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I

INTRODUCTION TO CORRIDOR PLANNING
MANAGEMENT

AND

ACCESS

A. The Value of Corridor Planning
Corridor planning has evolved over the last couple of
decades to encompass a comprehensive approach to
managing roadways and transportation systems as a
method of addressing the problems associated with the
relationship between transportation and development.
(Figure 1-1) That is, as development occurs transportation
improvements necessary to serve this growth must be
made. The transportation improvements enhance
accessibility and increase land values, providing an
incentive for further development, which generates a
need for further transportation improvements.
Corridor planning is a “big picture” approach that
incorporates access, safety, historic preservation, contextsensitive design and land use in one analytic process.
Importantly, corridor planning embraces two over-arching
considerations. First, the transportation problems
associated with growth cannot be reduced or minimized
by transportation solutions alone. Land use planning and
management are necessary. Second, land-use planning
and management alone cannot fully address local needs
and objectives. The availability, quality and sufficiency of
transportation are significant determinants of the potential
for growth that can occur. Thus, transportation agencies
and local governments must collaborate in developing
and implementing integrated land-use and transportation
policies.

Figure 1-1: The land use & transportation cycle.

The planning process typically includes substantial
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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community input throughout the planning effort, in the
form of a diverse advisory committee, surveys, public
meetings and workshops, or a combination of these. To
that end, the pool of participants who assist in the
planning process has expanded to reflect the diverse
perspectives that must be addressed. Transportation
engineers have been joined by community planners,
landscape architects, members of the business
community, representatives of special interest groups, and
a variety of other municipal representatives to ensure that
the end result reflects the “big picture.”
Successful corridor planning requires a variety of strategies
to be utilized at the same time. Chief among them is
access management.
B. What is Access Management?
Access management is a comprehensive approach to
improving corridor safety and access that integrates
transportation and land use solutions. Transportation
improvements are designed to complement existing and
future land uses along the targeted roadways. Land use
tools are applied to minimize the impact of individual and
cumulative developments on the transportation system.
As a result, improved access and movement are
achieved in a manner that respects the surrounding
community and its plans for future development.
The access management planning process incorporates
a wide variety of information. On the transportation side
the information gathered typically includes the number
and widths of lanes; the presence and design of medians;
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

Figure 1-2: Top -Typical suburban strip with no access
management provisions. Bottom-Highway commercial uses
are interconnected with access to lower volume side road.
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pedestrian access and linkages; the number and location
of curb cuts; intersection locations, alignment, design and
performance; traffic volumes and level of service;
accidents, accident rates and the location of accidents;
the number, density and design of driveways; and other
data.

The typical transportation recommendations of an access
management plan are similarly varied. They may include
turn lanes, medians, intersection and driveway
improvements, driveway closure or relocation, the
interconnection of parking areas, and new signals and/or
signal timing. In many cases they also include
enhancement to local roads and better management of
the integrated state & local road system.

In addition, access management plans consider the
following community-related information:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

C. Why is Access Management Important?

Current land use and zoning;
Future land use and zoning;
Anticipated development;
Land use regulations;
Subdivision regulations;
Municipal needs and objectives;
Physical, institutional and infrastructure requirements
and constraints;
Other municipal policies and regulations that could
impact the study area.

Access management focuses on reducing conflicts,
separating conflicts and managing the conflicts that do
occur. What is a conflict? A conflict occurs wherever a
vehicle must slow or stop to avoid another vehicle (or
bicyclist or pedestrian) entering, exiting or crossing the
roadway. Conflicts are separated into two types. Major
conflicts occur where vehicles cross paths or go head to
head, and are responsible for the most serious accidents.
Minor conflicts occur where vehicles merge or diverge
from the roadway.

