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Executive Summary

As of the end of 2016, more than 1,000 jurisdictions in the United States have made formal
commitments to streets that are safe and convenient for everyone —no matter their age, income,
race, ethnicity, physical ability, or how they choose to travel—by passing a Complete Streets

policy.

More communities passed these policies in 2016 than ever before. Communities adopted a total of
222 new Complete Streets policies that year. Nationwide, a total of 1,232 policies are now in
place, in all 50 states, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia, including 33 state governments,
77 regional planning organizations, and 955 individual municipalities.

These policies are the strongest ever passed. When the National Complete Streets Coalition first
evaluated Complete Streets policies in 2006, the median score was 34 and by 2015 the median
score had risen to 68.4. In 2016, the median score leapt to 80.8. Before 2012, no policy had
scored higher than 90. And it wasn’t until 2015 that any policy scored a perfect 100. In 2016, 51
policies scored a 90 or higher, including 3 policies that scored a perfect 100. These gains are a
testament to communities’ commitment to passing strong, impactful policies.

Specifically, thirteen communities led the nation in creating and adopting comprehensive Complete
Streets policies in 2016:

Rank Jurisdiction Policy score
1 Brockton, MA 100.0
1 Missoula, MT 100.0
1 Wenatchee, WA 100.0
2 Hull, MA 98.4
2 Mansfield, MA 98.4
2 Sherborn, MA 98.4
3 Bridgewater, MA 96.8
3 Brookline, MA 96.8
4 Chester, MA 96.0
4 Muskogee, OK 96.0
5 Ayer, MA 95.2
5 Wales, MA 956.2
5 Binghamton Metropolitan Transportation Study, NY 95.2




By passing strong Complete Streets policies these communities are making a clear commitment to
streets that are safe and convenient for everyone. And they do so at a time when our country
desperately needs safer options for biking and walking. As a nation we face an epidemic of obesity
and its related illnesses. The U.S. Surgeon General has recommended making biking and walking
a routine part of daily life to help address this health crisis, yet in too many communities streets are
not built to safely accommodate these activities. Our recent report Dangerous by Design 2016
outlined the enduring problem of pedestrian fatalities in the United States, and highlighted the
46,149 people who were struck and killed by cars while walking between 2005 and 2014. Over
that period Americans were seven times as likely to be killed as a pedestrian than by a natural
disaster. During the same period, more than 7,000 people were killed while biking.

Dangerous by Design 2016 also showed that people of color and older adults are overrepresented
among pedestrian deaths, and that pedestrian risk is correlated with median household income as
well as rates of uninsured individuals. That means people of color most likely face
disproportionately unsafe conditions for walking, and low-income metro areas are predictably more
dangerous than higher-income ones.

Because of this context, for the first time this year we looked at the income and racial
demographics of the communities included in our analysis. The data showed that 2016
communities passing or updating a Complete Streets policy in 2016 were, on average, slightly
more white and more wealthy than the United States as a whole. The average racial makeup of
these communities was 76.3 percent white, 10.3 percent Black or African American, 0.8 percent
American Indian, 5.3 percent Asian, 0.1 percent Pacific Islander, 4.1 percent Other, and 3.1
percent two or more races. In all, 77 percent of localities that passed policies in 2016 had white
populations greater than the national average of 73.6 percent. The median household income of
communities who passed or updated a policy in 2016 was $59,347, about 10 percent above the
national average of $53,889.

Taken together, it is clear that communities are consistently passing stronger and more effective
Complete Streets policies. This is an outstanding accomplishment, and one that we could not be
more proud and honored to celebrate. It is also clear that our challenge now is to help
communities of all income levels and ethnicities benefit from this progress equitably.

Toward that goal, the Coalition is in the process of updating our policy scoring rubric to give more
weight to equity considerations as well as implementation. We will make the new standards public
later this year, and will begin using the updated rubric to analyze policies moving forward.

Congratulations to all the jurisdictions that passed Complete Streets policies in 2016, particularly
those receiving the highest scores in the Coalition’s analysis. You are setting an example for
communities everywhere to follow, and we look forward to working with other communities on
passing new policies and putting them in to practice in the year to come.



Introduction

Complete Streets is more than a checklist. It’s a frame of mind. A Complete Streets approach
integrates the needs of people and place in the planning, design, construction, operation, and
maintenance of transportation networks. Complete Streets redefines what a transportation network
looks like, which goals a transportation agency is going to meet, and how a community prioritizes
its transportation spending. It breaks down the traditional separation in planning for different
modes of travel, and emphasizes context-sensitive, multimodal project planning, design, and
implementation. In doing so, a Complete Streets approach can make streets safer and more
convenient for everyone, no matter their age, race, ethnicity, income, physical ability, or how they
choose to travel.

More and more communities are using a Complete Streets approach. In 2016, jurisdictions in the
United States passed 222 new Complete Streets policies. And nationally 1,232 policies are now in
place in all 50 states, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia.

This growing interest in Complete Streets comes at a unique national moment. In the United States
today, demand for real estate in walkable neighborhoods with diverse transportation choices is at a
new high. San Francisco and New York are the most commonly cited examples, but it is a trend
playing out in smaller cities, suburbs, and towns across the country. For perhaps the first time in
60 years, walkable urban places are gaining market share over their drivable suburban
competition—and commanding significant price premiums in real estate.’

Walkable neighborhoods’ price divide is creating a subsequent health divide. As real estate values
in walkable neighborhoods climb, lower-income residents are being forced out to areas without
these active transportation options. People’s health is suffering as a result: research has shown
that people living in dense cities are thinner and have healthier hearts than people in sprawling
subdivisions.?

These health impacts are now an epidemic. More than two-thirds of Americans today are
considered overweight or obese.® Yet fewer than half of adults meet recommended guidelines for
aerobic physical activity.* The U.S. Surgeon General has recommended more biking and walking
as ways to address America’s obesity crisis, but in many communities streets are simply not safe
enough for these activities. Over the 10 years between 2005 and 2014, 46,149 people were struck
and killed by cars while walking in the United States.® During this same time period, more than
7,000 people were killed while biking.® And while pedestrian fatalities occur in communities of all
sizes, some populations are affected more severely than others. People of color and older adults
are overrepresented among pedestrian deaths. And our Pedestrian Danger Index—the likelihood of
someone to be struck and killed by a car while walking in a given place—is correlated with both
income and rates of uninsured individuals, meaning that people in low income communities or in
communities with lower rates of health insurance are more likely to be struck and killed by a car
while walking.’

For all these reasons and more, communities want to make it safer and easier for people to bike,
walk, wheelchair roll, and take transit as well as drive to where they need to go. A Complete
Streets policy is one of the most important ways communities to do this. The good news is that
hundreds of communities are using this approach. This report looks at some of the best.



