Combined Minutes of Wiscasset By-Pass Task Force of meetings
2007:  13 December
2008:
24 January, 7 February, 21 February, 6 March, 20 March, 3 April, 24 April, 1 May, 10 June, 
26 June, 18 September, 29 October and 13 December.

Minutes of December 13, 2007 Task Force Meeting

DECEMBER 13 MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING Attending: Don Jones, Arthur Faucher, David King, David Nichols, Ross Bertram, Tom Woodin, Bob Faunce, Norma Dreyfus, Dale Doughty, Ed Hanscom, Carol Morris 
MEETING REPORT Carol Morris described the agenda and handed out a draft post-public comment period Process Guide along with samples/examples of public comments. 
Public Meetings Seven of eight public meetings have been held (Alna is rescheduled for Dec. 17 due to snow). Attendance ranged from 25 to 80 people per meeting; in general the meetings were well attended, with a range of opinions expressed. 
Post-Public Comment Period Process Carol stated that the goals of the task force during the evaluation period should be to be flexible and designed to find common ground. To date there are approximately 80 public comments, with more coming in every day. The comments will be presorted into three categories: complex comments that require task force discussion, comments requiring technical assessment by MaineDOT, and comments that require no action or response. Dan Sortwell’s comment was used as an example of the first category; Aaron Miller’s comment was used as an example of the second; and the Windham person’s comments was used as an example of the third. Every task force member will receive a copy of every comment to determine whether they have been sorted appropriately; that is, whether the task force feels it needs to review any additional comments – or any fewer - as a group. The 2nd category (comments requiring technical research and review) will be dealt with in the order in which the research can be accomplished by MaineDOT. 
The task force’s role is to provide feedback, add additional local knowledge, and determine whether the MaineDOT’s conclusion is logical. Once the task force has completed its review of the comments, MaineDOT will determine to what degree the public and task force input will change the DEIS impact evaluation; that is, affect the specific impacts of each of the routes. With this information in hand, MaineDOT will rank the alternatives and send a reduced number of alternatives back to the task force for final review and comment. Whether or not consensus on a solution is reached, MaineDOT will make the final decision. By request, any member of the public can see the comments received during the public comment period. Responses to all issues raised by the comments will be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, which will be published on the study website be available in other media as well. 
Q. What if we get to the point where MaineDOT and FHWA have narrowed it down to two alternatives, and you’re looking at picking one, how are the impacts prioritized or weighted? 
A. MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: It’s a value judgment on some things and a regulatory judgment on others. There is a regulatory hierarchy (wetlands, for example are very high) and some things trump others. Construction costs are just one of many factors. The feedback MaineDOT is looking for from the task force consists of recommendations like, “This would fit into the community better if this particular adjustment was made.” The task force recommendations are not binding, however. 
Q. When MaineDOT buys properties, are they valued at a reduced rate because of the bypass? 
A. MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: No, they are not bought at drastically reduced prices because of the bypass situation. They are bought at fair market value based on comparisons with similar properties not in the bypass routes. 
Q. Arthur Faucher: Could my municipality have access to Morris Communications to look at the human impact of the displacements? Can we get data on economic and social issues for those who are displaced? The highest human impact is on the N-2 strip, and we don’t have a good sense of the humanitarian impact. 
A. MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: Yes, you could have technical assistance from us. We would like to get our right-of-way and displacement assistance people here to talk to you about this. We could speak to a group of people and meet with anyone who has discomfort about being impacted. 
Arthur: The people I’m talking about would be intimidated by any sort of meeting. They are humble and don’t want to cause trouble. They are so frightened and nervous that they may not understand what’s being presented. 
MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: Our displacement people are very compassionate and have spent their entire careers working with people in this situation. They are very good at this. They could do groups or one-on-one meetings with these individuals. Once we know which properties are being affected, we can send them letters and invite them to have conversations with us. We would work with you on such a mailing so that it’s coming from their community as well as the state. 
Tom Woodin: My sense is that there are people who are very upset and that Art thinks that Carol could help with them. The right of way person at the meetings was very smart and very professional but could be intimidating. 
David King: If you do send out a letter, it should come from the town, not MaineDOT. MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: That would be great. We would love to have it come from the town. 
Arthur: It’s interesting that I don’t have to go after them—they’re coming to see me. Some people tell me that their family has been living there for three generations, and they don’t want to live outside Wiscasset. 
Carol asked if anyone had any additional comments or suggestions on the process described in the handout. Everyone indicated they were in agreement with the process as described. 
MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: Carol will get this document and the samples out to everyone who isn’t at this meeting tonight, so that everyone is on the same page. Once the public comment meeting ends and after the holidays, Carol will be happy to make the first cut at sorting the comments and will then work on refining the sorting with MaineDOT. If MaineDOT gets Carol copies over Christmas week, the task force could meet Thursday, Jan. 24. 
Information Requests Carol stated that the minutes included a number of information requests, and Dale and Ed have responses. 1. Ed has given a copy of a map of the historic district overlaid on the proposed routes to Don Jones. He will email a copy to Carol, who will email it to the group. Don stated that he had requested that map and continues to be disappointed that it was not made available at the public meetings. 2. The traffic by route methodology explanation has been written and delivered. Don spent considerable time with Ed reviewing it and still has concerns about some inherent assumptions, not calculations, and what they imply. Carol will make the explanation available to the group. Don noted that human behavior cannot be mathematically predicted. Dale agreed that human behavior cannot be accurately modeled. Don noted that the assumption that people will divide themselves evenly between the two routes so that the traffic times equalize, implies a complete knowledge that drivers will not have and is not a realistic assumption or a good foundation for the calculation. Task force members gave personal examples of how they make their own route decisions. “For example, every time I cross the Wiscasset bridge, I decide whether to take the Eddy Road or not, based on the traffic directly in front of me.” 3. Don had asked about annual operating costs for routine and substantive maintenance and whether they have been factored into the cost of the different routes. Dale stated that only substantive differences in lifecycle costs enter into the decision. 
MaineDOT will look at elements such as repaving, bridge maintenance costs and deck replacement, but not at de minimus (minor) costs such as mowing. Arthur asked whether municipalities will eventually become responsible to maintain the bypass. Dale and Ed stated that by law maintenance is the responsibility of the State. 4. Carol stated that a few comments were received on the lack of information about the future of Davey Bridge . She said that in the existing plan, the Davey Bridge will remain. 5. Information regarding the effects of the addition of additional interchanges was requested, and MaineDOT has indicated that this discussion, and the design and research needed to assess impacts, will be part of upcoming task force meetings. Ed stated that MaineDOT will look at vehicle usage prior to ramp design and that he sees this research starting at Stage 2. (Stage 2 design is described on page 20 of the DEIS.) Don asked whether MDOT would do a design based on a simple “diamond-shaped” interchange. Dale stated that MaineDOT’s goal is always to build the simplest connection with the smallest footprint that is safe and meets the need 20 years into the future. Don expressed hope that MaineDOT is thinking of the simplest design. He is concerned about the very long ramp from Route 27 that passes under the proposed N2N8C version and passes almost to the Sheepscot River, nearly a mile, before merging. Dale stated that MaineDOT will design it as simply as possible to meet federal and state regulations and be safe. David King noted that Woolwich had experienced issues with MaineDOT developing designs for non-bypass related work that had higher impacts than the town thought was necessary. He asked whether the town will have any input on intersection design. Dale stated that MaineDOT will work closely with towns and selectmen on design and that the design process will include public meetings. 6. Carol asked whether it is true that, as someone stated at a Wiscasset public meeting, emergency vehicles have no trouble getting through Wiscasset Village. David Nichols described how emergency vehicles have gotten through in the past. Dale stated that it’s counterintuitive that it’s always possible to get through Wiscasset when it’s backed up. Ross Bertram and Tom Woodin described how traffic moves over on the bridge to allow room for emergency vehicles. Art recommended that Maine DOT contact Roland Abbott for an accurate perspective, and the group also recommended that they check with Robbie Hamm in Boothbay. Both run EMT operations. 7. Carol noted that there was a question about how noise is calculated and how mitigation is addressed. Dale will email the policy to Carol, who will share with the task force. He also briefly described how berms will be constructed to reduce noise and also help reduce construction cost by reducing demolition waste. Dale explained that MaineDOT measures average noise on a highway and uses federal models to model noise levels. Art described how MaineDOT has created additional wetlands for other projects and how the addition of many frogs reduced the perception of highway noise. Don stated that the proposal for sound mitigation was minimal and that he was hoping for more substantial mitigation. Tom Woodin added that the DEIS did not have much information about how noise is measured and how mitigation is modeled and predicted. Dale noted that in places where berms are not practical, such as the flyovers to Rte. 218, there will be noise that cannot be reduced. Dale also noted that the current noise policy has been rewritten to be easier to understand, and that it states that remediation must be practical and reasonable. Dale will provide the policy to Carol, who will share it with the task force. Don asked whether the berm approach would be helpful in dealing with sound attenuation near the Bradford House. Ed stated that the approach is in a cut and could benefit by a berm. Dale noted that adding a berm would expand the impact area and that some individuals may prefer to give up more property for more of a visual and noise barrier. 8. Carol noted that there was a question from Joe Cameron about vibration from the new road. Dale stated that no problems are expected. 9. Carol noted that there was a comment about the lack of coverage and information in the DEIS regarding the No build alternative. Dale stated that MaineDOT would repackage the No build information in the final EIS to make assessment clearer. 10. Carol noted that there was a question about conservation easements in Edgecomb, and that the Edgecomb task force members were going to check on it. 11. Carol noted that there was a question about loss of tax income as a component of economic impact. Arthur stated that the community hired a consulting firm and finished a revaluation this year. Dale stated that MaineDOT will look at Clark’s Point to see whether adjustments can be made. Arthur noted that interpretations of how the various routes will have an impact on a community are important to the process. He will draft a comment before Dec. 21 and will later develop a letter with more specifics. Public Comments Mr. Van Orsdell noted that driving conditions are worse tonight than he had ever experienced. He asked how many of the task force would like to see no bypass built anywhere (no hands). He asked how many of the task force would like to see a bypass built somewhere (all hands). He then stated that the government is not going to fund a bypass that the public opposes, as has been clear at the public meetings. He stated that the task force is failing in its task if it meekly accepts the “bargain basement” and thoughtless proposals put forth by MDOT. A water route or a 20-mile bypass north of the village would have public support. He stated that the task force cannot be ignored by MaineDOT, and they need to exercise their power to prevent a “train wreck” before the bypass proposal gets to Washington, D.C. He urged them to take their job seriously and send MaineDOT back to the drawing board. A resident of Westport Island congratulated the task force and MaineDOT on a “great job” examining every possible alternative and thanked them. A resident of the Boothbay peninsula stated that the biggest fear of the people in Boothbay is that the No-build alternative will be chosen. The meeting was adjourned at 8:15. 

Meeting Minutes for the January 24, 2008 Task Force Meeting

MIDCOST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING REPORT FINAL VERSION January 24, 2008 6:30-8:30 pm Eddy School, Edgecomb

Attending: Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Don Hudson, Chewonki Foundation; Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Dave Bertran, Westport; Joanne Cameron, Edgecomb; Tom Woodin, Boothbay Harbor; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Associates; Doug Baston, Alna; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Dave Nichols, Don Jones, Wiscasset; Wiscasset; Jaimie Logan, Boothbay Regional Chamber; Barry Johnston, Edgecomb; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Dale Doughty, MaineDOT; Carol Morris, Morris Communications; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA.

Objective of Today's Meeting: Carol Morris opened the meeting, saying that the objective tonight is to hear thoughts and comments about the Wiscasset DEIS public comments binders the Task Force members have received. She said the goal is to end the meeting with a plan for the topics the Task Force wanted to weigh in on, and a timeline on when to discuss them. MaineDOT has a pivotal role to play, as they will have to produce research on these items; they have brought a timeline to give idea of how this might play out. Carol then went over the agenda and explained that Category A comments were those that she had thought the Task Force would like to weigh in on, Category B were those that required action or research from MaineDOT but not necessarily Task Force review, and Category C were those that did not require action. Category B Comments: 

MaineDOT Research Overview: 

Ed: The comments we received from federal agencies (Army Corps of Engineers, NOAA, US Fish and Wildlife, EPA, etc) are fairly typical of what MaineDOT gets on projects such as this. The Army Corps has requested additional information on eelgrass for example, and they have questioned why they have not yet received a permit application. We will be meeting with them as well as the other agencies at our monthly interagency meeting to understand where they come from on some of their comment and talk about how we can address them. The Army Corps understands that we have a Phase One sign off, and the reason we didn’t move to the next phase is because of this Task Force process – our need to understand the comments that we have received and get context for them. 

Don Jones: The question I noticed is that they were suggesting not actually issuing decision on LEDPA for several years, maybe not until closer to construction. 

Dale: I didn’t interpret it as that. I believe that the Army Corps thought our process would take longer. We don’t want the department to recommend an alternative, have FHWA agree, and then have a different determination on the LEDPA. 

Don: So you agree it is essential we have LEDPA before the decision. 

Dale/Ed: Yes. 

Dale: Their comment is an allusion to bringing the systems into a parallel track. They want to put to together so we are on the same timeframe.

Carol: When will you start working with the agencies on this issue? 

Dale: Very soon, at our next interagency meeting. One of the next activities is to work on the permit application, on the components that we can provide today. The Army Corps understands that we are working this process slightly differently. 

Carol: Any other questions? No? Are there any other topics you feel the Task Force wants to be on the discussion list? Task Force member: Do we need to talk about the individual comments? 

Carol: Well, the individual comments in Category C are fairly brief opinion or preference, then there are individual’s comments that have more information, for example, we should take this action because reason X, Y and Z. A lot of those more detailed comments were placed Category A, including new alignment proposals and specific comments about solving congestion problems in the village. 

Carol: Are there any thoughts from environmental stakeholders? I know there was a lot here to go through. 

Dale: How about giving people the option to email anything regarding issues in Section B to Carol over the next week. All: Agreed. Bob Faunce: I don’t recall where, but in several places, agency comments were in conflict with each other. Will this be internally resolved or…? Dale: That’s why we have the interagency meetings, to understand each others point of view. They’re looking at it from their agencies point of view. One is more concerned about historic properties, others on wetlands. They also understand the perspective of other agencies. Some have specific regulatory standards, etc. We’ll report back to you on that. Category A Comments: Topic List Discussion: Carol: The first issue I listed for Task Force discussion is the Traffic Diversion Analysis. In this section there is one letter from Don Jones, and one from Nigel Calder, talking about that issue from two different angles. It seemed important that that this analysis be above reproach, as so many opinions used this analysis as a foundation. The second issue I saw is the possible addition of Interchanges on a bypass alternative - we’ve known that’s an issue from the beginning. Third, the whole Englebrekt Rd, and Davis Island comments, essentially that MaineDOT didn’t categorize as a neighborhood, potentially missed historic buildings, etc. Also, there were several comments (at meetings), that since the DEIS was developed there has been more developments on Davis Island, that there are water and sewer rights along Rte. 1 north of the island, with other potential developments that are not at permit stage yet. We need to look at this area again so that the final EIS will take into account the future of the area. Edgecomb and MaineDOT can work together for this. Dale: This is what Task Force is for; Augusta can’t understand the neighborhood or the vision for Davis Island. Amanda: How do you do that (the research)? Dale: I don’t think the MaineDOT can know what you’re planning for there. If you can explain the vision, we’ll work with it. In terms of Englebrekt Road, we’d like to sit down with you and say, “This is the criteria for a neighborhood, why did we not see it?” and then bring it back to the Task Force. We need to know what your citizens are seeing that we’re not. Carol: It will be important to talk with your town planner, etc., decide what do you see twenty years from now? Amanda: We can give you present ordinances that define the vision. Dale: That’s what we want. Carol: We also want to make sure we don’t forget the Eddy road comments. Jo Cameron: There are concerns that it’s a danger and cannot fruitfully be changed, except expanding where it enters into Rte. 1, but it has a causeway and you can’t change it. Barry: Any change at the intersection would help. Lots of crashes (blue water, car, sky) in that area, because depth perception is difficult. Carol: The fourth issue is the thing we heard the most: you haven’t convinced us that enough was done in downtown to try to solve the problem there. We heard this both from people who want a bypass now, not in ten years and from people who don’t want a bypass at all. Finally, in regard to other proposed alternatives, I talked to Dale earlier today and what DOT would like to do is look at any new alternatives, develop some analysis, and come back to the Task Force. We’ve looked at a lot of alternatives already. But we will look at these based on the criteria we have been using and look for fatal flaws, of which one can be cost. If there are no fatal flaws, we will look at it deeper. David Bertran: A lot of the no build comments, I’d say 80 percent, we had already looked at during this process. I haven’t seen much that is new or earthshaking in the comments. Norma Dreyfus: With people that I talk to at SPCA, people are concerned that various things have not been pursued in the no build option. I think that is the real issue. Tom Woodin: How did you distinguish between Category A and Category B? Carol: Category A includes comments with substantial input on existing alignment choices. Category B includes suggestions on new alignments, such as the VanOrsdell proposal, which MaineDOT will have to vet. Don Jones: The key word is new? Carol: Exactly. Thank you. Did anyone find anything else find anything for discussion? Jo: The topics are broad categories, and cover most items. The Rte. 1/27 interchange is of great importance to Edgecomb. Something should be done no matter where the bypass is. Bob: Going back to the first item, traffic diversion, do federal rules require that specific analysis procedure, is that dictated? Dale: Not dictated, but it is appropriate state-of-the-art methodology. Bob: When I looked at it as a math exercise, trying to quantify the exercise when everything is qualitative, “I had a hard time agreeing that the actual differences among alternatives was as great as indicated in the analysis. ”I guess I could be convinced, but right now I believe that adding a minute to a trip should not be a deciding factor. Dale: I think that one thing we talk about is the schedule. We will want to spend a night on just that analysis: The attributes, how to influence driver behavior, all help us decide whether an extra minute is a user cost or not, for all the stated reasons. Carol: And if after that explanation, you need more, we’ll go from there Bob: I just want people to understand better, that that’s really the best way to estimate the difference. Dale: We’ll schedule a meeting primarily on that. Carol: Others? Don Jones: A number of the comments could be moved into other sections. Can I go through them? Under A, from Frank Barnako- “I don’t think you guys noticed my house,” belongs under B: Individuals' comments for MaineDOT to deal with. Carol: That letter had more than one topic, which is why it was placed in the A section. I think, also that Mr. Barnako’’s specific question to DOT, which made it a B-type letter, has been handled by Ed already. Don: I don’t see any other topics in the letter. Ed: What happened, his property was between the two alternatives on Clark's hill. He wasn’t being directly affected. The Ice Pond people informed him he would be, so he sent us a letter. I have spoken with him. Don: Another is Morrison Bonpasse’’s, which I think belongs in A: Interim and long-term solutions. Carol: Okay. He’s got several letters - we will move it. Don: In A: Official Town/Task Force member comments, there was a statement from Newcastle. Is it correct or not that any alternatives cut off of Rte. 1 access from Cochran Rd.? Carol: Pat Hudson is here, and that was her comment, so she can clarify if necessary. Dale: There was no intent to cut off Cochran Rd. Pat: It looked to us as if the route was bound to cut off access to Rte. 1 and people on Cochran Road would have to use Station road to get to Rte. 1. Ed: There are three types of connection with Rte. 1. N8c connects with Davis Island, in which case Cochran Road would still have access. N2F-1 would take Rte. 1 traffic on the bypass and bring it around to rejoin just west of Cochran Road. Carol: So it would still come out onto Rte. 1? Ed: Yes. Now other way would be between Englebrekt Rd. and cross rod, going through the area just north of the post office. Cochran Rod would still have access to Rte. 1 and carry local traffic. Pat: We weren’t sure from the maps. Dale: That’s good to clarify. It was worth a comment. Carol: Thanks Don, what else? Don: Under the B: Individuals’’comments section, where you have a comment from the Mozinskis on such things as trucks, noise, and speed limits, I’d like to see that discussed under A. A lot of people were concerned about that. Carol: That's good. Don: Another comment in same category, B, one comment from a fellow named Tom Nadeau, let’s just say that I agree with him. It was difficult to post comments online. He wasn’t able, neither was I. If I wasn’t committed, I would have given up. Carol: Well, of course many people did get through, but there was an intermittent glitch that was a problem, yes. I was not happy about that. Don: It should be arranged so that comments shouldn’t blank out if it doesn’t go through, so people don’t have to start from scratch. Carol: Absolutely. Don: In B: New alignment proposals page 2 was missing for Ken Rendell. Also, he is the only person whose comment is included twice? Carol: One comment was very specifically DOT oriented (on takings) but he also covered broader issues. The missing page is part of tonight’s handouts. Don: My final comment is same section, James McQuaid, had comments on the bikeway issue. I’d like to move those to Category A to stimulate discussion. Carol: Okay, we’ll do that. Bob: At public hearings, people brought up a pedestrian overpass in the Village. In the future, can DOT bring a sketch of it and talk about why or why not it’s feasible? Carol: That was mentioned numerous times. I have sent Ed a document that summarized all the downtown suggestions, and we will be going through every single one. Bob: It also is coming up in Letters to the Editor. Dale: There are physical considerations for the pedestrian overpass. Norma: I’m interesting in seeing the extent that various traffic mitigation proposals would have on the construction project. If successful, might they delay construction? Carol: I think that is the crux of the discussion we will be having regarding all the downtown suggestions. Should we move to setting meeting dates and topics? Arthur: Did you dig across opposite Red’s to find the water table level? Dale: It is typical, it changes in different places, the level rises with sand. In clay, may rise .5 feet. In the land surface it’s down 2-4 feet. Determine Meeting Dates/Topics: Ed: What we handed out is a timeline for Category A subjects. It shows across the top 17 weeks, listed by Friday of each week. At each block, you can see when we could have a meeting on the topic. Amanda: If the Task Force met two weeks after the date you have indicated, then you’d have the information available? Ed: Yes. Doug: Does this mean that for the interchange discussion we will only be talking engineering use and benefit? Why just those two parameters? Ed: We would look at that for the first meeting. Once you see that, we can hear what you’re interested in pursuing and we will look at other impacts and the human element. It will be a two-stage process. Look at traffic benefit, the rough implications, then go back and see deeper implications. Carol: This could even be broken up into three meetings. This is a big one, we’re not going to shortchange it. Doug: This is all a two-stage process. You as DOT need to look at what is best for the state of Maine, and then second, what are the benefits and drawbacks to each of the towns. We want minimum impact on the towns. Dale: I agree. We’re speaking the same language. We want to find the best technical solution, and then look at human/environmental issues. Carol: Logically, we might decide to look at this from the biggest issues to the smallest, for example, look at new route ideas first. But those are a lot of work for DOT, so that puts us in March before we start and we lose momentum. This way may be more confusing as we will be looking at items out of order, but we just have to accept the fact that progress will be incremental and we will not get a conclusion at every meeting. Dale: The tax issue is not listed on here. We need to look at the mill rates and assessed values to see if they are accurate. Carol: This is the loss of tax revenue based on takings of residences and businesses. This was a Wiscasset issue. Does it need to be discussed with the Task Force? Amanda: I want to be a part of that, just to know what going on. Tom Woodin: Not really Dale: Perhaps we can have a separate meeting with Edgcomb and Wiscasset and report back. (This was agreed upon.) A question was asked regarding the limited potential tax increase from a bypass if the road is limited access over the whole loop – where would this business enhancement take place? Dale: Some would say that if you bypass Wiscasset downtown and have access over the bridge to Davis Island, it would boost the attractiveness of these locations to business. It could have a long-term positive effect. A Task Force member commented that Damariscotta and Belfast are examples of this. Arthur: Are there any case studies of before and after bypasses? Kat Fuller: There are some but they are not very comparable. We can do another quick search. Dale: On Wilson St. in Bangor, they were concerned about losing pass-by traffic. So they went to MDI, took out business ads, subsidizing it through the city. This reminded people that the businesses were there. The identity of the area started to grow. You need a find a vision for the city and capitalize on it. Doug: I have a thesis: the effects of large public works projects are worse in imagining than in practice. Bob: The Conway bypass is a good example. Dale: Maybe this would be a good topic to get regional planners to come in to talk about. Bob, let’s discuss that later. A Task Force member commented that this would be good for selectmen of the communities to hear as well. Carol: My other question is on the Edgecomb land use issues: do we want to work directly with Edgecomb and then report back or….? Bob: How could we not be in on that? All of us should hear about that issue. Amanda: I think it should be down at our Town Hall. We can have an interim meeting, DOT and Edgecomb, do the initial homework to bring back here to a meeting. Carol: Let’s get these scheduled. Should we meet every two weeks? (General concurrence) After discussion, the following schedule was agreed to, with all meetings taking place on Thursdays at 6:30 on an every-two-weeks basis starting February 7. Locations are to-be-determined. Meeting Schedule/Topics Feb. 7: Traffic Diversion Analysis: 1st Congregational Church, Wiscasset Feb. 21: Complete Traffic Diversion, Begin Interchange if possible: Location TBD March 6: Interchange: Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasseet Mar 20: Complete Interchange: Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset April 3: Downtown Village issues April 17: TBD May 1: TBD There was some final discussion that when the proposed “new” alignments are looked at, that much has changed in the years since they were last assessed, which will need to be taken into consideration. New Business Carol: Those of you who got my email today know there is a request to add an organization called R.O.A.D. to the Task Force. Morrison Bonpasse and Frank Risell are the co-chairs. They came to most of meetings. I have provided you with the email request that includes my questions regarding who they represent, if they are an established organization, what new point of view they would represent. This would be a MaineDOT decision, but they would like feedback from the Task Force regarding if they think this group would be helpful. A Task Force member asked if we need more people, expressing the opinion that the group is already very large. Another Task Force member indicated that he favored including the group, because their position of no-build is under-represented. A Task Force member said that, on the other hand, most of us have been here from beginning, and that position has never been under-represented. She would worry about the next group and next group who would ask. She suggested providing R.O.A.D. with e-mail from meetings. Another Task Force member indicated that ROAD is not a 501c3, as all the other organizations are, who also represent many more people. She mentioned that there are other similar organizations (SERC) that opted not to be part of the Task Force because they felt the organizations represented were sufficient. A Task Force member said they can come to meetings, make comments, the meetings are open. We have to draw a line. It was noted. that ROAD can also work through their town representatives. Carol: Anyone else? Art: No. {Arthur was stating his position on the addition of R.O.A.D.} Amanda: What are we supposed to accomplish by looking at these letters? Carol: Lets take the first topic that’s been separated out. Traffic diversion is clearly an issue. MaineDOT’s role will be to explain to the group how the analysis was reached, and you as group will respond. Amanda: Are we supposed to be amateur engineers? Carol: No. But the DEIS is a technical document, and in some cases the message is not clear to the public. The DOT needs your help to clarify and help tell them what to do: is the information just unclear, or is it inadequate? If it doesn’t make the case clearly, what information is needed to make it clear? For example, the DOT believes that the no-build option does not meet the need. The information in the DEIS is not compelling enough for the public to believe this. Your job is to ask “why” if you don’’t understand or accept the information. A Task Force member asked if DOT is looking for the Task Force’’s reaction to the public reaction. Dale replied “yes”. Arthur: Is the Dept of the Environment available to explain their comments? I have some questions. Do they do that? Dale: We could do that for you. We can bring our environmental staff in, who are professionals in this, to answer your questions. Carol: Anything else? Don: To what extent and how many of the commenters will receive individual responses from the department? If any? What are the criteria? Ed: Comments that are substantive – that offer more than a simple opinion, such as those in Categories A and B, will be answered in the final EIS. Dale: We are looking at sending a card to those who commented, with information about the Task Force and web site so they can follow this process. The meeting ended at 8:10 pm.
Minutes of February 7, 2008 Task Force Meeting

MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING REPORT February 7, 2008 6:30-8:30 pm 1st Congregational Church Attending: Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Dave Bertran, Westport; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Tom Woodin, Boothbay Harbor; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association; Arthur Faucher (meeting conflict; arrived late), Wiscasset; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Barry Johnston, Edgecomb; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Dale Doughty, MaineDOT; Carol Morris, Morris Communications; Mark Hasselmann, FHWA. The meeting began at 6:32 pm. Introduction Carol Morris announced that the primary agenda item would be a presentation and discussion of the traffic diversion analysis contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study, and turned the meeting over to Ed Hanscomb. Traffic Diversion analysis (PowerPoint presentation also available soon: click here) Don Jones: Can we ask questions during the presentation? Ed Hanscom: Just clarifying questions, please. Ed Hanscomb: Traffic assignment is a transportation-planning tool used to estimate the amount of traffic in a road network. We don’t know immediately what the impact of a new road will have on the network. The first step is to develop a trip table, which is a spreadsheet that indicates how many trips go through the study area, from origin to destination. A network is made up of links: segments of the network that have a specific length, speed and capacity. Nodes are where segments meet. This network (shown on the slide) has six roads ad three nodes (intersections). Ed: The trip table (shown on the slide) is in gray between the origin zones and the destination zones. The column in orange is the total of all trip origins. The green row represents destinations. The table shows cars entering and exiting the system and it shows the total number of trips in the matrix. Ed: There are a several different methods of traffic assignment. One is All-or-nothing; others are Incremental Capacity Restraint and Equilibrium Capacity Restraint. The key to all is that every link has a capacity so you can’t put more cars on a link than capacity allows. Ed: In All-or-nothing, all trips between the origin and destination are loaded onto the same route. When there is no congestion, this is the shortest quickest route. The downside is that this is less realistic than other methods, especially with a congested network. A network with All-or-nothing works best is when there are no other routes to choose from. Adding additional links adds different choices for the traveler. Every link has a capacity, which is the maximum number of vehicles a link can have. When traffic is loaded up to a link, speed decreases and so travel time increases. More cars means less ability to travel the speed you wish. Traffic slows as traffic volume increases on each link. Travel time on the route increases. Many travelers prefer the shortest travel time when driving to business appointments, time drives travel. Ed: In Incremental Capacity Restraint, you load traffic onto the network in increments – or layers - of traffic. Look at the chart to see what happens to travel times in the network. When there is no traffic on the road, after the first trip is loaded, traffic may slow up some. We tend to add large increments into the model first, and then as the network gets nearer capacity, we add smaller, finer increments. Everything changes as the layers are added. We then look at the shortest route and we will find that the shortest trip might be another, longer route due to the traffic loading. Task Force member: If a driver makes a judgment that the shorter route and another route are both loaded and will take a lot of time, then what? Ed: That gets into equilibrium. Task Force member: How does the driver decide? Ed: You are getting to the flaws in this model, so this is the reason why we don’t use it. Ed: The number of trips on a link influence the speed and travel time. Equilibrium is reached even when some travelers don’t consider travel time. Other reasons for choosing a route include following route numbers for navigation, or preferring scenic routes. On the network shown, in trips between F and A the equilibrium is a balancing act. There are two competitive routes. Task Force member: What about distances? Ed: Yes, people do figure in distance but not always travel time. For example, city people think in terms of time because of the amount of congestion they deal with – the travel time varies over the same distance depending on the time of day. In northern Maine, people tend to talk in terms of miles because there is no congestion. There is lots of congestion in Wiscasset. The equilibrium assignment is to fine-tune the estimate for those trips where there is a competitive choice. Route 1 traffic headed toward Boothbay and the reverse are 80% of river crossing trips, which is big part of the puzzle. Eighty percent of traffic coming from Route 1 is crossing the river and going beyond Route 27, or they are going south on the Boothbay peninsula. Ed: Let’s do an exercise to see how an equilibrium assignment works with people’s preference. On the board there are four types of travelers and two routes between destinations A and B. The route is the same length and the same travel time for both routes when there is no congestion and also when there is congestion. When the first car gets on each road, travel times are the same. One traveler, “P”, travels the westerly route because there is a park along this route and they like the scenery. Traveler “R” likes to stay on same route number when traveling, for navigation reasons, so they choose the easterly route. For traveler “T”, travel time is what is important, so he or she will always choose the quickest route. Traveler “V” like architecture, so they like to see the historic buildings on the village located on the easterly route. So if there are 10 people, how many choose the scenic route. (The group answered “1”.) How many choose to travel according to the route number? (Group: 1). How many are driven by travel time? (The group said “7”.) That leaves one for traveling through the village. In general, park people always choose P, Route number people always choose the route number, and village number is fixed as well. Travel time people know there is more traffic on this route, so they go the other way. Task Force member: Isn’t the entire decision making done at point A? Ed: You can’t make that judgment at that point, but you don’t always choose the right (quickest) route, so they draw on their experience. Task Force member: Residents and tourists make different decisions, but residents decide what to do based on the tourists. Ed: We have five units of traffic here and five units here so we have equilibrium. Leaf peeping season changes it around but it will still end up with equilibrium. Carol: Are you saying that locals will have a sense of knowledge of where people are going to be? Ed: Sure, around here people have certain routes they go in winter, but in summer they know its more congested so they will use the back road Tom Woodin: I’m not sure that really works, 50/50 with variables changing on daily basis. Don: What are the variables? Ed: In summertime, you might have more of the “route number” and “park” types, who take a road that isn’t the fastest. Locals find a road with a shorter travel time, where tourists stay on the main roads. Dave Bertram: Can you influence this with how you designate roads? Ed: Yes, you can designate business route, versus a through path. Dave: It doesn’t matter where you put a bypass, if you put three lights in downtown, everyone will take the bypass. Ed: Yes, if you had a longer route with faster speeds then there will be equilibrium. Dave: What about GPS navigation? How is that factored in? Ed: It wasn’t, and it will give tourists local knowledge that they wouldn’t normally have. Ed: Daily models are based on the trip table for a full day’s traffic. The Wiscasset study is an equilibrium assignment for each hour of the day. It gives us a better estimate of 24-hour volume. We get the whole picture and we can do a seasonal analysis as well. This is a curve for each of the alternative bypass routes, we have put only three in the diagram: the existing route and the nearest and farthest bypass routes. The X-axis is travel time; Y-axis is volume in vehicles per hour. There are 1,900 VPH (vehicles per hour) on the existing route. We are showing extremes, which is more useful as an illustration. Each route has a different starting point on the axis when there is no traffic. The existing route through the village has a flatter slope on the graph because it has friction, with driveways, intersections, trees, buildings, pedestrian and traffic crossing, parking, etc. Because of those items that cause friction, the traffic time (travel time) increases more quickly. The bypass routes are controlled access. No driveways, 8-ft. shoulders, travel lanes, less sharp curves, etc. This gives them a steeper slope on the graph, meaning travel time doesn’t change much for first few people who use it. Until you get 2/3 of capacity on a controlled access road like this, traffic will still go very fast. The bypass is two lanes, one lane each way, so drivers can’t pass much as volume goes up. Dave: The Davey Bridge line starts at five and maxes out at 1,900 cars, which is 11.5 minutes of travel time? What am I reading? Ed: This is the travel time to get through the study area. From here to here is an 11-minute trip, even with 1,800 vehicles in an hour’s time. Tom Woodin: These are constructed as all being independent at this point. If you know there are 1,000 cars you can go up and find the average travel time between two routes. Ed: Stop lights will change traffic times by a minute maybe and shift the lines, therefore they will increase the amount of traffic diverted Carol: So this is the best and worst case scenarios in terms of the traffic diversion on the bypass routes - but they don’t look that far apart Ed: At 2,000 cars an hour it will be close to 6 minutes to get through the study area, and it will be evenly split. The N8c route is more competitive - at least it has a slight time advantage over the other bypass routes for the people who depend on travel time. Some through-traffic will use the existing village route and others won’t. Bob Faunce: Assuming 1,000 vehicle trips, how many will go on the Davey Bridge and how many on N8c? Ed: You only start using the bypass due to friction, but tonight, when there’s no traffic, you would use the bridge. People who are concerned about travel time will take the bypass. Travel time will be about the same with no traffic, but bypass drivers will travel at 50 mph and bridge drivers closer to 30 mph. Task Force member: At the 1,000 volume, what’s the split between Davey and the two bypass routes shown? Ed: It will be something like 800 on the existing route and 200 on the bypass. Ed: There are also different methods we can use to affect the diversion. Route signing will cause travelers to use a different route. This is more for people who are unfamiliar with the roads. As travelers become more familiar, they will use a shorter route. An example in Maine: When the I-95 and I-295 route numbers changed. The route through Brunswick is faster in time, cheaper in tolls and shorter in miles. But we found that when we changed the route that goes through Lewiston to I-95, 2,000 cars a day shifted over from using the Brunswick route (now I-295) just because they wanted to stay with the same route number. But over time, the shift erodes. The effects can be temporary. Ed: Another method is traffic calming. Traffic calming slows vehicles down and increases travel time, keeping the traffic from going too fast or too slow. This can be affected by traffic signals, angled parking, etc. These all increase travel time, which will change equilibrium. It will have a permanent effect on route choice. If the signals are there, they slow traffic down. Don Jones: Wiscasset has been under the impression that we will get some traffic calming after the bypass, but to do it now it will worsen the congestion. Ed: Traffic calming wouldn’t affect the numbers for the route alternatives. Task Force member: Yes they would, but proportionately? Task Force member: It would shift the village curve. It would shift the physical characteristics of the curve. Ed: Yes, it would flatten the village curve, which would shift traffic away from village onto the bypass. Don: You haven’t mentioned intermittent delays such as train passings, left turns, or pedestrians. (On discussion, it was agreed that right now, trains do not happen often.) Dave: Things need to be slowed down in town. People talk about congestion, but the danger when there is no congestion is worse. People go too fast through the village and over the bridge, it is hard to see and dangerous to pull out. It needs to be addressed. Don: During the least busy times is when traffic goes fastest through village, which is a difficult time to get out of side streets because of limited sight distance. Assuming we build a bypass, we need to ensure there are traffic-calming measures. Dale: A component of all this could be building impedances that turn Main St. into a walkable Main St. Carol: The upcoming Gateway 1 Scenic Assessment of the corridor recommends a median in middle of Main St. to make it more pedestrian-friendly. It all depends on what the town wants Main St. to look like. Bob Faunce: The analysis looks like it is for passenger vehicles only. What about trucks? I’m assuming that all trucks will use the bypass. How do you account for that or is it anecdotal? Ed: It is not explicitly accounted for. Some of those trucks may be driven by the kind of person who goes by route number, although they are accountable for that 80%. You can consider making the bypass a truck route. Dale: We need to think about what downtown vs. the bypass ought to be like. The model is equilibrium-based. But trucks are not good for a downtown area and trucks don’t like downtowns either. Don: I would like to get a tentative commitment that whatever route is chosen, DOT will restrict trucks from the downtown. Dale: When the bypass route is chosen, it becomes the state road, but both can remain state highways. Art (Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset town manager) would petition for the DOT to restrict trucks on the village section. This can happen as long as there are competing routes. Carol: Has it ever happened that a town has taken on a state road? Dale: It is unusual, but it happens. Don: The Wiscasset Transportation Committee has recommended that Federal Street become a town way from the Rte 218 interchange to Main Street in order to restrict trucks. Dale: That could be possible and is something we can look at. General Discussion Don: How do you arrive at the shape of curves and data behind the curves? Ed: The curves were developed using Federal Highway Administration methodology for evaluating transportation investments. There are curves for freeways and arterials and this one would be close to a rural controlled access curve - not as vertical as a freeway. These are used to estimate speeds on roads; there is a mile difference between N8c and N2h. That makes a dramatic difference in a study. We are dealing with 80% of the traffic being influenced from point A to point B. Traffic crossing the river is affected. Daily numbers show N8c very competitive at low volume hours as well as high volume hours, N2h, shows not as much diversion at low volume hours as peak hours such as 4-5 pm. The difference between N8c is not as great. Because the two alternatives are the same type of road, the same curve is used for both. That’s why the two have the same shape. Dave: If the village route took a minute longer, then either of the two routes would be more attractive to a driver - the difference wouldn’t be that great. Bob: How important is the difference, 1,200 VPH, one is 23 seconds longer? Dale: That’s a judgment thing. We have to balance the good and the bad - if the average traveler loses a minute or two or five, what might that mean for user cost, what is the economic context. Then, take the same minute and what that might mean for the carbon discharge. It is all a societal value judgment. Ed: In the DEIS, there is some mobility benefit information. All the alternatives are going to benefit the village route in terms of avoided backup and congestion. All alternatives take care of the backup, a million vehicle hours per year. The bulk of the benefit is the same for all alternatives. The longer alternatives will force vehicles to use more gas. Dale: We can look at Chapter 4 in the DEIS, along with air quality issues next time. It’s the accumulative over a very long time that is important, other than the small increment. Don: The use of the term free flow travel. I don’t think the there will be free flow traffic at any time downtown. Ed: Free flow travel time means when there is no other traffic out there. In the wee hours of the morning, for example. Don: Where there is a train or a pedestrian, this is going to interfere with the term “free flowing” traffic… I have a postulate. I believe that the uncertainty of the traffic situation on Main St. will tend to drive people to the certainty of the bypass. I postulate that some drivers would be willing to risk the possible delays of going through the village instead of remaining on the bypass, IF the theoretical benefit in time saved exceeds two minutes. Ed: The curves and shapes are based on empirical data. We measure speed by moving with the flow of traffic along a route, with a passenger recording the time at checkpoints to measure speed. We average this together for an average travel time based on the type of road. Speed adjustment factors aren’t tested along the actual route. Don: How can we be sure the set of speed adjustment factors closely represent the conditions in Wiscasset? Ed: They are from information taken in a location similar to Wiscasset, a 25 mph village setting. Don: The hill is significant and there is a combination of many things that are unique and different, including the S-curve, the post office, left-turning traffic. Plus, there is the new right-hand turn south of town. That’s why I’m questioning the set of speed adjustments as to whether or not it fits for Wiscasset. We should use field data from Wiscasset. If we don’t, I think the model cannot be perceived to be accurate. Amanda Russell: I don’t think the fact that Wiscasset has too many pedestrians for traffic to flow smoothly is all that different from other places with traffic problems in the United States. Ross Edwards: I don’t think we need to be that accurate. Carol: If the Task Force would like, Don can have a one-on-one meeting at DOT to go into this level of detail. That depends on what you want to do. Do you want to continue this topic at the next meeting? (There was group discussion and general agreement that the Task Force should continue the discussion as a group at the February 21 meeting.) Carol: Okay. So what do you want DOT to bring to the next meeting – what will be our topic of discussion? Dave: We should see another set of curves assuming some traffic calming in the village. If we take add the following things (traffic light, other traffic calming), how would that affect the curve? Dale: Yes, we will do that, and also include taking the truck traffic out of the village. We will also bring the information on air quality I mentioned earlier. Carol: So we will continue this topic for next meeting with more curves that reflect traffic calming and truck diversion, air quality information, and another Q&A session. Public Comment Member of the public: I live on Federal St. in Wiscasset? If there is a bypass, will there be a four corners coming off the bypass on that road? Dale: Right now there are no intersections, but if there were any they would not be four corners but an overpass. However, that conversation (on intersections) will start either at the next meeting on Feb. 21 or the one after. Carol: You are welcome to attend. The meeting ended at 8:38 pm. 

Minutes of February 21, 2008 Task Force Meeting

Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting Report February 21, 2008 1st Congregational Church, Wiscasset Attending: Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Tom Woodin, Boothbay Harbor; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Dave Bertran, Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Dave King Sr., Woolwich; David Nichols, Wiscasset; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Dick Thomas, Chewonki Foundation; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Dale Doughty, MaineDOT; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT, Mark Hasselman, FHWA; Carol Morris, Morris Communications The meeting began at 6:32 pm. Update: Traffic Diversion Analysis Process Dale: After the last meeting, Carol spoke with the Task Force members who had most strongly expressed the desire to continue to look at this analysis (Don, Bob and Amanda) in order to make sure we were able to address their specific concerns. We then talked with Federal Highway and decided to use their services to have a peer review done on the analysis, in order to put everyone’s concerns at rest. To make sure that the analysis is appropriate to this level of project, we will look at other types of analysis taking place in other parts of the country. What is important to MaineDOT and also to Mark (FHWA) is that we can assure the sustainability of any new analysis we do in the face of any legal challenge. Carol: Do you know yet what the time frame for this will be? Dale; No. Calls have been made to see if this can be accommodated. Gerald (Varney, FHWA) is optimistic. The trouble is that travel demand modeling is really only done by two people in the state and as I said, any new analysis must be able to meet a legal challenge. Carol: In other words, any new process that is used without a precedent could potentially be the route for a legal challenge, even if this new process was done for all the right reasons. Task Force member: Are we doing anything that was not done before? Dale: Not yet, but when modeling the traffic diversions, we would need precedent. Our Federal Highway partners can help us with this. Task Force member: If you don’t do something new, you’ll end up with the same problems. Dale: Exactly. Dale: In general, in our existing analysis, we have chosen rigorous travel time as a model. Is that appropriate in this case? Wiscasset has been called unique by some. Is that true? Are there techniques being used that are more appropriate, and if so, how do we use them? Bob Faunce: At the meeting at Eddy School we talked about the possibility of looking at economic development – does a bypass spur development where it starts and ends, at the nodes. We were thinking that Conway might be a good example to analyze. I have not been able to find anything on that. Dale: NCHRP has a couple of bypass analysis documents where the results are indeterminate – some places are bypassed with great successes, some not. What I have seen shows that successful growth occurs when a place has a vision of what it is and can market that. Wiscasset is a definite place. I hope we can find something that supports this. Bob: In Conway there were specific development problems where Route 16 was maxed out, both traffic and land. The bypass opened up land without traffic constraints. Does this have relevance? For example, Route 1 in Wiscasset south of the proposed bypass has potential to upgrade or densify. Dale: The next task force meeting is in two weeks, let’s see what we find. Carol: Okay, shall we move to Ed’s presentation? Dale: One more point I want to make. I want to talk about the difference between the alternatives, the difference in benefits. The biggest difference is between no-build and any of the alternatives. Carol and I have talked about this, and I want to make sure everyone is clear: these alternatives are the finalists, they’re all close in terms of the traffic benefits they offer. The decision will be based on all the impacts, environmental, etc., not just traffic alone. The chart points this out. No-build is way to one side, while all the alternatives have a relatively similar effect. They are clustered together - they are all finalists because their benefit is similar. All factors will weigh into the decision on the alternative. The relative differences are small compared to no-build. TRAFFIC DIVERSION ANALYSIS Ed passed out charts from the DEIS showing volume/travel time curves, VMT and VHT by alternative, and emissions analysis. Ed: Any questions about the table? Carol: Why don’t you walk us through it? Ed: The top exhibit shows vehicle miles traveled by alternative (for 2030). On a summer day, it shows the annual total, and the change in annual total. We are showing you here the number of miles traveled and the number of hours traveled under no-build and under each of the alternatives. Since each bypass alternative is a longer route than the existing route, the VMT (vehicle miles traveled) increases. But because people will travel faster on any of the bypass routes, the VHT (vehicles hours traveled) is shorter. One vehicle hour equals one vehicle in traffic for an hour, or 100 vehicles for a tenth of a mile. The reason the VHT goes down is because the bypass would provide additional road capacity, making it possible to avoid the backups that people experience today. Time spent in traffic adds up in vehicle hours, if not miles. Dale: Essentially, this chart reminds people that the difference between the alternatives is minor compared to doing nothing. David King: If a car is stuck in Woolwich… how do you know the length of time it takes to get through? Ed: If you know speeds of vehicles and distances, then time can be found. Speed is measured by our in-ground sensors, which measure the gap between front and back tires. Ed: These benefits are converted on the next table to travel benefits. We measure in terms of dollar amounts, valuing it at $12 per vehicle hour and fifteen cents per vehicle mile. The VMT goes up because people have to travel further… this creates negative benefit. This is relatively small compared to the time benefits. We also look at the change in crash numbers - looking at crash rates now vs. with a proposed bypass route. Lowering the crash rate leads to safety Tom Woodin: What is the crash rate now? Ed: Annually, it’s around 60 crashes. Task Force member: What is the assumed annual growth rate for traffic? Ed: Based on travel demand measures, we anticipate roughly a 1.25% increase per year. Don Jones: You have said that you estimate the benefit from trains and other methods of shifting traffic to reduce traffic by 8%. Is that overall or per year? Ed: That is overall. Don: To kick in when? Ed: We’ve seen a little bit of that, but certainly expect it to continue during the study period. Carol: Is this factored into the 1.25% annual traffic increase? Ed: Yes. Without this, it would be closer to 1.5% Don: That seems rather generous … do you have something to base that on? Ed: Yes, that was based on the Route 1 Study that was completed in 1995 by VHB (engineering firm). Don: Oh yes, the Vanasse Hangen Brustlin study. I remember. Ed: The study was quite accurate for two years. It hasn’t been revisited, and would be very expensive to reproduce it. It provided us with a foundation for passenger transport information. Dale: Again, even if we had new updated information on that, it would not affect the proportional benefits of the alternatives. It’s nice information, but not critical to this decision. Tom Woodin: I’m surprised that crashes only go down 25%. I’d think it would be higher due to uniqueness of downtown Wiscasset in terms of the amount of traffic, pedestrians, curves. I would think a bypass would end all the crashes. Ed: Well, even bypasses have crashes. Dale: Sure, especially because the traffic is going faster and farther. There is more potential for serious crashes even in safer environment. Ed: The other table is on emissions. Dale: If someone were interested… we didn’t do a greenhouse gas analysis, but we can take a rough stab at it. In no-build, cars idling would create the greatest difference. Ed: NOx is nitrogen oxide – VOC is volatile organic compounds. NOx in no build is pretty steady, in the low 90s. In VOC, no build is 98 with others in the 60s. The alternatives are pretty similar. Net change, with VOCs, their lowest emissions are at about 15 mph. Stop and go traffic will do that if you reduce the amount of that you’ll reduce organic emissions. That’s why there’s a 1/3 drop. For NOx there’s not much of a drop because the minimum NOx emission is at 30 mph. Tom Woodin: Are pedestrian accidents a problem? Ed: There are very few pedestrian crashes, and these numbers include all crashes. Task Force member: Is there a way to calculate fuel savings? Dale: Fuel savings will mimic VHT and VOC emissions. The difference in VOC includes efficiency of vehicles. I think you’d see a drop as vehicles get more efficient. The measure of tons per day for greenhouse gases would have a direct relationship. Why don’t we commit to developing a measure of the benefits for that? (General agreement.) Task Force member: Keep in mind new types of cars and fuel will be available in 20 years. Dale: Yes, but we’ll have to base it on vehicles now. Newer, cleaner vehicles are coming out. There’s a lot of uncertainty Ed: The other chart shows the volume travel time curve. The bottom is travel time in minutes. It says that, for each route, as the volume of vehicles increases, travel time stays the same up until a certain point where curve starts. The build alternatives all have similar curve because they are controlled access: no facilities, no driveways, no obstacles close to the road, no pedestrians, no parking/turning, Dale: It’s like a smooth pipe. David Nichols: I have a question: on the chart it says the travel time in minutes is 12 minutes to get to where? On the Davey Bridge? Ed: All times are based on a common start and common end point. (Discussion about where the end point is: Route 1/Atlantic Highway intersection in Edgecomb.) Ed: The curve you see here is the same one you saw last meeting for the equilibrium model. Today we want to show you what if the downtown Wiscasset on Route 1 involves traffic calming. We did another set of curves, I’ll hand those out. Carol: What traffic calming methods did you envision? Ed: I didn’t get into specifics of what the traffic calming would be. I used the assumption that traffic would be reduced by 5 mph, based on this graph. Compare the two charts, and notice that the bypass curves are exactly the same, but the Davey Bridge is different. At the point of zero traffic, the black curve representing the Davey Bridge starts at a different place. What that means for diversion is that the effect of traffic calming on all alternatives is to divert more traffic to a bypass. But there is a higher proportion diverted to the longer routes because the slower the traffic flow is in the downtown, the more attractive those longer routes will look to motorists. Norma Dreyfus: Why is there such a low number for N8c? Ed: Because it’s shorter, N8c has a time advantage over the existing route and other bypass routes. Norma: Does this chart say that N8c leaves 5,400 cars going across the Davey Bridge without traffic calming? Ed: Yes. Norma: So when you look at it this way, there’s a big traffic benefit to traffic calming? Ed: Not necessarily, it depends on what you are trying to do. Dale: That brings us to a question. What is the purpose – the benefits - of this project? As stated previously and in the DEIS, it is to reduce congestion in the downtown - not move as many vehicles as possible out of the downtown. There is a difference. Dave Bertran: Regarding those benefits, have you calculated the benefits to the part of Route 1 that is south of NAPA? Ed: Yes, we have taken backups into account. They are part of vehicle hours traveled. Dale: The effect of traffic calming on downtown would be substantial. That’s why traffic calming wasn’t calculated the first time we ran these numbers. Maybe we should revisit that. Amanda Russell: Let’s talk about the next two parts of this chart. Ed: First, the reason why there is congestion downtown is the high number of vehicles. There are 1,900 vehicles going through on an hourly basis. Ed: Because of this, just a little relief will help a lot. Dale: Cars diverted will reduce congestion the most. Task Force member: What about the projected increase in traffic? We don’t want to build a bypass that is obsolete in 30 years. Ed: The highest hourly volume, based on projections, is 2,900 in 2030. Given that growth, there is not much chance of outgrowing it for a long time. We have 1,900 vehicles going through just the Route 1 downtown now. As long as we keep two routes (the bypass and the Davey Bridge), we have plenty of capacity. If we removed the Davey Bridge, capacity would be reduced by 1,900 cars. It’s not really in our best interest to do that. Task Force member: So N2F and N8c would be very similar in terms of traffic diversion? Ed: All four of the alternatives would get closer and closer together. We should be selective on what kind of traffic calming we do. After a bypass was built, you could consider using a roundabout at the Route 27 intersections. If you had a bypass, the traffic would be much more balanced. Dale: It would also slow people way down going though the village. Tom: For N2aN2h, the chart says 33,000 cars go across, 17,000 on bypass. That’s a 50/50 split. If 80% is through-traffic, wouldn’t the bypass be more attractive to through-traffic? Ed: You expect people to make a decision based on travel time, but with N2a and N2H, the existing route would be first choice. Tom: I think that people won’t realize that they’re in traffic until they’re in it. Dale: Then what decision will you make tomorrow? Ed: People will change according to experience. INTERSECTION DISCUSSION Dale: We did our homework, and have some preliminary numbers on intersections, so let’s go through it. Amanda: Or we can go home a half-hour early. Ross Edwards: We should look at it all in the same meeting. Carol: Based on everyone’s faces, that’s a popular idea. But before we go, I have a couple of short comments, and then I need to ask if our member of the public wants to speak. The East Coast Greenway Alliance would like the MaineDOT to consider a bike path – a multi-use path – for the entire length of whatever route is ultimately built. Some of you are copied; I’ll send it to people who are not. Reminder: the next two meetings are at the Lincoln County Communications Room. Remember all info is on the website at www.midcoastbypass.com. PUBLIC COMMENT The member of the public attending stated she did not want to speak. (Reporter for Wiscasset Newspaper.) The meeting ended at 8:07 pm. 