This information is incorporated into access management
plans in which recommendations and actions address
both transportation and land use management. The land
use management recommendations can include issues
related to the spacing, location and design of driveways;
the establishment of setbacks; access to subdivisions;
interconnected parking; and shared driveways or
integrated driveway systems. They may also include more
forward looking elements including the location and
alignment of future roads, changes in zoning, and the
designation of commercial and retail development
nodes.
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

It would be extremely difficult to determine how many
conflicts actually occur on a road, but conflict points and
conflict point exposures serve as useful indicators. The
locations where conflicts occur are called conflict points,
and every driveway, intersection and roadway
configuration can be characterized in terms of the
number and type of conflict points created. A conflict
point exposure occurs where a vehicle crosses a conflict
point. As shown in Figure 1-3, for example, nine conflict
points occur at a T-intersection (or driveway) of which
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three are major conflicts points. A four-way intersection
creates 24 conflict points, of which 16 are major conflicts.
As development occurs and new connections are built
(driveways and intersecting roads) the number of conflict
points can increase dramatically. A one-mile stretch of
two-lane road with sixty, driveway connections will, for
example, have 540 or more conflict points. In this
scenario, 7,000 vehicles using this road a day would
produce over 840,000 conflict point exposures.
As traffic volumes and the number of driveways increase,
the number of conflict point exposures also increases. The
interaction of traffic in typical strip environments
negatively impacts driver behavior (i.e., stop and go,
turning movements, etc.). Traffic flows become turbulent
and unpredictable as a result. The transportation impacts
are dramatic and verifiable. Accidents increase, travel
times increase, capacity decreases. As importantly, the
degradation of traffic conditions negatively affects the
sustainability of existing businesses and the potential for
growth, as discussed in the following sections.
Safety
As shown in Figure 1-4 (next page), accidents are
specifically related to the number and density of
driveways, regardless of traffic volumes. For example,
roads averaging 5,000 to 15,000 cars per day (AADT) and
more than 30 driveways per mile have twice as many
accidents as roads averaging between 15 and 30
driveways per mile and the same traffic volume. The
application of access management techniques has been

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

Figure 1-3: Illustrates the conflict points of a three-way intersection and a four-way intersection.
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demonstrated to improve safety significantly, as shown in
Figure 1-5.
Impacts on Travel Time and Traffic Capacity
Studies have demonstrated that poorly planned and
managed access can reduce speeds and thus increase
travel time by as much as 30 percent and reduce the
capacity of a roadway by about the same amount. This
has several affects on existing businesses and the
attraction of a business area for potential development.
Two of the most direct impacts are on market area and
customer volumes.
An increase in travel time reduces the market reach of
any business or business area. For example, as shown in
the case illustrated in Figure 1-6 on the next page, a 10
percent increase in travel time will reduce market area by
about 19 percent. (Put in the context of the Rt. 56
businesses, a two-minute increase in travel time from the
west reduces its market reach along Rt. 11 by 1 to 2 miles.)

Figure 1-4: The number and density of driveways directly
impacts a corridor’s safety.
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According to the dictionary, access is the “means or act
of approaching, entering, exiting, communicating with, or
making use of something.” When applied to
transportation, one component of access is the ability to
reach specific businesses or a business area.
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The proliferation of driveways and the high traffic volumes
associated with strip development can reach levels where
they impact consumer behavior. Two distinct impacts are

Figure 1-5: Managed corridors have lower accident rates.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

6

Final Recommendations (DRAFT)
April 2003

noticeable. First, as illustrated in Figure 1-7, lines of
vehicles can block driveways; consumers will bypass these
businesses if it is unsafe or they must wait too long to enter
or exit the business’s parking area. Second, consumers will
bypass business areas that are perceived as unsafe or
when they have a less time consuming route available;
thus, the number of customers available to businesses
dependent on “pass-by” traffic is decreased.
Traffic capacity is roughly defined as “the number of
vehicles that can travel over a section of road in a onehour period at prevailing conditions.” A single lane with
no driveways or intersections will have a capacity of
between 1,400 and 1,500 vehicles per hour (VPH). In a
typical strip environment this capacity will be reduced to
between 900 and 1,000 VPH. In effect, the road can
deliver 400 to 500 fewer potential consumers per hour.

Figure 1-6: Illustrates the impact that traffic slowdowns can
have on businesses.

