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SELECTMEN’S MEETING
TENTATIVE AGENDA
Wellesley Town Hall – Juliani Room
7:00 P.M. Monday, June 18, 2018

1. 7:00
2. 7:05
3. 7:35

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

8:00
8:15
8:25
8:35
8:45

9. 8:55

Citizen Speak
Planning Board Candidate Interviews
Quarterly Traffic Update
A. Great Plain Avenue Roundabout Update
B. Public Hearing – Stop Sign Requests advertised for 7:45 pm
i. Priscilla Road
ii. Plymouth Road
Review Draft Complete Streets Policy
Quarterly Police Update
Review and Approve Memorandum of Understanding with SBC
Review and Approve Appointments
Executive Director’s Update
 Approve Draft Minutes
New Business and Correspondence

Next Meeting Dates: Monday, June 25, 2018 7:00 pm
Tuesday, July 10, 2018 7:00 pm

6/14/2018
Black regular agenda items

Board of Selectmen Calendar – FY18
Date
6/25
Monday

7/2
Monday
7/4
Wednesday
7/10
Tuesday

Selectmen Meeting Items
Meeting
Year End Transfers
Traffic for Wellesley College PSI
Public Hearing – Approve Alcohol Regs
Approve WHDC CPA Firm
McGinley Kelso presentation to BOS
No Meeting
TOWN HALL CLOSED (INDEPENDENCE DAY)
Meeting
Reviews: Fire Chief, Police Chief
Discuss Capital Policy
40B Masshousing Letter 136-140 Worcester
Joint meeting with Planning Board to appoint members

7/17
Tuesday

Meeting
Executive Director
Recommendation for Tailby Interviews from Staff Working
Group

7/24
Tuesday
7/31
Tuesday

No Meeting

8/7
Tuesday
8/14
Tuesday
8/21
Tuesday
8/28
Tuesday
9/3
Monday
9/4
Tuesday
9/11
Tuesday
9/17
Monday

9/24
Monday

Meeting
TAILBY INTERVIEWS 4-6 pm, 7-9 pm
No Meeting
No Meeting
Meeting
No Meeting
TOWN HALL CLOSED (LABOR DAY)
No Meeting
Meeting
Meeting
Diversity Program w/WOW?
HPP Joint Meeting with Planning Board
Meeting
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Other Meeting Items

6/14/2018
Black regular agenda items
Date
10/1
Monday
10/2
Tuesday
10/3
Wednesday
10/8
Monday
10/9
Tuesday
10/15
Monday
10/22
Monday
10/29
Monday
11/5
Monday
11/6
Tuesday

Selectmen Meeting Items
No Meeting - Wellesley Club
STM
STM
TOWN HALL CLOSED (COLUMBUS DAY)
Meeting
Meeting
Meeting
Meeting
No Meeting – Wellesley Club
Meeting

Notes
Quarterly updates
 Traffic Committee (Deputy Chief Pilecki)
 Facilities Maintenance (Joe McDonough)
 Wellesley Club Dates 10/1/18, 11/5/18, 1/7/19, 3/4/19
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Other Meeting Items

MOTIONS
3.

MOVE to amend the Traffic Regulations by:
ADDING TO SCHEDULE IV, STOP SIGNS, the following:
Location

At

So as to Face

Priscilla Road

Standish Road

Eastbound Traffic

ADDING TO SCHEDULE IV, STOP SIGNS, the following:

7.

Location

At

So as to Face

Plymouth Road

Sagamore Road

South Westbound Traffic

MOVE that the Board appoint Cynthia Mahr as the School Department
Records Access Officer effective July 1, 2018.
OPTION 1 - MOVE that the Board appoint all employee positions and
volunteers to Committees included on the appointments spreadsheet
highlighted in blue and grey, excluding the School Building Committee.
OPTION 2 - MOVE that the Board appoint all employee positions and
volunteers to Committees included on the appointments spreadsheet
highlighted in blue and grey, excluding the School Building Committee and
Council on Aging.

8.

MOVE that the Board approve the minutes of the May 11, 2018 and June 8,
2018 meetings.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

MASSACHUSETTS

BOARD OF SELECTMEN

TOWN HALL  525 WASHINGTON STREET  WELLESLEY, MA 02482-5992
ELLEN F. GIBBS, CHAIR
JACK MORGAN, VICE CHAIR
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This meeting is on Monday at its regularly scheduled time of 7:00 PM in the Juliani Room at
Town Hall.
1. Citizen Speak

2. Planning Board Candidate Interviews
The three Planning Board candidates are all available for Monday’s meeting. Scheduled
interviews are as follows:
7:05 – Albert Berry
7:15- Sheila Olsen
7:25 – Patty Mallett
The Board will be conducting a joint meeting with the Planning Board on July 10th to appoint
members to the Planning Board. As outlined previously by Catherine Johnson the Planning
Board has two vacancies of the 5 regular members. The Associate Member position is also
vacant. Associate Members only vote on Special Permits (PSI is an example), but have
historically participated in all discussions.
The two regular board member vacancy appointments last only until next March's town elections
(approximately 8 months). At that time, each of the appointees would have to run for election in
order to stay on the Board. In March, there will be a 5-year term and a 1 year term available. The
Associate position is for a two-year term, and currently there is one year remaining on the
existing Associate member. Appointment of the Associate Member would be until June 30, 2019
per Michael.
Catherine Johnson indicated the search process was diligent and extensive. Besides the usual
channels for job posting, the contacted people who had been on the Planning Board in the past,
spoke with you and other Town officials to curry suggested names, looked through our past
candidate submissions, and even considered seeking members from other boards.
From the people who applied pro-actively, the Planning Board found in their words
three enthusiastic, intelligent candidates who want to contribute to the Town. The interviews that
were conducted by the Planning Board can be found online.

NO MOTION

ALBERT H. BERRY IV
33 Avon Rd, Wellesley MA 02482 ● albertberry@gmail.com  617-697-3183

May 16, 2018

Dear Planning Board Members,
My name is Albert Berry and I’m a “relatively” new resident to the Town of Wellesley, although my
admiration for the Town spans a few decades. My family that includes my wife Emily, my son Quinn, a
Labradoodle named Maxwell and a baby on the way (we didn’t yet know about the new arrival) made
Wellesley our home a year ago this month. Since becoming settled and growing close with neighbors
and residents all across Town, I personally have felt a sincere desire to give back to the community as
much as I possibly can, and have become active as a Town Meeting Member for Precinct B and an avid
supporter of elected officials across all Town Boards and Committees. Wellesley is where my family is
planting our roots for the very long-term and my nature has always been to give back and serve to the
very best of my abilities, so I sincerely hope for the consideration of the Board for the open seat of
“Associate Member” of the Planning Board.
I have spoken to a member of the Board regarding this open positon and have introduced myself to other
members at past meetings and Town events, and based on conversations believe that the “Associate
Member” would be the best fit at this time if I had the honor to serve. My experience in business, both
in past managerial positions and currently as an Entrepreneur of an 8 year old company that works
primarily with Fortune 500 companies, has taught me valuable lessons on integrity, decision making and
the ability to work in most any capacity under any circumstance. I am a very diligent individual and a
quick learner, with the ability to think through critical decisions. When I find myself passionate about
something, Wellesley and it’s community as it specifically relates to this opportunity, I candidly can
serve as a reliable representative that will work hard for the betterment of whatever the task may be
and follow proper protocols as would be needed.
Again, please keep me in consideration for the position and I assure all of you that I approach this
position with excitement and true sincerity because I have come to respect Wellesley and it’s residents
more than I could have imagined. If any questions may be needed or if I’m able to speak to the Board in
person it would be a pleasure.
All the best,
Albert Berry
TMM Precinct B
33 Avon Rd.
617-697-3183

ALBERT H. BERRY IV
33 Avon Rd, Wellesley MA 02482 ● albertberry@gmail.com  617-697-3183

B USINESS D EVELOPMENT
Entrepreneurship



Medical Equipment



Advertising / Marketing

Versatile, highly proficient business professional offering talents across strategic planning, consultative
sales, account management and revenue growth. Skilled presenter and confident closer with persuasive
communication strengths; record of productive lead generation with a history of consistently spurring
revenue growth in highly competitive industries. Experienced leader with talent for motivating highperformance teams. Career-long success in developing strategic partnerships and growing market share.
Core competencies include:






Strategic Sales Plans
Lead Generation
Client Relations
Territory Growth
Customer Education







Program Development
Internal / External Liaison
Consultative Sales / Solutions Selling
National Account Management
Training & Team Development

P ROFESSIONAL E XPERIENCE
FOUNDER / VP, BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT, 3/2001-PRESENT
DEMOFLICK, LLC — Boston, MA
Recognized as an “influential entrepreneur” in the Advertising/Tech Industries
Direct all organizational operations, policies, and objectives to maximize productivity and returns.
Analyze complex scenarios and use creative problem-solving to turn challenges into profitable
opportunities. Interview, appoint, train, and assign responsibilities to department managers.
Monitor cost-effectiveness of operations and personnel using quantitative data, offering feedback and
making cuts where necessary. Since establishment in 2011, revenue has increased by at least 38% year
after year.
DIRECTOR OF SALES, 3/2006-2/2011
iSPEAK VIDEO — Boca Raton, FL
Recruited to engineer sales growth during rapidly evolving start-up period for online advertising firm.
Defined, developed and implemented sales strategies and initiatives; generated leads and established
relationships with decision-makers to foster long-term sales. Developed forecasts and sales objectives;
prepared and administered budget. Grew strategic partnerships; interfaced with purchasing, creative
and IT groups to craft procedures and best practices. Formulated and delivered presentations and
developed formal proposals. Provided training, coaching and support for sales team. Compiled, tracked
and reported metrics to support decision-making and maximize market position; managed national
trade-show presence.
Selected accomplishments:
 Established team goals and incentive programs, outlining high expectations and creating
individual accountability among sales team.
…continued…

ALBERT H. BERRY IV

Page Two
Professional Experience Continued





Personally surpassed sales goals by 145% throughout 87% of employment tenure.
Secured and managed accounts with clients such as Microsoft, Discover Financial, Northern Trust
Bank, Quill Corporation, and Uniden Corp.
Instrumental in development and implementation of new product offerings.
TERRITORY SALES MANAGER, 3/2005-2/2006
LABMD — Atlanta, GA

Spearheaded territory development for this organization focused on providing urology laboratory
services, including urine cultures, microbiology, pathology and vallecular UroVysion FISH testing.
Managed 23 existing accounts and 1,500 prospects for comprehensive urology laboratory services and
associated equipment throughout Southeast region comprising 3 states. Coordinated plans and strategies
with team members; analyzed data to ensure optimal resource utilization. Organized and conducted
physician education meetings to promote services; teamed with physicians to ensure top-quality patient
care.
Selected accomplishments:
 Participated in provision of free prostate-specific antigen (PSA) testing and education on
prostate screening to under-served populations.
 Focused efforts on territory and service growth as well as maintaining existing accounts.

E DUCATION & C REDENTI ALS
Bachelor of Science, Business Administration, 2003
GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY — Statesboro, GA
Software: Excel, Word, PowerPoint, Outlook, Photoshop
Community Affiliations:
Habitat for Humanity
Children's Miracle Network
Canine Assistants
American Red Cross

Sheila Olson
86 Elmwood Rd.
Wellesley, Massachusetts 02481

May 16, 2018
Ms. Lynda Schelling
Planning Department Administrative Assistant
VIA Email: lschelling@wellesleyma.gov

Dear Ms. Schelling and Wellesley Planning Department,
I write to confirm my interest in the Associate Member position on the Planning Board. As a
local real estate agent and 11-year resident of Wellesley, I have a keen interest in how our town
plans its development and stewards its resources. As a former attorney and member of an open
space preservation committee in California, I have some knowledge of and experience with land
use planning, oversight, and permitting.
I have been a Town Meeting Member from Precinct A since 2013, and I have developed a deep
love for the Wellesley community and a strong interest in its governance. I want to play my part
in enhancing/preserving the quality of life we enjoy here. Strong personal interests in historic
preservation, zoning issues, and environmental protection align well with the work of the
Planning Board, and my training as a transactional attorney predisposes me toward the sort of
balancing tests that community planning always entails.
I have been very impressed with Members of the Planning Board’s recent presentations to the
general citizenry and to Town Meeting. The Unified Plan process, the Parking Bylaw and the
Demolition Delay Bylaw are excellent examples. Since much of what makes Wellesley an
attractive town for living and walking are its lovely trees and homes, the reasonable application
of the Tree Bylaw and Large House Review process are important constants for the Planning
Board in which I have a high degree of interest.
For all of the foregoing reasons, I hope that the Department and its Board will consider my
appointment to the Associate Member position. I would be happy to entertain any questions you
may have as the appointment process proceeds.
Sincerely,
Sheila Olson
86 Elmwood Rd.

SHEILA OLSON
86 Elmwood Rd., Wellesley, MA 02481
Email: sheila_olson@yahoo.com
www.sheilaolsonadvising.com

_________________________________________________________________________________________

EDUCATION
J.D. Harvard Law School
M.A. UCLA (Anthropology/Archaeology)
M.A. University of London (Museum Studies)
B.A. Harvard College (Anthropology/Archaeology), Summa cum Laude, Phi Beta Kappa

2000
1997
1992
1990

PROFESSIONAL & CIVIC VOLUNTEER EXPERIENCE
Wellesley Town Meeting Member, Precinct A
Realtor, Coldwell Banker Residential Brokerage Wellesley
Steering Committee Member, Wellesley STEM Expo
Principal, Sheila Olson College Advising LLC
 Independent educational consulting business
Admissions Officer, Fay School, Southborough MA
Chairperson, Wellesley Creative Arts & Sciences Committee
 Townwide committee organizing most District enrichment programs, grades K-8
Member, Preserve Lamorinda Open Space
 PLOS is a volunteer organization that works to protect open space, ridgelines, and
wildlife in the communities of Lafayette, Moraga, and Orinda in San Francisco’s
East Bay area. It encourages and facilitates civic participation in the local, state
and federal review and permitting processes.
Attorney, Sidley Austin Brown & Wood, New York
 Corporate Transactions & International Banking Groups
Director of School Programs, UCLA Fowler Museum of Anthropology
 Managed 4 person department of educators.
History Teacher and Asst. Director of Development, Viewpoint School, Calabasas, CA
Legal Assistant, Morrison & Foerster, Los Angeles
 Litigation and Real Estate Groups

2013 - present
2014 - present
2014 - present
2016 - present
2015 - 2016
2009-2011
2004-2007

2000-2004
1995-1997
1992-1995
1991-1992

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS
Greater Boston and Massachusetts Associations of Realtors (GBAR/MAR)
Independent Educational Consultants Association (IECA)

FOREIGN LANGUAGES


Spanish, Portuguese

2014 – present
2017 - present

Patricia A. Mallett, P.E.
15 Wingate Road
Wellesley, MA 02481
(781) 235-0080
pattymallett@gmail.com

May 20, 2018
Ms. Lynda Schelling
Wellesley Planning Department
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482
Subject: Planning Board Regular and Associate Member Positions
Dear Ms. Schelling:
I am writing in response to the regular and associate member positions currently available
for the Planning Board. Please find my resume enclosed for consideration.
I have lived in Wellesley since August 2003 having moved my family to Wellesley from
San Francisco to be closer to our aging parents. We chose Wellesley to live in due to its
close proximity to Boston where my husband works and its excellent school system. I
stayed home with my three boys until this past fall when I returned to my professional
roots as a civil engineering project manager now with the Massachusetts Water
Resources Authority (MWRA). In the intervening years, I was a regular volunteer at
Bates Elementary and the High School.
My family now calls Wellesley home. In the years that we have lived in Wellesley, we
have seen major changes to the Town. The Linden Street renovation was completed, and
now the Town is looking at the North 140 and the 40B requirements for housing. I am
eager to use my public sector skills to help the Town navigate these challenging issues.
In my professional capacity I have participated in public outreach for water/wastewater
projects and have gained insight to dealing with sensitive public issues. I would very
much like to join the Planning Board and participate in addressing the issues facing our
home town.
My attached resume provides further details regarding my background and qualifications.
I welcome the opportunity to become further involved in my community. Thank you for
your time and consideration.
Best regards,

Patricia Mallett, P.E.

