
the applicant to first refer to the Regulating Plardentify the appropriate district, then ideytifie frontage types and from
there the various standards for development.



Figure 3.2B Existing Infrastructure and Needs in Caters of Opportunity
So. Gorham / No. Scarborough (Route 22/1P4

Transportation Element Existing Needed
Roadway ROW Width Varies: 50’ - 80 100’ w/o bypa88’ w/ bypass
Number of lanes (2-way) 2 5/3
Lane Width 12’ 11’ or 12
Shoulder Width Varies (1'-4") 5’
Sidewalks (Y/N) No Yes
Sidewalk Width N/A 5’
Bike lanes (Y/N) No As part of shoulder
Crosswalks (Y/N) No Yes
Traffic Signals (Y/N) Yes Yes
Speed Limit 40 mph 40 mph / 25 mph with traffic calming as appropfiate
Wayfinding Signage (Y/N) Yes Yes
Roadway lighting (Y/N) No Yes
Drainage Type (Ditch/Curb) Ditch Curb and gutter with separated storm drain system
Transit (Y/N) — Route # No Yes (New Route study when center nodes reach lbvera
density of 8+DU/ac)
Bus Shelter/Bus Stop (Y/N) No Yes’
Rail Infrastructure (Y/N) No No
Park and Ride Lot(s) No Yes — near bus stop(s)
Bicycle Facilitie§ (Y/N) No Yes — near bus stop(s)
Trails/Paths (Y/N) No Yes’
Access Management (Y/N) Limited Full®
Sewer (Y/N) No Yes
Water (Y/N) No Yes
Street Trees and Plantings Limited Yes — for shade, aesthetics and traffic calming

! _ Infrastructure information based on major roadisach Center of Opportunity

2&3

— See Opportunity Maps in Chapter 6 for cross seatietails and known Trail/Path locations

*_ Bicycle facilities are bike racks and/or bikersige lockers
>~ Full access management is the use of all readermtzess management techniques along entire

roadway length

6. S**MaineDOT Guidelines for possible opportunitiesige traffic calming devices



Figure 3.2B Existing Infrastructure and Needs in Caters of Opportunity
Portland — Libbytown (Congress St. from Fore RiverPkwy. to Stevens Ave?)

Transportation Element Existing Needed
Roadway ROW Width Varies: 70 to 80’ 80’ (consisjent
Number of lanes (2 way) 4 4
Lane Width 12’ 1r
Shoulder Width 2 5
Sidewalks (Y/N) Yes (both sides) No change
Sidewalk Width 6’ No change
Bike lanes (Y/N) No Yes
Crosswalks (Y/N) Yes Yes
Traffic Signals (Y/N) Yes No change
Speed Limit 30 mph 30 mph
Wayfinding Signage (Y/N) Yes Yes (additional per Wayfinding System Study
Roadway lighting (Y/N) Yes (limited) Yes (along full length)
Drainage Type (Ditch/Curb) Curb No change
Transit (Y/N) — Route 1, 3 &| Yes (Metro Rtesl, 3 Yes (Metro Rtes 1, 3,5)
5 5
Bus Shelter/Bus Stop (Y/N) Yes (Sh)elter & Stop) Y8kelter & Stop)
Rail Infrastructure (Y/N) Nearby at PTC No change
Park and Ride Lot(s) Nearby at PTC No change
Bicycle Facilitie$ (Y/N) Nearby at PTC Additional at Bus Shelters
Trails/Paths (Y/N) Adjacent Adjacent
Access Management (Y/N) Limited Full®
Sewer (Y/N) Yes No change
Water (Y/N) Yes No change
Street Trees and Plantings Limited Yes — for shade, aesthetics and traffic calmin

! _ Infrastructure information based on major roadfsach Center of Opportunity

2&3

— See Opportunity Maps in Chapter 6 for cross seadtietails and known Trail/Path locations

*_ Bicycle facilities are bike racks and/or bikersige lockers
°_ Full access management is the use of all readeraizess management techniques along entire

roadway length

6. S**MaineDOT Guidelines for possible opportunitiesige traffic calming devices
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Figure 3.2B Existing Infrastructure and Needs in Caters of Opportunity
So. Portland — Redbank/Brick Hill (Westbrook St. from Western Ave. to Jetport Rdj

Transportation Element Existing Needed
Roadway ROW Width Varies 50’ +/- 50’
Number of lanes (2-way) 2 2
Lane Width 11-12 1
Shoulder Width N/A 5’
Sidewalks (Y/N) Yes Yes (fully extend to both sides)

(one/alternates)

Sidewalk Width Varies—4to 5’ 5’
Bike lanes (Y/N) No As part of shoulder
Crosswalks (Y/N) Yes (limited) Additional Crosswalks
Traffic Signals (Y/N) No No
Speed Limit 30 mph 25 mph with Traffic Calming
Wayfinding Signage (Y/N) No Yes
Roadway lighting (Y/N) Yes (limited) Yes (along full length)
Drainage Type (Ditch/Curb) Ditch Curb and gutter with separated storm drain syste

em

Transit (Y/N) — Route #

Yes (24A, 24B)

Yes (24A, 24B with additional frequency)

Bus Shelter/Bus Stop (Y/N)

Yes (Stop only

Yes (Sand Sheltef)

Rail Infrastructure (Y/N) No No

Park and Ride Lot(s) No Yes — near bus stop

Bicycle Facilitie$ (Y/N) No Yes — near bus stop

Trails/Paths (Y/N) Adjacent Adjacent

Access Management (Y/N) Limited Full®

Sewer (Y/N) Yes No change

Water (Y/N) Yes No change

Street Trees and Plantings Limited Yes — for shade, aesthetics and traffic calming

! _ Infrastructure information based on major roadfsach Center of Opportunity

— See Opportunity Maps in Chapter 6 for cross seadtietails and known Trail/Path locations
*_ Bicycle facilities are bike racks and/or bikersige lockers

°_ Full access management is the use of all readerasizess management techniques along entire

2&3

roa

dway length

6. S**MaineDOT Guidelines for possible opportunitiesige traffic calming devices



Figure 3.2B Existing Infrastructure and Needs in Caters of Opportunity
Standish Corner (Route 25)

em

Transportation Element Existing Needed
Roadway ROW Width 50’ 50’ (unless required for falanes or signals)
Number of lanes (2 way) 2 2
Lane Width 11-12 1
Bike lanes (Y/N) No Yes designed/painted within Shoulder
Shoulder Width Varies 4’ to 6’ 5
Sidewalks (Y/N) Limited sections Yes (both sides)
Sidewalk Width 5’ (limited) Continue for consistency
Crosswalks (Y/N) Yes (limited) Yes (additionaf)
Traffic Signals (Y/N) Yes Possibly as propos_ﬁ?c)l Drozadway plan is built out
Speed Limit 30 mph 30 mph - witr(1 potgntial traffalming
Wayfinding Signage (Y/N) No Yes
Roadway lighting (Y/N) Yes (limited) Yes (along full length)
Drainage Type (Ditch/Curb) Ditch/Curb Curb and gutter with separated storm drain syste
Transit (Y/N) — Route # No No
Bus Shelter/Bus Stop (Y/N) No No but plan for future
Rail Infrastructure (Y/N) No No
Park and Ride Lot(s) No Yes (location TBD)
Bicycle Facilities (Y/N) No Yes — at Park and Ride lot
Trails/Paths (Y/N) No Yes — nearby
Access Management (Y/N) Limited Full®
Sewer (Y/N) No No, but consider community septic
Water (Y/N) Yes Yes - on new network only
Street Trees and Plantings Limited Yes — for shade, aesthetics and traffic calming

! _ Infrastructure information based on major roadisach Center of Opportunity

2&3

— See Chapter 6 for proposed connector roadway plan

*_ Bicycle facilities are bike racks and/or bikersige lockers
°_ Full access management is the use of all readeraizess management techniques along entire

roadway length

6. S**MaineDOT Guidelines for possible opportunitiesige traffic calming devices



Figure 3.2B Existing Infrastructure and Needs in Caters of Opportunity
Westbrook — Prides Corner (Route 302)

Transportation Element Existing Needed
Roadway ROW Width Varies — 80 to 100 80’
Number of lanes (2 way) 2 2 (w/ turn lanes as needed)
Lane Width 12’ v
Shoulder Width Varies 6’ to 10’ 5’ minimum
Sidewalks (Y/N) Yes (one side) Yes (Both sides)
Sidewalk Width 510 6’ 5’'minimum
Bike lanes (Y/N) Not signed/striped Yes
Crosswalks (Y/N) Yes (limited) Additional Crosswalks
Traffic Signals (Y/N) Yes Additional Location$
Speed Limit 35 mph 30 mph with Traffic Calming
Wayfinding Signage (Y/N) Yes Yes (Additional Wayfinding signage needed)
Roadway lighting (Y/N) Yes (limited) Yes (along full length)
Drainage Type (Ditch/Curb) Curb Curb - no change
Transit (Y/N) — Route # Yes (Metro Route 2) Yes (MeRoute 2)
Bus Shelter/Bus Stop (Y/N) Yes (Stop only) Yes (Sand sheltef)
Rail Infrastructure (Y/N) No No
Park and Ride Lot(s) Nearby Yes — at/near Bus Stop
Bicycle FacilitieS(Y/N) No Yes — at Bus Stop
Trails/Paths (Y/N) No Yes
Access Management (Y/N) Limited Full®
Sewer (Y/N) Nearby Yes (extend into Brook Street and street netwoyk)
Water (Y/N) Yes No change for 302 but needed on street netwark
Street Trees and Plantings Limited Yes — for shade, aesthetics and traffic calming

! _ Infrastructure information based on major roadfsach Center of Opportunity

2%3_ See Opportunity Maps in Chapter 6 for cross sedtietails and known Trail/Path locations
*_ Bicycle facilities are bike racks and/or bikersige lockers

°_ Full access management is the use of all readeraizess management techniques along entire
roadway length

6. S**MaineDOT Guidelines for possible opportunitiesige traffic calming devices



4. WHAT ARE THE WAYS AND MEANS FOR CREATING CENTER -

FOCUSED DEVELOPMENT?

4.1 Overview of Center Management Tools

This section discusses management tools upon wnéchuccess of centers relies and delves moreydeepl
into assessing the tools used in each center studiiee points that follow were derived from study
objectives, community input, and analysis of lars# @and infrastructure policies and provisions. The
detailed technical analysis in this section setssthhige for recommendations found in Chapter 6.

4.1.1 Addressing Existing Vehicle Traffic:

Each of the locations, in varying degre
has traffic congestion issues. At predictak
times of day, the arterial roadways throu
which these centers pass experience Ig
lines of commuter traffic that generat
varying degrees of delay. In more matu
areas, traffic signals, turn lanes, medi
islands and other traffic manageme
devices are in place or planned. Other ars
simply rely on street signs and drivg
courtesy as a way of managing the fricti
of vehicles entering and exiting main road
Even with access management regulatig

Typical 4-lane roadway — ‘Anywhere U.S.A; Souragernet

in place, historic developments a

proliferation of highway oriented business develepioften exacerbate this problem.

Example of Complete Street showing travel lanesydié
lanes, sidewalks, esplanades, crosswalks and piedestfuge
islands and on-street parking. Not shown are boeskatops
(courtesy NYC DOT)

4.1.2 Creating Context Sensitive /

Complete Streets :

For decades, road improvements were made
with only vehicles in mind. While vehicles
remains a high priority, the goal of today’s
public works and highway departments is
changing; roadway, street improvements, and
pathway/trail systems in centers need to be
designed to cater to pedestrians, cyclists, and
buses along with cars and trucks. Roadways
and streets in the study area meet some of these
principles but all the centers need some further
work. MaineDOT and most of the
municipalities in the study area have recently
adopted Complete Streetspolicies and are
making strides integrating the changes into their
development and road improvement programs.



4.1.3 Providing or Augmenting Transit, Pedestrian/ Bicycle Services and Facilities:

Part of a Complete Streets philosophy includesctreful consideration of walkers and cyclists. Whe
incorporating the desire of each of these centegdw in their own unique style, this considenatis
even more important. The presence of sidewalkssevalks, pedestrian refuge islands, bike lanes and
paths/trails range from non-existent to spotty. Hleed for these types of improvements was clearly
identified as a priority at all of the neighborhaoeéetings.

4.1.4 Creating (Public and Private) Gathering Plac  es:

In addition to people-oriented transportation measuthe
neighborhoods were very vocal about their desicesde
their centers grow in ways that allowed them to tneeal
retail, service, and other needs, including oppities to
meet and socialize, both formally and informallyeTkinds
of activities mentioned included pocket parks, eefbr ice
cream shops, restaurants, greenhouses/farmers tsanke
pubs with sitting areas, plazas for people watchiakeries
and specialty/ethnic food shops as well as neiddmmi-
based services such as daycare and social serlfcese
area, taller complexes with rental units sized farger
families were also desired.

Congress Square Park in Portland
(http://congresssquarepark.org/)

4.1.5 Encouraging Consistent Zoning Designed to Support Financially Feasible
Development :

One of the objectives of this study was to addtieexoncept of a development framework that coeld b
used in different types of centers across the reghile a consistent framework is difficult tohéeve
across disparate communities, where numerous fdicege the pattern of development, the principéls
compact mixed-use development that caters to tb@l lesidents was readily identified as a common
goal. Further, some tools lend themselves to redjmation; examples of these include Complete &ree
Policies and standardized Cross-Sections, Accesmdfanent, Transfer of Development Rights, Impact
Fees and Capital Improvement Planning.

4.1.6 Adopting Incentives for/Partnerships with De  velopers:
One of the biggest challenges facing the six conitiesnis the need for a community development
strategy that relies on sound funding mechanisrdgpantnerships to accomplish the desired developmen

form. Many tools exist and are already to someekeign use in some of these centers. Howeverr, thei
expanded use - in addition to creation of new itimest strategies - is also needed.

4.2 Tools Currently In Use by Study Area Municipal ities

A number of tools that support a center-focusecelbgpment pattern are already being used by some of
the municipalities in the study area. See FiguPé&4 They include:

Planning for and creating mixed-use zoning disrict
Master planning for land use and local street nekao

1



Form based codes.

Density/intensity bonuses.

Infrastructure improvement and investment planduiting transit.

Complete Streetgolicies.

Neighborhood transportation planning, includingnpliag for pedestrian and bicycle mobility,
and wayfinding.

Regional integrated land use and transportatiomniha.

Impact fees and/or exactions for infrastructurermmpment and development.

Transit Tax Increment Financing (TTIF) and traciaTax Increment Financing (TIFs).
Buy-local initiatives.

Examples of some of the ways these tools are hesad follow:

Planning/regulating for mixed use: South Portland planners specifically engaged the community in
planning for mixed-use development in Knightvillexda other neighborhood centers. The City’'s
regulations focus on design as well as pedestmanbécycle mobility. They not only allow mixed use,
but in some cases, require it.

Portland adopted some mixed-use districts, but also previde mixed use in neighborhoods through a
combination of districts that together allow forgar mixed-use areas, such as within Libbytown.

A number of years ag®Vestbrook conducted master planning and adopted relatechg@mendments
to support development of the Prides Corner Smaoiv@ District. The Smart Growth District is a
much smaller area than the area currently undelydacated on the northwestern side of Rte. 308e T
plan for the District has remained largely unresdibecause of barriers previously identified thjsort.

Master planning and revised regulationStandish used strong citizen engagement techniques toecreat
a vision and master plan for Standish Corner, lioly a focus on design and creation of a conceptual
connector road plan. Standish incorporated thesrvignaster plan, and connector road plan into its
comprehensive plan and land use regulations. Itshee followed up efforts with additional studies
further implement the master and connector roadspla

Form Based Code: Standish created a form based code to implement its ddsicused vision and
master plan. Most land use controls, placementedsional, streetscape, and architectural standargs
based on street classification. Additional consitiens regarding form-based codes are outlined in
Appendix D.

Density/intensity bonuses:Gorham and Scarborough incorporated density transfer provisions and
other incentives in their land use regulations ffowaincreased density or intensity of development,
including reduced dimensional standards if propadeeklopment meets standards that are intended to
create a certain charact@vestbrook also adopted density incentives in one of its zguiistricts.

Complete StreetsGorham, Scarborough, Portland, South Portland, andStandish adoptedComplete
Streetspolicies and standards to ensure that they “aseggded and operated to enable safe access for all
users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motoriatsl transit riders of all ages and abiliti&s.Gorham,
Scarborough, and Standish adopted standards thategarking areas to be placed behind structiares
support the creation of more walkable centers.

% Smart Growth America, National Complete Streetalifion, http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/complete-
streets/complete-streets-fundamentals/completetstfaq




Infrastructure improvement plans:Gorham prepared a plan to guide extension of public sewhich

will be required to support the desired patterrdefelopment, into South Gorham. From there, sewer
potentially could be extended to North Scarboro@rham, Scarborough, Portland, South Portland,
and Westbrook prepared integrated stormwater management plangedoce the impacts of new
development on water quality and address capitdsiencluding ways to more equitably pay for cpit
improvements.

Transportation and wayfinding plans:PACTS and Portland prepared multimodal transportation and
wayfinding plans to guide improvement of pedestrizinycle, and other transportation infrastructa®,
well as a signage plan to direct unfamiliar drivierslestinations both inside and outside of Liblayio

Regional planning to meet future land use and trgp@tation demand In the recent SSM effort,
GPCOG worked with most municipalities in York and Cumlbed counties to identify existing and
emerging centers of opportunity. As part of thejgat, anticipated residential and job growth was
allocated to various centers within a municipalifyansportation linkages among centers and invegtme
needs, including support for transit, were ideetlfto manage congestion and accommodate projected
growth.

Impact fees and/or exactions for infrastructure All six municipalities use impact fees and most
municipalities use exactions, particularly for gais approved with a contract zone, to contribote t
construction of anticipated sewer and other tygésfastructure.

Transit Tax Increment Financing (TTIF) and traditimal TIFs: All six municipalities have local
financing programs that use some or all tax revermgemerated from new development to reduce bond
debt issued for projects, pay the investing compaingctly for project costs incurred, or fund etilg
economic development activities. Bd@brtland and South Portland also adopted TTIFsthat provide
funding for transit service and infrastructure.

Buy local initiatives Portland and South Portland have active “buy local” and other similar init\zs
that encourage locally owned businesses, incluthioge that tend to focus on providing local goods,
services, and gathering spots.



Figure 4.2A Tools Currently Being Used

Tools Description Town/neighborhood
Planning/regulating for mixed | Specifically planned for mixed use, with focus on South Portland
use design and pedestrian and bicycle mobility. Portland
Master planning and revised Creatively engaged community to create vision, grastStandish
regulation plan, and regulations with strong focus on desigh a| Westbrook

street plan. Among the 6, one municipality adopted
form based code.
Density/intensity bonuses Incorporated incentiwesrfcreased density and Gorham
reduced dimensional standards. Scarborough
Westbrook
Infrastructure improvement plans One municipalitggared evaluation of how to extendsorham
sewer. Others prepared plans and programs to managearborough
stormwater. Portland
South Portland
Westbrook
Transportation and wayfinding | Prepared comprehensive transportation and wayfingiRortland
plans plan to guide unfamiliar travelers.
Complete streetand streetscape Adopted ‘tomplete streetgegulations that meet the | Gorham
regulations needs of motorized vehicles, transit riders, pe@as, | Scarborough
and bicyclists. Portland
South Portland
Standish
Planning for future land use and Worked with nine municipalities to plan centers of | SSM in
transportation development on a opportunities; identified growth nodes in most afrk | Cumberland/York
regional basis and Cumberland Counties counties
Impact fees and/or exactions for Used impact fees and/or exactions to fund constmict Gorham
infrastructure of infrastructure. Scarborough
Portland
South Portland
Westbrook

Transit tax increment financing
(TTIF) and regular TIFs

Used local financing program to reduce debt isfoed
project, pay for project costs, or fund eligibl@eromic
development activities or infrastructure.

South Portland and
Portland (both)
Gorham
Scarborough
Standish
Westbrook

Buy local initiatives

Supported “buy local” and ethinitiatives that provide

Portland

access to local goods, services, and gathering.spot

South Portland

4.3 Tools That Do Not Support or That Undermine a C

Pattern

On the other hand, some municipalities do not bset@ols summarized in 4.2A and/or use other tools

enter-Focused Development

that do not support an efficient development patte3ee Figure 4.3A. Some of these tools include:

Overreliance on contract zoning.

Restrictions on mixed use.

Inflated space and bulk standards.

Vague standards relating to New England Villageatizr.

Overly complicated

and time-consuming regulatogcpsses.