An overview of policies and how we evaluate them

Complete Streets policies are a jurisdiction’s formal commitment to fund, plan for, construct,
operate, and maintain their streets with all users in mind. The Coalition recognizes several types of
statements in our definition of a Complete Streets policy, including legislation, resolutions,
executive orders, internal policies, policies adopted by an elected board, tax ordinances,
comprehensive or master plans, and design guidance.

Complete Streets legislation includes bills that require the needs of all users to be addressed in
transportation projects by changing city, county, or state codes or statutes. Resolutions are non-
binding official statements from a jurisdiction’s legislative branch and executive orders are high-
level directives issued by a mayor or governor. Internal policies are adopted by the leadership of
a jurisdiction’s transportation agency, office, or department without action from an elected body.
Policies adopted by an elected board are statements, usually developed by a group of
stakeholders, and are approved by an elected governing body via an adopting resolution or
ordinance. Tax ordinances are a legislative or voter-approved ordinance to fund Complete
Streets projects. This report analyzes all the above types of policy documents.

In addition, some communities incorporate Complete Streets language into comprehensive or
transportation master plans, or through updates to street design guidance and standards. These
documents are not eligible for our analysis.

This report evaluates the language of eligible Complete Streets policies based on a comprehensive
policy model that includes ten ideal elements:

* Vision: The policy establishes a motivating vision for why the community wants Complete
Streets: to improve safety, promote better health, make overall travel more efficient,
improve the convenience of choices, or for other reasons.

e All users and modes: The policy specifies that “all modes” includes walking, bicycling,
riding public transportation, driving trucks, buses and automobiles and “all users” includes
people of all ages and abilities.

e All projects and phases: All types of transportation projects are subject to the policy,
including design, planning, construction, maintenance, and operations of new and existing
streets and facilities.

* Clear, accountable exceptions: Any exceptions to the policy are specified and approved
by a high-level official.

* Network: The policy recognizes the need to create a comprehensive, integrated and
connected network for all modes and encourages street connectivity.

* Jurisdiction: All other agencies that govern transportation activities can clearly understand
the policy’s application and may be involved in the process as appropriate.

* Design: The policy recommends use of the latest and best design criteria and guidelines,
while recognizing the need for design flexibility to balance user needs in context.

* Context sensitivity: The current and planned context—buildings, land use, transportation,
and community needs—is considered in when planning and designing transportation
solutions.

* Performance measures: The policy includes performance standards with measurable
outcomes.

* Implementation steps: Specific next steps for implementing the policy are described.



Members of the Coalition’s Steering Committee along with our workshop instructors developed the
ten ideal policy elements. Based on decades of collective experience in transportation planning
and design, the ten elements are a national model of best practice that can be employed in nearly
all types of Complete Streets policies at all levels of governance.

Our analysis examines how jurisdictions have incorporated the best practices into their policies.
More information about our ideal elements —and ideas for how your community can pass an
outstanding policy of its own—is included in Appendix A on page 13.

National trends in Complete Streets

In 2016, communities adopted a total of 222 new Complete Streets policies —nearly double the
114 policies adopted in 2015. Nationwide, a total of 1,232 policies are now in place (see Figure 1
below) in all 50 states, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia.

FIGURE 1
Complete Streets policies adopted, over time
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These policies are in place at nearly all levels of government. Thirty-three state governments, 77
regional and metropolitan planning organizations, and 955 individual municipalities now have
Complete Streets policies in place. Of the 955 municipalities that have policies in place, large cities
have passed 50, mid-sized cities have passed 55, small cities have passed 131, large suburbs
have passed 44, mid-sized suburbs have passed 109, small suburbs have passed 290, towns
have passed 241, rural cities have passed 2, and rural places have passed 33 (see Figure 2 on
page 7). In addition, 14 of the 15 most populous cities in the United States also have a Complete
Streets polices in place.®



FIGURE 2
Municipalities with Complete Streets policies, by size
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The types of policies jurisdictions adopted were equally diverse. Of the 222 policies passed or
updated in 2016, 98 were policies from an elected board, 49 were non-binding resolutions, 58
were legislation, 9 were plans, 4 were design guidelines, 3 were executive orders, and 1 was an
internal policy. Of the 1,232 policies in place nationwide, 542 are resolutions, 299 are policies, 208
are legislation, 85 are plans, 42 are internal policies, 14 are executive orders, 3 are tax ordinances,
and 39 are included in design standards (see Figure 3, below).

FIGURE 3
All Complete Streets policies, by type
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Communities in Massachusetts adopted the most policies in 2016 —86 in total. Washington State
followed, passing 46 that year. Both Massachusetts and Washington State have incentive
programs that encourage localities to pass policies. Following these two states, lllinois passed 13
policies in 2016 and New York passed 12.

New Jersey continues to have the most policies in place overall, with 145. Massachusetts, by
adding 86 policies in 2016 alone, leapt up the list of state policy totals and now has 119 in place.
California is not far behind with 107, Michigan has 103, Washington State has 91, and New York
75. Nationwide, there are now 30 states with 10 or more policies at the local, regional, or state
level.

The quality of Complete Streets policies also made a monumental leap forward this year, thanks in
large part to the large number of outstanding policies passed in Massachusetts. When the
Coalition first analyzed Complete Streets polices in 2006, the median score was 34. By 2015, that
number had risen to 68.4. In 2016, the median score leapt to 80.8 (see Figure 4 below). Before
2012, no policy had ever scored higher than 90. And it wasn’t until 2015 that any policy scored a
perfect 100. In 2016, 51 policies scored a 90 or higher, including 3 policies that scored a perfect
100. These gains are a testament to communities’ commitment to passing strong, impactful
policies.

FIGURE 4
Median policy score, over time
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The rise in scores in 2016 was a direct result of an increase in policies that address users of all
abilities, more modes of transportation, the importance of building transportation networks, context
sensitivity, and design guidance.



* 94.6 percent of policies scored from 2016 covered "all abilities", in contrast to 87.9 percent
of all scored policies over time.

* 94.6 percent of policies scored from 2016 covered "all ages”, in contrast to 79.5 percent of
all scored policies over time.

* 96.1 percent of policies scored from 2016 covered additional transportation modes beyond
bike/pedestrian/transit, in contrast with 85.8 percent of all scored policies over time.

e 88.3 percent of policies scored from 2016 mentioned the importance of a connected,
integrated street network, in contrast to 59.6 percent of all scored policies over time.

e 75.1 percent of policies scored from 2016 mentioned sensitivity to context, in contrast to
57.6 percent of all scored policies over time.

e 79.0 percent of policies scored from 2016 mentioned design guidance, in contrast to 49.5
percent of all scored policies over time.