Patricia A. Mallett, P.E.
15 Wingate Road
Wellesley, MA 02481
(781) 235-0080
patty.mallett@gmail.com

PROFESSIONAL PROFILE
Experienced project manager with an outstanding career in capital program/project
management, environmental/watershed management and customer/stakeholder
communications with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Massachusetts
Water Resources Authority. Supplemental experience as an engineer and project manager
for consulting engineers to large utilities. An excellent communicator with a proven
track record of working collaboratively on large complicated projects with a broad
variety of internal and external stakeholders and governing boards.
Demonstrated achievements in:
 Engineering studies
 Customer/stakeholder/media
 Strategic planning
communication
 Watershed protection and
 Regulatory negotiations
environmental management
 Contract management
 Mentoring of professional engineers

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
Project Manager
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA)
September 2018 – Present
Project Manager for the planning, design and construction phases of rehabilitation and
capital engineering projects for the MWRA water/wastewater system.
 North Metropolitan Sewer Sections 4, 5, 6, and 186 Rehabilitation
Responsibilities include conceptual engineering, detailed design, and construction of the
sewer upgrades, including slip lining the defective sewer sections and spot repairing the
local infiltration areas. The construction site is in a densely populated area and requires
public outreach to minimize impacts to neighbors.
 Wachusett Dam Lower Gate House and Bastion Improvements
Responsibilities include conceptual engineering and detailed design for the structural and
architectural improvements to the LGH and Bastion, as well as piping modifications to
the Wachusett Dam outlet piping.
 Union Park Pump Station Chemical Storage Upgrade
Responsiblities include the design and construction of an above ground storage tank for
the emergency generator on site.
Senior Project Manager, Regional Water
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) September 1997 – January 2003
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Patricia A. Mallett, P.E.
15 Wingate Road
Wellesley, MA 02481
(781) 235-0080
patty.mallett@gmail.com

As Senior Project Manager directed four staff engineers on regional water supply capital
projects included in the SFPUC’s $3.6 billion Capital Improvement Program.
 Calaveras Dam Project
Responsibilities included all aspects of the project, including the environmental review
process, detailed design, and construction. Calaveras Dam was determined to be
seismically unsound which required repair or replacement. The estimated capital cost for
the project ranged from $150 million for repair to $500 million for replacement with a
new, expanded dam. Coordinated the project with the SFPUC’s East Bay Habitat
Conservation Plan.
 Hetch Hetchy Water Treatment Project (HHWTP), Chloramine Conversion.
Responsibilities for the HHWTP included conceptual engineering, the environmental
review process, detailed design, and the design/implementation of the public outreach
program for chloramine conversion.
The chloramine conversion was successfully
completed in February 2004. The capital cost for the overall program was approximately
$60 million.
 Sunol Valley Water Treatment Plant Improvement Project (SIP)
Responsibilities for the SIP included conceptual engineering and environmental
review/permitting. Additional responsibilities included overseeing a Project Manager 2
during the detailed design and construction phases. The SIP was developed to address
deficiencies in the treatment plant that resulted in the issuance of a Compliance Order
from the California Department of Health Services due to a treatment failure. Phase 1
focused on the improvements to the plant to regain its full 160 mgd capacity. Phase 1
was designed and construction was completed in 2003 with a capital cost of
approximately $54 million. Phase 2, the Future Facilities Plan, focused on the long term
needs of the Sunol Valley. The first projects to be implemented from Phase 2 include the
construction of a treated water reservoir, with an estimated cost of $47 million, and
further expansion of the plant to 240 mgd, with an estimated cost of $82 million.
Sanitary Engineer
SFPUC
July 1995 – August 1997
 Hetch Hetchy Watershed Working Group (WWG)
Responsibilities included managing the WWG. The primary objective of the WWG was
to obtain a Memorandum of Understanding with the National Park Service regarding
management of the Hetch Hetchy watershed as a condition to maintaining Filtration
Avoidance.
Other project engineer work included the following:
 HHWTP Preliminary Engineering
 SIP Preliminary Engineering
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Patricia A. Mallett, P.E.
15 Wingate Road
Wellesley, MA 02481
(781) 235-0080
patty.mallett@gmail.com




Hetch Hetchy Watershed Management Strategic Plan
Hetch Hetchy Sanitary Survey

Senior Civil Engineer
Uribe & Associates
July 1993 – June 1995
Project manager for the following projects.
 Water Quality/Quantity Studies for the Central California Regional Water Recycling
Project
 Environmental Compliance Audits for the East Bay Municipal Utilities District
 Base Realignment and Closure Environmental Impact Statement for the Expansion of
Lemoore Naval Air Station
Senior Engineer
MWH
July 1989 – June 1993
Project Manager – Source Control Study for the City of Honolulu
Assistant Project Engineer - Water Reclamation Master Plan for the City and County of
San Francisco
Associate Engineer for the following projects.
 Export of Reclaimed Water from the Bay Area Study for the City of San Francisco
 Local Limits Justification Report for the City of Gilroy, CA
 Industrial Wastewater Treatment Studies
EDUCATION
The Johns Hopkins University, M.S.E. in Environmental Engineering, May 1989.
University of Maine, B.S. in Civil Engineering, May 1988.
HONORS AND AWARDS
Mayor’s Fiscal Advisory Committee Public Managerial Excellence Award Nominee
2001. SPARC Water Quality Planning Unit.
PUBLICATIONS
“Preparation of a RWQCB Audit”, February 1991 CWPCA Industrial and Hazardous
Waste Conference and Exhibition, February 1991.
“Source Water Quality Challenges in an Unfiltered System”, 1996 California/Nevada
Section, American Water Works Association Fall Conference.

Page 3 of 4 pages

Patricia A. Mallett, P.E.
15 Wingate Road
Wellesley, MA 02481
(781) 235-0080
patty.mallett@gmail.com

“Parasite Sampling and Disease Surveillance Used to Evaluate Treatment Alternatives for
an Unfiltered Water Source”, 1996 American Water Works Association Water Quality
Technology Conference.
”San Francisco PUC Source Water Protection Program”, January 1997 EPA/AMWA
Source Water Protection Workshop – Portland, OR.
“Strategic Watershed Planning for an Unfiltered System”, 1997 American Water Works
Association Annual Conference.
“Impacts of Filtration Avoidance on San Francisco’s Water Supply Planning”, 1997
America Water Works Association Water Resources Conference.
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3.

Quarterly Traffic Update
Members of the Traffic Committee will be joining the Board including Chief Pilecki,
Lieutenant Showstead, Dave Hickey, and Mike Regan (VHB).
Great Plain Avenue Roundabout Update
A public meeting was held on May 22nd with abutters of the Great Plain Avenue. The
Traffic Committee will give an update on the meeting, noting the residents were very
supportive of the redesign of the Great Plain Avenue intersection into a roundabout. Mike
Regan will also give an update on the design.
Public Hearing – Stop Sign Requests advertised for 7:45 pm
Priscilla Road
In October of 2018, the Traffic Committee received an email from a concerned resident on
Winslow Road expressing the need for a stop sign at the intersection of Priscilla Circle and
Standish Road heading eastbound. The Traffic Committee had Mike Regan conduct a Stop
Sign Warrant analysis (Warrant Guidelines attached) to determine whether a stop sign was
appropriate. Mike Regan’s report concluded a stop sign was necessary. Abutters were
notified of the Public Hearing. I received one call from Carolyn Pruyne at 19 Priscilla Road
who is a 60 year resident who was very supportive of the installation. The office received no
other comments/calls from abutters.
Plymouth Road
Tom Ulfelder had raised a concern with this intersection several months ago. The Traffic
Committee inspected the intersection and found it likely did meet the Stop Sign Warrants.
Mike Regan conducted a formal assessment and determined a Stop Sign was necessary.
Abutters were notified of the Public Hearing. I have not received any comments from the
public.

MOVE to amend the Traffic Regulations by :
ADDING TO SCHEDULE IV, STOP SIGNS, the following:
Location

At

So as to Face

Priscilla Road

Standish Road

Eastbound Traffic

ADDING TO SCHEDULE IV, STOP SIGNS, the following:
Location

At

So as to Face

Plymouth Road

Sagamore Road

South Westbound Traffic

STOP SIGN WARRANTS – MUTCD (Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices)
Guidance:
01 At intersections where a full stop is not necessary at all times, consideration should first
be given to using less restrictive measures such as YIELD signs (see Sections
2B.08 and 2B.09).
02 The use of STOP signs on the minor-street approaches should be considered if
engineering judgment indicates that a stop is always required because of one or more of the
following conditions:
A. The vehicular traffic volumes on the through street or highway exceed 6,000
vehicles per day;
B. A restricted view exists that requires road users to stop in order to adequately
observe conflicting traffic on the through street or highway; and/or
C. Crash records indicate that three or more crashes that are susceptible to correction
by the installation of a STOP sign have been reported within a 12-month period, or
that five or more such crashes have been reported within a 2-year period. Such
crashes include right-angle collisions involving road users on the minor-street
approach failing to yield the right-of-way to traffic on the through street or highway.

To: Wellesley Traffic Safety Committee

Date: June 7, 2018
Project #: 13676.02

From: Michael P. Regan, PE, PTOE

Re: Priscilla Circle STOP Sign Review

INTRODUCTION
Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB) has evaluated the transportation conditions at the intersection of Priscilla
Road/Priscilla Circle, Standish Road and Brewster Road in Wellesley, Massachusetts. The roadways intersect in a series
of unsignalized intersections configured around a circular island. There is one existing leg of the intersection, the
Priscilla Road westbound approach to Standish Road, that is under STOP sign control. This memorandum presents the
evaluation of for installation of STOP signs at additional minor street approaches to the intersections.
DATA REVIEW
VHB has evaluated the character of the roadways; intersection crash history; and available sight lines from all
approaches to determine whether intersection control could be appropriate. It should be noted that traffic volume
and speed data for the intersections are not available and therefore were not considered in the evaluation and
recommendations presented herein. At such a time that traffic volume and/or speed data becomes available, the
recommendations discussed in this memorandum should be revisited.
ROADWAY CHARACTER
Standish Road, Priscilla Road / Priscilla Circle and Brewster Road are
local roadways providing access for residential neighborhoods.
Standish Road generally runs north – south connecting Oakland
Street and Route 9. Priscilla Circle / Priscilla Road extends east from
Putney Road (which intersects Oakland Street) and dead ends at
Longfellow Pond. Brewster Road intersects Standish Road and
Priscilla Road from the northeast. The roadways intersect in a series
of unsignalized intersections configured around a circular island.
There is one existing leg of the intersection, the Priscilla Road
westbound approach to Standish Road, that is under STOP sign
control. The rest of the intersections operate as right-of-way rule
established by the Uniform Vehicle Code without any additional
regulatory traffic control signs.
CRASH DATA
To identify potential vehicle crash trends and/or roadway deficiencies, Exhibit 1
vehicle crash data for the intersection was obtained from MassDOT
for the years 2012 to 2015, the most recent three-year history available. According to the data, no crashes occurred at
the intersection during that time period.

\\Mawatr\ts\13676.02 Wellesley-OnCall-Assig 2\docs\memos\PriscillaSTOPReview_Memo.docx

101 Walnut Street
PO Box 9151
Watertown, MA 02472-4026
P 617.924.1770

Ref: 13676.02
June 7, 2018
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SIGHT LINES
VHB reviewed the available sight lines from all five approaches to the intersections and the following limitations
observed:
Priscilla Road / Priscilla Road Eastbound: Sight distance limitations looking left were observed. As shown in Exhibit 2,
the view looking left is impacted by landscaping/topography on private property and the horizontal curve of Standish
Road. Looking left, view is limited by landscaping at the intersection corner that could be improved by selective
trimming and pruning.

Exhibit 2

RECOMMENDATIONS
STOP criteria in the 2009 MUTCD were unable to be fully evaluated with the available data. As discussed previously,
traffic volume and speed data for the intersection are not available and therefore were not considered in the
recommendations discussed below. At such a time that traffic volume and/or speed data becomes available, the
recommendations should be revisited to ensure that they are appropriate.
Based on the data available at this time and the criterion described in the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD), VHB recommends that the following improvements be considered:


STOP Control for Priscilla Road/Priscilla Circle: Consider installation of STOP-control for Priscilla Road/Priscilla
Circle eastbound approach only. This recommendation is supported by Section 2B.04 of the 2009 MUTCD
which states that “The ability to see conflicting traffic on an approach is not sufficient to allow a road user to
stop or yield in compliance with the normal right-of-way rule if such stopping or yielding is necessary.”.
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Installation of this STOP sign would clearly demonstrate that Standish Road is the major movement through
this intersection.
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To: Wellesley Traffic Safety Committee

Date: June 7, 2018
Project #: 13676.02

From: Michael P. Regan, PE, PTOE

Re: Fox Hill Road / Sagamore Road STOP Sign Review

INTRODUCTION
Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB) has evaluated the transportation conditions at the intersection of Fox Hill Road at
Sagamore Road and Sagamore Road at Plymouth Road in Wellesley, Massachusetts. The intersections have no
regulatory traffic control signs and the driver of a vehicle approaching the intersection must yield the right-of-way to
any vehicle or pedestrian already in the intersection. This memorandum presents the evaluation of for installation of
STOP signs for the minor street approaches to the intersections.
DATA REVIEW
VHB has evaluated the character of the roadways; intersection crash history; and available sight lines from all
approaches to determine whether intersection control could be appropriate. It should be noted that traffic volume
and speed data for the intersections are not available and therefore were not considered in the evaluation and
recommendations presented herein. At such a time that traffic volume and/or speed data becomes available, the
recommendations discussed in this memorandum should be revisited.
ROADWAY CHARACTER
Fox Hill Road, Sagamore Road and Plymouth Road are
local roadways providing access for residential
neighborhoods. Fox Hill Road generally runs eastwest. Sagamore Road begins at Fox Hill Road and
generally extends northwest where it ends with a culde-sac north of Bristol Road. The angle intersection of
Fox Hill Road at Sagamore Road is framed around a
landscaped, triangular island with two-way circulation
along all sides. Plymouth Road intersects Sagamore
Road from the east approximately 100 feet north of
Fox Hill Road. Each intersection operates as right-ofway rule established by the Uniform Vehicle Code
without any regulatory traffic control signs.
CRASH DATA

Exhibit 1

To identify potential vehicle crash trends and/or roadway deficiencies, vehicle crash data for the intersection was
obtained from MassDOT for the years 2012 to 2015, the most recent three-year history available. According to the
data, no crashes occurred at the intersection during that time period.
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SIGHT LINES
VHB reviewed the available sight lines from all five approaches to the intersections and the following limitations
observed:
Plymouth Road Westbound: Sight distance limitations looking right and left were observed. As shown in Exhibits 1
and 2, view looking right is impacted (available sight distance is approximately 120’) by landscaping/topography on
private property and the horizontal curve of Sagamore Road. Looking left, view is limited by landscaping at the
intersection corner that could be improved by selective trimming and pruning.

Exhibit 2

Exhibit 3
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Multi-way STOP and two-way STOP criteria in the 2009 MUTCD were unable to be fully evaluated with the available
data. As discussed previously, traffic volume and speed data for the intersection are not available and therefore were
not considered in the recommendations discussed below. At such a time that traffic volume and/or speed data
becomes available, the recommendations should be revisited to ensure that they are appropriate.

Based on the data available at this time and the criterion described in the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD), VHB recommends that the following improvements be considered:


STOP Control for Plymouth Road: Consider installation of STOP-control for Plymouth Road only. This
recommendation is supported by Section 2B.04 of the 2009 MUTCD which states that “The ability to see
conflicting traffic on an approach is not sufficient to allow a road user to stop or yield in compliance with the
normal right-of-way rule if such stopping or yielding is necessary.”
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To be printed as a Legal Notice in the June 14, 2018 edition of the Wellesley Townsman
Public Hearing Notice
The Board of Selectmen will be holding a public hearing to amend the Town’s Traffic Regulations at
on Monday, June 18, 2018 at 7:45 p.m., in the Juliani Meeting Room, Town Hall, 525 Washington
Street, Wellesley, MA 02482. The following amendments are being proposed:
ADDING TO SCHEDULE IV, STOP SIGNS, the following:
Location

At

So as to Face

Priscilla Road

Standish Road

Eastbound Traffic

ADDING TO SCHEDULE IV, STOP SIGNS, the following:
Location

At

So as to Face

Plymouth Road

Sagamore Road

South Westbound Traffic

Public comment is invited. Written comment may be submitted to the Board of Selectmen, Town
Hall, 525 Washington Street, Wellesley, MA 02482 or email to sel@wellesleyma.gov.