Lack of planning and funding to invest in infrastiwre.
Lack of integration of regulatory and non-regulgttwols.

Overreliance on contract zoning Because of the difficulty, time, and expense regfito master plan
and rezone entire neighborhoods, some municipaldiefer to smaller-scale contract zoning to guide
growth. One example of complications that arisenfthis overreliance is Scarborough’s experiencé wit
the proposed contract zone for Dunstan Crossingnwiine town did not amend regulations to implement
the higher density, village-like development callied in its comprehensive pl&h A more recent
example is apparent in South Gorham, where the cipatity’s repeated approval of contract zones in
place of more proactive planning has set the stagenore piecemeal highway strip development that
provides convenience retail for commuters rathantthe daily needs of residents and workers in the
area.

Restrictions on mixed useMost municipalities continue to include zoning digs that allow primarily
either residential or nonresidential use and/oegaty prohibit mixed use.

Inflated space and bulk standardsMost municipal ordinances do not support compaeek@ment.
They have density provisions, height limits, anddng/lot coverage standards that are too low kd
size, frontage and setback standards that are igit hThe result creates a spread-out pattern of
development that uses land inefficiently and disagas walking.

Vague standards relating to New England Village ahater: A general criticism of conventional zoning
is that it is less effective than a form based cwodereating a desired form of development. Generic
guidance to create or preserve New England charaatbout clear standards, guidelines, or processe
define what that means (in terms of street anddingl layout, architectural form, and treatment fué t
public realm) are unlikely to result in developméhat reflects the community’s vision or municipal
intent. The precision of specific standards likesth included in form based codes or those provided
conventional codes that are based on more focusastemplanning is more likely to create the desired
pattern of development than more generic reguldtorguage.

Overly complicated and time consuming regulatoryopesses In some cases, municipal ordinances and
the development review and approval processesvamyacomplicated and time consuming. In parts thi
may be the result of a complicated zoning structliremay also be a result of multiple amendments of
multiples sections of ordinances over time. Whemgoamy amendments occur without periodic,
comprehensive review of the impact of piecemealei’ unintended consequences occur. Multiple
changes often create unnecessarily complicatedlamgkr permitting processes that certainly do not
encourage and often will discourage desired usdsf@ms of development. All of the municipalities
may benefit from review and possibly re-codifyinfgtleeir ordinances. Portland has a large numbdr an
complex array of zoning districts and multiple lsvef review. Standish has a form based code, wisich
complex and challenging to apply; the code wouldefie from changes in format, possibly shiftingrfro
long narratives to tables which are more accesaitdeeasy to understand.

* The Town approved a contract zone that was oveztlbry referendum. The court’s finding - that suck\aersal
is defensible despite local regulations that sdediet the administrative review of contract zonsheuld prompt
consideration of when contract zoning is and isauhisable. In the case of Dunstan Crossing, bec&oarborough
had not updated its regulations to reflect its lase policies within the statutory time limits, tmeinicipality was
required to negotiate with the developer by a Sjmedeadline to avoid nullification of its regulatis. Dunstan
Crossing turned out reasonably well, given theusiistances, but not without considerable cost atitigad
upheaval.



Lack of planning and investment in infrastructure:Few master plans exist to guide investments in
infrastructure in the centers, unless those investsnare part of a major planned municipal or state
investment. Even when infrastructure plans are ldgeel, municipal policies and tools rely on private
investment. Most municipalities do not vigoroustetify the value and/or need for public-private
partnerships to develop the type and quality ofastfucture that is necessary to support theirekdsi
pattern of development. At the same time, allovdedhsities are almost always too low to allow
reasonable returns on investment. Municipalitiestiooe to rely heavily on impact fees and exactions
and do not acknowledge the clear need for more i@plbiate partnership for investments in
infrastructure needed to support desired and aatied growth.

Lack of integration of regulatory and non-regulatgrtools Most municipalities rely on zoning to create
the centers they say they want. Only a few suppoth planning/regulation and more proactive
community/economic development efforts and raredythe two types of planning programs as integrated
as they need to be to create locally owned, opsiratied focused retail, service, and gathering glace
Local planning and development departments neeletter blend the edges between the focus on
regulation and the more proactive community andnenoc development efforts. In addition, an
extension of conventional community and economicetigpment efforts to include collaboration and
support of “buy local” efforts, using more coop@ratand/or collaborative models like those occugrim
Portland’s Bayside neighborhood, could go a lony weavard supporting the creation of local retail,
service, and gathering areas in centers.

Figure 4.3A Tools Not Currently Being Used or ThatUndermine Center Development

Tools Description
Contract zoning Many municipalities are too refian contract zoning to guide growth.
Zoning Zoning districts primarily allow for eitheesidential or nonresidential uses
and/or generally prohibit mixed use.
Space and bulk standards Density, minimum lot sim@simum areas per unit or family, maximum

height, maximum percent impervious surface andlingl lot coverages
are too low; minimum frontage and minimum setbauirements are tog

high.
Standards relating to New England Standards are generally too vague and do not exteathitecture and
Village character creation of the public realm.
Regulatory processes Many development review stdadand approval processes are overly

complicated and time consuming. Recodificatiorthwin eye toward
managing development that reflects the municipalitysion of its centers,
would make permitting more timely and streamlined.

Planning and investment in There are few master plans to guide investmeritsfiastructure in the

infrastructure centers, unless the investments are part of a @thnrajor public
investment.

Integration of regulatory and non- | Most municipalities rely on zoning, rather thareigtating regulatory and

regulatory planning tools more proactive community/economic development s

4.4 Additional Tools to Support a Center-Focused De  velopment Pattern
Tools not used by municipalities in the study arewhich could be more widely used include:

Planning and regulating for mixed uses and trag#timeighborhoods.
Assembling land.
Offering housing choices.



Creating “complete neighborhood centers” on ondaih sides of an arterial; i.e. centers that
offer opportunities for residents to work, recreatel gather on one or both sides of an arterial.
Adopting a combination of incentives and requiretaen

Streamlining the development review process inersnt

Being more entrepreneurial.

Adopting policies that support regional Impact Feed Transfer of Development Rights (TDR)
programs

Planning for and making public investments in isfracture in priority centers of opportunity.
Exploring and using creative partnerships and fugdechniques.

Working at the state level.

Planning and regulating for mixed uses and traditial neighborhoods: It is often costly and politically
challenging for municipalities to undertake theailetl planning necessary to prepare a communitgrvis
and an overall plan for a desired development sehém® a result, some municipalities have used aontr
zones as a substitute for a master plan and régndatat support, or in some cases, require mipsed

As part of master planning for centers, it is imfpot that both municipal officials and the broader
community develop a deeper understanding of thedveork necessary to build successful mixed use
centers. Municipalities need to carefully obsemeasure, and assess their centers and/or thatleen$
that demonstrate a desirable form and compositim revise use allowances and restrictions ancespa
and bulk regulations accordingly. Whether to u$era based code or mixed use district under theemo
conventional zoning format is a matter of localference, and community readiness. However, a form
based code may produce a more satisfactory pradtictin terms of more precisely achieving the dekir
form and, equally important, streamlining the rewigrocess for those who do not seek waivers fram th
prescribed standards.

Municipalities may also provide more focus on r@adl parking requirements in their centers to ensure
that they reflect more urban principles. For examildead end streets are allowed at all, they beathe
exception rather than the rule, or allowed onlggkded to protect a significant natural resouraekiRg
standards also need to ensure that they are tateidf either in number or dimension. Reductionth@
number of spaces might be allowed in exchange rfgyl@yers who provide car pool shuttles, financial
support for bus passes, trail and/or sidewalk netvaevelopment, and similar demand management
techniques. Shared parking could be strongly ergma. In some cases, municipalities could plan for
and construct common lots with clear and attractigmage to direct drivers to public parking ardas.
addition, a public education effort could help gase the community’s familiarity with the availatyilof
parking behind storefronts. Interconnected locatéeis and alternative local accesses would allow
residents and workers to meet daily needs withauing to travel across arterials that bisect aere(see
creation of “complete neighborhood centers” dismrsbelow).

Community readiness in adopting a form based codedes both philosophical/political considerations
as well as the technical capacity of the communitydevelop and administer the code. Generally
speaking, a form based code may be a better finforicipalities that have a well defined or esti#d
character to build from rather than having a largeldeveloped area that would require creationrod\va
center. No matter whether a form based code iptaddor the bolstering of an existing center a th
creation of a new center, planners must help rasdend business owners articulate the desired ébrm
development, including the mix of uses, buildingdy and styles, as well as the relationship between
buildings and streets in order to arrive at spedfandards to guide new development. In an egjisti
center, planners can observe and measure thesesfeand build mirroring standards that can beiegpl
to new development. In new centers with little 8w physical development, planners likely will leato
help the community identify other centers, potdiytiaot in the municipality, that have the desirai of

the uses, building types, and development patfesns which to develop standards.



Another important feature to assess the appropeagof using form based codes is the municipality’
familiarity and/or experience with regulating lange. A municipality that has only regulated larsé u
for a short period of time or that is facing quess about its right to regulate may wish to consamix

of conventional zoning districts and one or twanfdoased code districts, at least until it becomeseem
comfortable with the latter. In addition, if the maipality has limited planning staff or staff wabt
experience with architectural or design standaitdmay be difficult to administer the code, at leas
initially, and accommodations for peer review orrpi review fees may be necessary. Municipalitied t
pursue form based codes need to employ professsia#ii and be ready to relinquish board and
committee reviews of development proposals in fasfoprofessional staff review in order to provide
efficient and timely project approvals that are pinemise of form based codes. Those municipalitiag
want to approach adoption of more administrativecpsses incrementally, with appeals to the planning
board, until there is greater confidence that tbe form based code is producing the desired forch an
pattern of development. One tool that might heidde that period of confidence building is the ofa
consent agenda for proposals that go through theindgtrative review process, especially on small
projects. Another tool is the use of an administeat‘coordinating committee’ made up of
interdisciplinary municipal staff who meets on @ukar basis to review development proposals. As
always, clear communication and education arouedntent of these processes is key to success.

Assembling land: A group of investors, made up of adjacent landenendevelopers, government
entities, and/or development or redevelopment gatjfmms may purchase and assemble adjoining lands
to facilitate implementation of the master plan. id/tthe Supreme Court has ruled that government
entities may not use eminent domain to acquireapeivand for another private entity to developrehe
nothing prohibiting willing sellers from working thi government entities. Private landowners mag als
collaborate with each other and/or governmentiestib pursue mutual economic development interests
(seeExplore use of creative partnerships and fundingtaiquesthat follows).

One local example of such a corporation is the reRortland Public Development Commission. This
quasi-State agency is charged with administerimgdoand grants to businesses and nonprofits for the
purpose of stimulating economic growth and revtion efforts and fostering coordination of ecoiom
development efforts. It affects Portland, SouthtlBod, Westbrook, Falmouth, Cape Elizabeth and
Scarborough. The Commission was formed after WuMar 1l to provide economic development
opportunities for Portland and South Portland, gighre proceeds from the sale of South Portland land
formerly used to make Liberty Ships. Together witbally raised funds, the Commission periodically
invested in businesses and nonprofit organizatidns2008, the Legislature expanded its jurisdittio
include the other four municipalities and permittd work with and make grants to nonprofit
organizations that share its goals. Commissionersgpointed by the Governr.

Offering housing choices: To develop a series of vibrant centers connectetrdnsit, municipalities
must allow a variety of housing choices that appealesidents of all ages and incomes. Multilevel,
multifamily housing is one critical form of housing add to a mix of single-family detached and dupl
homes. Others include live-work units, row housggden apartments, congregate and other forms of
housing geared to the elderly and/or physicallyllenged, that allow residents to age in place. Co-
housing, as well as tiny houses are other formsctiracater to different needs and pocketbooks.

Cohousing, as developed in Brunswick and Belfaststyled as “eco-villages” and are generally samil
in form and location to cluster or conservationdivigions located outside of existing centers. ideer,
that does not have to be the case. In Denver,r&tig a traditional neighborhood, Highland Gardens

27 http://portland.wcsh6.com/news/news/74145-greatetiand-public-development-commission-grants-
375000-regional-economic-development-grou




Village, was redeveloped from a former amusemenk,pasing a relatively traditional gridded street
network. One section of Highland Gardens Villageswleveloped as cohousing and extended off the end
of one of the Village's gridded streets, with aaclg defined and attractive entrance into a reddyiv
dense cluster of homes. These surround a smalboughthering area and playscape for children who
live in this cohousing sub-neighborhood of the agi.

Tiny houses (or Katrina cottagds of approximately 500-800 square feet, can atdp bxpand the range
of housing choices for new centers. Cottages werienportant focus in the 2010 Damariscotta Heart &
Soul Planning Charrette.

Creating “complete neighborhood centers” and intemenected, local street network on one or both
sides of an arterial: Centers are often bisected by arterials linedh sttip development that tends to
cater to commuters. Both the mix of uses and cstederoadways make it difficult for residents and
employees to get the goods and services they needdaily basis without having to enter or cross th
arterial or leave the center to get them — whetfaking, bicycling, or even via a short car ridé/hen
“complete neighborhood centers” with enough loads, services, and gathering places are developed
on one or both sides of an arterial, along withirgerconnected, local street network, residents and
workers are able to meet their daily needs witlowassing the arterial or having to go elsewhergetb
them (see preceding discussion regarding dead teeetssinPlanning and regulating for mixed uses
and traditional neighborhoodg

Adopting a combination of incentives and requirermten A more robust package of incentives and
regulations, including density bonuses and redutegknsional and other standards, could help create
compact, mixed-use centers. Public-private firgn@irtnerships, donations, and other creativentiima
techniques could be used to create infrastructnceagher elements that respond to the vision fer th
center (see discussions titlB&ing more entrepreneurial, Explore and use creaiypartnerships and
funding techniquesPlanning for and making public investments in inferucturethat follow).

Streamlining ordinances: As noted earlier in this report, some municipalimances and development
review processes are overly complicated and tinmswming and should be reviewed, re-codified, and
streamlined to reduce confusing and conflictingvigions. Municipalities could take a page from the
new urbanists’ approach with form based codes:déwaeloper proposes a project that reflects what th
municipality wants, both in type and mix of use atesired physical form, the project goes through th
permitting process reasonably quickly, with compeaedy little negotiation about how to meet staratar
redundant review by multiple boards and committaed, delay. The project also obtains access tagubl
infrastructure funds to help create the desiredipubalm (see discussion éHanning for and making
public investmentghat follows). If the municipality wants to alsoopide a process to permit a more
conventional development approach that does natssacily respond to the vision for the center, the
municipality may choose to allow that, but the deper should expect it to take longer to get thiotlge
process and be prepared to make more concessiofts provide more offsite improvements.

Another approach to consider is adoption and/oatgreuse of a permit by rule system, similar to twha
the State of Maine uses for certain natural resoprotection or shoreland zoning provisiéha. permit

' Katrina Cottages are small residential shelters designed and medkatthe United States in the wake of
HurricaneKatrina (August 2005) as an alternative to the trailesaésl to flood victims by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA).

29 Under the Maine Natural Resources Protection Ati‘regulations identify activities taking placeoinadjacent
to wetlands and waterbodies that should not sicanifily affect the environment if carried out acéogdo the
standards contained in the regulations. A persopgsing to do work that qualifies for Permit-by-Ris required
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by rule approach would require the municipalitysfmecify the standards for development in a specific
area and allow developers to file notice of proposeork, certify that the work will be done in
compliance with the standards, and notify the mubfiproposed work. Following administrative review
of the permit by rule notice and a specified timeallow for a request for public review, the deywso
could proceed with the proposed project.

Being more entrepreneurial Municipalities and the region could provide mor@ort for“ buy locar
efforts to respond to the desire for locally basedinesses in these centers. Furthermore, planning
departments could consider shifting more of theruf to integrating or coordinating regulatory and
planning functions with more proactive local andicty community and economic development efforts.
This might include development of regional BMPs foow Impact Development (LID), Access
Management, Complete Street cross sections, ard dévelopment standards that simplify the process
for developers. Other coordinating efforts mightlunle assembling land and identifying and recrgitin
desirable local businesses. Municipalities and réggion could also consider using the local and/or
regional development corporation model, descrilredipusly, as well as a combination of public/ptéva
grants, low interest loans, and donations to hefate those elements and amenities that support the
creation of community and place. While some mugailiiies use low interest loan funds as part oirthe
economic development efforts, the programs tertabttess integrated with planning departments aad th
county community development program than they mkgh Improved focus and coordination could
bring more success to the mission of all department

Municipalities and the region could consider adugptiocal and/or regionalransfer of Development
Rights (TDR) programs, including density transfer provisionkelithose used in Gorham and
Scarborough. Regional multijurisdictional prograthat identify sending and receiving areas (i.eg, th
centers), potentially in different communities wilelp center growth. See the former Maine State
Planning Office’s 2004Report to the Community Preservation Advisory Cdtemion Transfer of
Development Rights and Related Consideratioviich provided a survey of TDR programs in use
nationally, explored factors important to the ssscef TDRs, limitations of TDR programs, and
alternatives to TDR-like density transfer charggsen space impact fees, and purchase of development
rights®*® The report also provides TDR models for a DenSitgnsfer Charge, Suburbanizing Maine
Towns, Regional Multi-Jurisdictional TDR, PresexyiHighway Capacity, and State Model-Transfer of
Development Credits, and discussion of TDR and wifiible Housing.

Additional resources to explore in consideringringional TDR approach include the following:

The Regional Alliance of Puget Sound Counties,eSjtthe Puget Sound Regional Council, Forterra and
the Washington State Department of Commerce pravi$e2013 report titled The Regional Transfer of
Development Rights in Puget Sodhdb its grantor, the U.S. Environmental Protectiogency. The
purpose of this TDR program was “to accommodatentbee than 1.5 million new people expected to
live (t)here by 2025, and adapt to a changing akmaithout increasing pressures on Puget Sounmd fro
habitat and land use, storm water, toxic pollutimg transportation”. While the PACTS region i$ a®
fast growing as the Puget Sound region, the Puga@tdprinciples are noteworthy.

In 2011, the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Cassion, which serves four counties in New Jersey
and five in Pennsylvania, released a report tidsdessing the Potential for a Regional Transfer of
Development Rights Program in Salem County, Nils study assesses the feasibility of developing a

to file notice with the Department of EnvironmerRaibtection (DEP) instead of preparing an indivicaermit
application.”http://www.maine.gov/dep/land/nrpa/ip-pbr.html

" This report is available at http://www.gpcog.orgiabgpcog/document-library/

31 http://www.commerce.wa.gov/Documents/FINALRPT-Regil- Transfer-of-Development-Rights-6-30-13. pdf
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regional TDR program. Guided by a Salem RegionaRTDask Force, the study evaluates land use
patterns and the views of municipal officials witlalem's fifteen municipalities and looks at emgpt
TDR programs elsewhere in New Jersey and in otiadessfor innovative ideas that could be utilized i
Salem County. It also estimates the relative ansoohland that could be protected as sending zands
receiving zones in the county, and where thosesargght be located. The Salem regional study iredud
a preliminary analysis of the buildout of Salem’amtipalities and information on the water and sewe
infrastructure in municipalities with potential seceiving areas. It proposes various ways thagmmal
TDR program could be initiated in Salem and recomuise topics for future study toward its
development. This report complements a state-widdyais of Transfer of Development Rights in New
Jersey developed by a State-wide TDR Task Forceissudd by New Jersey Future in 2010, which
includes recommendations for legislative and regwachanges that would facilitate use of TDRs in
Salem and throughout New Jersey.

Planning for and making public investments in infedructure: It is important that municipalities
recognize and acknowledge that they must be a graitncreating desirable centers. To this end,
municipalities shoulcexplore alternative funding sources such as through the EPA or community
focused foundations, - to create master plans ibeghe development of infrastructure, including/eg
water, stormwater, roads, sidewalks and trails foth pedestrians and bicyclists), wayfinding, open
space and recreation. Municipalities can alsaterand adopt an official street map for centeiguide
development.

Municipalities could create new programs likev interest or “patient” loan fundsto help the private
sector create or improve infrastructure. A “patidoan fund would take advantage of municipal asce

to bonds with lower interest rates by offering lovee reduced interest repayments and/or longer term
paybacks which are tied to building permits ratian the permitting of an overall project. To bfith

such a program, and to help reduce the adminiggratirden on individual municipalities, municipigg
and/or the region will have to develop local tracki management, and cost recovery systems. The
availability of public funds should be tied to theality of the infrastructure project in meeting tvision

for the center.

