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CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 
Standing Committee Sustainability and Transportation 

Councilor Spencer Thibodeau (D2), Chair 
Councilor Belinda Ray (D1) 
Councilor Brian Batson (D4) 

 
Agenda 

March 21, 2018 
5:30 PM  
Room 24 

 
 

1. Review and approve minutes from February 15, 2018 

2. Sustainability Updates 

3. Review Bike Share Ordinance 

The Committee may vote to recommend this ordinance to the City Council for adoption. 
Public comment will be taken. 
 

4. Review Bayside Transportation Plan 

The Committee may vote to recommend this ordinance to the City Council for adoption. 
Public comment will be taken. 
 

5. Discuss resolution to adopt a goal to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80% citywide by 
2050 
 
The Committee may vote to recommend this resolution to the City Council for adoption. 
Public comment will be taken 
 

6. Other items 

 
 



	
	

	

	

TO:  Chair Thibodeau and Members of the Sustainability and Transportation Committee 
 
FROM: Bruce Hyman, Transportation Program Manager 
 
DATE:  March 16, 2018 
 
SUBJECT: Draft Bike Share Ordinance 

 
CC:  Jon Jennings, City Manager 

Jeff Levine, Planning and Urban Development Director 
Jennifer Thompson, Associate Corporation Counsel 
Troy Moon, Sustainability Coordinator 

 

 
Introduction:  
The City of Portland has been looking at the possibility of a bike share system since at least 2012. 
In 2013, the City received technical assistance from the Environmental Protection Agency and 
completed a feasibility study that outlined some opportunities and challenges. A non-profit called 
Portland Bikeshare was created, based on the recommendations of that study, but lacked funding 
to launch a service. In the past year, the City has received inquiries from several potential bike 
share operators of various types, including for-profit and non-profit operators during the last 
several years. These providers may work in conjunction with Portland Bikeshare if feasible.  
 
However, there are no current ordinance provisions defining or governing bike share systems or 
enabling their regulation. Based on experiences in other cities, there are significant opportunities 
in bike share in mid-sized cities. However, without a set of rules to govern operations, there is a risk 
for public safety hazards and costs for City staff. The draft ordinance being presented to the 
Sustainability and Transportation Committee is intended to fill that void in the city ordinance and 
delegate the development of bike share regulations to the City Manager.  
 
Draft Ordinance: 
The draft ordinance is based on a review of ordinances and other materials from other 
municipalities and bike share operators and organizations from around the country. 
 
Section 25-27(8) of the draft ordinance proposes a Street Occupancy Permit fee structure 
governing both Station-less and Station-based/Hybrid Bike Share Systems. It attempts to be 
neutral in terms of the overall amount of the fee to be paid between the two types of systems of 
similar size. Station-less system permit fees are proposed to be solely based on the number of 
bicycles deployed while the Station-based/Hybrid system (using docks) permit fees are based on 
combination of the number of bikes and the number of docks deployed. 



	
	

	

	

 
Section 25-31 of the draft ordinance in its elements: 

 defines Bike Sharing Systems 
 proposes delegating the authority to develop regulations of the systems to the City Manager 

including setting insurance and bonding requirements, specifying where parking of bicycles as part 
of a system is allowed and not allowed and other provisions in sub-section (c) “to ensure the safe 
and effective operation of such a system” 

 allows the City Manager to set a cap on the number of systems operating within the city 
 establishes that operating a system without a permit is a violation of city ordinance. 

Potential Regulatory Framework: 
A similar review of bike share system regulations from other municipalities and guidance from the 
bike share industry/organizations has many common elements. These elements include: 

 Safety/Equipment – what minimum national safety standards with which the bicycles need to 
conform including front and rear lights 

 Parking – where parking of station-less and station-based system bicycles are allowed focusing on 
maintaining adequate sidewalk clearance for bicycles parked there, how users will be educated on 
proper parking and enforcement mechanisms 

 Fleet Size and Service Area – minimum and maximum fleet size and where the system is allowed to 
operate within the city 

 Signage/Advertising/Contact Information – requirements for company contact information on 
each bicycle and limitations on advertising 

 Maintenance/Operations – sets requirements for local responsiveness for customer service 
requests/complaints, removal of bicycles that are improperly located/parked and maintenance of 
bicycles.  

 Insurance/Bonding/Indemnity – establishes insurance and bonding minimum requirements and 
requires the operator indemnify the city and employees 

 Data Sharing/Reporting – sets requirements for the type and frequency of data sharing and 
surveying/reporting from each operator. (Adapted from NABSA ‘Dockless Bikeshare Regulation 
Preliminary Guidance, Version 1’, January 2018) 

 
The development of the regulations by the City Manager would follow soon after the adoption of the 
Bike Share ordinance by the City Council.  The hope is that, should there be support for the 
concept, timing may allow for a pilot program this summer.	
	



 

Sec. 25-27. Fees and fines. 

(a) The following fees are hereby established for
 the issuance of a revocable street and sidewalk 
occupancy permit: 

 
(1) Objects other than portable signs, including but not 

limited to tables, chairs, barricades and bollards, 
eighty-eight dollars ($88.00) for one (1) fiscal year 
or any portion thereof; 

 
(2) Portable signs, twenty-five dollars ($25.00) plus twenty 

cents ($0.20) per square foot of signage. Square footage 
is calculated pursuant to section 14-369(b) of the land 
use ordinance. Permits remain valid until there is a 
change: 

 
a. In the sign dimensions; or 

 
b. In the use, lessee or ownership of the business 

causing a change in the business name, design or 
dimensions. 

 
(3) Vehicles, equipment, or construction materials, 

fifteen dollars ($15.00) per day or any portion 
thereof; 

 
(4) Use of city property (including but not limited to 

festivals, events, promotions, demonstrations, 
parades, marches, road races, walkathons, fundraisers, 
press conferences, rallies, protests, sampling, poll 
taking, banners and public displays), fee as provided 
by annual order of the city council; 

 
(5) Use of streets, ways or public places by street goods 

vendors as defined in Section 19-16 for purposes of 
vending, thirty-six dollars ($36.00) per day or any 
portion thereof; 

 
(6) Permit to Portland’s Downtown District or similar 

organization/business to hold events on not less than 
twenty-four (24) hours' notice to the city manager, 
within area or areas designated in permit, one hundred 
dollars ($100.00) per fiscal year or any portion thereof; 

 
(7) Location of dumpster on city-owned property, except as 

part of a street festival or other special event declared 
by the city council, two hundred twenty-five dollars 
($225.00) per fiscal year or any portion thereof. 
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(8) Operation of a bike sharing system (as defined in 25-31 
below,) according to the following fee schedule: 

 
Station-less Systems (or Hybrid systems not meeting 50% 
docking point threshold): 
Initial Annual Permit Fee, per operator per calendar year: 
Less than 250 bicycles $1500 
251 to 500 bicycles  $2500 
More than 500 bicycles $ 500 per every additional 250 

bicycles or fraction thereof 
 

Annual Renewal Fee (Station-less Systems), per operator per 
calendar year: 
Less than 250 bicycles $1000 
251 to 500 bicycles  $2000 
More than 500 bicycles $ 250 per every additional 250 

bicycles or fraction thereof 
 
Station-based/Hybrid Systems (Station-based systems must 
provide at least 50% as many docking points as bikes): 
Initial Annual Permit Fee, per operator per calendar year: 
Less than 250 bicycles $ 500 
251 to 500 bicycles  $1000 
More than 500 bicycles $ 250 per every additional 250 

bicycles or fraction thereof 
Plus $50 per approved docking station. 

 
Annual Renewal Fee, per operator per calendar year: 
Less than 250 bicycles $ 500 
251 to 500 bicycles  $1000 
More than 500 bicycles $ 250 per every additional 250 

bicycles or fraction thereof 
Plus $25 per approved docking station. 
 
Within one year following the issuance of the first permit 
for a bike sharing system, the fee schedule above is to be 
re-assessed. 

 
Should the number of bicycles be increased during any 
calendar year requiring additional fees, the difference in 
permit fees paid to date will be payable and a revised 
permit application is to be filed before their deployment. 
A reduction in bicycles in any one calendar year will not 
trigger a refund of permit fees paid. 
 

25-31 Bike Sharing Systems 
 

(a) A “bike sharing system” is defined as a system of bicycles, 
electric bicycles, helmets, or similar bike-share-related 
merchandise that is made available for rent for general public 
use, generally for short periods of time, and may include docks 



 

or stations for storing bicycles when not in use. 

(b) Bike sharing systems require annual revocable street occupancy 
permits pursuant to this section and section 25-27(8), above. 

(c) The City Manager or her/his designee is hereby authorized to 
develop regulations to further delineate reasonable rules for 
operation of a bike sharing system, including limits on the 
number of bikes (including per operator), where bikes and other 
bike-share-related merchandise may be stored or parked on 
public ways, requirements for insurance, indemnity and bonding, 
the conduct and responsiveness of bike share operators, 
requirements for data sharing and reporting, restrictions on 
advertising and signage, and other relevant factors to ensure 
safe and effective operation of such a system. 

(d) The City Manager may set a cap on the number of bike sharing 
systems that may operate in the city at one time. If such a 
limit is set, the City shall determine operators through a 
competitive bidding process. 

(e) In addition to the street occupancy permit fees outlined in 25-
27 above, in the event that any installation, reinstallation, 
relocation, repair or maintenance of any existing or future 
improvements owned by, constructed by or on behalf of the City 
is made costlier by virtue of a bike sharing system, the 
operator of that bike sharing system shall pay to the City an 
amount equal to such additional cost as reasonably determined 
by the City Manager or the City Manager’s duly authorized 
representatives. 

(f) It shall be considered a violation of the City Code to park, 
leave standing, or leave unattended a bicycle that is part of 
a bike sharing system, as defined in Sect 25-31(a), on any 
sidewalk, street, or public right-of-way except as authorized 
under a valid street occupancy permit. Bicycles parked, left 
standing, or left unattended constitute a public nuisance 
subject to abatement and removal by duly designated authorities 
by the City Manager. Failure to obtain a street occupancy permit 
as required by this section, parking or leaving unattended a 
bicycle in an unauthorized location, and any other violations 
of this Section or the Rules and Regulations governing Bike 
Sharing systems shall be subject to the fines outlined in 
Section 1-15 of the City Code. 
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BAYSIDE TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN
SECTION ONE – INTRODUCTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION
The Bayside area has been a major focus area for redevelopment plans in the 

Beginning with A New Vision for Bayside in 2000

The study area (Figure 1-2

The  is designed to be an integrated 

Figure 1-1

The Bayside Neighborhood within Portland has become one of the most 

In many respects, the area has not been reviewed recently in a comprehensive 

1.2 STUDY AREA/FOCUS AREA

Avenue to the west (see Figure 1-2

1. 

2.  – The City has been envisioning the extension of 

3. Lancaster Street

• 
• 
• 

4.  – Similar to other streets in the City and in the 

5.  – Approximately 10 years ago, the City established a vision 

es in the area and within the City, this study will review the principles of 

6. Transit Access and Service

and future residents, car ownership is not an assumed choice, and having 

Portland Complete Street Project Development Process
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Figure 1-1
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Figure 1-2
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SECTION ONE – INTRODUCTION

The intent of the Master Plan is generally to integrate prior planning and de

Figure 1-3 

Figure 1-3
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BAYSIDE TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN
SECTION TWO – DEFINE EXISTING AND PLANNED CONTENT

2.0 DEFINE EXISTING AND PLANNED LAND USE
CONTEXT

-

-

Figure 2-1

-
-

 

Figure 2-1
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BAYSIDE TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN
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Washington Avenue

• 

-

-

• -

• 

Cumberland Avenue frontage between 
Wilmot Street and Chestnut Street

• 

• 
-

• -

-
-

• 
-

• -
-

• -
-

-

Forest Avenue to Preble Street and 
Lancaster Street to Cumberland Avenue

• 

-

-

Lancaster Street to Cumberland Avenue 
and Elm Street to Preble Street

• -

• 

• -

• -

• 

• 

• 
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SECTION TWO – DEFINE EXISTING AND PLANNED CONTENT

• -

• -

• 

• 
-

Nissen Building and adjacent ware-
house/food spaces along eastern side of Washington Avenue

• -

• 

Note: This zone, in general, applies to the Nissen Building on Washington 
Avenue.

 Marginal Way east of Franklin Street 

• 
-

• -

Marginal Way to Lancaster Street 

• 

-

-

• 

• 

• 

-

-

• 

• 

• 

• 
-

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• -

• 

• 

• 

• 

 
 
 
 
 -

-

• 

• 

• 
-

• 

-

• 

• 
-

Figure 2-2

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

-

Bayside Trail South to Fox Street and East to 
Anderson Street

• 

• 
-

Note

 

Figure 2-2
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• 

• -

• 

• 

• -

– Franklin Street to non-frontage 
Washington Avenue parcels and Oxford Street to Cumberland Avenue

• 

• 

• 

• -

Note

 

Size

-
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Figure 2-3 -

-

-

 

Figure 2-3
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Figure 2-4

-

Figure 2-4

-
Figure 2-5

-

-

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  Figure 2-4
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-

-

-

 

Figure 2-5
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-

-

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Figure 2-7

 

 

Figure 2-7
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-

-

-

Figure 2-8

 

-

Figure 2-9 -

-
-

Figure 2-10

 

Figure 2-9

 

Figure 2-8
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-

Figure 
2-11 .  