Other Economic Impacts
Although access management is often perceived as
having a negative impact on business and development,
there is a growing body of evidence that this is generally
untrue. For example, a recent study in Iowa showed that
retail sales in corridors with heavily planned and managed
access grew at a rate that was greater than in corridors
with unplanned access, as depicted in Figure 1-8 (next
page). This finding is supported by anecdotal evidence in
New York suggesting that property values in corridors with
access management retrofits have increased substantially
faster than in the community, overall.
Similarly, one of the most aggressive techniques for

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

Figure 1-7: Entering and exiting businesses limited by queuing
along the corridor.
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managing access is a restrictive median, and opponents
are vocal in their contention that restrictive medians
inhibit if not absolutely deter growth. Yet, the evidence
shows this to be untrue. There are more than a few cases
in New York where medians were built before
development occurred that are now largely if not fully
developed (e.g. Rt. 454, Vestal Parkway just west of
Binghamton). More recently, a median was constructed
on Rt. 332 in the Town of Canandaigua. Since completion
of construction this commercial corridor has seen over $50
million in new private investment and over 350 new
private sector jobs.
The economic impact of access management extends
beyond the businesses on or near the corridor(s). Access
management can provide a substantial reduction in
accident costs. According to the American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), 50
to 70 percent of all accidents are access related.
Economic benefits are also realized in the reduced need
to build more roadways, which can be a substantial cost
to communities and businesses.

Figure 1-8: Illustrates the positive impact that access
management cant have on nearby businesses.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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II

STUDY OVERVIEW

the impacts of future growth are to be reduced
As a result, the Town and Village of Potsdam, in
collaboration with the NYSDOT, have agreed to develop
a Land Use and Access Management Plan. The intent of
the Plan is to develop a collaborative approach to
reduce or minimize the impacts of future development
without inhibiting the potential for growth.

A. Why Potsdam is Being Examined
Properties along State Route 56 and US Route 11 are
zoned for and will likely be the focus of any significant
expansion of commercial and retail businesses in the
future. Yet, even at current levels, the impacts of
development have caused significant concern for
residents and officials of both the Town and Village
relative to traffic operations (i.e., unsafe, too many cars
using residential roads to bypass congestion on Rt. 56,
unnecessary delays at signals), aesthetics (i.e., ugly,
lacking any architectural integrity, too much pavement)
and other quality of life factors. It is feared that future
growth will simply exacerbate these problems, and create
others including the need for significant local expenditures
to provide the infrastructure necessary to support this
growth.

This Plan addresses two study areas that have distinctive
characteristics and will continue to develop differently.
Figure 2-1 shows the location of the US Route 11 and NYS
Route 56 study areas.
The US Route 11 study area is located between Stony
Brook and Route 345 (Madrid Road). The State Route 56
(Market Street) study area is located between the U.S.
Route 11 Bypass and the CSX Railroad. Both study areas
are within the Village and Town of Potsdam. The US Route
11 and State Route 56 study areas are each
approximately two miles long.

The Village and Town of Potsdam and the New York State
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) share
responsibility for managing the development of the
corridor. The NYSDOT is responsible for maintaining,
operating and improving (when warranted) U.S. Route 11
and NYS Route 56. The Town and Village of Potsdam
have jurisdiction over land use planning and
management and local road development. Given these
overlapping responsibilities and concerns, the Village,
Town, and NYSDOT recognize that land development
must be coordinated with transportation improvements if

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

Each study area has been defined to encompass
approximately 500 feet on either side of the road. The
500-foot buffer allows for consideration of
recommendations that could affect side streets, rear
access roads, and land use decisions for entire parcels
adjacent to the road. Although not shown in Figure 2-1,
the Town would also like to include an assessment of
development potential at the intersection of Route 56
and Sissonville Road. As a result, this intersection will be
included in this report as well.
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Figure 2-1: The areas outlined
in red will be the focus of the
recommendations made as
part of this study. The shaded
circles indicate key intersections that were analyzed under
existing and future operating
conditions.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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B. The Planning Process

along the following lines: Is the information correct? Is the
information complete? Are there elements that are
overstated, understated, or unnecessary? Is it consistent
with local needs, objectives and capabilities? Are there
alternatives or elements that were not addressed? The
Planning Team then revised the components to reflect the
comments and concerns of the Working Group and
proceeded to the next stage where the process was
repeated.

The planning process included five key elements:
•
•
•
•
•

Define planning issues and objectives;
Characterize and analyze existing conditions;
Identify the potential for growth and the impacts of
such growth;
Identify and assess alternatives to reduce the impacts
of growth; and
Final recommendations.

There is one exception to this process and that relates to
the final recommendations of the Plan. These
recommendations were not selected based on a vote of
the Working Group nor did the Working Group provide
substantial input on the form and phrasing and, thus, they
may not reflect unanimous endorsement of the Working
Group. Rather, these recommendations were selected by
the Planning Team as actions that would have the
greatest benefit with respect to reducing the undesirable
impacts of future growth and the smallest impact with
respect to inhibiting growth and development.