4.

Review Draft Complete Streets Policy

Attached for continued discussion and consideration is the Draft Complete Street’s policy. As a
reminder the Mass DOT Complete Streets Funding Program provides technical assistance and
construction funding to eligible municipalizes. Eligible municipalities must pass a Complete
Street Policy and develop a Prioritization Plan. Included is the program guidance document that
outlines the steps Wellesley would have to take to be approved. Mike Regan will answer any
questions. The Board last reviewed the draft on June 1, 2017 and August 29, 2017 and included
are the portions of the minutes from those meetings with the Complete Street discussion.
Dave Hickey reports that currently 206 of the 351 municipalities have registered with Complete
Streets, and there are 159 State approved Complete Street policies. In addition, there are now 111
approved prioritization plans which is the key to getting more funding. Dave also identified that
within Wellesley’s DOT District (District 6), 74% of communities have approved Complete
Street’s Policies. I have inserted a map to indicate where abutting communities are in the
process.

NO MOTION

TOWN OF WELLESLEY
WELLESLEY, MASSACHUSETTS 02481

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
COMPLETE STREETS POLICY
Vision and Purpose
Complete Streets are designed and operated to provide safety and accessibility for all the users of
our roadways, trails and transit systems, including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders,
motorists, commercial vehicles, and emergency vehicles and for people of all ages and of all
abilities. Furthermore, Complete Streets principles contribute toward the safety, health, economic
viability and quality of life in a community by providing accessible and efficient connections
between home, school, work, recreation and retail destinations by improving the pedestrian and
vehicular environments throughout communities. The purpose of Wellesley's Complete Streets
policy, therefore, is to accommodate all road users by creating a road network that meets the
needs of individuals utilizing a variety of transportation modes. It is the intent of the Town of
Wellesley to formalize the plan, design, operation and maintenance of streets so that they are safe
for all users of all ages and abilities as a matter of routine. This policy directs decision makers to
consistently plan, design, and construct streets to accommodate all anticipated users including, but
not limited to pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, emergency vehicles, and freight and commercial
vehicles.
Core Commitment
The Town of Wellesley recognizes that users of various modes of transportation, including, but
not limited to, pedestrians, cyclists, transit and school bus riders, motorists, delivery and service
personnel, freight haulers, and emergency responders are legitimate users of streets and deserve
safe facilities. "All Users" includes users of all ages and abilities.
The Town of Wellesley recognizes that all projects, new, rehabilitation, or reconstruction, are
potential opportunities to apply Complete Streets design principles. The Town will, to the
maximum extent practical, design, construct, maintain, and operate all streets to provide for a
comprehensive and integrated street network of facilities for people of all ages and abilities.
Complete Streets design recommendations shall be incorporated into all publicly and privately
funded projects, as appropriate. All transportation infrastructure and street design projects
requiring funding or approval by the Town of Wellesley, as well as projects funded by the state
and federal government, such as City improvement grants, Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP), the MassWorks Infrastructure Program, Community Development
Block Grants (CDBG), Capital Funding and other state and federal funds for street and
1

infrastructure design shall adhere to (comply with) the Town of Wellesley's Complete Streets
Policy. Private developments and related street design components or corresponding streetrelated components shall adhere to (comply with) the Complete Streets principles. In addition, to
the extent practical, state-owned roadways will comply with the Complete Streets resolution,
including the design, construction, rehabilitation, and reconstruction of such roadways within
Town boundaries.
Transportation infrastructure may be excluded, upon approval by the Board of Selectmen, where
documentation and data indicate that:
1. Facilities where specific users are prohibited by law, such as interstate freeways or
pedestrian malls. An effort will be made, in these cases for accommodations elsewhere.
2. Where cost or impacts of accommodation is excessively disproportionate to the need or
probable use or probable future use.
3. Where right of way, physical barriers or safety concerns preclude a complete street design,
an effort will be made for reasonable accommodations.
4. Where facilities constitute a threat to public safety in the opinion of the Town Engineer or
Police Chief.

Best Practices
The Town of Wellesley's Complete Streets policy will focus on developing a connected
integrated network that serves all road users. Complete Streets will be integrated into policies,
planning, and design of all types of public and private projects, including new construction,
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and repair of transportation facilities on streets and
redevelopment projects.
Implementation of the Town of Wellesley Complete Streets Policy will be carried out
cooperatively within all departments in the Town of Wellesley with multi-jurisdictional
cooperation, to the greatest extent possible, among private developers, and state, regional, and
federal agencies.
The Town of Wellesley recognizes that "Complete Streets" may be achieved through single
elements incorporated into a particular project or incrementally through a series of smaller
improvements over time.
The latest design guidance, standards, and recommendations available will be used in the
implementation of Complete Streets including:


The Massachusetts of Department of Transportation Project Design and
Development Guidebook
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The latest edition of American Association of State Highway Transportation
Officials (AASHTO) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets
The United States Department of Transportation Federal Highway
Administration's Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2009)
The Architectural Access Board (AAB) 521CMR Rules and Regulations
MassDOT Separated Bike Lane Planning & Design Guide
Documents and plans created for Wellesley, such as bicycle and pedestrian
network plans

Complete Streets implementation and effectiveness should be constantly evaluated for success
and opportunities for improvement. The town will develop performance measures to gauge
implementation and effectiveness of the policies.
Implementation
The Town shall make Complete Streets practices a routine part of everyday operations, shall
approach every transportation project and program as an opportunity to improve streets and the
transportation network for all users, and shall work in coordination with other departments,
agencies and jurisdictions to achieve Complete Streets.
The Town shall review and either revise or develop proposed revisions to all appropriate
planning documents (master plans, open space and recreation plan, etc.), zoning and subdivision
codes, laws, procedures, rules, regulations, guidelines, programs, and templates to integrate
Complete Streets principles in all Street Projects on streets. A committee of relevant
stakeholders designated by the Town Administrator will be created to implement this initiative.
The Town shall maintain a comprehensive inventory of pedestrian and bicycle facility
infrastructure that will prioritize projects to eliminate gaps in the sidewalk and bikeway network.
The Town will reevaluate Capital Improvement Projects prioritization to encourage
implementation of Complete Streets implementation.
The Town will train pertinent town staff and decision-makers on the content of Complete Streets
principles and best practices for implementing policy through workshops and other appropriate
means.
The Town will utilize inter-department coordination to promote the most responsible and
efficient use of resources for activities within the public way.
The Town will seek out appropriate sources of funding and grants for implementation of
Complete Streets policies.
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JUNE 1, 2017 Minutes
Mr. Hickey gave a brief update on the progress of the design improvements to the Brook Street/Amherst
Road intersection. Mr. Hickey described the improvements including geometry, pedestrian safety, and
drainage. He noted the Town has done some survey and utility coordination work. He indicated
construction is anticipated this fall or spring of 2018 pending finalization of the design. The cost of the
project is currently $187,000 including contingency.
The Board asked how long the construction would take to complete. Mr. Hickey indicated the project is
estimated to be 6-8 weeks.
Phil Carens, Hobart Road, asked if the construction would affect the walking paths to school.
Chief Pilecki and Mr. Hickey noted the project costs include funds for police details to assist with
pedestrian crossings during construction.
Mr. Ulfelder asked if Amherst or Brook would be paved. Mr. Hickey stated there will be paving at the
intersection, but that Amherst Road received a chip seal 5-6 years ago. Mr. Hickey noted Brook Street is
on the DPW’s resurface plan, but a trench patch would remain over the drainage work until repaving.
The Board was supportive of the plan and looked forward to the final approvals. Chief Pilecki stated it is
the Traffic Committee’s goal is to try to get this project done this year.
Great Plain Avenue
Chief Pilecki and Mr. Regan reviewed the proposal to study the design configuration of the Great Plain
Avenue intersection with Wellesley Avenue due to the high volume of accidents. Their proposal was to
consider the installation of a true rotary design. The scope of work includes the review of the right of way
and traffic data collection including turning movements. Mr. Regan noted the scope also includes a
number of meetings with various Town boards and departments as well as the neighbors.
Mr. Phil Caren, Hobart Road, discussed his concerns with the existing condition entering the intersection
from Wellesley Avenue from solar glare.
Ms. Kathy Schleyer, Hobart Road, noted her concerns with the intersection, including the unclear signage
at both Wellesley Avenue and Seaver Street.
The Board was supportive of the study.
Complete Streets
Mr. Regan reviewed the Complete Streets program noting new funding has been released by the State for
the program. Mr. Regan noted a draft policy has been generated that looks at streets and considers all
modes of transportation. Mr. Regan noted Complete Streets requires a prioritization of roadways.
The funding received by establishing the policy assists with the Town’s prioritization efforts based on
traffic, pedestrian and bike travel. The plan will help the Town with capital planning, and will give
communities up to $35,000. Once the Phase 2 plan is submitted, the Town would be eligible to apply for
the competitive fund program where it could receive up to $400,000 a year for project implementation.
Mr. Regan noted the Phase 1 and Phase 2 processes could be completed in total in the next 4-6 months.
Route 9 Update
Mr. Hickey updated the Board on the Route 9 resurfacing project as well as the Route 9/Kingsbury Street
Intersection reconstruction. MassDOT is coordinating with National Grid to complete the gas main
updates. Mr. Hickey described the timing of the construction noting much of the work will be completed
over the summer and fall, and the final top coat may have to wait until spring of 2018. It is anticipated
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AUGUST 29, 2017 Minutes
Evaluations. Ms. Strother noted the evaluations might be back to the Town in October. The Board briefly
discussed an override and noted significant concerns given the need for large debt exclusions in the near
future.
The Board briefly discussed the draft budget manual and timeline and determined additional input is
needed prior to finalization.
5.

Update on Hardy, Hunnewell, and Upham Elementary Schools

Mr. Morgan gave a brief update on the status of Hardy, Hunnewell, and Upham Elementary Schools. He
noted the Town is under consideration for Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA) funding and
that a site walk of the three schools was conducted. The MSBA was impressed with all the work the
Town has done. He noted the MSBA is looking at the Town as a consolidation of schools from three
schools to two Schools. Based upon the potential funding from the MSBA, the Town will not seek
funding for feasibility at a November Special Town Meeting. Mr. Morgan noted the School Building
Committee will continue to analyze the swing space options. If the Town is not accepted by the MSBA,
the Town will commence with the Request for Qualifications and may have a January Special Town
Meeting. Mr. Morgan explained the potential MSBA funding is 15-30 million. There is a low percentage
of being accepted, but the funds would make a big difference in our long-range plan.
6.

Modification to Common Victualler Alcohol Regulations

Mr. David Himmelberger, attorney representing Smith and Wollensky’s joined the Board. Mr.
Himmelberger had requested a revision to the current regulations. Ms. Jop gave a brief overview of the
proposed changes to the Common Victualler Alcohol Regulations that would remove the greater of 10%
or 10 bar seat maximum and alter the threshold to 10% of the interior seats of the licensed establishment.
The provision allows restaurants with over 100 seats to increase the number of bar seats accordingly. The
Board discussed whether the bar seats are included as part of the seating capacity and determined that all
bar seats should be counted toward the capacity. The Board asked for the regulations to clarify that the
10% is determined by the permanent interior seats and shall not include exterior seasonal seating. The
Board asked Ms. Jop to consider linking the 10% threshold to the review of the licensed premise. Mr.
Himmelberger was supportive of the proposed language changes.
The Board noted that they were generally supportive of the proposed change to the regulations. Ms. Jop
noted a public hearing is scheduled for September 11, 2017 for comments on the proposed changes.
7.

Review Complete Streets Policy

Ms. Robinson gave a brief review of the Complete Streets Policy noting the Board had an introduction to
the materials in June, but tonight is the first discussion on the matter. Ms. Robinson noted adoption of the
policy allows the Town to proceed to phase two which creates a prioritization and implementation plan.
The phase two plan allows the Town to seek competitive grants to complete projects complying with the
Complete Streets Policy. The Board raised several questions including the impact of the policy on current
road projects, on future capital projects, and the types of project the Town envisions seeking grant
funding moving forward. The Board thought it would be helpful for Mr. Mike Regan, Town’s traffic
consultant, Mr., Mike Pakstis, DPW Director, and Mr. Dave Hickey, Town Engineer to come to the next
discussion on the policy. The Board also asked for information about peer town participation and
experiences.
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Introduction: Complete Streets are for
Everyone
A Complete Street is one that provides safe and accessible options for all travel modes – walking, biking,
transit, and motorized vehicles – for people of all ages and abilities. Designing streets with these
principles contributes toward the safety, health, economic viability and quality of life in a community by
improving the pedestrian and vehicular environments and providing safer, more accessible and
comfortable means of travel between home, school, work, recreation and retail destinations. More
broadly, embedding Complete Streets principles in policy and practice help promote more livable
communities.
In addition, the creation of Complete Streets encourages an active transportation lifestyle and is
supported by the United States Centers for Disease Control and the Massachusetts Department of Public
Health as a way to decrease obesity and reduce risk for chronic diseases (heart disease, arthritis, diabetes,
etc.). Also inherent in the development of a Complete Street is meeting the most current accessibility
guidelines outlined by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and the Massachusetts Architectural
Access Board (AAB), which are upheld by Code of Massachusetts Regulations 521 (521 CMR).
Complete Streets improvements may be large scale, such as corridor-wide improvements that include a
separated bicycle lane, new crosswalks and new bus stops; or a small scale improvement, such as a new
bus shelter to encourage transit use. Other Complete Street project examples include improved street
lighting, minor changes to traffic signal timings, new bicycle or pedestrian facilities, a median refuge
island, or improved connection to transit. The design of a Complete Street should be context sensitive and
incorporate improvements or treatments that fit with the need and within the character of a community.
The Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) recognizes the importance of supporting
projects that provide context-sensitive, multimodal transportation options on appropriate roadways. In
2013 MassDOT issued its own Healthy Transportation Policy Directive to ensure that all MassDOT projects
are designed and implemented in a way that all our customers have access to safe and comfortable
healthy transportation options at all MassDOT facilities and in all the services we provide.
MassDOT also recognizes the importance of supporting Complete Streets on local roads for the benefits
they provide, and to assist in closing critical gaps in transportation networks. MassDOT is pleased to
provide a new Complete Streets Funding Program to further the understanding and development of
Complete Streets on local roads across the Commonwealth.
This Complete Streets Funding Program Guidance document describes the full requirements of the
program, including guidance on best practices in Complete Streets Policy development and
implementation. The Complete Streets Portal provides the online application and program participation
process.
MassDOT has allocated $12.5 million for the first two years of this effort. Future funding will be based on
the availability of funds and the interest and success of the program.
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Chapter 1: Background and Overview
The Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) Complete Streets Funding Program was
1
created by legislative authorization through the 2014 Transportation Bond Bill with the intent of
rewarding municipalities that demonstrate a commitment to embedding Complete Streets in policy and
practice. MassDOT was provided with seven criteria to develop the program, along with the requirement
that one-third of the funding be spent on Massachusetts municipalities below the median household
income. MassDOT conducted a robust stakeholder process, described below, to further develop the
program criteria and keep within the spirit of the legislative intent. A more detailed description of the
Program Response to Transportation Bond Bill Requirements is contained in Appendix A.
Briefly, the reward for municipalities that choose to participate is:
1) Funding for technical assistance to analyze their community needs and develop a Complete
Streets Prioritization Plan, and
2) Funding for construction of Complete Streets infrastructure projects.
The eligibility requirements are designed to demonstrate a municipality’s commitment to embedding
Complete Streets in policy and practice, while also allowing a level playing field for entry into the
program. In other words, MassDOT is seeking to meet a community where it is at, and allow flexibility in
the level of commitment and implementation.
To be eligible for technical assistance a municipality must attend training and pass a Complete Streets
Policy in the manner prescribed; and to be eligible for project funding the municipality must complete a
Complete Streets Prioritization Plan, which is a targeted investment strategy.
The Complete Streets Funding Program is structured with three Tiers to meet municipalities where they
are at in the development of their Complete Streets Policy and practices:
Tier 1 – Complete Streets Training and Policy Development
Tier 2 – Complete Streets Prioritization Plan Development
Tier 3 – Project Construction Funding
A full explanation of the program reward, eligibility requirements, model policy guidance and flexible
options for entry into the program are discussed in Chapters 2, 3, and 4. In Chapter 5 more general
guidance is given on best practices for incorporating Complete Streets in municipal operations, and in
Chapter 6 the MassDOT training, Portal process, and contracting process are explained.