 

Figure 2-10

 

Figure 2-11
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 2-12

 
 
 
 

 

Figure 2-12
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Figure 2-13

• -

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

 

Figure 2-13
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-
Figure 2-14

 

 

Figure 2-14



PAGE | 19

BAYSIDE TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN
SECTION TWO – DEFINE EXISTING AND PLANNED CONTENT

-

-
Figure 2-15

-

 

 

Figure 2-15
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Figure 2-17

-

-

-

Figure 2-18

 

Figure 2-18

 

Figure 2-17 GIS 
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-

1

.

• 
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-

• 

• 

• -

• 

-

-

2

 

Figure 2-19 .
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Figure 2-20

   

 

 

Figure 2-20
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-

-

-

-

-

Figure 2-21
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Figure 2-21
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-

• -

-

Figure 2-25

• Figure 2-22

• Figure 2-23
-

-

• Figure 2-24 -
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Figure 2-22
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Figure 2-24 -
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-

Figure 2-21

-

-
Figure 2-27. PLACEHOLDER

STOP ILLUSTRATIONS

 

Figure 2-25 -

PLACEHOLDER
BUS STOP PLACEMENT

 
 

Figure 2-27
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Figure 2-28. 

• 

-

• 

Figure 
2-21

-

• 

• 

• 

• 

 
 
 
 

Figure 2-29. 
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Figure 2-28

 

Figure 2-29
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Figure 2-30
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Figure 2-30
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—
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3.0 IDENTIFY ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES

• -

• 

• -

• 

• 

• -

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 
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4.0 DESCRIBE FUTURE OBJECTIVE AND  
        PURPOSE AND NEED

A New 
Vision for Bayside Plan 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
-
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BAYSIDE TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN
SECTION FIVE – ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.0  ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT AND  
        RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 Marginal Way Focus Area
5.1.1	 Alternative	Development

Changes to Marginal Way focus on implementing changes that provide a con-
sistent roadway design—increase safety and balanced multi-modal conditions. 
A key factor in the evaluation of modifications was coordination with the City’s 
Marginal Way Stormwater Storage Conduit project located in Marginal Way 
between Preble St and the Portland Water District treatment plant. That project 
is scheduled for construction in 2016-2017; recommendations need to fit this 
timeline from an implementation perspective. Draft plans from that project are 
provided in the Appendix. A summary of the alternative analysis process for 
development of improvements along Marginal Way are noted as follows.

Marginal	Way	(Roadway	Segment)
From a capacity perspective, intersections dictate the number of lanes required 
on Marginal Way and based upon traffic analysis, one travel lane in each direc-
tion is sufficient to accommodate future traffic volumes. Given that the roadway 
segment of Marginal Way is assumed to have one travel lane in each direction, 
strategies to improve safety deficiencies was a focus. As noted in Section 2, 
Marginal Way has several High Crash Locations. Investigation of a buffered/pro-
tected bicycle lane was performed. This consisted of locating the bicycle facility 
along the curb, and using on-street parked vehicles and a buffer area as a way 
to protect cyclists. Based upon maintenance concerns from the MaineDOT, this 
design component was eliminated from consideration. In addition, recommen-
dations investigated establishing consistent sidewalks and esplanade areas.

Marginal	Way/Franklin	Street	Intersection
Investigation of options for providing improved pedestrian crossing from the 
northeast corner (Park and Ride Lot) to southeast and northwest corners, 
and coordinated with the long-term Franklin Street plan was performed. 
Coordination of the project with MaineDOT indicated concern with providing a 

crosswalk accross the I-295 Ramp approach. Accordingly, this crosswalk is not 
included as part of the recommended plan, but traffic conditions should be 
monitored following plan implementation to assess whether this crosswalk can 
be added in the future.

Marginal	Way/Chestnut	Street	Intersection
A traffic signal is being installed as part of the Midtown Traffic Movement 
Permit and plans take this into account. The existing crosswalk with RRFB and 
refuge island will be removed and replaced with traditional signalized cross-
walks. Crosswalks will be provided on all four legs of the intersection.

Marginal	Way/Preble	Street/Elm	Street	Intersection
The key alternative investigated for this intersection was the feasibility of 
removing one left-turn movement from Preble Street and thus allowing only 
one eastbound lane on Marginal Way. Refer to Section 5.1.4 for results of the 
traffic analysis. As indicated, the intersection will still operate acceptably from 
a level of service perspective, and thus recommendations include this change. 
Additionally, geometric modifications are included for improved pedestrian 
safety.

 

Figure 5-1: Marginal Way Focus Areas
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Marginal	Way/Forest	Avenue/State	Street/Kennebec	Street
The key alternatives investigated for this intersection included the feasibility 
of providing an exclusive pedestrian phase and changing the lane assignment 
on Marginal Way to separate left, through, and right lanes. Given concerns by 
MaineDOT for changes to the Marginal Way approach, and recent changes at 
Exit 6 of I-295, improvements focus on the Forest Avenue/Kennebec Street 
intersection. The modifications improve overall pedestrian facilities for existing 
and the future Bayside Trail crossing. Refer to Section 5.1.4 for results of the 
traffic analysis.

5.1.2	 Recommended	Concept

The recommended concept plan provides a consistent roadway that provides 
quality conditions for all modes with Table 5-1 noting how the modifications 
meet project goals.

Marginal Way
Figures 5-2, 5-3 and 5-4 illustrate the key elements of Marginal Way. Between 
Plowman Street and Cove Street two 10-foot travel lanes, two 10-foot truck 
parking lanes and two 6-foot bike lanes are recommended. Near the AAA/
Napa Auto building, Marginal Way is recommended to be comprised of one 11-
foot travel lane in each direction, a 12-foot center lane, two 5-foot bike lanes, 
an 8-foot parking lane on the south side and buffer areas for the bike lanes. 
Between Preble Street and Forest Avenue, Marginal Way is recommended to 
be comprised of one 11-foot travel lane in each direction, a 13-foot center lane, 
two 6.5-foot buffered bike lanes, 8-foot parking lanes on the both sides.

Goals Met/How

Pr
op
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ed
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Increase safety and functionality 
for all modes at Preble/Elm, Forest/
Kennebec, and Franklin intersections

Yes — Improvements at each of the 
noted intersections will improve 
safety and function.

Implement Complete Streets im-
provements for the entire length of 
Marginal Way with more consistency

Yes — Consistent roadway section 
with bike lanes, additional cross-
walks, and transit improvements are 
included.

Create a new Pearl Street connection/
intersection; consider potential for 
future transit connection on Pearl St

Yes — The plan recommends 
this connection as part of future 
redevelopment activities.

 

Table 5-1:	How	Marginal	Way	Improvements	Meet	Project	Goals

 

Figure 5-2:	Marginal	Way	Plowman	
Street	to	Cove	Street

 

Figure 5-3: Marginal Way AAA-Auto 
Looking West
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Figure 5-4:	Marginal	Way	West	of	Gorham	Savings	Bank
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Marginal	Way/Franklin	Street	Intersection
The primary goal of this study intersection is to leverage the modification of 
Marginal Way with the Underground Stormwater Conduit Project (to be con-
structed in 2016/2017) to provide interim safety, capacity, and multimodal 
modifications until longer term changes from the Franklin Street Study can 
be implemented. Proposed key changes to the intersection are illustrated on 
Figure 5-5 and include:

• Additional	Vehicle	Capacity 

• Eastbound Marginal Way Approach—remove island and change lane 
configuration to a left lane, a through lane and a right lane (it is current-
ly a shared through/left lane and separate right lane).

• Westbound Marginal Way Approach—remove island and change lane 
configuration to a left lane, a through lane and a right lane (it is current-
ly a shared through/left lane and separate right lane).

• Pedestrian	Modifications

• Add a pedestrian crosswalk to the easterly Marginal Way intersection 
leg;

• Add a sidewalk from Park and Ride lot to Franklin Street; add curb ramp 
on northeast corner; and

• Modify the southerly Bayside Trail crossing (crossing Franklin Street 
northbound) from a two-stage crossing to a one-stage crossing (crossing 
can be made during a single WALK pedestrian phase).

• Additional	Modifications

• Westbound Marginal Way—tighten up the intersection and remove one 
departure lane.

Figure 5-5: Marginal Way / Franklin Street
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Marginal	Way/Chestnut	Street	Intersection
To address the goals of the study, the recommendations consist of creating a consistent 3-lane roadway cross-section by 
eliminating one eastbound travel lane east of the intersection for safety benefits.  This change is possible by providing only 
one left turn lane from Preble Street Extension to eastbound Marginal Way.  Having a single left turn lane also allows a 
more efficient traffic signal with simplified/typical signal phase movements.  Additionally, improved pedestrian conditions 
are recommended in the form of corner modifications that reduce crossing distance. Figure 5-6 illustrates the 
modifications.

 

Figure 5-6: Marginal Way/Chestnut Street Intersection
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Marginal	Way/Preble	Street/Elm	Street	Intersection
To address the goals of the study, recommendations consist of creating a consistent 3-lane roadway cross-section 
by eliminating one eastbound travel lane east of the intersection for safety benefits. This change is possible by 
providing only one left turn lane from Preble Street Extension to eastbound Marginal Way. Having a single left 
turn lane also allows a more efficient traffic signal with simplified/typical signal phase movements. Additionally, 
improved pedestrian conditions are recommended in the form of corner modifications that reduce crossing distance.                                                                 
Figure 5-7 illustrates the modifications.

 

Figure 5-7: Marginal Way/Preble Street/Elm Street Intersection
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Marginal	Way/Forest	Avenue/Kennebec	Street	Intersection
The primary goal of this study intersection is to provide safer and more direct 
pedestrian and bicycle movements through the intersection, building upon the 
recent changes to I-295 Exit 6 by MaineDOT in 2015. Proposed key changes to 
the intersection are illustrated on Figure 5-8 and include:

• Forest Avenue Southbound—add crosswalk across Forest Avenue;

• Forest Avenue Northbound—formally define one through lane and one 
shared through/right lane; remove median; move stop bar forward; add 
bike lane;

• State Street Eastbound–no change;

• Kennebec Street—remove channelized island; tighten radius for 
Northbound Forest turning traffic (explore necessary radius for design vehi-
cle [fire ladder truck, etc.];

• Marginal Way Westbound—no change; and

• Pedestrian—Realign existing crosswalks, add new crosswalk across Forest 
Avenue southbound approach; investigate feasibility of a diagonal crosswalk 
with exclusive pedestrian phase (see Traffic Modeling Section).

 

Figure 5-8: Marginal Way/Forest Avenue/Kennebec Street Intersection
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5.1.3 Traffic Modeling

SimTraffic analyses at the major signalized intersections were performed to 
evaluate traffic operating conditions under existing and future traffic volume 
conditions. 2035 Design Year traffic volumes from the PACTS model was used 
and are depicted on Figure 5-9. A summary at each intersection follows.

Forest	Avenue/Marginal	Way/Kennebec	Street/	State	Street

Evaluations performed during the PM peak hour included (see Table 5-2):

• A: 2014 Existing Conditions;

• B: 2035 No-Build Condition—no changes made to the existing layout;

• C: 2035 Marginal Way proposed improvements (revised layout to sepa-
rate left, through and right lanes); and

• D: 2035 Marginal Way proposed improvements with an exclusive pe-
destrian phase for a proposed diagonal crosswalk.

 Model Assumptions:

• No vehicular timing changes between the three models—each assumed 
a 130 second cycle length; and

• Diagonal crosswalk crossing time was conservatively assumed to be 33 
seconds in length; this required the overall cycle length to be increased 
from 130 seconds to 165 seconds.

Conclusion:

• Delays to NB Forest Avenue occur at the High Street intersection and 
model conclusions at Kennebec Street are not representative of field 
conditions;

• Changing the lane assignment on Marginal Way WB from a shared left/
through lane, through lane and right lane to separate left, through and 
right lanes, does not cause significant degradation to the intersection 
level of service; and

• Creating a diagonal crosswalk and exclusive pedestrian phase reduces 
the level of service and increases delay at the subject intersection.

Recommendation:

• Forest Avenue Northbound Approach—formally define one through 
lane and one shared through/right lane; remove median; and move 
stop bar forward; and

• Kennebec Street—remove channelized island; tighten radius for north-
bound Forest Avenue turning traffic;  

• Pedestrian—realign existing crosswalks, add new crosswalk across the 
Forest Avenue southbound approach and provide ADA compliant facili-
ties and pedestrian signal equipment;

• Traffic Signal—equipment, phasing and timing will be modified; and

• Bicycling—bike lanes on Forest Avenue from Park Avenue to Marginal 
Way/State Street.