Focusing on implementation

Complete Streets policies cannot achieve their ambitious goals unless they are thoughtfully and
thoroughly implemented. To do this, departments of transportation must change the way they
operate, including changing their project development process, design guidelines, and
performance measures. This is most successfully done through training, education, and strong
leadership and as you can imagine, it is often daunting. Jurisdictions can help with this by including
language about implementation in their Complete Streets policy.

Because implementation is so important, we give it considerable weight in our scoring. The good
news is that the vast majority of policies passed in 2016 contained language about
implementation:

* 89.8 percent of policies scored from 2016 mentioned at least two implementation steps, in
contrast to 64.5 percent of all scored policies over time.

* 69.8 percent of policies scored from 2016 established a reporting requirement or
committee, in contrast to 33.4 percent of all scored policies over time.

This year’s policies’ inclusion of implementation means more and more practitioners are thinking
about all the steps needed to make a Complete Streets approach a reality.

Centering equity

This year for the first time we analyzed the income and racial demographics of the 205 jurisdictions
eligible for our 2016 scoring. Of those 205, an additional 3 were excluded from our demographics
analysis since they encompassed multiple jurisdictions. Using data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates we looked at the median income of
communities that passed policies in 2016 as well as their racial demographics.

We found that these communities were more white and more wealthy than the U.S. as a whole.
The data showed that 77 percent of localities that passed policies in 2016 had white populations
greater than the national average of 73.6 percent. The average racial makeup of communities that
passed or updated a Complete Streets policy in 2016 was 76.3 percent white, 10.3 percent Black
or African American, 0.8 percent American Indian, 5.3 percent Asian, 0.1 percent Pacific Islander,
4.1 percent Other, and 3.1 percent two or more races.



It is important to note that of the 202 policies included in our equity analysis, 132 (or 65 percent)
were passed in Massachusetts or Washington State. Both of these states are more white than the
national average, and they both have incentive programs that encourage Complete Streets policy
development. If these two states are excluded, 56 percent of localities that passed policies in 2016
had white populations greater than average.

The data also showed that 2016 communities were more wealthy than the U.S. as a whole. The
median income of communities that passed or updated a policy in 2016 was $59,347, about 10
percent above the national average of $53,889.° When excluding Massachusetts and Washington,
the median income of communities that passed or updated a policy in 2016 dropped to $52,936.

These trends mean that many low-income communities and communities of color are not
accessing the economic and safety benefits of a Complete Streets approach at the same rate as
other communities. Compounding this is the fact that these communities are overrepresented
among pedestrian fatalities, and perhaps in most dire need of safer streets for people biking and
walking. Our Dangerous by Design 2016 report showed that non-white individuals account for 34.9
percent of the national population but make up 46.1 percent of pedestrian deaths.’ Even after
controlling for the relative amounts of walking among these populations, risks continue to be higher
for some people of color and older adults—indicating that these people most likely face
disproportionately unsafe conditions for walking.™

That report’s Pedestrian Danger Index, or PDI, was also correlated with median household income
and rates of uninsured individuals. Low-income metro areas were predictably more dangerous
than higher-income ones: as median household incomes drop, PDI rises. Similar trends bear out
with rates of uninsured individuals: as rates of uninsured individuals rise, so do PDIs, meaning that
the people who can least afford to be injured often live in the most dangerous places.

Complete Streets aim to provide safe, affordable, convenient, and reliable transportation networks
for all users of all abilities, but especially the most vulnerable. As median policy scores continue to
rise year over year and communities across the country reliably pass strong policies, the Coalition
is dedicated to helping more vulnerable communities realize the benefits of a Complete Streets
approach.

To that end, the Coalition will begin using a new scoring rubric that more heavily accounts for
equity and diversity as well as implementation. This is in line with the Coalition’s five-year strategic
goals and values. We will unveil the new rubric later this year, and use it to analyze Complete
Streets policies passed in 2017. We look forward to supporting communities as they make equity
and implementation a more prominent focus of Complete Streets policies in the years to come.
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The best Complete Streets policies of 2016

Each year the National Complete Streets Coalition analyzes new Complete Streets policies to
understand trends, understand what local communities are choosing to prioritize, and to model

outstanding policy language for other communities.

Of the 222 policies passed in 2016, 205 were eligible for our analysis. Each of these policies was
evaluated based on the established elements of an ideal Complete Streets policy (outlined on page
5 and discussed in more detail in Appendix A, starting on page 13). The Coalition awarded up to
five points for how well policies met each of the ten elements of an ideal policy. Scores were

weighted to emphasize more important elements.

Based on these scores, we are proud to announce the following communities have the best

Complete Streets policies of 2016:

TABLE 1

The best Complete Streets policies of 2016

Rank Jurisdiction Policy score
1. Brockton, MA 100.0
1. Missoula, MT 100.0
1. Wenatchee, WA 100.0
2. Hull, MA 98.4
2. Mansfield, MA 98.4
2. Sherborn, MA 98.4
3. Bridgewater, MA 96.8
3. Brookline, MA 96.8
4. Chester, MA 96.0
4. Muskogee, OK 96.0
5. Ayer, MA 95.2
5. Wales, MA 95.2
5. Binghamton Metropolitan Transportation Study, NY | 95.2
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These are the policies with the top scores of 2016. The full list of scores for all communities that
have ever passed a Complete Streets policy, including all other policies from 2016, is available in
Appendix B starting on page 28.

Conclusion

More communities passed Complete Streets policies in 2016 than any previous year, and the
policies passed in 2016 were also the strongest of all time. Both these facts are a testament to
communities’ dedication to making streets safer and more convenient for everyone, no matter their
age, income, race, ethnicity, physical ability, or how they choose to travel.

Our work now will be to help communities of all income levels and ethnicities make their streets
safer for everyone. We’ll approach this work in a number of ways. We are inviting new partner
organizations to join the Coalition’s work, and we are asking for their input about how our work can
better serve.

In addition, and most relevant to this report, we plan to change the way we evaluate policy
language next year. We are in the process of updating the scoring rubric we use to evaluate
policies, to give more weight to equity factors. This is in line with the Coalition’s five-year strategic
goals and values. We will unveil the new rubric later this year, and use it to analyze Complete
Streets policies moving forward.

This shift is possible because communities are consistently passing strong Complete Streets
policies. For the second year in a row, the highest policy score this year was a perfect 100—and
not one but three 2016 policies achieved it. This and other signs of outstanding quality policies
means it is time for Coalition to move our goalposts and bring a Complete Streets approach to
communities with the highest need.

Congratulations to this year’s best policies, and to every community that expressed their
commitment to streets that are safer and work for everyone by passing a Complete Streets policy
last year. We are excited to work with communities everywhere on these new horizons, and to help
create the next best Complete Streets policies of years to come.

12



Appendix A: Methodology and ideal policy language

The National Complete Streets Coalition has established an objective set of ten ideal policy
elements to help communities under the best practices needed to implement Complete Streets.
The Coalition’s Steering Committee and its workshop instructors developed the elements based
on years of experience and research.