Minutes of March 6, 2008 Task Force Meeting

Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting Report March 6, 2008 Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset Attending: Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; David King, Sr., Woolwich; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Doug Baston, Alna; Barry Johnston, Edgecomb; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Mark Hasselmann, FHWA; Dale Doughty, MaineDOT; Carol Morris, Morris Communications, Guests: Lois Kwantz, Wiscasset; Paula Gibbs, Wiscasset Newspaper. The meeting began at 6:35 pm. INTRODUCTION: MEETING SCHEDULE Carol Morris opened the meeting by going over the proposed meeting schedule and topics, noting that a meeting would have to be scheduled for the final review of Diversion Analysis. She asked if there was an update on the timing for the peer review necessary prior to that meeting, and was told by Dale and Mark that there was none as of yet; but they were hoping for more information by Monday. Morris said that she would revise the schedule once information was available. She then turned the meeting over to Ed Hanscom to talk about interchanges. INTERCHANGES Ed opened the discussion by pointing out that traffic will be affected by adding multiple interchanges to the bypass proposals, and that he had brought information showing details of that. He drew a map of Wiscasset village on the whiteboard, showing the two routes (Rte. 27 and 218) that may be potential candidates for interchanges. He said there would be two pairs of ramps to think about for each full interchange. A pair of ramps serving Rte. 27 south for traffic that would get on or off the bypass and head to or from Rte.1 south. A pair of ramps serving Rte. 27 north for traffic that would get on or off the bypass and head to or from Rte.1 north. He detailed how two pairs of ramps could provide the same functions on Rte. 218. Ed handed out a chart showing how many vehicles would be likely to take those routes. The chart shows summer average daily traffic estimated for 2030. Southbound at Rte. 27 would be just under 1,200 vehicles per day, with 1,900 vehicles per day traveling north at Rte. 27. South at Rte. 218, there would be just under 1,000 vehicles; north at Rte. 218, 700 vehicles. Jo Cameron: When you say south at 27 do you mean at the Edgecomb end? Ed: I mean Rte. 27 in Wiscasset. Don Jones: If an interchange existed at 218, are vehicles coming from Old Sheepscot Rd. included in your estimates? Also people from Federal St. north of Hooper St. trying to get to Bath would get on the bypass. These would be new trips not factored into original origin and destination study, yes? Ed: Where they would show up on this map would be in this area going back down towards Rte. 1. The route wouldn't be shorter in distance but would be shorter in time. Ed then talked about the chart showing VMT - vehicle miles traveled. He pointed out the differences in how the VMT is affected in the different bypass alternatives. South on Rte. 27, each alternative would have the same effect, but people who use this would be able to head south on the bypass instead of going on to Gardiner Road and Rte. 1 intersection. It would be a slight increase in travel distance. Don: This assumes you put the interchange north on 27, if you moved it south to where Rte 27 crosses over the bypass, then people could take short right turn downhill and be right on the bypass. Ed: Yes, you could do that and it would reverse the VMT from negative to positive impact, i.e. fewer miles traveled instead of more. Ed: Heading north from Rte. 27, we have a wide range of VMT savings. It's a direct path to get off Rte. 27 onto N8c. N2f is also pretty direct. The farther out you go, it gets less direct, which is the reason why the VMT savings drop. Look at Rte. 218 going south onto the bypass; all result in small positive savings in VMT, it doesn't matter where it crosses Rte. 218. Doug Baston: How many miles are we talking about from a Rte. 218 ramp to N8c to where N2a cuts off? VMT, per trip? What is the trip? Ed: N2a there is a savings of over 800 vm/day, saving a mile of travel. N8c is a half-mile of saving. The distance between the farthest 218 interchanges is about a mile. Doug: Why are we talking about Rte. 218 and not Route 1? Carol: This is part of the Task Force's role, to discuss substantive comments that came in during the public comment period. The purpose of the study is to reduce congestion in Wiscasset, and the proposal to add intersections has a bearing on this. MaineDOT is required to evaluate these public comments. Doug: That is your opinion. Carol: Well, it's the opinion of FHWA and MaineDOT. Mark Hasselmann: Yes, that's true. (Concurrence from Dale Doughty) Doug: I am going to challenge this. Every car diverted down Rte. 218 doesn't travel Rte. 1 downtown, so it doesn't divert traffic. Carol: We are trying to address the comments we've received – among them, do we or do we not have an interchange on Rte. 218. As we go along today we will see the direct impacts on traffic of having an interchange or not, and this shows whether it would be effective in terms of congestion. We'll look at the impacts on human environment and natural environment, along with engineering constraints, at the next meeting. Arthur Faucher: On the practical side, if you are on the Davey Bridge and you have to turn back, you can go up Rte. 218, take right turn and get on the bypass. It seems to be very convenient. Doug: Is there a legal definition of the word bypass? (General agreement “no” from FHWA and MaineDOT) Carol: We're looking at all the different impacts of potential changes to the proposals, there are lots of potential conversations, and consequences. Pat Hudson: North of Rte. 218, there are homes, wetlands, etc. Don: To focus on why it is legitimate to talk of this, MaineDOT opened the discussion of interchanges. The DEIS proposes two ramps, both north at Rte. 27. Why did the department choose just north on Rte. 27 and not south on Rte. 27? Dale: It is definitely reasonable to discuss which interchanges the department recommended. Ed: A couple things led us to make this into a higher volume, high speed bypass to Rte. 27 - as much as it would be for Rte. 1. Look at the set of tables marked VHT - vehicle hours traveled. South at Rte. 27 the VHT for heading south on those ramps is the same for each alternative. North at Rte. 27, there is more time saving for inner routes than outer routes. N8c has the most savings; N2a the least. The VHT for north at Rte. 218 are similar to the VMT. Ed: Here is another set of tables with similar numbers. One is for Rte. 27 and one is for Rte. 218. If you take the information from the tables and convert it into charts for the Rte. 27 ramps, it shows the process from getting the daily VMT and VHT to then estimating the annual dollar benefit of the savings, based on $12/hr and 15 cents per mile. Amanda: What do these numbers represent? Ed: There’’s summer average daily miles, information about how many cars would use the ramps. In the no-build, those vehicles travel 1,823 miles using the existing route. If they use the bypass, and got on at Rte. 27, they would travel 1,958 miles regardless of the alternative. Don: This is assuming that you're using the long ramps farther up Rte. 27. Using slip ramps, these numbers would not be accurate. Ed: Yes, in that case the 1,958 would be 1,700 or thereabouts. North at 27, with no-build, 6,358 vehicle miles would be traveled by cars using the on and off ramp heading north on the bypass. For N8c and N2f, it would be fewer miles, for N2h and N2a, more miles. The annual VMT expands those numbers for the whole year. We use the change in VMT to calculate whether or not there is a dollar savings. South at Rte. 27 the change in annual VMT is 40,000, the same for each alternative. VMT would increase for each alternative, but for a more direct set of ramps (slip ramps) closer to town, the number could be reduced. The next set of numbers is the same thing for vehicle hours traveled, and you will see how the minus sign will turn into a dollar savings. You put in the dollar value and come up with the annual benefit. Bottom line – we see the annual benefit in dollars for interchanges on Rtes. 27 and 218, ranging from $15,600 for the southbound ramp to a range from $72,900 to $218,700 for the northbound ramps, with more savings the closer in you get. Doug: What is the impact on the bypass of adding interchanges in terms of rate of speed and travel time? Ed: It does create bit of friction, not as much friction as would be if the intersection weren't a ramp intersection, because traffic coming on and off will be close to the speeds on the bypass. Doug: When traffic merges and slows down, will it net out as an advantage or disadvantage as traffic enters or exits? Carol: Along those lines, regarding the diversion analysis, would the numbers need to be rerun on the effect of interchanges? Ed: (Response added post-meeting): The number of access points on a highway does have an impact on the speed and capacity of the highway, but having one or two interchanges on a two- or three-mile controlled-access route will not make a significant difference, especially compared to an uncontrolled route that can have hundreds of access points over the same distance. Furthermore interchange access would be designed so that vehicles can enter and exit the highway at highway speed, unlike access from conventional driveway entrances and street intersections. Ed: Based on engineering principles, traffic on Route 27 on an on or off ramp will be traveling a lower speed to get on, but they will have a ramp that will be close to the running speed so there will not be much difference. Doug: It would mean more taking or land in order to have a parallel on ramp? Dale: A right-of-way corridor is very wide - 250 feet – so there is not additional cost for the land alongside. Bob Faunce: For Rte. 218 you assume the same number of cars will use ramps regardless of position they are in. Is there no variation for where ramps are placed? Ed: There could be, but there would be more difference in changes in residential land use. Bob: What is the difference in distribution? Ed: Quarter of a mile, then a third of a mile Doug: Will traffic be drawn to Rte. 218 due to an interchange? Ed. We don't have that factored in yet Doug: Truck traffic coming down Rte. 218 headed to Newcastle would continue to take Sheepscot Rd., which is north of the Rte. 218 ramps, others would take the bypass. Carol: Does most of the truck traffic come from the gravel pits? Can we find out what their routes are? Doug: I think traffic would be equally divided going through. A question was asked as to whether the Gateway 1 Truck Study could offer any information. Carol: That study counted trucks on Rte. 1, and noted where they were from if the truck was marked, but I'm not sure it would be helpful, as it only looked at trucks traveling on Rte. 1. I will ask someone to look at the data, though. Doug: Most of the trucks are southbound. Crooker is large, but there are a lot of independents as well. Amanda: Have you researched improved accessibility and the impacts of growth in outlying towns? Dale: This is what we plan to talk about next time, it has not been addressed yet. Federal Highway (FHWA) requires us to look at induced growth, what would the effect of a new road be? How would it affect land use in Wiscasset? And in Alna, what controls the market, is there a future housing shortage, what kind of gravel resources are there, can the market bear relocation of crushers? When you look at change, you ask, are people willing to drive the one hour drive - what if you could get out in the country really quickly, what will that do to land use? If you get rid of the bottleneck, what does it do to the other towns? We talk to the Maine State Planning Office, and communities, ask do they have a vision, residential or not. Any time you remove a bottleneck, there are huge impacts. Lois Kwantz: I know I am a member of the public and am not supposed to speak yet, but I am confused. I thought that people were mad at the congestion, now you act as if you are afraid of what would happen if the congestion went away. Jo Cameron: We aren't afraid, we are looking at what the outcome will be and how people will react, whether there will be an explosion of growth or not. David King: We look at the next step - what would happen for example if a bridge was built in Woolwich and the peninsula all of a sudden became a commuting distance to Bangor? We would have to see if there was an explosion of growth or not. Don: I think we're talking about sprawl, not exactly an explosion of growth. The question is, would a bypass greatly change the amount of sprawl. Some of you may remember Evan Richert spoke to the predecessor of this committee, the Public Advisory Committee, about six years ago. He said that the pattern and forces of sprawl in the midcoast were already well established and strong, but that a controlled access bypass of Wiscasset as envisioned by MaineDOT was not likely to have an appreciable effect on the current trend and patterns. Amanda: he also said, but accessibility always affects attractability. Ross Edwards: Interchanges here will have an impact on the Rte. 218 area. It's something to consider. There will be a greater impact on the community on other end of it. Doug: Is part of the analysis factoring in the negative attributes of sprawl? Dale: Yes. We need to keep in mind communities' visions. Part of Alna's destiny is in Alna's hands, along with others. Would the congestion that exists today make me choose whether to build a house here or decide to do it somewhere else? People have different value judgments. Doug: We should build no highway before its time, once you add an interchange, there is no going back. Dale: Yes, and one man's sprawl is another man's progress. Bob Faunce: The river is a barrier and the nature of development is different across each side, families on one, seasonal on the other. David King: Once the bypass goes in, a barrier will be eliminated for people to travel to jobs in Bangor or Portland Don: Would we build an interchange now or add it on later? Mills Road in Newcastle has a half interchange there, you can't get on the bypass from Mills Road, it's frustrating. It gives us more pressure to complete interchanges. Dale: Development doesn't stop in the future. We can lay out in concept interchanges that might be possible in future. Amanda: A south Rte. 27 interchange isn't in the DEIS, but it can be put there, it's just a matter of money. Dale: We can plan now for future addition of interchanges. Don: Can we finish talking about Ed's analysis of the effect on 218? Ed: Heading south on a new ramp at Rte. 218 has annual benefits similar for each alternative. For those heading north at Rte. 218, the outer alternatives have a higher benefit from a savings in travel time. The level of VHT parallels the annual dollar benefit. Carol: Would these numbers change if there were a half intersection at Rte. 218? Ed: Whichever side the ramp is on is the side where the transportation effects would be. Don: Do you have background details of each of the four ramps? Ed: We've looked at them as a pair, a pair of off-ramps from the south, and a pair of on ramps to the north. A partial interchange is very unusual. (General discussion on other partial interchanges people had observed.) Arthur: The bar graphs show N8c is most favorable, and N8c becomes less disruptive as the bypass is farther from Alna. The further you go, is it more or less disruptive? Doug: Alna is neutral on which alternative, just stay away from Rte. 218. Don: I assume the engineering of a Rte. 218 interchange is more difficult for N8c than for the other bypass alternatives because the Rte 27 northbound ramp goes all the way under Rte. 218, and because it's right on the edge of the historic district. Ed: The historic district is part of the environment we are dealing with and have to assess. Don: One of the comments we got was criticism of the south end interchange near NAPA, are we talking about that? Ed: We have nothing to present on that tonight, we are talking about it internally, how to make the move a little smoother. Arthur: We like the idea of a smooth underpass like in Newcastle. Carol: Would it require more room to have a smoother access? Don: I have mixed feel feelings. While the current design is awkward, it can also be a benefit, as it makes it less desirable to go through the Village, particularly for large trucks. There is an advantage to keeping it the way it is. PUBLIC COMMENT: (Lois Quantz): I am a proponent for an interchange at Rte. 218. The purpose of the study is to get traffic off Rte. 1, and this would keep all traffic coming in from the northern area off Rte. 1. Residents have a concern with the truck traffic that has to go on back roads because they can't come in on Rte. 218 due to the weight limit. I would be thrilled to have all those away from here. Doug: This would just shift the burden of gravel trucks to other roads. It would not be fair to the people who live on Rte. 218. Right now the burden is spread around, and those who bought their houses on other roads expected to have trucks going by. The houses were valued based on that. Lois: Rte. 218 seems a safer, bigger road for trucks. Doug: It would not be fair to have all travel trucks going down 218. Don: People are getting additional burden now, as trucks come into Sheepscot village and Head Tide. Doug: Even though Rte. 218 is a higher-grade highway, trucks will go the shorter distance due to fuel costs – they will go through Head Tide and Sheepscot. Amanda: It would be a lot more than trucks, it would be an increase in traffic in general. Doug: The burden doesn't go away, it just shifts. I've never heard the reason for having an interchange on 218. Don: The biggest thing to get trucks off Federal St. Dale: Regarding Federal St, is there any plan for the primary school? Arthur: The issue is still being studied. The meeting adjourned at 8:12 pm. 
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting Report March 20, 2008 Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset Attending: Don Jones, Wiscasset; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; David King, Sr., Woolwich; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Doug Baston, Alna; Barry Johnston, Edgecomb; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Richard Bostwick, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT; Carol Morris, Morris Communications. 
Guests: Paula Gibbs, Wiscasset Newspaper, Ann Schneider, Wiscasset citizen 
INTRODUCTION Carol Morris: Before we start, I want to note that Kat Fuller, new Chief Transportation Planner for MaineDOT, will be taking Dale's place on the Task Force due to Dale's new position outside of the planning department. Kat, can you say a few things about your new job? Kat: The newly formed Transportations Systems bureau at MaineDOT is in charge of capital programs (funding), and long range planning for all transport systems. Essentially, the bureau of planning was merged with the office of multi-modal. My role as head of both areas is to coordinate the two, and evolve a joint process, whereas in the past, the two programs were independent. Now we will plan for highway, bridge and multi-modal transportation systems together, integrating the two. Don Jones: Before we start the presentation, I'd like to ask for clarification on data from the last meeting. Is this the right time? Carol: Let me just finish with the updates, and we'll start with your questions before Ed presents new information. I am handing out a meeting schedule, that includes meeting locations, with the caveat that topics will likely be move around based on timing and information needs. Now, Peter Kleskovic, FHWA, has an update on the peer review of the diversion analysis. Peter: We sent out the technical documents, and they are currently being reviewed in Colorado and Atlanta. We are in the process of setting up a videoconference to hopefully resolve their questions. Carol: So it is in progress. Peter: Yes. Don: Were the concerns passed along, including my email analysis of Ed's presentation on the traffic diversion issue? Carol: Yes, all pertinent comments received as part of the public comment period will be reviewed. Kat: Yes. Carol: Today, we are having our second meeting on intersections, where you will hear what the level of environmental impact adding new interchanges would have. At the close of the meeting, we will need to make sure we are clear on where we go from here with this topic. Don, do you want to ask your questions now? Don: In the histogram passed out last week on traffic volumes, the first two columns relate to Gardiner Road Summer Average Daily travel. It says roughly 3000/day. I looked up traffic counts on Route 27 from the 2002 Maine Transportation Count book. They show the average annual, not summer. So, the numbers should be less than what we experience. I thought that the average annual data shows 6,500 cars. If we divert 3000 to the bypass, will the residual all be trips within the village? That seems awfully high to me. There are only 3,700 people living in Wiscasset. Ed Hanscom: It would be people who live in Wiscasset, with errands, going to and from the school, recreation areas, along with people who live out of town coming in and going out. Don: My sense is that traffic volumes are being underestimated in terms of the potential usage of intersections. Ed: Well, these are the best numbers we have. Don: Can't you get better ones? Ed: Origin and destination numbers would give us a better idea of where the traffic is coming from and going, which traffic counts don't provide. Don: This way, we're undervaluing the benefit. Ed: That's true. Carol: The only way to get addition information would be to do a new O&D study? Ed: Or just build a new bypass and see what happens. (Laughter) Kat: Yes, well, short of that…we could put in new counters, look at the seasonal variation. You will never get the same number. Ed: The senior center is up there too, and that drives a lot of traffic. Don: On what data do you base your assumption that half the traffic on Route 27 is going to Wiscasset? Ed: In peak hours, you will have more through-traffic than destination traffic in Wiscasset. David King: DOT doesn't count every single car every single day of the year. In order to get an annual number like that, they must extrapolate. Ed: We have permanent count stations across state, where traffic is automatically counted year round. Where there are no permanent counters, we do check counts (spring and summer or fall and summer), and then compare summer with fall or spring. In this way you can see a year-round pattern. This is compared with permanent counters, where we group in three categories: recreational (these have the most seasonal variation), urban (this is fairly uniform) and arterial (which has a middle level of variation). Kat: The nearest permanent counter is Nobleboro…? Ed: Yes. Rte. 27 is more urban, with less tourist traffic. Rte. 1 is very affected by tourists, but traffic counts on Rte. 27 are more stable. Don: I assumed that, but summer counts should be higher than average annual counts. I'm surprised at the proportion of trips coming to Wiscasset. We need to look at the basis of how you came to that. Those figures are the ones that lead to calculating the different benefits of the various alternatives. It's a fundamental figure. Carol: We will record your concern, Don. Ed will look at the basis of that calculation and report back. Ed: Since the last meeting, we did some “scheming” at DOT on how we might best design these intersections that are under discussion. We collaborated with highway designers, and got Richard Bostwick from our environmental office involved. Today I have sketches of possible ramp locations that are not already part of the proposed alternatives. The sheets they are drawn on were used for right-of-way alignment plans. There are three sheets. The top one is alternative N2/N2h/N2f1 alignment, which is common to three alternatives. Here there are two ramps in the current alternative, a loop ramp from Gardiner Road to get onto the bypass across the river. Then an off ramp from the reverse route from the river, ending at Gardiner Road. Looking at the black dashes, they are potential locations for additional ramps. At the Gardiner Road interchange, there are dashes for traffic coming from Gardiner and going south. There are two possible ramps to serve southbound traffic off at 27. Don: On Route 27, did you decide not to consider slip ramps? Ed: That's on the other sheet Ed: For the Alna Road, the Route 218 interchange, there are four ramps shown, two from the south, and two from the north. Those form a diamond interchange, with four straight ramps where the routes cross over one another. Next sheet shows a slip ramp or half diamond from Route 27 getting on the bypass heading south. There is one ramp getting on and one ramp getting off. This is an alternative to what is shown on the first sheet, which would use the same location for southbound bypass traffic as the existing northbound ramp. Also on that sheet is illustrated a new intersection at Route 218 for alternative N2/N8c with four ramps shown, serving all four movements of traffic, north and south. Notice that all four ramps are on the river side of Route 218 because we would need to get a minimum distance of separation between the ramps connecting to Route 27 and Route 218. Ross Edwards: Does this mean you would need to take more property? Ed: Yes. Don: Two of those ramps will be built in the historic district within one lot of the jail property. This is the reason why, in comments from the Wiscasset Transportation Committee, because of that proximity, we felt it was not feasible. I maintain it still it, I don't see how you would get approval for it. Ed: From a historic resource perspective, it would be a challenge. Carol: As part of this exercise, we wanted everyone to see what it would look like. Don: Yes, it confirms my worst fears. Peter Klescovik: This is roughly where ramps touch down? Ed: Yes. Also, with the two interchanges so close, we would have an auxiliary lane for vehicles to merge on and with off. Essentially, the roadway would be four lanes wide at that point. Kat: To provide room for acceleration and merging. Ross: Would this add to cost? Ed: A rule of thumb for construction right now is one million dollars per lane mile. Norma Dreyfus: Does any other route have proximity issues? Ed: Not all, just the ones on the first sheet and this. Don: Which one on the first sheet? Kat: The full diamonds. Ed: They would need the additional lane as well. Don: In N2f, why does the southbound access from Route 218 need to extend so much farther? Ed: Heading from Alna Road southbound, you would be going uphill, and the on ramp starts at lower elevation. Kat: You need more space for acceleration. Peter: You also need more distance to be able to see the road and get into the gap. Tom Eichlar: Will the changes affect the speed on the bypass? Efficiency? Ed: We haven't done any calculations. The bypass is controlled access, with few access points. Highways are affected by access points, the more there are, the more people slow down, which reduces capacity. A small number of access points do not affect it. We would design the ramps so that traffic gets on and off at highway speed. Tom: Which is…? Ed: 45-50 miles per hour. You could have a three miles stretch with two access points, that is still two times the space available in Portland on I-295. Kat: Tom is making the point that speeds could be affected. I think Ed is also talking about the need for an additional lane. Doug Baston: What is the added cost of four lanes? Kat: A million dollars per mile, as said earlier. Ed: Well, an off ramp would be two million per mile, separated Carol: I don't think we should guess with such big numbers. The DOT can come back with cost estimates on all of these. Doug: It is counter-intuitive that there isn't some slowing effect, especially with such a tight curve. Driving would be more intense in order to control the automobile due to centrifugal force; it adds an element of risk. Ed: N8c is already slower. David King: The Route 218 interchange is a recent discussion, what is driving it? This was going to be a closed access highway, with one access point on Route 27. It seems counterproductive to talk about this. Carol: The purpose of the Task Force is to go over substantive public comments. Wiscasset has asked that we look at adding this option in order to keep truck traffic out of downtown Wiscasset. We have to look at the pros and cons. Don: The DEIS already shows a half interchange on Route 27. Another question was, why did you decide on a half, not full? Why on Rte. 27, not Rte. 218? Carol: And, Alna is on record as not wanting an interchange on Rte. 218. Peter: We are obligated to discuss these comments/suggestions, even if there were no Task Force available. Carol: This way we get the benefit of everyone's perspective. Jo: Talking about the cost of lane miles, if we were going to expand to four lanes, it would cost four million dollars? Ed: Say the new lanes were 1,000 feet, it would be 2/10 mile, if on both sides, 4/10 of lane mile, that would equal about 400,000 dollars. Norma: Would it take more property? Ed: They would fit within the 250-foot right of way, but would have a bigger footprint on the land. We'll hear about the environmental effect next. Doug: Due to road configuration, with the added complication of an interchange, would the speed limit be lowered? Ed: All of these were laid out by our consultant with a design speed of 50 mph. Any lower would require a traffic engineering study. I don't see that we would need speeds lower than 45 mph. Kat: This is typically not decided until the actual design is done. It is premature for us to guess. Don: Did you mean to say 50 mph? I thought that the speed limit was 45 mph. Ed: That may be. I think the horizontal curve between Gardiner Road and Federal St is 50 mph. Don: Is 45mph to start where it crosses Federal Street, which seems odd because the road is straightened out from there?. I have a different question. You say there is a need for an additional lane between the two interchanges, however if you were to only have the two northbound ramps, you wouldn't incur that. It's only a factor if you use two southbound ramps. Ed: That may have to be factored into design. It wouldn't require widening then. Don: It's only the southern pair that has such close proximity. Ross: On Route 27, getting rid of the northbound ramps would simplify the ramp system. Most businesses would come down the normal way, which would eliminate traffic problems. Kat: Make it a ¼ interchange. Carol: Do we want to move on and look at the environmental impacts? Ed: We have one more sheet to look at. This is the N2a alignment, the northernmost Rte. 218 crossing. Looking at that location, Polly Clark stream, Clark Point Road, other factors, mean that a bypass would require a 500-600 foot bridge. We would put the ramps north-oriented, bypass Clarks Hill, but require a bridge on each ramp. It would be very costly. So we felt that the best option would be to access from West Alna Road, a short distance from the Alna Road. Northbound on the ramp, we would still need an elevated structure over Alna Road and over the stream. Don: Isn't this moot? This isn't likely to be the chosen alternative. Peter: I don't think we can throw anything away yet. Doug: There is just one house built there right now. Ed: Yes. Don: Well, all the roads have been built. Ann Schneider: They have built tennis court, basketball court, an intricate road system, put in underground utilities, and waterfront access. Jo: Why did the developer build there when he knew that it was in the way of one of the routes under consideration? Carol: Well, I did ask you the same question about that house we saw today in Edgecomb. Don: I asked him that question, he came to a Wiscasset Transportation Committee meeting asking us to oppose that alternative and we said it wasn't our preferred route, but it was well known to be a route. He said no one told him. He should have read the Newspaper. Peter: Regarding N2/N8c on the first page, if you didn't put the two ramps in, off Gardiner Road, would that work? Ed: Yes, you could do that. Combine the Gardiner Road ramps on sheet two with the interchange shown on sheet one. Ross: It would be cheaper that way. Tom: is there room? Ed: Those ramps on sheet two could work on any interchange, from a traffic point of view. Peter: if there were a full interchange on Route 27, I don't see why we'd need one at Route 218 as well. Ross: Keep it simple, stupid Peter: If we built all four ramps on Route 27, it doesn't make sense to build on the Alna Road (Route 218). Don: The traffic served is different, so it's not a replication. We need to look at which has greatest benefit. Ed: Let's get into environmental. Richard Bostwick: As background, for the DEIS, my department did environmental data collection regarding vernal pools, streams, wetlands, etc. For this we used hydric soil mapping, photo interpretation. National inventory mapping typically underestimates New England wetlands. To compare apples to apples, we take the data we have and analyze it using GIS. With that, let's talk about the effects on N8c of an interchange at Routes 27 and 218. Starting with the order Ed has them, the first sheet shows that a Route 27 intersection would not have a significant additional environmental effect. In the DEIS, N2f-1 has wetland impacts of 5.8 acres, the others 8.9 acres. Adding the ramps in this area would add .04 acre to that total. It would add 610 linear feet of road. Highway runoff and sedimentation may be affected, as we'd be adding 1.8 acres of impervious area. Those two alignments have 30 acres of impervious area. Elsewhere, with new ramps on Route 218, adding the full intersection here in both directions would add 2.3 acres, a pretty hefty amount, half again as many wetlands as we would originally affect. The range now affected is 5.8 to 8 acres. It's pretty substantial. Don: Could you clarify, Ed said in respect to a diamond interchange on Route 218, that it would be within the existing right of way? How would it have additional impact on streams and wetland? Richard: The original impacts were based on the bypass impacts, not the whole right of way. Preliminary design doesn't take up the whole right of way. There is some wiggle room. (Richard explained in response to a question that in the impact maps he is showing, it shows a blank section in the middle, as this is the area where the bypass is - where impacts have already been counted as part of the DEIS.) Ross: What is the difference between two or four lanes? Ed: The ramps are separate from the bypass, they require additional room. Peter: There is usually an extra twelve feet of pavement in a lane. A new ramp requires more due to shoulders. Don: Here you have the stream going through a tunnel? Richard: When we sat down to talk about this, we hadn't decided to go with adding lanes between ramps. That would be additional. Decide to go with these, there'd be more added effects. A partial ramp would serve Route 218, and most of the impacts are here. Carol: Can you clarify what the impact would be if we had an on-ramp for people traveling southbound on Route 218 to get on the bypass southbound - where most of the impact would be? Kat: Traveling southbound on the bypass, you arrive at Route 218; you can't get off at 218. Ed: We haven't calculated that. Kat: It would be an alternating half. Don: if we're talking about a Route 218 interchange, if we build two ramps, the two with the least impact are north on the bypass and north off the bypass? Richard: South on the bypass and north off the bypass. Ed: It's hard to see because the size of the yellow area doesn't correspond with the wetlands Kat: Which leg are you talking about? Don: The two oriented to the west have the least impact? Norma: Southbound getting off. Ed sketches a diamond interchange with four legs labeled A,B,C,&D. Don: Legs A and B are high, C and D are low (environmental impact)? Ed: Yes. Norma: Which direction are C and D going? Richard: You have the ramps there. Let me change something I said, because Ed's maps are in a different order. A full interchange would actually affect .31 acres. Next on Ed's sheet, the two added ramps on Route 27 are the ramps that could go with any alignment. They are shorter than others; affect slightly more wetlands, .17 acre being impacted (against .04 that the other ramps' loops would have). Also, one more vernal pool would be affected. The shorter and easier ramps would have more impact. On the interchange with Route 218 with the double ramps, there would be 2.3 more acres, 785 feet stream impacted. That number will go down with more detailed design. A partial ramp at Route 218 for N8c would involve another ramp coming up to here, it would be a northbound off and on ramp, from Route 218, there would be no other access. Ed: This forces the on ramp to be way in here, near the jail. Don: Could you explain on this diagram? Ed: It's on the 2nd sheet. See the scale at bottom? The ramp is right above the scale. Northbound off and on-ramps for 218. If the northbound off-ramp didn't need to be separated from the on-ramp, we could move the northbound on-ramp closer to the overpass, and move it away from the jail. That would change the impacts of the area. Kat: I think it would be helpful for us to take drawings, sketch where impacts are, color code, so that we can look at them at the same time. A PowerPoint that could draw lines on would be easier to digest and make it easier to see which has greatest and the least impact. Don: I have a question for Ed, looking at all the ramps, why were the loop ramps north designed the long way, because they impact on residences. Why don't you consider more slip ramps oriented from Route 27 northbound? If you did that they could be shorter, less expensive. Ed: In 2002, we did an N2 alignment showing slip ramps. It crossed Gardiner Road in each area. There was concern about having an access point to the bypass that far in, closer to the primary school. We moved it out here to reduce potential impact on the school. Also, is this part of the historic district? Don: No, it's not. Wiscasset has never preferred a route between the village and any of the schools. How much actually worse would it be, with a much shorter entry access points there? Peter: Is there an issue with closeness to Langdon Road? Kat: Yes, we'd have to look carefully at how the ramp would swing on, but in my mind it's whether it makes sense putting the ramp there, shifting the bypass alignment north. There are trade-offs there with Langdon Road. We can look at a shift to see how bad it gets, and to see whether there's merit in removing the long winding part. Doug: How much further can you shift and avoid the primary school? Kat: That is the problem. Don: Also Langdon Road is concerned about the impact to them. Richard: Are there any questions on the impacts discussed? Don: I'll wait for the PowerPoint. Carol: Yes, it's too hard to understand now. That meeting will be on April 3rd, here. Remember when I said at the beginning of this meeting that the topics on the schedule I handed out would change? It just did. Doug: What else is scheduled on the third? Carol: Other bypass routes proposed during the public comment period. We will need to move this along, as we need to be done with by the end of June at the latest. Carol: I am opening this to the public now. Ma'am, would you like to speak? Audience: My name is Ann Schneider, from, Wiscasset. Are you the only one here from Wiscasset, Don? Why? I would like it in the newspaper (Wiscasset Newspaper, attending) that this affects Wiscasset, they should have all their representatives here. I'm very distressed that you're the only one here represents Wiscasset. Don: Arthur Faucher drove home to be with his family for the holiday. Ann: What about David Nichols? Don: I don't know why he is not here. Ann: Langdon road isn't a through road, right? Ed: No. Ann: This is an erroneous map then. Ed: It's based on lots, not on roads. Ann: When I came in, you were talking about 3,000 cars coming into the village? Are you talking about all the cars traveling on Route 27? Ed: DOT counts 6,500 cars per day between Hooper Street and the primary school. We estimated that ramps on Route 27 would capture roughly 3000 cars a day. Ann: Thank you. I don't know how many of you are aware that the other groups that Wiscasset hired for this discussion years ago, lots of people were there, talked about and decided which roads should be developed. Route 27 was a road to be developed, Route 218 should not be. A lot of townspeople came to this meeting. They didn't want Route 218 to be developed. Carol: Do you know if that decision is reflected in Wiscasset's Comprehensive Plan? Ann: I don't know. Don: The workshop was called WWWW (What do you Want Where in Wiscasset), right? That was part of the development of the comp plan, reflected by neighborhoods. No one wanted development in the Route 218 area. If an interchange were put it in, it would zoned so it wouldn't develop. Ann: A road like that would affect the rural character. I wanted to know if you've done an economic survey on the village, what it will do to the tax base by removing so many homes. Carol: That is one of the questions Arthur Faucher asked. We are meeting in April to discuss it and map it out based on the specific negatives. We can define the negative tax impact; it's harder to define the positive impacts. Ann: There will be no positive impacts. I am offended at your humor. DO not joke. They (Brett Benway and Doug Fitts, the developers of the new subdivision on Clark Point) didn't know, you didn't say anything about this furthest route out. The red route (N2/N2h/N2a) was not on the map. Don: It was on it. Ann: It wasn't on the one I saw. Don: The map circulated showed all the routes, as have the maps circulated since then. The only time I can think of that a map without that route appeared was an error on the front page of the Wiscasset Newspaper in about 2002, when they printed a map without that route. Jo Cameron: Ever since 2004, the same map has been shown. (In the news.) Ann: I couldn't tell. It doesn't explain it enough. I think a lot of people should be here if they understood what was happening. They don't think the bypass is going to happen. There was scuttlebutt that it was going to start at the top of Federal Street. There has been confusion, I don't think people are aware. I don't think you need two ramps on Route 218 and 27. Carol: I want to be clear that the discussion tonight about these intersections doesn't mean that they are going to be in the final version. This is to look at the potential impacts of adding intersections. Nothing is final. Ann: I think the size of the interchanges would affect residential areas. Carol: That is absolutely true, and why we need to talk about it. Anything else? Thank you. Anything else from the Task Force? Meeting adjourned and we will see you two weeks from today, here. The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 pm. 
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The meeting began at 6:34 pm.