Scenario
PM Peak Hour 

LOS
PM Peak Hour               

Delay Sec

A:	2014	Existing	Condition C 22.6

B:	2035	No	Build C 31.0

C:	2035	Marginal	Improvement C 30.6

D:	2035	Marginal	Way	Improvements	with	
Exclusive	Pedestrian	Phase

D 
38.0

 

Table 5-2: Forest Ave/Marginal Way/Kennebec St. Level of Service Summary. 

 

Figure 5-9: 2035 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Source: TYLI/City of Portland)

AM PEAK
PM PEAK
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Franklin Street/Marginal Way

Evaluations performed during the PM peak hour included (see Table 5-3):

• A: 2014 Existing Conditions;

• B: 2035 No-Build Condition—no changes made to the existing layout. 
Timing is updated for the future conditions;

• C: Marginal Way proposed modifications (including crosswalk) with 
current crosswalk timings for the Franklin Street NB crossing; and

• D: Marginal Way proposed modifications with a one-stage crossing for 
pedestrians crossing Franklin Street NB.

 Model Assumptions:

• Signal timings modeled were optimized;

• Left turns on Marginal Way were modeled as permissive-protected; and

• All crosswalks are assumed to operate concurrently. When the Franklin 
Street NB crosswalk was modified from a two-stage to a one-stage, the 
crossing time was increased to 35 seconds; this required an increased 
cycle length of 15 seconds and an increased Marginal Way green signal 
phase from 20 seconds to 45 seconds.

Conclusion:

• The increased capacity resulting from modifying the layout on Marginal 
Way eastbound and westbound approaches from shared left/through 
and separate right lanes to separate left, through and right lanes de-
creases the overall delay at the intersection; and

• Modifying the crosswalk across the northbound Franklin Street ap-
proach to a one-stage crossing and modifications made by increasing 
Marginal Way capacity  results in an intersection that still operates 
acceptably and operates better than the No-Build (existing) conditions.

Scenario PM Peak 
Hour - LOS

PM Peak 
Hour -     

Delay Sec

A:	2014	Existing	Condition E 64.8

B:	2035	No	Build F 96.2

C:	2035	Marginal	Improvements	(2-stage	
Pedestrian	Crossing) D 49.4

D:	2035	Marginal	Way	Improvements	(1-stage	
Pedestrian	Crossing) D 49.7

Intersection	of	Marginal	Way/Preble	Street/Elm	Street

Evaluations performed during the AM and PM peak hours included (see Table 
5-4):

• A: 2035 No-Build Condition; and
• B: 2035 Build Condition (with a new SB lane configuration of left lane, 

through lane, and a combined through/right lane).

Model Assumptions:

• Signal timings modeled were optimized;
• Left turns on Marginal Way were modeled as permissive-protected; and
• All crosswalks are assumed to operate concurrently. 

Conclusion:

• During the AM peak hour, modifying the Preble Street SB lane configu-
ration improves the overall operation of the intersection. During the PM 
peak hour, this modification has no effect on overall intersection level 
of service, although delay does increase slightly.

Scenario AM Peak 
Hour - LOS

AM Peak 
Hour -  

Delay Sec

PM Peak 
Hour - LOS

PM Peak 
Hour - 

Delay Sec

A:	2035	No	Build C 29.0 D 44.7

B:	2035	Build B 19.9 D 46.3

5.1.4	–	Pedestrian	and	Bicycle/StreetscapeMarginal Way

• Refer to Figures 5-2 to 5-4 for specific bicycle lane and sidewalk 
recommendations;

• Tighten the driveways at Plowman Street and Marginal Way;

• Prohibit U-Haul parking of trucks or trailers on Plowman Street to im-
prove visibility of Bayside Trail users; 

• Provide shared lane markings (SLM) on roadway east of Plowman 
Street;

• Maintain straight-through bike and auto lanes on Marginal Way west 
though Franklin Street intersection; 

• Incorporate the redesign of the Bayside Trail near Planet Dog (City/
MaineDOT future project); 

• Close excessive curb cuts and prohibit parking within public 
right-of-way;

• Provide a sidewalk and esplanade as depicted in illustrative cross-sec-
tions along the entire south side; and

• Add curb ramp to end of Tukey Street shared use path onto Anderson 
Street.

Forest	Avenue/Marginal	Way/Kennebec	Street	Intersection

• Incorporate crosswalks on all sides of intersection;

• Add enhanced bike lane (green) on Marginal Way to define street pace 
and right turning traffic;

• Redesign the entrance to Kennebec Street so there is just one curb 
opening; and

• Consider bollard style lighting on Forest just south of NB entrance ramp 
to I-295. Vehicle traffic is aggressive and not accustomed to cyclist and 
pedestrians here.

 

Table 5-4: Marginal Way/Elm Street/Preble Street. Level of Service Summary.

 

Table 5-3: Franklin Street/Marginal Way/Level of Service Summary.
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5.1.5 – Transit
The three bus stops along Marginal Way are recommended for slight adjust-
ments to align with driveways, proposed curb cuts, and pedestrian crossings. As 
shown in Figure 5-10, the Trader Joe’s bus stop is moved to the nearside of the 
driveway, the former Department of Health and Human Services stop is moved 
west to the farside of the driveway, and the Franklin Street bus stop is moved 
further west of the intersection to the far side of the driveway. Moving this stop 
further from the intersection of Marginal Way and Franklin Street will reduce 
conflicts with right turning vehicles. 

The stop relocations would include providing an ADA-compliant landing area 
and aligning the stop with the on-street parking lane. The bus stop area should 
also be clearly defined by providing a bus stop sign at the front and a “no park-
ing sign” at the back. Recommendations would be integrated into the Marginal 
Way Stormwater Storage Conduit project improvements. Bus stop amenities, 
such as shelters and benches, should be determined for each stop concurrently 
with long-term planning for Route 8. 

5.1.6 – Land-Use 
A redesigned Marginal Way will better support existing, new, and adaptive land 
uses:

• Apply existing and new standards in order that site designs and building 
placements reinforce the pedestrian street experience;

• Consider more strongly limiting suburban strip development. Revisit 
zoning and design standards that allow existing strip style development 
to be redeveloped in a similar manner;

• The intersection of Elm Street and Marginal Way is a good example 
of buildings defining the street, although ideally the EMS/Trader Joes 
building would be four floors and have entrances facing Marginal Way. 
Proposed improvements will improve pedestrian crossings;

• Incentivize taller buildings (minimum four floors) along Marginal Way. 
Marginal Way is wide and taller buildings are appropriate for creating 
scale and increasing land values;

• Allow Marginal Way to the east of Franklin Street to remain an incu-
bator for different industrial/light manufacturing uses. However, new 
developments should address the street in a pedestrian manner; and

• Study the redevelopment potential of parcels such as Enterprise Rental 
in order to maximize the urban condition at key intersections, improve 
the pedestrian environment, and better define the gateway to down-
town Portland.

 

Figure 5-10: Recommended Stop Relocations along Marginal Way
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5.2	Preble	and	Elm	Streets	Focus	Area	
5.2.1	–	Alternatives	Development
The issues with the Preble and Elm Streets corridor include low connectivity and 
accessibility due to the existing two-lane, one-way street configuration and the 
lack of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The goal of this focus area is to create 
better bicycle and pedestrian travel, reinforce speed limits through the streets 
design, improve connectivity, and increase the on-street parking supply.

Three different alternatives were assessed relative to these goals and included:

• No-Build (leave the current one-way, two-lane configuration);
• Two-way configuration on Preble and Elm Streets; and
• One-way, one-lane configurations.

Table 5-5 summarizes alternative proposal cons. While the existing configura-
tion has no net cost, it does not meet the goals for this focus area. Because of 
this, this alternative was eliminated from consideration and used only for future 
comparisons of traffic operations.

The two-way configuration was estimated to operate acceptably while expect-
ed to slow excessive vehicular speeds and allow for improved circulation and 
accessibility for local businesses, buses, and general traffic. While it does not 
allow for bike lanes (unless on-street parking is removed), this configuration 
would likely reduce wrong way bicycle movements. Drawbacks to this configura-
tion include a reduction in parking; the highest number of conflict points due to 
turning movements at intersections, and the higher implementation cost.

The one-way, one-lane configuration was also shown to operate at acceptable 
levels of service and is expected to reduce the incidence of excessive speeding.  
While it does not address potential wrong-way bike movements, it does allow 
for on-road buffered bicycle lanes, increases pedestrian safety (pedestrians 
only cross one lane of traffic), and allows for new bus layout options. It offers 
no improvement to circulation and does not allow vehicles the opportunity to 
pass slower moving or turning vehicles; and, like the two-way configuration 
it increases the difficulty for vehicles to exit the Elm Street parking garage (an 
evaluation of the Elm Street garage was performed and modeling indicates 
acceptable levels of service will be provided). This option does, however, reduce 
the number of conflict points (turns at intersections) including one of the most 
common types of crashes in the corridor—improper lane change movements 
and allows for existing parking to be maintained (although possibly moved) 
and in some areas increased. There is a relatively low cost associated with 

implementing this configuration.

Because of the relatively low cost, the one-lane configuration option has the 
greatest benefits versus cost for all types of users, and accordingly is the recom-
mended alternative.  It is recommended that, as further development continues 
in Bayside, the two-way configuration be reconsidered for implementation.

Pros Cons

Ex
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g	
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tio

n Cost: Lowest cost option
Vehicular	Movements: Few turn prohibitions
Vehicular	Collision	Conflict	Points: Relatively small number of possible con-
flict points
Accessibility	and	Circulation: Ability to pass slow moving or turning vehicles 
due to two-lane configuration

Bicycle: 
• No on road bicycle accommodations
• Does not correct wrong-way bicycle movements

Pedestrian: No change in pedestrian safety
Accessibility	and	Circulation: Poor traffic access and circulation
Parking: No change
Transit: No change in bus circulation

Tw
o-
W
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	C
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Bicycle: Eliminates wrong-way movements
Accessibility	and	Circulation: 

• Allows traffic to circulate without one-way street constraints
• May reduce the incidence of speeding when compared to current 

one-way two-lane configuration
Transit: Improves service to METRO Pulse and bus circulation

Cost: High cost to implement
Bicycle: No on road bicycle accommodations unless on-street parking is 
removed
Pedestrian: Some improvement in pedestrian safety due to elimination of 
dual threat for crossing two one-way travel lanes
Vehicular	Movements: Turn prohibitions may be necessary at Congress St
Vehicular	Collision	Conflict	Points: Highest number and severity of possible 
conflict points
Accessibility	and	Circulation: 

• No ability to pass slow moving or turning vehicles
• Difficult to exit the Elm Street parking garage

Parking: Reduction in parking

O
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	C
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Cost: Relatively inexpensive cost to implement
Bicycle: On road buffered bicycle lanes
Pedestrian: Increase in pedestrian safety due to less travel lanes to cross 
new bus layout options
Accessibility	and	Circulation: No reduction in capacity at Marginal Way, 
Cumberland, and Congress Streets
Vehicular	Movements: Few turn prohibitions
Vehicular	Collision	Conflict	Points: Smallest number of possible conflict 
points
Parking: Maintain and possibly increase on-street parking
Transit: Elm Street improved at Pulse

Bicycle: Does not correct wrong way bicycle movements
Accessibility	and	Circulation: 

• No improvement
• No ability to pass slow moving or turning vehicles
• Reduction in overall corridor capacity
• Difficult to exit the Elm Street parking garage

Transit: No change in bus circulation

 

Table 5-5: Preble/Elm Streets/Alternative Pros/Cons Comparison
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5.2.2	–	Recommended	Concept
Under the recommended one-lane configuration, two lanes will continue to be 
provided departing the Marginal Way intersection traveling southerly on Preble 
Street. One of the travel lanes will transition to a left-turn lane turning onto 
Somerset Street (the City is expected to be constructing this roadway segment 
between Preble and Elm Streets). Special advisory signing is suggested for the 
change from a through lane to a left lane. Approach lane capacity reductions 
are not proposed on Cumberland Avenue at Preble and Elm Streets. The lane 
configurations are recommended to change to a left lane and a shared through/
right lane versus two general purpose lanes on both Preble and Elm Streets. 
Intersection level of service is projected to be acceptable. No changes to ap-
proach lanes are proposed for Preble Street at Congress Street and Elm Street 
at Marginal Way. Refer to the following section for level of service results. Table 
5-6 notes how the proposed concept meets project goals.

In general, Preble Street has a wider roadway width than Elm Street with 37 
feet of curb-to-curb width. The recommendation includes 8-foot parking lanes 
next to the curb on both sides, a 12-foot travel lane, and a 6-foot bike lane with 
a 3-foot buffer separating cyclists from parked vehicles. Figure 5-11 depicts this concept.