1

House Bill 4046, An Act financing improvements to the Commonwealth’s transportation system. April 18, 2014.
https://malegislature.gov/Bills/188/House/H4046
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Outreach Process for Program Development
MassDOT led an extensive stakeholder engagement effort for over a year to develop the Complete Streets
Funding Program requirements. This included presentations and meetings with municipal public works
and planning officials, the Massachusetts Healthy Transportation Compact Advisory Group, the
Massachusetts Bicycle and Pedestrian Board, the Massachusetts Partnership for Health Promotion and
Chronic Disease Prevention’s Built Environment Community of Practice, the Transportation Managers
Group, and Regional Planning Agencies. Additional information about this process can be found in
Appendix A.
The stakeholder engagement process included meetings with 19 municipalities during August and
September of 2015. Municipalities were represented by Department of Public Works (DPW) directors and
planning officials. The municipalities MassDOT sought input from varied in size and location and included
Gateway Communities, communities below the Commonwealth’s median household income, and some
with environmental justice and Title VI areas. MassDOT met with municipalities as far south as New
Bedford and Tisbury; as far west as Amherst and Belchertown; and as far north as Lawrence. Some of the
municipalities MassDOT consulted with already passed a Complete Streets policy.

Lessons Learned from Outreach Process
Municipalities clearly acknowledged the need to include more Complete Streets elements on all project
types. However, the current Chapter 90 funding does not reach far enough to do more than address
immediate needs. Without additional funding options municipalities are unable to adequately address the
needs of multiple modes.
Municipalities are concerned that the additional funding required to meet the Complete Streets
commitment required by the statue on all municipal road projects reduces their overall spending ability.
The example of the Safe Routes to School program (SRTS) was cited – in trying to meet the requirements
of the Healthy Transportation Policy Directive (P-13-0001) and Engineering Directive (E-14-006), several
SRTS projects had to be re-scoped and the result was an average increase in project cost of 30 percent
Municipalities are also concerned that they cannot meet the mode share goal and lack the baseline data
needed to even develop such a goal as outlined in the statute.
All stakeholder input was considered throughout the development process of the Complete Streets
Funding Program and is reflected in the structure and requirements of the program as presented in
Chapter 2 and the Complete Streets Policy Guidance and Scoring System presented in Chapter 3.

Benefits of Complete Streets
Employing Complete Streets principles in the project development process entails a balanced approach to
address the needs of all modes; the result is an integrated transportation network that promotes safer and
more convenient access and travel for all users and people of all abilities. Effective application of these
principals may also provide the following benefits:


Safety – Safety may be improved through the reduction of number and severity of crashes. There
are several strategies to improve safety that can be deployed through a complete streets
approach including: road diets, medians and pedestrian crossing islands in urban and suburban
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areas, corridor access management, roundabouts, and pedestrian hybrid beacons. The last two
of which are considered proven safety countermeasures by the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). These and other measures often enhance safety for all users. For example, medians with
pedestrian crossing islands allow pedestrians and bicyclists to cross streets in two, simplified
stages; medians also reduce left turning and access-related crashes for vehicles.
Complete Streets measures also promote a better understanding of the function of the roadway
environment and often result in more predictable and desirable behaviors. Such behaviors include
a reduction in the incidence of speeding, which has the effect of improving safety for all users as
well. Other behaviors such as sidewalk bicycle riding- especially against the flow of motorized
traffic where intersection and driveway conflicts may occur- may be reduced as well.


System Efficiency – Complete Streets support an efficiently planned transportation system that
maximizes space for each mode of travel. This helps to increase overall system capacity and
reduce congestion.



Public Transportation – Complete Streets provide opportunities for more reliable transit service
and can improve connections between customers and transit and enhance access to transit stops.



Livable Communities – Complete Streets promote more livable communities by fostering
stronger communities where residents are able to interact and have equal access to
transportation. Children, older adults, people with disabilities, and others who choose to not drive
a vehicle all have equal access to other transportation choices that promote a healthy lifestyle and
physical activity. Complete Streets have also been shown to lower overall transportation costs,
thus providing better transportation equity.



Transportation Options – An increasing number of people are showing an interest in living in
areas that provide transportation options for various reasons. Complete Streets can offer these
transportation choices that have also been shown reduce household costs on transportation.



Health – Complete Streets help improve quality of life by providing transportation options and by
encouraging active transportation through improved connections to activities. The travel
paradigm has begun to shift toward healthier options such as walking and biking.



Energy – Complete Streets promote travel by modes that are more energy efficient such as
walking, biking, and transit. In many Complete Streets projects this mode shift away from travel
by automobile has been realized, which helps lessen dependence on oil.



Environment –Complete Streets have multiple environmental benefits. The largest source of
transportation greenhouse gas emissions is from automobiles. By maximizing alternative modes
of transportation, Complete Streets aid in reducing vehicle trips thereby reducing greenhouse gas
emissions and improving air quality. Complete Streets can also reduce pavement width, which
reduces deleterious impacts of stormwater runoff on water quality and reduces the urban heat
island effect.



Economic Development – Complete Streets can provide accessible connections between land
uses, thus providing greater opportunity for people to access activities that support daily life,
recreation and entertainment, and other activities. The more activity an area can generate, the
greater the investment. Numerous Complete Streets projects have demonstrated economic
benefits through higher property values and increased business revenues.
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Considerations and Challenges to Implementation
While support for multimodal facilities is a well-established goal, there may be multiple challenges to
achieving desired Complete Streets that balance multiple transportation modes safely and efficiently.
These challenges may be dependent upon the type of road, composition and volume of traffic, and the
surrounding roadway environment. Some potential challenges on Complete Streets projects include:


Physical Constraints – Implementing Complete Streets designs may be a challenge at locations
with significant constraints. This may be most relevant in urban areas and downtown villages
(where demands by all users are the heaviest and right‐of‐way is often constrained) or in a park or
historic settings where there may be impacts to natural, historic, and/or cultural resources.



Intersections – Intersections are an integral component of Complete Streets. Intersections are
where the greater percentage of conflicts occur along a roadway for all users. Intersections may
be dissimilar along a corridor, with different approaches, volume, control, and geometric
characteristics. Many times, intersections typically have to be treated individually.



Driveways – Driveways have attributes similar to intersections in that they may differ greatly in
volume and geometric characteristics when compared to the roadway corridor. Driveways
interrupt the desired cross section, introducing elements that may impact a Complete Streets
design.



The Transportation Network – The entire transportation network should be considered to
effectively apply the appropriate facilities for users of all abilities, in particular, the safety and
needs of children, elderly, and those with disabilities. For example, bicyclists should be provided a
complete bicycle network that offers safer routes to destinations. However, not every roadway can
be designed to accommodate all types of bicyclists. Facilities for bicyclists must be appropriate for
the land use, roadway classification, traffic speed, composition, and volume context. A Complete
Streets approach should consider the appropriateness and safety of facilities on the roadway
network; that is the appropriate context should be considered.
The public should also be engaged to understand the needs and perceptions that relate to travel
by each mode. This is necessary to ensure there is a return on the investment for a given facility
and that new facilities help a municipality achieve its larger safety and mode share goals.



Special Conditions – Streets may be designated to address traffic needs for special conditions.
While all public roads are designed with emergency vehicle access in mind, even during
construction, selected streets may be critical for event management (i.e. concerts, sporting events,
festivals, etc.), incident management needs, or as an evacuation route, which may limit or
constrain how the street is able to meet the needs of multiple modes.



Snow Removal – The road environment must provide adequate space for snow storage as well as
all designated modes of transportation. Municipalities must ensure that all transportation
infrastructure, including sidewalks and bike lanes/separated bicycle facilities are in usable
condition year-round.



Ownership and Cross-Jurisdictional Issues – It is not uncommon for a specific road to have
ownership by multiple jurisdictions. This may add complexity as different municipalities or
agencies may have different goals that need to be considered when designing a Complete Streets
project.
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Organizational Changes – Applying a Complete Streets approach may depart from the common
practices of a jurisdiction. Some of the perceptions of deploying a Complete Streets approach
may have to be overcome, which can begin by providing staff with training on new planning,
design, and operational approaches utilized in Complete Streets designs. It may also be necessary
to re-evaluate policies and procedures long established through automobile-centered investment
and design.



Long-Term Maintenance and Funding – As is with many transportation projects, funding a
Complete Streets project may be one of the biggest challenges. Funding challenges may exist at
the project onset, from potential property acquisitions, to long-term operations and maintenance
costs. Maintenance issues may be further exacerbated by complex or multi-jurisdictional roadway
ownership; in particular, maintenance of sidewalks, which are often the responsibility of adjacent
property owners.
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Chapter 2: Program Overview
The objective of the Complete Streets Funding Program is to reward municipalities that demonstrate a
commitment to embedding Complete Streets in policy and practice with technical assistance and
construction funding. This chapter provides an overview of the Program, including its objectives, rewards,
eligible projects, and structure and process.

Program Objectives
The Complete Streets Funding Program’s objectives are as follows:
1.

Provide technical assistance and incentives for adoption of Complete Streets policies at the
municipal level so that a broader range of communities are encouraged to enter the program in
order to be eligible for project funding.

2.

Encourage municipalities to adopt a strategic and comprehensive approach to Complete Streets,
rather than simply seeking funding for a single project, by providing technical assistance to
municipalities to create Complete Streets Prioritization plans (described below).

3.

Facilitate better pedestrian, bicycle, and transit travel for users of all ages and abilities by
addressing critical gaps in pedestrian, bicycle, and transit infrastructure by funding Complete
Streets projects in cities and towns that have already adopted policies and undertaken planning.

4.

Distribute funding to reward municipalities who have committed to adopting Complete Streets
best practices through the Community Compact Cabinet.

5.

Ensure that underserved municipalities are served equitably by the program as anticipated by
statute.

Program Reward
The objective of the Complete Streets Funding Program is to reward municipalities that demonstrate a
commitment to embedding Complete Streets in policy and practice. There are two program rewards
outlined below.

Program Reward
(for municipalities that meet the eligibility requirements)
1. Technical Assistance – up to $50,000 for analysis in support of a Complete Streets Prioritization
Plan. (Funding is not available for assistance in Policy development.)
2. Construction Funding – up to $400,000 (Design is not an eligible expense. Chapter 90 monies
can be used to support design)

Technical Assistance
The technical assistance funding will to determine municipality’s Complete Street needs. This could be in
the form of a network gap analysis or safety audit.
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The first reward is for technical assistance funding, up to $50,000, for analysis and completion of a
Complete Streets Prioritization Plan. The Complete Streets Prioritization Plan will be a targeted investment
strategy to improve safety, mobility or accessibility. It will identify the streets, infrastructure, cost estimate
and timeline for the municipality’s desired Complete Street improvements, and should align with local
master plans and roadway maintenance schedules. The technical assistance funding provides
municipalities the means to fund planning studies or conduct analysis, if it doesn’t already exist, to
support a prioritized list of projects.
This funding can be used to engage third-party consultants or offset costs for assistance from regional
planning associations in such activities as a network gap analysis or walk, bicycle or safety audit. Technical
assistance funds are handled independently of construction funds and do not count against the $400,000
total municipalities are eligible for under construction funding.
The municipality is required to enter into a contract with MassDOT and will receive funding through a
reimbursement process. Additional information regarding contracting with MassDOT is located in the
Contracting with MassDOT section in Chapter 6.

Construction
One of the primary purposes of this funding program is to ultimately provide funds to municipalities for
the construction of infrastructure projects that support Complete Streets goals and principles. The second
reward is for construction of Complete Streets infrastructure projects listed on the Complete Streets
Prioritization Plan. An award of up to $400,000 will be available to eligible municipalities for construction.
Municipalities that complete the requirements outlined by Tiers 1 and 2 (discussed in detail in the
Program Structure and Process section of this chapter) are eligible for construction of Complete Streets
infrastructure projects. Prior to receiving funds, the municipality is required to enter into a contract with
MassDOT. Additional information regarding contracting with MassDOT is located in the Contracting with
MassDOT section in Chapter 6. Eligible and ineligible project types are described in the following section.
Projects eligible for funding through the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) may not qualify for
Complete Streets funding in their entirety, although it is likely they would have components that could.

Eligibility
Many projects are candidates to incorporate Complete Streets elements and may be eligible for Complete
Streets construction funding, including:


New construction



Reconstruction



Some types of rehabilitation



Resurfacing and changes in the allocation of pavement width on an existing roadway (e.g.,
2
removal of on-street parking or reduction in the number of travel lanes)

2

While MassDOT Complete Streets construction funding could be available for roadway width reallocation measures identified
above, funding shall not be awarded for roadway resurfacings costs.
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Eligible Roadways
Implementation of Complete Streets elements is appropriate on many public roadways, including arterials,
collectors, and local streets.

Eligible Project Types
Projects may incorporate one or more Complete Street elements to improve safety and/or pedestrian,
bicycle, transit, vehicular, or freight mobility. Specific project types that are eligible for Complete Streets
construction funding can be found in Appendix B.
If a project or element does not appear on the list in Appendix B, it may still be eligible for funding. The
applicant should provide justification for the decision based upon the classification of comparable
projects.
Specific project types not eligible for Complete Streets funding are also outlined in Appendix C.

Exceptions
The following exceptions should be noted:


Corridors where non-motorized use is prohibited, such as freeways that are posted with signs that
exclude non-motorized modes;



When the cost of accommodation will be excessively disproportionate to the need or probable
3
use ; or



When minimal population or other factors indicate an absence of need.

Eligibility Requirements and Program Process
The Complete Streets Funding Program eligibility requirements are organized into three Tiers, each of
which carries specific responsibilities for both the municipality and MassDOT. In Tier 1, the municipality
demonstrates its commitment to Complete Streets principles by passing a Complete Streets policy
through its official approval channels. Tier 2 seeks to have municipalities look holistically at Complete
Street needs, safety, or network gaps, and develop a hierarchy of funding priorities that align with local
plans and roadway work. Tier 3 is where a municipality identifies projects from its priority plan for funding,
MassDOT determines which projects are to be funded, and then the municipality and MassDOT enter into
a contract. The following sections provide additional details on the funding program and Tiers.

Program Tiers
Tier 1 – Training and Complete Streets Policy Development
Tier 2 – Complete Streets Prioritization and Plan Development
Tier 3 – Project Approval and Notice to Proceed

3

The FHWA defined “excessively disproportionate” as exceeding 20 percent of the cost of the larger transportation project.
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Tier 1 – Training and Policy Development
This first Tier of the program is designed to assist municipalities in developing a comprehensive Complete
Streets policy and incorporating Complete Streets principles into current and future infrastructure
development practices.
MassDOT will provide assistance through hosting workshops as part of the Baystate Roads program.
These workshops cover two levels: Complete Streets 101 Introductory Training and Complete Streets 201
Advanced Training. To complete Tier 1, each municipality must send at least one representative to at least
one training workshop. For more information on training workshops and eligible municipal employees,
see the Training section of Chapter 6.
Municipalities who have developed a Complete Streets policy can submit it to MassDOT for review and
scoring. The Complete Streets policy must score at least 80 points out of a possible 100 points to be
approved by MassDOT. Any Complete Streets policy that scores less than 80 will be returned to the
municipality for revision. The scoring system is designed to confirm that the municipality’s Complete
Streets policy is sufficiently comprehensive. Additional details on the review and scoring process are
available in Chapter 3, Complete Streets Policy Guidance and Scoring System. The Complete Streets policy
must be passed by the municipality’s highest elected official or governing body (Mayor, Board of
Selectmen or City Council).
Additional points will be available to municipalities who become members of the Community Compact
Cabinet (+4 points) and who choose Complete Streets as one of their Best Practices (+4 points) up to a
maximum score of 100. More information on Community Compacts is included below.
Alternatively, a municipality can provide MassDOT with a Tier 1 commitment letter in order to access up
to $50,000 in technical assistance funding to work on their Complete Streets Prioritization Plan (see Tier 2
section below). The Tier 1 commitment letter (see below) and the $50,000 in technical assistance funding
enables the municipality to work on its Complete Streets policy and Prioritization Plan in parallel, thus
broadening the group of municipalities that will be eligible for project funding in FY17 and beyond. As
long as the municipality fulfills all of the Tier 1 requirements or provides a letter committing to complete
the Tier 1 requirements within the year, the municipality can proceed to Tier 2.