MEETING UPDATE

Carol Morris indicated that a representative from the Army Corps of Engineers would be attending an upcoming meeting to go over the Corps’ permitting process, possibly on May 15th. She stated that tonight would be the third meeting regarding the interchange question, and turned the meeting over to Ed Hanscom. 

INTERCHANGES

Ed Hanscom:  We are discussing possible ramp locations at Rtes. 27 and 218.  Looking at the Rte. 27 interchange, think of it as two parts: ramps that serve southbound traffic and those for northbound traffic. As reflected in the annual benefits shown, generally the impacts of southbound ramps were small compared to north-oriented ramps. Cost estimates for southbound ramps range from $270,000 for the N8c alternative to $990,000 for the other three alternatives (N2/N2f, N2/N2h, N2a/N2h). In looking at this, we see it’s not practical to put a southbound off-ramp onto Rte. 27; it’s easier to do it directly onto Rte. 27 in a diamond concept with a ramp coming off the access point coming onto bypass southbound. You can’t get a full interchange for N8c at the location that’s shown in the DEIS.

Don Jones: You’re talking about circular ramps?

Ed: Yes

Don J.: And that’s what is envisioned here?

Ed: For the others we have loop rams, for N8c loops are not possible.

For N8c full access, south-oriented ramps would cost one million dollars. The bottom number is the ratio of the total cost divided by the annual benefit, showing how many years of this benefit it would take to recover the cost of constructing the interchange. There is a wide range of numbers.

Amanda: The numbers are not in proportion, though.

Ed: The ratio is divided by the benefit and cost, so it depends on that ratio as to how long it will take the benefit to pay for itself.

I would give the same introduction for the diamond interchange, looking at ramps to the south and north. The south-oriented are the same for any alternative, with an annual benefit of $41,400. North oriented ramps show a big difference, with the same cost for both but benefits ranging from $108,000 down to a negative benefit of $37,800. There are more favorable numbers for N8c, less for N2h and N2a because the benefits are less - there are not as much savings in additional vehicle miles traveled.

Peter Kleskovic: The north and south ramps you’re showing are in lieu of what is already there?

Ed: Yes.

Ed: Regarding Rte. 218, we get some differences benefit-wise, more for the northbound than the southbound ramps. The cost for the southbound ramps is consistent but it’s a little more for the N8c alternative because there is more right-of-way impact and more construction because the ramps are longer.

Carol: All that is reflected in the line that says total cost?

Ed: Yes. N8c has the smallest benefit, so the years to recover the cost are higher than the other alternatives. Northbound at Rte. 218, the N2f and N2h alternatives are almost $1 million each, and similar in benefits. N8c has fewer benefits and costs more than N2f and N2h for the same reason southbound ramps are expensive. N2a is a much higher cost because we would need to elevate the ramp and build a bridge over Rte. 218. So, the years it would take to recover the costs are high.

Don J.: In the N2f route, the benefit of a northbound ramp at Rte. 218 is getting up there, similar to Rte. 27 north ramps, where the benefit is $188,700.

Carol: But if you want to get traffic out of downtown, having a northbound ramp at Rte. 218 wouldn’t help, would it?

Don J.: It would capture both ends, the actual benefits of north and south ramps at Rte. 218 are similar, and closer to those at Rte. 27 north than Rte. 27 south. A northbound ramp would take traffic out of Wiscasset, yes.  The volume of traffic coming out of Wiscasset village is small, versus the volume of traffic coming from Davis Island. The Davis Island traffic is going to use that ramp more.

Ed summarized the traffic impact of ramps and cost, and moved to looking at environmental issues

Ed: To look at the environmental impacts, we grouped things for comparison purposes. (Link to slide) Looking at the maps, it shows the layout of group one and group three. Rte. 27 is on the left side. The red ramps at top represent half interchanges in the DEIS. The south half diamond in purple is not in the DEIS. By south-oriented we mean going to Bath and coming from Bath. The two ramps on Rte. 218 are Edgecomb-oriented or river-oriented.

Carol: So the Alna, Edgecomb-oriented route sends traffic up north?

Ed: Yes. This allows us to see what land would be affected based on property lines. These ramp locations are not set in stone, they could be moved somewhat to minimize effects to property. A resource map goes along with this. The center lines are replaced by “footprints” that show the limits of the cut and fill lines – that is, the area affected by the road. Essentially it is the boundary of what’s physically impacted. The affected natural resources are shown on the map. The red outlines show the footprint of the DEIS N8c route. In purple is the additional area affected by the proposed interchange ramps, the triangles near Rte. 27 and the areas between Rte. 218 and the river. The green areas are wetlands and bodies of water. The dot inside the yellow circle is a vernal pool. A vernal pool is one that is formed in spring, it is temporary but serves as a critical nursery for amphibians. There are areas around pools that are necessary buffers for these pools. The 250-foot buffer is represented by yellow, the blue is the larger 700-foot buffer. Buffers are important because once the amphibians hatch, they need to move on to the buffer area to survive, so the amount of forest removal and disruption allowed is severely limited. The DEP identifies a significant vernal pool based on the number of egg masses and number and type of species in a pool. This is not a significant vernal pool, so it is not state protected.

Kat Fuller: You say the DEP does not view this pool as significant, how does the EPA and US Fish and Wildlife Department view it?

Ed: To them, a vernal pool is a vernal pool. It’s up to us in impact assessment to assess the value of the pool.

Carol: That vernal pool is close to the existing alignment for N8c.  So this ramp would affect more of the buffer?

Richard: This is not a natural vernal pool. It’s a depression that captures water and holds it - built when they constructed Rte. 27.

Kat: I want to clarify that Richard mentioned that the ramp has a direct impact on the vernal pool, as opposed to the indirect impact by the N8c alignment. This has implications. The US Fish and Wildlife defines affected forest habitat as direct impact. You must avoid the vernal pool. If you can leave pool where is and you block access to it, it is indirect impact. It’s a fine line.

Tom Eichler: The right of way alignment, how close does that come to the vernal pool?

Ed: Pretty close. I don’t remember exactly, but within fifty to hundred feet.

Tom Woodin: Is it considered a vernal pool even though it was manmade?

Ed: Yes.

Jo Cameron: It’s like the pit mines for mica in that fill up with water and are used by breeding amphibians.

Don Hudson: Salamander and frogs need a pool that dries up so that fish can’t live there, as they would eat the eggs. Pool with peepers and bullfrogs are not good amphibian breeding pools. The habitat for salamanders is fragile and gets affected pretty fast. They are the most abundant animals in New England, and the reason they are protected is that everything eats them. If we impact their habitat, everything is affected.

Carol: Maine law expanded the protected buffer area to 700 feet as of last September.

(Discussion of how big the vernal pool is, comments that it is not that wide, a marshy, wet area, without too many egg masses according to Richard Boswick.) 

Ed: Moving on, where the blue lines are surrounded by green areas, the blue lines are streams.

Richard: The significance of streams around Rte. 27 include fish habitat and water quality issues. We looked here and did not find much. West Alna Road did have juvenile salmon and it’s a cold water nursery for Atlantic salmon. We couldn’t sample the stream that’s impacted by the interchange area because there might be salmon in it. But the earlier sampling found crayfish, warm water fish, food fish for lots of other organisms.

Richard:  As you look closely, this chart shows the impact - addition or subtraction - of what is in the DEIS. For option one, the half diamond at Rte. 27, look at N8c figures in the DEIS and add these numbers to it to get the total impacts. Split up like this, it helps you compare alternatives. Some impacts are negative.

Ed:  Group one and two are full interchanges at Rte. 27 only. Option 3 and 4 are full interchange at 27 with a half interchange at Rte. 218 option. Option 5 and 6 are full interchanges at Rte. 27 and full interchanges at Rte. 218. There is a reduction at Option 2 because you’re not building more interchanges.

Peter: Are there more displacements?

Ed: You could expect two more displacements with a diamond interchange at Rte. 27.

Task Force member: Houses?

Ed: Yes, two houses. Option 3, 4, 5 and 6 all include one residential displacement on Rte. 218. If you combine the diamond interchange with the Rte. 218 interchange, it totals three.

Peter: What is the impact on the jail?

Ed: The jail is impacted in 5 and 6. It doesn’t take the property but puts ramps right next door. And, any diamond interchange that is south-oriented will be close to the school. The north oriented version in option 2,4, and 6 have impacts to the sidewalk to the school. We haven’t shown historic impacts for other options besides 5 and 6  - but the diamond interchange ramps would be in historic district on both routes.

Peter: Do 5 and 6 have a bigger impact to jail than now?

Ed: Yes, it could be an adverse effect.

Richard: It’s not in the data, but if these are the half ramps, all the alternatives would affect vernal pools.

Jo: The other purple line on far right of map, in both maps it doesn’t seem to join it at Rte. 218?

Kat: This is a general location for these ramps, they would touch if built.

Tom E.: In the half interchange for traffic to and from Edgecomb, why do the ramps spread out so much?

Carol: That would be the engineer’s curves for speed?

Ed: It’s an approximation. The purple line could be different but its representative of what could be an on-ramp.

Richard: On a bridge coming downhill, you want plenty of room to merge traffic, you want to keep it horizontal.

Tom E.: It takes a lot of land.

Ross: It’s taking a lot of houses too.

Ed: In the impact map of the same groups, we see some similarities and the resources are the same areas of other map. What’s different here is that on the Rte. 218 side it shows a full interchange with four ramps, all located on the east side of 218. This is where jail impact is shown. The reason ramps are so far down there is because of proximity of the ramps from Rte. 27. The ramps are long and need separation from the Rte. 218 ramps.

Don J.: This the one that shows the 31 year payback?

Ed: Yes.

Carol: Do we need to spend much time on this, since it is in a very populated area? Can we move to the N2h groups?

Ed: Quickly, Group 6 is a diamond interchange at Rte. 27 and a full interchange at 218. You can predict the outcomes there. The full interchange at Rte. 27, a full diamond, is a north-bound ramp that might result in two additional residential displacements on Langdon Rd.

Dave Bertran: How much more traffic is on Rte. 27 compared to Rte. 218?

Ed: It depends on where you are on the road, but it could be two to three times more. There are places on Rte. 27 where counts are very low, but beyond Hooper St. it’s 3,000, then it dissipates. It’s 6,000 by the elementary school.

Ed: Looking at N2h, it is set up the same way the N8c groups are set up, the difference here is that we have three groups representing full interchanges at Rte. 27. The full loop interchange in the DEIS, the half diamond south-oriented at Rte. 27 and the full diamond at Rte 27.

Carol: If anyone wanted to break out impacts on specific interchanges, that could be done?

Ed: Yes

Ed: Here is the centerline map showing the full loop interchange at Rte. 27. The ramps in red are in the DEIS, the purple shows added ramps to make it a full interchange.

Richard: This is the only configuration at Rte. 27 that adds additional impacts to the vernal pool near Rte. 27.

Ed: Looking at the impact map, near the vernal pool, there are no additional impact areas. You see impact for additional ramps at the DEIS interchange and half interchange for Rte. 218. On Option 2 and 5, the full interchange is shown in red, with a half interchange on Rte. 27 where the diamond interchange would be. Impact map where vernal pool is affected here. In the full diamond interchange at Rte. 27, you subtract the loop ramp and other ramp and DEIS interchange and half interchange at 218. This has potential residential displacement, due to full diamond interchange at Rte. 27. There is also potential displacement at the half interchange on Rte. 218.

Richard: The option here that avoids affecting this stream would look good to the federal agencies (DEP, EPA, etc.). They would rather not affect streams like this. Leaving the stream alone is a good balance for affecting the vernal pool. It’s something they would weigh as a tradeoff. Potential displacements are also weighed.

Don J.: Displacements where?

Ed: This area here on Langdon Road.

Ed: This other map shows the full interchange at Rte. 218 for the N2h and N2f alternatives. The ramps are longer on the west side of Rte. 218 due to the hill - it goes up a considerable grade. The bypass is going uphill as you go south or west, takes a distance for the ramp to catch up with the bypass.

Carol: What is the grade from Rte. 218 to top of hill – 100 feet?

Ed: Probably in the 75-100 foot range.

Don J.: I just want to make sure its clear that N2h is actually applying to the three central bypass alternatives.

Ed: Yes.

Peter: Where is the Sortwell Farm?

Ed: It’s just outside of the yellow circle surrounding the vernal pool by Rte. 27.

Ed: This next map shows a full diamond interchange at both routes and the impact areas. In Group 9, there is potential environmental tradeoff impacting the brook at Rte. 27 and the vernal pool. The same tradeoff exists here doing away with loop ramps.

Ed: In N2a, the outermost alternative, the ramp crosses the West Alna Road. We could look at a West Alna Rd. interchange, but in the DEIS there is a 500 ft bridge over Rte. 218 and the Polly Clark stream. If we had a diamond interchange directly on Rte 218 we would have to build two more long bridges. We have to elevate the northbound on ramp. The sketch here shows it shorter than it would be in reality. There are no additional displacements.

Carol: Any discussion? Questions??

Ross: Does DOT have a recommendation?

Kat: Not at this point yet.

Carol: Do you want to take the handouts and maps away, look at it and email comments? There was a lot to absorb tonight.

Tom E: Have you done any estimates or calculation on the impact of building interchanges on Rte. 218, especially to what extent it would increase traffic? If we went forward with this would you make those calculations?

Ed: We didn’t add any new traffic in calculating benefits, we did vehicle hours saved and vehicle miles saved. An interchange at a location would generate some development - there would be some induced growth.

Tom E.: Induced growth up the road would make it easier to access Rte. 218, make it easier for people to live in Alna and work in Bath.

Doug: Looking at Alna truck traffic that leaves the Crooker Pit, a good number – at least a third - peel off at Rte. 294 if traveling north. They will now travel down Rte. 218 and enter or exit at these ramps. This time saving will have an impact on people who live on Rte. 218 and it will be a magnet for additional traffic for people who can now live 10- 12 miles further away from where they work. It’s hard to quantify this, but looking at the vernal pool and direct impacts, the increased development pressure up the Sheepscot River probably dwarfs positive impact. Result of a full interchange is that more traffic would get off the bypass.

Amanda: The DEIS doesn’t have Rte. 218 interchanges now, right?

Ed: Right.

Tom E: Why are we looking at this, then? What does it have to do with the bypass?

Carol: We need to seriously evaluate the comments on adding – or not adding- interchanges that we received during the Public Comment period.

Doug: I am wondering whether entering and exiting traffic would reduce flow and speed of traffic on the bypass. Would there be increased noise impact due to acceleration and deceleration. Does this have an environmental or human impact?

Ed: Yes, noise is part of the impacts we look at.

Doug: Are there standard measurements of sound impacts around exits? If you live near high speed traffic the noise is steady, but the

constant interruption of acceleration and deceleration is worse.

Kat: There is not a standard acceleration threshold in noise policy. If it exceeds a certain decibel threshold we have to mitigate.

Dave: It might be less expensive to straighten the existing truck connection out. Not as hilly. Shoot the trucks over to Rte. 27 where they can use those ramps.

Don J.: Are you proposing a Fowle Hill Road upgrade?

Dave: It’s physically very straight, up hill and down, it might be easier to make greater use of that. There is a transfer station on it now.

Amanda: Is this something we could do in future more quickly than we could build a bypass?

Kat: Improving an existing road?

Dave: We could use the on and off ramps that are already there. The trucks have to go somewhere.

Doug: Property values are already built around truck routes, its unfair to change them.

Ross: On page 33, where there are long stretches of ramps, uphill and downhill, that creates lots of noise for trucks.

Don J.: I want to comment on the redistribution of traffic over existing roads by building an interchange on Rte. 218. The state has a hierarchy of roads: local roads, collectors, arterials, etc. The goal is to move more traffic onto higher level roads, which improves the overall efficiency of the system. That is the benefit of moving traffic to Rte. 218. It benefits the overall efficiency of the roads by encouraging people to use higher-level roads.

Doug: Based on that, DOT should widen Rte. 218 straight through on Federal St to Rte. 1.

Don J.: Our ability to regulate truck traffic in Wiscasset is based on the DOT allowing us to enforce weight limits on the stretch of Federal St. before it gets to Rte. 1. We have it set at 6,000 maximum. Looking down the road, if they don’t add an interchange, or if we have no right to enforce truck weights, there will be more trucks in the village. We don’t want to lose the ability to enforce this.

Kat: The policy is to work with communities to create truck routes that are reasonable, but that isn’t always possible. Regarding the suggestion that wouldn’t it be an easier solution to widen Federal St., that’s not something we can do because it’s a historic area. The alternative to interchanges by going across Fowle Road is something to look at.

Arthur: The infrastructure on Federal Street is collapsing and needs to be rebuilt. That is why we have a weight limit there.

Doug: Any time you alter the flow of truck traffic, people benefit and people lose.

Arthur: When anything is changed, it causes completely different behavior. Rte. 218 and Federal St. might become a nice downtown street such as in the old part of Montreal. An old narrow street.

I’d like to add a comment- one thing the municipalities around Wiscasset need is to provide space for people to move to. This new infrastructure will force out homes, but people will still want to live near Wiscasset. This impact will be beneficial to other communities.

Carol: That is a topic that fits right in with the upcoming regional Gateway 1 meeting on May 6.

Amanda: The impact on other communities depends on your definition of benefit.

Art: By benefit I mean tax dollars.

Amanda: There is a controversy regarding the benefits of residential development vs. open space.

(General discussion of monetary value of residential development vs. the cost in services.)

Don H.: There are things we need to be aware of when talking of interchanges. What are effects of our changing to other towns?

Doug: That’s how we are approaching this growth.

Amanda: I prefer conversations live rather than email conversations.

Don J.: Is it desirable for us to give our opinions here on the interchanges?

Carol: Yes, and why.

Don J.: I can make some general statements. It’s pretty clear that a Rte. 218 interchange with the idea of building N8c is a bad idea because of its proximity to the historic district. It’s also reasonable to say that with the prospect of a high value subdivision on Clark’s Point Hill, that that particular route is not viable – and also requires a rather awkward and difficult interchange at West Alna Rd. I don’t see these gaining much support in Wiscasset.

Doug: Is Wiscasset’s view about any route also linked to interchanges on that route?

Don J.: Because the issue of an interchange on Rte. 218 is of importance, it adds to why the town would not like routes that are not compatible with a Rte. 218 interchange.

Amanda: Does Wiscasset have to have a Rte. 218 interchange?

Don J.: The selectmen believe it to be important to the town.

Carol: At a previous meeting, Don said the objective was to get traffic out of downtown

Dave: As a compromise, what if Rte. 218 stopped at West Alna Road and cut over by the dump to Rte. 27. Anyone wanting to go north or south on the bypass could go out there to get on it. Re-label the road. Protect Federal St.

Don J.: We discussed this earlier and it was not rejected.

Dave: We should look at that.

(General agreement.)

Doug: What would that do to traffic at Rte 218? It might be a neutral.

Don J.: It would tend to only have an affect on southbound traffic. It’s not going to attract traffic on Rte. 218 wanting to go west, but it could be desirable.

Tom E.: We have spent three meetings talking about interchanges, and I think this is a distraction from the main objective. The role of the

bypass is to get Route 1 traffic out of Wiscasset village. Given limits on resources in future, there is not much extra money to be spent on this. How much has this discussion really moved peoples’ opinions?

Carol: As we’ve said, we have a legal requirement to evaluate the comments on adding – or not adding- interchanges that were received during the Public Comment period.

Doug: I think we punted it a bit down the field.

Amanda: This is not the end of the conversation on interchanges, is it?

Carol: Based on the meeting schedule, yes. We have a considerable list of issues we still need to discuss, and we had hoped to get these meetings completed before the end of June. The list of issues includes downtown traffic management, Davis Island/Englebrekt Rd., tax effects in Wiscasset and new proposals made during the Public Comment period.

Jo: What about tax effects on Edgecomb?

Carol: That will be part of the meeting in Wiscasset on April 17. Amanda is planning on attending.

Doug: I’m feeling worn down, this process is taking too much time, and items are getting equal weight when they do not deserve equal weight. People are dropping off.

Jo: All these years, the bypass goes around Wiscasset and lands somewhere on other side of river. But the study done on the other side of the river is minimal. The Englebrekt community will be gone if the route favored by Wiscasset is chosen. Edgecomb doesn’t like those routes. I’m wondering what happens when all the route options land in my town. I’m looking at the citizens’ concepts that were handed out to discuss today. One is ridiculous and the other is almost as bad.

Carol: Jo is talking about the southern routes that we were going to discuss today if there was time. Does anyone want to start talking about them now?

All: No.

Carol: I understand everyone’s frustration with the time this is taking. These issues are all important to at least some of you, but it does seem that without putting a limit on the time we take for each, we could be here for another eight years. Is there anything we should take out of the agenda topics I passed out earlier?

Ross: We want to do it right.

Doug: Is time better spent in discussion of ideas as opposed to listening to presentations?

Dave: We have spent six years on design and now what we are doing is relevant in terms of the details.

Don J.: We aren’t making decisions here, just advising. Is tonight the final opportunity to discuss interchanges?

Carol: Has any of this information changed anyone’s mind?

Don H.: Not mine. I am a fan of traffic management and not spending lots of money. We’re discussing interchanges for roads that I think shouldn’t be built. I don’t have an opinion on interchanges. What difference does it make that we go to those meetings. The decision will be made in a different form. We are not going to make a decision. My vote doesn’t count.

Doug: We should spend more time finding others’ point of view instead of engineering. I want to find a consensus decision that everyone can be happy with. I am worn out with factual presentations. An exchange of ideas among humans is more important.

Carol: This particular process – the Task Force itself - is not mandated by NEPA, it is above and beyond what is required. MaineDOT wants to find compromise solutions, and the presentations are being done in the hope that new information would move the ball forward in some way. Given what I am hearing, do we want to change the topics and the format?

Doug: We should start the next session with this discussion.

Carol: Okay. We will start the next meeting with 15 minutes on changing format and looking at the topics.

Jo: I cannot make the meeting on the 17th.

Carol: That’s right, and several others have the same conflict, as there is a major fundraiser that night as well as an event at the Botanical Gardens. The meeting will be rescheduled, hopefully for the following Thursday, and I will get in touch with all of you to confirm.

(Carol started to close the meeting, and was asked by a citizen if she could speak. Carol apologized and reopened the meeting.)

PUBLIC COMMENT

Ann Schneider, Wiscasset: There is another alternative for truck traffic. I live on Rte. 218, and that’s the way trucks go, not into downtown Wiscasset. They go up to the Crooker Pit and go down Blinn Hill Rd. into Dresden. to get trucks out of 218.  Another thing, meetings should be between Wiscasset and Edgcomb. More people in Wiscasset should have more of a say rather than other towns. Adding interchanges on Rte. 218 is not representing my point of view, Don doesn’t live there and I do. More interaction between Edgecomb and Wiscasset is necessary.

The meeting closed at 8:50 pm.

Minutes of April 24, 2008 Task Force Meeting

Midcoast Bypass Task Force
Meeting Report
April 24, 2008 
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset
 

Attending: Don Jones, Wiscasset; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Dave Bertran, Westport Island; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Dick Thomas, Chewonki; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Jaimie Logan, Boothbay Harbor Region Chamber of Commerce; Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Doug Baston, Alna; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association; Tom Woodin, Boothbay Harbor; Dave King, Woolwich; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Mark Hasselmann, FHWA; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Jenny O’Bryon, MaineDOT; Lisa Dickson, SEA Consultants; Carol Morris, Morris Communications.

Guests: W. Frank Risell, Wiscasset, Morrison Bonpasse, R.O.A.D, Newcastle; Honor Sage, SVCA; Greg Foster, Lincoln County News.

The meeting opened at 6:34 pm.

 Carol Morris: At the end of the last meeting we talked about the process, with many of you expressing the concern that this is going too slowly. Based on that, MaineDOT and FHWA had some conversations and we have a proposal, which we can discuss now. After that we will move to a discussion of Wiscasset Village traffic management. We will then look at any other business, then go to public comment. 

To start, we should remember that based on these meetings and the public comment, MaineDOT has promised to identify a preferred alternative. We got no clear consensus on an alternative from the public comments. We formed the Task Force for perspective. Last week, we heard that you were overloaded with technical information, with not enough discussion time. Lets talk about it. Is that accurate?

