Lakes Region Transportation Coalition

Songo Lock School - Naples

December 16, 2004

6:30-8:00 P.M.

Draft Meeting Notes

Attendance 
Neal Allen – Greater Portland Council of Governments (GPCOG); Gordon Billington – Standish Town Manager; Rick Cebra – State Representative; Barbara Clark – Executive Director, Sebago Lakes Chamber of Commerce; Mike Corrigen – Bridgton News; Phil Covelli – Fryeburg Town Manager; Brett Doney – Lakes Region Development Council (LRDC); Ronald Faucher – Portland Water District; George Flaherty – Cumberland County EMA and Southern Maine Corridors Committee (SMCC); Doug Fortier – Windham Public Works Director; Derik Goodine – Naples Town Manager; David Hague – Sebago Town Manager; Phil Hertel – Causeway Landing, Naples; Rich Mark - LRDC; Dave Morton – Casco Town Manager; Harold Parks – SMCC; Tom Reinauer, Southern Maine Regional Planning Commision (SMRPC); Rick Sykes – State Representative; David Willauer, GPCOG.

Introductions

Brett Doney from the Lakes Region Development Council, and Neal Allen from the Greater Portland Council of Governments began the meeting by welcoming those in attendance and pointing out the importance of regional cooperation in the areas of economic development, land use, and transportation planning.  Introductions were made around the room. 

Presentations by GPCOG, SMRPC, and LRDC

David Willauer gave a brief description of the purposes and proposed scope of work for the upcoming effort.  Purposes include:

· Build and understanding and consensus between municipalities, the business community, and other interested parties on a vision for transportation improvements in the region

· Assess regional transportation, land use, and economic development needs for the region

· Prioritize transportation infrastructure improvements

· Communicate these priorities to MaineDOT and the State Legislature

Proposed municipalities of the coalition include Baldwin, Bridgton, Brownfield, Casco, Denmark, Fryeburg, Frye Island, Gorham, Harrison, Hiram, Limington, Naples, Raymond, Sebago, and Standish.

David also explained the proposed Scope of Work, which includes the following tasks:

· Notify area stakeholders (underway)

· Convene first meeting in December 2004 (complete)

· Create Steering Committee

· Identify corridor and sub-corridors

· Develop a Regional Needs Assessment

· Present first report to MaineDOT in June 2005

· Acquire planning funds for in-depth corridor analysis

David presented some examples of current corridor coalitions active in the GPCOG region, including the Coastal Corridors Coalition and the Central Corridors Coalition.  Each group has a different focus, depending on the transportation needs and goals in the region.  For example, interstate access is a major concern for the Central Corridors Coalition due to only one exit in Gray for the 7-town area.  Overall themes are communication and coordination in transportation planning and investments.

Tom Reinauer then explained the new Regional Needs Assessment process and the role of the Southern Maine Corridors Committee.  The RNA process is effectively replacing the former Regional Transportation Advisory Committees (RTAC), which were established by the Sensible Transportation Policy Act.  The focus is now on corridor planning, which is a much more effective method in gathering data, public input, and producing quality input to the MaineDOT effort.  Any work conducted as part of the Lakes Region Coalition will be folded into the RNA process.  

Tom then gave a brief presentation on some of the corridor planning efforts in York County.  These have primarily been focused on individual State Highway corridors, such as Route 111, Route 109, Route 236, and Route 113.  These corridors committees have focused on working together to change or enhance highway access management standards to protect the highway capacity.  Another major focus is coordinating with MaineDOT on the development of proposed projects within the corridors.  Municipalities also have had success in having early input into the MaineDOT planning process, producing better results.

Brett Doney then gave an overview of some of the economic development activities that the LRDC has been involved with recently.  The effort has been on creating business partnerships, job creation, bringing in new industries, and tourism.  Brett also described the process that has been followed during the “Route 302 and You” effort, and how this group worked together to present a prioritized list of transportation improvements to MaineDOT.  The committee looked at current and future roadway capacity issues, corridor protection and the connection with adjacent land uses, planned transportation improvements, and developing a future action plan.  The project list has been and is now being followed for investments in the region.  There has been more transportation dollars invested in the region in the past 5-7 years than the previous 30 years.  Brett also pointed out some of the projects that have recently been completed in Windham and Naples.

Feedback and Discussion points

David Willauer then opened up the meeting for a general discussion on the presentations, the proposed development of a coalition, and possible next steps.  The following are major discussion points and questions raised by those in attendance:

· Reference was made to the Route 302 Corridor Study conducted by CLD consultants a few years ago.  There were questions as to what the results or products were, and why the information was not utilized to further planning in the region. 
· As a result of the previous question, discussion focused on making sure that the information collected will meet specific goals of the region.  It is also important that transportation goals and strategies fit locally.

· Brett Doney explained that the LRDC had met with MDOT and also hosted a summit in Raymond that was very well attended.  The message from MDOT on transportation investments had three parts:

· Protect transportation investments through various methods

· New capacity needs to go through a proper planning process

· Municipalities need to work together

· Defining the corridor(s) – Greater Portland to Conway generally, which includes more than just the Lakes Region
· Name – Lakes Region Coalition?  Is this the correct name to describe the corridor.  Perhaps we should use something different that better fits the broader region.

· There are even broader travel patterns based on tourism destinations – major east/west and interstate movements

· There needs to be a broader planning scope when considering the larger region and movements of people through the region.

· There are major transportation projects currently in the planning process that will have an effect on the region, such as the Gorham toll road and bypass.
· The Port of Portland has a strong connection to Canada commerce in both the past and the present.  

· Opening up capacity on major State highways is key to movement of people/goods (easing congestion within corridors)

· The new Lakes Region Coalition will need to work with existing corridor committees/agencies

· We need to make sure that proposed projects take into account major growth patterns.  A reference was made to the Gray project – life of project may not be as long as expected
· “Alternative modes” of transportation or less costly options than new construction
· Tourist travel within the area-how do/can they get around.  Need to accommodate this major piece of the transportation picture during the summer months.  Perhaps look at coastal York County trolley services for examples.

· What are the plans for the Mountain Division rail line?   – focus of passenger rail is on current service line for Downeaster/Amtrak.  There is a future possibility of freight service on the line, or excursion/tourist trips. 

· Highway Access management methods – there needs to be choices made on how things will develop.  Good access management planning is the key to protecting highway investments.  MDOT has been working with the Regional Planning Agencies to promote access management planning.  

· There needs to be a correlation made between development patterns and resulting prices of that development.  Citizens and officials need to be presented with these.

· Gorham bypass is being planned and constructed in 2 phases – resulting traffic shifts will potentially affect regional transportation patterns.  Perhaps add Route 35 and Route 237 to list of highways within corridor.

· Other stakeholders should be included in the Coalition – Poland Springs, sand & gravel –Bret’s got those

· Transportation Bond discussion – transfer of gas tax revenue to the General fund is one reason why the latest Transportation Bond did not go through
· MDOT has committed planning funds for corridor activities, and has shifted focus of planning in this direction.

· Next Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) – there could be a coordinated effort for funding projects in the region

· 2 year BTIP, 6 Year Plan and 20 Year Transportation Plan

· BTIP is project-specific with committed funding

· 6 Year Plan is more flexible, although still has some project specific information
· 20 Year Plan is a policy-based document with limited reference to projects
· LRDC transportation advocacy – could be used as an avenue for other towns in the region
Next Steps

The group agreed that another meeting would be scheduled for January. 
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