The following section provides more information about these ideals, and highlights of these ideals
in this year’s policies.

More information about writing Complete Streets policies is available in our Complete Streets Local
Policy Workbook. Download your copy at https://smartgrowthamerica.org/resources/complete-
streets-local-policy-workbook!/.

Elements of a Complete Streets policy

1. Vision and intent

A strong vision inspires a community to follow through on its Complete Streets policy. Just as no
two policies are alike, visions are not one-size-fits-all either. Visions cannot be empirically
compared across policies, so this element compares the strength and clarity of each policy’s
commitment to Complete Streets. Clarity of intent and writing makes it easy for those tasked with
implementation to understand the new goals and determine what changes need to be made to
fulfill the policy's intent.

* 5 points: The strongest policies are those that are clear in intent, stating unequivocally that
facilities meeting the needs of people traveling on foot or 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 a complete lack of other equivocating language.

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

* 1 point: 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.
Examples of indirect language include phrases such as “consider the installation of
‘Complete Streets’ transportation elements,” “Complete Streets principles,” or “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 cars is fundamentally different from
a road for other users, that only some roads should be “complete streets,” and even that
these roads require special, separately funded “amenities.”

13



EXAMPLE POLICY: VISION AND INTENT
Binghamton Metropolitan Transportation Study, NY

“The BMTS Complete Streets Policy builds upon these efforts and promotes a multimodal
transportation system. Its main objective is to design, build, and maintain roads (including
multi-use trails) that safely and comfortably accommodate all users of roadways, including
motorists, motorcyclists, bicyclists, pedestrians, transit and school bus riders, delivery and
service personnel, freight haulers, and emergency responders. It includes people of all ages
and abilities.

The development of multi-use trail facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists is integral in
creating a multimodal transportation system by supplementing roadway facilities. Thus, this
Complete Streets Policy supports multi-use trail development, in particular the
implementation of the Two Rivers Greenway.

Building Complete Streets provides many benefits to residents, business owners,
developers, and the community as a whole. First and foremost, embracing the complete
streets concept will create balanced transportation systems by providing accessible, safe,
and efficient connections between destinations. Additionally, complete streets will
encourage economic growth, increase property values, reduce crashes through safety
improvements, improve public health and fitness, reduce harmful emissions, and reduce the
overall demand on our roadways by allowing people to replace motor vehicle trips with
active transportation options. Finally, integrating sidewalks, bike facilities, transit amenities,
or safe crossings into the initial design of a project spares the expense and complications of
retrofits later.

The desired outcome of the Complete Streets Policy is to create an equitable, balanced,
and effective transportation system where every roadway user can travel safely and
comfortably, and where sustainable transportation options are available to everyone.

The goals of this Complete Streets policy are:

e To create a comprehensive, integrated, and connected transportation network that
supports compact, sustainable development and provides livable communities.

* To ensure safety, ease of use, and ease of transfer between modes for all users of
the transportation system.

e To provide context sensitive design flexibility for different types of streets, areas, and
users.”

2. All users and modes
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

14



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.

* 3 points: Policy includes two more modes, in addition to walking, bicycling, and public
transportation. Such modes include cars, freight traffic, emergency response vehicles, or
equestrians.

e 2 points: Policy includes one more mode, in addition to walking, bicycling, and public
transportation.

* 1 point: Policy includes public transportation, in addition to walking and bicycling.
* Required/0 points: Policy includes walking and bicycling.

The needs of people—young, old, with disabilities, without disabilities —are integral to great
Complete Streets policies. Two additional points are available, awarded independently of each
other and above points for modes.

* 1 point: A policy references the needs of people young and old.

* 1 point: A policy includes the needs of people of all abilities.

EXAMPLE POLICY: ALL USERS AND MODES
Sherborn, MA

“The purpose of the Town of Sherborn Complete Streets Policy is to provide safe,
convenient transportation routes for users of our roadways, pathways and sidewalks, for the
benefit of people of all ages and all abilities. This will include pedestrians, bicyclists,
motorists, commercial vehicles, transit vehicles, emergency vehicles, and users of
wheelchairs and other power-driven mobility devices. Furthermore, the Complete Streets
Policy is to accommodate all road users by creating a road network that meets the needs of
individuals utilizing a variety of transportation modes. The 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
commercial vehicles.”

3. All projects and phases

The ideal result of a Complete Streets policy is that all transportation improvements are viewed as
opportunities to create safer, more accessible streets for all users.

* 3 points: Policy applies to reconstruction and new construction projects.

* 0 points: Policy does not apply to projects beyond newly constructed roads, or is not clear
regarding its application.
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e 2 additional points available: Policy clearly includes maintenance, operations, resurfacing,
repaving, or other types of changes to the transportation system.

EXAMPLE POLICY: ALL PROJECTS AND PHASES
Hull, MA

“The Town of Hull's Complete Streets policy will focus on developing a connected,
integrated network that serves all road users. 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 the Town. In Hull, Complete Streets will be integrated into policies,
planning, and design of all types of public and private projects, including new construction,
reconstruction, rehabilitation, repair, and maintenance of transportation facilities on streets
and redevelopment projects.

The Town of Hull recognizes that “Complete Streets” may be achieved through single
elements incorporated into a particular project or incrementally through a series of smaller
improvements or maintenance activities over time.”

4. Clear, accountable exceptions

Making a policy work in the real world requires a process for exceptions to providing for all modes
in each project. The Coalition believes the following exceptions are appropriate with limited
potential to weaken the policy. They follow the Federal Highway Administration’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. The
Coalition 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. Additionally, in many instances the costs may be
difficult to quantify. A percentage cap may be appropriate in unusual circumstances, such
as where natural features (e.g. steep hillsides, shorelines) make it very costly or impossible
to accommodate all modes. The Coalition does not believe a cap lower than 20 percent is
appropriate, and any cap should always be used in an advisory rather than absolute sense.

3. A documented absence of current and future need.

Many communities have included other exceptions that the Coalition, in consultation with
transportation planning and engineering experts, also feels are unlikely to create loopholes:
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* 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 must be a clear process for
granting them, preferably with approval from senior management. Establishing this within a policy
provides clarity to staff charged with implementing the policy and improves transparency and
accountability to other agencies and residents.

* 5 points: Policy includes one or more of the above exceptions—and no others—and stating
who is responsible for approving exceptions.

* 4 points: Policy includes any other exceptions, including those that weaken the intent of the
Complete Streets policy, and stating who is responsible for approval.

e 3 points: Policy includes one or more of the above exceptions—and no others—but does
not assign responsibility for approval.

* 1 point: Policy includes any other exceptions, including those that weaken the intent of the
policy, but does not assign responsibility for approval.

e 0 points: Policy lists no exceptions.