The design of the planning process was predicated on
one simple fact: any plan that is to be implemented by a
community MUST reflect community perceptions, needs,
objectives, and capabilities. And, this can only be
achieved through direct, substantial and continuing
community participation in the development of the plan
and its implementation. Given the size of the study area
and its regional impact, a Working Group was assembled
to provide this community input and guide the plan. The
Working Group consisted of the Village Mayor , Town
Supervisor, Planning and Supervisory Board Members,
business owners, property owners, and the NYSDOT. (The
members of he working group are provided in Appendix
A.)

C. Planning Issues and Objectives
Defining the issues and objectives to be addressed in a
study or plan is an inclusive process as these often
depend on the perspective and responsibilities of the
participants. Further, while it is necessary to define these
early on in the planning process, issues and objectives
can change as new information and analyses are
developed. In this effort, three methods were initially used
to define the issues and objectives addressed in this Plan:
a Strengths, Weaknesses Opportunities and Threats

The planning process itself was relatively simple. A small
Planning Team comprised of representatives from the
consultant, Clark Patterson & Associates, the NYSDOT and
local planners collected, evaluated and prepared each
component of the plan. This was written up and provided
to the Working Group for their review and confirmation
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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(SWOT) Analysis, a Preferred Development Survey, and a
Potential Development Analysis. These are discussed
below.

Strengths
• Large traffic volumes represent customers to local
businesses
• There is a large amount of undeveloped land in the
study area
• The presence of the four colleges in Potsdam and
Canton

Issues
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats:
A good Corridor Management Plan builds upon the
corridor’s strengths, addresses its weaknesses, capitalizes
on its opportunities, and identifies threats that might inhibit
development or that might result from development.
Examples of the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and
threats identified for US Route 11 and NYS Route 56 by the
full Working Group during the second working group
meeting are included in Figure 2-2.

Weaknesses
• Too many curb cuts contribute to safety concerns
• Visual clutter & poor aesthetics create poor gateways
into the community
• Lack of pedestrian facilities along the highways

Preferred Development Survey:
A Preferred Development Survey (PDS) was administered
to the Working Group and to residents of the Town and
Village. A PDS consists of a series of images depicting
various types, patterns and styles of development. These
images were given a numerical ranking from 0 to 10 by
the individuals surveyed; with undesirable or unattractive
images given a low number and desirable or attractive
images given a high number. The scores for each image
were then summed and averaged. A high average score
suggests that the type, pattern or style of development
depicted is favored by the participants and is to be
encouraged. A low average score suggests that the
type, pattern or style of development is undesirable and is
to be discouraged

Opportunities
• Re-align May Road intersection with Route 56
• Redevelopment of vacant or underutilized parcels
• Vacant land behind roadside development
• Extension of water and sewer service north on Route
56
Threats
• More development can lead to more traffic
congestion
• More traffic will increase travel times between
Potsdam and other areas
Figure 2-2: Summary of SWOT Analyses conducted for Routes 11 and
56.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

A comparison of the lower ranking images with
development along Rt. 56 suggests that the Working
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Group and other individuals surveyed would not favor
continuation of the type, pattern or style of existing
development in the future. That is, existing development
reflects elements that were consistently found to be
unattractive or undesirable:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Figure 2-3: The Preferred Development
Survey was used to determine development
preferences along
Routes 11 & 56. These
two images of Rite Aid
Pharmacies were used
to illustrate that franchise architecture can
be modified to reflect
the character of the
community.

Single story commercial establishments;
Plastic, interior lit signs;
Inconsistent landscaping;
Parking in the front of the building;
Typical “franchise” buildings;
Little or no designated pedestrian facilities;

The PDS results were incorporated into the creation and
review of the development scenarios that resulted from
this planning process. In addition, the PDS results could
serve as the basis for future design guidelines and provide
examples of the favorable development and designs that
need to be implemented in the Town and/or Village of
Potsdam. (A short summary of the Preferred Development
Survey, with scores, is included in Appendix B. The
complete results have been provided on a CD to the
Town and Village.)