Tier 1 Commitment Letter
In order to become eligible to receive technical assistance funding prior to fulfilling the Tier 1
requirements, a municipality must provide Intent to Become a Complete Streets Eligible Municipality letter:




Statement of intent to complete Tier 1 requirements within 1 year of MassDOT verification
including:
o

Submitting a Complete Streets Policy for scoring (≥80 points)

o

Passing Complete Streets Policy by highest elected official or governing body

Signature of highest ranking municipal administrator (Mayor, Town Manager, etc.)
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Tier 1 Required Municipal Actions
1.

Have a municipal employee attend Complete Streets 101 or 201 Training.

2.

Submit a Complete Streets Policy (Bylaw, Ordinance, or Administrative Policy) that has been
approved by the highest elected official or board with one public meeting, or alternatively

3.

Upload Intent to Become a Complete Streets Eligible Municipality letter (allows municipality
to qualify for Technical Assistance funding in Tier 2).

Community Compacts
A Community Compact is a voluntary, mutual agreement entered into between the Commonwealth and
individual cities and towns to elevate partnerships, to work toward mutual accountability, reduce red tape,
and to promote best practices. The program was established by an Executive Order signed by Governor
Baker in January 2015 as a way to elevate the Administration’s partnership with municipalities throughout
the Commonwealth.
In a Community Compact, a community will self-identify and agree to implement at least one best
practice over a two year period that they select from seven best practice areas. The Complete Streets best
practice, one of the best practices in the area of Transportation and Citizens Safety, states that:
Complete Streets policies and programs provide accommodations for all users and modes, create
safer and more livable neighborhoods, and encourage healthy transportation alternatives. The
municipality will become certified through MassDOT and demonstrate the regular and routine
inclusion of complete streets design elements and infrastructure on locally-funded roads.
As of the date of this Guidance document there were 55 communities that signed Community Compacts.
Approximately 20 percent have selected Complete Streets as their best practice commitment.
Communities that sign a compact receive priority for specific Commonwealth technical assistance
resources to help achieve their chosen best practice(s). The Massachusetts Department of Revenue
Division of Local Services administers the program and serves as the primary point of entry for
communities looking for resources in best practice development and implementation.

Tier 2 – Complete Streets Prioritization Plan Development
This second Tier of the program looks to the municipality to determine its Complete Streets needs and
prioritize its Complete Streets infrastructure projects through the development of a Complete Streets
Prioritization Plan. Municipalities can enter into Tier 2 in one of three ways, outlined below:
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Tier 2 Entry Options
Option 2a

Option 2b

Option 2c

1. Fulfill all Tier 1
requirements

1. Fulfill all Tier 1
requirements

2. Want to submit their
Complete Streets
Prioritization Plan for review

2. Want to request Technical
Assistance (up to $50k) to
develop a Complete
Streets Prioritization Plan

1. Commit to fulfilling Tier 1
requirements (through letter
of intent to MassDOT, see
Tier 1) and developing a
Complete Streets
Prioritization Plan.
2. Want to request Technical
Assistance (up to $50k) to
develop a Complete Streets
Prioritization Plan

Option 2a provides municipalities that have already completed a Complete Streets Prioritization Plan to
submit it to MassDOT for review. The municipality must provide the Prioritization Plan in the provided
format (downloadable from the Complete Streets Portal).
Options 2b and 2c allow municipalities to access to up to $50,000 in technical assistance funding to work
on their Complete Streets Prioritization Plan. Option 2b is available to those municipalities who have
fulfilled all Tier 1 requirements. Option 2c is available for those municipalities who have not completed
Tier 1 but commit to fulfilling the Tier 1 requirements within a year of MassDOT verification of the
commitment letter. In order to receive technical assistance funding under either Option 2b or 2c, the
municipality must enter into a contract with MassDOT.
In developing its needs assessment, the municipality can draw from planning documents and sources
and/or engage with consultants or other resources to help them to generate a master list of potential
Complete Streets projects. Documents or planning studies that may be drawn from include (but are not
limited to):





Capital Investment Plans
Network Gap Analyses
Roadway Maintenance Plan
Pavement Management System






Private Development Review processes
ADA Transition Plan/Assessments
Safety Audits
Bike/Ped Audits

The list of potential projects will be vetted by the municipality through its own prioritization process. The
prioritized list will then be formatted into the MassDOT Prioritization Plan template and submitted to
MassDOT for approval. After acceptance of the municipality’s Prioritization Plan, the municipality will have
completed Tier 2. Municipalities that complete Tier 1 and Tier 2 requirements become a MassDOT
Complete Streets Eligible Municipality and are eligible to submit projects for funding in Tier 3.
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Tier 2 Required Municipal Actions
Option 2a

Option 2b

Option 2c

1. Format Prioritization Plan into
MassDOT template

1. Apply for technical assistance
funding (up to $50,000)

2. Submit Prioritization Plan to
MassDOT for approval

2. Enter into a contract with
MassDOT

1. Commit to fulfilling Tier 1
(through Letter of Intent to
Become Complete Streets
Eligible Municipality) and Tier
2 requirements within a year

3. Develop and submit
Complete Streets
Prioritization Plan on
provided template to
MassDOT for approval

2. Apply for technical assistance
funding (up to $50,000)
3. Enter into a contract with
MassDOT
4. Develop and submit
Complete Streets
Prioritization Plan on
provided template to
MassDOT for approval

Tier 3 – Project Approval and Notice to Proceed
Tier 3 presents municipalities with the opportunity to receive funding for Complete Streets infrastructure
projects. Municipalities can only enter Tier 3 after the successful completion of Tier 1 and Tier 2, fulfilling
all requirements and receiving MassDOT approval of its Complete Streets policy and Prioritization Plan.
Through the project prioritization process, municipalities have identified candidate Complete Streets
infrastructure projects for funding. The municipality will annually submit an application for funding,
4
highlighting five projects for which they would like to receive funding . For year 1 of the Complete Streets
Funding Program (FY16), funding can range up to $400,000 (with no minimum) for each municipality. This
funding cap can include numerous, less expensive projects or a single project. Since the level of award per
municipality could vary based on the total number of applications received, municipalities are encouraged
to consider the cost of individual projects when preparing their applications. MassDOT is committed to
working diligently to fund all eligible projects prioritized by the municipalities. However, funding awards
will depend on the overall number of municipalities seeking funding and will be based on several criteria:




How well each project accomplishes Complete Streets goals:
› Safety
› Connectivity
› Mobility
› Accessibility
Equity
› Municipality median household income at or the below statewide average

4

It should be noted that only Tier 3 project approvals are required on an annual basis. While updating of the Prioritization Plan is
encouraged every five years, the Tier 1 and Tier 2 obligations are only required in the first year.
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› Gateway Community
› Environmental justice/Title VI area
Geographic distribution of funding
Number of submitted projects
Available funding

Based on funding available and the number of project applications received in Tier 3, MassDOT may chose
projects ranked lower in priority for a given municipality.
In order to receive funds from MassDOT, the municipality must enter a contract with MassDOT. The
municipality and appropriate District State Aid office will be notified of approved projects. The
municipality will then enter a State Aid process, similar to the Chapter 90 process.

Tier 3 Required Municipal Actions
1. Submit Tier 3 application with project priority list
2. Enter contract with MassDOT
3. Enter State Aid process

Schedule and Cost Estimate
As communities identify priority Complete Streets projects and apply for funding in Tier 3, they should
also establish the anticipated schedule and prepare conceptual cost estimates for each project.
Schedule
Projects put forward for consideration will be expected to complete permitting and design, secure all
necessary rights of way, and obligate all other funding sources within the current fiscal year. Any project
that receives an award but does not demonstrate readiness within a reasonable timeframe that would
enable construction during the upcoming construction season, will lose its funding commitment for that
year and will not be eligible to submit the project for funding consideration again until the following
round. Funds committed to projects that are unable to demonstrate readiness in a reasonable timeframe
will be redistributed to other projects that are ready to proceed to construction.
It is MassDOT’s intent that funding be awarded to projects that are ready to proceed. To meet the
minimum threshold for consideration for the Complete Streets Program, infrastructure projects must
make reasonable efforts to demonstrate:


A timeline and funding source for completing design in a timeframe that allows for construction
in the upcoming construction season; and



Project design that is consistent with MassDOT’s Complete Streets design guidelines (as well as
other MassDOT design guides and Engineering Directives), which call for accommodation of all
roadway users in a manner that is appropriate to the type of roadway and location; and



A complete list of required state and local permits; and
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Demonstration that all required permits can be reasonably obtained such that construction can
be completed within the fiscal year for which the money is awarded; and



All rights of way are secured or evidence that the rights of way will be secured such that
construction can be completed within the fiscal year for which the money is awarded; and



Demonstration that all sources necessary to fully fund the project have been obtained and a
complete draw schedule that reflects a construction start during the upcoming construction
season. Sources must be fully committed.

Cost estimate
Each potential project will be evaluated based upon its ability to enable or encourage bicycling, walking
and transit trips rather than individual automobile trips. Eligible projects will be selected based on the
municipality’s priorities and needs. To insure a fair and equitable distribution of available funds,
construction costs will be a critical factor in the final selection of Complete Streets projects.
Costs for pedestrian and bicycle safety infrastructure often vary greatly among regions. The FHWA
document Costs for Pedestrian and Bicyclist Infrastructure Improvements, A Resource for Researchers,
Engineers, Planners and the General Public provides meaningful estimates of infrastructure costs by
collecting up-to-date cost information for pedestrian and bicycle treatments from municipalities across
the country. Using this information, applicants can better understand the cost of pedestrian and bicycle
treatments in their communities and make informed decisions about which infrastructure enhancements
are best suited for implementation.
It must be noted that costs in this document can vary widely from state to state and also from site to site.
Therefore, the cost information contained in the FHWA report should be used only for estimating
purposes and not necessarily for determining actual bid prices for a specific infrastructure project.
Applicants should field review all proposed projects sites to identify potential items of work specific to
each project and supplement the information in the FHWA report with MassDOT cost estimating and
weighted bid prices, which are available from the representative district office.
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Chapter 3: Complete Streets Policy
Guidance and Scoring System
MassDOT provides the following model policy guidance for municipalities interested in building a
Complete Streets Policy that suits their community. This guidance is adapted from Smart Growth America
and the National Complete Streets Coalition’s Local Policy Workbook. MassDOT has also developed a
Complete Streets Policy Scoring System that will be used to score municipal policies and model policy
language for each element. Table 1 (below) can be used to score draft policies. The scoring system was
also adapted from the National Complete Streets Coalition’s methodology.
MassDOT requires that the municipal Complete Streets Policy be adopted as a bylaw, ordinance or
administrative policy by the municipality’s highest elected body (i.e. Mayor or Board of Selectmen) and
include at least one public meeting. Ideally, the body, individual, or entity responsible for carrying out the
policy should be identified. The municipal Complete Streets Policy must score 80 points or above to meet
the eligibility criteria.
An ideal Complete Streets policy contains the following four core areas and ten elements. Policies are
scored based on their level of commitment to these ten elements. There is a possible 100 points for the
ten policy elements. Additional points are awarded if a municipality is a signatory to the Community
Compact (4 points) and has chosen Complete Streets as its best practice (4 points).
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Complete Streets Ten Policy Elements Snapshot
I.

Vision and Intent
1.

Includes a vision and intention for how and why the community wants to advance
Complete Streets infrastructure. (10 points)

II. Core Commitment
2.

Specifies that the transportation system serves ‘all users’ including pedestrians, bicyclists
and transit passengers of all ages and abilities, as well as trucks, buses and automobiles.
(20 points)

3.

Applies to all projects and phases, including reconstruction, new construction, design,
planning, maintenance, and operations, for the entire right of way. (15 points)

4.

Makes any exceptions specific and sets a clear procedure that requires high-level approval
of exceptions. (10 points)

III. Best Practice
5.

Encourages and aims to create a comprehensive, integrated, connected network for all
modes. (10 points)

6.

Is clear regarding what jurisdictions the policy applies to and emphasizes the need for
coordination. (5 points)

7.

Directs the use of the latest and best design criteria and guidelines while recognizing the
need for flexibility in balancing user needs. (10 points)

8.

Directs that Complete Streets solutions be context sensitive and complement the
community. (5 points)

9.

Establishes performance standards with measurable outcomes. (5 points)

IV. Implementation
10. Includes specific next steps for implementation of the policy. (10 points)

Special Consideration – Community Compact Cabinet
If a municipality is a signatory to the Community Compact it will receive 4 points toward its policy score. If
a municipality has committed to Complete Streets as a best practice, it will receive an additional 4 points
(for a total of 8 points) toward the policy score, not to exceed 100 points. The Community Compact is
administered by the Massachusetts Department of Revenue’s Division of Local Services
(http://www.mass.gov/governor/administration/groups/communitycompactcabinet/).

Ten Complete Streets Policy Elements
I. Vision and Intent
1. Vision and Intent (10 pts)
A strong vision inspires a community to follow through on its Complete Streets Policy. Just as no two
policies are alike, the visions across municipalities are not one-size-fits-all. The vision of each municipality
cannot be empirically compared across policies, so this criterion compares the strength and clarity of each
policy’s commitment to Complete Streets. Clarity of intent and presentation makes it easy for those
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tasked with implementation to understand the new goals and determine what changes need to be made
to fulfill the Policy’s intent.

1. Vision and Intent (10 pts)
Core Points


10 points: The strongest policies are those that are clear in intent, stating that facilities meeting
the needs of people traveling on foot and bicycle “shall” or “must” be included in
transportation projects. Full points also are awarded to policies in which the absolute intent of
the policy is obvious and direct, even if they do not use the words “shall” or “must,” because
there is no equivocating language.



5 points: Many policies are clear in their intent—defining what a community expects from the
policy—but use equivocating language that dilute the directive. For example, an average policy
may say that the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists “will be considered” or “may be included”
as part of the process.



2 points: Some policies are indirect: they refer to implementation of certain principles, features,
or elements defined elsewhere; refer to general Complete Streets application with no clear
directive; or instruct the development of a more thorough policy document.

No additional points available for this element.

Examples of indirect language include phrases such as “consider the installation of Complete Streets
transportation elements” and “supports the adoption and implementation of Complete Streets policies
and practices to create a transportation network that accommodates all users.” Using this language
perpetuates the separation of modes and the perception that a road for motor vehicles is fundamentally
different from the road for other users, that only some roads should receive a Complete Streets treatment,
and even that these roads require special, separately funded “amenities” or “enhancements.”
Model Policy Language: Vision and Intent (Plymouth, MA)
The Plymouth policy recognizes that all, new, maintenance, or reconstruction, are included as opportunities
to implement Complete Streets. The town will, to the maximum extent possible, design, construct, maintain,
and operate all streets to provide for a comprehensive and integrated street network of facilities for people
or all ages and abilities.

II. Core Commitment
2. Users and Modes (20 pts)
No policy is a Complete Streets Policy without a clear statement affirming that people who travel by foot
or on bicycle are legitimate users of the transportation system and equally deserving of safe facilities to
accommodate their travel. It is therefore a requirement to include both modes—walking and bicycling—in
the policy before it can be further analyzed. Beyond the type of user is a more nuanced understanding
that not all people who move by a certain mode are the same. The needs of people—young, old, with
disabilities, without disabilities—are integral to great Complete Streets policies. Additional points are
available, awarded independently of each other and the core points for modes.
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2. Users and Modes (20 pts)
Core Points





12 points: Policy includes two more modes, in addition to walking, bicycling, and transit. Such
modes include cars, freight traffic, emergency response vehicles, or equestrians.
8 points: Policy includes one more mode, in addition to walking, bicycling, and public
transportation.
4 points: Policy includes public transportation, in addition to walking and bicycling.
0 points: Policy includes walking and bicycling only.

Additional points are available - awarded independently of each other



4 points: Additional points if the policy references the needs of users of all ages.
4 points: Additional points if the policy references the needs of users of all abilities.

Model Policy Language: Users and Modes (Beverly, MA)
Complete Streets are designed and operated to provide safety, comfort, and accessibility for all the users of
our streets, including pedestrians, bicycles, transit riders, motorists, commercial vehicles and emergency
vehicles, and for people of all ages, abilities, and income levels. Furthermore, Complete Streets principles
contribute toward the safety, health, economic viability and quality of life in a community by improving the
pedestrian and vehicular environments in order to provide safer, more accessible and comfortable means of
travel between home, school, work, recreation and retail destinations.