EXAMPLE POLICY: CLEAR, ACCOUNTABLE EXCEPTIONS
Brockton, MA

“A. Exceptions to the City of Brockton Complete Streets Ordinance include:

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 of accommodation is excessively disproportionate to the need or
probable use.

3. Documentation of an absence of current and future need.

B. Exceptions Approval Process:

1. Formal exemption review panel should be established, made of representatives from
the City's Planning Department, Brockton Traffic Commission, a City Council
Member, the Old Colony Planning Council and a member(s) from the pedestrian and
bicycle advocacy community, to hear Complete Street exemption proposals.

2. Formal documentation must be filed indicating why facility or project should be
exempt from the City of Brockton's Compete Streets Ordinance.

3. If facility is not an interstate freeway or pedestrian mall, clear reasoning must be
presented in the formal exemption request as to why said facility or project should
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be exempt.

4. Public hearing should be held to hear opposing views against facility or project
exemption. These hearing should be held jointly at planning board meetings or city
council meetings to reduce hearing cost and to be sensitive to community time
constraints.

5. Mitigation must be identified in the formal request on how the city or developer will
accommodate users who will be restricted. No exemption can be proposed without
mitigation.

6. Vote must be taken at review hearing by the exemption review panel or City Council
to allow project or facility to be exempt from Brockton's Complete Street
Ordinance.”

5. Network

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—is vital for
ensuring 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. The Coalition encourages
additional discussion of connectivity, including block size and intersection density.

e 5 points: Policy simply acknowledges the importance of a network approach.

e 0 points: Policy does not reference networks or connectivity.

EXAMPLE POLICY: NETWORK
Mansfield, MA

“The Town of Mansfield Complete Streets policy will focus on developing a connected,
integrated network that serves all users. Complete Streets will be integrated into policies,
planning and design of all types of public and private projects, including new construction,
reconstruction, rehabilitation, repair and maintenance of transportation facilities on streets
and redevelopment projects. Where sidewalk connections and links are not viable, the
Town will seek to expand its trail and walking path network to link neighborhoods. This
walking network will be integrated into Mansfield’s Complete Streets policy.”

6. Jurisdiction
Creating Complete Streets networks is difficult because many different agencies control our

streets. They are built and maintained by state, county, and local agencies, and private developers
often build new roads. Individual jurisdictions do have an opportunity to influence the actions of
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others, through funding or development review, and through an effort to work with their partner
agencies on Complete Streets. These two types of activities are awarded points independently.

* 3 points: A state or Metropolitan Planning Organization’s policy clearly notes that projects
receiving money passing through the agency are expected to follow a Complete Streets
approach. County and municipal policy applies to private development.

* 2 points: Policy, at any level, articulates the need to work with others in achieving the
Complete Streets vision.

* 0 points: Policy does not recognize the ways an agency can work with other organizations
and developers to achieve Complete Streets.

EXAMPLE POLICY: JURISDICTION
Brookline, MA

“The Town should approach every relevant program, as well as every transportation, public
utilities, infrastructure, and public and private development project, as an opportunity to
improve the public way and the transportation network for all users. Complete Streets work
shall be performed by the Department of Public Works (DPW) and its Transportation
Division, and by the Planning and Community Development Department in cooperation with
other departments, agencies and jurisdictions as needed. For a project inside the town’s
boundaries but outside its jurisdiction, the Town shall advocate that the project comply with
the Complete Streets Policy.

All transportation infrastructure and street design projects in Brookline receiving federal,
state, municipal, or private funding or requiring approval by the Town should adhere to the
Complete Streets Policy. For development projects that require review specified by the
Zoning By-law, or development projects affecting the public way, compliance with the
Complete Streets Policy will be encouraged, to the extent not prohibited by the Zoning By-
law or other relevant laws and regulations. The Department of Planning and Community
Development will encourage Town land use boards to consider compliance with the Policy
in their deliberations. Private land to be incorporated into the public way by the Town should
comply with the Complete Streets Policy.

If a representative of the Town participates in meetings involving the design and planning of
programs, transportation projects, or private development projects not under the Town’s

jurisdiction, the representative shall advocate that the project be carried out in accordance
with the principles of the Complete Streets Policy.”

7. Design

Complete Streets implementation relies on using the best and latest design standards to maximize
design flexibility. Design solutions are needed to balance modal and user needs. Points are
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awarded independently for these concepts.

e 3 points: Policy clearly names specific recent design guidance or references using the best
available.

* 0 points: Policy does not address design guidance, balancing of user needs, or design
flexibility.

e 2 additional points available: Policy addresses the need for a balanced or flexible design
approach.

EXAMPLE POLICY: DESIGN
Wenatchee, WA

“The City of Wenatchee strives to use the best and latest design guidelines, standards and
recommendations available when considering methods or providing development flexibility
within safe design parameters and balanced design solutions between the user and modal
needs. A balanced approach considers aspects such as street design and width, desired
operating speed, hierarchy of streets, connectivity, wayfinding signs and signal variation
from a human scale for the needs and comforts of All Users. The City will generally follow
accepted or adopted design standards when implementing improvements intended to fulfill
this Complete Streets policy and will consider innovative or non-traditional design options
where a comparable level of safety for users is present. Design criteria shall be based on the
thoughtful application of engineering, architectural and urban design principles in addition to
prescriptive guidelines. Best practices in policies, design criteria, standards and guidelines
related to street design, construction and operations can be found in, but are not limited to,
the following:
* Guidelines provided by the American Association of State Highway Transportation
Officials (AASHTO)
* Guidelines provided by the National Association of City Transportation Officials
(NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide
* Guidelines provided by the Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDQOT)
e Guidelines provided in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)
e Guidelines provided in the ADA Standards for Accessible Design
* Guidelines provided by the Highway Capacity Manual published by the
Transportation Research Board”

8. Context sensitivity

An effective Complete Streets policy must be sensitive to the surrounding community, its current
and planned buildings, as well as its current and expected transportation needs. Given the range of
policy types and their varying ability to address this issue, a policy at minimum should mention
context sensitivity in making decisions. The Coalition encourages more detailed discussion of
adapting roads to fit the character of the surrounding neighborhood and development.
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e 5 points: Policy mentions community context as a factor in decision-making.

e 0 points: Policy does not mention context.

EXAMPLE POLICY: CONTEXT SENSITIVITY
Chester, MA

“Complete Streets principles include the development and implementation of projects in a
context-sensitive manner where 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 giving significant consideration to stakeholder and
community values. It includes goals related to livability with greater participation of those
affected in order to gain consensus. The overall goal of this approach is to preserve and
enhance scenic, aesthetic, historic and environmental resources while improving or
maintaining safety, mobility and infrastructure condition.”