•

A review of the PDS Results, shown in Figure 2-4, indicates
that the high-ranking images convey the community’s
preferences for design elements such as:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Commercial establishments that appear multiple story
and are placed close to the street;
Parking located to the rear of structure;
Designated pedestrian facilities connecting highways
to stores and businesses;

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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Franchise architecture that is not “cookie cutter” and
utilizes natural materials (brick, wood, etc);
Vertical rooflines that hide heating and cooling units;
Strong gateway treatments such as monument signs
and landscaping;
Generous landscaping on commercial properties;
Signs constructed of natural material (wood, brick,
etc,) that are exterior lit;
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Figure 2-4: A summary of the Preferred Development Survey results is provided in the graphic above. The community can use the results of
the survey to help guide future decisions regarding development and site design.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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Therefore, as new development occurs in the study areas,
every effort should be made to ensure these design
elements are used. This may include the adoption of
design standards or the use of a community architect.

A. Provide the transportation system necessary to
accommodate existing and future development;
B. Minimize the transportation impacts associated
with existing and future development;

Potential Development Analysis

C. Improve accommodations for pedestrians and
bicyclists;

The Working Group was then asked how much and what
type of new development might occur along routes 11
and 56. In separate sessions they developed two
alternatives for each of the study areas. A “Modest
Growth” scenario which might be described as
“probable” or “likely”; and an “Aggressive Growth”
scenario which is dependent on changes that cannot be
predicted with any confidence but are possible. The
results are summarized below and discussed in further
detail in the sections that follow.

D. Improve the pattern, style and appearance of
development along the corridor and of the
corridor itself;

The Modest Growth scenario proposes 50,000 square feet
of mixed commercial development along Rt. 11 and
300,000 square feet of mixed development along Rt. 56.
The Aggressive Growth scenario proposes 200,000 square
feet of development along Rt. 11 and 500,000 square feet
of development along Rt. 56.

E.

Promote the development of interior and infill
properties; and

F.

Minimize requirements that would deter or inhibit
future development or impose unreasonable costs
on property owners and / or developers.

Plan Objectives
The issues derived from the Strengths, Weaknesses
Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) Analysis, the Preferred
Development Survey, and the Potential Development
Analysis were then used to develop a set of guiding
objectives, which are provided below.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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III

Implications of Growth

The study area has been divided into two focus areas and
each will be examined in a similar fashion to ensure
consistency throughout the plan. In an effort to clearly
and concisely communicate the findings from the
inventory and analysis and the recommended actions,
the discussion regarding each focus area in this plan will
include the following elements:
Overview — Provides an overview of conditions within the
focus area and identifies the potential for increased
development.
Current Conditions – Evaluates the focus area in respect
to issues and concerns raised by the Working Group and
problems that stem from the level or pattern of growth
absent any changes in transportation infrastructure or
land-use or development requirements.
Alternatives — Based on the identified issues, a series of
strategies have been developed to address the desired
outcome for the focus area and establish the basis for
one or more transportation and land use scenarios
intended to achieve these objectives.
Action — The specific scenario for the area to achieve the
desired response will be included in this section.
Figure 3-1: These images of Route 11 (top) and Route 56
(bottom) were taken in 2002.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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A. Focus Area I Route 11
Overview

“The vision for the U.S. Route 11 study area

The US Route 11 Study Area is best described as rural
transitional. The western terminus of the study area is
approximately one mile west of the intersection of US
Route 11 and Morley-Potsdam Road. The eastern terminus
is located at the intersection of US Route 11, Clarkson
Avenue, and NYS Route 345 within the Village. As a
traveler enters the study area from the west, the road
frontage is primarily rural in character and most is
undeveloped. The rural landscape gives way to a small
concentration of commercial establishments that has
developed adjacent to the US Route 11/Morley-Potsdam
Road intersection. East of this intersection the presence of
a designated wetland has limited development. As a
result, development does not begin again until the Village
boundary. Within the Village, the frontage consists of
commercial uses and the Clarkson University Campus.

is to provide a gateway into the Town and
Village of Potsdam that accommodates
reasonable access to existing future
commercial developments immediately
adjacent to the road. Future access
points will be planned to alleviate the
cumulative effect of developments (large
and small) that occur over time. The

Within the study area, US Route 11 is classified as a
principal arterial in the Town and Village of Potsdam. The
corridor consists of one lane in each direction with a wide
striped offset (i.e., shoulder) in the western portion of the
study area and a section width of approximately 44 feet.
The posted speed limit is 55 mph in this section.

community recognizes that new
development in this area should not occur
at the expense of existing operations in the

At the railroad crossing the corridor switches to two lanes
in each direction. The pavement width is generally 52feet wide. There are curbs and a closed drainage system
provided in the Village. On-street parking is not permitted.
In the Village the posted speed limit is 30 mph. There are
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

Town or Village.”
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Current Conditions

sidewalks on the north side of US Route 11 within the
Village limits.