3. All Projects and Phases (15 pts)
The ideal result of a Complete Streets policy is that all transportation or roadway improvements are
viewed as opportunities to improve safety, mobility and accessibility. A strong Policy will seek to embed
Complete Streets planning into all projects beyond new construction or full reconstruction. In projects
such as resurfacing, restriping, minor residential street reconstruction, or spot improvements (i.e.
intersection signal retiming and curb ramp construction), the basic Complete Streets principles of
multimodal, green, and smart should be applied.
For example, if a municipality proposes to resurface a roadway it may also consider restriping to
accommodate bicyclists where permissible or adding a crosswalk and a pedestrian hybrid beacon. In
routine work on traffic lights, the signal timing could be changed to allow more time for pedestrians of all
abilities to cross safely and/or audible pedestrian and countdown pedestrian signals could be installed.
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3. All Projects and Phases (15 pts)
Core Points



10 points: Policy clearly applies to municipal road repairs, upgrades or expansion projects on
public right-of-way.
0 points: Policy does not apply to projects beyond newly constructed roads or is not clear
regarding its application.

Additional points are available


5 points: Policy requires procedures be developed to incorporate Complete Street elements
when conducting municipal road repairs, upgrades or expansion projects on public right-ofway.

Model Policy Language: All Projects and Phases (Reading, MA)
Where feasible, Complete Streets design recommendations shall be incorporated into all publicly and
privately funded projects. This includes transportation infrastructure and street design projects requiring
funding or approval by the Town of Reading, as well as projects funded by the state and federal government,
such as the Chapter 90 funds, Town improvement grants, Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), the
MassWorks Infrastructure Program, Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), Capital Funding and
other state and federal funds for street and infrastructure design. The same will be applied to private
developments and related street design components or corresponding street-related components. In
addition, to the extent practical, state-owned roadways will comply with the Complete Streets resolution,
including the design, construction, and maintenance of such roadways within Town boundaries.
The Town Engineer, in consultation with the Department of Public Works and/or the Parking/ Traffic/
Transportation Task Force as needed, will use best judgment regarding the feasibility of applying Complete
Streets principles for routine roadway maintenance and projects.

4. Clear, Accountable Exceptions (10 pts)
Making a policy work in the real world requires a process for exceptions to provide for all modes in each
project. MassDOT believes the following exceptions are appropriate with limited potential to weaken the
policy. They follow FHWA’s guidance on accommodating bicycle and pedestrian travel and identified best
practices frequently used in existing Complete Streets policies.
1.

Accommodation is not necessary on corridors where specific users are prohibited, such as
interstate freeways or pedestrian malls.

2.

Cost of accommodation is excessively disproportionate to the need or probable use. MassDOT
does not recommend attaching a percentage to define “excessive” as the context for many
projects will require different portions of the overall project budget to be spent on the modes and
users expected. In many instances the costs may be difficult to quantify. A percentage cap may be
appropriate in unusual circumstances, such as where natural features (steep hillsides, shorelines,
etc.) make it very costly or impossible to accommodate all modes. Any cap should always be used
in an advisory rather than absolute sense.

3.

A documented absence of current and future need.
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Many communities have included other exceptions that MassDOT, in consultation with transportation
planning and engineering experts, believes are likely to be considered appropriate:
1.
2.
3.

Transit accommodations are not required where there is no existing or planned transit service.
Routine maintenance of the transportation network that does not change the roadway geometry
or operations; such as mowing, sweeping, and spot repair.
Where a reasonable and equivalent project along the same corridor is already programmed to
provide facilities exempted from the project at hand.

In addition to defining exceptions through good policy language, there should be a clear process for
granting them, preferably with approval from senior officials. Establishing this within a policy provides
clarity to staff charged with implementing the policy and improves transparency and accountability to
other agencies and the public.

4. Clear, Accountable Exceptions (10 pts)
Core Points




4 points: Policy includes one or more exceptions, none are inappropriate.
2 points: Lists exceptions, but at least one lacks clarity or allows loose interpretation
0 points: Policy lists no exceptions.

Additional points are available


6 points: Additional points for specifying an approval process for policy exceptions.

Model Policy Language: Exceptions (Stoughton, MA)
Exceptions to the Complete Streets Policy may be granted by the Town of Stoughton Street Commissioners
which include:
1.
2.
3.

Transportation networks where specific users are prohibited by law, such as interstate freeways or
pedestrian malls. An effort will be made, in these cases for accommodations elsewhere.
Where cost or impacts of accommodation is excessively disproportionate to the need or probable
use.
Documentation of an absence of current and future need.

III. Best Practice
5. Network (10 pts)
An ideal Complete Streets Policy recognizes the need for a connected, integrated network that provides
transportation options to a resident’s many potential destinations. Approaching transportation projects as
part of the overall network—and not as single segments—are vital for enhancing safe access to
destinations. Successful Complete Streets processes recognize that all modes do not receive the same
type of accommodation and space on every street, but that everyone can safely and conveniently travel
across the network. MassDOT encourages additional discussion of connectivity, including block size and
intersection density.
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5. Network (10 pts)
Core Points



10 points: Policy simply acknowledges the importance of a network approach.
0 points: Policy does not reference networks or connectivity.

No additional points available for this element.

Model Policy Language: Network (Acton, MA)
WHEREAS, Complete Streets support economic growth and community stability by providing accessible and
efficient connections between home, school, work, recreation and retail destinations by improving the
pedestrian and vehicular environments throughout communities;…

6. Jurisdiction (5 pts)
Creating Complete Streets networks is challenging because many different agencies have a role in
funding, planning and development of streets. Roadways are designed, built and maintained by state,
regional, and local agencies, as well as private developers. Individual jurisdictions do have an opportunity
to influence the actions of others, through funding or development review, and through an effort to work
with their partner agencies on Complete Streets. In this policy element, the policy is rated based on the
level of jurisdiction that the policy applies to and recognition of the need to work with other departments,
agencies and/or private developers.

6. Jurisdiction (5 pts)
Core Points




3 points: A municipality’s policy clearly notes that projects receiving any funding (state, federal,
private) are expected to follow a Complete Streets approach.
2 points: Policy is restricted in its jurisdiction and applicability.
0 points: Policy does not clearly state its jurisdiction and applicability.

Additional points are available


2 points: Additional points for recognizing the need to work with entities.

Model Policy Language: Jurisdiction (Acton, MA)
(1) All transportation infrastructure and street design and construction projects requiring funding or approval
by the Town of Acton shall adhere to the Town of Acton Complete Streets Policy.
(2) Projects funded by the State or Federal government, including but not limited, Chapter 90 funds,
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), MassWorks Infrastructure Program, Community Development
Block Grants (CDBG), or other State and Federal funds for street and infrastructure design shall adhere to the
Town of Acton Complete Streets Policy, subject to and as may be modified by funding agency guidelines and
standards.
(3) Private developments and related or corresponding street design and construction components shall
adhere to the Town of Acton Complete Streets Policy.
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(4) To the extent possible, state-owned streets shall comply with the Town of Acton Complete Streets Policy,
including the design, construction, and maintenance of such streets within Town boundaries, subject to and
as may be modified by MassDOT guidelines and standards.

7. Design (10 pts)
Complete Streets implementation relies on using the best and latest design standards to maximize design
flexibility. Intertwined with the need to use the best currently available guidance and standards is the need
for a balanced approach to transportation design; one that provides flexibility to best accommodate all
users and modes given the unique characteristics of the surrounding community. The municipality should
consider adding language to the policy that recognizes the need for some roads to offer greater or lesser
degrees of accommodation for each type of user while still ensuring basic accommodation is provided for
all permitted users.

7. Design (10 pts)
Core Points - awarded independently of each other




8 points: Policy clearly names specific recent design guidance or references using the best
available.
2 points: Policy addresses the need for a balanced or flexible design approach.
0 points: Policy does not address design guidance, balancing of user needs, or design flexibility.

No additional points are available for this element.

Model Policy Language: Design (Salem, MA)
The latest design guidance, standards, and recommendations available will be used in the implementation of
Complete Streets, including the most up-to-date versions of:









The Massachusetts Department of Transportation Project Design and Development Guidebook
The National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide
The National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Street Design Guide
Pioneer Valley Planning Commission’s Healthy Community Design Toolkit
The latest edition of American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
A Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets
The United States Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s Manual on
Uniform Traffic Design Controls
The Architectural Access Board (AAB) 521 CMR Rules and Regulations
Documents and plans created for the City of Salem, including but not limited to:
› Bicycle Master Plan
› Open Space and Recreation Action Plan
› Salem Downtown Renewal Plan

8. Context Sensitivity (5 pts)
An effective Complete Streets policy must be sensitive to the surrounding community, its current and
planned infrastructure and expected transportation needs. At minimum a Complete Streets policy should
mention the importance of context sensitivity in making decisions. MassDOT encourages more detailed
discussion of adapting roads to fit the character of the surrounding neighborhood and development.
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8. Context Sensitivity (5 pts)
Core Points



5 points: Policy mentions community context as a factor in decision-making.
0 points: Policy does not mention context.

No additional points are available for this element.

Model Policy Language: Context Sensitivity (Stoughton, MA)
Complete Streets principles include the development and implementation of projects in a context sensitive
manner in which project implementation is sensitive to the community’s physical, economic, and social
setting. The context sensitive approach to process and design includes a range of goals by considering
stakeholder and community values on a level plane with the project need. It includes goals related to
livability with greater participation of those affected in order to gain project consensus. The overall goal of
this approach is to preserve and enhance scenic, aesthetic, historical, and environmental resources while
improving or maintaining safety, mobility, and infrastructure conditions.

9. Performance Measures (5 pts)
Understanding what constitutes the success of a municipal Complete Streets policy is important to
establish at the outset with the community. Municipalities with Complete Streets policies can measure
success a number of different ways, from system-wide multimodal performance measures to project-level
indicators. Some community-wide measures may simply aggregate a project-level measure across many
projects (such as the total number of accessible curb cuts) and others may address non project-specific
issues (such as improved air quality). Below is a partial list of measures the municipality may want to
include, starting from simple outputs to more challenging outcomes:
 Linear feet of new or reconstructed sidewalks
 Miles of new or restriped on-street bicycle
facilities
 Number of new or reconstructed curb ramps
 Number of new or repainted crosswalks
 Number of new street trees/percentage of
streets with tree canopy
 Number of ADA accommodations built
 Percentage completion of bicycle and
pedestrian networks as envisioned by
municipal plans
 Efficiency of transit vehicles on routes
 Change in percentage of transit stops with
shelters
 Change in percentage of transit stops
accessible via sidewalks and curb ramps
 Increase in Bicycle, Pedestrian, and
Multimodal levels of service (LOS)

 Auto Trips Generated (ATG)
 Number and type of crosswalk and
intersection improvements
 Decrease in rate of crashes, injuries, and
fatalities by mode
 Transportation mode shift: more people
walking, bicycling, and taking transit
 Rate of children walking or bicycling to
school
 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) or Single
Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) trip reduction
 Economic impacts in business districts
 Satisfaction levels as expressed on customer
preference surveys
 Number of approved exemptions from
municipal Complete Streets Policy
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Given the complexity and range of performance measures available, some policies will opt to focus on
creation and deployment of new metrics during implementation. When this is the case, the need for such
measures should be mentioned in the policy document.

9. Performance Measures (5 pts)
Core Points


5 points: Policy includes at least one performance measure. 0 points: Policy does not include
any performance measures.

No additional points are available for this element.

IV. Implementation
10. Implementation Steps (10 pts)
A formal commitment to the Complete Streets approach is only the beginning. MassDOT has identified
some examples of implementation steps for a Complete Streets policy:
1.

Restructure or revise related procedures, plans, regulations, and other processes to accommodate
all users on every project

2.

Develop new (or revise existing) design policies and guides to reflect the current state of best
practices in transportation design. Municipalities may also elect to adopt national or state level
recognized design guidance.

3.

Encourage municipal staff and community leaders to attend introductory and advanced classes
and training opportunities on Complete Streets.

4.

Develop and institute better ways to measure performance and collect data on how well the
streets are serving all users.

Assigning oversight of implementation or requiring progress reports is a critical accountability measure,
ensuring the policy becomes practice. Policies can also influence the funding prioritization system to
award those projects improving the multimodal network. Points for either type of activity are awarded
independently.
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10. Implementation Steps (10 pts)
Core Points




6 points: Policy specifies the need to take action on at least two to four implementation steps
or accountability measures.
2 points: Policy includes at least one implementation steps or accountability measure.
0 points: Policy does not include any implementation or accountability measures.

Additional points are available - awarded independently of each other:


4 points: Additional points for identifying a specific person or advisory board to oversee and
help drive implementation or establish a reporting requirement.

Model Policy Language: Implementation Steps (Middleton, MA)
A Complete Streets Committee comprised of stakeholders, including members of relevant Town departments
will be created to implement this initiative. The Complete Streets Committee will be a multidisciplinary team
and members will include representation from: Department of Public Works (DPW), Board of Health,
Planning, Inspection Department, Town Administrator’s office and other committees, departments or
organizations as appropriate. The focus of this Committee will be ensuring the implementation of the
Complete Streets Policy and, where necessary, altering existing practices and overcoming barriers that may
act as impediments to implementation. In addition, this Committee will regularly update and solicit feedback
on potential projects with the general public to ensure that the perspectives of the community are considered
and incorporated, as appropriate.

Complete Streets Score Sheet
Table 1 summarizes the Complete Streets Policy scoring system.
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Table 1: Complete Streets Policy Element Score Sheet (Possible 100 points)
Potential
Scoring

Complete Street Elements
1. Vision and Intent

Total Points: 10

Core points:




Indirect: Indirect statement (“shall implement Complete Streets principles,” etc.)
Average: Direct statement with equivocating or weaker language (“consider,” “may”)
Direct: Direct statement of accommodation (“must,” “shall,” “will”)

2
5
10

No additional points available for this element.
2. All Users and Modes

Total Points: 20

Core points:





“Bicyclists and pedestrians” (required for consideration)
“Bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit”
“Bicyclists, pedestrians, transit,” plus one more mode
“Bicycles, pedestrians, transit,” plus two more modes

0
4
8
12

Additional points available - awarded independently of each other:



Including reference to “users of all ages”
Including reference to “users of all abilities”

3. All Projects and Phases

4
4
Total Points: 15

Core points:



0
10

Policy does not apply to projects beyond newly constructed roads, or is not clear regarding its application.
Policy clearly applies to municipal road repairs, upgrades or expansion projects on public right-of-way.

Additional points available:


Policy requires procedures be developed to incorporate Complete Street elements when conducting municipal
road repairs, upgrades or expansion projects on public right-of-way.

4. Exceptions

5

Total Points: 10

Core points:




No mention of policy exceptions.
Lists exceptions, but at least one lacks clarity or allows loose interpretation.
Lists exceptions, none are inappropriate.

0
2
4

Additional points available:


6

Specifies an approval process.
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Table 1: Complete Streets Policy Element Score Sheet (cont.)
Potential
Scoring

Complete Street Elements
5. Network

Total Points: 10

Core points:



Policy does not reference networks or connectivity.
Policy simply acknowledges the importance of a network approach.

0
10

No additional points available for this element.
6. Jurisdiction

Total Points: 5

Core points:




Policy does not clearly state its jurisdiction and applicability.
Policy is restricted in its jurisdiction and applicability, and does not articulate a need to work with other
jurisdictions.
A municipality’s policy clearly notes that projects receiving any funding (state, federal, private) are expected to
follow a Complete Streets approach.

0
2
3

Additional points available:


Policy recognizes the need to work with other agencies, departments, or jurisdictions.

7. Design

2
Total Points: 10

Core points - awarded independently of each other:




0
2
8

Policy does not address design guidance, balancing of user needs, or design flexibility.
References design flexibility in the balance of user needs.
References specific design criteria or directing use of the best and latest designs.

No additional points available for this element.
8. Context Sensitivity

Total Points: 5

Core points:



0
5

No mention of keeping within the community context.
Mentions community context as a factor in decision making.

No additional points available for this element.
9. Performance Standards

Total Points: 5

Core points:



Policy does not include any performance measures or next steps.
Policy includes at least one performance measure.