Explore and use creative partnerships and fundingchniques: Municipalities could adopt creative
partnerships and funding techniques that suppdelsmation between the private and municipal sagto
as well as other public entities. One approach PA®as discussed for some time is directing capital
funds primarily to municipalities that adopt logadlicies and standards that encourage centersmagkig
for transit and multiple modes of travel. This abble done as an incentive to encourage developers t
design for transit and demand management approdochesnployees and/or customers, or it could be
required as a threshold to access PACTS funds.th&n@pproach is to structure partnerships withdar
landowners who own key parcels who may not wardeib or divest themselves of their property, but
who may be amenable to sharing in the costs anefiblenf a development. Other approaches to egplor
are partnerships with the region’s large employémsjuding public employees and the insurance
industry, to access use of pension funds (seeosebh Funding Mechanismghat follows).

Municipalities could seek community, economic, amither funding to support public and private
development of infrastructure that provides thedsofor the vision of the center. Operating andtahp
planning budgets; offset fees; TIFs, including siaIFs; special assessment, development, oratapit
improvement districts; and other creative partniersfforts also can be used to generate fundshferar
similar infrastructure programs.

Strong infrastructure is a key to metropolitan pesty and choices about infrastructure today will
reverberate far into the future. The Urban Lanstilate’s (ULI) infrastructure programming helps
inform decision makers who are making infrastruetiavestment decisions by engaging in infrastrctur
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conversations around the world, from roads to ttafiom water systems to electrical grids. Such
conversations bring together private sector dewrpublic sector leaders, governments, transricge
providers, advocates and others. Facilitated by, Whese conversations explore ways to achieve
outcomes such as transit-oriented development, owagr regional coordination of infrastructure
planning, enhanced public private cooperation,randh more.

PACTS and the municipalities could continue to aeslke how successful centers are created. Further
understanding of how design, regulation, infragtitee funding, community interaction, and the
marketplace works (or doesn’t work) will providesgter insight into preparing additional model pekc
and codes to support the creation of centers.

Working at the state level State laws, state funding priorities, voter-appbbonding for infrastructure
grant programs are all vehicles that can be ussdpport development of the municipalities’ visidos
centers of opportunity. While state priorities ate/ays shifting, readiness is key. Similar tceddral
stimulus package, the more a region and individuahicipalities are prepared with planning and desig
for projects ‘on the shelf,” the more readily thegn shape the priorities of funding programs and/or
access funds when they become available. The Bfaastructure Bank often manages small state $ond
for more popular water quality related bond issuesumber of bond proposals for local infrastruetur
improvements were made in the recent past but faahesl to receive legislative approval to send on t
the voters. One way to make the case from a rebipeespective is to develop a regional capital
improvement plan focused on investing in infradinoe in the priority centers. The use of someheke
tools will be discussed further ®hapter 6 - Recommendations

Some of tools the six municipalities may pursuelmnge because their use may undermine the creation
of a center-focused development pattern are surmathin Figure 4.4.

Figure 4.4 Tools that could be used or changed todarease success of centers

NEED FOR:

Gorham
Scarborough
Portland
South
Portland
Standish
Westbrook

Master Planning to create mixed use districts

Reduced use of contract zoning to implement pofimy compact
village and mixed use areas.

Reduced number of zoning districts in centers

More housing choices

Higher density called for in both policy and redida

Lower space and bulk standards

More specific standards related to New Englandatdtar

Planning for “complete neighborhood centers”

Clearer or eliminated focus on support of strongemives for
conservation subdivisions in transit areas

Planning for local street network

Planning for complete streets and wayfinding

Planning for expanding public water and/or sewercommunity
septic

Planning for infrastructure investment partnerships

Transit TIF in center

Better/further integration of regulatory and nogufatory tools,
including “buy local”, land assembling, entreprenauefforts, and
creative partnerships and funding techniques

Streamlined development review process in centers X X X X X X




4.5 Funding Mechanisms

Aside from operating and capital planning budgatsariety of funding mechanisms are available to
municipalities to provide the infrastructure neeggsto support anticipated growth and create places
where people want to live and invest in local basges. They include:

Impact fees/exactions.

Offset fees.

Tax Increment Financing (TIF), including Transptda TIFs.
Special assessment, development, or capital impremedistricts.
Local development corporations.

Public private grants.

Low interest loan programs.

Pension funds.

Donations.

These funding mechanisms are summarized below @satided more fully in Appendix B.

Operating and capital planning budgetsAll six municipalities prepare annual operating andltiyear
capital improvement plans (CIP) to assist them witinning for capital expenditures on a rational an
systematic basis. The opportunity exists to creategional capital plan to guide, and perhaps,spur
regional investments and to provide at least sofmeumicipal and regional capital dollars to support
desired local and regional growth patterns.

Impact fees/exactions: Two techniques that are widely used by municipditare impact fees and
exactions, both of which put the entire burdenha& tost of new infrastructure on private developers
Impact fees are assessed against new developmeoteo the cost of providing capital facilities ded

to serve the development as a way for developneetpay its own way.” Regional impact fees are an
option that could be explored.

Another commonly used tool to fund improvementsléselopment exactions, the requirement that the
developer provide off-site improvements to supgwdposed development, in spite of the fact that the
need for the improvement may have been generateauliiple prior developments.

Offset fees: An offset fee is a one-time fee paid by a developeproperty owner, typically to a
municipality, for the right to develop a parcel mantensively than would otherwise be allowed under
local regulations, balancing private and publicdfgs. A regional offset fee begins to look maieela
regional TDR (sed@ransfer of Development Rights (TDRJiscussion in Section 4.4). An offset fee is
different from an impact fee, which is charged &y ffor the cost of providing infrastructure needed
service a development.

Tax Increment Financing (TIF), including Transit TF: TIFs are an important public financing tool
that focus on economic development, its abilitgapture and shield new property value, and itstpbd

be applied to a broad range of activities, inclgdaimong others, infrastructure improvements antsira
operation and improvement. TIF dedicates the future tax revenues of new censial or mixed use
development toward a specific project in the comityuisually economic or community development or
transportation-related. TIFs normally are appliacaanunicipal basis, but regional applications ddi¢
explored.



Special assessment, development, or capital improame district A special assessment or development
district is an area of a municipality with the povie collect fees to make specific improvement®in
direct benefits to that area. These districts Hman very effective in helping revitalize businessas or
make improvements to residential neighborhoods.

Local or regional development corporations:A local or regional development corporation is an
organization, often made up of local citizens, ldhed to improve the economy of the area by
developing economic development programs, drawew Ibusiness and industry, and providing financial
support. These may be designed as for-profit orprofit entities. The benefit of a non-profit statis
the potential availability of more public or fourita funding sources to support the goals andesiies.

Public-private grants: Despite our current weak economy and tight budgeteymber of state and
federal agencies and private foundations have futhd$ support local capital improvement and
community development.

Low interest loan programs If designed appropriately, municipalities and tegion may use many of
the tools noted above to create loan and/or renglioan funds to support development of infrastrest
The funds could be designed to provide variousoogtiand incentives such as low or forgivable irstere
repayments and/or patient repayment schedules.

Pension funds A new source of funds that is being explored tovigh® capital for infrastructure projects
are large employee, including public employee, jen&inds.

Donations: Donations of funds, equipment, or property by ativildual, corporation, or foundation can
help create cherished places in neighborhood dlagj@icenters.

The Need to Increase Community Investment

Most municipalities regularly use the mechanismghat top of the above list. They rely on public
investment, as well as impact fees and exactiorshave the philosophy that development shouldtsay
own way. In this scenario, municipalities also &edi that development will provide adequate investme
to not only meet the minimum need for protecting fealth and safety of the community but also ereat
a quality of place that generally reflects an ingsely defined vision of a New England Village.
However, these widely used techniques will only gehunicipality so far in providing the amount and
quality of infrastructure necessary to supportcegfit growth, particularly those elements thatareial

to the quality of place — resilient and attractisielewalk paving materials and curbing, extensive
landscaping, vest pocket and community parks, oemaah lighting, pedestrian furniture, and other
amenities.

The reality is that it is unlikely that the privatector can provide the necessary and desiredsiniciure
without a significant increase in allowed densitdantensity of development, perhaps at higherlgeve
than desired by the community. Even if regulatiaresadjusted to provide greater return on investnien

is likely that the development community will natogide enough investment in some areas of public
infrastructure to create highly desirable publiagels, unless there is some level of public fundirge
challenge is for municipalities and the region &e uheir conventional operating and capital plagnin
budgets, low interest loan funds, along with thbeeat less widely used regional tools, to work in
partnership with developers to take the next steproviding the type and quality of infrastructure
required to support anticipated growth and creasérdble places to live and work.



One source of funds that is somewhat new to themag large pension funds. Donna Cooper and John F
Craig, in their review of this topic ibsing Pension Funds to Build Infrastructure and Rmericans to
Work®, discuss some of the limitations to effectivelgess pension funds for infrastructure. Some of
these issues include: closing the information gaplign pension fund managers with infrastructure
project sponsors, increasing confidence in the dioeiss of infrastructure investments to help invasto
consider risks and options for addressing thenuring that there is a sufficient return for investcand
ensuring that financing is reliable and predictablaéddressing @me of these limitations to increase
access to these funds is typically beyond the dgpaicmost municipal and regional planners, bublpu
collaboration with private and financial interesisthe region may help identify potential opporties
and ways tavercone some of these barriers. To access pension fupisoutside of the region likely
will require engagement of sympathetic interestsigher levels of government.

While donations of funds, equipment, or propertyaoyindividual, corporation, or foundation are hare
major or consistent methods of financing infragmee improvement, they can help create important
places in centers. For example, the donations ik tand treasure may help create flower
gardens/displays, build or improve vest pocket paakd playgrounds, develop community gardens,
preserve open spaces, and construct gazebos oragen projects like libraries that create gathgri
places and an identity or treasured sense of “glace

Under State law, regional councils like GPCOG amwed as “uniquely qualified to assist in the
development of technical capacity of local governtagto develop regional policies, services, and
solutions to meet local needs, and to serve asahliik between local governments and the Stite.”
Regional councils are enabled to implement progrants services on behalf of member municipalities
“while avoiding the creation of special districts @ther legal or administrative entities to accastpl
these purposes? Also under State law, the Governor may desigreg®nal planning and development
districts for the purpose of “coordinating policiggans, and programs among and within variousldeve
of government affecting the development of thessridis or subdistricts®® Under either provision,
there are potential avenues that both PACTS and@&P€an use to support more efficient development
of regional centers.

Municipalities can explore new partnership modeisluding working with Cumberland County, which
has bonding authority. They can also reconsiderswaypartner with the private sector, community
organizations and other public entities, includiagional organizations, in ways that may not neardgs
be new, but have been used in a more limited fashithe Greater Portland region in recent years.

4.6 Partnerships

New and creative partnerships offer important, pigdly vital opportunities to create centers.
Regulation is important in protecting the publidemest and in preventing the type of development
municipalities do not want, but it is not very effige in creating the types of places they do wahiblic
infrastructure may be necessary to create desewtdis, but it may not be financially feasible &y ffor

the type and quality of infrastructure requirectteate the type of place desired. In some cenbéney
public, private, or nonprofit organizations may gohimportant properties but have limited interest
resources to develop them in ways that reflectribricipality’s interests.

32 https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/economgft&2013/03/28/58145/using-pension-funds-to-build-
infrastructure-and-put-americans-to-work/

*30-A M.R.S.A. §2301.

% 30-A M.R.S.A. §2305.

%30-AM.R.S.A. §2341.



A creative or new look at public private partnepshiincluding those that may have some roots ih pas
community and economic development efforts offemsmpse, including:

Greater Portland Public Development Commission.

Public private partnerships.

Regional TDR.

State financing of new road construction or improeats to existing roads.
Regional economic development models.

Regional and state planning and investments.

Greater Portland Public Development CommissionThe purpose and involvement of the Greater
Portland Public Development Commission, which isctied earlier in this report (see Assembling Land
in Section 4.3), could potentially be expandedrclude involvement in new partnerships to support
investment in and economic growth of the region.

Public private partnerships:One example of a successful public private pastrip was the decision by
the City of Portland and Forefront Partners to tjgimpply for an infrastructure grant through th& U
Economic Development Administration (EDA) for publimprovements needed to support the
redevelopment of Thompson’s Point. Just prioruiongitting the application to EDA, the State infoxdne
the City that it was preparing an application te Bederal Highway Administration for a Transpodati
Community and System Preservation Fund (TCSP) grelnich, if funded, would augment the EDA
grant particularly in terms of transportation impements. The City, State and Forefront Partraensly
applied for funding through EDA; as a result ne&3ymillion in infrastructure investments was aveatd
to the City and State with the requisite ‘local rehgrovided by the developer. More public andsjua
public entities are utilizing this approach to fymablic infrastructure needs.

Regional TDR Regional TDR, discussed earlier in this report] willy be possible if municipalities in
the region recognize and acknowledge that theuréufortunes will rise and fall along with the Gera
Portland regioff. Creating and supporting ongoing partnershipstis to promote development patterns
that reflect local values, protect mobility, budd the economic strength of this part of the statk make
efficient use of land and public investments.

State financing of new road construction or impravents to existing roadstn 2005, 23 M.R.S.A.

5.703-B' was adopted whereby the officers of one or moreiaipalities could petition the state to build
a public road to spur economic development, downtosvitalization or neighborhood preservation; to
create new housing stock; to promote mixed useeosely settled village centers; or to enhance publi
safety. In their petition, municipalities wouldjreest that the State Highway Fund cover up to 5080
cost of the proposed road construction, subjecavmilable highway funds. In order to qualify, the
municipality would need to have a department-apptdotransportation plan for state and state aid
highways and comply with the policies and procesumdopted by the department. The municipality
would be responsible for securing the balance wfifuand for undertaking project design, permiting
construction following department guidelines. Thelz road would be required to meet state design
standards and function as a major collector oriatteighway as defined in department rules.

While this law has had limited use and the Stagghiday Fund remains challenged, it is listed hera as
tool that could be used to build collector roadattiserve a developing center. And with minor
modification, the law could be used to allow ups@®o of State Highway Funds to be used to improve

" http://lwww.gpcog.org/
37 http://legislature.maine.gov/statutes/23/title 23€8-B.html



existing highways passing through designated cemtben those highways do not meeinplete streets
policies adopted by PACTS or the municipality; otgntially, to build local roads when they relighe
need for state investment on an adjacent state.rout

Municipal Partnership Initiative (MPI)*®* The Municipal Partnership Initiative (MPI) prograwas
conceived and developed in early 2011. It is atore method to develop, fund, and build projedts o
municipal interest on the state infrastructureesystwith MaineDOT as a partner. It is intendedaimain
simple, flexible, and fast moving. It will respot@municipal interests, leverage economic oppaties)
and improve safety whenever possible while ensiuthiegoublic gets good value for their tax dollars.

Unless waived by the DOT Commissioner, the stateliftg contribution for a project will be capped at
$500,000 and generally have a state share of 50%ssr State funding for the MPI is limited by
available state funding, which is impacted by rexeprojections, Legislative budget deliberatiorid, b
prices, and the severity of winter weather. Fugdshares will be negotiated on a case-by-case,basis
depending on the extent of regional or statewideefies. Consideration will be given to the impact
project has on eliminating the need for current fagre projects and maintenance needs. Munidipali
may also propose shifting long-term maintenancpaesibilities as part of their share.

Business Partnership InitiativeMaineDOT'’s Business Partnership Initiative (BRl)a one-third state,
two-thirds business/municipal demand response pmgiesigned to respond to Municipal/Business
Entity requests, such as responding to changingl lo@nsportation needs on State and State-Aid
highways, developing economic opportunities, arltevimg safety concerns on or adjacent to these
highways. The program is designed to promote piliate partnerships between MaineDOT and
municipalities, public utilities, private businessand other entities by leveraging additional resesion

a voluntary basis to match limited state resourttesill make improvements to State and State-Aid
highways, often utilizing more flexible project tery methods when the nature of the highway and
project allow.

Regional economic development model§ince 1979, the Cities of Lewiston and Auburnéhahared
the tax base of land to support the creation ofAhburn-Lewiston Industrial Air Park in the City of
Auburn. Prior to 1979, the two cities had workeabperatively for many years. Operating and
maintaining an airport, water pollution control ifag, transit authority, 911 center, joint econami
development organization, and small railroad sguvell as mutual aid, and joint purchase and anaifo
surplus material are examples of some of theiraboltations. When the municipalities decided to
develop land at their jointly owned airport intairstrial space, they recognized the value of shafia
costs and revenues for the development. In 19#¥8 ) egislature enacted a tax-sharing framework to
allow two or more municipalities to enter into agreement to share all or part of assessed valuafion
commercial, industrial, or residential propertyaicommunity and use of the valuation and mil réténe
municipality in which the property is located totelenine taxes. In the process of developing the
industrial park, the municipalities “recognizedttbg extending water and sewer to the Airport atiebo
industrial areas in Auburn might also benefit @& éxpense of the City of Lewistdfand designated 130
acres of land for the proposed development sitee t&x sharing arrangement recognized that bet¢hese
Industrial Airpark was located in Auburn and theyGiould bear the added costs of police, fire, and
public work’s services to the area, Auburn woulckiee 30% of the tax revenue off-the-top and sthee
land was co-owned, both municipalities would sihlé remaining tax revenue. In total, Auburn reediv
65% of tax revenue from the airport and Lewistaceieged 35%. Tax revenue from the 130-acre parcel
would be split with Auburn receiving 75% and Lewist25%. The formula for the Industrial Airpark

38 http://www.maine.gov/mdot/docs/mpi/MPIMunicipal@ei pdf
39 «|_ewiston-Auburn, Maine: A Novel Tax Sharing Exjraent”
http://www.crcog.org/publications/CommDevDocs/mupé services documents/LATaxSharing. pdf




was scheduled for review every five years and tren@ila for the 130-acre parcel in 50 years. The
successful tax sharing agreement helped propdhthestrial Airpark to the highest priority for fuimdy

by the Androscoggin Valley Region’s Overall Econonidevelopment Plan. Funds to construct the
Park’s infrastructure were approved by the US EndonoDevelopment Administration in 1980 and
construction was completed in 1981. The Auburn-lsem experience offers a successful model of some
of the benefits that municipalities can gain by kilog together.

Another interesting collaborative model, one tllat@mmunications-based, has evolved in Washington
County. It is a distributed communication networsed largely on the “ties that bind” theffie The
collaboration makes use of an extensive, infornmal formal communications network. In the model,
organizations use their email networks and lissgite get the word out about an initiative or tdHer a
purpose in the County. These might include graining, or health opportunities. It might advsetia

fun event, like the Turkey-thon to raise fundstfee Food Pantry. The network includes the Washimgt
County Council of Governments (WCCOG), Sunrise Q@puiconomic Development Council,
municipalities, cultural organizations, museumsarohers of commerce, CAP agencies, businesses,
social groups, and individuals — everyone who wémtse connected. According to Judy East, Executive
Director of WCCOG, “Four to five organizations rag0% of the County.” This informal group evolved
to advertise public health and community eventumadoareas of common interest. Because they are
networked, when any one of them wants to collaleoisgty on a grant application, they already know wh
likely partners are and put out a call for collaiors. The partners are known, so if one group svamnt
put together a proposal to take advantage of otréate an opportunity that would benefit from a
collaborative effort, potential partners have algedoeen identified. Rather, than being a group, the
initiative is more of a distributed network of magsoups that will collaborate when their interestsss

or align. For regions that may not have one orenb@aders who create more proactive regional ecmnom
development models, or who lack the political vaild wherewithal to develop and embrace them, the
Washington County communications model offers opputies to collaborate on regional interests.

Regional and state planning and investment8s noted at the start of this document, the Sémsib
Transportation Policy Act, (STPA) was amended i@128uthorizing the state to prioritize investmeants
“communities that adopt and implement land usegthat minimize over-reliance on the state highway
network.” The 2004 major substantive rule promtddato implement this amendment to the law was
further amended in 2011. The 2011 rule amendmiéninated most of the references to the types of
incentives the MaineDOT would offer to municipagi that did so. But the law’s preference for such
planning remains on the books and could be refeicfunding requests.

The award-winning Gateway 1 effort, sponsored byind@OT and involving the 20 towns from
Brunswick to Stockton Springs through which 100ewibf U.S. Route 1 passes, is an example of how
strong leadership and facilitation can be effectivereating voluntary partnership approaches. dgeof
interlocal land use and transportation agreemdsaiisftame the issues to address and the mechatosms
foster them could be explored as a template foeatiy efficiencies in this region.

Finally, in 2003, PACTS adopted Destination Tomuwarthat included Policy 6, which calls for
strengthening the link between transportation iests and land use polici€sThis groundbreaking
land use policy was recognized with both the Malssociation of Planners and the Northern New
England Chapter of the American Planning Assoaiidlan of the Year Awards. The plan was
updated in 2006, 2010, and is being updated onam ag 2015. PACTS continues support of the land
use policy with this study.