Development Patterns and Aesthetics

There are substantial areas of developable frontage
within the Town and there appears to be potential for
redevelopment along the north side of Route 11 in the
Village. With the exception of wetlands there appear to
be few constraints to development. Preliminary growth
estimates developed by the working group indicate two
possible development scenarios:

Commercial uses along Route 11 within the Village are
“local” or non-franchise commercial uses such as a motel,
a bar, privately owned student housing and the like. The
landscaped, fenced and attractive grounds of Clarkson
University on the south side of Route 11 contrast sharply
with the often unattractive developments across the
road. Existing developments along Route 11 in the Town
generally lack landscaping, architectural uniformity and
attractiveness, have open frontages and parking, and
have varying depths to parking and the building face.

1. Modest Growth Scenario includes 50,000 square
feet (sf) of mixed commercial development with
one hotel and the Clarkson student population
remaining stable at approximately 3,000 students.

With the exception of the Clarkson property land along
Route 11 in the Village is fully developed. The reverse is
true in the Town as most of the property along Route 11 is
undeveloped. There are several constraints to growth,
however, including the presence of wetlands and the
lack of sewer and water services west of the bridge. It is
likely that developments west of the bridge will be limited
to those uses with non-intensive demands for water and
sewer and that more intensive uses will locate in the
Village.

2. Aggressive Growth Scenario includes 200,000 sf of
mixed commercial development including one
hotel and the Clarkson student population
increasing by approximately 200 students.
It should be noted that the Aggressive Growth Scenario
represents a “most intensive demand” condition and will
be used as the basis for planning and analysis efforts.
Therefore, all references to future development will be
based on this scenario

It is reasonable to ask whether the Town should allow a
pattern of development that significantly increases travel
time to its primary market along Route 56, north of the
Village. That is, a pattern of development that includes
significant numbers of driveways to small establishments
will reduce speeds and increase accidents. This
combination will decrease the western market reach of

It is anticipated that approximately 100,000 sf of new
commercial development will occur in the Community
Center (C-C) zoned area within the Town. The remaining
50,000 sf of commercial development and a new hotel
would likely be placed adjacent to or across from the
Clarkson University entrance.
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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businesses in Village and along Route 56.

Letter

Area (ksf)

Peak PM
In
Out

Description

Aggressive Growth **

Traffic Volumes, Efficiency and Safety

30
10
10
10
10
10
10
30
30
n/a

Between the Potsdam Village Line and NYS Route 345 the
New York State Department of Transportation estimates
that 12,700 vehicles per day (vpd) travel US Route 11.
Traffic volumes west of Morley-Potsdam Road are on the
order of 10,300 vpd.
According to field surveys performed by Eng-Wong Taub
& Associates as part of this study, the evening peak hour
volumes on US Route 11 in the vicinity of the Clarkson
Campus are 700 vehicles eastbound and 587 vehicles
westbound. Eight percent of this weekday peak hour
volume is truck traffic. The volume-to-capacity ratio varies
from 0.6 for the four-lane section to 0.2 for the five-lane
section near Route 345. These capacity levels typically
indicate that motorists are able to travel at or near the
speed limit.

General Office
High Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant
Pharmacy/Drugstore with Drive-Through
Video Rental Store
Specialty Retail Center
Specialty Retail Center
Specialty Retail Center
Small Retail Plaza (Shopping Center Assumed)
Small Retail Plaza (Shopping Center Assumed)
120-RoomHotel
Total:

19
65
44
48
10
10
10
122
122
30
480

94
43
46
56
14
14
14
133
133
27
573

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual 6th Edition, unless otherwise noted (Wal-Mart/Gas Station)

Figure 3-2: Trip generation estimates for development on US
Route 11.