(General agreement from Task Force.)
I agree with you that it’s very difficult with all the technicalities of this kind of study. In the five meetings since January, we have only completed two topics. Another reason for frustration. What we have left to cover is Edgecomb’s concerns, proposed new alignments, the report on diversion analysis, the Wiscasset tax report, and the Army Corps of Engineers presentation. The proposal is in one more meeting we get through the rest of the topics and take a break until mid-June. This gives MaineDOT time to take a step back, evaluate data, and begin to take some of the alternatives off the table. They will come back to you with a matrix of where we are in terms of alternatives and assessment of preferred routes. What are your thoughts?

Tom Woodin: It seems more organized.

Don Jones: The key is to be able to cover all those things in one meeting. Maybe we should make it two meetings or one three hour meeting?

Jaimie Logan: Can we have pizza?

Carol: If you all are willing to do a three-hour meeting, we will have pizza.

(General agreement.)
Doug Baston: What are the proposed new alignments?

Carol: The two southern routes proposed by Mr. Van Orsdell. MaineDOT is doing a Stage One analysis of his proposal to see it contains something they missed in the first round.

Doug: Do we have to discuss those things? It seems like a waste of time.

Carol: It is part of the process, but we could do a written report for the Task Force if you prefer.

Mark Hasselmann: We have a responsibility to show the variations of all other alternatives looked at and evaluate whether the proposal meets the purpose of study and roughly what its impacts would be.

Carol: So MaineDOT will do an analysis and report that out to you, yes?

Jo Cameron: If we have questions we can discuss it then?

Carol: Yes.

Carol: Looking at the Edgecomb issues will take some time, and we want to preface that discussion with the findings of Gateway 1 in terms of what we will see in this region 30 yrs from now. This area shows strong growth.

Jo: Are we also going to look at the Rte. 27 study? That was done by three towns.

Carol: Yes, we can bring copies. Okay, then it’s confirmed that we can do all that in three hours and bring pizza, May 1, 5:30-8:30 pm, here.

(General agreement.)
Carol: One other thing. In June are you committed to look at the analysis, and if one of your preferred routes is taken away, are you willing to compromise and work on improving other alternatives. I want to come up with some serious work in order to get the best possible alternative

Doug: Would it be better to work through May?? The summer is difficult.

Carol: MaineDOT needs time to do the analysis and organize the data so it is easily comparable. I would hope we could get by with just two more meetings. I know we want an end date so we don’t have eight more years of these meetings.

(Discussion of when to meet: Tentative date of the 10th of June was made. Carol to confirm.)
Carol: Before Ed talks about what has been done to date in the Village to manage congestion, I want to talk a little about what causes congestion. It is a combination of factors: number of vehicles trying to get through, the transition to a village setting, pedestrians crossing, parking activity, road design, the rail crossing, a steep hill, turning and entering traffic, traffic signals. All those things create congestion. Not only one change to one of those items will solve a problem. It is a multifaceted problem, which needs more than one solution.

Now let’s look at what has been done to-date.

Ed Hanscom: This is a schematic of Water Street in 1998. There was perpendicular parking, and a summer traffic officer, hired by the town of Wiscasset that helped manage traffic at middle St. intersection. That was discontinued after ‘98 due to budget. In 2000 MaineDOT started trying new things, including perpendicular parking into angles parking and a curbed median island and left turn prohibitions at specific spots. In June 2001 we took out the island and replaced it with left turn lanes because we wanted to try something different. This was a series of tests. We did a trial of one-way streets, on Middle and one part of Water St. We also took out one downtown crosswalk.  In July we put signals up at Water and Middle St for the rest of the summer. They were always intended to be temporary and were taken down in September. During this time we were collecting data on traffic, turning data and pedestrians.

Jo: Those were the only traffic signals you put in?

Ed: Yes, because we knew this was the most congested area.

In Sept 2001, we took the signals out and put back the two-way traffic pattern. We looked at how much through-traffic could get through downtown, which we measured on Friday afternoon when it would be backed up a lot. Our highway is then operating above capacity. Data from 1998 told us that northbound traffic was between 900-1000 vehicles per hour. With the island it was over 1,000. We took the island out and took away two-way streets, it went up to 1,070. With signals, we got around 1050. Those three different levels of control have about 30 vehicles in the difference in capacity.

Dave B: What is the ideal number of cars per hour?

Ed: The ideal for two-lane highway in a rural setting with complete access control and designed for 50 mph is 1,600 vehicles for one direction. Based on this data, northbound is 1,050, southbound is less -  850. The railroad tracks and the hill cause that.

Tom W: How is the 25 mph speed set up?

Ed: That is set due to all those things, tight curves, hills

Don:  When we converted to angled parking, the loss of parking spaces was a sacrifice for the town of Wiscasset. It’s well liked and no one wants to go back, but we lost 12 parking spaces. There were some complaints from business. I just want to show there was a price to be paid for angled parking.

Don: The traffic officer, for the years he was there working, was a symbol of the congestion and took a lot of verbal abuse from people going through town. Those of us who were here know that people crossed in groups as a result and it stopped people from jaywalking. The officer did some good.

Ed: This chart shows a number of things. The pink line is the measured capacity of northbound. The dark blue is the southbound. When you add up you get the total capacity of Rte. 1 here: 1,900 vehicles per hour. We measured pedestrian crossing and turning movements at Rte. 218, Middle and Water Sts. The amount of activity increased downtown from May through August. There were 110 pedestrian crossings per hour to start, moving up to 200 in August. Turning movements started at 375 in May, moving to 500 in August, both an indication that downtown was getting busier each month. The pink line is the existing demand of what traffic needs to get through. 2,300 want to get through, but 1,900 is the capacity. That extra 400 is the back-up. If we were going to solve the capacity problem by reducing pedestrian crossings, the graph would show a distinct upward movement, but there is no indication of that happening. There is no sign we can get to current demand by just changing pedestrian movements.

Tom W: If we assume the speed limit is 55 mph from Bath to Wiscasset, and the village is 25mph, is there a way to find how far back that traffic would go?

Ed: The speed of traffic trying to get through is about 10 mph.

Jo: It takes time to get up a hill from a complete stop.

Dave B: It would be five miles back from the bridge. In one hour you can back up five miles. This makes the point that the problem is too many cars and not enough space, pedestrians don’t have as much of an effect.

Don: The  Gateway 1 analysis showed that the highway between the Kennebec River and Wiscasset… that section of highway is currently at Level of Service E, which is next to the lowest. What struck me about this is in 2000 the original study included the highway from the Kennebec River to Wiscasset, and John Melrose decided to exclude that area from study. That doesn’t match with Gateway 1 data. Did the commissioner make a mistake?

Carol: Well, he didn’t have the benefit of this data.

Don: You feel at present that the level of service is satisfactory for that area?

Ed: Yes, it is acceptable, there are a lot of roads in this state working at level E.

Ed:  With turning movement in traffic it works the same way as pedestrians: you don’t see there being a strong indication that we can serve existing demands or future demands based on change there.

Tom Eichler: Could we eliminate all turning traffic?

Tom W.: You could remove all those impediments and it will be a sheer matter of volume – there won’t be much difference.

Jo: I wonder if the general speed limit through Wiscasset to the Davey Bridge and maybe across Davis Island could be reduced to 35 mph. Would this even it out and keep it at a constant flow? Keep it at 35 mph instead of 55 down to 25 mph.

Tom W.: Instead of backing up to the fire station it would back up to the Taste of Maine.  It’s just a matter of volume.

Ed: Speed limits are set based on what people are willing to drive.

The theory is good, but if road design gives people comfort to drive 55 and push the limit, they will.

Dave King:  Speed limits don’t stop traffic from going fast.

Don: The speed transitions work pretty well already, in incremental steps down.

Jo: The bridge should be 35 mph for the entire length and Davis Island should be slower as well.

Tom W: You have to slow down due to the geometric progression thing. The rail tracks slow you down too.

Carol: For the remainder of the presentation, we can use the handouts in order to give MaineDOT an action plan - to see which items we want to move forward on.

Tom W: Is this over and above a bypass going in?

Carol: One way or the other.

Carol: The category we are looking at is pedestrian control. Under that we have underpass or overpass, pedestrian crossing signals, relocate cross walks, crossing guard.

Dave B:  The problem with pedestrian underpasses is where do you put it? People will still run across the road instead of walking down to the overpass.

Jo: In China, pedestrian overpasses were sturdy and attractive. They worked, people used them and traffic passed below.

Dave B: Were they wheelchair accessible?

Jo: No.

Don: A pedestrian overpass is going to be a visual blight to the historic district. It’s only needed until we build a bypass. You would need a fence to keep people from crossing the street. We don’t do that because we value the village. This is why we want a bypass, so we don’t mess up the village. It would need to be handicapped accessible and you will have a big U-shaped construction on both sides and the hills make it even more of an issue and people won’t use them. For an underpass you will want to start on the downhill side and they will still be long and no one will use it in the winter.

Carol: Lisa Dickson is the MaineDOT liaison for the Maine Historic Preservation Commission and she has spoken with MHPC about this.

Lisa: I am a cultural resource for projects in historic districts. I had a conversation with MHPC about alternatives. They are opposed to a pedestrian overpass. Regarding ADA (Americans Disability Act), there are ways that historic requirements under Section 106 can trump ADA.

You don’t need an ADA-compliant facility. MHPC is opposed to an overpass. The impacts of the ramps would be too great for this area.

They have concerns about an underpass but they are willing to consider a design. Out of the three choices, this is the one they would consider.

Doug: I don’t know where we are going. All these suggestions have been tried in the past and all these things haven’t worked. Or they are unacceptable for town,

Dave B:  When the new bridge was finished, DOT said they would put in signs to divert traffic. Pedestrian control doesn’t have a lot of merit.

Pat Hudson: What about a pedestrian traffic light?

Ed: We did have pedestrian-activated push buttons and they did help organize pedestrian crossings better. Not much different than with a traffic officer.

Dave K.: I’ve seen lots of them ignore the light.

Jo: I cannot believe you gave these measures enough time. It takes time to get habituated to these things. Why not have a fullpout?? traffic light at Rte. 27 by the municipal building?

Carol: Let’s stick with the pedestrian topic until we have come to an agreement.

Tom E.: The underpass looks like a possibility, I see problems with that myself, it could be ugly and creates problems but compared to what alternatives and a bypass creates, it’s worth looking at.

Jo: Quebec City has an elevator for handicap accessible for an overpass, its expensive but not compared to a bypass. Leave these things in for a while to get people get accustomed to it.

Bob Faunce: Regardless of what we do, it won’t have much real impact on a bypass. We need to reduce the margin and increase capacity in village. Pedestrian signals are more dangerous than not having one. If they are not activated until the pedestrian wants to cross, lots of traffic goes across against the signals. In Wiscasset these would all be visitors and elderly who can’t walk that quickly -  so we need extra time for safety.

Pat: People are very courteous to pedestrians, people stop.

Ross: The only way to make those work is if an officer is right there handing out tickets.

Jaimie: What is the point, isn’t this just 50-60 cars per hour?

Dave K: The only way a pedestrian signal will work is to tie it into a traffic signal so we’re back to stopping traffic again.

Don: I think a crossing guard would be preferable to a signal because it would be an individual who would take care of elderly moving slowly. You don’t want to get scolded by an officer.

Dick Thomson: The crossing guards we had were young kids, and their only purpose was to allow people to cross. It wasn’t about getting the traffic through.

Carol: We will look at an underpass, as MHPC was willing to review it.

Let’s move to the Through-traffic-control category:  Alternate route signs on the highway, web cams, essentially the things on this list make people avoid Wiscasset.

David K.: Get rid of coastal Maine sign, then people will drive the other way. They think it’s all a scenic water view.

Jaimie: They tried to do that before and it was a mutiny.

Carol: If you think we need to look at these things seriously, I need a strong recommendation that something need to be done

Dave B.: Number three (variable message signs) is a no-brainer. Serious congestion in Wiscasset should supercede business concerns. Business people won’t like any of these.

Carol: The details need to be worked out on this, for example, what the message says, when do they turn them on, who does that, etc.

Dave B.: Can’t you see, when cars are sitting still it doesn’t matter technically how you do it - we should use it when Wiscasset is seriously congested.

Jo: Edgecomb recently received plans from DOT regarding a sensory arrangement for coming onto  Rte. 27 to Rte. 1 because there is a blind hill. It is an in-pavement sensor. So that is one technology.

Doug: Is there any order to this conversation? We have travel stories,  controlling traffic on the freeway, telling you how much of a wait for traffic there is.

Dave B.: Jo said there was a simple way to have a camera and a switch.

Bob: This is an unproductive meeting, prior to this there were good meetings with lots of technical information.

Carol: At the last meeting we got feedback that there had been too much technical information and not enough time for discussion.

Bob: Everyone’s talking and it’s not very productive. I have to represent what is going on to lots of other people and this is not helpful.

Ross: How many cars here are going beyond the local area. Do we know?

Ed: The Midcoast study showed that message signs influence path and time of day for as many as 1,500 vehicles, which is not much but something.

Carol: Now we are discussing number 3. Do we need a regional group to discuss the implementation?

Don: This is already in the DEIS

Jaimie: Yes, we need a regional group to discuss this.

Kat Fuller: The #1 item is web cams, we need to decide which ones to do when, and do you agree with that.

Pat: At the Edgecomb public meeting DOT said the variable message sign could not be installed for five years.

Ed:  We meant that it will be up and running within the next five years.

Pat: John Melrose spoke of this.

Dave B: John said it would be implemented when the bridge opened.

Carol: What would we like to move to next? Traffic controls? I need feedback to determine what DOT should implement.

Jo: How about number  13: High crash locations.

Carol: The comment indicates that that will need to be looked at once final decision is made on the bypass, as that would affect those.

Bob: Why not look at that now?

Ed: It’s not necessary. They are high crash now, but might not be once the bypass is there. Eddy Rd is the only one we’ve looked at.

Don: The Midcoast study looked at Lee St. and Bradford Road intersection. The two sides are misaligned, and a traffic engineer can improve the flow. The department could take a look.

Ed: Yes, we will.

Carol: Let’s look at local traffic controls. #3 is about ridesharing.

Jo: That would require a whole change in human psychology.

Dave K: The issue of parking in Wiscasset is part and parcel of the problem. If you want to fix it, build a parking garage and take all parking off street. Is that possible?

Carol: Is there any available land?

Doug:  Would this make a difference?

Dave B.: If you build a parking garage and solved the problem, this would also help for carpooling as well.

Carol: We could ultimately be in a situation where any incremental change could make a difference. What I’m hearing is talk about moving parking.

Arthur Faucher: There is land available to provide additional parking.

Kat: The suggestion is to remove parking. If all we do is create more parking, it’s not really helping.

Arthur: This is not downtown Freeport.

Carol: Is Wiscasset willing to look at making changes to parking?

Arthur: We are willing to discuss it.

Doug: I am trying to think of an example where a village can thrive without parking on Main St..

Jaime: Burlington, Vermont has lots of parking off the street.

Don:  I agree with Doug, all these towns still have parking on streets, and more to point, businesses are going to resist this, the only way to have it work is to make parking really close to shops. It’s a question of availability of space.

David K: When you eliminate downtown parking, it causes businesses to leave.

Tom W.: Freeport already has a bypass.

Carol: We are trying to see if there’s any interest in trying something new here.

Pat: isn’t that what was suggested in early meetings? How they brought people into the park at Mt. Desert by bus?

Norma: Yes it absolutely needs to be looked at. #7 (public transportation) should be part of a bigger plan.

Ross: The parking lot at the fire station in Boothbay, you can park and take a van, it doesn’t get used at all.

Dave B: Norma’s point is valid. Parking needs to be close in order for anyone to use rail or bus.

Tom W: A lot of these suggestions seem to be targeted toward commerce in downtown and local traffic impacts. The major problem is everyone going through the downtown. It’s not pedestrians or backing out of parking that causes these problems, we need to look at the bigger picture.

Tom E: We don’t need to completely eliminate congestion in Wiscasset, just cut the time in half. That would make the question do we even need a bypass.

Doug: There seems to be a difference in perception to people in the group, is it the lowest minimal amount of pain in getting through the town that we’re after, or is it letting the village actually have a life. I don’t think making this tolerable is the solution. Wiscasset should have a village life.

Carol: With the amount of traffic on the increase, a bypass would make that possible. We are looking at measures that are interim, but if in 10 years the whole world has changed due to something unforseeable, perhaps the bypass wouldn’t be needed

Jaimie: When you consider all these, would we be looking at these in terms of time and cost as well as feasibility?

Carol: Yes. I will send to you a write-up of what we heard tonight, and in turn, DOT will form a smaller group to talk about such issues as signage.

Kat: We might have more than one group depending at what and where things are implemented. We want a variety of things to look at in order to find the right thing to do. Trade offs will be needed.

Carol: The feedback today from you will be reflected in the final EIS.

Don: Most comments are from who were suggesting them as an alternative to building a bypass. We should be looking at a combination of these  - if so would it be good enough to not build a bypass? I would say no.

Carol: I heard people say if you aren’t going to build a bypass for ten years you need to give us some relief. That’s what this is about. Can we look at two more issues?

Jo: The Rte. 27 light- why it wasn’t there?

Ed: In looking at how to relieve congestion, the light didn’t do anything for that issue. There is something that could be looked at, not as a solution for congestion but a different method for Rte. 27 traffic to get onto Rte. 1. In an earlier test, it was easier to access Rte. 1 from the side streets.  This would ease the delays to Rte. 27 traffic but at the expense of Rte. 1 traffic.

Don: As an interim measure, the selectmen of Wiscasset  have supported a traffic signal at Rte 1 and Rte 27, but although it would make turns easier from Rte. 27, it would reduce the capacity of Rte. 1.

Carol: #15 prohibits left turns. Let’s talk about that.

Ed: The left turn pockets don’t eliminate left turns, to physically do that we would need an island to stop it.

Tom W: Can people get where they want to go if they can’t turn left?

Kat: If you can’t turn left, people have to drive further and cross somewhere. It’s hard to figure what would work.

Tom E: If we eliminate all left turns would that have a considerable effect?

Ed: It helps boost capacity some. Not a lot.

Don: The turn pockets are still there.

Pat: DOT installed a traffic light in Damariscotta and it will be interesting to see how that will affect traffic, a similar situation there.

Jaime: The Boothbay area is looking for something to be done due to traffic from Rte. 27, it creates a bottleneck and there are safety issues in Edgecomb.

Carol: That intersection was listed in the high crash location list. We had a discussion earlier – in one of the earlier task force meetings – discussing if that intersection could be taken care of earlier - but it depends on the alternative chosen.

Having gone through the list of options, Carol opened the meeting to the public. 

PUBLIC

Morrison Bonapasse: On page one I have two separate suggestions, the first is that traffic counters give DOT accurate info. Good traffic counter should be a priority. Second, web cams  are everywhere  in  Maine for all sorts of reasons. People can look at traffic, see how it is going today and make rational decisions. Also, the cost is far less than $10,000. Pedestrian overpasses in European cities are nice, and could be attractive things. Handicapped people could do the exact same thing they do now, have easy access at street level.

The meeting ajourned at 8:34 pm.

Minutes of May 1, 2008 Task Force Meeting

Midcoast Bypass Task Force
Meeting Report
May 1, 2008 
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset
Attending: Don Jones, Wiscasset; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Dave Bertran, Westport Island; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Jaimie Logan, Boothbay Harbor Region Chamber of Commerce; Doug Baston, Alna; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association; Tom Woodin, Boothbay Harbor; Dave King, Woolwich; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Mark Hasselmann, FHWA; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Carol Morris, Morris Communications.

Guests: George Freeman, Wiscasset; John Van Orsdell, Boothbay; Carol Pilgrim, Boothbay Harbor; Greg Foster, Lincoln County News; Charlotte Boynton, Wiscasset Newspaper.

The meeting opened at 5:41 pm.
Carol Morris: We’ll begin with a recap of last week’s meeting. I have sent you all via email an overview of the action steps you recommended last week. I have not received comments to date – is there any disagreement or comments?

(Don Jones noted he had not received the email but said he had been having email problems would re-check. No one else had a comment.)
Carol: MaineDOT will put together a specific action plan to share at the June 10 meeting. Before we start I’d like to say that last week for the first time we tried an informal discussion and it didn’t work very well. This is a big group for that kind of discussion and it got frustrating for many of you – and for me.  Today, I’d like to request that you speak only when called on so that everyone can hear what is said and we can proceed in an orderly manner. For today’s meeting we will start by looking at MaineDOT’s updates on the Edgecomb land use analysis for Davis Island and Englebrekt Rd. This is based on Edgecomb’s comment that items in the DEIS were outdated and incorrect. And we will give Edgecomb an opportunity to talk about how this bypass could affect their town.

Ed Hanscom:  (Explained maps that showed the updated land use on Davis Island and Englebrekt Rd.) The land use maps I first handed out show land use reported in DEIS in chapter 3, with the being pink residential, brown commercial, orange mixed use. The second sheet shows updates we’ve made based on a recent tour with Jo Cameron. It shows areas we have mapped as residential, including new housing on Englebrekt and Davis Island. Pat 
Hudson: I don’t see the MaineDOT transportation yard marked off.

Ed: Good point, we need to add that, any others? We know there are additional proposed changes on Davis Island, but they have not yet happened.

Jo Cameron: The development on the shoreline of Engelbrekt Rd. is not shown – those lots go all the way to the shore.

Ed: We are primarily showing houses, but we can modify the shape to include the shoreline.

Jo: Pink should extend to the shore, yes.

Ed: The house symbols are color-coded: light blue are residences, black represents the auto repair business off Englebrekt Rd., and a camp near the shore on the Wright property. In green, we have also shown the national historic registered property in Edgecomb, which is Fort Edgecomb.

Jo: The older farmhouse on Englebrekt was built in 1760 but isn’t on national preservation records.

Ed: I checked with the Maine preservation office and found three properties in the study area that qualify, two on Davis Island on Fort Rd., and the motor court at the intersection of Rte. 27 and 1. They did not find 105 Englebrekt Rd. as eligible, maybe due to modifications or other factors. The two structures on Fort Rd. are in the DEIS.

Next page on subject of neighborhoods, we did update our count of houses in neighborhoods. Our community impact assessment expert believes Englebrekt Rd. should be classified as a neighborhood.

Jo: What is the definition of a neighborhood?

Ed: It varies, but generally, people rooted to one place, physical land use, shared responsibility, the type of houses and associated community area, link to a local institution that is patronized by residents, ethnicity, longevity. All these help define a neighborhood. Engelbrekt Rd. is a neighborhood. Another area we are looking at is Davis Island, which is changing and coming more residential. We would like to know if the town considers it is a neighborhood.

Carol: No potential neighborhood on Davis Island would be affected by any of the routes.

Jo: There is a traffic issue regarding the possible amount of traffic entering Route 1 from Eddy Rd. and from the new driveway for affordable housing as well as the proposed assisted living complex. This will have 26 units, and will involve workers, service travel and visitors, as well as traffic from the bank. There are a total of 37 condos with an associated resort - my understanding is that all condos are owned by one person but can be sublet to others, and this could traffic along with the restaurant/bar that is popular.

Carol: So you want updated traffic projections on all these changes?

Jo: Yes.

Ed: How would you see the boundaries of Englebrekt Rd. neighborhood mapped out?

Jo: You need to commit all the way to the shoreline. We took that tour and it looked like a place where there are children and this is an area they can walk to and from each other’s house to play and play on the shore. I don’t know the income level of residents but there would be recreational shell fishing if not commercial fishing.

Amanda Russell: Jo is right about the lots being used by everyone, there are no no-trespassing signs – the lots are part of the neighborhood, where people hang out and play.

Jo: The kidney bean-shaped inlet is part of Cod Cove, which is a very rich clamming and worming area.

Ed: So the western boundary would be the shore and eastern would be the back of the house lots.

Jo: Yes. It is unique for Edgecomb in not being home to retirees. We don’t want Edgecomb to become an old folks’ home, I like children and don’t mind paying taxes. It is interesting all these routes are going to affect the Rte. 27 and 1 intersection and there’s a motel with traffic, a post office, a restaurant and the camp on the southeast side.

Pat: Although Cochran Rd. doesn’t have businesses on it, it is a definite neighborhood, which extends up into Newcastle, houses on both sides of the road and there are families with children as well.

Bob Faunce: What is the significance of a neighborhood?

Carol: It is something that DOT would try to avoid bisecting.

Ed: It doesn’t have legal protection like a wetland, however.

Doug:  Did you do the same thing in Wiscasset regarding mapping neighborhoods?

Ed: Yes. There is reference to a number of neighborhoods in the DEIS, and there were maps. We did not identify any in DEIS for Edgecomb.

Bob: The goal is to avoid or minimize impact of the alignments to reduce impact on neighborhood.

Ed: Yes, it becomes one of those factors we avoid or minimize.

Jo: I am curious about the relationship between DOT and the Federal Highway vis a vis the new severe state regulations on shoreline regulations, which we have spent months preparing for. Why can these routes go through shoreland?

Bob: There is a permitting process, the regulations will allow roads, but standards have to be met, it’s not like an endangered species habitat.

Tom Woodin: In the DEIS there was a comparison chart of the impacts of the different routes and N8c, which is most expensive, seemed to dislocate the fewest number of people. It seemed like a no brainer. Was there another option that was more attractive?

Carol: There were a few concerns with that one: it was the most expensive, it had the most lightweight connection to Rte. 27, it goes through a little bit of Wiscasset’s historic district. DOT’s feeling is there was no clear winner at that point.

Doug Baston: Looking at the development on Davis Island, it looks like a bunch of people are close to this route. Where’s the workforce housing?

Carol: It’s on the second map in purple.

Doug: N8c comes right across from it?

Carol: Not opposite - down the road a bit. As I understand it, the assisted living location may be on the either side of road and is still up in air?

Jo: Yes.

Mark Hasselmann: I want to make a comment about Coastal Zone protection. Through the Maine DEP and through NEPA permitting, those things will be clearly addressed.

(Question from the audience from John VanOrsdell asking if the group could address his proposal on alternative routes now, instead of later on the agenda. Carol agreed. VanOrsdell explained his proposal and entertained brief questions.)
John VanOrsdell: I have two proposals. The one I recommend is the one in green, using a tunnel all the way. The visual impact is non-existent and we’ve had lots of people dislike routes because it takes peoples’ homes out. The advantage is that there are no impacts of this route. My question to Ed is regarding the cost of the tunnel  - what sort of a tunnel is this?

Ed: The tunnel alternative we looked at in 2001 did go under the river completely. We had a consulting firm that deals with tunnels work on it, and they assumed it would be a bored tunnel, twin tunnels one-way for each direction.

John: I found an economical way to do it on the internet this morning.

Carol: This is new information the DOT doesn’t have yet?

John: Yes. This is new information that was not part of the proposal. The second sheet is for the transportation task force. The only issue left is the question of environmental impact and there would be impact at the two coves, but I can’t believe it would be any more than any other alternative. If you put a tunnel on top of riverbed, lower a section of tunnel, and cover with concrete, so there will be no impact of navigation, cost is the only impact. I am asking MDOT to look at the piece I gave you and figure out how much it would cost based on that website

Dave Bertran: When we looked at the tunnel in 2001 we found when you get into that environment in contained areas, you run into ventilation and lighting needs.

John: Yes, we would have lights and ventilation, the whole length of the tunnel. I am not sure how long it would be – maybe about two miles. People think it would cost too much but no one looks back.  This is a permanent solution and no one would be displaced. An underwater route is a popular alternative.  If MDOT were to try to take people’s properties, they could contest that in court saying that they don’t have to take my home.

Jaimie Logan: What is the estimated cost?

John: That’s based on what MDOT came up with, but twin tunnels would be more money.

Arthur Faucher: How deep is the tunnel?

John: As deep as the river bed.

Jo: What is the size of the cylinder?

John: 18-wheelers would have to fit through, and it would be four lanes. Whatever MDOT comes up with

Jo: So there would be a bump?

Don: It doesn’t have to be to bedrock, just submerged in the mud?

John: You dredge a trench, half way down

Don: The C3 route - the all-tunnel version, what is impact (shown on the evaluation form) of that?

Ed: We haven’t evaluated the impact for a full-length tunnel

Don: There would be an impact to the historic waterfront.

Ed: In the bridge version, yes. (NOTE: the evaluation form was in error.)

Dave: Are there any tunnels in Maine?

Ed: No, I am not aware of any underwater tunnels, we don’t have any experience in this, that’s why we brought in an expert last time.

Carol: On the back of the handout is a cost estimate based on what we received from Mr. VanOrsdell last fall.

Jo: Where it comes by Davis Island and meets up with Rte. 1, it would go under a bar and that’s difficult because it’s just a causeway and it’s shallow over there.

John: We are not proposing a causeway, we are looking at a tunnel.