0
5

No additional points available for this element.
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Table 1: Complete Streets Policy Element Score Sheet (cont.)
Potential
Scoring

Complete Street Elements
10. Implementation steps

Total Points: 10

Core points:




No implementation plan specified.
Policy includes at least one implementation step or accountability measure.
Addresses two or more implementation steps or accountability measures.

0
2
6

Additional points available - awarded independently of each other:


4

Policy assigns oversight of implementation to a person or advisory board or for establishing a reporting
requirement.
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Chapter 4: Prioritization Plan Development
Once a municipality has developed a Complete Streets policy that has been approved by MassDOT and
adopted at the local level, or has committed to develop a policy within 1 year of MassDOT verification of a
commitment letter, the next step is to develop a Prioritization Plan – Tier 2 of the MassDOT Complete
Streets Funding Program. Within this plan, the municipality will identify projects that incorporate
Complete Streets elements and rank these projects based on their ability to address defined issues/needs.
Through the Prioritization Plan process, the municipality will also assess project details including the
readiness level of each project, conceptual cost estimate, and multimodal benefits.
The Project Prioritization Plan must be accepted by MassDOT before a municipality can apply for
Complete Street project construction funding in Tier 3 of the Program.

Prioritization Plan Development Actions
1. Download MassDOT Prioritization Plan template from Portal
2. Determine evaluation criteria
3. Develop methodology to apply the evaluation criteria (establish weights)
4. Submit Prioritization Plan to MassDOT (upload to Portal)

Prioritizing Projects at the Local Level
Many municipalities have existing Prioritization Plans or plans of highly desired projects already
developed. These plans can most often be modified to fit the MassDOT Complete Streets Prioritization
Plan format and then ranked based on the municipality’s desired evaluation criteria (considerations
discussed below). The municipality can use existing Capital Improvement Plans, Master Plans, Long Range
Transportation Plans, Local Comprehensive Plans, and other available documentation to form the basis of
the Complete Streets Prioritization Plan. Further guidance on project types, needs assessments, and the
development of Prioritization Plan elements can be found below and in Chapter 5.

Potential Evaluation Criteria
The process of prioritizing projects will be unique to each community and should consider evaluation
criteria tailored to addressing defined issues/needs and accomplishing goals established by the
municipality. A municipality should select evaluation criteria that are applicable to a wide range of
projects, efficient to apply and easy to understand, and agreed upon by various departments to ensure
consistency and efficacy. Potential criteria that could be evaluated include:





Safety benefits (addresses high crash location, reduces vehicular speeds, etc.)
Pedestrian mobility improvements (new or improved crosswalks, ADA upgrades, sidewalks/paths,
pedestrian signals, lighting, signage, etc.)
Bicycle mobility improvements (new or separated bike lanes, wider shoulders, signal
accommodation, shared-use paths, bicycle parking, signage, etc.)
Transit operations and access improvements (enhanced stop amenities, dedicated bus lanes,
queue jump lanes, stop consolidation, signal priority, etc.)
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 Vehicular operations improvements
 Freight operations improvements
 Air quality benefits
 Compatibility with local or regional goals
 Degree of public/stakeholder support
 Plan progress
 Anticipated project schedule
 Cost estimate
As part of the evaluation process, municipalities may also wish to consider potential impacts to right-ofway, environmental resources, cultural/historical resources, and environmental justice as criteria.

Example Methods to Prioritize Projects
Once a municipality develops a list of active and potential Complete Streets projects and gathers project
details to assess the selected evaluation criteria, the city or town would then develop a methodology to
apply these criteria and prioritize its list of projects. A variety of prioritization methodologies could be
considered:


Evaluation Criteria – Apply the selected evaluation criteria to each Complete Streets project with
the project scoring the highest ranked as number one and so on.



Weighted Evaluation Criteria – Establish weights for the selected evaluation criteria to
emphasize the municipality’s key goals. Score the list of Complete Streets projects using these
weighed evaluation criteria.



Weighted Evaluation Criteria plus Cost Level – Group projects into cost levels after ranking
projects based on weighed evaluation criteria.



Weighted Evaluation Criteria plus Target Geographies – Group projects into targeted
geographies (i.e. town centers, recreational areas, schools) after ranking projects based on
weighed evaluation criteria.

Submitting a Prioritization Plan
The intent of the Prioritization Plan for the purposes of the MassDOT Complete Streets Funding Program
is to streamline municipal plans into uniform, organized content that allows MassDOT to review projects,
allows for a broader understanding of the municipality’s upcoming transportation plan, and will allow for
the ability to sort projects among all Complete Streets municipalities for specific performance measures.
Municipalities are encouraged to submit Prioritization Plans that include anticipated projects over a fiveyear horizon and to commit to regularly updating their plans as needs within the community change or
projects are completed.
Once a municipality enters Tier 2 of the program, a Prioritization Plan template will be available for
download on the Complete Streets online Portal (see Chapter 6). Instructions for completing the
Prioritization Plan form are provided in Appendix D. The municipality will identify the Complete Streets
project type, need addressed, funding amount requested, and other information about each project in
their plan. As discussed above, it is up to the municipality’s discretion how specific projects should be
prioritized. Once the municipality has completed their Prioritization Plan, the form is uploaded back to the
online Portal. The system will alert MassDOT and the review committee will review and approve the plan.
Upon approval of the Prioritization Plan, the municipality has successfully completed Tier 2.
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Chapter 5: Incorporating Complete Streets
Best Practices
Embedding Complete Streets Best Practices into programs and activities a municipality regularly performs
encourages a holistic approach and can limit additional burdens. This chapter discusses methods for a
municipality to incorporate Complete Streets Best Practices.

Embedding Complete Streets Best Practices into Programs
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Capital Improvement Plans
Network Gap Analysis
Private Development
Recurring Roadway Rehabilitation
ADA Transition Plan/Assessment
Safety Audits
Bike/Ped Audits

Capital Improvement Plans
Consideration of the municipality’s Complete Streets policy and Prioritization Plan should be incorporated
into planning, approval, design, and funding for all of roadway and infrastructure projects. The
municipality’s Capital Improvement Plan can be considered as a resource for the development of the
Prioritization Plan. To the extent practical, projects should anticipate opportunities to incrementally
achieve fully Complete Streets and networks over time. The municipality should examine all planned
capital improvement projects to determine if they can be leveraged to advance the Complete Streets
policy and, moving forward, apply the policy to all applicable transportation projects in the Capital
Improvement Plan. This may include:


Considering all elements of the right-of-way and utilizing all applicable Complete Streets policies
during repaving and resurfacing.



Modifying Capital Improvement Program project criteria to value inclusion of transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian features.



Planning all future roadway projects to benefit all users, with consideration given to land use,
available right-of-way, and cost.



Evaluating construction costs based upon each type of facility proposed within the right-of-way in
order to maximize community benefits.

Network Gap Analysis
Balancing the needs of all users across an integrated multimodal transportation network is essential to
enabling safe travel. Rather than trying to make each street perfect for every traveler, communities should
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aim to develop a holistic street network that emphasizes critical connections and the nexus of modes
around key destinations.
A critical step in developing a comprehensive network is first evaluating existing accommodations by
mode and then overlaying an understanding of land use, demographics, safety, and usage statistics. This
process will help to identify gaps in each of the modal networks in a community. By overlaying the
networks (pedestrian, bicycle, transit, etc.), a municipality can identify missing or inadequate connections
between modes. The results of this network gap analysis could be used to inform and prioritize Complete
Streets improvements.
Network gap analysis is a snapshot of the current system and outlines where gaps in the system are
currently located. Municipalities should recognize that it will become outdated as the transportation
network changes and Complete Streets projects are installed and should plan to continually update their
network gap analysis.
Municipalities could complete a network gap analysis in a variety of ways and should tailor their approach
to local needs and priorities. It is anticipated that the network gap analysis could be completed by one or
more of these methods:





Utilizing a multimodal travel demand model to assess desire lines based on land use
Developing a geodatabase using GIS analysis tools
Conducting a site walk of critical connections with one or more advocacy groups (WalkBoston,
MassBike, etc.), district/chamber of commerce, neighborhood associations, or other local groups
Interviewing key stakeholders

Specific elements evaluated during the network gap analysis could include:




















Sidewalks and Paths
Bike Facilities
Marked Crosswalks
Transit Routes/Frequency
Roadway centerline, number of lanes, curbline, right-of-way
Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)
Posted Speed Limit
Signalized Intersections
Jurisdiction Boundaries
Land Use (Zoning Classifications)
Community/Senior Centers
Parks
Population
Employment Centers/Employees
Demographics (Census Data)
Elementary, Middle, and High Schools (Public and Private)
Universities and Community Colleges
Crash Data
Topography

Municipalities should utilize existing documents, such as pedestrian and bicycle studies or community
master plans, as a resource and to help guide network-related decisions.
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It may be beneficial to collaborate with other levels of government, adjacent municipalities (provided they
are also Complete Streets communities), and/or departments within the community to complete a
network gap analysis and foster partnerships for future project prioritization and implementation.

Private Development Review
Creating networks of Complete Streets requires coordination among both public and private entities.
Private developers are often responsible for building roads in new developments or altering the right-ofway – both having a major impact on road networks.
It is key for private developers to follow a community’s Complete Streets vision. To ensure a shared vision,
municipalities should include language regarding the review of private development projects and how
they will incorporate Complete Streets. Communities may choose to include changes to zoning or
subdivision codes or to right-of-way standards in their Complete Streets policy or implementation plan to
ensure newly built or redesigned streets are aligned with the approved Complete Streets policy. To
encourage a dense, well-connected network of streets, municipalities may choose to specify preferred and
maximum block lengths based on land use.

Recurring Roadway Rehabilitation
A comprehensive Complete Streets strategy strives to consider all transportation improvements as
opportunities to create safer, more accessible streets for all users. This includes the integration of
Complete Streets elements not only into new construction and reconstruction projects, but also into
rehabilitation, repair, major maintenance, and operations work so that even small projects can be an
opportunity to make meaningful improvements.
Maintenance projects typically involve the repair and preservation of the roadway pavement structure,
and upgrading pavement markings and signage to meet safety requirements. Opportunities to implement
Complete Streets elements within these types of projects include:








Restriping to reduce lane widths or reallocate space to provide a full bike lane
Striping shoulders
Striping wider outside lanes
Providing shared lane markings
Road diets by restriping or reassigning lanes
Widening or paving a shoulder to provide striped bike lane, wider outside lane, or paved shoulder
Upgrading or installing curb ramps to achieve ADA compliance

Operation projects such as intersection improvements, traffic signal installation/upgrades, pavement
restriping, and roadway widening also offer opportunities to include Complete Streets elements:









Restriping or widening shoulders through intersections for bike lanes
Installing sidewalks
Providing crosswalks
Providing pedestrian refuges or islands
Upgrading or installing curb ramps to achieve ADA compliance
Installing pedestrian signal heads and countdown equipment
Retiming signals to allow for pedestrian phases and/or improve pedestrian operations
Incorporating accessible pedestrian crossing signals
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Incorporating other Complete Streets amenities or technologies

Routine maintenance activities such as mowing, sweeping, spot repair, temporary detours, etc. may not be
appropriate to incorporate Complete Streets elements. While MassDOT Complete Streets construction
funding could be available for the measures identified above, funding shall not be awarded for roadway
resurfacings costs.

ADA Transition Plan/Assessment
As a requirement of the 1990 ADA legislation, each municipality was expected to establish and implement
an ADA Transition Plan within the public right-of-way. This plan was meant to ensure that citizens of all
abilities were able to gain access to and navigate public roadways and within public buildings. For
transportation infrastructure, this is managed federally through the ADA Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG)
and at the state level through 521 CMR (note that it is expected that the Public Rights-of-Way
Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) will supersede ADAAG in the near future and the most recent
approved guidance should be followed). While both state and federal guidelines are still emerging, a
review of accessible features within a municipality (and their compliance with current guidelines),
particularly along roadways that connect activity centers or are identified as network gaps is essential in
the design of Complete Streets.
Policies should recognize the need to provide access for all ages and abilities and prioritization should
consider a full range of improvement options. Incremental improvements such as fully compliant wheel
chair ramps, traffic signal equipment, and transit stations can greatly enhance the user experience. Longer
term solutions such as relocating utility poles and ensuring adequate clearance around obstructions are
also encouraged. An assessment of ADA compliance within a municipality is a low cost action that can
lead to meaningful improvements for underserved populations.

Safety Audits
Since potential criteria for prioritizing Complete Streets projects may include safety benefits, it seems
reasonable to anticipate that municipalities need to identify safety issues on their existing network or on
proposed projects. FHWA has developed several tools to assist in the identifying safety issues and
proposed counter measures. Road Safety Audits (RSAs) bring an improved understanding of crash cause
and countermeasures to bear in a proactive manner. Well-documented experience shows that RSAs are
both effective and cost beneficial as a proactive safety improvement tool. The FHWA Road Safety Audit
Guidelines provide a foundation for public agencies to draw upon when developing their own RSA policies
and procedures and when conducting RSAs within their jurisdiction.
An RSA is a formal safety performance examination of an existing or future road or intersection by an
independent audit team. It qualitatively estimates and reports on potential road safety issues and
identifies opportunities for improvements in safety for all road users. The RSA team considers the safety of
all road users, qualitatively estimates and reports on road safety issues and opportunities for
improvement.
An RSA is not a means to check compliance with design standards nor a crash investigation. Rather, an
RSA is proactive review focused on road safety for all users conducted by a multidisciplinary team
independent of the design team.
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The aim of an RSA is to answer the following questions:


What elements of the road may present a safety concern: to what extent, to which road users, and
under what circumstances?



What opportunities exist to eliminate or mitigate identified safety concerns?

Bike/Ped Audits
Similar to an RSA, pedestrian and bicycle RSAs are formal safety examinations of a future transportation
plan or project or an existing facility focused on pedestrian and bicycle issues, and is conducted by an
independent, multidisciplinary team but geared more to the issues associated with non-motorized travel.
FHWA has produced guides to assist municipalities in the conduct of a bicycle and/or a pedestrian road
safety audit. The Pedestrian Road Safety Audit Guidelines and Prompt Lists and the Bicycle Road Safety
Audit Guidelines and Prompt Lists provide residents, local officials, transportation agencies and road safety
audit teams with a better understanding of the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists in the transportation
system. The first section in each Guide discusses basic concepts of an RSA such as understanding the
characteristics of all pedestrians and cyclists, analyzing pedestrian/bicycle crash data, and use of the
Guide. The second section of the guides includes guidelines and prompt lists that will help familiarize the
RSA teams with potential pedestrian and bicyclist issues and help the team identify specific safety
concerns and appropriate countermeasures during a field review of existing facilities or during a plan
review for proposed projects.
RSAs are a cost eﬀective method to proactively identify safety issues and make suggestions on measures
and facilities to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety that may be included in a community’s Complete
Streets Prioritization Plan
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Chapter 6: MassDOT Process
MassDOT has developed an online Portal and contractual process for municipalities seeking funding in
Tier 2 and Tier 3. The process is familiar to many municipal officials and is comprised of training offered
by MassDOT, use of the online Portal, and project implementation.

Training
To increase understanding and adoption of a Complete Streets design approach, MassDOT has sponsored
a series of workshops on the topic of Complete Streets. Training attendees could include municipal public
works and planning staff, local elected leaders, professional designers, and MassDOT employees
throughout the Commonwealth.
Training on Complete Streets has been developed into two sessions: Complete Streets Training & The
Complete Streets Funding Programs (referred to as the “101”); and an advanced training on Complete
Streets (referred to as the “201”). Both sessions are offered through Baystate Roads, the Massachusetts
Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) designed to improve access to highway, road, and street
technology for local agencies.
Attendance by a municipal employee at either a Complete Streets 101 or 201 training session is a
prerequisite for receipt of funding through the Complete Streets Funding Program. The training attendees
will be required to submit their attendance records as part of the Program application process.