The Aggressive Growth scenario suggests that 200,000 sf of
new development is possible in this study area. Assuming
uses that are typical to this type of environment, as shown
in Figure 3-2 , 1,053 new peak hour trips would result from
development, potentially increasing traffic volumes to
2,340 vehicles per hour (vph) in the 4-lane section during
peak travel periods. For the purposes of this study we
examined the evening peak hour of travel. The evening
peak hour was chosen because it typically represents the
highest volume condition. In addition, some share of the
traffic generated by new developments along Route 56
will travel through this area. An origin-destination analysis
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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has not been done as part of this study so this additional
traffic volume cannot be determined with any
confidence but, assuming that 15 percent of the new
traffic going to Route 56 uses Route 11 the additional
peak hour traffic volume would be on the order of 405
vph; bringing total peak hour traffic to 2,755 vph.
In effect, peak hour traffic would increase by 220-percent
over current volumes in the 4-lane section of Route 11.
The interaction of increased traffic volumes, increased
numbers of driveways, and increased driveway traffic will
create both capacity and safety problems.
Modeling has not been done to evaluate the affect of
these changes on safety, but it is likely to be significant.
For example, there were approximately 20 accidents per
year in the 4-lane section between the years 1998 and
2000. The accident rate averaged 4.47 accidents per
million vehicle miles (acc/mvm) which is about 20-percent
lower than the State average for roads with similar
configurations. A simple doubling of traffic would suggest
that the number of accidents will also double. But, the
accident rate is likely to increase as a result of higher
traffic volumes and more driveways and it is reasonable to
assume that the number of accidents will more than
double over current levels. (The influence of driveways on
accident rates in this area is demonstrated by accidents
in the developed area of Morley-Potsdam road, where
the accident rate of 3.89 acc/mvm is 40-percent higher
than the State average and 300-percent higher than the
rate west of the developed area. The largest share of
accidents were overtaking or passing accidents related
to vehicles entering or exiting businesses or turning at the
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

Figure 3-3: Existing turning movement counts in the Route 11
study area.
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intersection.)

Level of service (LOS) for signalized intersections is defined in
terms of delay. Specifically, LOS criteria are stated in terms of
average stopped delay per vehicle for a one-hour period. Delay is a complex measure and is dependent on a number of
variables, including the quality of progression, signal cycle
length, green time, and the volume to capacity ratio for the approach in question.

There are two signalized intersections within the study area
that were analyzed as part of this study:
•
•

Clarkson Avenue/ Pine Street/ Maple Street
Relief Route 11/ Route 345 (Pine Street)

Level of Service A describes operations with little or no delay, i.
e. less than 10 seconds per vehicle.

Figure 3-3 provides turning movement counts at these
intersections. Presently, both intersections are operating
at acceptable levels of service “B” and “C” respectively.
In addition, no single approach is operating below a level
of service “C”. (Figures 3-4 provides an explanation of
“Level of Service” and 3-5 details the level of service in the
study area.)

Level of Service B describes operations with delay in the range
of 10.1 to 20 seconds per vehicle.
Level of service C describes operations with delay in the range
of 20.1 to 35 seconds per vehicle.
Level of service D describes operations with delay in the range
of 35.1 to 55 seconds per vehicle.

As a result of the anticipated development along Route
11 and Route 56, future levels of service erode
significantly. The Clarkson/Pine/Maple intersection would
drop from an overall level of service “B” to an “E”. The
overall level of service for the Route 11/Pine intersection
would drop from a “C” to an “F”. These potential drops in
level of service would be attributed to the increase in
through traffic traveling to the increased commercial
activity along Route 56. A summary of the analysis is also
shown in Figure 3-5. ()

Level of service E describes operations with delay in the range
of 55.1 to 80 seconds per vehicle.
Level of service F describes operations with delay greater than
80 seconds per vehicle.
Figure 3-4: Signalized level of service definitions.