Elm Street has a narrower roadway width of 32 feet curb-to-curb width on 
average. The long term recommendation includes an 8-foot parking lane on 
the easterly side, a 13-foot travel lane and a 5-foot bike lane buffered by 3 feet 
of striping on both the travel lane and parking lane sides. Figure 5-12a depicts 
this concept. The short-term recommendation is to maintain two travel lanes 
but add Shared Lane Markings and a parking lane line adjacent to the on-street 
parking. Figure 5-12b depicts this concept.

Figures 5-13 through 5-15 illustrate the layout of the recommended plan.

Goals Met/How

Pr
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Create better bicycle and pedestrian 
travel

Yes — Bike lanes added and less travel 
lanes to cross for pedestrians.

Reduce speeding Yes — Reduced speeds are possible 
with less travel lanes.

Improve connectivity No 

Provide more parking Yes — Approximately 46 new spaces 
created.

 

Table 5-6: How Preble/Elm Streets Modifications Meet Project Goals

 

Figure 5-11: One-way Preble Street at Resource Center - South 
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Recommended Configuration

 

Figure 5-12a: Long-Term Recommendation. One-way Elm Street Near Lancaster Street - North

Recommended Configuration

 

Figure 5-12b: Short -Term Recommendations. One-way Elm Street Near Lancaster Street - North
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Figure 5-13: Section 1 of 3 – Preble and Elm Street - Long Term
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Figure 5-14: Section 2 of 3 – Preble and Elm Street - Long Term
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Figure 5-15: Section 3 of 3 – Preble and Elm Street - Long Term

ON	STREET	PARKING	
IMPLEMENTATION 
SHALL	BE	ASSESSED	IN	
THE FUTURE
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5.2.3	–	Traffic	Modeling
An evaluation of traffic operating conditions was performed to determine if the 
noted modifications would produce acceptable traffic flow. In order to evaluate 
operations, both streets from Marginal Way to Congress Street were modeled 
and simulated in Synchro/SimTraffic. The volumes used were forecasted to the 
2035 design year using the PACTS model. The corridor was modeled for both 
the 2035 No-Build and proposed 2035 Build scenarios during the AM and PM 
peak hours. Intersection signal timings were optimized. From the results of the 
analysis provided below, the one-lane scenario outlined in the previous figures 
operates acceptably through 2035.

Tables 5-7 and 5-8 presents the results of the analysis.

INTERSECTION	OF	PREBLE	STREET	AND:
AM	PEAK	(PM	PEAK)

LANCASTER 
STREET - LOS

LANCASTER 
STREET - 

Delay Secs

OXFORD 
STREET - LOS

OXFORD 
STREET - 

Delay Secs

PORTLAND 
STREET - LOS

PORTLAND 
STREET - 

Delay Secs

CUMBERLAND	
AVENUE - LOS

CUMBERLAND	
AVENUE - 
Delay Secs

CONGRESS 
STREET 

- LOS

CONGRESS 
STREET - 

Delay Secs

2035	NO	BUILD A	(A) 1.0	(0.6) A	(A) 0.6	(0.9) B	(A) 11.7	(1.6) B	(B) 13.0	(10.5) B	(A) 10.7	(9.9)

2035	BUILD 
(One	Lane) A	(A) 1.2	(0.6) A	(A) 0.7	(1.0) B	(A) 10.5	(1.5) B	(B) 13.7	(11.3) B	(A) 10.9	(10.4)

INTERSECTION OF ELM STREET AND:
AM	PEAK	(PM	PEAK)

LANCASTER 
STREET - LOS

LANCASTER 
STREET -       

Delay Secs

OXFORD STREET 
- LOS

OXFORD STREET- 
Delay Secs

CUMBERLAND	
AVENUE - LOS

CUMBERLAND
AVENUE -   
Delay Secs

CONGRESS 
STREET - LOS

CONGRESS 
STREET -       

Delay Secs

2035	NO	BUILD A	(A) 1.6	(1.3) A	(A)	 0.2	(0.5) B	(B)	 10.9	(16.6) A	(A)	 1.8	(2.8)

2035	BUILD 
(One	Lane) A	(A) 1.6	(2.8) A	(A) 0.2	(0.8) B	(B)	 11.0	(19.1) A	(A)	 1.7	(3.2)

5.2.4	–	Pedestrian	and	Bicycle
Preble/Elm	Streets

• Refer to Figures 5-13, 14, 15 for specific bicycle lane and sidewalk rec-
ommendations; and

• Connect Bayside Trail across Preble and Elm via the Somerset Street 
reconstruction with 16-foot wide crosswalk and wide curb ramps. 
Consider a Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon at crossing and review 
corridor lighting. 

 

Table 5-7: Preble Street Intersection Level of Service Summary

 

Table 5-8: Elm Street Intersection Level of Service Summary
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5.2.5 – Transit
Several bus stop relocations are proposed along Preble and Elm Streets. The 
stops on Preble Street Extension are recommended to be relocated closer to 
the activity centers in Bayside. As displayed in Figure 5-16, the southbound 
Preble Street and AAA stop is moved to the far side of Marginal Way and the 
northbound Preble and Marginal Way stop is moved from the I-295 overpass 
south toward Marginal Way. This will help riders more easily reach destinations 
near the start or end of their trip. 

Both stops were relocated to the far side of the intersection with Marginal Way 
as this improves pedestrian safety by locating pedestrian crossings behind the 
bus. The relocation may require coordination with adjacent property owners to 
accommodate the existing ambulance bay at InterMed Offices.

As Figure 5-16 shows, further south on Preble Street, there are proposed modi-
fications to several bus stop locations:

• The Preble Street and Lancaster Street stop is recommended for removal 
due to its proximity to the relocated Preble and Marginal Way Stop. 

• The Preble Street and Cumberland Avenue bus stop is shifted south to-
wards Congress Street to provide curbside access for buses turning left onto 
Preble Street. Adding a curb extension so that the bus may stop in a travel 
lane with passengers waiting a greater distance from adjacent buildings is 
recommended as adjacent property owners have expressed concern over 
passengers waiting near buildings. A level ADA compliant landing area as 
well as a sufficient bus stop length should also be provided to avoid conflicts 
with parking, loading, and driveways. An example of how a curb extension 
can improve bus stop operations is shown in Figure 5-17.

There are no bus stop relocations proposed on Elm Street, also shown in Figure 
5-18.  Providing bus berths at Elm Street and METRO Pulse is recommended 
to improve bus operations.  At lesat three bus berths should be provided for 
METRO’s four active routes, plus an additional bus berth closer to Congress 
Street for bus layovers.  The placement and design of bus berths should consid-
er the fire lane, parking garage, and driveway access along Elm Street, as there 
are many uses and functions, as shown in Figure 5-19.

 

Figure 5-16: Relocation of Preble Street Extension stops closer to Marginal Way

 

Figure 5-17: 
A curb extension on Route 39/Centre Street in Boston improves bus operations and provides 
additional space for amenities on a street with narrow sidewalks. This application could be used on 
Preble Street near Cumberland Avenue.

 

Figure 5-18: Relocation and removal of bus stops on Preble Street
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The recommendation to retain Elm Street as a one-way street for the short-
term, with the addition of bicycle lanes and designated bus loading areas in 
front of METRO Pulse, will also benefit transit operations. There are several 
design options to reduce conflicts among buses, bikes and vehicles: 

• Dashed bike lane adjacent to the bus lane;

• Shared bus-bike lane; AND

• Bus stop design with consideration to left turn movements and the 
extent/radius of curb extensions.

As a long-term alternative, opening Elm Street to two-way traffic between 
Congress Street and Cumberland Avenue could be considered.

5.2.6 – Land-Use 
The Preble/Elm Streets focus area offers numerous adaptive reuse and infill 
opportunities. This is an area in transition between Marginal Way and the more 
established urban fabric and streets beginning at Cumberland Avenue:

• Study the build-out potential and mobility implications of Hanover Street 
between Kennebec Street and Marginal Way;

• Continue to target the DPW site for mixed-use urban infill;

• Inventory surface parking lots in the area and identify potential infill oppor-
tunities and triggers requiring structured parking;

• Maintain and expand both market rate and affordable housing stock; and

• Preble Street is a key gateway street to downtown. New development and 
redevelopment should address the street to create a pedestrian-friendly 
environment and maximize land values; and

• Elm Street is also a key gateway street leaving downtown. New develop-
ment and redevelopment should address the street to create a pedestri-
an-friendly environment and increase land values.

 

Figure 5-19: Multiple uses and functions along Elm Street at METRO Pulse, including a large parking garage, which impacts traffic circulation.
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5.3 Portland and Oxford Streets Focus Area
5.3.1	–	Alternatives	Development
This focus area had two key issues: poor east-west connectivity/circulation and poor pedestrian conditions at the Portland 
Street/Forest Avenue/Park Avenue intersection. Two alternatives were assessed to address poor east-west connectivity/
circulation and included:

• No-Build (leave the current Oxford Street one-way configuration); and

• Phase 1 - Two-way Oxford Street between Alder Street and Elm Street.

• Phase 2 - Assess two-way Oxford Street between Elm Street and Pearl Street.  This Phase to be field tested 
as a two-way street between Elm and Pearl Streets and include review by Fire Department, DPW, and School 
Department.  The field test is to include a review side of street for parking prohibition and the potential for winter 
seasonal parking restrictions.

Table 5-9 presents a comparison of the two alternatives. While the existing configuration represents no change and thus 
no net cost, it does not satisfy the study objective of improving traffic circulation and connectivity. The two-way configu-
ration improves connectivity and circulation. As an example, motorists will be able to travel from Pearl Street, via Oxford 
Street, to Forest Avenue, thus providing traffic relief to Cumberland Avenue. Loss of on-street parking spaces is a negative 
outcome of the conversion, but with construction of the Midtown parking garage and directing Pearl Place vehicles to the 
Lancaster Street parking lot, potential impacts can be lessened.

Pros Cons

Ex
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• No net cost
• Maximizes parking supply

• Continued poor traffic connectivity

Tw
o-

W
ay
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• Improved east-west connectivity and circulation
• Overall travel width expanded for enhanced 

emergency response and DPW Operations

• Low implementation cost
• Loss of parking between Chestnut St and Pearl St 

(11 of 28 spaces)

• Seasonal parking between Elm St and Chestnut 
St (8 spaces - will be tested to see if any can be 
retained)

5.3.2	–	Recommended	Concept
The recommended concept plan is comprised of four distinct areas: the Portland Street/Forest Avenue/Park Avenue inter-
section; Portland Street; and Oxford Street (Elm Street to Portland Street and Elm Street to Pearl Street. Portland Street 
is proposed to match the recently implemented reconfiguration with two 10-foot travel lanes, two 5-foot bike lanes, two 
2.5-foot buffer areas and two 8-foot parking lanes. Figure 5-20 illustrates the concept.

Oxford Street under a two-way conversion is recommended to consist of two travel lanes with a total width varying be-
tween 20 and 24 feet and an 8-foot parking lane on the north side. Figure 5-21 illustrates the roadway configuration and 
Figures 5-22, 5-23, and 5-24 illustrate roadway layout plans.

Significant modifications are recommended at the Portland Street/Forest Avenue/Park Avenue intersection (see Figure 5-21) . 
These include: 

• The Portland Street approach is recommended to include a left lane and a shared through/right lane;  

• The Post Office corner is to be extened into the intersection and the bus stop will be relocated toward Brattle 
Street; 

• A crosswalk on the Park Avenue is to be added; and

• The channelization island on Forest Avenue will be replaced with a urban right lane configuration (the Forest 
Avenue approach capacity will remain the same).

Table 5-10 presents how the concept modifications meet project goals. 

Goals Met/How
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Improve east-west street connectivity/circulation Yes — Two-way conversion to Oxford Street.

Evaluate Oxford St vehicle connection at Franklin St based on 
circulation changes

No — To be performed by MaineDOT.

Implement Complete Streets/Streetscape improvements on 
Portland Street

Yes — Maintaining existing roadway configuration. 

Reconfigure intersection and improve pedestrian crossing at 
Forest Ave/Park Ave/Portland St

Yes — Pedestrian improvements included.

