MEMORANDUM

To:

Route 111 Corridor Planning Committee and Interested Parties

From:

Suzanne LePage, Southern Maine Regional Planning Commission

Date:

April 14, 2003

Re:

Meeting Notes from April 9, 2003

MEETING NOTES

Route 111 Corridor Planning Committee

Wednesday, April 9, 2003

11:30 – 1:30

Biddeford City Hall

1. Lunch and Introductions







Those in attendance introduced themselves.  Attendees included: Suzanne LePage and Tom Reinauer (SMRPC Staff); Dennis Emidy and Fred Michaud (MDOT); Randy Dunton (MDOT Division 6); Susan Dewitz (Alfred); Dan Fleishman (Arundel); Tom Milligan (Biddeford); Mike Polakewich and Charlie Kokernak (Lyman); James Gulnac (Sanford).

2.
Driveway/Entrance Build-Out Scenarios

Suzanne distributed maps showing driveway/entrance build-out scenarios for the majority of the corridor.  The only sections missing from the set included Route 111 in Alfred between Stearns Lane and Kennebunk Road (which will be completed for the final report) and Route 111 in Lyman from Kennebunk Pond Road to the Arundel Town Line (which was completed by hand and discussed at the last corridor committee meeting).  The Lyman and Biddeford maps do not currently show parcel lines, but will for the final report.

As the committee reviewed the build-out scenarios, the following comments and observations were made:

· The Access Management Rules are misleading in that sections of road with speed limits less than 40 MPH are not considered Mobility Corridors, even though the Mobility Corridor Tables list speeds less than 40 MPH.  Some of the maps will have to be updated.

· Some of the potential future curb cuts indicated along the Sanford section of Route 202 should be removed since some lots are fully developed with a full entrance.

· The section of Route 202 in Alfred between Joe Carroll Road and Mountain Road has a number of non-conforming curb cuts clustered close together.  This section was noted to have been the site of a number of vehicle crashes.  The potential to consolidate those on the same lot was discussed.

· The turning radius of the intersection of Route 202 with Mountain Road is limited due to the telephone pole located at the corner.

· Any correlation that can be made between the number of curb cuts and the number of vehicle crashes should be highlighted in the report.

· Curb cuts and alignment at the intersection of Route 111 with School Street and Saco Road was discussed extensively.

· Mitigating excessive curb cuts can be accomplished by the following four avenues:

1. Enforcing MDOT’s Access Management Rules

2. Revising/developing local regulations

3. Mitigating existing curb cuts to enhance safety

4. Preserving highway capacity through the purchase of success and/or development rights, which is currently under debate at MDOT

· The potential negative effect of a new passing lane on the safety of existing accesses was a concern.  There may be an opportunity to mitigate some existing accesses with the construction of passing lanes.  

· In general, the design and visual impact of the roadway has more of an effect on a driver’s speed than a posted speed limit.  There may be sections of the corridor where the posted speed limit and the roadway design are not consistent with each other, creating a wide variety of observed vehicle speeds, which in turn, create safety issues, especially for vehicles entering the highway and their driver’s judgment of the speed of oncoming vehicles.

· The results of this study are a strong consideration in Lyman’s choice of a potential new commercial zone for their community.  Currently, this zone may be designated along Route 111 from Kennebunk Pond Road to just past Route 35.

3.
Draft Report Outline

The meeting mailing included a Draft Report Outline.  Suzanne gave a brief presentation of the items likely to be included in the report.  Committee members were happy with the proposed outline.  Adding a discussion of mitigation opportunities in conjunction with the construction of passing lanes was suggested for Section IV-A (recommendations to MDOT).    

Some members expressed concern that specific recommendations to communities may be beyond the authority of the Committee.  More involvement of community officials may be needed.  However, the language of recommendations will likely imply “advice” or “suggestions” and not “requirements.”
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