9. Performance measures

Communities with Complete Streets policies can measure success a number of different ways,
from miles of bike lanes to percentage of the sidewalk network completed to the number of people
who choose to ride public transportation.

e 5 points: Policy includes at least one performance measure. A direction to create measures
without naming any is credited in the next element, “Implementation steps.”

e 0 points: Policy does not include any performance measures.
EXAMPLE POLICY: PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Muskogee, OK

“Performance Measures

The City of Muskogee shall measure the success of this Complete Streets policy on an
annual basis using, but not limited to, the following performance measures:

* Linear feet of new and repaired sidewalk and other pedestrian accommodations
(paths, trails, etc.)

* Total miles of new bike lanes (designated and shared-use)

* Number of new and repaired curb ramps installed on streets and parking lots

*  Number and type of crosswalk and intersection improvements

*  Number of new transit stops and routes

* Percentage of transit stops accessible by sidewalks and/or curb ramps

* Rates of crashes, injuries and fatalities by mode, as available

* Rates of children walking or bicycling to school

* Exceptions to this policy granted
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Within six month of policy adoption, the city shall obtain and record baseline data for each
of these performance measures. This information shall be submitted by the Public Works
Director for review and acceptance by the Complete Streets Subcommittee (AIM
Infrastructure Subcommittee), the Street Improvement Advisory Commission, Public Works
Committee and City Council. Thereafter, an annual report listing locations and totals for
each performance measure shall be submitted by the Public Works Director for review and
acceptable by the same committees named immediately above.”

10. Implementation steps

A formal commitment to the Complete Streets approach is only the beginning. The Coalition has
identified four key steps to take for successful implementation of a policy:

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

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

3. Offer workshops and other training opportunities to transportation staff, community
leaders, and the general public so that everyone understands the importance of the
Complete Streets vision.

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.

e 3 points: Policy specifies the need to take action on at least two of the four steps identified
above.

* 1 point: Policy includes at least one of the above four implementation steps.
* 0 points: Policy does not include any implementation or accountability measures.

e 1 additional point available: Policy identifies a specific person or advisory board to oversee
and help drive implementation, or establishes a reporting requirement.

* 1 additional point available: Policy changes the way transportation projects are prioritized.
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EXAMPLE POLICY: IMPLEMENTATION STEPS
Missoula, MT

“The City of Missoula shall view Complete Streets as integral to everyday transportation
decision-making practices and processes. To this end, the policy shall be implemented
through the following directives:

Development Services, the Department of Public Works, the Missoula
Redevelopment Agency, Parks & Recreation, Missoula Urban Transportation
District, and other relevant departments, agencies, and committees will incorporate
Complete Streets principles into all existing plans, manuals, checklists, decision-
trees, rules, regulations, and programs as appropriate

Development Services, the Department of Public Works, the Missoula
Redevelopment Agency, Parks & Recreation, Missoula Urban Transportation
District, and other relevant departments, agencies, and committees will review
current design standards, including subdivision regulations, which apply to new
roadway construction, to ensure that they reflect the best available design standards
and guidelines, and effectively implement Complete Streets, where feasible

When available, the City shall encourage staff professional development and training
on non-motorized transportation issues through attending conferences, classes,
seminars, and workshops

City staff shall identify all current and potential future sources of funding for street
improvements and recommend improvements to the project selection criteria to
support Complete Streets projects

The City shall promote inter-departmental project coordination among City
departments with an interest in the activities that occur within the public right-of-way
in order to better use fiscal resources

The City shall develop and institute better ways to measure performance and collect
data on how well the streets are serving all users

Every Complete Streets project shall include an educational component to ensure
that all users of the transportation system understand and can safely utilize
Complete Streets project elements

The City shall educate on and enforce proper road use behavior by all users and all
modes, and adopt additional laws and regulations as necessary to ensure people
are protected to the greatest extent possible.”

Within performance measurements section:

“A report will be made to the City Council every two years showing progress made in
implementing this policy.”
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Within vision, users, and modes section:

“When there are conflicting needs among users and modes, the following prioritization will
apply: (1) above all, safety is paramount, followed by mobility; (2) among modes,
pedestrians shall come first citywide, followed by the next most vulnerable types of users;
and finally, (3) seek balance among all modes involved. It is recognized that all modes
cannot receive the same type of accommodation and space on every street, but the overall
goal is that everyone — young, old, and of varying ability — can safely, comfortably, and
conveniently travel across the network.”

Additional elements

While Complete Streets policies are based on the principle of connecting people and place in
transportation projects, many communities add language regarding environmental best practices
or directives relating to placemaking. While the Coalition does not score these additional elements,
we encourage agencies to consider cross-referencing related initiatives.

EXAMPLE POLICY: ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS
Missoula, MT

“A. Storm Water: In addition to providing safe and accessible streets in the City of Missoula,
care shall be given to incorporate best management practices for addressing storm water
runoff. Wherever possible, innovative and educational storm water infrastructure shall be
integrated into the construction/reconstruction or retrofit of a street.

B. Attention to Livability: Complete Streets are beautiful, interesting, vibrant, and
comfortable places for people. As part of Missoula’s public realm, streets shall be held to a
higher standard for urban design at a human scale. Multi-modal accommodations and all
City projects in the right-of-way shall be approached as opportunities to enhance the
aesthetic qualities of Missoula and its public realm through the thoughtful creation of place.
Wherever feasible, streetscapes shall protect and include street trees and native plants,
incorporate landscape architecture, public art, street furniture, pedestrian amenities and
wayfinding signage, sidewalk cafes and street-facing retail, places of respite, and/or other
elements.”

A note on plans and design guidance

The Coalition recognizes that there are inherent differences among policy types. What can be
accomplished through a legislative act is different than what might be included in a comprehensive
plan, for example. This report’s authors acknowledge that some elements of an ideal policy are
unlikely to appear in some policy types and encourage comparison within a policy type, rather than
across all types. For this reason, policies are grouped by policy type in Appendix B.
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While the Coalition recognizes and counts Complete Streets policies included in community
transportation master plans, comprehensive plans, general plans, and design guidance, these
policies are not subjected to the numerical analysis used in this document. The scoring tool does
not work as well for comprehensive plans, where a finer analysis is needed to accurately determine
strength and reach of the Complete Streets element within the overall framework of a large and
complex plan. The tool is also inappropriate for design standards and guidance. Though some
design manuals have a more extensive discussion of policy, their place within the transportation
process makes the inclusion of some elements of an ideal Complete Streets policy inappropriate.
Design guidance is rarely the first Complete Streets policy adopted in a community; it is more often
the realization of some earlier policy effort and part of the overall implementation process.
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Appendix B: All policy scores
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lopewell Township (Mercer), NJ