! Judy East, Executive Director, Washington Countyr@il of Governments, phone conversation on 4/1820
“L http://www.pactsplan.org/long-range-transportagenning/the-2003-plan/
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5. FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS

The suburban pattern of development underpinningynoéthe communities in the study area is one that
has difficulty supporting itself. Chuck Marohnufeder of the non-profit Strong Towns says, “Theagre
experiment of suburbanization that America had ekdzhon following World War 1l has no precedent
in human history. As it enters its third generatithre flawed assumptions that were overlooked ave n
coming back to bite us in a cruel way. Like a R@theme, there is only one way this ends.... Amarica
suburbanization is a grand experiment, but one evtie® hypothesis -- suburban development provides
prosperity -- is never really tested. It is badicallaw, not a theory, (which) has crept into ethos.*?

The way to growth over the last seven or eight desé&as been for local government to rely on grants
transportation investment and debt. More recebtigause those resources have shriveled, muni@galit
have relied heavily on the private sector to firmgmowth. Neither method is sustainable. The steon
revenue gains may be clear but the ongoing finabikgations associated with long-term maintenance
of infrastructure are becoming more burdensomen aweplaces where density is high and more
development is available to help cover the costs.

As noted in Section 1.5 regarding changing pubigfgrences, we observe that many people’s attitides
the region are aligned with the mindset that wakkabffordable, mixed use communities are strongly
desired. However, we also understand that murlitgsare clearly bound by fiscal realities andgh
must make decisions that are financially soundth bothe short and/or long-run.

Each municipality has a unique list of budget itefnarger, more urban municipalities often have a
broader range of budget items, while smaller, moral or suburban municipalities predictably have
fewer budget items. Regardless of size, each npatity’s most costly budget items are:

Education (school funding)
Public Services (fire, police, emergency)
Public Works (roads and infrastructure)

A guantitative fiscal analysis was performed toniifg potential opportunities for municipal savintjsat
arise when considering the “centers pattern” ofaginoas compared to the “trend or current” pattefrn o
growth. For purposes of this analysisCanters Patterris a more managed type of compact, mixed use
development, which receives a larger share of igated growth within a municipality in order to neak
amenities available to more people, particularlyhimi walking distance. It is compared wit tBeirrent
Patternwhich reflects the historic sprawl pattern theat hrathe region over time.

This fiscal analysis does not measure all impaesulting from development of a center (i.e.
administrative, recreation, cultural) nor doesvileate potential capital costs. A qualitative G fiscal
considerations is included following the resultstiod fiscal analysis. Additional details and worksts
are provided in Appendix D.

5.1 Fiscal Analysis
This fiscal analysis compared the Current Patterthé Center Pattern for each study municipality to

determine potential savings in education and puliicks costs. This analysis was prepared using
available municipal data and key benefits commaglyompanying Center Pattern development.

http://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2011/6/13/thewth-ponzi-scheme-part-1.html
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School Children and School Cost#ot surprisingly, education costs were the higloest identified for
each municipality. School costs typically wereethito four times the total of all other cost iteffise
education cost for each community is based upomtimber of school children. For this analysis, the
number of school children and associated educatasts was derived by using the Current Pattern
percentage of single family (SF) and multi-familyusing (MF) in each of the six municipalities.

At the kick-off workshop for this study effort, migipal representatives who participated were predid
with municipal population, housing unit and job jexdions used in the SSM study; those projections
identified the portion of new people, homes andsjttat could be captured in all existing Centers of
Opportunity in each community based on historicawgh patterns.  The resulting proportion was
attributed to the Current Pattern as percentages.

Looking at overall growth projections for all exisj centers, municipal officials were asked to idgn
how much of the total projected center growth (peopomes and jobs) could reasonably be captured in
the center chosen to be the focus of this studyt @ this activity also required them to identife ratio

of SF/IMF housing growth they believed could be supgal in this centéf. In each community, the
percentage of MF housing units targeted to thectsdeCenters was higher than the Current Pattern.
Based on these percentages, a potential numbesvofSt and MF housing units to be directed to the
selected Centers was identifféd Figure 5.1A identifies the Current vs. Centettgra percentages of SF
and MF housing units forecasted between 2010 a88.20sing these percentages, the number of SF and
MF housing units to be directed to each of theersrgtudied were calculated.

Figure 5.1A — Comparison of SF/MF Housing Units
Current vs. Center by Municipality
Current Housing Split (Existing) Center Housing Split (Assumed) TOtS'ﬂ';g?sing
Center

Town SF MF SF MF (2010-2035)
Gorham 84% 16% 65% 35% 830
Scarborough 89% 11% 65% 35% 2,940
Portland 38% 62% 10% 90% 3,920
South Portland 62% 38% 33% 67% 1,728
Standish 95% 5% 80% 20% 664
Westbrook 59% 41% 33% 67% 1,848
Totals 11,874

Education costs for Current Pattern and Centeefattere then calculated by first determining the p
student cost in each municipality (total educatiosts/school enrollment). Using the number of sthoo

“3 At the start of this study effort, Municipal repemtatives were provided with total projected pafiah, housing
units and jobs by municipality from the Sustain eun Maine Study; a portion of which was projediethe
captured by all Centers of Opportunity in each camity. T

*4 Total number of new housing units (2010-2035) gctgd for Centers was identified as part of theebus
Southern Maine (SSM) Study, 2012.

* Page 7 of The (November 2007) Standish Cornerdi&an suggests that more than 750 units of prejec
housing growth could be absorbed in its 4 growtftexs. For purposes of this analysis, the majovitye assigned
to Standish Corner.
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age children per 100 units of housing data obtafnem a 1999 American Housing Sur¥&yand later
corroborated in a March 2007 Std@ythe per student cost was then multiplied by stevated number
of housing units (SF and MF) for both the Currerd &enter Patterns.

The 1999 Housing Survey indicated that the numbeaichool-age children for SF homes is 64 children
per 100 units and 21 per 100 units for MF homess&hnumbers are used in the calculation shown in
figure 5.1.B (the 2007 Study identified the sammhar of children for SF and a modest increase 2&m

to 29 MF children per 100 units of housing). Tduwential cost savings identified in Figure 5.1B is
based on the assumption that the number of sclnidren will likely be less in the future because t
proportion of MF to SF will be greater in the CenRattern than in Current Pattern. This supports
existing population per household dtéat shows that more MF housing can result in tdweisehold
populations in municipalities with a higher perage of MF units, with consequent less demand on
public schools than SF housing.

As noted previously, approximate percentages ofaB& MF housing to be directed to each Center
studied were determined by each municipality during study kick-off workshop or by review of
adopted local plans. These percentages suppdrtraanicipality’s desire to increase the diversity o
housing within their communities. While increasiMd housing units suggests a potential reduction in
school children in the future, it does not intepdstiggest that the centers will not be family-cieein
Centers will and are intended to contain a diveasge of occupants, including school-age children.

Figure 5.1B — Comparison of Number of School Childen and Potential Municipal School Cost Savings
Current vs. Center by Municipality
Number of New School Enrollment Potential Annual School Enroliment Costs

Town Current Center Change Current Center Change
Gorham 474 406 68 $ 6,114,574 $ 5,239,993 84,581
Scarborough 1743 1439 303 $ 21,822,850 $ 18,023,089 $ 3,799,761
Portland 1464 992 472 $ 19,808, 25¢ $ 13,421,234 6,387,022
South Portland 824 608 215 $ 11,798,354 $ 8,741,3 $ 3,086,980
Standish 376 337 39 $ 3,784,484 $ 3,389,820 3p4,663
Westbrook 857 650 207 $ 11,412,56( $ 8,660,944 2,751,616

As seen from Figure 5.1B, the potential annual stlemrollment cost savings for each municipality
range from approximately $395,000 per year (St&ftiso $6,400,000 (Portland). Schools with larger
enrollments generally tend to have the highestrtiatiecost savings.

New Road Construction and Maintenance CosBarticularly in suburban and rural communitiesyne
road construction and maintenance costs were @ésitified as a high municipal cost. Increasingsitgn

in the Center Pattern is anticipated to reducentimber of local road miles that will be constructe
maintained in the future because development véllntore concentrated on an interconnected street

61999 American Housing Surv@&ashington, DC), U.S. Bureau of the Census ar&l Department of Housing
and Urban Development, 1999.

Overcoming Opposition to Multifamily Rental Housingy Mark Obrinsky and Debra Stein, Joint CenterHousing Studies,
Harvard University
; 2009 Housing and population data, PACTS regionh@uor East-West Corridor Study
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system rather than on multiple interspersed siagleess dead-end streets. Estimates for miles of new
municipally maintained roads for Current and Ceiftatterns were based upon a historical average for
minimum roadway frontage (200’ per SF unit and gér MF unit). These average values were then

reduced for the Center Pattern based on proposeitylencreases.

Road maintenance costs were estimated by dividitad) tnunicipal public works costsby the estimated
number of lane miles of locally maintained roads éach municipaliff. The potential cost savings
identified in Figure 5.1C is based upon the assiompthat there will be fewer local road miles to
maintain in the Center Pattern than in a CurretteRg new road miles in centers will be conceeulat
and interconnected providing for more efficientwlars. the Current Pattern of the recent past that
supports humerous dead end streets whether buis maipart or in proximity to one another. The
concentration of road miles under the Center Rattal reduce highway maintenance costs as well
emergency response times.

Figure 5.1C — Comparison of Miles of
New Municipal Roads and Potential Municipal HighwayMaintenance Cost Savings
Current vs. Center by Municipality
Number of New Municipal Potential Annual Highway Maintenance Costs
Road Miles

Town Current Center Change Current Center Change
Gorham 27.42 5.19 2223 $ 194,608 $ BHHS 33,923
Scarborough 101.56 18.38 83.19 $ 1,807,538 1,427,001 $ 380,533
Portland 74.84 16.33 58.50 $ 1,872,76% 1,040,426| $ 832,341
South

Portland 45.56 8.71 36.85 $ 7694p6% 512975 $ 256,487
Standish 22.11 4.15 1796 $ 117,01% 102,386| $ 14,627
Westbrook 47.04 9.31 37713 $ 499,38C6 344,810| $ 154,570

Figure 5.1C shows that the number of new munigipathintained road miles can potentially be reduced
from approximately 22 to 4 miles in Standish andt@% miles in Gorham. Miles of potential new
municipal roads may be overstated for more urbamnaonities (Portland, South Portland) as many new
housing units will likely be accommodated in exigtneighborhoods.

5.2 Other Considerations
In The Fool Proof Cit}?, Chuck Marohn strongly suggests that the tradifiatevelopment pattern (i.e.

New England Style Village) is brilliant — “a foolpof approach to building places was developed #nd h
way: slowly and incrementally over time.”

* Total Public Works budgets for each municipalitgresdivided by total road miles maintained. It is
acknowledged that each Public Works budget containgng items, resulting in a range of municipasts
*! Locally maintained road miles provided by MaineDOT

" http://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2013/11/25/tlo¥ proof-city. html



Numerous potential economic, societal, and enviemtal benefits are realized as part of the compact,
mixed use development anticipated as part of cdatersed growth. New England village and campus
style development patterns offer local retail, By and community gathering places that result in:

Less vehicle traffic congestion and vehicle mites¢led

More pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly neighborhoods

More public transit and rideshare opportunities

More efficient use of land that creates less ailaater pollution
More open space and habitat preservation oppdigsani
Reduced public service costs and response times

Improved housing options

An example of societal savings is shown in Figu@Asdepicting an estimate of potential open space
preserved. Open space preservation savings wemrndeed by calculating the number of acres
consumed by traditional SF and MF development u@lgrent Pattern (1 acre per SF unit, 0.2 acre per
MF unit), and comparing it to the number of acressuimed by a Centers Pattern (0.2 acre per SF unit,
0.1 acre per MF unit). While lot sizes of SF anB Whits vary, these were assumed to be averagessalu
for each municipality for purposes of this analyslsis likely that average lot sizes will be staalin
more urban municipalities (Portland, South Portjaadd larger in more suburban/rural communities
(Westbrook, Standish, Gorham and Scarborough).

Figure 5.2A — Potential Open Space Preservation Bunicipality
Open Space Calculations (acres)
Town Trend Center Change
Gorham 724 137 587
Scarborough 2681 485 2196
Portland 1231 431 800
South Portland 667 230 437
Standish 584 109 474
Westbrook 697 246 451

Potential open space acreage saved a total aln@ii¥) &cres across the study area municipalitieger O
40 percent of that total can be realized in the @i Scarborough alone. This is primarily duette t
high percentage of SF homes in Scarborough anuasil growth in housing units between 2010-2035.

5.3 Conclusion

The results of this analysis show that developitecgs with a Centers Pattern can benefit most
municipalities both fiscally and socially. Colteely for the six municipalities, it is possibleat annual
savings of over $21M for school and highway costdd be realized. These municipal cost savings can
be used to contribute to other costs that may becested with compact centers, such as extension of
sewer/water, and construction of local connectaeets. The social benefits of center-focused
development include quality of life improvements fesidents, preservation of open space, moreitrans
and rideshare opportunities, and increased vitafitpcal businesses.
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 General Recommendations:

One of the study area'’s biggest assets is its-site small enough for people to work together bigt
enough to generate economic and political impalte relationships community leaders already have
with one another through PACTS and GPCOG are ap@sitive force.

The region is poised to assist with creating mldtiattractive and interconnected centers, supmprtin
traffic flow for through-travelers and optimizingd internal trips generated by a more compact mixed
use pattern of development. Here, home rule issaetaas it allows the municipalities to promote or
support the tools that work for them.

This chapter outlines specific recommendationsh bior PACTS and for the municipalities that
participated in the study. More than these, howeB8COG’s and the County’s roles, defined by statut
should also be considered in terms of the recomatents that follow, especially give their role agt
of the primary sponsors of the SSM study.

The table below outlines the category of recommgodathe lead players and potential partners, the
specific action and the primary objectives. A cotuis left for PACTS and member communities to
determine the priority of each recommendation &ssis for moving forward. Priorities should reflect
actions that should be undertaken in the short,anillong terms; time frames for these may be &sljus
but could be defined as follows: short term: 18 thenmid term: 18 to 36 months; and long term: 36
months or more



Figure 6.1 GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TRANSIT SUPP ORTIVE DEVELOPMENT

CATEGORY
Lead Entity Partners Actions Primary Priority
Objective | (S, M, L)
ENTREPRENEURIALISM
PACTS GPCOG & Convene forums of investors, developers and cifficiafs (including local Create
Cumberland economic development entities, utility and tramssitvice providers), potentially Partnerships
County facilitated by theUrban Land Institute (ULI), to strategize ways to credte
Public Private Partnerships (P3s) whose purposes are to create mechanisms to
invest in water, wastewater, transit and streed/systems.
GPCOG PACTS Facilitate discussions with local aeglanal Development Commissions, Boards Create
of Trade, Chambers of Commerce and other similaeldpment groups for Partnerships
interest in forming eveloper Consortiumwith a focus on priority centers.
PACTS GPCOG Facilitate development of a Regionshstructure Improvement Plan Equitable
Investment
Sharing
PACTS GPCOG, Work together to develop and make available new fraducts for housing and Provide for
Cumberland small business development in those centers thdiaaked by master plans and Affordable
County, related regulations. These could include an affailaousing and/or elderly Mixed
Municipalities, | housing component. (Currently, federal loan proglace available for buying in Housing
Housing & the rural part of municipalities; a similar or estproduct could be pursued for | Choices in
Finance buying housing in a designated center.) Centers
Interests
Municipalities | Land Owners Approach land ownersénters to encourage/inspire them to work togetter Facilitate
assemble land for (re)development, especially gsopa master planning effort. Center
Investment
FACILITATION, COLLABORATION, COORDINATED INVESTMENT
GPCOG PACTS & Seek federal or foundation grants, matched witte stad local public and private Facilitate
Cumberland dollars, to fund center master planning efforts dedelopment of new regulation  Center
County including recodification of existing regulatory sgss. Investment
PACTS Direct funding to Transportation Investméireas as outlined in Destination Facilitate
Tomorrow. Center
Investment
PACTS GPCOG Compile an inventory and estimated costs for mgssering and infrastructure Facilitate
Cumberland investments that would be required to facilitatevallepment in the priority Center




Figure 6.1 GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TRANSIT SUPP ORTIVE DEVELOPMENT

CATEGORY
Lead Entity Partners Actions Primary Priority
Objective | (S, M, L)
County centers of opportunity and upon which is basedgid®eal Infrastructure Planning Investment
Municipalities | Program that would guide infrastructure investmdnt centers. Publig
infrastructure should include streets and utilitieansit, pedestrian and bicyagle
facilities; parks, playgrounds, gateways and gasden
PACTS Cumberland | Identify Regional Investment Areas, similar to thadentified in the PACTS long Facilitate
County CDBG | range plan, in order to support planning and fugdiacisions directed towards Center
Program communities desiring to make infrastructure invesita in centers. Investment
Administrators
PACTS GPCOG Explore collaboration with the realatst community, university, market Market
researchers, MEREDA, housing interests, chambeid,naunicipalities to fund Research on
market research to fine-tune ways to clarify arepoad to homebuyer concernsHomebuyer
and demands for housing and other land uses aivitiastin centers. Concerns and
Demands
PACTS GPCOG Adopt and oversee a regional appra@aphograms for Complete Streets, Access Simplify
Management, Impact Fees, Transfer of DevelopmegtitRi Regulation
Municipalities Local economic and community deystent officials and planners should join Facilitate
forces to explore ways to collaborate on commorsgaad proactively seek the Center
interest of land developers to undertake someasgnitiatives. Investment
EDUCATION
PACTS GPCOG, Design and offer co-sponsored workshops and “How’ Tools, with| Share Best
Municipalities, | municipalities and other public, private, and nafiprentities, on recent housing Practices
Developers, trends, preferences, traffic management techniqtres,realities of financing
Financiers development, techniques to create desirable pspéces and other topics that Create
help create the kind of places desired. Partnerships
Facilitate
Center
Investment
PACTS GPCOG Periodically convene community plannfagd development) staff in strategic
planning sessions to discuss:
o current research on how successful centers argedrea Provide
o what is and is not working in terms of developirenters to be more transjt, Targeted
bicycle and pedestrian friendly, Technical




Figure 6.1 GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TRANSIT SUPP ORTIVE DEVELOPMENT

CATEGORY
Lead Entity Partners Actions Primary Priority
Objective | (S, M, L)
o what may be holding member towns back from investincenters, Assistance
o how they may assist with identifying strategies for
streamlining/design/community engagement effords seem to work,
o what other technical assistance needs exist,
o ways they might work with local, state, federalblixj private and nonprofit
partners to secure resources to meet center-fociessts.
REGULATION
Municipalities Amend ordinances to reflect magtians that:
o allow mixed use districts
o create clear standards and incentives Facilitate
o avoid creating more permitting hurdles for deswvadation in housing Center
o ensure the amount of process is proportionate wovinell the proposal Investment
meets the vision and scale of the center
o0 reduce the required number and configuration dtipgrspaces required Facilitate a
0 encourage and/or require shared parking, and Street Grid
0 prevent the creation of new dead end streets utliess is a significant
reason for one (i.e., to avoid a valuable natwsdburce) Reduce
o include provisions to require subdivisions to pd&vfor extension of streets Impacts
into adjoining lands to expand an interconnectezkshetwork over time
o0 avoid internal inconsistencies, including formagtiredundancies or gaps Reducing
0 seek opportunities for reorganizing text into tatdad include graphics thatTime & Cost
help explain or illustrate concepts around desaationships of Processing
0 create more precise design standards and submisgp@mttations with the  Permits
goal of reducing redundant reviews within the gtosgnters
o0 reward proposals that meet the vision for the cesitth a more streamlined
and timely permit process
o provide more informal reviews (administrative vamting Board)
o0 combine the review responsibilities of various loisssind committees
0 increase use of consent agendas and/or permitdpmcedures
ADVOCACY
PACTS GPCOG Regularly evaluate State laws and bdlated to transportation, communijty Facilitate
development and financing to make sure that mentbanicipalities take Center

-/




Figure 6.1 GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TRANSIT SUPP ORTIVE DEVELOPMENT

CATEGORY
Lead Entity Partners Actions Primary Priority
Objective | (S, M, L)
advantage of opportunities to adjust them in faofarenter development. Investment
PACTS GPCOG Partner with organizations that hawmilar missions (including those with Create
development interests) across the state to purstie and federal funding for Investment
research, including market research and developmedetls that would support Partnerships
the kind of centers desired.
PACTS GPCOG Seek opportunities to improve MaineDfbfding programs to assure th

at Funding

preference is given to centers of opportunity.