Peter Kleskovic: Would it be possible to use fanhouses for ventilation?

Ed: The estimated cost ventilation is rolled into the estimates.

John: The only house affected is on Pottle Cove Rd. It comes down to a question of cost.

Carol: Thank you for your presentation.

Kat Fuller: Many of you are aware of the Gateway 1 project, and next week in Edgecomb we will present a regional overview of findings based on data collection we have been working on for three years and counting. Don, Amanda, and Jo have all been involved.

Gateway 1 is a collaboration of 21 towns working together looking at what the corridor could be 20-30 yrs in future. We are currently testing one scenario - Riding the Current, which is a steady-as-she-goes, continuing the trend scenario. In the Perfect Storm scenario, everything economic goes wrong, and in Full Wind, economic growth is optimized. In Riding the Current, these are the assumptions: Bath Iron Works is stabilized and BNAS job loss will be recovered, fishing is stable, long-standing industries shrink, Mack Point is at capacity. (For more information, go to www.gateway1.org.) In housing, people move inland due to price, replaced by early retirees in coastal areas.  Property taxes remain high. The Wiscasset bypass is built, but there are no other new roads in the Corridor. MaineDOT introduces the concept that roads are tolled in order to maintain the cost of existing roads. High fuel prices don’t affect driving habits. The results of this analysis are reasonable job growth:  20,000 new jobs in the next 30 years, Region 2 (Wiscasset to Nobleboro) will account for 3,300 of those.  Job growth is at 34% in corridor town, with faster growth (44%) in peninsula communities and 32% in inland communities.

Carol: The reason this is important is that in an economic forecast, the number of jobs drive housing and transportation change.

Tom Eichler: How did you do the projections?

Lat: Evan Richert is on our team and developed them based on a combination of Dept. of Labor information and interviews up and down the corridor with businesspeople.

Doug: Did you value these jobs? Are they service jobs?

Kat: We are basing it on looking at the current pattern of jobs, so it is a combination.

Dave B: You say that fuel prices won’t impact transportation. Yet recent surveys show that gas consumption is down and gas prices are predicted to triple over next 12 years.

Kat: In the Perfect Storm we will look at that, we know there will be fluctuations in one area 
or another

Kat: In the summary of dwelling units, there will be 11,000 additional dwelling units in Corridor towns, with slightly less inland. However, the largest percentage growth is inland, with a 50% increase due to affordability. When jobs and houses go out into those areas, we see the effect that will have on transportation. Broken down by subregion, the percentage rate of growth in Region 2 is big – 36% total.

Carol: This is because Region 2 has a lot of proximity to jobs and there is lots of land in this area – that is what is driving it.

Tom E: What is the inland area relationship?

Kat: Inland, dwelling units increase ten thousand or 50%, jobs increase by a few thousand. Jobs are going to locate in the corridor more than inland because of lower cost housing inland.

Kat: Looking at daily traffic, as an overview, the only place that traffic goes down is downtown Wiscasset because in this scenario the bypass is built. Essentially, what we will see is strong traffic growth on Rte. 1, but even stronger growth on the smaller road as more people move to inland communities and Rte. 1 one fills up, moving people onto side roads to avoid traffic. Traffic growth from Rte. 1 to 27 down to Boothbay is enormous. There will be a changed feeling, as more vehicles effects quality of life, or the rural feel of these roads. Most people were concerned about the loss of rural character when we went into this project. The largest growth on Rte. 1 is between Brunswick and Waldoboro.

Carol: The local roads have the capacity to carry these cars, but it will feel much less rural.

Kat: The Level of Service measure shows the carrying capacity for each road and how smoothly traffic will move.  A-C is good, D is good but has a little more inconvenience, E has its bad points during the day, moving but more cumbersome, in F you are facing common delays. We can predict just south of the bypass we will see level of service F.

Amanda: This is due to the impacts of growth we are expecting.

Tom W: This is assuming no change in roads.

Kat: Yes, that’s assuming the bypass is built, jobs increase and land use policy stays the same. That’s what you can expect in 2030. We have not modeled yet what this looks like if there isn’t a bypass.

The section below Wiscasset is not at Level of Service F because of commercial development, but because of the amount of traffic. It’s a commuter corridor and it fills up. The commercially developed areas worsen to failure.

Don: It was shortsighted to reduce the scope of the bypass study by excluding Route One from the Kennebec River to Wiscasset village.

Kat: That may be, but we are here to look forward. We also interviewed people on their attitudes towards strip development. They felt some of the reasons they are here in the first place are eroding. We measured what exists now in strip development. The existing commercial strip in the corridor is 12 miles. We will be looking at places that are built up, but are not quite strip yet. We see that 24% of the corridor is controlled access by MaineDOT. We project that an additional 5% of commercial strip could occur - where would it be likely go if nothing changes?

Amanda: Does Davis Island qualify as strip?

Kat: No, but it could qualify as emerging strip. Next week we will have additional slides that look at more information, including the scenic character of the corridor.

Amanda: What can we do about it?

Kat: We are identifying actions that others can take, and a list of interventions to get feedback from community members on what is feasible and effective. The plan will identify each region’s best set of reasonable solutions to lengthen the life of the corridor, protect visual and rural character, and allow for growth.

Tom E: The desirability of concentrating housing near jobs is clear - lots of current zoning blocks that.

Kat: This scenario is using a low-density pattern of development. Other patterns include high-density micropolitan and transit-oriented corridor. We are testing both these patterns to see how much difference these development patterns would make on these problems.

Doug: How do you handle things that are value judgments?

Kat: Those are the toughest things. We know from socioeconomic value surveys that property rights and municipal home rule are important, but the majority of people wanted a balance point. The need to generate tax base is high, but not at the expense of losing community character. We have a large set of interventions and will tweak them back and forth in order to find the best set.

Arthur: Where is the migration is coming from, are people coming into Maine or is there migration coming from inside Maine?

Carol: A lot of retired people from outside Maine, plus job growth in construction and the service industry will draw from other parts of Maine.

Arthur: The growth area of population that will follow these jobs is another percent of unskilled labor that can become a burden to municipalities to pick up the slack.

Kat: We have done a lot to highlight the effects of transportation and see effects of character change, but have not yet done the effects of growth on bottom line of municipal budgets. There’s going to be effects regardless of where they come from. These are the things we are beginning to look at to see what this means and help communities to prepare for this. Any other questions or comments?

Carol: Peter, can you give an update on the Diversion Analysis Peer Review?

Peter: We have been emailing with traffic experts at FHWA to look at analysis and have gotten positive feedback in terms what’s been done. However, we still need to package all this into a consolidated traffic report, send it back to the traffic experts and get a final opinion of adequacy. We’ve been doing this informally but will get formal feedback in mid May. We will have that before we come back and distribute it to the Task Force.

Pat: Can we get it earlier than the meeting, by the first of June?

Peter: We will push to have that happen.

Carol: The next meeting is June 10, Tuesday, from 5-7 pm. The alternatives will be narrowed down to an as yet undetermined number. That will be our primary item to discuss.

Don: Did you cover item one, review action steps?

Carol: I sent everyone a matrix of what we discussed last week, and Gerry is putting together an action plan for MaineDOT to move ahead on. The signage piece, which is more controversial, will require some sort of discussion with the communities before implementation.

Bob: So DOT is going to reduce the alternatives to a smaller number. Are we being asked to do anything? Make a recommendation?

Carol: You will be asked to comment on the pros and cons of each alternative, if there is more than one. What you will see is a new, enlarged matrix that is a reflection of all the comments DOT has received, and so you will need the chance to ask questions as to why DOT is leaning in that particular way and give DOT the chance to respond. You should also be prepared to make suggestions on possible improvements or compromises.

Peter: Only one meeting for this?

Carol: That is unlikely, but we will see.

Bob: Are we going to take any action as a committee at that meeting?

Kat: Ideally, that would be great, if we found a one we all like. The reality is that there is no requirement that we all come to consensus. We take your input and move forward regardless, but the more we can understand why one is better than another will help us figure out what to chose in the final analysis.

Bob: When is the next meeting after that?

Carol: Regarding the meeting after the 10th, I will ask you to pick four five or five dates that work and find a date that works.

Doug: This is the most important part of process and the worst time of year. 

No public comments were made.

The meeting adjourned at 7:30 pm.

Minutes of June 10, 2008 Task Force Meeting

Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
June 10, 2008; 5-7 pm
Eddy School, Edgecomb
 
Attending: Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; David Nichols, Wiscasset; Dave King, Woolwich; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Don Hudson, Chewonki Foundation; Barry Johnston, Edgecomb; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Doug Baston, Alna; Ben Cochran,(for David Bertran) Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jamie Logan, Greater Boothbay Chamber; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Kat Fuller, Maine DOT; Gerry Audibert, Maine DOT; Ed Hanscom, Maine DOT; Richard Bostwick; Maine DOT, Dave Gardner, Maine DOT, Jennifer O’Bryan, Maine DOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Britta Stein, FHWA, Ron Finn, FHWA, Jay Clement, ACOE.

 

Public Attending: Tom Nadeau, Donna and Frank Barnako, Bob Kalish (Times Record), John Van Orsdell, Steven and Justine Rice-Blenkhorn, Judy Deiley, Dan and Lois Bigley, Jean Cucci, Hugh Winn, Tim Nason. Homer Eckhardt, Beverly Eckhardt, Jim Hudson, Topher Belknap, Barbara Belknap, John Johnson, Gretchen Burleigh-Johnson, Paul J. Gagnon, Stuart Smith, Lois Kwantz, Gabrielle Van Spanje, Darryl Grover, Roy Farmer, Kenneth Cinq-Mars.

 
The meeting began at 5:05 pm.
 

Carol Morris, moderator, opened the meeting with announcements on the availability of refreshments, the agenda, and that the meeting would be expected to last two hours. She introduced Jay Clement, of the Army Corps of Engineers, attending by request of the Task Force. Carol reminded the group that the Army Corps is required to issue a permit for a proposal of this type, and that Jay is here to go over the required timing and parameters for such a permit.

 

Jay Clement: The Army Corps of Engineers is one of three permitting agencies for this project. Currently we are in the application stage. The Corps has jurisdiction over all rivers and harbors, over the discharge of materials into all waters - navigable or not. If the DOT puts anything in the water, they need an Army Corps permit. We have our own public process, and usually try to overlap the timeframe so it is sequential. We do not guarantee a permit. We can get through the whole process and not be able to issue a permit.  That doesn’t happen all that often but the possibility exists. The LEDPA is the acronym for least environmentally damaging practicable alternative, and that is the route that we must identify and the one that we will issue a permit for. We look hardest at the impact on aquatic environments, then impacts to the natural environment, then impacts to human environment, in that sequence. The fact that a church and three houses get taken out doesn’t trump a high environmental impact. That’s what the LEDPA is about. The Corps looks at adverse impact on navigation, degradation of aquatic life, the effect on the public interest. Point two: the review is a balancing process, focusing on aquatic and natural, but balancing residential and commercial takings. The timing of the process under normal circumstances is fairly simple, fairly quick. Projects of this magnitude are complex, and we try to coincide our review with the timeline of the Draft Environmental  Impact Statement (DEIS). The DOT is tardy in giving us a preliminary application, but once we get that, we will solicit comment. I apologize for the repetition, but we have our own legal process we must follow. After that the Federal Highway Administration will render a statement and Record of Decision, then the process will stop because there is no funding yet to construct this project. There will probably be another application later for actual action to occur, then DOT will focus on final design. That will be the focus of the actual Corps permit. We do not issue a permit until much later, assuming we can. The DEP and the Coast Guard do not permit until the Corps makes a final decision on the LEDPA. I can’t tell you a date because it rests on the DOT’s timeline.

Jo Cameron: Will you have read DOT’s comments on the project – from the public comment period?

Jay: Absolutely we will pay attention to those. Can mitigation play a role? Mitigation is compensation for impacts. Yes and it will play a role, but not until later in the process. It’s not a substitute for analysis. We can’t think mitigation until we know what the impacts are. We can then encourage the community – especially the land trusts - to tell DOT staff about specific areas to mitigate. Finally, my assessment of the process to-date is that the EIS process has been very appropriate to this level of project - a project that affects multiple communities will be well served by a comprehensive process with public input. This has been a positive step for this project. The Corps is a stakeholder, and will work with DOT and Federal Highway going forward. I generally support the process, as before now, DOT has been challenged as the previous commissioner made commitments that made this difficult. It boils down to DOT making the decision.

Bob Faunce: At the end of this stage, when DOT goes to the final EIS, will you make a written finding/letter saying what we should do?

Jay: Our goal is to give the LEDPA decision to DOT and Federal Highway in writing, so that DOT and Federal Highway can be on board with us.

Don Jones: When the LEDPA is issued, will you look at the broad number of routes or the smaller number we’ll hear about tonight?

Jay: We participated with DOT and Federal Highway on this process. We agree with winnowing down the route. I can’t say whether we should drop from five to three, but our intent is to move forward, not to regress/resurrect. We signed off on the concept of narrowing.

Public: Will we see from you a discussion of why some were dropped?

Jay: Ultimately the application will contain a summary of all alternatives. I’ll be here all night to discuss this.

Carol: Next item on the agenda is the new finding. Literally in the last ten days, DOT has discovered that the old motor court on the corner of Rte. 1 and Rte. 27 in Edgecomb is eligible for the National Historic Register.

Jo: For those who have been around for a while, those are Race’s cabins.

Carol: Yes. The motor lodge was built in the 30s and is eligible, regardless of its current use. Amanda Russell told me that it hasn’t been in use for 20 years or so. There are four criterions under which a building can be eligible, and these cabins qualify because they are associated with the early motor development period in Maine. They are the first kind of motel built in the 1930s when everyone began traveling via automobile. There are a number of other items a building needs to have to qualify: setting, workmanship, materials, and these buildings qualify under those criteria as well. You may ask, what if the owner doesn’t want to register the buildings. The law requires the state to avoid all eligible properties whether or not they are registered. So we need to avoid this parcel and that will affect the design of all the alternatives. So this has set us back a little bit. We have some sample changes to show you later in the meeting, and will be working with Edgecomb on that in the next weeks.

Don Jones: Is it just the cabins that are eligible, or does it include the old gas station too.

Carol: I believe everything. The building that the Greater Boothbay Chamber is using for an information office used to be the check-in location for the cabins. Any questions on this before we move ahead?

Public: I thought that at this meeting we hear about a preferred route.

Carol: Yes, that is next on the agenda. In your handouts today you will see a copy of the rating system used to winnow the routes from five to three. The categories of the items that need to be considered are natural environment, human environment and transportation. You will see there are seven full pages listing everything that must be looked at. It’s important to note that most of the environmental items are regulated; we MUST pay attention to them. Our challenge was to evaluate how to this in a balanced manner. In terms of environmental impact, vernal pools are of particular importance, and there are several categories measuring that impact. In the human environment, we see look at how many houses and businesses would be taken, the impact on growth areas, community preference. In the transportation section, we look at the effectiveness of the solution to congestion, and also at a series of cost measures. The state will spend significant dollars here, and it is critical that the cost/benefit be taken into account. Really, the matrix shows why it has taken so long to make a decision. The routes are all close but they are also strong in different areas. None line up to be a winner in all three categories. I am not going to go through the matrix in detail, but you will see that DOT has color coded light green those that have the least impact, yellow is medium impact, burnt orange is the highest impact. We translated those into a variety of point systems, all of which came out with similar ratings. Now I’ll go to the three we ended up with: N8c, F1 and N2a all tie for lowest overall points.

Don Hudson: When I look at this, is it fair to say that when we have three treatments tied in score with different environmental ratings, the Corps would only permit the one with the lowest rating?

Carol: It’s possible, but there are extenuating circumstances and we haven’t fully quantified the vernal pool measurements and some of the transportation issues due to the changes on the Edgecomb side.

Jay: To clarify, the Corps has to focus on the environmental impact, stream impacts, what type of wetlands. We look at function, value, etc. Fine-tuning those is still in process.

Carol: The transportation scoring is essentially cost-related. We moved the items such as emissions into the human environment measure. Transportation includes life cycle costs, vehicle miles and hours, safety, and the overall construction cost, which includes mitigation, how long it takes to build a route, etc.

Jo: What is so good about the tied ones?

Carol: Essentially, F2 is off the table. F1 is still on because it misses a major wetland, has less human impact, and lower transportation impact.

Jo: Going through shoreland?? How can it still be on the table?

Carol: If you look at the boxes, green vs. yellow, yes the shoreland impact is bad but it fared better in other categories.

Richard Bostwick:  F2 originally was an alternative to F1. F1 is currently bridged over the coastal inlet, a narrow part of salt marsh, then goes into Rte. 1. F2 crosses a stream, wetland and Atlantic highway, which put F2 at a higher environmental impact than F1.

Jo: I still don’t understand it.  Even with a bridge, it interferes with Cod Cove, an inlet of Cod Cove, not to mention the human factor. I just don’t see it.

Richard: It’s not all that low in terms of impact, but it’s low relative to the rest.

Carol: They all have impacts

Don Jones: I am having a hard time relating the matrix to the summary.

Carol: In environmental, for example, N8c has the highest score, so it’s rated 1. The lowest, N2h, gets a 5.

Public: What do these routes actually mean? Where are they?

Carol: (Shows on map which routes are still under consideration, which routes were dropped.) The routes still on table are N8c, N2a and F1. FHWA and MaineDOT are working on a preferred alternative for N2a, based on community preference, lesser human impacts and transportation considerations.

Peter Kleskovic: The Motor Court is protected so we must have another feasible approved alternative to the connections in Edgecomb.

Public: Is relocation of the buildings a possibility?

Peter: If we get concurrence to do mitigation, but that’s the last resort, so we have to avoid and minimize the use of it first. Moving it is not really an option because the setting – its location - is one of its qualifications for the Historic Register.

Public: You prefer the longest route, with the least amount of traffic on it?

Carol: All alternatives fulfill the purpose and need of the study, which is to alleviate congestion in Wiscasset Village.

Public: Even though this route goes right through a planned development that will bring millions of tax dollars to Wiscasset? Did you pay attention to the information you heard at the public meetings

Carol: Absolutely. We got a detailed package of information from the developer and it was carefully considered along with all the other information that needed to be considered.

Public: Even though this one carries half as much traffic as the other?

Peter: Looking at all of them, N2h has a similar traffic diversion, but a very high cost. So between N2a and N2h, N2h gets dropped because of cost. F1 and F2 both have human issues in regards to Englebrekt Road, but F1 has less wetland impact, so until we get a LEDPA, all three must be on table, including N8c, which right now is showing a low environmental impact. If we can minimize the impact, we might have a good shot at a LEDPA.

Public: We heard back years ago that the Davey Bridge would have to be removed with N8c because state couldn’t afford two bridges. Is that considered in part of the cost?

Carol: Kat, can you speak to that?

Kat: We definitely have to consider the effect of that route; while our plan wouldn’t be to tear the bridge down immediately, we would weigh the cost into it when it came time to replace it or tear it down. We have limited dollars to care for these pieces of infrastructure. The bridge wouldn’t be removed as long as it had useful life, so that cost is not part of this analysis.

Jamie Logan: Does the eligibility of the motor court depend on what it is being used for? Since it is now not in business, does that change anything? And what if the owner tears it down?

Carol: Unless something happens to it, the state must consider it a historic resource and avoid it. The owner is not required to do or not do anything, the law restricts the state, not the owner, from harming these resources.

Doug Baston: Has the department prepared a narrative memo on why this route is preferred? This data is confusing. It would be helpful to know why the conclusions were drawn.

Kat: That is the next step, and would be required for the final EIS.

Carol: We could probably have it in the next week or two.

Kat: In a bulleted fashion.

Ross Edwards: What is the difference in mileage among the routes?

Ed Hanscom: The farthest is 4.8 miles, the shortest is 3.1 miles.

The remaining three alternatives include both the shortest and the longest routes.

Jo: Talking about dispersal of narrative, we should put it on the town websites, as well as DOT’s.

Carol: Yes, that would be great.

Peter: N2a is preferred, but might not get a permit. The final EIS will include the official preferred alternative. We wouldn’t have the final until the LEDPA came out, but this is the direction we’re heading.

Carol: There is still outstanding environmental data that needs to be incorporated into the matrix.

Public: Can you show us on the map where the preferred alternative is?

Gerry: There is a map that shows the three finalists in your handout.

Don: If you look at distance and estimated cost, I figure the cost per mile for N2a is $13 million/mile, while due to the long bridge, N8c is about $25 million/mile.

Carol: We’re getting the nod from Ed, so yes.

Public: Are we looking at years or months?

Peter: We will get a preliminary application to the Corps, and ultimately narrow in on the LEDPA decision that will go to DOT.

The final EIS statement with the preferred alternative will then be released, and it will be 30 days to a final Record of Decision.

Carol: Could this happen by the end of 2008?

Peter: There is quite a bit of work to do, I can’t say for sure.

Pat Hudson: What is the reason for pushing so hard for speed?

Carol: The reason for speed is that many will be affected by the final decision. People have been in limbo for a long time.

Public: The final decision, can it be tweaked?

Kat: When a decision is made, the route is a line on a map, but when we get to the design phase, they can tweak it, so yes, there will be that opportunity. We have to be careful, because moving that line can create another impact, so we need to be careful about the degree of tweaking.

Public: Why is N2a the preferred route?

Peter: It is based on the concerns that Wiscasset had with N8c regarding their historic district, along with the DOT’s concerns that that route’s connection with Rte. 27 is not an ideal situation – that with the growth of traffic into Boothbay it would ultimately have to be redone. N8c also goes right into Edgecomb’s growth area, so again, not a good long-term connection. In terms of the F1 route, Edgecomb has concerns about the Englebrekt Rd. community. F1 skirts it, severs the connection to water access for that neighborhood. So, community acceptance is factored in. Of the two remaining alternatives, N2h and N2a are fairly similar in benefits, but N2a was more practical than the other.

Public: Is N8c out as an alternative?

Peter: If we can’t balance the environmental issues, if Jay wouldn’t permit N2a, it might have to be a fallback.

Public: If I have a business that would be taken out, what is the timeline?

Peter: If we can get a final EIS this year, we would hope be able to meet with landowners next year.

Public: The final EIS would be this year, or beginning of next year.

Peter: Yes.

Public (to Jay Clement): Will the Army Corp permit N2a?

Jay: It’s on the short list, but by no means have we identified this as the LEDPA. Right now it appears higher in environmental impact than others. Is it on the list? Yes. LEDPA? Not yet.

Public: Why keep three if we need one? Why not have all of them.

Carol: Three is easier than five to choose from, this is the first step, and we are working forward from here. We will get more fine-tuned environmental information in three weeks or so.

Public: Since we don’t have money to build this, can we put it toward alleviating actual traffic?

Carol: Great segue to the next agenda item. We have provided handouts on the tunnel proposal, and the traffic diversion analysis, as requested by the Task Force, and Gerry, who is project managing the Interim Downtown measures implementation, will talk about where we are on that.

Gerry: There were a total of ten items we were looking at for traffic management in downtown Wiscasset. Until get a decision and funding is available for the bypass, we will be evaluating and implementing those to improve congestion. We have a variable message sign being installed next week, which can be available for messages regarding Wiscasset congestion. We need to talk with the communities about how to implement that.

Carol: The task force is a good place to start.

Gerry: The message displayed wouldn’t negatively impact business in Brunswick or Bath, but the message itself will be important. We have a master plan for this, and propose working with the Lincoln County Communications people to implement this. Another idea, web-based cameras, can be funded and the only hold-up there will be getting the department’s electrical crew to fit it in with their other work. While not in Wiscasset, just FYI, we are putting up another warning sign in Edgecomb that tells people there is traffic congestion over the hill, as visibility is bad due to the curve. This is a safety issue. Other items we are looking at are off-street parking and a pedestrian crossing. The issues on a pedestrian overpass are cost, impacts on the historic district, and actual use by pedestrians. But we are looking at preliminary designs. Traffic calming in downtown would be done once the bypass is completed. Questions?

Public: Thank you for mentioning speed and traffic in the downtown. I feel like its overkill to build a bypass for just a few days a year. Wiscasset is never going to surpass Camden in traffic.

Gerry: And I am being reminded we have also discussed the possibility of putting a traffic officer in Wiscasset to hold back pedestrians and let traffic flow.

Public: What is the impact of Reds Eats on pedestrians? If we took out Reds Eats we would not need a bypass.

Carol: The Task Force looked at that issue earlier this year. MaineDOT has done a traffic engineering study that shows that even if you removed all the pedestrians and all the turning traffic from downtown Wiscasset, it would not solve the congestion problem. The topography of the area – the hill, the sharp curve – the railroad tracks, the 25 mph speed limit, all those are big contributors to the backup. This is a widely misunderstood issue.

Public: If these things would help and we don’t have money to build a bypass, why don’t we do it?

Carol: Gerry has just reported on what we will be doing, and we’ll have a chance to see how much it will help. Now, to the Task Force only, when do you next want to meet? The next meeting is scheduled for   June 26, but we won’t have final information on the new Edgecomb alignments and the environmental issues. Do you want to put it off so that we can have all that information?

Task Force (consensus): Yes, delay it.

Carol: I will send an email to you to set up a July date that works for as many as possible. It will be publicized on www.wiscassetroute1corridorstudy.com and at www.edgecome.org.

Ross: This has been a long drawn out process, and I do not understand why this route has been chosen, it is not a good one. It adds miles and gas, I would say that it’s insane.

Doug: Can the Task Force get a chance to talk about this? We’ve been preached at, given data, we need a chance to talk.

Carol: You can go back and keep the 26th date for a meeting, we can have MaineDOT attend for information-only. Is that what you would like? Okay. June 26 is on again. Open to the public but for Task Force discussion only.

Carol: Let’s quickly move on to showing what we are looking at in terms of adjusting the Edgecomb connection to Rte. 1. (Showing maps.) This is where motor court is, the area to avoid. DOT looked at what is physically possible in this area. There’s a big hill on both sides of Rte. 1. For N8c, the DEIS included a plan to upgrade the Rte. 27 intersection. The green dot is the motor court. N8c affects access to the motor court, which is also prohibited.

Ed Hanscom: There are a few ways we deal with that. We can provide a jug handle (small turnaround) on Rte. 1 so vehicles that need access to the motor court who are heading southbound on Rte. 1 can turn around, get in a left turn pocket. This would also be useful for people on Englebrekt Rd. We can also create a flyover from Rte. 27. For F1, we had also included a flyover system with ramps, and those had impact on motor court property. To avoid this, we would head south, under Rte. 27, tie into existing Rte. 1. This also would access Rte. 27, with the off and on ramp here.

Jo: The 2002 Rte. 27 Report included several suggestions on how to improve that junction. Have you reviewed those solutions?

Ed: Yes, one was a flyover, and we used that. For N2a, there are a couple of possibilities. We would reduce impact to this wetland area by adjusting alignment further to the south, with a slight impact on Englebrekt Rd. Then we come straight down and tie into Rte. 1 on the south side of the hill. Another possibility is to go north of the hill, under Cochran Rd., under Atlantic Highway. These are a few of the possible ways of avoiding the motor court. The details of how to manage the on and off ramp at Rte. 27. There are challenges to be looked at in terms of engineering.

Bob: I would say the route under Cochran Road would certainly result in displacing people around that intersection.

Public: Taking the jug handle would be easier than what we have now when we try to go down Rte. 27.

Public: Which of the routes involved taking the motor court property, as opposed to just impacting it?

Carol: In the DEIS, all of the alternatives took at least some of the property, and N8c cut off access to the property.  

Don: Peter said you can’t take property if there’s a feasible and prudent alternative. How much does it cost to not be prudent?

Peter: We don’t know yet the cost of these changes. It would have to seriously upscale the cost.

Don: It’s not likely that cost will invoke the prudent injunction?

Peter: It would take more impacts in terms of environment or human impacts to demonstrate that this is a bad idea.

Don: What would make the owner of the court demolish it?

Carol: We don’t know enough about the property to determine that in terms of value of location v. value of buildings. At any rate, as long as its there, we need to try to avoid it.

Don: Can we contact the owner?

Carol: I believe Edgecomb is looking into that. Are there any other comments from the Task Force? From the public? Thank you all for coming.

 

The meeting ended at 7:15 pm
Minutes of June 26, 2008 Task Force Meeting

Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
June 26, 2008; 5-7 pm
Lincoln County Communications 
Conference Room 
Attending: Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; David Nichols, Wiscasset; David King, Woolwich; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association; Doug Baston, Alna; David Bertran, Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Gerry Audibert, Maine DOT; Ed Hanscom, Maine DOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Mark Hasselmann, FHWA; Carol Morris, Morris Communications.

 

Carol Morris called the meeting to order at 6:33 and offered handouts including new maps to public attendees.