rdinance Adopting a Complete Streets

olicy to be Added as Section 2-31

omplete Streets Policy

ubdivision Regulations, Sec 178-20

Ordinance Creating a New Article

\Entitled Complete Streets Policy of
iChapter 103 of the Code of the City of

‘onkers Entitied Streets and Sidewalks

oledo Municipal Code, Chapter 901
(Ordinance 656-10) 287,208
ity legislation g i 3 - 9,539
City legislation i : 2012 | 1,526,006
nified Development Ordinance, Article
- Streets and Circulation 17,103
167,674
Cil}; ‘eg‘—sm‘—on - nTX X - 2014 | 790.390 i
City legislation ) - ) ) o ur i 0. 4- o 186,440
City legislation
City legislation 3 rdinance NO.1129-16
ity legislation

ity legislation rdinance NO. 6308
ity legislation . in , WA . rdinance NO. 2016-09-032

y legl u .
City legislation i 3 33,313

City legislation i ) rdinance 1792

City legislation

City legislation
ity legislation
City legislation i rdinance NO.1533

rdinance No. 3842

rdinance NO.4744

rdinance NO.3510-16 103,019
ity \eg\sla\rwon ) i s rdinance NO.1575
ity legislation rdinance NO.2014-11
City legislation

City legislation ) rdinance NO.4207

City legislation
iCity legislation




State Policy name | Population |Points: points  Points  points | points | Points | points i | Points | i points | Points points |

ort Townsend, WA
imond Municipal Code Chapter
6: Complete the Streets

rdinance No. 716
rdinance No. 2222
rdinance No. 2876
rdinance NO.1306
ity legislation
City legislation
rdinance No. 2016-013

reen Streets Ordinance, Sec. 40-14

City resolution
City resolution 3 esolution No. 2009-111
City resolution 3 esolution No. 12-51

ity resolution
City resolution

City resolution / esolution 257-2013

esolution 80612G

esolution No. 11-111

ity resolution
City resolution

10,897
122,067
101,123

ity resolution
ity resolution




State Policy name | Population |Points: points  Points  points | points | Points | points i | Points | i points | Points points |

esolution No. 61-23

esolution No. 93-2015

esolution NO. 2016-095
esolution No. 2016-004 N.C.S.

esolution No. 2012-092

esolution NO. 43-2015
esolution No. 2012-
ity resolution
City resolution ille, esolution Number 3062-12
omplete Streets Order
esolution Adopting a Complete Street:
olicy
City resoluion R esolution No. 2011-09
City resolution / esolution 16-2902
Gity resolution N esolution No. 2011-060
City resolution N esolution 15-1376
esolution 15-13719
ity resolution y esolution 643-11
ity resolution . ¢ 1 . esolution 3047-13
City resolution esolution 2015-40

esolution No. 15-2011

ity resolution
ity resolution

resolution to adopt a Complete
treets Policy

esolution 2015-510
esolution 18,703

esolution No. 124-11

iResolution Adopting a Complete Streets !
iPolicy for the City of lowa City, IA and !
epealing Resolution No. 07-109

esolution No. 24505

esolution No. 2016-18




ity resolution
City resolution

ity resolution

‘Cily resolution

ity resolution
City resolution

City resolution

|City resolution

|Agency
leasant Hill, IA

Willow Springs, IL

Kansas City, KS

verland Park, KS

ibraltar, MI
rand Blanc Charter Township, MI

State |Policy name

esolution

esolution

| Population |Points|

points

Points

points

points

| Points | points

points | Points

points |




State |Policy name | points  Points  points

esolution No. 10-13

omplete Streets Resolution

esolution No. 11-04

{Resolution of the Portage ity Council in |
upport of the Complete Streets Policy

'Resolution Supporting the Michigan

{Department of Transportation Complete

Streets Initiative as Outlined in Public Act|
34, and Public Act 135, of 2010

City resolution 13,138

City resolution 20,371
City resolution

20,007

|lyi r’es’(i)\uﬁ(;ﬁ
City resolution

lack Mountain, NC

West Jefferson, NC

points

| Points | points

points | Points

points |




State |Policy name

esolution No. 12-195

esolution 10-239

esolution No. 177-2012
ity resolution
City resolution esolution 14-03-63
esolution 2013-181

esolution 2014-61

esolution 14-330

City resolution

City resolution

City resolution esolution 15-024
ity resolution

City resolution

City resolution esolution 2014-129

esolution 2012-151

ity resolution
City resolution

esolution 161-2012
esolution #2014-153
esolution 184-2013

ity resolution . iddle Township, NJ
ity resolution ilburn, NJ

lontgomery Township, NJ

| Population |Points|

16,635

14,791
337

92,843

points

Points

points

points

| Points | points

points | Points

points |




State |Policy name | points | Points  points | points | Points | points i | Points | i points | Points points |
16,341
!
277,140

esolution 13-223
esolution 2013-0730/1A
esolution No. 157-12

esoll
esolution 13-30

esolution 12-241
esolution 208-2013
esolution No. 171 of 2012 10,795

ity resolution
City resolution

Cily’ resolution

City resolution

City resolution Wildwood, NJ

City resolution Woodbine, NJ esolution 12-112-2012
Woodstown, NJ esolution 2016-44

ity resolution ich, esolution R-2013-148
ity resolution il esolution 2008-25

City resolution 3 esolution 98 27,687

esolution 53-2016
esolution 2016-157
esolution #121-2014

ity resolution
City resolution

City resolution
City resolution

City resolution
iCity resolution




State Policy name | Population |Points: points  Points  points | points | Points | points i | Points | i points | Points points |

omplete Streets Policy

esolution 2011-02

esolution No. 3508

Resolution Adopting the City of
ittsburgh Complete Streets Policy
ity resolution 3 esolution
City resolution s esolution No. 2010-130

‘Cily resolution

City resolution
City resolution

ity resolution
City resolution

175,023
23
43,475

ity resolution
S esolution 2016-3, Complete Streets
ity resolution ) olicy
) esolution NO. 12-2016

esolution No. 3725
esolution No. 16-06
esolution No. 37916

esolution

esolution Providing for Complete
treets
esolution Providing for Complete
treets




State Policy name | Population |Points: points  Points  points | points | Points | points i | Points | i points | Points points |

ity executive order

City executive order
ing a Complete

eets Policy for the City of Memphis

ity internal policy

City internal policy
ity internal policy

ity internal policy

ity policy adopted by elected board
ity policy adopted by elected board

ly policy adop! y
City policy adopted by elected board

dlﬁp\ele Streets Policy

esolution 2013-018

omplete Streets Policy

orﬁp\ele Slreelsr Policy
P
omplete Streets Policy, GA-50, REV.0
omplete Slreerlrsr Policy
omplete Streets Policy
esolution No. 07-2011
omp\gle Slreegs Policy

mpl
omplete Streets Policy

ity policy adopted by elected board
iCity policy adopted by elected board




points ‘Pomts‘ points | Points| points %Points} points | Points

%Type |Agency State %Policy name

points  Points  points }Poinls}
{Dunwoody, GA GA  Complete Streets Policy : ]

points | Points points

TComp\ele Streets Policy

esolution 2009-03-10

iSuwanee, GA ‘Ordinance No. 2009-005
\Woodstock, GA 1Comp\ele Streets Policy, No.