Opportunities
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6.2 Recommendations by Center

Specific recommendations for each of the centeatuated in
this study are outlined here. All except for Stahgiwhich
has already done so, should first create a mamteruse and
street network plan that focuses on the specifazadtter, mix
and intensity of uses they hope to attract to thder. Master
plans should include public investments beyondesirand
utilities, such as parks and playgrounds, gatevaagsgardens
that make a center attractive for people. Whenpossible,
streamlining codes and processes to simplify implaation
of the master land use and street plans should dme
simultaneously. This will require a regimen ofsiribuilding
in the center for residents, as well as land andiness

“For millennia, around the world, ir
different cultures, different continent
and different climates, we built placd
scaled to people. It has only been the |
60+ vyears that in North Americ
gradually stopping walking and starte
driving. For thousands of years prior, W
walked everywhere, and so our plag
were built around people who walke
While there are many variations on
theme, the spacing, scale, proportions
these places were very similar to o
another.” Chuck Marof

owners. While this can often be a time consuming 4

expensive endeavor, it is worth the effort.

In general, more mixed uses and a wider range allssnale nonresidential uses need to be allowed,
along with densities and intensities that speaketose urban locations for Portland and South Fotite
to the New England Style Village for Westbrook, @am, Scarborough and Standish. It's also important
to codify standards relative to parking and pedasiand bicycle travel in a way that supports titanis
this undertaking, also plan for any street improgatnneeds, including wayfinding, to assure that a

complete street policy will be met as improvememesmade.

And in all but Portland and South Portland, which &lly served in the centers studied, policied an
programs including funding mechanisms for develgpan extending utilities and making other public
improvements are needed. It is important that tipedieies and programs consider creative partnprshi
approaches that will serve as an incentive for ldgegs to create the infrastructure that will aghi¢he

desired results.

A number of other tools, suchtles integration of community and economic

development initiatives with planning, land assantlregional permitting and fee structures shaléa

be utilized. The General Recommendations in se@éibrdescr

ibe these approaches in more detail.



6.2.1 South Gorham & North Scarborough

Representatives from these two adjacent centeidetkearly on to work together. One of the biggest
barriers to achieving the land use patterns emslian the Land Use Recommendations that follotlués
lack of a decision on the part of transportatiod aegulatory agencies regarding the addition of new
transportation capacity to relieve congestion-eelatlelays experienced there today and for the past
several decades. Both communities were cleamiithbut a transportation solution, it would be utiéft

to create the kind of centers envisioned. No ohe attended the public meetings during this plagnin
effort favored a solution that added more than oe& lane on Routes 22 and 114; rather, the
communities envisioned a maximum of 3 lanes betwtentwo major intersections that flank the
‘overlap’. The predominant sentiment of citizewso participated in the planning discussions istlfier
Turnpike to build a spur and allow this area tosedocal needs.

In addition to the need for a long-term trafficugan, the lack of a public wastewater system tutqut a
highly valued aquifer beneath the area is alsordebao achieving the desired intensity and styte
development here. While Utility Recommendations also included in this report, the challenge of
securing funding for public wastewater service it area is likely to take some time.

In the interim: With these barriers in mind, the communities sti@g soon as possible commission the
development of a master plan that takes into theowat the anticipated time lag for both the
transportation and wastewater solutions to bezedland thus design the land use plan and codevaty a
that acknowledges the need for strong access mamesgeand private on-site wastewater systems until
such time as decisions are made to extend publierd® the area.

Land Use Recommendations:

Gorham should collaborate with Scarborough to develop ateraplan for South Gorham and
North Scarborough to include a local and connestoget network, parks and playgrounds,
gardens, greenways and gateways; the master phaidshclude a framework for how the public
improvements will be funded. The result of thisoeffivould be to revise its land use code so that
the use of contract zoning is discontinued or $iggmtly reduced in this center. Because so many
parcels have used this vehicle, the town shoulgttie content of the contract zones, with some
revisions as a starting point for the primary deatgd zone.

A new “high intensity mixed use” zone should beateel in an area roughly 1500 in

diameter from the intersection of County Road aheeBiedge Road that creates a ‘campus

style’ village development schefie

Outside the “high intensity mixed use” zone anddamithe North Scarborough center, a new

zone for the area along both sides of the CountydRo the Gorham Town Line should be

designated “low intensity mixed use” with as feveegs points along the arterial as possible

(preferably at the intersections of existing sseatly) and this zone should require access

from a parallel street network.

Gorham should also adopt Scarborough’s aquifeeptian zone and standards.
Scarboroughshould collaborate with Gorham to develop a mastar for North Scarborough to
include a local and connector street network, parkd playgrounds, gardens, greenways and
gateways; the master plan should include a frameasrhow the public improvements will be
funded.

The Town should adopt a new “high intensity mixesgt'uzone roughly 2000’ in diameter

from the intersection of County Road and Saco Stoeereate a New England style village.

" “Campus style” is a term that was used by the S@atham residents at a neighborhood workshop; iaddit
discussions with residents are needed in orddatdycintent.



The Town should rezone the remaining frontage aldagnty Road in a way that matches
the recommended “low intensity mixed use” zone ot Gorham. Because this segment of
County Road includes the intersection of Route &2 B14, there should be no new access
points or intersection except possibly on the neide of the highway across from Route 114
intersection.
The Town should determine whether the incentivecutrently has for conservation
subdivisions in this area remains relevant in teofris vision for a traditional neighborhood
settlement pattern.
Both municipalities should explore whether they an#ling to coordinate joint development
review and approvals where appropriate in proxirtotyhe town line.
Both municipalities should ensure that regulatoycpdures in these centers are streamlined for
development that meets the vision for the centers.

Utility Recommendations:

Gorham and Scarborough should form a partnerstap liegins with evaluating the existing
feasibility study for extending sewer facilitiesofn South Gorham and determine whether it
needs to be updated or expanded to include coasidlerof extending it from Westbrook. This
partnership should be balanced to apply the largest to the community with the most to
benefit.

0 The feasibility study should identify the estimatmabt as well as the best vehicle to use to
recoup costs (including but not limited to TIF, iag fees, special assessments or public
private partnerships, public bonding, tax baseisgaa combination of these tools etc.).

While public water does not exist in this locatidthe presence of the aquifer may be a viable

resource to tap into. While individual wells arkely to be more than adequate to serve existing

and future needs, both municipalities should carsidcluding this consideration in the sewer

extension feasibility discussions to determine Wwheta community water supply system may

create efficiencies and savings for all concernadl @lso make it easier to protect source water
from contamination.

Unless policies and regulations are adequate tdegtlie desired growth, both municipalities

should consider extending the wastewater systeshdiong a conceptualized future parallel road

that is part of the interconnected street netwarkh® north side of the arterial. Doing so would
encourage development access on the parallel mdétsacross connections to the south side of
the County Road where sanitary sewer can be fugktended. Avoiding placement of the utility
in Route 22/114 will help to avoid the temptationfarther strip out the arterial without building
the local interconnected network.

Both communities should work with PACTS and othemmunities to identify and prioritize

capital improvement projects that have a regiomglact.

Transportation Recommendations — County Road -dR2@ftl14

The following recommendations are made on the agamthat additional capacity via a new turnpike
off Route 22 and 114 will be implemented and tihat existing ‘overlap’ area be designed as a 3-lane
facility with an interconnected local street netiwflanking the existing corridor.

Because both communities have adoptedomplete streetgolicy, they should incorporate

implementing standards in their respective ordieanc

Based on the STPA rule, both communities shoulghad@lan that stipulates the characteristics

desired for the Route 114/22 corridor. The plasusth specify:

A right of way width of 80" with two through lan@sd one shared turn lane where needed.



Lane widths of 11" or 12’, with minimum 5’ wide shidlers to accommodate bicycles
— this template requires 43’ to 46’ of the 80’ tigih way
On-street parking along the roadway should be @dnn the areas considered for
high intensity; while the width of right of way ithe low intensity area between the
two will accommodate on-street parking in the fatuhe communities recognized it
would not likely be needed for some time — thispate would add another 20’ to the
right of way for a total of 63’ to 66’
Minimum 5’ wide sidewalk — this would increase ttight of way need from 73’ to
76, leaving 4’ for snow storage.
Access management and traffic calming to create m@h speed zone in the centers and a 35
mph zone in the segment between them.
Street lighting and streetscaping features comgistgh an arterial roadway.
Optimal locations for cross traffic at planned/érig intersections to include safe pedestrian
crossing features.
Planned locations for bus shelters, park ‘n rids knd bicycle facilities should be in and
around the major intersections.
The typical cross sections provided in this documaay be used to create a hybrid that
meets the communities’ needs for:
County Road
Parallel and connector roads
Both communities should develop or seek partnershiph developers to develop an
interconnecting street network beginning with theatlel street at the north of Route 114/22.
While there is no transit route traveling througiistcenter today, development intensity and
density should be monitored so that transit pragdee periodically updated with information to
help them determine when a transit route may beantad. It is recommended that the high
intensity areas at either end of this center havieast 50% of the land area developed at a
density of at least 8 units per acre before condgan evaluation on whether to expand transit
services into the area.

The illustrations on the following pages are intesdo assist the communities with beginning the
master plan conversations.



Figure 6.2.1AConceptual road network of South Gorham & North St@rough, Center of Opportunity
Sketch of Ideas for discussion only — this is nopeoposal



Figure 6.2.1B — Possible Cross Sections
Possible Cross Sections for County Road within Higher Intensity (Village or Campus) CentersSource: http://activetransportation.org/Design

Each of these options may be modified to providerapless of each component in order to addressroonity preferences.



Possible Cross Section for Lower Intensity Countgdgl in the Overlap Source;

While the cross section to the left shows the dppdy for on-street
parking, the communities have suggested that itmoaype needed in the
overlap in the near term.

The overlap area will remain higher speed thanvitiage or campus

centers at either end. As such, wider lanes farinlg, turning and
bicycling may be warranted.

Possible Cross Section for New Parallel and Crossm@ector Streets

New Parallel and Cross Connector Streets are tyfyi¢aw volume local
roads with slower speeds to accommodate the naxtifities located
there.

As such, bicyclists can more safely share lands thibugh traffic;
however, community preference may opt for a witgnt rof way that
allows for separated bike lanes in each direction.



Figure 6.2.1C - North Scarborough — 20+ Years —
Sketch of Ideas for Discussion Only —Not a Proposal



Figure 6.2.1D — South Gorham — 20+ Years —
Sketch of Ideas for Discussion Only — Not a Propbsa



Figure 6.2.1E — County Road Overlap — 20+ Years —
Sketch of Ideas for Discussion Only —Not a Proposal



6.2.2 Libbytown

Libbytownis a mixed used center, hosting the Portland Transpont Center (PTC) including the Amtrak
Downeaster and Concord Coach intercity bus linéhe Tenter is characterized by multiple zoning
districts, and underdeveloped areas with substastig@velopment potential. Metro Routes 1 and Seser
the area. New development is underway after sigamti planning and public infrastructure investment.
Numerous infill ideas resulted from the planningsiens held there (see Chapter 3).

This area is well served by utilities and MetroheTbiggest challenges for this area to improvetasus
as a Center of Opportunity may be to simplify teeelopment review process while still maintainihg t
strong sense of character and high standards #ikad Fortland so successful.

Land Use Recommendations:

Portland should undertake neighborhood master pignfor mixed use with an eye to
reducing/consolidating/simplifying some of the zundesignations, particularly along Congress
Street, as well as increasing density/intensity @adfying standards relating to character.
Before modifying existing ordinances to implemema tmaster plan, the City should review, re-
codify and simplify ordinances and streamline depgaient review procedures.

Ordinances should reflect increased intensity andahuses in Westgate Shopping Plaza and
the City should seek partners to redevelop the YdéstShopping Plaza by expanding local
options such as the addition of gathering placks fireenhouses, pubs, coffee shops and
bakeries and/or structures over the parking.

Redevelopment of the area around Denny’s withgelanultilevel structure containing retail and
service on the ground level with residential atyivin upper floors is recommended. Burnham
Street near Denny’s should be discontinued andéhaeby park should be expanded into the area
of the discontinued street. Promote renovatiostiofctures to artist lofts nearby.

Work with Concord Coach, the Northern New Englarddenger Rail Authority and Forefront
Partnerd' to explore ways to make better use of the PortErashsportation Center complex by
potentially constructing a building over the topeadsting surface parking. Consider moving the
bus and rail station to Thompson’s Point, freeipghe current site for additional development.
Buildings in this freed up area should consideaiteind service on the first floor above surface
parking with residential units on upper floors.

In the future, if conditions allow, partner with MaDOT for the removal of redundant ramps;
either purchase the land from the State or obtaiong-term lease that allows the City and
potential partners to redevelop the parcels. &hd hreas (shown in gold on the map) within the
ramps should be considered for high-density molystesidential units with retail and service
uses on the ground flodrs

Consider expanding the Transit TIF district curedesignated for Thompson’s Point to include
all or at least some additional portion of Libbytaw

Work with PACTS and other communities and partnrsidentify and prioritize capital
improvement projects that have a regional impact.

** This recommendation has not been discussed végetharties to date.

%5 A recommendation similar to this in the Libbyto®tudy completed in 2014 was not supported by Ma@®&D
residents of the area continue to press for thisaansuch it is included here as something to dengn the future
should current conditions change.



Transportation Recommendations - Congress Strakpartions of adjoining neighborhood streets:

Explore connecting the end of Westland Avenue fera the rail line to the end of Powsland
Street and then on to Thompson’s Point Road adtemative route to and from Thompson's
Point.

Expand access management options whenever poasidievelopment occurs.

Improve crosswalk markings at Sewall Street, FoigeeR Parkway, Lassell and Stevens
Avenues.

Add bike lanes along Congress Street, Fore Rivekwry, Park Avenue, Sewall Street and
Westland Avenue and at side streets.

Add bicycle facilities at bus stops and sheltemngl Congress at Westgate Plaza, near Caleb
Street, between Powsland and Mitton, at Sewalke®&rand Clarion Hotel entrance as well as the
stop between Massachusetts and Douglass Streets.

Add bus shelters at bus stops without shelters.

Add additional street lighting along Congress Steddocations where light coverage does not
meet minimum requirements and at Fore River paramegs.

Add security lighting along the trail traversingnthadjacent to the westbound Fore River ramp.
Expand wayfinding signage, particularly at ForedRiRarkway and in vicinity of ramps.

Add street trees/plantings for aesthetics, shaderaffic calming.



Figure 6.2.2A — Center of Opportunity — Libbytowarffand — Development Concepts




Figure 6.2.2B - Redevelopment concepts

Sources:

Top Left: http://www.embreydc.com/zoning-approved-urban-dguekent/

Top Right:http://gothamgreens.com/our-farm/

Bottom Left: http:/thebaumfoundation.org/highlights/unep-impé&tifuture-we-want

Bottom Right:http://www.columbusunderground.com/forums/topiclisubistoric-downtown-urban-development




6.2.3 South Portland’s West End - Redbank/Brick Hil

Redbanks a long established neighborhood that is nowosuded by busy highways leading to the
Maine Mall, Jetport and surround commercial ardasicludes residential and service uses with few
retail options requiring residents to make shoppiipg out of the neighborhood. Within the cenBxick
Hill is also a mixed-use area, incorporating office mndd residential uses in an existing campus-style
layout. Walking and bicycling facilities are mirgtnwith substantial gaps. Adequate utilities exiuth
Portland bus route 24A and 24B service this aréadsidents wanted it expanded to include evenings
and weekends.

Numerous ideas for improving the center were ctdléat two outreach events; many are included here.

Land Use Recommendations:

The City should undertake a master planning andkenafeasibility effort for the area to

determine whether it can support a new mixed use zo replace some of the existing zoning

districts or portions of them; this effort should@aexplore increasing the mix of use, as well as

density/intensity of development and refine stadglao create desired character.

0 Some ideas for increasing mix of use include: loehil oriented businesses such as
bakeries, ice cream shops, deli’'s and ethnic gyomed food service, etc.

o Consider increasing height limits to six storiealibwed by Federal Aviation Administration.

o0 Expand social service offerings by utilizing langan the gymnasium at the former Redbank
Village Elementary School site; combine with a rfeasource Hub there.

o New developments on vacant or redeveloped parbeisic include retail ground floor with
residential upper floors.

0 Look for opportunities to improve or increase ouwdeecreation offerings for youth in the
area.

Create comprehensive transportation and wayfinditgn to guide future transportation

investments.

Introduce agateway plazan the vicinity of the bus shelter at Westbrooke$t and MacArthur

Circle (East/West).

Expand the Transit TIF District to fund desiredhsid improvements in this area as new value is

created.

Integrate community and economic development effartd initiatives with planning to recruit

businesses to serve local retail, service and gathplaces.

Work with PACTS and other communities and partnersidentify and prioritize capital

improvement projects that have a regional impact.

Ensure that regulatory procedures in this centerstaeamlined for development that meets the

vision for the centers.

Transportation Recommendations — primarily WestkrStreet and portions of Western Avenue:

Adopt Complete Street principles along Westbrook&t
Add minimum 5’ shoulders on both sides and striggebfke lanes.
Add more crosswalks.
Introduce traffic calming and reduce posted spe&tbtmph.
Introduce wayfinding signage.
Add street lighting.
Add signage alerting travelers of vision-impairedident(s).
Improve drainage with curb and gutter system.



Increase frequency of buses especially eveningsvaeiends.

Add park ‘n ride and bicycle facilities at bus stop

Expand the Long Creek Trail network to Portlandchgsine of the alternatives outlined in the
Preliminary Route Feasibility & Cost Analysis forolhg Creek Bicycle/Pedestrian Trall

prepared by Sebago Technics in August 2009 forfSBattland.

Utilize access management whenever possible withanehanges to existing development.

Introduce shade trees and street plantings fohetss, shade and traffic calming.

Adopt Complete Street principles along Western Axeteading toward Maine Mall and from
Westbrook Street leading toward Broadway and Meah&thoot®:
Improve sidewalks on both sides of Western Avenoenfits intersection with Westbrook
Street to Clarks Pond Parkway.
Relocate or add a sidewalk on Westbrook StreetsadBooadway so that it falls on the golf
course side and avoids the need for school childoenross both Westbrook Street and
Broadway on their way to school; this improvemerduld reduce required crossings to
Broadway only.

Add and improve sidewalks within the Redbank neighbod.

~ See Chapter 2 description 0Sde Walk & Bicycling Audit of the Westbrook Street Corridor - Redbank to
Skillin/Memorial Schools conducted by th&outh Portland Bicycle & Pedestrian Committee ai$istance of the
Safe Routes to School Program



Figure 6.2.3A — Center of Opportunity — West EnédMBank & Brick Hill), South Portland




Figure 6.2.3B Needs Identified for the West End

Sources:

Terry J DeWan Associates and

Internet at http://www.archdaily.com/147386/resbavt-sustainable-urban-development-c-colomes-f-neded-architectes-with-michael-rousseau-
architecte-and-adrian-maston-graphiste/




6.2.4 Standish Corner

This section is divided into two parts. Section.é4f2addresses the recommendations that focus os way
the Town of Standish could improve its ordinancecpdures and development requirements in Standish
Corner as well as promote changes to Route 25 anthb omply with Complete Streets principles.
Section 6.2.4B represents an expanded study enspthediexplores the feasibility of a conceptualdroa
network at Standish Corner that was adopted byotla in 2007.

6.2.4A
Land Use Recommendations:

While Standish has recently adopted a master phahralated codes for Standish Corner, a

number of changes may be in order. For example:

1) Density does not appear to be high enough to supierate financing of roads/community
septic.

2) Even though a TIF to help finance infrastructureiplace, it stipulates that revenues cannot
be used to reimburse a developer for any publi@stments made. A review of these
limitations should be conducted with the idea okading the TIF to make it more appealing
to developers.

The adopted code, as currently formatted, ande@l@view processes may be too complicated to

attract interested investors. Consideration shbaldiven to shifting more permitting authority

from the planning board to a staff committee ofatpent heads and to securing technology
improvements that would allow reformatting the cada way that transforms pages of text into
tables and use more graphics.
Note: While the intent of the online system waghy streamlining action, its current
set up makes it particularly difficult to maneuvére town recognizes this barrier and is
taking measures to improve the system.

In general, ensure that regulatory proceduresighdbnter are streamlined for development that

meets the vision for the center.

Transportation/Utility Recommendations — for Ro2e(and Route 35 as appropriate):

Extend sidewalks to both sides of Route 25 througB&tandish Corner.