 

Table 5-9: Oxford Street Alternative Pros/Cons Comparison

 

Table 5-10: How Portland and Oxford Streets Modifications Meet Project Goals
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Figure 5-20: Portland Street at DPW Building

 

Figure 5-21: Oxford Street Two-way Concept: Elm Street to Alder Street
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Figure 5-22: Portland Street/Forest Avenue/Park Avenue Modification
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Figure 5-23: Oxford Street Two-way Plan 1 of 2: Phase1, Elm Street to Alder Street
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Figure 5-24: Oxford Street Two-Way Plan 2 of 2: Phase 2 Field Test Configuration, Elm Street to Pearl Street
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5.3.3	–	Traffic	Modeling
As part of this study, bike lanes on Forest Avenue from Marginal Way to 
Portland Avenue/Park Street are recommended. In order for bike lanes to be 
provided on the Forest Avenue approach to Park Avenue, a separate left lane 
and a combined through-right lane, as opposed to the current separate left, 
through and right approach lanes, will be necessary. Analysis also included the 
reduction of receiving lanes on Park Avenue from two through lanes to one 
through lane. This helps to transition the current configuration to Park Avenue’s 
three-lane section to the west of the study area. All analysis timings were opti-
mized and show (while there is one failing (83.1 sec) movement for the Portland 
Street westbound through-right laneintersection operates acceptably overall. 
(See Table 5-11)

Scenario PM	Peak	Hour	-	LOS	(Delay	Sec)

A:	2035	No	Build B 
(19.9)

B:	2035	Build D 
(42.9)

5.3.4	–	Pedestrian	and	Bicycle	/Streetscape
Portland Street

• Refer to Figure 5-22, 23, and 24 for specific bicycle and pedestrian 
recommendations;

• Retain the current pavement markings on Portland Street; and

• Install 4-way crosswalk at Hanover Street and Portland Street.

Oxford Street

• Bicycle accommodations are not recommended on Oxford Street;

• Provide benches at Preble Street Resource Center;

• Consider removing two or three parking spaces along the Resource 
Center frontage to allow for a wider sidewalk with more benches and 
trash receptacles;

• Improve bus stops with benches, sidewalk lighting, and shade trees;

• Provide additional street trees at regular intervals; and

• Develop a sidewalk replacement and improvement program for Oxford 
Street. Much of the sidewalk is in need of repair.

• Install crosswalks on all intersection approaches;

• Incorporate the proposed recommendations at Franklin Street in the 
Franklin Street Study; and

• Install a Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) at the Oxford Street 
and Washington Avenue intersection to assist the Walking School Bus 
Program for the Kennedy Park route. 

5.3.5 – Transit
The proposed changes to make Oxford Street two-way also provides transit 
benefits for METRO routes 2, 4, and 5. These routes travel northbound on Elm 
Street, making a left turn onto Oxford Street, and connecting to Portland Street. 
While there are no bus stop relocations recommended for Oxford Street, transit 
operations should be considered in roadway design. On-street parking and curb 
extensions must be designed in a manner to allow buses to safely make turns. 
One design option to consider is to narrow on-street parking from 8-feet to 
7-feet, and slightly widen the westbound travel lane on Oxford Street near the 
intersection with Elm Street to minimize impacts on parking and bus operations. 
An example of a turning radius for a typical bus is provided in Figure 5-26.

In conjunction with the proposed improvements on Portland Street and the 
intersection with Forest Avenue, the bus stop at Portland Street and Forest 
Avenue is recommended for relocation further from the intersection. This 
would move the stop east, between the post office parking lot driveways and 
align it with the proposed conceptual improvements for pedestrian safety. See 
Figure 5-27.

The stop relocation should provide sufficient width for an ADA compliant 
landing area, and consider driveway openings, curb extensions and bus access/

 

Table 5-11: Portland and Oxford Streets Intersection Level of Service Summary

 

Figure 5-25: Portland Street/Forest Avenue/Park Avenue 2035 Peak Hour Traffic 

 

Figure 5-26: Bus turning radius for EZ Ride shuttle service in Cambridge, MA
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operation needs. This design would also entail relocating and installing the 
existing shelter without the bench and providing two bus berthing areas, as two 
buses regularly queue at the stop. Adjacent intersections and crossings would 
also be redesigned to maintain sufficient sight lines for vehicles entering and 
exiting driveways and to maintain circulation at the mailbox drop off, as shown 
in Figure 5-28.

The bus stops located on Forest Avenue, north of the Post Office and south of 
High Street, would benefit from improved pedestrian connections to facilitate 
crossing of Forest Avenue. This could be accomplished through an extension 
of the proposed improvements of the intersection of Marginal Way/Forest 
Avenue/Kennebec Street. Alternatively, the potential for a signalized crossing or 
pedestrian warning beacon could be explored at this location. 

Finally, two bus stops are proposed for relocation/consolidated further west at 
the intersection of Portland Street/Park Avenue and Forest Avenue, as shown 
in Figure 5-29. The inbound bus stops on Park Avenue and Forest Avenue are 
recommended to be relocated south of Park Avenue on Forest Avenue. The 
sidewalk width and curbside streetscape south of the Park Avenue and Forest 
Avenue intersection should be considered as part of the potential stop reloca-
tion and bus stop design. Another consideration is that buses would be stopping 
in the single curbside travel lane.

5.3.6 – Land-Use 
• Inventory surface parking lots in the area and identify potential infill oppor-

tunities and triggers requiring structured parking;

• Continue to analyze the DPW site for mixed-use urban infill;

• Maintain and expand both market rate and affordable housing stock; and

• Study the redevelopment potential of the structured parking facility at 
Chestnut Street and Oxford Street, and if it can be expanded to increase 
parking supply; in addition, can the garage be wrapped with mixed-use 
development?

• Study the possible expansion of the B7 Zone from Lancaster Street to south 
of Cumberland Avenue.

 

Figure 5-27: Relocation of Portand St and Forest Ave stop in between Post Office driveways

 

Figure 5-28: Proposed intersection design for Portland St and Forest Ave
 

Figure 5-29: Bus stop relocation and consolidation on Park Ave and Forest Ave
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5.4 Pearl Street Focus Area
5.4.1	–	Recommended	Concept
Pearl Street issues include having poor north-south connectivity and lack of bike 
facilities. Accordingly, the following plan looks to add bike lanes and a connec-
tion between Marginal Way and Commercial Street. Figure 5-30 depicts the 
recommended roadway configuration for Pearl Street between Somerset Street 
and Cumberland Avenue. The recommendation suggests maintaining on-street 
parking on the east side of Pearl Street north of Cumberland Avenue, and thus 
a shared bike/vehicle lane will be required in the northerly direction for a short 
distance. As illustrated, Pearl Street is recommended to be two 10-foot trav-
el lanes and two 6-foot bike lanes. Extending Pearl Street to Marginal Way is 
recommended as part of the plan for improved traffic circulation and connec-
tivity. Right-of-way for constructing this roadway is not currently available and 
therefore implementation will likely be a function of redevelopment plans. The 
recommendation is to not permit left-turn movements at Marginal Way from 
Pearl Street, given the proximity of the future connection to Franklin Street.  
Table 5-12 notes how modifications meet project goals.

Goals Met/How
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ns Assess Complete Streets Yes — Bike lanes added

Improve north-south connec-
tivity on peninsula—I-295 to 
waterfront

Yes — Extend Pearl Street to Marginal Way 
as part of redevelopment

5.4.2	–	Traffic	Modeling
A future street connection to Marginal Way was modeled at the intersection 
of Pearl Street and Marginal Way. Because two intersections on either side of 
this intersection are signalized, this intersection is anticipated to remain unsig-
nalized. To prevent delays resulting from additional traffic, only three turning 
movements are permitted at this intersection—EB right from Marginal Way 
onto Pearl Street, WB left from Marginal Way onto Pearl Street, and a NB right 
from Pearl Street onto Marginal Way EB. Preliminary modeling at this location 
showed a future connection would work at this location under proposed condi-
tions and is expected to have connectivity benefits for neighborhood traffic.  

5.4.3	–	Pedestrian	and	Bicycle/Streetscape
Pearl Street

• Refer to Figure 5-30 for specific bicycle lane and sidewalk 
recommendations;

• Include bike lanes and shared lanes (between Oxford Street and Marginal 
Way);

• Develop better sidewalks and streetscape as blocks undergo redeveloped 
between Kennebec Street and Lancaster Street; and

• Provide connection to Marginal Way with 6-foot bike lanes and 9-foot-wide 
sidewalks with pedestrian-scale street lights and street trees on both sides. 
Work with property owners for best location and alignment of the connec-
tion between Somerset Street and Marginal Way; and

• Give priority to Bayside Trail users at trail crossing. Vehicles are recom-
mended to stop; and

• Provide a 4-way stop at Somerset Street.

5.4.4 – Transit
There are no recommended bus stop relocations on Pearl Street. Modifications 
to Marginal Way will improve access from Route 8 to Pearl Street, particularly 

through a proposed long term street connection made between Marginal Way 
and Somerset Street.

5.4.5 – Land-Use 
• Maintain and expand both market rate and affordable housing stock, partic-

ularly south of Oxford Street;

• Continue to work towards evolution of the scrap yard and vacant sites into 
high density/mixed-use development; and

• Ensure that new development meets the goals of the B7 Zone.

5.5	Lancaster	and	Kennebec	Streets	Focus	Area
5.5.1	–	Recommended	Concept
Lancaster Street
Lancaster Street has poor east-west transportation connectivity and lacks a safe 
pedestrian crossing at Franklin Street. Table 5-12 notes how the recommenda-
tions meet the Focus Area Goals. The recommendations include two options.  
Where a 50-ft of right-of-way exists, a typical urban street is suggested with a 
20-ft travel way, two 7-ft parking lanes, and 8-ft sidewalks. See Figure 5-31. 

 

Table 5-12: How Pearl Street Modifications meet Project Goals

 

Figure 5-30: Pearl St between Somerset St and Oxford St



PAGE | 65

BAYSIDE TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN
SECTION FIVE – ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Driveway modifications will be required including changes to parking lots where 
vehicles park directly adjacent to streets. For areas where less right-of-way 
exists (such as, between Preble Street and Hanover Street), a Shared Street 
concept is recommended (see Figure 5-32), where the entire roadway width is 
available for pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles.

Goals Met/How
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Improve east-west street 
connectivity

Yes — Recommends either an urban street 
or shared street throughout Bayside. 
In addition, recommends a two-way 
connection between Franklin and Pearl via 
redevelopment.

Connect Lancaster Street to 
Brattle Street

Yes — A typical urban street is suggested 
with a 20-foot travel way; two 7-foot park-
ing lanes, and 8-foot sidewalks.

Evaluate possible pedestrian 
crossing at Franklin Street and 
Lancaster Street

Yes — It is recommended that MaineDOT 
evaluate the feasibility of a pedestrian 
crossing as part of the PDR process.

Retrofit Lancaster to be more 
usable

Yes — Either as a typical street with side-
walks, on-street parking, and two travel 
lanes, or as a shared street in constrained 
ROW areas

 

Table 5-13: How Lancaster Street Modifications meet Project Goals

 

Figure 5-31: Lancaster Street East Elm Street - Looking East
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Figure 5-32: Lancaster Street (Hanover Street to Preble Street)
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Kennebec	Street

Kennebec Street is not well defined and confusing for all modes given its road-
way configuration. Between Elm Street and Chestnut Street it is recommended 
that Kennebec Street be converted to two-way traffic with two travel lanes, a 
flush sidewalk on the north side and perpendicular on-street parking on the 
south side of the street. Kennebec Street between Chestnut Street and Pearl 
Street has a 40-foot right-of-way and thus limits possible roadway options. Two 
options are suggested. One option consists of a traditional roadway with 20-
feet of travel-way width, two 7-foot parking lanes, one 5-foot sidewalk and one 
6-foot sidewalk. Given the narrow nature of this option, it is also recommended 
that a shared street design be considered. Figure 5-33 illustrates the configu-
ration between Elm Street and Chestnut Street and Table 5-14 notes how the 
concept meets project goals.

Goals Met/How
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Retrofit Kennebec Street to be 
more usable

Yes — Recommends conversion of 
Kennebec Street between Chestnut and Elm 
to two-way and creation of a shared street 
between Chestnut and Pearl.

 

Table 5-14: How Kennebec Street Modifications meet Project Goals

5.5.2	–	Pedestrian	and	Bicycle/Streetscape
Lancaster Street

• Refer to Figures 31 and 32 for specific sidewalk recommendations;
• Construct sidewalks in areas currently providing direct access/egress to 

parking lots; and
• Bicycle accommodations are not recommended on Lancaster Street.

Reconnect the missing street link through the existing DPW site between 
Hanover Street and Parris Street;

• Develop better sidewalks and streetscape as blocks are developed between 
Chestnut Street and Pearl Street;

• Provide additional street trees at regular intervals;
• Install crosswalks on all approaches at intersections; and
• Continue to study the provision of a pedestrian crossing of Franklin Street.

 

Figure 5-33: Kennebec Street East of Chestnut Street - Looking East
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5.5.3 – Transit
The bus stop at Lancaster Street and Elm Street is recommended to remain in 
place with the curb bumpout. However, curbside uses should be reevaluated to 
reduce conflicts, such as removing parking meters from the bus stop area.