Carol: Over the last 6-9 months the task force has been getting a lot of information and tonight has requested some time to process that information. So, there will be no formal presentations tonight. After the task force has had time for discussion, the meeting will be opened to public comment. 

A member of the public who owns property in Wiscasset wanted to know when the decision will be made. Carol deflected question to Gerry Audibert (MaineDOT) to handle outside of the meeting format and Gerry provided information on a 1/1 basis outside the meeting room.

Doug Baston: We all represent different interests and different towns. We’re down to the short list of decisions and it’s time for us to narrow down the areas in which we disagree. We would like this to end up in the best interests for us collectively, and I’d like to find a way we can come out of here with a consensus decision. I haven’t really heard directly from the host communities what their position is, and I would like to talk about that.

Arthur Faucher: I am representing the majority of views that have been brought to my attention from Wiscasset residents. The furthest out route seems to be the most OK, supported by about 60% of the people who have spoken to me. However, there is the new subdivision located on that route that will be a loss. There’s nothing Wiscasset can rely on for funding except property taxes. The future of the subdivision has an impact on Wiscasset’s tax revenue. The shortest route would be supported by only 20% of the residents who have talked with me. The amenity of the view from that route is great, but it splits the village in half. It does invite people to come into the village and buy goods. Not everyone who will be displaced by this route can afford to move to the undisturbed areas of Wiscasset. One person living at Young’s Point now moved there because of the amenities of view, height, beautiful property. The impact economically of any bypass, if we could study it more, would probably show a high loss of income on tax revenue. We believe it will make us lose $26 million in revenue, which we can’t replace. People will ask to have their properties reassessed to reflect additional noise and smells. If people could afford to move within the unaffected area, we would still have revenue. But the infrastructure doesn’t exist for people to move within our community, so people will tend to move away from the area, away from their parents, their friends, their place of business. Having quick access to the highway may not make up for all the amenities someone would have to give up.

Dave Bertran: In Wiscasset, how many acres of undeveloped service land are there? (Service land is land that is served by water/sewer.)
Arthur: I don’t have an answer. 

Dave B: It would be an interesting number to have.

David Nichols: The only other area with sewer and water is Birch Point Road.

Arthur: It would be good to study. But where can people go if they want to stay? And where can people move if they want to move to Wiscasset?

Doug: Wherever the route is, there will be property tax losses as well as commensurate gains. Once the decision is made, there will be certainty in the development market. The biggest enemy for Wiscasset right now is uncertainty.

Arthur: Rule of thumb is that if I take property away, the first light of recovery is about seven years. When you’re dealing with infrastructure, for every dollar you put in, you generate three more. Money will flow within the area. And if you start that, you will give a kick to Gateway 1.

Tom: Will this route completely shut down the Clarks’ Point development?

Doug Fitts (member of the public who is the developer): That route will completely shut down the subdivision. When I came into this six or seven years ago, I was aware that there were a myriad of routes. DOT told me that Wiscasset did not want to have a bypass. I also looked at the draft EIS and concluded that they would never take that route because it carried the least amount of bypass traffic and was the longest route. It’s difficult for me to understand the cost/benefit of the way they’re coming.

Arthur: If we’re in a car and we’re going to Boothbay, the shortest route would still be the Davey Bridge. As a geographer, F1 is the best route. 

Amanda Russell: N8c takes less houses and the traffic benefits are better – it’s more like the Damariscotta bypass where you see the 18th century village – on this route you won’t be able to see the village. That’s why we wanted to emulate the Damariscotta bypass. N8c has more traffic benefits and you’re close into the village. Why doesn’t Wiscasset want N8c?

Ross Edwards: Which portion of N8c is the portion that’s so close you don’t like it? Is it 218 and 27?

Arthur: It’s the part that angles down toward the river and cuts into town. People don’t want a northern part of the community and a southern part.

Pat Hudson: The Damariscotta bypass cut my town in half many years ago, and we survived, and we’re building the community back up. 

Amanda: Newcastle took a hit with that, and Damariscotta took a hit with that.

Doug: For whatever reasons, Wiscasset people don’t want that route. It’s not our job to try to change anyone’s mind. Our job is to see whether we can accommodate their view and our view.

Jo Cameron: You forget Edgecomb. I don’t like the idea that we don’t have a serious stake in it.

Carol: We’re not forgetting Edgecomb. You will be next up to talk about your preferences.

Don: Don: I want to respond to Amanda’s question. This is why Wiscasset is not in favor of the long bridge route (N8c): the selectmen are on record as opposed to all of the routes because they encroach on the west side of the village. N8c, as well as encroaching on the west also encroaches on the north side of the historic district. If you build a long bridge, setting aside the aesthetic impact on the harbor, the Davey Bridge is less likely to be rebuilt when it reaches the end of its life. We disagree that the N8c route has much greater traffic benefits. For example when Ed Hanscom factored traffic calming into the traffic diversion calculation, there was almost no difference between N8c and N2f1 in the amount of traffic diverted. Amanda asked why Wiscasset does not like N8c because she says it is like the Damariscotta model that Wiscasset says it likes. We like the model for the Damariscotta bypass because it creates Business Route 1 for economic development. In Damariscotta the Business route 1 is north of town, whereas in Wiscasset it would be south of town. None of the DOT proposals would create a Business Route 1 for Wiscasset, so Amanda is incorrect in that part of her statement.

Bob: It’s clear that there is no ideal route. We’re looking to find a route that meets the most goals and creates the least amount of havoc for the communities. The DOT recommended the northerly route, which seems to achieve most of Wiscasset’s objectives. With regard to Edgecomb, it preserves the Englebrekt Road neighborhood. I’m sensitive to the impact on the Clarks’ Point subdivision. It will take a lot of thought to rework that subdivision. Overall, I think the DOT recommendation is the best route. Think of this: Damariscotta, within the area between Biscay Road and downtown, there’s 2500 jobs, which is several times the number of jobs in Wiscasset. I’m looking at the bypass as doing several things: it will allow for the creation of an Edgecomb village. It will allow Wiscasset to resurrect its own village. There are both positive and negative economic impacts, and positive community impacts. And west of the village will see economic development. Alna could have the greatest negative impact. We need to all get together and push one of these alternatives to DOT.

Jo: [pointing to Route N2f] I am surprised you’re allowed to go so close to the shoreline and that it’s allowed with the state’s rigorous shoreland zoning requirements. Could you take the route that goes along the base of Clarks’ Point and turn the bridge slightly north to avoid the Clark Point development area and spare Englebrekt, which is our massive tax base sacrifice?

Carol: That route would be similar to N2a, making it a longer bridge.

Doug: What is Edgecomb’s preference?

Jo: #1 is N8c, #2 is N2A, F1 we would discourage totally because it goes through our tax base and cuts up the cove for fishing.

Doug: Speaking for Alna, I’m a little surprised that I’ve come to the same conclusion that Bob has. Expectations are not the same as realities, so I don’t hold the economic development of an in-progress development as high as the disruption to actual people and actual lives.

Pat: I’m having a huge problem trying to explain $68 million expenditure right now for a long road that’s not going to be used 10 months of the year. You can go through Wiscasset right now without using your brakes. The hill is not a problem. The railroad tracks are not a problem. The curve is not a problem. I’d like to see the cost numbers for the pedestrian tunnel. Representing the people in Newcastle who’ve been slammed by the school funding, I can’t support anything that doesn’t take into account the pedestrian problem in Wiscasset.

Don: It’s false that the bypass would not be used 10 months of the year.

Norma Dreyfus: The numbers (in terms of moving traffic out of the village) for N8c are fabulous, and the numbers for the other routes aren’t as good.

Ed Hanscom: Each of the bypass alternatives has a threshold of traffic volume on Main Street that would encourage people to use the bypass at different times. For N8c, the bypass is quicker virtually all the time. For the N2-F alternatives, if you get more than 400 cars an hour on Main Street, you’re going to slow things up enough so that people will want to use the bypass. For N2h and N2a, the figure is closer to 700. But those figures are true all year, for at least some hours of the day.

Dave B: In 1970 there was an extensive study by DOT on bypasses and the route that was most likely was the northernmost route. Whether we spend the $68 million today or we spend it in 2050, is a decision the state will make. The importance here is to give residents certainty where the route will be. This will keep people from investing in properties that will be in a possible bypass route, and it will allow towns to plan around it.

Carol: To put a human face on that, Arthur has been forwarding phone calls to me from people in Edgecomb and Wiscasset, who need to move, sometimes for health reasons, can’t sell their houses. These people just need to know so that they can move forward.

Doug: Ultimately this is a state decision. We can recommend to the DOT, but the state has to make a decision based on impact, cost and the best solution. If we come out of here with a recommendation, that’s the best we can do.

Ross Edwards: I still like N8c because it’s the shortest route.

Bob: Regardless of where the bypass is, that’s where 95% of the truck traffic will go. The fact that fewer people will take the longest route will not keep congestion from being mitigated. The Maine Turnpike didn’t add an extra lane for wintertime, it added capacity for the most congested times in summer. It’s the same here.

David King: Being from Woolwich, we’re going to benefit greatly from a bypass. During the summer when traffic backs up on Route 1, Woolwich becomes the de facto bypass. Now that everyone has a GPS in their car, they know where to turn off and take the short cut through our back roads. But I agree that the host communities should have the greater say.

Doug: This has been a divisive thing for our communities. We have to have a decision. Let’s take our least imperfect collective choice and move on it.

Tom: It’s an exquisite bit of timing that after two or three decades of mulling this decision over, fuel prices are having a profound effect on automobile transportation and on the need for things like the bypass. Is there really going to be that much of a need for a bypass if high fuel prices are forcing people to think about how they get from place to place? 

Carol: From a Gateway 1 (a long-term Route 1 corridor planning project) perspective, it’s certainly an interesting time to be doing transportation planning. Tonight, we need to decide where the bypass  would be if it does get built. Over the long term, we’ll be looking at not having the traffic growth be as large and we’ll certainly be looking to increase mass transit, but this route will continue to be a major way for people to get where they need to go.

Dave K: I’ve spent several decades involved in the automobile industry, and the future is going to be smaller vehicles that are more fuel-efficient and carry fewer passengers.

Pat: I heard today that use of the Maine Turnpike is down 10% the past two weekends. That may tell us what might happen.

Dave B: I was in the oil industry for many years. I’d just like everyone to think back to 1979-1980. We’ll see a combination of smaller vehicles and alternative sources. There’s a need for a better rail corridor. The purpose of getting a transportation corridor is essential, whether we end up building a bypass today or something else 20 years later.

Doug: There may be a benefit to routing around the town, as people will live closer to villages.

Don: In 1996, before DOT had agreed to put a preliminary study of the Wiscasset bypass in their biennial transportation improvement program, I testified before the legislature’s transportation committee, and afterward, Commissioner Melrose asked me, “Well Don, which route do you prefer, north or south of the village?” I said, “Whichever can be built.” And I still feel that. We need to build the one we can agree on.

Arthur: Was any military defense measure considered in this? Whenever the federal government looks at something, you always look at the strategic study. Do they have a preferred route? 

Carol: No.

Dave B: I think Route 1 years ago was part of that.

Ed: The Interstate system was developed as part of defense. The National Highway System includes Route 1 in the Midcoast.

Pat: Are the web based cameras installed? We were given a date of June 16. 

Gerry: That was for the sign in Edgecomb, and that was the date it was going out for bid. It’s usually a 30-day process.

Pat: What is the status of the changeable message signs south and north of Wiscasset?

Gerry: Only south of Wiscasset. The signs are in place. We don’t have the process in place. We need to put together a plan with Lincoln County.

Pat: Do you expect to have a cost together for June 30 for the pedestrian tunnel?

Gerry: Not by June 30, but by the next meeting July 24 we hope to come back with a design. Maine Historic Preservation could be a stumbling block for that option.

Bob: In the interest of moving us along, we know what the major concerns are. Can we get a sense of the support for the DOT-recommended alternative, understanding that that alternative may not be your personal preference but may have the least adverse impact to the two host communities. I propose taking a vote on your support for the DOT’s recommended alternative. We have to leave this meeting with some sense of where we are. 

Tom: What kind of decision-making rules are we going to operate on?

Carol: Because this is an advisory group, we didn’t set that up. But if this task forces takes a vote that shows direction, it will have some significant weight. We can take a straw poll vote tonight and take a final vote at the next meeting.

Pat: We haven’t gotten the Army Corps of Engineers report yet.

Carol: We won’t get that until the fall. But they will certainly take the task force recommendation into account in their thinking.

Dave B: Does everyone feel we should take a position?

Carol: Should the task force take a position? (A general show of hands in support.)
Don: Question would be, do you support the MDOT’s recommendation of a preferred route?

Amanda: I was under the impression we would not have to vote. Is a vote wise?

Doug: Why are we here then?

Carol: You are here to give the DOT advice and counsel, and if you weren’t here, the DOT preferred route would very likely not be the preferred route. You have already had an impact.

Bob: A lot of people are looking at this task force. We’ve been presented a lot of information, and our communities are looking toward us to do this. As citizen representatives, we owe it to our communities to vote.

Carol: How many people think it’s a good idea to vote tonight? (All yes except Amanda, Jo and Norma.)
Carol: Can I ask why you voted against taking a position?

Norma: I think it’s important to come up with a route for the reasons we’ve all heard. The two communities affected need to talk through those decisions, rather than peripheral communities.

Amanda: DOT has looked at the positions on Wiscasset’s side and on Edgecomb’s side and they’ve come up with a recommendation. Is it the task force’s job to come up with one as well? We’ve all been part of the dissemination and learning.

Carol: In the eyes of the public, I think it would important for you to take a position if you choose to do so.

Amanda: I will not oppose this route, but that’s very different from supporting.

Carol: I think we could frame the question that way.

Mark Hasselman: We need to understand that the actual decision is in the hands of DOT and FHWA.

Carol: I think everyone at this table understands that this is an advisory committee and any vote would be a recommendation only.

Gerry Audibert: The Army Corps will make a decision that’s in the public interest, so if we were to make a recommendation that the public was opposed to, that would weigh heavily against us.

Dave B: Shall we get the Edgecomb and Wiscasset people together to come up with preferred routes number one and number two?

Amanda: Listen to the discussion tonight. Wiscasset and Edgecomb got up there and, if the minutes were taken correctly, they will show the preferred routes. (F1 is Wiscasset’s first choice, N2a their second, N8c their third. Edgecomb’s first choice is N8c, second choice N2a, third choice F1.)
Doug: I can understand that, but I want to be able to go back to my community and say I voted.

Jo: As an advisory committee, I think it’s inappropriate for us to vote.

Bob: Once this process is over with, it’s got to be sold. If we want to get funding, we have to have a position. 

Carol: Do you want to frame a negative vote? “Does anyone on the task force oppose the potential preferred route of N2a proposed by DOT?”

Tom: What would it mean to come to a consensus decision as opposed to a majority vote?

Carol: A consensus vote would be stronger, as always, but a majority vote, especially if it included the two host towns, would have considerable weight with the agencies that make the decision.

Bob: The concerns about each route have been fully documented?

(General agreement)
Carol: Does anyone on the task force strongly oppose the potential preferred route N2a proposed by DOT? (No hands were raised.)

Carol noted the next meeting date and time – July 24th, 6:30-8:30 pm, location TBD and stated the final numbers on the environmental issues would be available as well as new options for the Edgecomb connection and more information on downtown traffic controls.

After asking if there were any more questions from the Task Force, Carol opened the meeting to the public.

 

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Member of the Public: Is there a chance to get a map that’s on a larger scale so I can see how my property would be affected? 

Carol: Please talk to Ed Hanscom after the meeting, he has some extremely detailed maps and can likely answer your question right now.

Member of the public: I live on Clarks Point. I have a lot of respect for all of you. The question of not endorsing a recommendation as opposed to expressing an opinion on a route, I would have hoped the task force would have said I like this route. I don’t think the task force members had a chance to express their preferences, and I’m disappointed in that.

The meeting ended at 7:55 pm.
Minutes of September 18, 2008 Task Force Meeting

Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
September 18, 2008; 6:30-8:30 pm
Wiscasset Town Office


Attending: David King Sr., Woolwich; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Assn; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Doug Baston, Alna; David Bertran, Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jaimie Logan, Boothbay Harbor Region Chamber of Commerce; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA, Carol Morris, Morris Communications.

Carol Morris opened the meeting by explaining the format and information regarding interchanges that was provided in the mailed packet of information Task Force members has received. She added that within the next two weeks, members will receive updated information on Interim Downtown Traffic for discussion at the next meeting.

Task force members opted not to hear a presentation on the packet of information but to move right into questions. The first discussion was on the Ed Hanscom’s analysis of the full interchange options in Wiscasset for Rte. 27 under the N2a alternative.

Bob Faunce: On the full diamond, the analysis missed the impact on the school – you have an entrance and exit to the school right on the southbound on ramp – traffic will be going south on Rte. 27, turning onto the on ramp, which will interfere with the school entrance. There should be a crosswalk there, because there is a sidewalk on the other side. People including children will be crossing there, and it will be dangerous.

Doug Baston: Since Wiscasset is considering consolidating three schools into two schools, that school could get bigger.

Bob: I would not recommend that ramp in that location, it’s too close.

Ed Hancom: Rte. 27 is raised in this area, and there would be consolidation of the driveway activity in the northern driveway, because of the steep grade.

Bob: Where would the kids cross?

Don Jones: I think there’s a crosswalk there now, near the Morris farm.

Gerry Audibert: I think there is a crosswalk there.

Don: I think there’s one there, and there’s one near the community center, and one up higher by the high school.

Don: The town’s position has been that we prefer a full interchange on Rte. 27 as opposed to a half interchange. It appears that the half diamond with the DEIS ramps is the best of the alternatives. Wiscasset’s school population has dropped by 1/3, from 1200 to 700. With three schools, we have a lot of extra school space. On Nov. 3 we will vote on whether to close one of the schools and upgrade another at a large cost. The architects have done preliminary designs for the primary school and have reconfigured the entrances and exits, but they haven’t thought about them in terms of an elevated Rte. 27, so they would have to adjust their designs. Both the middle school and the primary school are being considered for closure, and designs are subject to change.

Doug: At the primary school, going to the northern drive would be a reconfiguration of the school, which would be a cost to the town.

Don: The architect’s design is to create a flow pattern around the school while separating deliveries and bus traffic from parents dropping off their children.

Doug: It’s probably true that the architects have not thought about this in their planning.

Bob: The DEIS plus two ramps solves that problem because it eliminates the ramps near the school. The 2 ramps plus DEIS has a 34 year cost to recover, which adds $1 million onto the cost. If you’re trying to get full access to Rte. 27, it’s only $200,000 more.

Carol: The real difference is the annual Vehicle Mile Traveled cost. The two ramps adds Vehicle Miles Traveled. With this option, you’re asking people to drive more, spend more money.

Don: I like both options that create a full interchange. I’m not in favor of the full diamond configuration, and the numbers don’t support it. The town has been so concerned that we have a full interchange, I would support the one that is more likely to be built. I would prefer the first one (DEIS version plus 2 ramps), but the other one saves vehicle miles, cost less and has a shorter payback.

Doug: Does MDOT or federal guidelines have a cutoff point? Do you invest in 34–year projects?

Ed: It’s a tradeoff between transportation benefit and environmental impact, and then there’s the issue of full access on Rte. 27, which the interchange would address, as well as the through traffic through Wiscasset.

Doug: Realizing that it’s a balancing act, do you have a cutoff point?

Ed: The longer the payback, the less attractive it is. There’s not a hard and fast payback; it’s a judgment point.

Carol: The original DEIS proposal had a payback of 30 years; one would assume that that is an acceptable level of cost/benefit.

Don: MDOT is willing to put in a set of ramps that has a 30-year payback, but the town wants a full interchange, so the longer payback may make sense.

Gerry: The cost differential between the two off-turns is $200,000. If we do decide to have a full interchange, it’s going to add about $1 million. We want to select something at the lowest cost we can, but there are other factors as well.

Ed: We have been trying to address community concerns on the location of the interchange.

Don: The cost differences are quite small, so other factors will rise to the top as far as decision-making.

Gerry: It’s an additional $1 million.

Peter Kleskovic: From a highway engineer standpoint, I like this design (DEIS plus 2 ramps) as well as the diamond. We typically don’t like to have things split up. These two seem to be cleaner from an engineering standpoint. One of the things about the split diamond is that it has the highest amount of wetland impact. The full diamond has lower wetland impact, along with the full interchange up north.

Don: One has the most vernal pool impact, one has the most stream impact, and one has the most pedestrian impact. Obviously you don’t want the one with the most pedestrian impact. We should not proceed with the assumption that the primary school will be retained. There is a lot of disagreement in Wiscasset, between the selectmen and the school board. There will be a vote in November. 

Bob: It’s fair to say that the school will not be razed if they close it, it will have a different use.

Arthur Faucher: It could be like the veterans’ facility in Bangor.

Ed: To go through a 4F property (a school is a 4F property, which is protected by federal law), we would need to show that there’s no feasible and prudent alternative.
 
Peter: Under these circumstances, it would be fair to say that these would not be major issues (meaning impediments to taking). (See NOTE below for clarification.)

Ed: The playground would still be there, even if the school was closed.

NOTE: Schools are not automatically extended 4(f) protection. They can have 4(f) protection if they are judged to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The playground of a school could be considered for 4(f) protection if it is open to the public and has
substantial after hours recreational activity.

Excerpt from FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper

10. School Playgrounds

Question: Are publicly owned school playgrounds subject to the
requirements of Section 4(f)?

Answer: While the primary purpose of public school playgrounds is for
structured physical education classes and recreation for students, these properties may also serve significant public recreational purposes and as such, may be subject to Section 4(f) requirements. When a playground serves only school activities and functions, the playground is not considered subject to Section 4(f). However, when a public school playground is open to the public and serves either organized or substantial "walk-on" recreational purposes, it is subject to the requirements of Section 4(f) if the playground is determined to be significant for recreational purposes (see also Question 2 B). In
determining the significance of the playground facilities, there may be
more than one official having jurisdiction over the facility. A school
official is considered to be the official having jurisdiction of the
land during school activities. However, the school board may have
authorized the city park and recreation department or a public
organization to control the facilities after school hours. The actual
function of the playground is the determining factor under these
circumstances. Therefore, documentation should be obtained from the
officials having jurisdiction over the facility stating whether or not
the playground is of local significance for recreational purposes.

Arthur: If the primary school closes, the town would move the playground and put it in another area. If the school closed tomorrow, how would that affect the options?

Gerry: It would make the decision easier. With the half diamond, we wouldn’t have pedestrian issues.

Tom Eichlar: Would it help to put the sidewalk on the other side of Rte. 27 (the west side), so you wouldn’t have to cross Rte. 27? Would that address anyone’s concerns?

Carol: I think you would then have the ramps interfering with the sidewalk.

Don: It would make it worse, because you would have people switching sides.

Dave King: If you move the sidewalk, then somehow you have to cross Rte. 27. If you have crosswalks, it’s going to stop traffic, which negates the whole purpose. Would it be possible to have a walkway under the ramps?

Gerry: There’s a 20-foot vertical difference, and that would present problems with vehicle clearance. It may be workable, but it would present challenges.

Ed: We would favor the sidewalk on the east side, where it is now. 

Dave K.: I don’t see how this is going to be workable if that facility remains a public facility. You’re going to have to put crosswalks in a couple of places, and people will scamper across the highway anyway. 

Doug: What will the speed be?

Ed: The bypass will be 45 mph and Rte. 27 is 40 mph.

Don: The crosswalk is closer to the Morris Farm.

Gerry: The crosswalk was north of the entrance to the school.

Doug: No kids walk to the primary school, but if it becomes a middle school, that will change.

Bob: Part of the consideration should be what will happen to Rte. 27 in that location. The N2a-1 creates 3 areas of conflict. If you’re going to do a full service interchange, you’re going to have to plan to have commercial development. 

Don: You’ll have to zone it so as not to have that.

Bob: On the east side of Rte. 27 north of the interchange, there will be a lot of pressure. It’s similar to exit 77 north of Auburn. Auburn has had a tremendous amount of commercial development within a half mile.

Don: But there will be a lot of sentiment in Wiscasset to control growth, because that’s where we have our educational campus. You’ve got residences, a church, a bus garage, etc.

Bob: There will be a lot of pressure in the future. 

Dave K: Why wouldn’t it make more sense to raise the bypass over Rte. 27 than to raise Rte 27 over the bypass?

Don: To reduce noise. That’s why the bypass has been designed to be lower than the surrounding area in most cases.

Bob: The fact that you’ve got fairly low usage, some of those buildings could be relocated, there will be pressure. What are the estimated vehicle trips per day using that interchange?

Ed: Rte. 1 North ramps have about 1900 vehicles, South about 1100. So about 3000 cars a day. Average daily traffic on Rte. 27 is about 6000.

Don: We would prefer the first option, the one that Bob likes best, for N2a-1, we would like least the full diamond. But the half diamond we would prefer to not having a full interchange. 

Doug: Is the no interchange option still on the table?

Carol: That was never such an option. It was always half or full.

Dave B: How do you get off the elevated Rte. 27 to the Morris Farm or the school? 

Ed: You’re very close to existing grade. A left turn lane could be done.

Dave B: Just in terms of safety, we should note there’s a lot of turning into Morris Farm.

Carol: Let’s move to the options for alternative N8c. There are two possibilities, one is the original half interchange ramps plus an additional half diamond. The second is a full diamond. It’s a 20-year payback for the half diamond and the original ramps as opposed to 14 years for the full diamond, in terms of recovering the costs. The full diamond adds more vehicle miles for travelers – and that adds cost -  but this configuration is almost $2.2 million cheaper to build than the original proposal in the DEIS, which is why the payback is shorter. From an environmental standard, the half diamond has more environmental impact. But the full diamond takes two more residences.

Tom: Why is there a difference between the interchanges?

Gerry/Ed: The N2a alignment is sufficiently different from the N8c alignment so that we couldn’t use the same design.

Don J: Looking at this from Wiscasset’s point of view, there’s not really much to choose. Wiscasset does not favor N8c and it’s not the preferred route at the present time.

Carol: However, given that N8c is still on the table as an alternative, it would be helpful to have Wiscasset’s input here.

Bob: On the N8c half diamond and DEIS ramps, it looks like the eastbound on ramp goes under the bypass, which means that the bypass will be elevated – so doesn’t that have a noise impact?

Gerry: N8c is higher than the ramps at that point. If you didn’t have the ramps, it would not be lower.

Ed: It’s possible that it could be lower at that point.

Don: It’s an awkward and undesirable design.

Carol: The full diamond has more housing impact and more environmental impact, but a significant cost reduction.

Arthur: If I were to pick I would go with the half diamond.

Bob: Why does the full diamond have more impact?

Ed: The full diamond has less stream impact.

Carol: The full diamond adds back in 5 acres of undeveloped habitat when compared to the original DEIS configuration, but it has a negative effect on vernal pools. It’s not clear here as to whether that is a significant vernal pool or not.

Don: You have less operational benefit. Your annual vehicle miles traveled goes up instead of down.

Gerry: There’s also an increase in vehicle miles traveled on the full diamond.

Doug: I feel that this is not anyone’s preferred route, but we need to look at these more closely, because if for some reason the preferred route isn’t used, we need to pay a lot more attention to the recommendation here.

Don: If N8c is chosen, I would like to see more alternatives.

Amanda Russell: If it comes back that the Army Corp of Engineers can only permit N8c, then you’re slowing the whole process down. That’s not right.

Don: I don’t know what you’re saying.

Amanda: Why aren’t you looking at them closer now?

Carol: I can see why we might want to go back and looking at them again. No one seems very enthusiastic regarding either of these two choices.

Dave B: If you did pick a route, the towns will still have input on final design, won’t they?

Carol: Yes, there is another public process at that point. Let me find out what the parameters would be at that level of discussion.

Don J: I think the least impact to Wiscasset in terms of N8c would be the full diamond.

Jaimie: For the full diamond, if the annual vehicle miles traveled are higher, wouldn’t it be likely that the bypass would be used less?

Don: No because coming from Gardiner, you might have to go a half mile farther to enter the bypass, but Rte. 1 would be even longer.

Carol: Next we have N2f-1, which is currently a dark horse in this race. Do we want to spend time talking about it? Peter, is it a requirement?


Peter: We do not have to talk about N2f-1 –it’s up to the committee.

(General decision to move on from the Committee.)

Bob: On Rte. 218, why is it so expensive? Looking at Rte. 27, even the most expensive version, looking at the 2 ramps and DEIS ramps, that totaled $4 million. It looks like the cheapest interchange on Rte. 218 is $7 million and it goes up to $11 million. 