Stripe shoulders on both sides of Route 35 throug8tandish Corner.

Add crosswalks at intersections of Routes 25 andibproposed connector roads.

Develop and install wayfinding signage throughotangish Corner area.

Introduce street lighting throughout Standish Coraea, which could be paid for through an
amended TIF or by applying for grants.

Create closed drainage systems for Standish CemtierTIF proceeds or through public/private
partnership.

Plan for a Park ‘n Ride Lot and install bicycleifiies nearby.

Plan for a future location of a bus shelter; ofeedensity of the Standish Corner yields at least 8
units per acre explore the possibility of a newmsraroute.

Utilize access management standards endorsed by Amd MaineDOT whenever possible
with new or changes to existing development on 8o@6 and 25.

Work with PACTS and other communities and partnersidentify and prioritize capital
improvement projects that have a regional impact.

Additional considerations and recommendations édrfor more detailed study funded jointly by
PACTS and the Town of Standish follow.



6.2.4B . Standish Corner Connector Road Feasifgitydy

The town of Standish was awarded a planning gram PACTS to undertake a feasibility study of the
concepts outlined in the 2007 Final Report: RoWB&2 Corridor Study (Corridor Study), which was
undertaken to explore ways to relieve congestioBtandish Corner (see Figure 6.2.4B1). Routes 25/35
are major two-lane regional arterials experiendiegvy commuter volumes that conflict with access to
local businesses and pedestrian/cyclist activitye Goal of the 2007 Corridor Study was to develop
recommendations for access management and othergsés to preserve the capacity of these artersals
they pass through Standish Corner. It evaluatechds/mnd village-style connector road options for
relieving the traffic delays that continue to gratthis intersection. In the short term, the CariStudy
recommended increasing separation between OakRiddld and Route 25, which was implemented, as
was the addition to the Town’s adoption of accearagement guidelines.

While these measures were necessary and importampanents, it was determined that additional
measures should be implemented, if feasible. The goto divert vehicular traffic away from the
intersection of Route 25/35, since the primary pewbis that too much vehicular traffic is being fieted
through a single point. The option of evaluating feasibility of a bypass route was excluded from t
scope of this feasibility study after determinihgttthe state would not likely puruse this optionrhany
years. This determination was based on anticipgtedith as well as the history in Maine associated
with the myriad complexities and high cost of biniglhigh speed bypass highways.

The purpose of this follow up feasibility studytisfurther explore the connector road conceptstifiean

in the earlier Corridor Study to ensure their fbhtsi and to determine whether the Town should wars
reserving lands for connector corridors. This ifality study will also discuss the regulatory clesges
associated with obtaining permits for road buildimghether they are built by the town, the state or
private entities.

The work envisioned for this feasibility study deaied with tasks 3 and 4 of the PACTS Transit
Supportive Development (TSD) Study involving Stamdand being undertaken at the same time. As
such, this work proceeded sooner than was othemvigisioned. The TSD work done in the study area
municipalities is discussed in earlier chaptertha report.

Before a build out of the Standish Corner growthtee can be conceptualized, the results of the 2007
Corridor Study were reviewed to determine whethergotential locations of connector roads a) aehiev
congestion-related relief and b) are practicab&e @an be permitted in terms of natural resourgects)

and c) are located such that they provide an aabkpteturn on investment.

The feasibility and location of the Corridor Stuslyyroposed interconnected street grid was evaluated
with the idea that new streets should allow develemt on both sides of the road in order to achibee
greatest return on investment. In addition, sbidgg may be conducive to community septic systemiew
identified with the idea of preserving them forttparpose.

This analysis was done to assist the Town of Sséndth considering how it might proceed with
facilitating the implementation of the Master Pldie following tasks were completed as part of this
effort:

Review the existing traffic and safety data, repasnd studies

Overlay the 2007 connector road network on curaenial plans and resource maps

Refine the network to avoid critical resources esxdew with Town of Standish staff

Estimate traffic volumes that would utilize theinefd local road network and determine the
extent to which the traffic diversion would redwtsdays at the intersection of Route 25 and 35

11



Develop a cost estimate and typical cross sectiwhraad specification for a connector road
network

Develop history of growth maps for the Town of $tish

Hold a public meeting for property owners to reviawd revise the refined network

Follow up with smaller groups of property ownersréspond to specific questions about the
refined network

Present the refined network to the Town Coundd aorkshop.

Figure 6.2.4B1 Local Connector Road Concét: Final Report — Route 23/35 Corridor Study




Findings:

History of Growth in Standish: Based on information collected by the United Staémlogical Survey
during the last century as well as on town recatds,clear that residential development in thevioof
Standish has grown significantly. In 1920, som8 86mes were concentrated at Standish Corner, in
Sebago Village and in Steep Falls and others weppgred along existing roadways with a few located
along shorelines. By 1950, with roughly 596 honmethe Town, the shorelines became the most popular
locations for building homes, while the three ttiadial village areas also grew. By 1975, residéntia
development, now at 876, had more than doubledt nes homes built in that time were built along the
same roadway grid that existed in 1920. By 2000 résidential base nearly doubled again from i#&19
levels, this time with many short dead end roadsreding from the historic road network. In the $Hdy
years since the turn of the century, this histérigattern of development has continued without
interruption albeit at a slightly slower pace; 48w homes were built. As with other communities
without a public sanitary system, this pattern efe&lopment follows the path of least resistancechvh
may be cost effective in the short term but hag lterm consequences - not the least of which is the
growing traffic congestion. The following five imag depict the history of residential (red) and
commercial (blue) growth in Standish since 1920.

Figure 6.2.4B2 — History of Growth in Standish if&aiges)
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Figure 6.2.4B2 — History of Growth in Standish ifisiges continued)
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In the coming 25 years or more, Standish is
projected to grow by another 1300 households or
more and the Master Plan suggests that Standish
Corner could accommodate the majority of these if
a connector road network is constructed and
provision is made to allow development of
community septic systems.




Traffic Analysis

The volume of traffic that could potentially utéizhe connector road network and be removed fran th
signalized intersection of Route 25 and Route 3Standish Corner was estimated. During morning and

Figure 6.2.4B3 Existing and Connector Road Networkntersection Volumes (PM
Peak Hour) at Route25/35

Between Route 25 east and Route 35 north — 13@leshi
Between Route 25 west and Route 35 north — 65 keshic
Between Route 25 east and Route 35 south — 406lgshi
Between Route 25 west and Route 35 south - 5@heshi

afternoon peak travel
periods, traffic queues up
at this intersection -
primarily along Route 25
where traffic volumes are
the greatest — causing
undesirable delays and
creating a safety hazard.
Improvements that may
involve the addition of
additional lanes at this
intersection will likely be
required in the future if no
relief is provided.

Based on the results of the
traffic  evaluation, the

team determined that
approximately 12% of all

peak hour traffic traveling

through the Route 25/35
intersection would be

removed reducing delays
by as much as 30%. This
equates to approximately
285 out of 2,430 total

peak hour vehicles using
the intersection of Route
25 and 35 today that
would likely use the

connector road network.
A breakdown of the 300
peak hour vehicles using
the connector road
network follows:

Figure 6.2.4B3 shows the peak hour volumes at kergection of Route 25 and 35 for the existing
configuration and with the connector road netwarllace. The volumes shown for the connector road
network alternative do not include any new tripattimay result from new development along the



connector road network; however, assuming the Ma&sn is implemented as envisioned, many of the
new trips will use other modes of travel such akking and bicycling.

Revising the Connector Road Network

Using the 2007 aerial photo provided by the Towstaindish, an evaluation of the conceptual connecto
road network was compared to available soil andamdtmapping to determine if modifications were
needed to avoid critical resources. Streams arithngs (and related habitats) were identified that
conflicted with the connector road network, mostaibty east and west of Route 25. Known historic
resources were also identified.

Soil mapping revealed
that most soils in
Standish Corner are
suitable for growth,
including community
septic Moderate to
extreme slopes that
conflicted with the

Figure 6.2.4B4 First Version of Revised Conne&oad Network

connector road
network were also
identified.

These conflicts were
then reviewed with
Town of Standish
staff and options to
modify the connector
road network were
discussed. As a result,
the conceptual
network was shifted to
avoid the greatest

impacts and a
modified connector road network was developed. is Thodified network included an additional
connection to Randall Road and improved connectiof®ute 35/Bonny Eagle Road. The first iteration
of potential revisions to the connector road nekisrshown over an aerial photo in Figure 6.2.4B4.

Public and Landowner Input: Figure 6.2.4B4 and the same potential network lation to identified
streams, wetlands, habitats, and soil types wegsepted at a public meeting to which Standish Gorne
landowners were invited on October 15, 2015. Roughtlozen landowners attended; the presentation
covered the history of growth, projected growtle goals of the master plan, the costs of and pengnit
requirements for building streets and the ways tiest streets can be funded, among other findings. |
the discussion that ensued, a number of changes made to avoid impacts to some homes and
properties as well as environmental resources.

At a follow up landowner meeting on November 5, 20designed to make adjustments to the potential
network and discuss how new streets are fundedti@uhl revisions were made. While some property
owners expressed concern around the changes thisl wang to Standish Corner, there was general
agreement that if traffic delays at the intersectd Routes 25/35 could be alleviated, then it meelese
to guide the future development pattern in thidiseaf Standish. Additional revisions were made
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this land owner workshop. The final revisions wpresented to and discussed by the Town Council at a
workshop on November 24, 2015. The final versiorthef potential road grid is shown over natural
resources in Figures 6.2.4B6 and an aerial phokaguare 6.2.4B7.

Soils most Conducive to Community Subsurface Wasteisposal SystemsThe U.S. Natural Resource
Conservation Service has an online database withustive definitions that identify soils by typ€&he
Cumberland County Soil Survey was consulted tordete which soil types have been identified in
Standish Corner. The soil descriptions include eslajepth to water table or bedrock, as well andos
characteristics among other descriptive featurespErposes of a Subsurface Waste Disposal, good
drainage is key’

In Standish Corner there are nearly two dozentgpés. In general, slopes range from 3-25%, de&pth
restrictive features runs from 10 to 80+ inches dralnage characteristics of soils in Standish €orn
range from very poorly drained, well drained, tomsevhat excessively drained and somewhat
excessively well drained. A detailed map and tatite general descriptions of soil types is incldde
Appendix F.

Soil Type Acronym % Depth to Depth to Drainage
Name slope | restrictive feature | water table class
Hermon sandy loam HgB 3-8 >80 inches >80inches mevdhat
excessively drained

Hollis fine sandy loam| HrB 0-3 10-20 inches to | >80 inches Somewhat

lithic bedrock excessively drained
Hollis fine sandy loam| HrC 8-15 10-20 inches to | >80 inches Somewhat

lithic bedrock excessively drained
Hollis very rocky fine | HsB 3-8 10-20 inches to >80 inches Somewhat
sandy loam lithic bedrock excessively drained
Hollis very rocky fine | HsC 8-20 10-20 inches to | >80 inches Somewhat
sandy loam lithic bedrock excessively drained
Merrimac fine sandy | MkB 3-8 >80 inches >80 inches Well drained
loam
Paxton fine sandy PbB 3-8 18-40 inches to 30-42 inches Well drained
loam densic material
Paxton fine sandy PbC 8-15 18-40inches to | 30-42 inches Well drained
loam densic material
Paxton very stony fine| PfB 3-8 18-40 inches to 30-42 inches Well drained
sandy loam densic material
Paxton very stony fine| PfC 8-15 18-40 inches to 30-42 inches Well drained
sandy loam densic material
Woodbridge fine WrB 0-8 16-36 inches to 18-30 inches Moderately well
sandy loam densic material drained
Woodbridge very WsB 0-8 16-36 inches to 18-30 inches Moderately well
stone fine sandy loam densic material drained
Figure 6.2.4B5 Soils in Standish Corner most siétédr subsurface waste disposal.

Figure 6.2.4B5 identifies those soils with the besaracteristics for subsurface waste disposalerOth
soils may be suitable but system engineering ikilly be more challenging.

In general, soils that are shallow to the wateletabils or soils with slopes in excess of 15% deepa
constraint for subsurface waste disposal becaus@oof drainage or inadequate soil absorption
characteristics.

" This list of soils was reviewed and endorsed byeallFrick Associates.
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Figure 6.2.4B6 Connector Road Network (Final) dseils and Natural Resourceg

Connector Road Cost Estimate and Typical Section:

Figure6.2.4B7 Quadrants of the Connector Road Netw

Shallow soils, steep
slopes and poorly
drained soils are
considered limiting
factors when it comes
to subsurface waste
disposal. Figure
6.2.4B6 shows the
revised connector road
network with soils and
natural resources.
Areas in green and
blue hatching should
be avoided for roads
and septic systems;
areas shaded in aqua
are not suitable for
septic systems but
could accommodate
roadbeds.

The cost to construct
the connector road
network was
estimated for each of
the four quadrants
labeled in Figure
6.2.4B7. The four
guadrants are:

1 - Northeast of
intersection of Route
25 and 35

2 - Southeast of
intersection of Route
25 and 35

3 - Southwest of
intersection of Route
25 and 35

4- Northwest of
intersection of Route
25 and 35.



Each quadrant contains one or more segments afdiheector road network. It is recommended that
sections of the connector road network for the mpostising quadrants would be constructed in oofier
priority, based on the amount of traffic removednirthe Standish Corner intersection and amount of
developable land available. Total connector roastare based on an assumed road cost of $425 per
linear foot and a sidewalk cost of $43 per lineent foer side.

A summary of connector road network costs, by qartdiare shown in Figure 6.2.4B8. Costs are
provided for streets with and without sidewalks.

Figure 6.2.4B8 Summary of connector road netwostsby quadrant, with and without sidewalks
Quadrant Connector| Total Estimated Total Estimated
Road length Cost Cost
(ft) (w/o sidewalks) (w/ sidewalks)
1 — Northeast of intersection of Route 25 and35 8403, $5.90M $7.10M
2 — Southeast of intersection of Route 25 and 35 820, $3.34M $3.99M
3 — Southwest of intersection of Route 25 and 35 0 80 $0.34M $0.41M
4 — Northwest of intersection of Route 25 and|35 1@0 $0.85M $1.03M
Totals 24,520 $10.43M $12.53M

The cost estimate is based on a proposed conneetbrcross section of 20-22 feet of paved travetda
(with shoulders) and an overall right-of-way widih50 feet; if on-street parking is desired, aduiiil
right of way would be required. Figure 6.2.4B@&\ydes an image of a typical section for the cotorec

road network.

Figure 6.2.4B9 Connector Road Typical Cross Section

This is one example of many possibilities. Siddwahay or may not be needed/required on both sitiéee start but
it is always a good idea to reserve the right of w@that the need for future right of way acqiasiis minimized.
Ten (10) foot lanes are the minimum. On streetipgrikn any connector road should consider an auiditi8-10’ on
either side to allow for door openings etc. Theitatd of bike lanes may also be taken in to consitien. In low
volume situations, they are most often includegaas of the travel way or may be within the shouldie the
Northeast, adequate room for snow storage is afsost; no less than 5’ is generally acceptable.
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If sidewalks are not built on both sides, the cresstion would consist of sloped, I-paved shoulders
without curbing.

Connector Road Construction Det

The connector roads identified will typically ben-volume, paved roadways carrying less than 3
vehicles per day. Using the proper materials sewigal tobuild a road that will last. A road wears (
from the top but it falls apart from the bottom. The em&tls used under the road surface supj
everything above it especiallihe traffic. If adequate support does not exist, thadravill quickly
deteriorate. A good road requires a suitable fotion, which, in turn, requires suitable material.
roadbedis stable if it experiences little or no changatsvolume and does not deform under repe
loads.

A proposed connector road section follows in Figu&4B10showing the levels of suitable maal.
The section also identifies pximate locations for water and sewer lines withihd adjacent to tt
connector road. fe Town of Standistshould consult with MaineDOT when finalizinigts road
construction details to confirm the identified dmsen: and type/quality of suitable materi

Figure 6.2.4B10 ow volume paved connector road materials and mininspecificatior®®,
CenterCrown

[ ini ¢
Minimum 2% slope Minimum 2% slope Curb & Gutter

Curb & Gutter

Pavement Structure

Permitting Local Connector Road:

State, federal and sometimes local environmentes lare triggered in the cctruction of anew street.
While state or federal dolla’sto build connector streets off the State’s netwark limiteq, it is
neverthelesprudent to consider permitting implications witlivariety of situations

It may be possible that future USDCTIGER grant or HUD Livable Communities’ funds couddsis
with financing these streets; partnerships withidB8IOT may also be available in the future espacial
the case of connector streets helping to incraasdife of an arterial. There is no bt that local and
private dollars will be needed to construct at tigamtions of the village street grid such as time
conceptualized for Standish Corni

Maine’s Natural Resource Protection # The primary State regulation affecting the develont of a
local interconnected network will by Maine’'s Natum@esource Protection A administered by th
Department of Environmental Protection’s (DEDivision of Land Resource Regulation (DL). Its
purpose is taegulate theuse of land to assure prction of natural resources of state significar
Protected natural resourcesecoastal sand dune systems, coastal wetlands, isartifwildlife habitat
fragile mountain areas, freshwater wetlands, vepoals, great ponds and rivers, streams or Is. The

K Image Source: Yirginia Asphalt Associatig; Dimensions from MaineDOT (Low-olume Road minimum road bed dep
% Based on developmeaf recent programs | the MaineDOT, the possibility of partneriog collector roa
development has increased. See Chapter 4 for adalitiietails on its cc-sharing programs.
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statutory definitions of these resources are faar@B MRSA: 480-B. The law gives detailed rationale
for its sphere of influenc®.

National Environmental Policy ActThe next most readily triggered street developmiant is the
National Environmental Policy Act. It comes int@aplwhenever there is a so-callkederal action- that

is, when federal funding is used or when a fedeeaiit is required. A federal permit may be reediif

the locations of proposed connector streets impattnds beyond the thresholds permitted by tharCle
Water Act Amendments. When this occurs, a pernginfthe Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) is
required. The ACOE uses a handbook callbd Highway Methodology and the Highway Methodology
Supplemefit when evaluating resource impacts caused by strEeésgoal of locating Standish Corner
connector streets is to minimize or avoid impacta¢tlands and other natural or cultural resources.

Whenever federal funding or a federal permit iggerred, all federal and state natural resourcesceese
must be consulted to determine the level of impéetsy. Federal natural resource agencies maydec

the US Fish & Wildlife Service, the Environmentabtction Agency, and National Marine Fisheries. In
addition the Maine Historic Preservation Commiss{¢fHPC), considered both a federal and state
agency, as well as Maine’s recognized Native Anagri€ribes, are also consulted to determine whether
any historic, pre-historic or archeological res@srmay be affected by the proposed work.

Based on readily available natural resource inféionaaffecting conceptual Standish Corner connector
streets, the most obvious existing protected nhtesources are freshwater wetlands, streams, brook
trout habitat and vernal pools; a cursory reviewaadilable resource information found no significan
habitat in the area of planned streets but a foligwreview should be done at the time of permit
application as additional resources may be regiilateknown at the time of construction. Evidenfe o
any species protected by the Endangered SpecigE&4t - both at the state and federal level) misst a

be provided; the ESA protects both species andesphabitats. In the case of ESA habitats, theoétés

a required buffer around the designated habitahiwitvhich no permits may be granted. No ESA
resources were identified at this time.

Additional requirements affecting roadway constirtt include the State Stormwater and
Erosion/Sedimentation Rules. The rules associatedh whe NRPA can be found at
http://www.maine.gov/dep/land/nrpa/

Street development projects that require a fedpeamit must stipulate the Purpose and Need for the
project: The first step in permitting is to identify thairpose and neetbr a project. In this case, the
purpose and need will revolve around the need &ater economic and community development
opportunities; an incidental effect is the reli¢ftaffic congestion (see section 7.1.1). A projpetmit
may be requested for a full master plan coverirgy ghtire network, or may involve several phases.
Ideally, each phase will havedependent utility— that is, each will function with or without the
remaining phases moving forward. Figure 7.1.4Adqahown on page 82) identifies 4 potential phases
each with independent utility.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Economic and Community Development Opportun@@yeation of a connector road network in Standish
Corner will provide opportunity for economic andnmmunity development with limited impact to

http://www.maine.gov/dep/land/nrpa/index.html
51 http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Portals/74/docs/ratpily/Forms/HighwayMethodBook.pahd
http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Portals/74/docs/raturly/Forms/HighwaySupplement6Apr2015. pdf
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existing traffic along Routes 25 and 35. Develgpanvillage center is currently the goal of the Tioof
Standish Corner Master Plan. The connector reddork has been located to provide opportunity for
development along both sides of the road networkash as possible and in locations where community
septic can be considered.