5.5.4 – Land-Use 
• Ensure that new development meets the goals of the B7 Zone;

• Continue to work towards the evolution of the scrap yard and vacant sites 
into high-density/mixed-use development;

• Maintain strong pedestrian and bicycle connectivity to the Bayside Trail as 
redevelopment occurs; and

• Study the development potential and mobility implications of closing 
Kennebec Street between Chestnut Street and Pearl Street to allow for 
a more efficient urban redevelopment, while allowing for connectivity 
through Bayside. Will consolidating these parcels encourage development 
that meets the goals of the B7 Zone?

• Study adapting the buildings fronting Kennebec Street between Elm Street 
and Chestnut Street to a more intensive urban use.
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5.6	East	Bayside	Focus	Area
5.6.1	–	Recommended	Concept
Fox Street
Fox Street has a roadway configuration between Anderson Street and 
Washington Avenue where the roadway is not wide enough for two travel lanes 
and parking on both sides of the street. To mitigate this issue, it is recommend-
ed that Fox Street in this section consist of a 24-foot travel way and one 8-foot 
parking lane on the south side. See Figure 34. Between Anderson Street and 
Franklin Street, no changes to the existing roadway configuration are recom-
mended. See Figure 35. As illustrated, two 14-foot travel lanes and an 8-foot 
parking lane on the south side are recommended to remain. Bike lanes were 
considered, but not recommended given the presence of large trucks and the 
need for on-street parking.

Cove	Street/Diamond	Street
Both Cove and Diamond Streets currently are not well defined and have wide 
open driveways and poorly configured parking lots. The recommended plan for 
both streets is to provide a 22-foot travel way, two 8-foot parking lanes, and 
sidewalks on both sides of the street. Shared vehicle/bike accommodations are 
proposed. Access management and parking lot modifications will be required in 
conjunction with implementation of recommendations. See Figures 36 and 37. 

Anderson	Street/Plowman	Street
With the near completion of the Anderson Street Neighborhood By-way proj-
ect, this location lacks direct pedestrian/bike accommodations from the Tukey 
Street path. It is recommended that a study be performed at the Anderson 
Street/Plowman Street intersection to evaluate recommendations for providing 
a direct pedestrian and bicycle connection between the Tukey Street Path and 
Anderson Street. Table 5-15 notes how the concepts meet project goals.

Goals Met/How
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Create Complete Streets on key 
cross-streets to improve bicycle and 
pedestrian safety and connectivity

Yes — Recommends urban design on 
Cove and Diamond Streets

Reconfigured Anderson Street/
Plowman Street intersection

Yes — Recommended for future 
study

 

Table 5-15: How East Bayside Improvements meet Project Goals

 

Figure 5-34: Fox Street at Fox Field - Looking East
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24’
travel way

 

Figure 5-35: Fox Street East of Anderson Street - Looking East
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22’ 
travel way

 

Figure 5-36: Cove Street at Independent Electrical - Looking South
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22’
travelway

 

Figure 5-37: Diamond Street at Fastenal - Looking South
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5.6.2	–	Pedestrian	and	Bicycle/Streetscape
Bayside	Trail

• Continue to work with business owners to provide at least one point of 
access to the Bayside Trail to allow for more connections north-south; and

• Continue to improve the trail connection behind Aikido of Maine, Urban 
Farm Fermentory, to Gould Street pocket park, to Washington Avenue. 
Consider a mid-block crossing on Washington Avenue to allow connection 
to the Eastern Prom Community Gardens and Eastern Promenade.

Fox Street

• Refer to illustrative cross-sections for specific bicycle lane and sidewalk 
recommendations.

Diamond	and	Cove	Streets

• Refer to illustrative cross-sections for specific bicycle lane and sidewalk 
recommendations;

• Provide shared lane markings in travel ways; and

• Modify curb cuts and prohibit parking within public right-of-way. Fewer 
driveways and narrower driveways will provide for improved pedestrian and 
motorist safety. 

• As a short-term recommendation, provide flush reinforced concrete contin-
uous sidewalks stained (dark red) where these streets currently have head 
in parking. See Figures 5-38 and 5-39 for an example implemented on Fox 
Street. Providing a level, continuous sidewalk not only brings the sidewalk 
up to the standards of ADA access, but also changes driver behavior. The 
driver exiting or entering the driveway is more aware that they are crossing 
a sidewalk, will proceed more slowly, and is more likely to stop. Tip down 
curbs instead of sweeping radii also cause slower turning movements.

• A longer term recommendation is to eliminate the unmanaged parking and 
excessive curb cuts, eliminate head-in parking and construct these streets 
with continuous raised sidewalks, parallel parking, street trees, and other 
urban design features. The existing configuration creates a gap in the street-
scape and discourages pedestrians from travel between businesses on the 
same street. 

5.6.3 – Transit
There are no bus route or bus stop changes recommended for the East Bayside 
neighborhood. Routing is recommended to continue on Washington Avenue, 
Cumberland Avenue, and Congress Street. Changes to bus stop routing are 
not recommended based on the character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
While residential development is relatively dense, the area is lacking in other 
high-demand origin and destinations for transit. Narrow streets, steep slopes, 
and residential and industrial land uses are not compatible with transit routing 
through the neighborhood. East Bayside would be better served by improving 
the pedestrian environment for better access to existing bus stops and routes.

5.6.4 – Land-Use 
• Maintain and expand both market rate and affordable housing stock, partic-

ularly south of Oxford Street and east of Anderson Street; and

• Coordinate master planning efforts of Portland Housing Authority proper-
ties to ensure appropriate density as well reestablishing the urban street 
grid. The Franklin Street Study, the Bayside Transportation Master Plan, and 
the forthcoming East Bayside Brownfields Area Wide Planning Study, should 
also be coordinated with the long-term goals of the PHA to realize the goal 
of the increased housing; and

• Maintain the Fox Street recreation field/facilities; and

• Study the implications of modifications to the allowed uses in the Industrial 
Zone in the East Bayside Brownfields Study.  

 

Figure 5-38: Fox Street before driveway improvements

 

Figure 5-39: Fox Street after driveway improvements
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5.7	Washington	Avenue	Focus	Area
5.7.1	–	Recommended	Concept
The recommended plan for Washington Avenue consists of maintaining the current roadway configuration (see Figure 
5-40). Two 13-foot travel lanes in and two 8-foot parking lanes are recommended. 

At the Fox Street/Walnut Street intersection, modifications to increase pedestrian safety are recommended including 
providing ADA compliant ramps with curb extensions and installation of a Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) System. 
Under current traffic volumes a traffic signal is not warranted. Continued monitoring of conditions should occur and traffic 
signals should be considered in the future. See Figure 5-41.

At the Cumberland Avenue intersection, recommendations include single lanes be provided on all approaches with the 
exception of the outbound Cumberland Avenue approach. It is recommended that the Washington Avenue driveway to 
Buffalo Wild Wings Restaurant, and the Otto’s take-out driveways be closed. Additionally, the Otto’s take-out driveway 
on Cumberland Avenue, and the 7-Eleven Driveway on Washington Avenue nearest Cumberland Avenue, be narrowed. 
Changes to crosswalk locations and provision of ADA compliant ramps with corner geometry changes to shorten crossing 
distances are recommended. Replacement of the existing signal systems at Cumberland Avenue and Congress Street to a 
mast-arm supported system are recommended. See Figure 5-42. Table 5-16 notes how modifications meet project goals.

Goals Met/How

Pr
op

os
ed

		 
Re

co
m
m
en

da
tio

ns

Create Complete Streets on key 
cross-streets to improve bicy-
cle and pedestrian safety and 
connectivity

Partially — Installation of new crosswalks 
at all side street intersections and 
upgrading the existing Oxford Street 
crossing is recommended

Increase safety and access at 
Fox/Walnut

Partially — Pedestrian enhancements are 
proposed

Increase safety and functionality 
for all modes at Cumberland

Yes — Intersection improvements 
including defining travel lanes, closing 
driveways, and providing shorter and 
ADA compliant crosswalks

 

Table 5-16: How Washington Avenue Modifications meet Project Goals

 

Figure 5-40: Washington Avenue between Fox Street/Walnut Street and Cumberland Avenue
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Figure 5-41: Washington Avenue/Fox Street/Walnut Street.  Source: Planning and Urban Development

Washington Avenue at Fox‐Walnut Streets
Pedestrian‐Traffic Safety and Transit Access Project

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.

.

.
.

.

.
.

Washington Avenue Road Rebuild and Intersection Projects
PACTS 2019 TIP Applications, City of Portland, Maine

7‐11
Otto
Pizza

3 Buoys

Big Apple

East End
Childrens’ Workshop

Road Rebuild:
• Road reconstruction
• Realign roadway
• ADA‐compliant curb ramps
• Widened brick sidewalks
• Streetscape/Street trees
• Access management
• Bus shelter
• Lighting

Intersection Project:
• Replace traffic signal equipment
• Signal inter‐connect/coordination
• New signal detection Otto

Pizza

Replace signal system

Replace signal system

City of Portland, Planning & Urban Development Dept.
May 2016

 

Figure 5-42: Washington Avenue/Cumberland Street Intersection. Source: Planning and Urban Development
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5.7.2	–	Traffic	Modeling
The Congress Street and Cumberland Avenue intersections were modeled in the 
2035 future condition under the proposed layout. The operational change to 
this intersection simulated is to limit the ability of vehicles traveling southbound 
making a right hand turn onto Cumberland Avenue Westbound from getting 
around through and left turning cars to make this movement. With this change 
the intersection continued to operate acceptably.

5.7.3	–	Pedestrian	and	Bicycle/Streetscape
Washington Avenue has a 42-foot curb-to-curb configuration with 8-foot paral-
lel parking on both sides and 13-foot travel lanes. This configuration is not wide 
enough to allow for a dedicated bike lane. Recommendations for Washington 
Avenue include:

• Repave the entire roadway from the Eastern Prom intersection to Congress 
Street; 

• Install shared lane roadway symbols and signage;

• Install curb extensions at the intersections of Fox Street and Walnut Street 
with Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) at the crosswalks;

• Install curb extensions at the Monroe Street and Oxford Street crosswalks; 
Consider installing RRFBs;

• Provide consistent sidewalk plowing and sanding/salting for Oxford Street 
and Washington Avenue;

• Install crosswalks at all street intersections including at the Gould Street 
Pocket Park;

• Provide pedestrian amenities, e.g., benches, shelters, shade trees at all bus 
stop locations; and

• Remove the guardrail at the top of Gould Street and continue the construc-
tion of a pocket park in this location, which is also a bus stop. 

5.7.4 – Transit
METRO Routes 7 and 9 travel on Washington Avenue, providing connections to 
Falmouth and northwest Portland via Route 1. Specific bus stop relocations and 
modifications are not proposed for this focus area. Bus stops are adequately 
spaced apart and provide reasonable crosswalk connections. However, bus stops 
along this corridor would benefit from bus stop design standards discussed in this 
report of prohibiting parking in bus stops, reducing interference with driveways, 
and enhancing pedestrian access to and from the bus stops. The majority of bus 
stops are located near-side of the intersection and although there are no signal-
ized intersections, the parking impacts of lengthening stops to provide adequate 
curb space could be reduced if stops were relocated far-side.

5.7.5 – Land-Use 
• Maintain and expand both market rate and affordable housing stock;

• Continue to encourage redevelopment north along Washington Avenue to 
I-295; and

• Develop policies to maintain the dynamic mix of uses along Washington 
Avenue. Washington Avenue is now a destination neighborhood all day.

• Inventory surface parking lots in the area and identify potential infill opportu-
nities. Inventory existing parking needs and impact of build-out scenarios.

• Washington Avenue is a key gateway neighborhood and street to Portland. 
New development should reinforce the importance of the area as pedestri-
an-friendly and visually diverse.

• Continue to work with Portland Trails and other organizations to improve 
connectivity between Bayside and Munjoy Hill. 
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5.8	General	Pedestrian	and	Bicycle	Recommendations
5.8.1 Sidewalks
The sidewalk materials within the study area consist of brick, concrete, asphalt 
and wear paths in the grass. The condition of the sidewalks vary from excellent, 
where they have been recently rebuilt to non-existent. An assessment of the 
type, width and condition of every sidewalk within the study area was outside 
the scope of work for this study. An overall review of where sidewalks exist or 
do not exist, including crosswalks was included in the existing conditions section 
of this report. General recommendations for sidewalks include:

• Prioritize where sidewalks are needed, in locations where they are currently 
nonexistent. Some areas where sidewalks are missing it is evident that they 
are needed by the heavily used wear path in the grass. 

• Develop a Sidewalk Replacement and Repair Program for the Bayside Area, 
which would identify safety issues such as missing bricks or concrete, holes 
or cracks in the pavement, heaving from tree roots or other, raised/sunken/
uneven pavement that creates a tripping hazard, cause water to pond and 
potentially freeze, or does not comply with ADA guidelines, missing detect-
able warning strips, and missing vent or manhole covers.

• Continue to request maximum width sidewalk construction during Planning 
Application Site Plan reviews.

• Where feasible, sidewalks should be provided on both sides of the street. A 
sidewalk on only one side forces pedestrians to either walk in the street or 
cross the street twice to get to the side with a sidewalk and back again.