Ed: For Rte. 27, we had a half interchange already included in the DEIS, so the costs reflect adding capacity for a half interchange. Since we had no interchange at Rte. 218 in the DEIS, all these costs reflect adding a full interchange. Plus, some of these have bridge costs that Rte. 27 doesn’t have. For example, on N2a, you have the Polly Clark stream, and you have to build a long bridge, or even a bridge and a half over Rte. 218 and another bridge over Polly Clark stream.

Bob: Where the off ramp goes over that side road to the south of Rte. 218, there’s a house there – is that house too far to be impacted?

Ed: I don’t believe it would involve taking it.

Gerry: There would be impact to the driveway to the house behind it.

Bob: Maybe there will be impact to both those houses?

Dave B: What’s the traffic going on and off?

Ed: For these 2 ramps (southbound), it’s 700 a day; for these 2 (northbound), it’s 1,000 a day. There aren’t that many users.

Carol: Although the DOT has done the work on all the possibilities, we should note that this version (for the N2a alternative ) is the only one that’s really on the table. Wiscasset is the entity that has requested this interchange and they have stated that they do not want the N8c version. And N2f-1 is a long shot.

Dave B: What’s the distance between the two interchanges? 

Gerry:  About ¾ mile, maybe ½ to ¾ mile.

Don: The key is not the distance on the bypass, but how many miles it takes to drive around to the Route 27 entrance. If you’re coming down Rte. 218 and you want to get on the bypass, it’s several extra miles of travel.

Gerry: We’re also going to be looking at alternatives to the interchange, such as a truck route that was discussed at an earlier Task Force meeting. We are suggesting a separate meeting to talk with Wiscasset and Alna about it.

Dave B: That might be more cost-effective and it doesn’t destroy a lot of stuff.

Carol: The numbers in this analysis are not promising, but certainly the Rte. 27 numbers have some viable options.

Doug: The numbers speak for themselves.

Carol: We could reconvene with just Wiscasset and Alna and take a look at some other options. Given what we see here, it’s worth taking a look at other alternatives.

Pat Hudson: It would be good for Newcastle. The trucks come down from Whitefield on Rte. 218, cross the Sheepscot Road and then come down through Newcastle.

Doug: If you don’t build a new road, you’re just redistributing the burden.

Carol: There is going to be a lot of pressure on Rte. 218 over the next decades.

(Tom Eichlar noted that as representative of SVCA, he would like to be part of this discussion. Carol agreed to let him know when meetings would take place.)

Doug: Truck traffic waxes and wanes with the economy.

Ed: The more building, the more trucks.

Arthur: As competition diminishes, if there are fewer players, it might have a shorter lifespan.

Bob: As a town, Whitefield is one big potential gravel pit. It has tremendous untapped gravel resources. In a lot of these pits, the gravel is turning to ledge and they are quarrying that. Pike Industries in Poland had a 100-acre gravel pit, now they have a 600-acre ledge mine.

(General discussion on timing of next meeting.)

Carol: The next Bypass Task Force meeting will take place Wednesday, Oct. 29 at 6:30-8:30 pm. You will receive your packet in the next two weeks.

Don: Is there any consideration of half interchanges on 218? Those would be cheaper. Would the cost benefit look more reasonable?

Ed: I don’t have that information here.

Bob: If you’re trying to get trucks to use it so they can get to Boothbay, they would need the eastbound access with a new bridge.

Gerry: So the southbound traffic from Rte. 218 would continue doing what they do today.

Ed: The south oriented halves of the Rte. 218 interchange have more favorable costs than the north and east.

Carol: Ed will run calculations and we will send them out.

Doug B: We’ve got to talk about service roads and get interchanges off the table.

(As there were no more questions or comments from the Task Force, Carol opened the meeting to the public.)

Public 1 (Doug Fitts): Is there an updated timeline?

Carol: We will have a better sense of that at the next meeting. We may have lost a month or two, as DOT has not yet gotten the pre-application into the Army Corps. But they should be able to give their permitting recommendation to DOT by the end of this year, and then it will go to FHWA for a final decision.

Peter: The FEIS will have to be completed first.

Gerry: Yes, we submit the Army Corps application, then do most of the work completing the FEIS during the time they are evaluating the application.

Public 1: So you will have your final decision early next year.

Carol: That is still the plan.

Public 2 (Nathan Fates): At the last meeting you said the no-build plan is still on the table. When can we discuss making some simple changes on both sides of the river so we could go with that?

Carol: At the Oct. 29th meeting we’ll talk about traffic changes in the downtown in order to improve traffic flow. However, the DEIS showed that the purpose and need does not appear able to be fixed by any downtown traffic measures. These will be interim measures. 

Public 2: At the Newcastle meeting, Rob Nelson mentioned some specific suggestions at the last meeting on the no-build alternative. Why are we taking such large steps to mitigate problems in such a small area?

Carol: There is documentation for all the work and reasons behind what has been done on downtown traffic management. This has been discussed at length at multiple meetings. If you leave your email address, I will be happy to send you that documentation, and I urge you to attend the next meeting. 

Public 2: At the last meeting, other than a couple of people, all the people from the community wanted to see something done downtown.

Bob: The idea is to do the interim improvements, and in the event that the interim improvements solve the problem, we won’t have to go ahead with the bypass. All the information we have so far suggest that they won’t. 

The meeting ended at 8:20 pm.

Minutes of October 29, 2008 Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting

Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting October 29, 2008; 6:30-8:30 pm Lincoln County Communications Conference Room Attending: David King Sr., Woolwich; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Assn; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Doug Baston, Alna; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Don Hudson, Chewonki Foundation; Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Jeff McEwen, FHWA: Carol Morris, Morris Communications. The meeting began at 6:33 pm. Updates Carol Morris opened the meeting and asked Gerry Audibert to review recent updates, stating that the focus at this meeting would be the interim solutions to alleviate Wiscasset downtown traffic until the time a bypass could be built. Gerry stated that since the last meeting he had met offline with Wiscasset town representatives to discuss Wiscasset’’s safety and other concerns with Route 218 and had also met with Alna and Newcastle representatives on the same issues. He said that no decisions were made and a meeting report detailing discussion points would be distributed to the Task Force prior to the next meeting, at which time, potential Rte. 218 solutions will be discussed. Gerry and other members of MaineDOT also met on Oct. 27 with several property owners to hear their concerns with the tentatively preferred bypass route. Carol then described the Downtown Interim Measures document, which had been emailed earlier to Task Force members, stating that the document represents every concern on this topic brought forward during the public comment period. She noted that this meeting would be the final opportunity to address these concerns. Pedestrian Control Gerry reported that the Maine Historic Preservation Commission has ruled that they will not approve the underpass design submitted by MaineDOT because of its visual impact on the historic downtown. This is primarily due to the length and location of the handicap access ramps on Main Street. They had previously stated they would not approve any overpass design, also due to visual impacts. Gerry also reported that hardware is being installed for the new traffic counter, and information will begin to be collected soon. Gerry stated that MaineDOT supports a pilot program to test the effectiveness of a crossing guard. Ed described manual counting methods used in 2001 and explained that a crossing guard trial would be supported by manual counting to fine tune information gathered. Pat Hudson noted that any crossing guard should be properly trained to keep traffic moving, as that was not their role in the past. Doug Baston noted that the crossing guards used previously were very young. Don Jones noted that some did a good job. Carol stated that the goal of crossing guards would be to keep traffic moving and manage pedestrian crossings. Gerry added that there must be clear definition of role, responsibilities and funding source. Gerry stated that MaineDOT may be able to fund it on a trial basis but that local traffic control could not come under MaineDOT on a longer-term basis. Pat asked whether the idea of a crosswalk under the Davey Bridge was still in play. Bob described a proposal he has prepared to look at building a bike/pedestrian path and a pedestrian walkway on the waterfront from the town dock to where the train station used to be. Bob reported that he had a preliminary discussion with DEP on the crosswalk, and that they were not initially enthusiastic, but that it was still early and not enough information is available. The Task Force agreed that MaineDOT will pursue a crossing guards pilot program for next summer. Gerry reported that an examination of the effects of using a traffic signal to manage pedestrians showed that they would delay vehicular traffic overall. He said a signal would make it easier for pedestrians to get across the street, as well as for vehicles to turn onto Main St. from side streets. Pat asked why Camden, for example, has been successful with signals – they have a stop sign. Ed stated that Wiscasset has more traffic and said he would send the Task Force comparative data. (See below.) Requested Traffic Data: Below are approximate Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes for Route 1 on the downtown Main Streets of three Midcoast towns: Wiscasset - Main Street east of Gardiner Road: 18,000 Camden - Main Street north of Bayview Street: 12,000 Thomaston - Main Street east of Beechwood Street: 13,000 There was discussion of the effectiveness of using a police officer rather than a signal. . Don asked Ed if he agreed that the downtown trial in Wiscasset showed that traffic signals at Middle and Water provided some benefits as far as pedestrians crossings and ability of side street traffic to exit, but the signals did not increase Route 1 vehicular capacity which was the purpose of the trial. Ed agreed, and Don added that the one-way streets that were part of the trial were not popular in Wiscasset. Amanda Russell stated that it makes sense to try a police officer prior to installing a signal. Local Traffic Control Ed reviewed his technical analysis of traffic signal options at the junction of Route 1 with Route 27 as well as the roundabout option, noting that all affected land (i.e., land that would need to be taken) would be public land. Jeff McEwen explained the difference between a rotary and a roundabout: rotaries are larger and roundabouts are significantly safer, as roundabouts, being smaller, do not allow for increase in speed. They also eliminate left turns, which eliminates cut-off conflicts that often cause crashes. Gerry noted that another advantage to roundabouts is that there is no signal stopping traffic; they are controlled by “Yield” signs. Doug asked which option is typically recommended by MaineDOT and Federal Highway. Jeff noted that there are several considerations under which a recommendation is made: traffic flow, safety issues and cost. In response to a question by Pat about how a traffic light is timed, Ed explained intersection phases and how they constitute an intersection’’s cycle. He stated that the Route 27 phase could be as little as 20 seconds and explained how most intersections have detectors that notice waiting vehicles, so that the rest of the time the signal would be green for Route 1. The split might average 25%/75% Route 27/Route 1, but it would vary based on sensors/detectors. A typical cycle length would be about 60 seconds. Jo asked whether it is preferable to come to a full stop and wait, or do a “slow creep” both from a driver’’s perspective and from a safety perspective. Ed said it depends, and noted that the intersection currently meets Maine’’s definition of a high-crash location: more than eight crashes within a 3-year period. Ed stated that the intersection has had nine crashes within a 3-year period, and most are caused by left turns. He said that both the signal and the roundabout would provide more opportunity for vehicles to get through the intersection safely: a signal would reduce crashes by 25%; a roundabout by 60%. Bob asked how a roundabout could be a good solution for a situation in which traffic is backed up, as some years ago he was told that roundabouts fail in such a situation. Ed explained that the roundabout would improve wait times for Route 27 traffic and improve safety overall. It would not improve traffic flow for Route 1. Ed reviewed the benefit-to-cost analysis results, noting that safety benefits are measured with dollar amounts assigned to crashes in which no one is hurt (“fender bender”), crashes in which someone complains of injury, crashes in which someone sustains a minor injury, crashes in which someone sustains a significant injury, and crashes in which someone is killed. He stated that most crashes at this intersection are “fender benders.” Ed also noted that mobility benefits are calculated at $12 per vehicle hour. Bob asked whether Route 1 southbound could be separated into two southbound lanes, including a lane dedicated to right turns onto Route 27, because people waiting to turn from Route 27 onto Route 1 northbound cannot determine whether southbound traffic is through traffic or traffic turning onto Route 27, which delays Route 27 traffic by preventing vehicles from turning left. He asked whether the impact of such a solution could be modeled. Ed stated that the Route 1 southbound right-turn lane with an unsignalized scenario could be modeled and might help. Doug noted that this seems like the lowest-cost option. Don noted that, if mobility were the only criterion, then it seems obvious even without the study that the loss of mobility on Route 1 will outweigh the improvement of mobility on Route 27, due to the higher volume of traffic on Route 1. Gerry explained that MaineDOT looks at safety and mobility, and they fund safety projects if the safety benefit is twice the cost. Thus, unfortunately, this intersection does not meet the guidelines for safety projects. Jeff noted that engineering judgment enters into decisions as well, explaining that dollar value is not the only basis for decisions. He added that longer delays encourage drivers to take chances they should not take, resulting in more crashes. Gerry offered to provide current crash data to the task force. Jo asked whether most crashes occur on the Route 1 pathway. Ed stated that some occur on the Route 1 pathway, and some occur on the Route 27 approach. Don Hudson expressed support for a stepped approach to making changes to the intersection. Carol asked the Task Force whether that seemed to be a reasonable approach, and there was general agreement. Amanda asked whether crossing guards would be redundant with signals. Ed explained that the farther from the signal, the more traffic spreads out. MaineDOT concluded that the analysis shows that it is not cost-effective to use either signals or a roundabout at this intersection but will examine the unsignalized right-turn lane option and report back. Parking Control Gerry reviewed parking changes made several years ago, in which some (14) spaces were eliminated, and parking went from 90 degrees to 60 degrees. He noted that Wiscasset retail merchants are strongly opposed to additional changes at this time. Wiscasset is working on a plan to add additional parking in the waterfront area. Real-time Travel Delay Information Gerry reviewed the pilot project and stated that the system worked well. The project was operational from Aug. 28 (Thursday before Labor Day weekend) through Oct. 15. The sign was activated 3 times: Aug. 28 for about two hours, Aug. 29 for three hours due to the Rte. 27 paving project, and September 16 for 1 hour and 40 minutes. He will be producing a report for the group in a few weeks. Gerry noted that the CMS project located on Route 1 near the intersection with Route 27 intersection in Edgecomb is under construction but may be delayed until next Spring. The sign is self-contained and consists of a vehicle presence sensor which activates a warning sign about 1,500 feet north of the top of the hill. The sign will warn Route 1 travelers of slow or stopped traffic on Route 1 beyond the large hill and curve at Cross and Cochran Roads. Gerry also described planned locations of the permanent traffic counting station and two permanent web cam with radar installations. The traffic counter and web cams are being installed now and will be operational by the end of the month. The cams will signal the activation of the Changeable Message Sign (CMS) on I-295 at the Brunswick exit beginning next spring. The camera images will be posted to the MaineDOT website and delay information will be passed on to the www.511maine.gov road conditions web site as well. He noted that there is no plan to divert traffic to alternate routes, as there are none within close proximity: the system is informational only. Gerry also mentioned that one or more CMS signs may be considered to alert Route 1 southbound traffic north of Edgecomb, but there are no good alternate routes available nearby. Doug expressed concern about where signs would be located, as traffic could end up on secondary roads. Gerry stated that over the winter MaineDOT will be talking with area communities about possible locations if more signs are considered. Carol asked whether the Task Force would want signs directing traffic on I-295 to use Exit 113 and Rte. 3 if they are headed Belfast or east. Dave King stated that the Bath-Brunswick Chamber of Commerce would be opposed to any such signage. Don stated that the Wiscasset Transportation Committee had supported such signs for years, but that MaineDOT and Bruce Ibarguen, state traffic engineer, has opposed them. Norma stated that it is the Task Force’’s duty to decide and state whether it is a good idea. Bob made a motion that the Task Force support such signage. The motion was passed. MaineDOT will work with communities and businesses to discuss putting this into effect, based on the Task Force recommendation. Carol briefly reviewed the remaining recommendations. Most were either not feasible due to Maine Historic Preservation Commission issues or not considered useful by the Task Force and MaineDOT. However, several suggestions were made in terms of increasing ridesharing or car-pooling, and Carol indicated that there is an existing Maine program – GoMaine – that administers ride share opportunities for Maine commuters. She asked whether there would be local interest in a “Go Maine” ride-share program and a park & ride lot. Task Force members agreed; Carol will make sure the appropriate contacts are made with communities. Tom Eichlar asked about the status of the pedestrian underpass (he had arrived late due to a pertinent phone call), wondering whether it is possible to get a waiver on the ADA disability requirements. He said that he asked the Federal Highway Commission and the Civil Rights Commission and was given the name of Lisa McVey, whom he asked whether it would be possible to get a waiver. Tom said that she told him about a “technical infeasibility option” and described the complex process of qualifying. Gerry described how Bob’’s project will look at waterfront and pedestrian issues, which will include a feasibility study for crossing. Gerry noted that it would be difficult to construct a stairway without narrowing Main Street and raising Maine Historic Preservation issues, and that the waterfront may be a more suitable location. Carol added that the pilot on pedestrian crossing could be used as a basis for decisions going forward. Jeff noted that the “technically infeasible” category does not consider cost, and that he has not seen any projects that were determined to be “technically infeasible regardless of cost.” Tom offered to pursue this issue. Pat asked where the crossing guard would be stationed so that pedestrians would not walk to the next crosswalk. Carol noted that the pilot could include signage, such as “No jaywalking.” Dave stated that human nature leads people to dart through traffic to avoid walking an additional 50 feet. Carol stated that the next meeting will focus on the Route 218 interchange and will also look at ways to move trucks through the area other than using Federal Street onto Rte. 1. She noted that these discussions could include only interested members rather than the entire task force if they so desired. Doug stated that Alna will not support an interchange on Route 218. Pat expressed concerns about which service roads might be used by trucks instead of Federal Street. Doug stated that earlier he took the opportunity to reach a fragile consensus, but that he could potentially withdraw Alna’’s agreement based on what happens with the Rte. 218 decision. Carol concluded that the Rte. 218 discussion must take place at the Task force level and after some discussion of a possible date, indicated she would email possible dates out to the Task Force to find the most convenient time. Task Force members indicated that they would like to meet as soon as possible. (NOTE: Due to other priorities on this project, MaineDOT will not be prepared for this meeting until later in November. Based on members’’ availability, the meeting has subsequently been scheduled for Tuesday, Dec. 9, 6:30 – 8:30, location TBD.) Don recommended that the Task Force hear directly from Wiscasset’’s safety people. Gerry said he has represented their concerns in meeting notes. Carol suggested that Don review and amend Gerry’’s notes as necessary. Don noted that a written document is not as compelling as hearing directly from people. Bob requested additional information on designating or redesignating roads as truck routes, and Gerry agreed to provide this information prior to the next meeting. The meeting ended at 8:34 pm. 

Minutes of December 9, 2008 Task Force Meeting

Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
October 29, 2008; 6:30-8:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Conference Room

Attending: David King Sr., Woolwich; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Assn; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Bill Curtis, Wiscasset; David Nichols, Wiscasset; David Bertran, Westport Island; Doug Baston, Alna; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Dick Thomas, Chewonki Foundation; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Carol Morris, Morris Communications.

The meeting began at 6:33 pm.

Handouts

Gerry handed out a revised report and reviewed the Action Items regarding Downtown Village Traffic Management, noting that MaineDOT will talk to the Town of Wiscasset about hiring a crossing guard and that MaineDOT will also talk to the communities and Chambers about the potential impact of a sign on I-295 informing travelers who are heading north of Belfast of Exit 113 to Rte. 3. He also stated that the bicycle/pedestrian path will be addressed as part of a study Bob Faunce is undertaking. A MaineDOT representative will be in contact with Wiscasset and other communities to discuss new potential Park and Ride locations as well as publicizing these.

Carol said that she would be sending the revised matrix that details the actions taken and Task Force position out to the TF with the minutes of tonight’s meeting. She asked the TF to make sure they were in agreement with the document, and if not, to note that via email.

Gerry reviewed the Edgecomb Routes 1 and 27 crash summary.

Gerry stated that Bob’s suggestion of an island and northbound turning lane at the intersection of Route 27 with Route 1 in Wiscasset will be implemented; two possible designs are being considered. It will go into the funding queue for possible funding in 2009 for the FY10-11 biennium.

Gerry briefly described the changeable message sign final report, noting that he will be meeting with stakeholders to determine at what speed the message would be posted. The plan is to make decisions in February with a goal of implementing for peak tourist season.

Gerry stated that the application to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers was submitted on Dec. 8 and that the cover letter states that N2A-1 remains the preferred route by MaineDOT and the communities. The cover letter also notes that increased land acquisition costs could make the cost of all three remaining alternatives the same. The cover letter and application was handed out.

Carol stated that anyone interested in receiving the full report that accompanied the application should let her know. Dave suggested that each town should receive one copy. Tom Eichlar stated that SVCA would like a copy as well, and Bob Faunce requested one for Lincoln County. It was decided that a copy should be in all town offices (Boothbay Harbor, Boothbay, Edgecomb, Newcastle, Alna, Wiscasset, Westport Island, Woolwich). 

MaineDOT Update

Kat Fuller stated that MaineDOT was ordered by the Governor to cut its budget by 10%. Based on projections, MaineDOT is $0.5 billion short for achieving all projects. She stated that the federal stimulus package will focus on projects that are already fully planned and ready to build. 

Kat stated that an aggressive bond request was submitted to the Governor, and if he approves it, it will go to the Legislature and then to the voters. There is a placeholder in the budget that will allow MaineDOT to begin purchasing rights of way for the bypass. It is not known whether this placeholder will survive the budget process.

Kat noted that MaineDOT does not have the funding needed to implement all existing projects, and they will be making recommendations to the Legislature. Around the state, MaineDOT is talking to communities about priorities, particularly in terms of bypasses vs. maintenance needs. Kat suggested that those present at the meeting could email her so that she can relay their input to legislators. Although the Wiscasset project is high priority, it may be somewhat lower than similar projects with year-round impact. Carol will email all task force members, asking them to get their input to Kat. Kat’s understanding of the federal stimulus dollars is that they will be used for construction of projects that are already fully designed. It is expected that $60-300 million will come to Maine. Currently MaineDOT has $250 million in projects that are ready to go to construction bid immediately, in contrast to the Wiscasset bypass, which is not yet designed. Federal funding of those projects could free up local dollars for projects like the Wiscasset bypass. Individuals may wish to contact their congressional delegation regarding the need for funding infrastructure in Maine.

Army Corps of Engineers Process and Timing

Gerry stated that the Army Corps of Engineers will determine the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) and may hold a public meeting to solicit input. They will have a public comment period. Gerry reviewed the Army Corps process, which has an overall timeframe of as much as eight months.

Bob asked Carol to email task force members when the public comment period opens. As well, MaineDOT provided a mailing list of abutters, community members, and task force members, but it was noted that some of the task force members have changed, so Carol will be sure to let the task force know.

Peter Kleskovic described the major significance of the LEDPA decision. He noted that the Army Corps is not bound by the preferred alternative recommended by MaineDOT and the communities, and he stated that during the public comment period, communities must make clear which alternative they are supporting and why. He clarified the fact that the Army Corps is involved due to the major presence of wetlands, not just the river.

Tom questioned the use of the word “vehemently” in the cover letter, and Jo Cameron said that it was appropriate to describe the opinion of Edgecomb. 

Bob asked whether there is an appeal process once the LEDPA decision is made. Kat stated that there is no appeal process that she is aware of. Kat stated that the Army Corps will weigh all the data, and if they make a decision that does not align with the public preference, they will thoroughly document the reason for that decision. She noted that Army Corps decisions are weighted to favor natural environment.

Carol asked whether the work done by the task force in soliciting public comment would make the Army Corps less likely to hold a public hearing. The answer to this is unclear.

David Bertram asked what percentage of projects is decided against a MaineDOT recommendation, and Kat replied that nearly all projects are approved in accordance with MaineDOT recommendations.


Rte. 218 Options

Carol presented a decision/discussion matrix for Route 218 options. She recommended that the task force review it on an alternative-by-alternative basis and then vote on the preferred option.

Don Jones asked that the N2a-1 alignment interchange options be discussed first.

Bob asked whether any of the options raise any safety concerns due to proximity of interchanges (between a proposed interchange at Rte. 218 and a proposed interchange at Rte. 27.) Ed Hanscom described the federal AASHTO standards for interchange design. Peter noted that any time an access is added to a road, a potential safety issue exists, but that if the design standards are followed, safety issues are minimized. Bob reiterated his concerns about the interchange. Peter noted that the proposed proximity of entrance and exit would not be allowed on an interstate road but is allowable here due to the lower speed limit. Doug Baston asked what the criteria are for overriding the AASHTO standards. Peter explained that it is a weighing process with multiple criteria and engineering judgment. FHWA indicated that some of the interchange options may require a “design exception” in order to meet AASHTO requirements, given the close proximity of ramps between the Route 27 and Route 218 interchanges.

Don stated that Wiscasset desires a full interchange at Rte. 218 and is in favor of either of the two options presented. 

Peter noted that N2A-1 Alternate Full Interchange option would need to be built more expensively to be safe, to design the on and off ramps at different elevations (“braided” interchange), thus the cost estimated may not be accurate – it may be quite a bit higher, which would change the number of years required for payback (years to recover cost).

David B. asked what the acceptable “payback period” is for the state. Ed stated that there is no specific acceptable payback period. Don Jones stated that in other options MaineDOT has accepted payback times of up to 34 years, and Ed agreed.

Carol and Don both noted concern on the numbers presented. Ed noted that the Oct. 23 memo is based on all traffic, and the Dec. 2 memo is based on truck traffic only. Gerry reiterated the Town of Wiscasset’s desire to legally close Federal St. in Wiscasset to trucks, but that this can only be done on Local Roads. 

The Task Force reviewed the numbers presented on all full and half interchanges to make sure they understood MaineDOT’s assumptions. 

Ed then put up the map of the non-interchange options and reviewed where each would go and what kind of construction or changes would need to be made for implementation.

Bob stood up and went to the front to review the map of the Inner Route and noted that it solves all of the problems connected with emergency vehicle access as well as providing full access to the bypass from both Rte. 218 and Rte. 27. Doug asked why its benefit assessment was so low, when it appears to be a strong solution. Ed explained that because of the truck vs. all-vehicle analysis, it was not really an-apples-to-apples comparison, but that MaineDOT felt the inner connector was a good option. Dave B. noted that it was also relatively low cost at only $800,000. He stated that he thought it was a brilliant solution. 

David King noted that Woolwich has no stake in the Rte. 218 interchange, but stated that as a business person he believes that N2A-1 should truly be a bypass and not an economic development corridor as the Topsham connector has turned out to be. 

Don requested that MaineDOT prepare a drawing that shows clearly how this interchange would work as the sketch does not clearly show a full interchange. Doug noted that this solution could be constructed in stages, first as a connector from Rte. 218 to Rte. 27 and then, if needed, as an interchange onto the bypass. He added his support to this solution because it has less impact on secondary development (development that is caused by building of new roads or intersections.) Don noted that towns still have control over development through zoning. 

David Nichols described Wiscasset’s current ordinance restricting truck traffic. Gerry noted the research he had done on this, and said he was unaware that Wiscasset had an ordinance in place on this issue. There was discussion of the legality of the ordinance, and it appears that in order to make the ordinance legal in terms of transportation law, a public process would have had to be conducted, asking both affected residents and the trucking industry what their opinions are regarding the posting of Federal St. MaineDOT would also have to approve the ordinance. The situation is confusing, and Gerry will be in touch with Wiscasset directly for clarification.

There was discussion of the safety issue behind the desire for a bypass; that is, the ability for emergency vehicles (police, fire, ambulance) to have quick access off of Rte. 218 during peak traffic season. 

Bob motioned that the task force support the inner route, and plan it to allow for a full interchange eventually. David seconded the motion. The inner route is defined as a connector between 27 and 218.

Don stated that he would like to see a complete design.

Doug suggested that the motion be amended to reflect this.

Dave N. stated he would like to see a drawing before he votes; that he cannot vote on something that is not clear to him.

Bob noted that this is the last task force meeting.

David B. noted that this is a concept, and it was always understood that the designs would change and develop over time.

Carol reminded everyone that the final design would also be subject to a public process.

David K. noted that the task force is voting on a concept, not on specifics, and that the motion should be voted on.

Carol suggested amended language to the motion:

Proposed: A connector road from Rte. 218 to Rte. 27 to be integrated with a full Route 27 bypass interchange.

Bob withdraw his earlier motion and proposed the new motion.
David B. seconded. Carol called for discussion.

Don called for an amendment to the motion to add: that will provide access to and from Rte. 218 north and south on bypass.

The new motion read: A connector road from Rte. 218 to Rte. 27 to be integrated with a full Route 27 bypass interchange that will provide access to and from Rte. 218 north and south on bypass.

The motion passed with 10 in favor, one abstaining.

David B. motioned that Ed Hanscom cannot retire from MaineDOT until the bypass is built.

The Task Force voted unanimously in favor.

Carol reiterated that everyone would be receiving notice from her over the next months regarding the Army Corps process and the MaineDOT/legislative budget process. The notice would give each member and/or community the opportunity to weigh in again on the bypass decision and funding.

The meeting ended at 8:40 pm.