Complete Streets 101 Introductory Training – This session covers the basic concepts of
Complete Streets, emphasizes MassDOT’s Project Development & Design Guide, shows some
innovative approaches towards Complete Streets, discusses health and economic benefits, and
gives and overview of the elements of a Complete Streets Policy and the Complete Streets
Funding Program requirements. (3 hours)



Complete Streets 201 Advanced Training – This advanced training focuses more on the
engineering behind Complete Streets by following in greater detail The Project Development &
Design Guide as well as the latest Policy and Engineering Directives. Case studies will be evaluated
to discuss options towards implementation of Complete Streets as well as a field visit to discuss
Complete Streets options. (6 hours)

Individuals may view schedules and register for training sessions on Baystate Roads’ website:
http://baystateroads.eot.state.ma.us/
As part of the training program, several resources for planning and designing Complete Streets will be
referenced. A list of these suggested resources is provided in Appendix E.
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Online Portal and Process
The MassDOT Complete Streets Portal is an online web application designed to facilitate applying, and
ultimately being approved for, Complete Streets project funding. To meet the requirements for Complete
Streets funding a municipality must qualify in three different Tiers by providing required documentation
and having that documentation approved. The Complete Streets Portal facilitates this qualification process
by providing access to relevant templates, a means to upload the documentation, and an iterative
solution for document approval by MassDOT Complete Streets administrators. As such the Portal provides
the central location for municipalities to engage in this qualification process, monitor progress, and
respond to feedback.

Online Portal Actions
1. Visit https://www.masscompletestreets.com/ to register
2. Fill out Municipality Profile information
3. Provide Representative Information (person who attended CS Training & Program Contact
Person)
4. Under Tier 1 Tab – upload Complete Streets Policy or Letter of Intent to Become a
Complete Streets Municipality
5. Under Tier 2 Tab – Download Prioritization Plan Template then upload once completed
6. Under Tier 3 Tab – Identify projects you would like funded (up to 5 and no more than
$400k)
7. Monitor email submitted under municipality profile as most actions will result in email
notifications
A municipality first engages with the Portal by becoming authorized to participate in the program via a
curated registration process. Once officially registered the municipality is at Tier 1 status. At Tier 1 a
municipality can submit a Complete Streets Policy document and/or an Intent to Fulfill Tier 1
requirements letter. Once submitted the Complete Streets Policy is reviewed and scored by the
Completes Streets review committee. If the policy scores high enough (80 points or higher) the
municipality has achieved Tier 2 status. In addition, the municipality can achieve Tier 2 status if the Intent
to Fulfill Tier 1 requirements letter is approved.
At Tier 2 the municipality can download a Tier 2 funding agreement (only required if the municipality is
seeking technical assistance for Tier 2) and a Prioritization Plan template. Having completed the template
locally the municipality can upload the Prioritization Plan for review and approval. While the contract
forms are available for download from the Portal, they are submitted as signed hard copies and sent
5
directly to MassDOT . Approval of the Prioritization Plan will result in the municipality being considered
at Tier 3 status.
At Tier 3 the municipality can download a Project Application Form and a Contract Form to apply for
Complete Streets project funding. Similar to the Tier 2 contracting process, completed Contract forms are
submitted as hard copies directly to MassDOT. Complete Streets project funding applications are
submitted through the Portal and the application status will be updated on the Portal accordingly. The
municipal contact will be notified directly when project funding decisions are made.
5

Submission instructions are provided on the contract forms.
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Complete Streets Program material can be found at:
http://www.mass.gov/massdot/completestreets
The Complete Streets Funding Program Portal can be found at:
https://www.masscompletestreets.com/
Instructions for the Portal can be found in Appendix F.

Project Implementation
Once a municipality receives project approval from MassDOT, project implementation can proceed.
Complete Streets grants awarded will be reimbursed through State Aid, similar to the Chapter 90
program. Information on the Chapter 90 program can be found online:
http://www.massdot.state.ma.us/highway/DoingBusinessWithUs/LocalAidPrograms/Chapter90Program.aspx
Funding coordination and communication for Complete Streets will be through each Districts’ State Aid
Office, a list of which is provided in Appendix G. The most recent contact information for each district can
be found on the MassDOT website:
www.massdot.state.ma.us/highway/DoingBusinessWithUs/LocalAidPrograms/Chapter90Program/ContactI
nformation.aspx

Local Aid Program
Communities need to provide adequate documentation to the State Aid Engineer to demonstrate
compliance with MassDOT’s policies and requirements for procuring design and construction bids for
approved projects, as outlined below. All forms listed below must be submitted to the District State Aid
Engineer and can be found in Appendix H or online:
(https://www.massdot.state.ma.us/highway/DoingBusinessWithUs/LocalAidPrograms/Chapter90Program/
ContactInformation.aspx)


Designer Prequalification – Designers selected by communities for the design development for
projects must be prequalified for the approved project type. For more information on designer
prequalifications, visit:
http://www.massdot.state.ma.us/highway/DoingBusinessWithUs/DesignEngineering/Prequalificati
onofArchitecturalEngineering.aspx



Contractor Requirements – Contractors selected by communities must be prequalified for the
approved project type with a value of $50,000 and greater. For more information on contractor
requirements visit:
http://www.massdot.state.ma.us/highway/DoingBusinessWithUs/Construction.aspx



Summary of Bid Forms – Communities need to submit the construction bid results for approved
projects.



Environmental Punch Lists – All environmental permits and permissions must be obtained prior
to the start of construction.



Final Report – Upon completion of construction, this form is to be completed by the
municipalities.
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Contracting with MassDOT
Upon project approval by MassDOT, the municipality will receive a MassDOT Standard Contract Form for
the approved project costs. The contract will need to be signed by authorized personnel for the
municipality and sent back to MassDOT for processing. Costs for Complete Streets improvements will not
be reimbursed prior to the municipality’s receipt of a signed Contract Form and/or written Notice to
Proceed issued by MassDOT.
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5. Quarterly Police Update
Chief Pilecki will give a brief update on the status of ongoing projects and work at the Police
Department.

NO MOTION

6.

Review and Approve Memorandum of Understanding with SBC

At their Thursday, June 14 meeting, the SBC reviewed the proposed Memorandum of
Understanding regarding the logistical approach to managing the Feasibility study. Several
changes were suggested and the committee concluded that further discussion between FMD and
Town Counsel was called for to determine whether the awarding authority is in fact the SBC
(rather than SC and BOS) since Town Meeting appropriate the funds to the SBC. The
expectation is that the SBC would consider a revised proposal in their next meeting on June
28th. (A memo from Steve Gagosian outlining the logistical considerations for FMD work has
been included in your packets.)
Therefore, we will postpone consideration of the Memorandum until the July 10 BOS meeting.

NO MOTION

MEMORANDUM
DATE: May 31, 2018
TO: Sharon Gray Chair of SBC, Jack Morgan Vice Chair of SBC
FROM: Stephen Gagosian
CC: Joseph McDonough
SUBJECT: Hunnewell Feasibility

Dear Sharon and Jack
In anticipation of the FMD managing the Hunnewell and potentially the
Hardy/Upham Projects I am proposing the following logistical tactics for your
consideration. If all boards and committees are in agreement, we would request a formal
vote by the BOS &SC (awarding authority) and the SBC (approving body).
Contract;
 FMD to negotiate the contract with Town Counsel’s review using the PBC
standard designer contract.
 SBC as approving body to review and approve for Submission to the BOS & SC
(awarding authority)
 BOS & SC to review, approve, & sign as awarding authority
Amendments to contract and material submissions review and approval;
 BOS & SC to authorize SBC to review, approve, and execute
Finance;
 MUNIS be set up with project funds in FMD account with Abbie LaFrancesca as
administrator, similar to SMMA and master plan.
Point of contact;
 SBC authorize FMD to be the point of contact for the Architect and OPM
Final report
 SBC to review and approve for submission to the BOS & SC.
 BOS & SC to review and accept the report
Sincerely,
Town of Wellesley  Facilities Management Department
 888 Worcester Street  Wellesley, MA 02482
 (781)489-4263 tel  (781)489-4266 fax 

MEMORANDUM

Stephen Gagosian,
Design & Construction Manager
FMD

Town of Wellesley  Facilities Management Department
 888 Worcester Street  Wellesley, MA 02482
 (781)489-4263 tel  (781)489-4266 fax 

7. Review and Approve Appointments
Included in your packets is an update on the BOS appointments. Outstanding regular
appointments include Celebrations Committee, Council on Aging (unsure if this will be ready),
Ethics Liaison, Veteran’s Grave Officer, and Veteran’s Advisory Board. The Board should also
appoint Cynthia Mahr as the RAO for the Schools effective July 1.
SBC –There has been some back and forth as to whether the BOS and SC need to reappoint the
SBC. After discussion with Town Counsel, he is of the opinion that there does not need to be a
reappointment, but that the slips previously distributed to the SBC members should be corrected
to identify that the terms are indefinite (until the project is completed or folks are replaced). In
your materials the SBC is highlighted – but this should be disregarded.
Veteran’s Grave Officer – The Town Bylaw states that annually the BOS shall appoint a resident
as the Veteran’s Grave Officer, preferably a veteran. I have called over to Woodlawn Cemetery,
and spoke to Tom Doherty superintendent of the cemetery. Tom stated he would be happy to do
it – however he lives in Newton. He did indicate that his brother could be appointed – Leo
Doherty who is a current resident. I also reached out to John Saunders, a veteran who does a lot
of the grave work now. Initially I was thinking you could appoint 2, one for Woodlawn
Cemetery, and one for St. Mary’s and Village Church. I am waiting to hear back from John.
Veteran’s Advisory Committee – The Town Bylaw indicates the Dept. of Veteran’s Services
may have an advisory board. This is not a mandatory appointment. I have spoken to Beth on this
item, and her understanding from the Veteran’s is that it is not needed. The Veteran community
comes together and volunteers when needed, but does not currently think a more organized board
is required. The Board should discuss how they want to proceed. We currently have no
candidates for these 5 positions.
I have also asked Sharon Gray whether the School Committee would like to appoint Cynthia
Mahr, new Asst. Superintendent as the Records Access Officer to replace Judy Belliveau
effective July 1, 2018. David

8. Executive Director’s Report
There are two sets of minutes from the Board Retreats in your packet for approval at this meeting
for May 11, 2018 and June 8, 2018.

MOVE that the Board approve the minutes of the May 11, 2018 and June 8, 2018
meetings.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Approved:

18

Citizens Speak:

19

None.

20

2.

21
22
23
24
25

The Board discussed the completed projects from the FY18 Work Plan. The Board reviewed items that
are being carried over to the FY19 Work Plan. Items discussed included the comprehensive review of the
alcohol regulations. The Board determined they would work to modify the Alcohol in Town Building
provisions in June, and then over the summer would work with staff and Town Counsel to do a complete
re-write of the regulations.

26
27
28

The Board discussed major projects and initiatives and considered prioritization of projects. Priorities for
this year included financial policies, housing, development projects such as the Tailby Lot, and economic
development.

29
30
31
32

The Board discussed the Unified Plan and strategies for implementation of the plan. The Board briefly
discussed the role of the new projects and communications manager with regards to assisting with the
Unified Plan implementation. The Board considered whether inter-board meetings could be used as a tool
to assist with the implementation.

33

The Board reviewed current and proposed policies.

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

The Board discussed public processes for the North 40. Ms. Freiman stated the next steps in the North 40
process is to convene a study to determine what residents would like to see on the land in the future. The
intent would be to issue an RFP for a consultant to assist with the process over the summer, and to hold
two public forums in the fall. The first forum would be a recap of past efforts; the second forum would
identify conceptual uses for the site. The Board was in agreement with the proposal.

Board of Selectmen Meeting: May 11, 2018
Present: Gibbs, Freiman, Sullivan Woods, Morgan, Ulfelder
Also Present: Robinson, Jop
Warrants approved: 2018-044 - $2,556,889.24
Minutes approved:
Meeting Documents:
1. Agenda
2. FY 19 Work Plan
3. BOS Calendar
1.

Call to Order and Citizen Speak

Ms. Gibbs, Chair, called the meeting to order at 8:30 am.

Discuss and update Selectmen’s FY19 Work Plan

Mr. Morgan gave an update on the HHU process. Mr. Morgan noted the Board has called a Special Town
Meeting in June. Mr. Morgan noted concerns raised by the public on the process and gave a brief update
on the MSBA process for the Hardy/Upham sites. The Board discussed the pros and cons on moving
forward with the Special Town Meeting in June at this time. The Board discussed whether they should

44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55

extend the warrant or cancel the Special Town meeting. After a brief discussion, the Board was
unanimous in their view that both Hunnewell, and the MSBA projects should be postponed to the fall.

56

The Board reviewed the calendar for the next Fiscal Year including events requiring Board attendance.

Ms. Freiman gave an update on the Town Hall interior project. Ms. Freiman noted McGinley Kelso
Architects are conducting interviews on space usage and programming with staff. The next phase of the
project is to determine whether an addition is possible. The Town does possess and opinion from Al
Robinson in 1979 indicating the Town Hall grounds were for park and municipal purposes. Ms. Freiman
discussed portions of the site where an addition could potentially be located. As part of the feasibility
process three scenarios will be explored looking at the existing building and the building with an
addition. The scenarios will be brought to the Board in September.
3.

Discuss FY19 Master Calendar

57
58

4.

59
60
61
62
63
64

None.

Business and Correspondence

The meeting was adjourned at 12:35 pm.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Approved:

19

Citizens Speak:

20

None.

21

2.

22
23

Ms. Gibbs reviewed the election of officers from the Board of Selectmen Handbook. Ms. Gibbs opened
the floor for nominations.

24
25

Upon a motion by Ms. Freiman and seconded by Mr. Ulfelder, the Board voted 5-0 to elect Jack
Morgan Chair of the Board of Selectmen as of July 1, 2018.

26
27

Upon a motion by Mr. Morgan and seconded by Ms. Gibbs, the Board voted 5-0 to elect Marjorie
Freiman as Vice Chair of the Board of Selectmen as of July 1, 2018.

28
29

Upon a motion by Mr. Morgan and seconded by Ms. Freiman, the Board voted 5-0 to elect Ellen
Gibbs as Secretary of the Board of Selectmen as of July 1, 2018.

30

3.

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

Ms. Gibbs reviewed the Board of Selectmen Handbook on Liaison assignments. The Board discussed the
liaison roles and responsibilities. Ms. Sullivan Woods noted that the manual states it is not the
responsibility of the liaison to report Board of Selectmen activities to assigned committee/board. Ms.
Sullivan Woods noted it is difficult to create a partnership when the expectation is that the liaison will not
report on the Board of Selectmen’s work. Mr. Morgan noted it has been his practice to keep boards in the
loop on the relevant activities that the Selectmen are doing.

42
43

The Board continued to assess and review the FY19 Work Plan. The Board discussed major projects
including the Tailby Lot and the Wellesley Office Park. The Board discussed the numerous housing

Board of Selectmen Meeting: June 8, 2018
Present: Gibbs, Freiman, Sullivan Woods, Morgan, Ulfelder
Also Present: Jop
Warrants approved:
Minutes approved:
Meeting Documents:
1. Agenda
2. FY 19 Work Plan
3. BOS Calendar
4. FY18 Liaison Assignments
1.

Call to Order and Citizen Speak

Ms. Gibbs, Chair, called the meeting to order at 8:35 am.

Elect FY19 Officers

Discuss Liaison Roles and Responsibilities

The Board discussed communication and updates on liaison assignments. Ms. Jop encouraged updates to
be sent to staff for distribution to the Board.
4.

FY19 Work Plan Review/Update

44
45
46
47
48
49
50

projects including 40B projects and Wellesley Housing Authority projects. With regards to the Housing
Authority, the Board noted a discussion and decision must be made on whether to continue the
partnership with the Needham Housing Authority or to separate and return to a distinct Housing
Authority. The Board was largely of the opinion that the Wellesley Housing Authority should separate
from Needham.

51

The Board completed project and liaison assignments.

52

6.

53
54
55
56
57
58

Mr. Ulfelder gave a brief update on the Council on Aging. He noted number of building related issues that
have come up at the Tolles Parsons Center. Mr. Ulfelder discussed the open positions on the COA. Mr.
Ulfelder also noted the Town has offered to assist the COA with a professional facilitator to work with the
COA board and COA staff on their roles and communication.

59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68

Ms. Sullivan Woods gave a brief update on the LED lights abutting NRC properties (261 lights) due to
the spectrum of the light being potentially harmful to animals. Ms. Sullivan Woods discussed strategies to
modify the lights over time with upcoming technology. The Board was agreeable to support options that
are agreed upon by both NRC/MLP.

5.

FY19 Project and Liaison Assignments

New Business and Correspondence

Mr. Ulfelder left the meeting at 12:30 pm.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:40 pm.

9. New Business and Correspondence - Other Documents: The Board will find documents
the staff are not seeking action on, but is for informational purposes only. Please find the
following:
 FEMA update on mapping