5.8.2	Lighting
This study focuses on all modes of transportation. The streets widths and 
speeds vary, some streets have or will have bike lanes, some will not, sidewalk 
widths and roadway offsets vary, and there are different types of neighbor-
hoods. All these factors require different lighting levels, mounting heights, bud-
getary, and even aesthetic considerations. For this study area, there is no “one 
size fits all” lighting standard that can be imposed. Lighting should be thought 
of in more ways than just a technical requirement, or minimal safety needs. 
Lighting type, placement, and wattage can affect how a street, sidewalk, bike-
path or public space is perceived and used by motorists, cyclist and pedestrians.

The City currently has some Municipal Street Lighting Standards in Section 10 
of the City of Portland Technical Manual http://me-portland.civicplus.com/
DocumentCenter/Home/View/2344.

The City has established special street lighting districts in the following areas 
within this Study Area: 

• West Bayside; 
• Downtown (includes portions of Cumberland Avenue); 
• Old Port; and  
• Trails and pathways, including Eastern Promenade Trail, Fore River Trail 

and Bayside Trail. 

Each lighting district is subject to individual street lighting specifications includ-
ing but not limited to fixture type, pole and base type, pole height to top of 
fixture, pole spacing and color. Please refer to City plans for the boundaries of 
Portland’s street lighting districts. For areas of the City outside the special street 
lighting districts, the general standards under 10.2 shall apply.

This study recommends that more specific lighting studies should be performed 
for individual roadways or Districts, e.g., Marginal Way from end to end and 
East Bayside. That street and sidewalk lighting should be part of an overall 
streetscape design in conjunction with other elements, such as benches, bus 
stops, and waste receptacles. This approach will reflect the pedestrian-orient-
ed quality of the streets, and can potentially enable the off-street area (side-
walks, plazas, pocket parks) to be more conducive to pedestrian and merchant 
activities.

The Project for Public Spaces recommends the following ways in which lighting 
should be evaluated and used:

• Transit	stops—People feel more secure when bus stops are well-lit. Lighting 
also draws attention to and encourages use of such amenities.

• As	a	traffic-calming	device—The difference between a pedestrian-lit street 
and a highly illuminated highway or highway off ramp automatically signals 
drivers that they have entered a new and different zone, and compels them 
to slow their driving speed.

• Edges—The edges of a park or plaza, particularly any interesting gateposts, 
fences, and specimen trees visible from the adjacent street -should be lit to 
help define and identify the interior space. Buildings located on the edges 
of a park can also have seasonal lights, bringing attention to the larger dis-
trict beyond the park.

• Entrances—Careful evening lighting around building entrances, especially 
in residential building doorways, contributes to the safety of a district even 
more than indiscriminate use of bright lighting that is not focused on areas 
of use.

• Retail	displays—Lighting retail displays, even when stores are closed, 
not only provides ambient light for the street, but also encourages win-
dow-shopping. This tactic can help to increase the number of people on a 
street, which is a major contributor to security.

• Architectural details—Lighting entrances, archways, cornices, columns, and 
so forth can call attention to the uniqueness of a building, place, or district 
and bring a sense of drama to the experience of walking at night.

• Wayfinding	Signage—Well-lit maps, along with directional and information-
al signage, are essential to providing orientation at night.

• Focal	points—Lighted sculpture, fountains, bridges, towers, and other ma-
jor elements in a district, especially those visible to passing pedestrians and 
vehicles, provide another form of wayfinding.

Additionally and most importantly for this study would be to ensure that road-
way intersections, especially the multi-vehicle lane, wide intersections be well 
lit for safety reasons. Focus should be given to crosswalks and the interaction 
with bike lanes.

5.8.3	Streetscape	
Streetscape elements or amenities include street furniture, trash receptacles, 
bike racks, planters, street trees and landscaping. New streetscape elements 
should be compatible in scale, design and style with the surrounding setting, 
which changes continuously throughout Bayside. New amenities should be 
compatible with the appearance and scale of adjacent buildings, roadway and 
public spaces. Curb cuts, driveways and off street parking should be carefully 
planned to protect the character of the streetscape and/or district. Use in-
digenous, salt tolerant plants for landscaping, when feasible. Signage is often 
a forgotten part of the streetscape and can make or break the aesthetics.  
Directional and informational signs should be identified and then located within 
the design so they are seen as an integral part of the street scene. Amenities 
should complement the building facade and streetscape in terms of design 
character, materials, finishes and color. 
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The existing street trees in the Bayside study area varies considerably. There 
are some streets, especially some of the older streets, that have large stately 
trees. Preble Street, Elm Street and Oxford all have large stately trees that are 
in healthy condition. Care should be taken to maintain existing healthy trees 
during roadway or private property construction projects.

• Request that all site plan applications provide a holistic Streetscape 
Amenities design as part of the application. Bike parking shall be deter-
mined according to the type of business and number of employees.

• Provide more access from Bayside Trail to adjacent businesses.

• Install emergency call boxes in isolated areas, streets, trails, etc.

• Allow for outdoor sidewalk chalk boards and seating within the public ROW 
as long as it does not create a safety hazard. 

5.8.4	Public	Space	Opportunities
• Determine a permanent site Bayside Community Garden. Currently it is on a 

private site.

• Assess the opportunity for a Phoenix Square Park once the Somerset Street 
connection is made. 

• Consider the real need for vehicular traffic on Kennebec between Preble 
and Elm. Consider possible use as a pedestrian space and extension of 
Phoenix Square.

Public Space Opportunities are illustrated on Figure 5-43.
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Figure 5-43: Public Space Opportunities
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5.9	General	Transit	Recommendations
Several transit related alternatives were developed for consideration in the 
context of the Bayside Transportation Master Plan. These concepts ranged from 
bus stop relocations to potential route modifications. Each of the alternatives, 
as well as those recommended further evaluation, are summarized below.  

5.9.1	Route	8	Reconfiguration	
1. Stop	Relocations—The alternative bus stop relocations and elimina-

tions considered are displayed in Figure 5-44.

2. Operational	Adjustments—To improve operation of Route 8, it is 
recommended to build in bus layover time into the schedule. This 
will improve accuracy of expected bus time arrivals and improve 
route travel time predictability.

3. Route	Reconfiguration—As a long-term recommendation, Route 8 
should be evaluated within the context of the larger transportation 
system, with attention to the needs of East Bayside as development 
grows. The importance of a one-seat ride for Route 8 riders should 
also remain a priority. 

Figure 5-46 at the end of this section summarizes the short-term transit rec-
ommendations for stop relocations. Details for these relocations and removals 
were provided in section 5.

 

Figure 5-44: Proposed Alternative Bus Stop Relocations and Eliminations on Route 8
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5.9.2	Two-way	Preble	and	Elm	Streets	
1. Two-way	Preble	and	Elm—Two-way Preble and Elm Streets will improve 

service to METRO Pulse as well as bus circulation throughout Bayside. With 
two-way streets, a bus-only street or “bus mall” could be considered.

2. Preble Extension as Transit Priority Corridor—Preble Extension was con-
sidered as a transit priority corridor for Routes 2, 4, and 8, as noted in the 
Peninsula Transit Study. Currently, Routes 2 and 4 run down Forest Avenue, 
make a loop around Congress Street, Elm Street, and Portland Street, and 
run back up Forest Avenue. Alternate routing was considered, which would 
re-route Route 2 and/or Route 4 from Forest Avenue to Preble Extension, as 
seen in Figure 5-45. The following steps are recommended:

• Short	term: It is recommended to keep Route 8 service on Preble 
Extension, and Route 2 and Route 4 service on Forest Avenue. With 
Preble Extension only serving a single route, it is not justified as a tran-
sit priority corridor in the context of other goals in the more immediate 
future.

• Mid-term: Re-visit the potential of shifting Route 4 to Preble Extension 
within the context of METRO’s overall planning for transit routes. Route 
2 is likely to remain on Forest Avenue given high ridership demand 
along this corridor. 

• Long-term: While a transit priority lane has advantages, use of Forest 
Avenue rather than Preble Extension must be considered in the larger 
context of transit planning, City of Portland goals, and neighborhood 
needs.

Alternative routing for routes 2 and 4 from Forest Street left onto Portland and 
right onto Preble was also considered, but it not recommended. This recom-
mendation did not move forward because of the need to service high rider de-
mand stops on Forest Street, the direct connection to Congress Street the cur-
rent routing provides, and other project goals for Portland and Oxford Street. 

5.9.3 Park and Ride
Potential free Park and Ride on Marginal Way with transit connection via Pearl 
Street: As development in Bayside grows, consideration should be given to pur-
suing more transit connections between the Bayside neighborhood and down-
town Portland. A connection from Marginal Way to Portland Street would help 
encourage more activity and bus travel in the area. Considerations for pursuing 

a park and ride with transit connections is the challenging topography between 
the Bayside neighborhood as it slopes up towards Congress Street.

5.9.4 Design Guidelines
• Management of curb space: Attention should be given to provide bus stop 

areas with appropriate lengths (ideally 80 feet). Curbs adjacent to bus stops 
should be absent of on-street parking and driveways, which can lead to 
vehicular conflicts with the bus.

• Crosswalk	location: Crosswalks should be located to the rear of bus stops. 
Far-side stops (see Transit Service Section 2.2.1.9) enable this condition, as 
crosswalks are located at the intersection behind the bus stop. A crosswalk 
behind a bus stop is safer for pedestrians as they will be walking behind a 
bus as it moves forward, rather than trying to cross in front of the bus.

• Accessibility: Accessible stops require a 5x8 level landing area and curb 
ramps to crosswalks. Crossings that lack curb ramps, have very steep slopes, 
or lack proper landing areas, do not meet ADA requirements, and limit the 
accessibility of bus stops, especially for seniors and persons with disabilities.

 

Figure 5-45: Proposed routing alternatives for Route 2 and Route 4 on Portland Street, Preble Street, and Elm Street
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Figure 5-46: Short-term transit recommendations for stop relocations

 

Figure 5-47: Existing bus stop in Bayside to the left and bus stop with proper signage 
and amenities in Boston to the right

 

Figure 5-48: Example of cycle track behind a bus stop from MassDOT Separated Lane 
Planning and Design Guide 
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• Bus	stop	amenities: Where appropriate, bus stops should provide amenities 
such as a shelter, bench, trash/recycling receptacle, and route schedule. All 
bus stops should provide a front bus stop sign that is oriented to the curb 
to maximize visibility. An example of how bus stops could be enhanced with 
more amenities is shown in Figure 5-47

• Bicycle	lanes	and	bus	stops: Appropriate pavement marking treatment and 
signage should be provided where buses and bicycle lanes are in conflict. 
Although bus drivers may be able to re-enter traffic more easily when 
stopped in the travel lane, consideration needs to be given to the turns 
permitted in the lane and the direction of travel of the bus, the impact on 
overall traffic operations, and roadway space for overtaking a stopped bus.  

Figure 5-48 is an example of cycle track behind a bus stop from MassDOT 
Separated Bike Lane Planning & Design Guide.

To avoid conflicts between bikes and buses, bike lanes should be dashed where 
they are adjacent to or fall within a bus lane, a shared bike-bus lane can be pro-
vided, or separated cycle tracks can be wrapped around the back of a bus stop. 

The recommended stop relocations in the Bayside neighborhood, as shown in 
Figure 5-46, seek to re-orient the bus stops to better conform to these types of 
guidelines, improving safety and efficiency. Moving forward it is recommended 
that PACTS, METRO, and the City of Portland work together to pursue develop-
ing bus stop design guidelines for future transit improvements in the METRO 
system, Bayside, and greater Portland.

5.9.5	Potential	funding	strategies
In conjunction with sidewalk improvements pursued for key corridors, consid-
erations should be given to identifying sidewalk improvements that improve 
access to METRO bus stops. Improvements should be made in coordination 
with METRO and consistent with ADA Standards for Transportation Facilities. 

Federal regulations under the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 
(MAP-21) increases the emphasis on maintaining transit assets in a State of 
Good Repair. A new federal transportation bill was passed on December 4, 
2015, Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST ACT), increasing fund-
ing for transportation programs for the next five years. METRO could partner 
with the City of Portland to implement transit enhancements, now known as 
“associated transit improvements” under MAP-21. These transit improvements 
include streetscape improvements on public rights-of-way, bicycle accommoda-
tions at stations such as METRO Pulse, and improved accessibility in compliance 

with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Pedestrian and bicycle improve-
ments within a one-half mile of a transit stop (including bus stops) have a de 
facto functional relationship to public transportation. (Federal Register, volume 
76, 161, August 19, 2011)¹. The U.S. Department of Transportation launched the 
Safer People, Safer Streets Initiative in 2014 strengthening this option. In other 
words, the pedestrian and bicycle improvements the Bayside Transportation 
Master Plan seeks to advance could be pursued through alternative funding 
mechanisms if the improvements could increase use of public transportation. 
The Greater Portland Council of Governments has secured funding to work with 
PACTS transit providers to do this.