Conclusion: Development of a connector road network in Standishner will improve safety and
mobility and provide opportunity for economic armhamunity development. Based on traffic utilization
and development potential, the following is a regmndation for phasing the construction of a corarect
road segments that have the greatest benefit (geeef6.2.4B7):

Quadrant 1 — northeast of intersection of Routarith 352
Quadrant 4 - northwest of intersection of Routea@8 35
Quadrant 3 — southwest of intersection of Routari&b35
Quadrant 2 — southeast of intersection of Routarb35

6.2.4B7 Quadrants of the Connector Road Network.

As a way of moving forward with the creation of &a®lish Corner street network, the Town should
consider the following:

%2 As a consideration for future build out, the dista between the northern edge of this quadrantrensouthern
edge of the Town Office property is roughly 1508k feet.
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H.

Refine the future build out potential of Standisbri@er based on the history of growth, natural
resource constraints, soil suitability for commurséptic and the future density envisioned in the
Standish Corner Master Plan.

1. Determine whether the number of new units in S&ndiorner envisioned in the Master Plan
remains valid, desirable and achievable.

The Master Plan cites that 1350 new housing unigspaiojected in Standish in the next
20 or more years and suggests that some 700 or motdd be feasible spread across
the 4 growth centers in Standish.

Based on total area of 2,440 acres minus an estichd0 acres needed for 4.64 miles of
connector roads and roughly 100 acres to be avoidad to natural and cultural
features, the density resulting from adding B0mnits is at about 2.5 units per acre,
which is slightly above the density for places augte septic systems.

Continue to meet with individual property owners determine desirability of the Revised

Connector Road Network as it passes through thefegties and,

Explore means to secure the protection of the éutights of way through formal agreements

with affected property owners.

Pursue Official Plan adoption by the Town Countithe Revised Connector Road Network.

Determine the nature and degree of a desired pahipebetween the municipality, the state and

private investors.

1. Meet with MaineDOT to determine whether there ipanunity for partnering in the
development of portions of the road network that @ collectors and that avoid costs
associated with widening state managed existirggialtroutes.

Create a marketing plan promoting the desired nipalicpartnership and seek developers

interested in mutually exploring the developmerd partnership concepts.

Once a partnership agreement has been establigteedn the municipality and one or more

developers, begin the permitting process by pragapreliminary designs and permit application

materials.

Obtain permits and funding to construct the network

With the planning framework that has thus far bestablished in Standish, the community continues to
rise to the top as a model of how small rural comithes can grow in a cost effective and efficient
manner.

%3 See Fiscal Analysis Chapter 5 table 5.1.A



6.2.5 Westbrook

Land Use Recommendations:
Undertake a feasibility study to evaluate and estiinthe potential costs and return on investment
for developing the Prides Corner Center of Oppatyuril he feasibility study should include the
following at a minimum:

o Based on growth projectiot{g3300 housing units and 3300 jobs between 201888 of
which nearly 1850 housing units and 2310 jobs cbeldaptured by all of Westbrook’s
growth centers), determine the number and ratlwaking units and jobs the city wants to
capture in the Pride’s Corner Center of Opportufiity

0 Using the growth targets identified in recommermtath.1, determine

The costs to expand sewer to serve the developaneat

The costs to develop and maintain a network of@oienecting streets based on a
concept developed for this study (see Figure 6.2.5A

The impacts and costs associated with mitigatiegridific capacity and safety issues on
Bridgton Road, Prides Street and Brook Street lojyradnew intersections and
connector streets within the study area consistéhtthe conceptual street network
shown in Figure 6.2.5A; if adjustment to the cortaapconnector street network would
mitigate or reduce impacts, they should be outlined

The costs associated with developing the PrideaéZdtenter as derived from the
above three bullets in comparison with the antigigdax revenues over the life of the
development;

The adjustments to growth targets needed thabweiter balance costs and benefits of
developing Prides Corner Center.

0 Reuvisit the Fiscal Analysis (Chapter 5 of this sfuaind make adjustments to the Westbrook
assumptions and conclusions using new data reveglstéps 1 and 2.

o Identify acceptable financing options for makinglciimprovements and identify public
and private partners.

Once the conclusions of the feasibility study arevin, and assuming the Center concept is
feasible, communicate findings to the larger Pridesner Neighborhood to begin the dialogue
that could be the basis for a detailed master oldre incorporated in the City’s policies and
codes.

Develop a master plan that solidifies the locatba road/utility network (including appropriate
cross sections) and appropriate mixed-use distsittshigher densities; adjust the City
Comprehensive Plan to incorporate the master pldraenend zoning ordinance standards to
permit its implementation.

Continue working with landowners and other partrfgsueh as landowners and a local land trust)
to proactively recruit desired businesses, housiyigs, trails and open spaces.

Develop a plan that establishes the public investrsiategy for road building and utility
extension; consider the possibility of establisranglF district.

Adopt Complete Streetgrovisions to augment a Complete Streets Policy.

Ensure that regulatory procedures in Prides Carestreamlined for development that meets
the vision for the center.

Work with PACTS and other communities and partnersidentify and prioritize capital
improvement projects that have a regional impact.

* Summary of Growth Allocations for Sustain Southktaine (SSM) study developed by Dr. Charles Colgsingiprojections
from the Gorham East-West Feasibility Study thatengpdated with 2010 Census

% Based on a workshop activity undertaken as pattisfstudy, Westbrook representatives felt it vloubt be unreasonable to
plan for 340 s.f. units and 370 multifamily unitel3 of which were duplex and the remainder as 3ts tnildings in the Pride’s
Corner Center. In SSM work, it was estimated tlaahgob could generate 500 s.f. of commercial space
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Transportation Recommendations:
Adopt Complete Streetsolicy applicable to existing and future roads
o On Bridgton Road, consider one or more cross secgbown in Figure 6.2.5B that will
Provide turn lanes at key intersections.
Expand sidewalk systems on both sides of road.
Stripe the roadway shoulder for bicycles.
Create additional crosswalks.
Introduce traffic signals at key connection poitist meet traffic signal warrants.
Reduce speed limit to 30 mph and introduce traffiicning and street trees.
Expand wayfinding signage systems.
Increase roadway lighting.
Add a bus shelter with bicycle facilities and exgp@n improve the park ‘n ride lot.

Build SSM pathway concepts and expand into otheasatof center as conceptualized in
Figures 6.2.5A and B.

Provide a street cross section that allows for
- Two travel lanes

A sidewalk on each side with esplanade

Bicycle lanes (may be provided as wider travel ne

On street parking

Roadway lighting

Landscaping, street furniture either at the curlatothe edge of right of way and

front setback



Figure 6.2.5A Prides Corner Center of Opportunity



Figure 6.2.5B Possible Cross Sections for Pridesé&droads and Streets

The cross sections above may be appropriate fdgim Road

Sourcehttp://activetransportationpolicy.org/Design



Figure 6.2.5B (continued)

The cross sections above may be appropriate fde®&and Brook Streets
Sourcehttp://activetransportationpolicy.org/Design

The cross sections above may be appropriate farMized Use Connector Streets
Sourcehttp://activetransportationpolicy.org/Design
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Appendix A - Detailed Summary of Municipal Plans amnl Codes Affecting Centers of Opportunities

Comprehensive Plan |

Land Use Code

Gorham — General
Characterization

Area included in 2 designated and 14 contract zddesignated zones include|1

residential zone and 1 farm zone.

Purpose

Identifies South Gorham as

Neighborhood Center, compact Newagriculture or low density housing,

England style village, and mixed us
growth area.

Designated zonastended for

é@ncluding cluster;
Contract zonesllow for expanded uses|
and intensity of development.

Mixed Use

Calls for mix of land uses, range of Designated zonedlow single family,

residential uses, and wide range of
small scale nonresidential uses.

multifamily, including condominium
townhouses, roadside stands, B&Bs wijth
public dining, inns, agriculture-related
retail, reuse of existing agricultural

buildings, rural entrepreneurial uses that
meet performance standards;
Contract zonesllow a broader variety of
small scale retail that primarily serves
local needs, specialty commercial uses,
service, and office uses, distilling and
brewing, and residential above first floor
of mixed use building, small light
industrial if authorized by Town Council
no drive through facilities.

Density/Minimum
Lot Size/Minimum
Area Per Unit

Calls for density up to 2du/a with o
site waste disposal and 4du/a with
public sewer; basic minimum lot siz
of 10-20,000 sf.

nDesignated zonagquire minimum area
per dwelling unit/lot size of 40-60,000 g
edensity bonus of up to 25% with public
sewer and water;

Contract zoneslo not specify minimum
lot size or density provisions, but leaves
intact low density residential provisions
of the designated zones, except for upper
floors of mixed use development.

—h

Dimensional
Standards

Calls for limiting most
nonresidential uses to 5,000-7,500
with larger uses on “back lots;”
requires traditional village characte
and scale with height limited to 2
stories; front yard setbacks no mor
than 50’ on County Road and 35’ o
side streets.

Designated zone®quire minimum
dirontage of 200’, front setback of 50-7Q’
side setback of 20-70’, rear setback of
r 20-50, no height or lot coverage limit,
reduced frontage of up to 25% with
epublic sewer and water;
nContract zonesrequire no minimum lot
size, height, or street frontage, 10’
minimum front setback unless on Rts
22/114 when setback is 40, 20’
minimum setback from residential

properties.
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Other Policies and

Calls for no drive through services;

Contract zonesequire minimum 40’

<

—

Standards traditional village character; landscape buffer along Rts 22/114,
buildings on access drives or new | minimization of curb cuts, parking
streets where feasible, no new behind buildings with waiver provisions
buildings directly fronting on Countyrequires contribution of $10,000 per lof
Road; continued use of TIFs and | or business unit for future public sewer
impact fees for public water and design consistent with a traditional Ney
sewer as well as sharing public cost&ngland Village Character, vehicular and
with neighboring communities or | pedestrian connections between parking
front-end financing for needed lots, sidewalks, managed hours of
infrastructure, and density bonuseg operation;
for projects that use public sewer; | Development Transfer Overlay District
complete streetor new, which allows increased density and
reconstructed, and substantially reduced dimensional standards in areg
improved streets, especially within | with existing or planned public sewer
village areas. and water, but does not apply in study

area.
Scarborough— Area included in 3 designated and 2 contract zasesgell as aquifer and streatr
General protection overlay zones. Designated zones incluehixed use/commercial
Characterization zone, 1 transitional residential/business zone,laogen space zone.

Purpose Identifies North Scarborough as | Designated zones 2 are intended to
growth area, made up of provide areas for small and moderate
Neighborhood Center District and | scale retail, business, office, service and
adjacent Neighborhood Center community uses as well as a range of
Office-Residential Sub-District. residential and mixed uses and

transitional/buffer areas between
residential and more intensive
commercial; 1 is intended for protectio
of rural open space; overlay zones
intended to protect ground and surface
water quality;

Contract zone- 1 provides for a
wetlands mitigation project, other
provides for a hair and skin care busing
in a rural zone.

Mixed Use Calls for integrating residential into Designated zonedlow single family, 2-

many nonresidential areas served
public facilities to facilitate mixed
use, mix of housing types, townwid
targets for growth areas, small
commercial and service center that
provides goods and services
primarily to meet day-to-day needs
of surrounding areas as well as
commuters and people who work
nearby, limited geographic area to

discourage strip development, smalll

businesses and village character, 1
large traffic generators or need for
public sewer, neighborhood gas
stations appropriate.

Dyt 2 multifamily units depending on zong
and availability of public sewer,
econservation subdivisions required in 1
district, retail and services allowed in
some zones but not in others;
Contract zones 1 doesn't allow any
residential, retail, or service use — only
recreation and mixing/storage of
aggregate, other zone provides for a h
and skin care business.

(0]
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Density/Minimum
Lot Size/Minimum
Area Per Unit

Calls for density of 0.5-1.5 du/a wit
on-site waste disposal and 1-3 du/d
with public sewer, higher if public
sewer available and density

hDesignated zones 2 zones require

1 minimum area per dwelling unit/lot sizg
of 10-80,000 sf depending on type of
residential use and availability of publig

transferred from other areas, sewer, increased to 40-80,000 sf in areas
maximum density tied to size and | without public sewer, 1 zone allows 1
impacts of dwelling unit; du/1-2 acres depending on whether
nonresidential uses limited to 5,000 conservation subdivision design is
sf. required;
Contract zones 1 does not allow
residential development.

Dimensional Calls for buildings reasonably close Designated zonagquire minimum

Standards to the street with no large parking | frontages of 50-200’ depending on zone
areas between building and street tcand presence of public sewer, front
create character. setback of 10-25’ depending on zone

with maximum of 60’ in 1 zone, side and
rear setback of 15’, 35-45’ height limit,
25-85% lot coverage limit;

Contract zones 1 zone allows only
structures associated with excavation.

Other Policies and | Specifies public sewer not intended Aquifer Protection Districtequires

Standards for the area, calls for water and wastewater, stormwater, and chemical
sewer to be furnished by developetsnanagement standards;
using TIFs and impact fees, and | Development Transfer Overlay District
working with adjoining which allows increased density in
municipalities to extend sewer; callsdesignated growth areas, which applies
for pedestrian and bicycle standardsin the study area;
walkable environments, managed | Standards for parking design vicinity
curb cuts; calls for expedited of Rt 114;
development review, reduced Traditional Neighborhood Development
parking, impervious area, or provisions allow for increased density on
modified stormwater requirements | at least 25 acre parcels served by public
for projects that use “green building’sewer and water but only in R4 district
technology.

Portland — General | Area included in 8 designated and 2 contract zdbesignated zones include 2
Characterization residential zones, 3 mixed use zones, 1 businéisg/abne, 1light industrial
zone, and 1 open space zone.

Purpose Identifies all areas, except the J Designated zones 2 are intended for
Recreation — Open Space district, fomoderate to high density mixed use
growth. community centers; 2 are intended for

moderate to high density residential; 2
are intended for low intensity or small
scale business uses, some designated to
serve the local market; 1 is intended for
low impact industrial and other uses; 1|is
intended to protect open space;

Contract zones 1 provides for mf
apartments, other for an office building.

Mixed Use Reflects zoning. Designated zones 3 districts allow

mixed use.




Density/Minimum
Lot Size/Minimum
Area Per Unit

Reflects zoning.

Designated zonegquire minimum of
4,500-9,000 sf land per dwelling units i
residential zones, 1,000-1,500 sf floor
area per dwelling unit in mixed use
zones;

Contract zones- allow for increased
density/intensity.

Dimensional
Standards

Reflects zoning.

Designated zone®quire frontages of
50-90’' in residential zones and 20’ in
business and mixed use zones, front
setbacks of 0-25’, side setbacks of 0-2
and rear setbacks of 0-25’, 25-65’ heig
limit up to 120’ on Thompson’s Point,
30-100% lot coverage limit;

Contract zones- allow for reduced
dimensional standards.

Other Policies and
Standards

Supports buy local initiatives; allowsRequirescomplete streets

Transit TIFs.

>

South Portland-
General
Characterization

Area included in 6 designated and 1 contract zDesignated zones include 1
residential zone, 3 commercial zones, 1 light itrdalszone, and 1 rural farm

zone.

Purpose

Identifies Redbank/Brick Hill as ar

“established high-density residentialdensity residential; 1 is intended for

neighborhood with a neighborhood
center,” nonresidential uses limited
to promote residential character.

Designated zones 1 is intended for hig

urban residential, offices, and low
intensity nonresidential uses; 1 is
intended for local retail convenience
outlets; 1 is for wholesale and service
commercial; 1 is for light industrial;1 is
for rural open space;

Contract zone- 1 provides for adaptive
reuse of the Youth Center with
residential and limited office/commerci
and rehabilitation of historic structures.
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Mixed Use

Provides specific land use policies
and Future Land Use Plan that
encourages mixed use within
proximity of existing services and
retail to reduce travel; Redbank/
Brick Hill identified for growth, but
not as a mixed use designation.

Designated zones 2 districts allow
mixed use;
Contract zone- requires master plan.

Density/Minimum
Lot Size/Minimum
Area Per Unit

Calls for compact development in
areas to be served by bus, includin
the Maine Mall area.

Designated zonegquire minimum lot
gsize of 5,000-80,000 sf land per

dwelling units;

Contract zone- requires minimum 7,50

sf lot, maximum density of 10 du/a or

300 units.




Dimensional
Standards

Calls for mini-plans to establish
character and scale of neighborhog
activity centers and community
commercial hubs, including
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

Designated zone®quire frontages of
dl5-25' in residential district, 25’ in
limited business mixed use district, 10(
in commercial and light industrial
districts, and 150’ in rural farm district;
front setbacks of 20’ in residential
district, 0-15’ in limited business mixed
use district, 20-50’ in commercial and
light industrial districts, and 30’ in rural
farm district; side and rear setbacks of
15’ in residential district, 0-15" in limiteg
business mixed use district, 20-25’ in
commercial and light industrial districts
and 10-30’ in rural farm district; 35-90’

0-25% landscaped;

Contract zone- requires minimum
frontage of 75’; front, side, and rear
setback of 10’; 45-60’ height limit; 33%
landscaped.

Other Policies and
Standards

Calls for infill development in
residential areas and small mixed U
centers to be compatible with the
development pattern and character
neighborhood or center and desire
future form; commercial design
standards; increased population

within easy walk of bus or streetcat;

investments in neighborhood cente
and community commercial hubs;
complete streetsupports buy local
initiatives; Transit TIF.

Provides several mixed use village
adistricts (Knightville, Willard, Spring
Point, Clarks Pond) with design

standards for village downtown and
0 neighborhood activity centers; requireg
compete streets.

rs

Standist — General
Characterization

Area included primarily in 1 zone, the Standishr@sri-orm Based Code

Village District.

Purpose

Identifies Standish Corner as mor
pedestrian friendly with mixed sma
scale commercial and residential.

elntended to establish interconnected,

I village-scaled neighborhood
characterized by vital civic spaces and
quality streetscapes framed by
pedestrian-scale buildings. Allowed us
and standards are defined based on a
regulating plan, defined street frontage
types, building and parking placement
standards, block length and intersectio
standards, streetscape and street spag
standards, building form standards, a

height limit; 25-100% lot coverage limit;

6-
)
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“Connectivity Plan.®®




Mixed Use

Calls for mixed residential and
commercial uses.

Allows, and in some cases, requires
mixed use.

Density/Minimum
Lot Size/Minimum
Area Per Unit

Calls for increased density and full
range of elderly housing types

Requires minimum lot size between 15
30,000 sf, depending on district and

permits from CEO and Planning Board,

Dimensional
Standards

Calls for compact, pedestrian
friendly village.

Requires lot widths of 80-200’ in 2
districts; build to zones of 0-50’
depending on district with minimum
and/or maximum setbacks of up to 15-
50’ in the 2 districts; side and rear yard
ranging from 5-15’; minimum and
maximum heights ranging from 16-35’;
and a building form standard, which
relates to the ratio between building an
lot widths, in 3 districts that ranges fron
a minimum of 30-60% to a maximum o
50-80%. Maximum building floor area
limits range from 5,000-40,000 sf.

"

=)

Other Policies and
Standards

Calls for strong incentives for
conservation subdivisions; buffers,
access management, and design
standards for new commercial alon
Rt 25; sidewalks and pedestrian
ways in village, linkage with Sebag
Lake Village, and multipurpose trai
connections with surrounding
neighborhoods; exploring ways to
preserve old range roads along Rts
25 and 35 and Oak Hill Road;
Roadway Action Plan with
easements for trails and/or new
interconnected roads; little public

Requires 30% shared parking for some

projects; other standards that vary by
district include parking setbacks, parkif

gnumber, street space standards for
sidewalks, amenity zones, shoulder, af

otravel lanes, blocks and intersections,
street trees, signage, lighting, and a
variety of standards for building design
related elements and low impact
development.

support for public sewer.

A

g
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Westbrook— General
Characterization

Area included in 6 designated and

residential zones, 1 mixed use zone, 1 highway ocewiad zone, 1 rural zone.

1 contract zDesignated zones include 3

Purpose

Identifies Prides Corner as a growtbesignated zones 1 is intended for

area made up of Residential Grow
Areas 2 and 3 and Corridor Mixed
Use.

hurban core residential densities; 1 is
intended for suburban neighborhoods;
is intended for rural residential uses; 1
intended to encourage mixed use; 1 is
intended for small highway/retail mixed
use gateway centers; 1 is intended for
rural quality and clustered residential
uses;
Contract zondor clustered 2-unit

is

residential development.