‘Des Moines, 1A ‘Comp\ele Streets Policy
‘ClIy policy adopted by elected board ~ Harlan, 1A 1A ‘Comp\ele Streets Policy
iCity policy adopted by elected board llowa City, 1A 1A i{Complete Streets Policy
‘Cny policy adopted by elected board iMason City, IA \Complete Streets Policy

‘CIIY pohcy adopted by elected board  ;Spencer, IA |Resolution No. 5116

Ci policy adopted by elected board ‘Urbanda\e IA
policy adopted by elected board ‘Waterlco A

iCity policy adopted by elected board | West Des Moines, 1A

‘Sandpoint, ID
‘Algonauin, IL ) ) i : 30,046

Clly policy adopted by elected board

[Chicago Heights, IL

IDeKalb, IL

Evanston, IL
Midlothian, IL

‘Oak Lawn, IL 56,690

{Resolution No. 14-13-25
\Complete Streets Poli

1Village Board Policy 6.J.

‘Clly policy adopted by elected board !
iOrdinance 31, 2013

‘C policy adopted by elected board

Westfield, IN

City policy adopted by elected board omplete Streets Policy

iGrant County, KY
{Baton Rouge, LA

EComp\ele Streets Policy
iResolution No 51196

Y. y
iCity policy adopted by elected board
iCity policy adopted by elected board

iComplete Streets Policy

iComplete Streets Policy
\Complete Streets Policy

‘Complete Streets Policy
omp\ele Streets Policy

‘CIIY policy adopted by elected board

ICity policy adopted by elected board ‘Comp\ele Streets Policy

omplete Streets Policy

;Comp\ele Streets Policy

105,162

pl
\Complete Streets Policy

\Complete Streets Policy

‘Clly policy adopted by elected board
‘CIIY policy adopted by elected board

‘Eas(on MA
‘Egremcnt MA

1C|Iy policy adopted by elected board
Oty policy adopted by elected board _

|City policy adopted by elected  board

{Giy polcy adopted by elected board _ Granvile,
|City policy adopted by elected board | Greenfield, MA MA iComplete Streets Policy
ICity policy adopted by elected board iGroton, MA iPolicy #16-02 Complete Streets

iGroveland, MA

. cy. 2 >
iCity policy adopted by elected board  Hinsdale, MA \Complete Streets Policy

iCity pohcfy adopted b\} elected board MA iComp\ele Street ﬁ’olioy



State iPoIicyname | ‘Populationi i points | Points | points }Poinls; points }Pointsi points | Points| points points | Points  points | Points. i | Poi points ;Points:
iLancaster, MA MA  Complete Streets Policy : | 8055 : X 5 .00} | 12.00; | 12.80 ; 2.00‘ ] 8.00! : ;

iLeominster, MA . . ‘:Comp\ele Streets Policy
Lexington, MA omplete Streets

ILowell, MA i i [Complete Streets Policy
iComplete Streets Policy

| ) \Establishing a Safe and Accessible

1City policy adopted by elected board {Manchester-by-the-Sea, MA |Streets Policy

jClly policy adopted by elected board
1City policy adopted by elected board

\Complete Streets Policy
omplete Streets Poli

‘Clly policy adopted by elected board ‘Plymouth MA ‘Comp\ele Streets Policy
|City policy adopted by elected board {Reading, MA \Complete Streets Policy
{Rockland, MA

Salisbury, MA omplete Streets Policy

Y y - - >
{City policy adopted by elected board iScituate, MA iComplete Streets Policy
iCity policy adopted by elected board ~ Sherborn, MA iComplete Streets Policy

‘Shrewsbury, MA ) ) \Complete Streets Policy

\Complete Streets Administrative Policy
r the town of South Hadley

'City policy adopted by elected board
‘Clly policy adopted by elected board

iSwampscott, MA
‘CIIY policy adopted by elected board ‘Taunton, MA

iTownsend, MA

Tyngsborough, MA

Wales, MA

‘Cny policy adopted by elected board | ‘Pol\cy on Complete Streets
ICity policy adopted by elected board | 3 {Complete Streets Policy

"Lewwston‘ ME
:Clly policy adopted by elected board \Portland, ME iComplete Streets Policy
{City policy adopted by elected board ~ {Windham, ME iComplete Streets Policy
: lIshpeming, MI !

fMarquetle, MI ) ) {Complete Slree(s’Gu\dmg Pr\ﬁc\p\es

iCity po\\c&/ adopted b\} elected board : ) EComp\ele Streets Policy



State %Policy name
iBig Lake, MN MN {Resolution No. 2010-74

points  Points  points }Poinls} points | Points| points %Points}

12.80

points | Points points ;Points} points

76.00,

‘Brooklyn Center, MN-

Falcon Heights, MN

{Hutchinson, MN
\Independence, MN

‘Maplewood, MN
‘Minneapolis, MN
‘New Hope, MN

‘CIIY policy adopted by elected board
iCity policy adopted by elected board
‘ClIy policy adopted by elected board

:Comp\ele Streets Policy
\Complete Streets Policy

‘CIIY bohcy adopted by elected board k
Ci policy adopted by elected board ‘Festus MO
policy adopted by elected board ‘Lee s Sum

;Cily policy adopted by elected board 'Springfield, MO

\Glendinve, MT
‘Hamitton, MT

Clly policy adopted by elected board

‘ClIy policy adopted by elected board

\Asheville, NC

1Omaha NE
‘Clly policy adopted by elected board | ‘Comprehens\ve Transportat\on Pol\cy

om)| \ele Streets Pohcy

‘Clly policy adopted by elected board 21,233

Y
1City policy adopted by elected board

! o ‘Resolunon of the Mumcnpa\ Councilof |
! the City of Elizabeth to Establish a
\Elizabeth, NJ NJ ‘Complele Streets Policy |
\Hillsborough, NJ h

" Metuchen, Borough of, NJ

Morristown, NJ
|South Orange, NJ

‘Clly policy adopted by elected board
‘Clty policy adopted by elected board
21, 457

Las Cruces, NM
12,166

12,411

{Fort Worth, TX iComplete Streets Policy - | 2016 |
‘San Antonio, TX X ‘Comp\ele Streets Pohcy L2011 |
‘Charlottesvwl\e VA iComplete Streets Policy

741206 | B
1827407 | 1
| 43475
| 204214

‘CI[\/ pohcy adopted by elected board
‘Clty policy adopted by elected board
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