Throughout the Bayside Transportation Master Plan process, a wide range of 
stakeholders collaborated to reach the recommendations in this report (see 
Section 6.1). Ongoing collaboration between City of Portland, as the primary 
owner of roadways in the study area, and METRO as the transit provider, is 
essential for the successful implementation of roadway improvements that 
benefit all modes of transportation. A continued partnership approach among 
PACTs, City of Portland, METRO, and private development allows limited funding 
to be pooled for more timely results.

 

1   http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2011-08-19/pdf/2011-21273.pdf 
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6.1 PUBLIC OUTREACH PROCESS
Approach

processes:

AGENDA

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

FLYER

 

Figure 6-1: Help Fulfill Bayside Vision 
Public Workshop Flyer – September 15, 
2015
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AGENDA

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

comments are at 

 

Figure 6-3: Got Opinions on Getting 
Around Bayside Flyer – October 31, 2015

PLACEHOLDER

FLYER

 

Figure 6-4: FINAL WORKSHOP! Flyer – 
December 10, 2015

 

Figure 6-2: See New Transportation Ideas 
for Bayside Flyer – October 29, 2015
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AGENDA

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

  –  : 6.1.4 Other Key Stakeholder Outreach 

ings during the study process:

PLACEHOLDER

FLYER

 

Figure 6-5: PortlandStudies Transportation Website
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TO:  Chair Thibodeau and Members of the Sustainability and Transportation Committee 
 
FROM: Bruce Hyman, Transportation Program Manager 
 
DATE:  March 16, 2018 
 
SUBJECT: Draft Bayside Transportation Master Plan 

 
CC:  Jeff Levine, Planning and Urban Development Director 
  Chris Branch, Public Works Director 
  Jeremiah Bartlett, Transportation Systems Engineer 

Troy Moon, Sustainability Coordinator 
 

 
Introduction:  
The City conducted the PACTS-funded Bayside Transportation Master Plan to integrate and lay the 
groundwork for many various public planning-project initiatives and private development activities 
in the fast-changing Bayside and East Bayside neighborhoods. The Plan and its recommendations 
are organized around 8 primary ‘Focus Areas’: 

 Marginal Way 
 Preble and Elm Streets 
 Portland and Oxford Streets 
 Pearl Street 
 Lancaster and Kennebec Streets 
 East Bayside 
 Washington Avenue (on-peninsula) 
 Public Transit. 

A robust public outreach-engagement process with residents, property owners and businesses was 
conducted that included three well-attended public workshops, an Open House and an interactive 
project website. Close coordination with the MaineDOT and METRO was also maintained through-
out the process. This process and its outcomes are documented in Chapter 6. 
 
For each of the 8 focus areas the public outreach and consultant-staff discussions generated a 
series of Issues-Opportunities and Goals were identified. From these, a set of Alternatives were 
generated and analyzed and evaluated based on how well they met the Goals. 
 
  



	
	

	

	

Principal Recommendations by Focus Area:	
Recommendations for each focus area were made based on the technical analysis and goals 
evaluation. The principal recommendations for each focus area are summarized below. Common 
themes for each focus area are an improved streetscape/sidewalks and pedestrian crossings. 

 Marginal Way. To more safely and efficiently serve a more urban development context, Marginal 
Way is recommended to become a more consistent 3-lane roadway from Forest Avenue to Franklin 
Street with one lane in each direction, two-way center turn lane/left turn lanes at intersections and 
on-street parking. Intersections are recommended to be reconfigured to serve this configuration 
including at Preble/Elm Streets, Chestnut Street (including a traffic signal) and at Franklin Street. 
At Franklin Street, full movement of traffic for westbound Marginal Way is preserved. 

 Preble and Elm Streets. In anticipation of the Somerset Street re-connection between Elm and 
Hanover Streets, Preble Street is proposed to be reconfigured from Marginal Way to Congress 
Street for generally one travel lane and a bike lane with turn lanes at intersections where needed. 
Elm Street is recommended to remain two travel lanes with shared lane bikeway markings.  

 Portland and Oxford Streets. Portland Street is recommended to be reconfigured at the Forest 
Avenue intersection to better serve pedestrians and transit users. Oxford Street is recommended to 
become two-way from Elm Street to Alder Street/Portland Street to improve street connectivity 
within the neighborhood. A test of a two-way Oxford Street from Elm to Pearl is suggested. 

 Pearl Street. Pearl Street is recommended to be extended the one block from Somerset Street to 
Marginal Way to enhance north-south connectivity on the peninsula from Marginal Way to 
Commercial Street. 

 Lancaster and Kennebec Streets. Various options for reconfiguring both streets are presented 
including as traditional city streets (travelways with curb and sidewalk) or as shared streets for 
some sections in response to potential development opportunities. City staff also suggest that 
portions of Kennebec Street be considered to become pedestrian only/a pedestrian mall given its 
unique characteristics. This type of conversion has been successful in communities across the 
country to create vibrant redevelopment areas. 

 East Bayside. Many streets are recommended to be upgraded to traditional city streets with curb 
and sidewalks where they are currently missing. 

 Washington Avenue (on-peninsula). In anticipation of reconstruction of much of the street and its 
continued redevelopment/revitalization, Washington Avenue is recommended to have a much 
higher quality streetscape/sidewalks and better pedestrian access along and across Washington 
Avenue. 

 Public Transit. Many bus stops are recommended to be relocated and formalized by removal of on-
street parking to allow buses access to the curb to better serve riders.
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RESOLUTION ADOPTING A GOAL TO REDUCE 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS CITYWIDE 80 PERCENT BY 2050 

WHEREAS, as a coastal, urban community, Portland is highly vulnerable to the impacts of 
climate change; and

WHEREAS, local sea level during the past two decades has been rising 130 percent faster than 
the historical rate and analysis in the recent Bayside Adapts report suggests the 
City should prepare to manage 8.8 feet of sea level rise by 2100; and

WHEREAS, waters in Casco Bay and the Gulf of Maine are warming at a rate 99% faster than 
the world’s oceans, and will soon reach temperatures projected to shift marine 
species and disrupt traditional fisheries; and

WHEREAS, members of our community and others are already feeling the effects of climate 
change through increased temperatures, more extreme weather events, more 
frequent flooding, and other disruptions that also affect  our economy, and way of 
life; and 

WHEREAS,  from 1895 to 2014, average annual temperatures in Portland warmed by four 
degrees Farenheit (F) and climate models for the Casco Bay watershed predict 
further increases from two to six degrees F by mid-century and three to 10°F by 
2100; and

WHEREAS, current trends and projections show that Cumberland County can expect more 
frequent extreme precipitation events, categorized as coastal floods, flash floods, 
heavy rain and tropical storms, and increased months of drought as well; and 

WHEREAS, these climate changes have cascading effects on the City’s economy, 
infrastructure, public health and safety, and other critical systems; and

WHEREAS, the transition to a low-carbon community reliant on the efficient use of clean 
energy resources and electrified transportation will most likely improve air 
quality, enhance public health, increase national and energy security, create local 
green jobs, and reduce reliance on finite resources; and

WHEREAS, increasing energy efficiency and resilience may attract jobs and economic 
development opportunities to our community and improve our long-term 
economic competitiveness; 



WHEREAS, the City of Portland has already demonstrated leadership in climate action and has 
implemented initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, including energy 
upgrades in municipal buildings, deployment of electric vehicles and charging 
infrastructure, an Energy Benchmarking Ordinance in 2016, the completion of a 
Municipal Climate Action Plan and the conversion of its streetlights to LED, a 
first for Maine; and

WHEREAS, national leaders met in Paris in December 2015 to negotiate a global agreement 
that endeavors to decrease greenhouse gas emissions to a level that could cap the 
average global temperature increase at two degrees above normal or lower; and

WHEREAS, in 2017 the City Council pledged that the City will run on 100% clean energy by 
2040, joined the Mayors National Climate Action Agenda, and pledged to take 
action in accordance with the goals stated in the Paris Climate Agreement; and

WHEREAS, conservative estimates by the world’s climate scientists state that to achieve 
climate stabilization and avoid cataclysmic climate change, emission of 
greenhouse gases must be brought to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050; and

WHEREAS, the City of Portland would be joining a growing coalition of cities around the 
world who are committed to an 80% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 
2050 including Atlanta, Boston, Boulder, Chicago, Minneapolis, New York, 
Portland, Oregon, Providence, San Francisco, Seattle, and Washington, DC; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Portland City Council and the Mayor 
hereby establish the goal of reducing citywide greenhouse gas emissions by 80 
percent by the year 2050.
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Executive Department 

 Jon P. Jennings, City Manager 

 

To: Councilor Thibodeau and members of the Sustainability and Transportation Commitee  

From: Troy Moon, Sustainability Coordinator 

Date: March 16, 2018  

Subject: Adopting a goal to reduce greenhouse gas emissions citywide 80% by 2050  
  

 
In June, 2017, the Portland City Council adopted a resolve to join the Mayors National Climate Agenda 

(Climate Mayors), pledging to take actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in a manner consistent with 

the goals outlined in the Paris Agreement. Specifically, signatory cities pledged to: 

1. Develop a community greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions inventory 

2. Set near- and long-term targets to reduce emissions 

3. Develop a Climate Action Plan aligned with the City's targets 

 

The Sustainability Office has been developing a strategy to meet this commitment. During this process, I met 

with my counterpart in South Portland – also a member of the Climate Mayors – to discuss our plans. We 

realized that by collaborating we could address climate issues on a regional level and reduce costs by sharing 

consulting expenses. Together, we developed a joint project centered on an ambitious long-term vision for 

deep emissions reductions.    The key facets of our recommended strategy are: 

 

1. Adopt a greenhouse gas reduction target compatible with the goals established by the Paris Climate 

Agreement.  Leading cities have chosen an 80% reduction in emissions by 2050. (80x50) 

2. Select a qualified consultant to assist with the development of a rigorous planning process that will 

identify actions necessary to achieve the targeted GHG reductions. 

3. Establish a stakeholder group of experts in key areas to guide the planning process.  (Key areas 

include energy, land use and transportation, waste reduction, and resilience.) 

4. Conduct community meetings to engage citizens in the planning process 

 

At the conclusion of this process each city will have a detailed plan describing concrete actions and 

measureable goals that will result in a less carbon intense and more resilient community.  

 

During the formation of our strategy we were approached by a team consisting of the principals from 

Gridsolar and the leadership of the Maine Chapter of the Sierra Club. They proposed a project that would 

create parcel level maps of energy consumption in both cities and a map showing the location and capacity 

of key assets in the local electric grid.  Together, this information would allow our cities to identify effective 

ways to deploy distributed energy resources such as solar panels, choose areas where micro-grids might 

make sense, and where it makes the most sense to build out electric vehicle charging infrastructure.  These 

technologies will be vital parts of any effort to reduce GHG emissions and ensure our communities are 

resilient in the face of the unavoidable impacts of climate change.  GridSolar and the Sierra Club view this 

http://climatemayors.org/
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project as a model for cities across the country and are offering to pilot it in our cities at no charge, although 

they ask that we help identify potential funders if possible.   

 

With these pieces in place, Sustainability staff met with both City Managers to review our project and discuss 

funding.   Conversation with colleagues in other cities and discussions with several consultants suggests a 

budget for our planning process should be approximately $220,000.  We proposed that South Portland and 

Portland both commit $110,000 to the project.  Either city pursuing a planning process on its own would 

likely pay more than that.   Additionally, partnering with GridSolar will provide access to research, mapping, 

and public outreach valued at $400,000. Moving forward with this project will model collaborative regional 

climate action planning, minimize consulting costs, and leverage an innovative approach to energy modeling. 

 

As a next step in this process we are asking the City Council to officially adopt the goal of reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions by 80% before 2050.  The cities involved in the Climate Neutral Cities Alliance, 

which includes New York, Boston, Minneapolis, Seattle, San Francisco, as well as many international cities 

state: 

 

Cities striving for carbon neutrality recognize that averting the worst impacts of climate change will 

require cutting GHG emissions by at least 80% by 2050. Because urban areas account for nearly 

three-quarters of humanity's emissions, reaching this goal will depend in large part on our ability to 

reimagine and reinvent cities in ways that promote economic prosperity, social equity, enhanced 

quality of life, and climate resilience. 

 

The Paris Agreement was signed by 195 nations around the world who rallied around a shared objective of 

keeping global temperature rise to no more than 2 degrees Celsius, preferably no more than 1.5 degrees 

Celsius.  As a member of the Climate Mayors, Portland has pledged to work toward this goal.   

 
Adopting this goal aligns with the City Council’s stated commitment to take meaningful action to address global 
climate change and to reduce its local impacts.  It represents the first step toward developing a comprehensive 
climate action and adaptation plan for the City of Portland. 