Mixed Use

Calls for suburban style
neighborhoods with mix of housing
and low intensity commercial in
areas served by infrastructure; low
density residential, low intensity
commercial, cluster and preserved
open space; corridor intended to
replace highway commercial and
Prides Corner Smart Growth areas
with cohesive and mixed use
development on consolidated lots t
reduce congestion.

Designated zones 2 districts provide
for mixed use.

Contract zondor residential use only.
21

Density/Minimum
Lot Size/Minimum
Area Per Unit

Calls for density of 1 du/20-60,000
with on-site waste disposal and 1
du/10-30,000 sf on public sewer;
scale and intensity of development
corridor to reflect surrounding
residential neighborhoods.

Designated zonegquire minimum lot
size of 5,000-60,000 sf land; maximum
gross density of 40-75%;

iContract zone} du/a, no minimum lot
size.

Dimensional
Standards

See zoning ordinance; reduce
frequency of curb cuts, establish
uniform building line, and allow mf
dwellings in corridor.

Designated zonedlow frontages of 50-
200’; front setbacks of 10-30’; side and
rear setbacks of 8-30’; 35-50" height
limit; 15-40% maximum footprint; 25-
75% landscaped;

Contract zonéas reduced dimensional
standards, height limited to 1 story.

Other Policies and
Standards

Calls for interconnected road syste
density incentives to bring sewer td
sites.

nDensity incentives in one district.




Appendix B: Funding mechanisms

Operating and capital planning budgets:

The capital facilities of local governments areegegisl to meeting the service needs of the communit

an efficient and cost-effective manner. All six migipalities prepare annual operating and multiyear
capital improvement budgets. Small ongoing invesits in infrastructure may be accommodated in
annual operating budgets, but most major capiteéstments are addressed in a multi-year capital
improvement plan (CIPY. A CIP is designed to assist a municipality innpliag for its needed capital
expenditures on a rational and systematic basisCIFAis designed to identify a community’s needed
capital expenditures, to evaluate the priorityhef various needs, and to structure a spending garofpr
meeting the more important of these needs on andalble basis.

Impact fees/exactions:

New or expanded public sewer, water, roadway, dhdranfrastructure will be required to support new
residential and business developments. One sadirtending that is widely used is impact fees, whic
are assessed against new development to coveoshefcproviding capital facilities needed to setive
development. This is a way for development to “iayown way.” Impact fees may only be used to
finance facility improvements like highway, sewemter, public safety, school, and recreation faesi
and open space needed because of growth. Theyatdye used to pay operating or other non-capital
costs or to cure existing deficiencies.

Seehttp://www.maine.gov/spo/landuse/docs/compplanimimgéctfeemanual.pdbr a copy ofFinancing
Infrastructure Improvements through Impact Feedd@nual for Maine Municipalities on the Design and
Calculation of Development Fees

Another common way to fund these improvementsrisutih development exactions or the requirement
that the developer provide off-site improvementsupport proposed development, in spite of the fact
that the need for the improvement was generatestogral developments.

Both these widely used techniques will only gebenmunity so far in providing the amount and quality
of infrastructure necessary to support efficiervgh, particularly those elements that are cruahe
guality of place — resilient and attractive sidéwphving materials and curbing, extensive landsagpi
vest pocket and community parks, ornamental lightbedestrian furniture and other amenities.

Offset fees:

An offset fee is a one-time fee paid by a develapeproperty owner for the right to develop a pharce
more intensively than would otherwise be alloweddamlocal regulations. Fees collected by the
municipality go into a separate account that caly twe used for specified purposes. For example,
revenue from an infrastructure offset fee could/drd used to plant trees or construct a commonstewa
disposal facilities, water systems, or sidewalkhe concept behind offset fees is one of balangimgte
and public benefits. By paying the fee, the propewner or developer gets a benefit — the rightido
additional development. The fee is then used byf'then to create an offsetting public benefit. Afsef

fee is different from an impact fee which is charge pay for the cost of providing the specific
infrastructure such as sewer or road improvemesesled to service a development.

As previously discussed in this report, it is ualikthat the private sector will be able to provitie
necessary infrastructure for these centers witlewgignificant increase in density and intensity of

* A CIP is a document that includes an assessmait existing and anticipated public facilities asefvices
required to meet the town’s planned growth and esva development, including but not limited to seweater,
emergency services, schools, parks and open smamksansit facilities.
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development, perhaps at higher levels than deblydtie community. Even if regulations are adjusted
provide greater return on investment, it is likdhg development community will not be able to pdevi
enough investment in some areas of public infratiire to create the kind of highly desirable public
places that are so important to the success oéierilere is where the need for an additional lefel
public participation comes in.

Tax Increment Financing (TIF), including Transpdita TIFs:

Tax Increment FinancindTIF) is an important public financing tool thatcfeses on economic
development, its ability to capture and shield n&ue, and its ability to be applied to a broadgeaof
activities. Many communities in Maine, and elsevehdnave used TIFs to help redevelop and make
investments in community improvement projects. A Hrotects the community by “sheltering” the
increased value gained from new development frav#uations used in many state formulas thatmetur
funds to the municipality (school aid, revenue sitgarcounty taxes). If not sheltered, the valuahsf
new development translates to reduced state sebsidihigher taxes for the community. In genel, f
every $1 of new value, $.60 is lost through lostage subsidies or paying higher taxes. The dddlaved

by the TIF can then be used for community improvetsie

TIF dollars may be applied to a broad range of oupments — sewer, water, and roadway improvements,
construction of parking, construction and operatiragsit improvements, supporting marketing efforts
acquiring and/or improving public space that sufgpeconomic development and enhancing credit for
private developers to help them reduce risks irelitging the centers.

Special assessment, development, or capital impremedistricts:

A special assessment or development district igraa of a community with the power to collect fees
make specific improvements in or direct benefitshit area. The district must be established ustdge

law and local ordinance for a specific purpose.ectd assessment or development districts have been
very effective in helping revitalize business areasnake improvements to residential neighborhoods.
Their purpose may primarily focus on cleanliness aafety; center on physical improvements like
building facades, streetscape improvements, sigrageff-street parking; coordinate special eveatd
programs; or provide general maintenance. Onenefis their effectiveness is their ability to geste
funds that are channeled into programs directhyebiimg the district.

Local Development Corporation:

A local development corporation is an organizatioften made up of local citizens, established to
improve the economy of the area by developing exnnidevelopment programs, attracting new business
and industry and providing financial support.

Public/Private Grants:

Despite our current weak economy and tight budgetsymber of state and federal agencies and private
foundations have funds that support local capitaprovement and community development. The
Department of Economic and Community Developmemtagas federal Community Development Block
Grant Funds (CDBG), which though currently limitedjob generating efforts, have traditionally been
awarded competitively for infrastructure, publiciféies, affordable housing, and community sersice
The federal Economic Development Administration fDalso offers grants to support economic
development initiatives. The Maine State Housingthduty (MSHA) has funds that support the
development of affordable housing. The federal Emmental Protection Agency (EPA) has offered
smart growth and/or sustainable community initiegivn recent years.

Low Interest Loans:
If designed appropriately, municipalities may usangnof the tools noted above to create a loan ard/o
revolving loan fund to support the developmentridifastructure. The fund could be designed to plevi
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various options and incentives for higher qualitydstments in infrastructure; for example, low or
forgivable interest repayments or patient repaynsehedules such as the one offered by the Mairte Sta
Planning Office in the early 2000s.

Pension Funds:

A new source of funds that is being explored tovjgl® capital for infrastructure projects are the
investment vehicles using pension funds of regiomadl other large employers, including public
employees and the insurance industrgms limitations that may have to be addressedd®ase access
to these funds include building relationships vigémsion fund managers, making them aware of palenti
investment opportunities, increasing their confmkenn the soundness of infrastructure investments,
insuring that there is a sufficient return for ist@s, and ensuring that financing is reliable and
predictable. These tasks are generally beyondapacity of most municipal planners, but collabanati
with private and financial interests in the regioay help identify potential opportunities and wags
overcome some of these barriers. CEI may be ableapartner for this funding source. Accessing
pension funds from outside of the region is likedyrequire engagement of sympathetic interests from
outside the region at higher levels of government.

Donations:

Donations of funds, equipment, or property by ativitual, corporation, or foundation are rarely oraj

or consistent methods of financing infrastructurgrovement, but can help create cherished places in
neighborhood and village centers. Donations ofetimnd treasure may help create flower
gardens/displays, vest pocket parks, playgrourmspmnity gardens, open spaces, gazebos, even larger
projects like libraries that create gathering ptaged a cherished sense of “place.”

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR):

A TDR is a market-based land use tool that citied eounties uséo develop compact communities
while conserving natural resource and open spauslaA TDR program contains several elements. A
community identifies areas that it wants to consesuch as privately owned farms, forestland, open
space or other lands, depending on the local nedddasire.. These lands, known as “sending areas,”
usually provide jobs, food, outdoor recreation i@n and/or open space. Through voluntary trarsasti
landowners in sending areas sell their right tddobomes on their land to developers in urban areas
Landowners receive money from the sale and contiougwvn and use their land, while developers in
urban areas pay for the right to build more homesammercial space than zoning would otherwise
allow. These “receiving areas” designated for dagwelent rights are identified by the community as
being better suited for locating additional growdmd are often located in cities. More compact
development in receiving areas should result inemwalkable communities with access to transit, a
variety of shops and services, amenities such as space and street trees, and a reduced needdo dr
Under some programs, development rights can beected/to additional building height or commercial
floor space, or revised parking or stormwater reguents. Receiving areas should have or should be
planning for the infrastructure and services cédjgscto meet the needs of increased growth.

Regional TDR benefits landowners, developers, sit@unties, and neighborhoods: This report
suggests that:
Regional TDR is a way to maintain land in farmingd&orestry, which reduces stormwater
runoff and protects water quality.
It encourages cross-jurisdiction coordination, uidghg protection of valued lands outside a
city’s boundaries.
Creates a regional market for conservation andldpreent that is larger than one that only
addresses an individual jurisdiction.
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TDR programs help cities grow wisely while presagvilands important to their residents.
Builders can provide more homes and space for lbaainesses by purchasing development
rights from farm, forest, and open space landowners

Through voluntary transactions, TDR allows ownefsfasms, forests, and open spaces to
receive financial return and continue to own anelthe land.

TDR programs allow developers to increase developnoapacity in their projects with
purchases of development rights from farm, forast, open space landowners.

Over the course of twelve years, several cities amanties (and ultimately the state) joined
together through a series of interlocal agreema&imgd at protecting farmland, forestland and open
space. These interlocal agreements opened thetad@averal federal grants that along with state
funding has resulted in:

o Over 180,000 acres of farmland, forestland, andh@pace under conservation easement.

o0 2,628 transferable development right credits puseddrom farmland, forestland, and open

space.
0 Over 250 credits transferred into cities and unipotated urban growth areas.



Appendix C - Fiscal Analysis worksheets

































Appendix D — Principles of Form Based Code

In Form Based Codes: A Guide for Planners, Urban Desig, Municipalities, and DevelopeRarolek,
Parolek, and Crawford say that form based codes are

Vision-Centered

Purposeful

Place-Based

Regionally Diverse

Consequential (an economic development engine)
Precise

Integrated

Binding (based on standards, not guidelines)
Comprehensible

Adjustablé®

They identify the basic building blocks of a Forrasgd Code as including:

The Regulating Plan, which establishes the orgagigrinciples for the code, often the type of
street

Public Space Standards, which establish standardké creation of thoroughfares and civic
spaces

Building Form Standards, which provides an overvidwthe district and standards for building
placement, building form, parking, land use alloeesirestrictions, frontage types,
encroachments (porches, fences, awnings, etc.huatding types

Frontage Type Standards, which provide standaadsypically vary by type of streets

Block Standards which provide standards that tWyieary by type of streets

Building Type Standards, which provides standaod$@ilding types, required lot sizes,
pedestrian access, frontages, vehicle access akidgaservice, open space, landscape, building
size and massing

Architectural Standards, which provides standandsrfassing, facade composition, windows and
doors, elements and details, and materials

Project Review and Approval/Nonconformities, whpriovide systems of permitting, including
permitting by CEO and permitting/review by variouanicipal boards and committees, the goal
being a detailed set of standards in exchange $tneamlined and timely review process

Some considerations in deciding how to approachiévelopment of a form based code include:

Whether to include an extensive list of allowedsusiéth various permitting/review requirements
or establish exacting standards that define foneiuding scale, of development by organizing
principle, say street type or district, and allowdxl categories of use within them — may define
prohibited uses, if desire.

Whether to allow or require mixed use and/or researtain floors for retail, nonresidential, or
other uses and under what conditions to vary flomseé allowances/requirements.

Whether to establish minimum or maximum lot sizg®fkganizing principle,.

! Parolek, Daniel G., Karen Parolek, Paul C. Crawf6/lCP.Form-Based Codes: A Guide for Planners, Urban
Designers, Municipalities, an Developers. John W8eSons, Inc. 2008.



Whether to establish a build to line or establishimum and/or maximum front yard setbacks

by organizing principle.

Whether to establish minimum and/or maximum froataglot widths. by organizing principle.
How to establish relationships between building ldvidths by organizing principle.

Whether to establish minimum and/or maximum heigfii$ vary by organizing principle.
Whether to establish standards for entries, inolyidiervice entries, fagade orientation, maximum
building footprint, and/or parking placement.

Whether to establish standards for the treatmestreéts, streetscapes, blocks, and intersections
by organizing principle.

Whether to establish standards for building forpmejections, blank walls, porches, walls, doors,
windows, and other treatments by organizing prilecip

Whether to establish standards for fences, wadtisestrees, signage, lighting, and other elements
by organizing principle.

Whether a community wants to adopt a form based ocodcorporate design and other standards in a
conventional code, there are a few basic conceptould follow. If the intent is to preserve amgand
a pattern of development that is already estaldighé¢éhe center, then the first order of busineds i
observe and measure what exists in the center., Tiserg that experience, develop standards thigctef
what you have observed and measured. Use graphitsstrate what the municipality wants and does
not want. If the intent is to create a new centewjll be very helpful if the municipality iderftes one or
more centers that reflect the mix and type of asesform of buildings, streets, and civic spacegoitld
like to see in its new center. These existing asntgght be located elsewhere in the community, in
another nearby community, or further away.

If the intent is to incorporate more design andeotandards in a conventional code, rather thaptam)

a form based code, the municipality should plaim¢tude some less conventional standards to manage
the creation of what is often called the publidmeand reflect the relationship among buildingssats,
and civic and quasi-public spaces.
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Appendix E: NRCS Soil Survey Map for Pride’s Corner



Appendix E: NRCS Soil Survey Map for Standish Corne, Standish



Appendix F: Soil Types in Standish Corner
HgB
Slope:3 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive featurévlore than 80 inches

Natural drainage classSomewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit @afKsat):High to very high (2.00 to 20.00 in/hr)
Depth to water tableMore than 80 inches

Frequency of floodingNone
Frequency of pondinglone
Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.7 inches)

HgD
Slope:15 to 25 percent
Depth to restrictive featuréviore than 80 inches
Natural drainage classSomewhat excessively drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit @afKsat):High to very high (2.00 to 20.00 in/hr)
Depth to water tableMore than 80 inches

Frequency of floodingNone
Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.7 inches)
HnD

Slope:15 to 25 percent
Depth to restrictive featuréviore than 80 inches
Natural drainage classExcessively drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat):High to very high (6.00 to 20.00 in/hr)
Depth to water tableMore than 80 inches
Frequency of floodingNone
Frequency of pondinglone
Available water storage in profile/ery low (about 2.3 inches)
HrB
Slope:0 to 3 percent

Depth to restrictive featuretO to 20 inches to lithic bedrock

Natural drainage classSomewhat excessively drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat): Very low to moderately high (0.00 to 0.20 in/hr)

Depth to water tableMore than 80 inches

Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.2 inches)
HrC

Slope:8 to 15 percent

Depth to restrictive featuretO to 20 inches to lithic bedrock

Natural drainage classSomewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit @afKsat): Very low to moderately high (0.00 to 0.20 in/hr)



Depth to water tableMore than 80 inches

Frequency of floodingNone
Frequency of pondindglone

Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.2 inches)
HrD

Slope:15 to 25 percent
Depth to restrictive featuretO to 20 inches to lithic bedrock

Natural drainage classSomewhat excessively drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat):Very low to moderately high (0.00 to 0.20 in/hr)
Depth to water tableMore than 80 inches
Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.2 inches)
HsB

Slope:3 to 8 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragmeht6:percent

Depth to restrictive featuretO to 20 inches to lithic bedrock

Natural drainage classSomewhat excessively drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat):Very low to moderately high (0.00 to 0.20 in/hr)

Depth to water tableMore than 80 inches

Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.3 inches)
HsC

Slope:8 to 20 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragmeht6:percent

Depth to restrictive featuretO to 20 inches to lithic bedrock

Natural drainage classSomewhat excessively drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat): Very low to moderately high (0.00 to 0.20 in/hr)
Depth to water tableMore than 80 inches

Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.3 inches)
HsD
HsE

Slope:20 to 35 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragmeht6:percent
Depth to restrictive featuretO to 20 inches to lithic bedrock
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Natural drainage classSomewhat excessively drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat):Very low to moderately high (0.00 to 0.20 in/hr)

Depth to water tableMore than 80 inches

Frequency of floodingNone
Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.3 inches)
MkB

Slope:3 to 8 percent

Depth to restrictive featurévlore than 80 inches
Natural drainage classwell drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat)Moderately high to high (0.60 to 6.00 in/hr)

Depth to water tableMore than 80 inches
Frequency of floodingNone
Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profild:ow (about 4.6 inches)
PbB

Slope:3 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive featuret8 to 40 inches to densic material

Natural drainage classWell drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat) Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.6Giy/
Depth to water tableAbout 30 to 42 inches
Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone
Available water storage in profilé/ery low (about 2.9 inches)
PbC

Slope:8 to 15 percent

Depth to restrictive featuret8 to 40 inches to densic material

Natural drainage classwell drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat) Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.6t/
Depth to water tableAbout 30 to 42 inches

Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profile/ery low (about 2.9 inches)
PbD
Slope:15 to 25 percent

Depth to restrictive featuret8 to 40 inches to densic material
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Natural drainage classWell drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat) Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.6Giy/

Depth to water tableAbout 30 to 42 inches

Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondindlone

Available water storage in profilé/ery low (about 2.9 inches)
PfB

Slope:3 to 8 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragmeht6:percent
Depth to restrictive featuret8 to 40 inches to densic material

Natural drainage classwell drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat) Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.6t/
Depth to water tableAbout 30 to 42 inches

Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profild:zow (about 3.5 inches)
pfC

Slope:8 to 15 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragmeht6:percent
Depth to restrictive featuret8 to 40 inches to densic material

Natural drainage classwell drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat) Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.6t/
Depth to water tableAbout 30 to 42 inches

Frequency of floodingNone
Frequency of pondinglone
Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.5 inches)

PfD
Slope:15 to 25 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragmeht6:percent
Depth to restrictive featuret8 to 40 inches to densic material

Natural drainage classwell drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat) Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.6Giy/

Depth to water tableAbout 30 to 42 inches
Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone



Available water storage in profild:zow (about 3.5 inches)
RbA

Slope:0 to 3 percent

Depth to restrictive featuretO to 20 inches to densic material
Natural drainage classPoorly drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat) Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.6Giy/

Depth to water tableAbout O to 12 inches

Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.7 inches)
RgA

Slope:0 to 3 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragmeht6:percent

Depth to restrictive featuretO to 20 inches to densic material
Natural drainage classPoorly drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat) Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.6t/

Depth to water tableAbout O to 12 inches

Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profild:ow (about 4.4 inches)
Sp

Slope:0 to 1 percent

Depth to restrictive featuréviore than 80 inches

Natural drainage classvery poorly drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat)Moderately high to high (1.42 to 6.00 in/hr)
Depth to water tableAbout O inches

Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondingzrequent

Available water storage in profile/ery high (about 18.0 inches)
WrB

Slope:0 to 8 percent
Depth to restrictive featuret6 to 36 inches to densic material

Natural drainage classModerately well drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat) Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.6t/
Depth to water tableAbout 18 to 30 inches



Frequency of floodingNone
Frequency of pondinglone

Available water storage in profilé/ery low (about 2.8 inches)
WsB
Slope:0 to 8 percent

Percent of area covered with surface fragmeht6:percent

Depth to restrictive featuret6 to 36 inches to densic material
Natural drainage classModerately well drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit eafKsat) Moderately low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.6Giy/

Depth to water tableAbout 18 to 30 inches
Frequency of floodingNone

Frequency of pondinglone
Available water storage in profild:ow (about 3.5 inches)