Alternative & Action
Existing conditions, future development, and the impacts
stemming from future development suggest three
principal strategies for this area, as outlined below.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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Intersection &
Approach

Existing
Delay

Existing
Level Of

Future
Delay

Future
Level Of

Clarkson/Pine/
EB Thru

17.1

B

28.8

C

EB Right

14.1

B

15.0

B

WB Left

22.8

C

*

F

WB Right

19.6

B

47.6

D

NB Thru

12.6

B

15.0

B

SB Left

10.1

B

11.1

B

SB Thru

9.7

A

11.2

B

Overall

16.5

B

62.7

E

EB Left

24.0

C

*

F

EB Thru/Right

25.9

C

51.9

D

WB Left

32.4

C

F

WB Thru/Right

26.5

C

*
*

NB Left

15.2

B

30.3

C

NB Left/Thru

13.2

B

13.2

B

SB Left

34.4

C

*

F

SB Thru/Right

35.6

D

45.0

D

Overall

25.0

C

*

F

•

Create an aesthetically attractive gateway to the
community (Figure 3-6);

•

Minimize the possibility that growth along Route 11
could reduce the market reach and growth of
businesses along Route 56;

•

Address the transportation problems, and
particularly safety, associated with large traffic
volumes stemming from development along both
routes 11 and 56.

The simplest way to achieve these strategies while
providing for the full level of development proposed in the
Aggressive Growth scenario is to restrict the development
of additional frontage along Route 11 for commercial and
retail uses and, thus, new driveway connections and large
numbers of turning movements.

Route 11/Pine

Three actions would accomplish this strategy. (1) Limit
future development in the Village to existing developed
properties unless the new development would take
access from a new or existing signal. (2) Rezone to limit
future commercial and retail development in a
development node around the Morley-Potsdam Road
intersection. (3) Realign the Morley-Potsdam Road
intersection to correct skewed turning movements and
provide opportunities for development accessible to but
away from Route 11. (The existing Morley-Potsdam
alignment could be converted to a one-way, in,
movement. In affect it would become a driveway.) It
might also be necessary to install a new signal at the
realigned intersection.

F

NOTES: * Indicates delay too large to calculate.
Figure 3-5: Route 11 Existing and Future level of service results.
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
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The development pattern that might emerge from these
actions is shown in Figure 3-7 on page 25. The specific
land-use actions that are required to implement this
development pattern are discussed in the following
Section, IV Recommendations.

interconnect existing developments

In the normal course of events the NYSDOT undertakes
projects when they are warranted; in simpler terms, when
there are observable problems of sufficient magnitude or
importance to justify spending taxpayer money. It is
possible that the traffic volumes associated with the new
growth evaluated in study will be large enough to justify
capacity improvements in the future. These might well
include turn lanes, conversion of two to four lane sections,
and other actions. It is likely, however, that both safety
and intersection improvements will be required. While
specific improvements cannot be identified at this time
the NYSDOT and Village should consider the following in
evaluating new development or redevelopment
proposals for properties along Route 11.
•

The possibility of installing a restrictive median in the
developed section. (From a safety and capacity
perspective this would appear to be the best
option in the future. It would restrict left turns
except at signals and would provide safe have for
students crossing the road. It can be landscaped
to enhance the appearance of the road. It is not
clear that existing businesses can be
accommodated. But, if redevelopment occurs a
median might become more feasible.)

•

Opportunities to consolidate existing driveways and

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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•

The potential for a new signal in the western portion
of the developed area.

•

The potential to consolidate the Clarkson driveways
and relocate the existing signal further west.

•

The need for more space to accommodate
improvements at existing intersections.
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Figure 3-6: Samples of gateway treatments. The stone
wall along Clarkson University property is an obvious
element to expand upon, which will create an attractive
gateway into the Village along Route 11. Image left
illustrates a gateway concept (Trowbridge & Wolf).
Image below illustrates the City of Rochester gateway
located on a main thoroughfare that connects the city to
an adjacent town.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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D

E

A. New commercial buildings with
shared driveway
B. New road connections
C. Morley-Potsdam reconfigured
D. One-way westbound
E. New commercial building with
shared driveway

A
C

B

Figure 3-7: This represents the conceptual development scenario for the Route 11 study area. New commercial development should
help to build this network over time. Commercial activity should be concentrated on either side of the wetland.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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B. Focus Area II, Route 56
Overview
The northern terminus of the Route 56 Focus area is
located at the intersection of NYS Route 56 and CSX
Railroad. The southern terminus is located at the
intersection of NYS Route 56 and Sisson Street. As a
traveler enters the study area from the north, the road
frontage is primarily rural in character. Moving southward
the rural landscape is transformed and the density of retail
and commercial development increases until the
frontage along Route 56 is completely developed
between the May Road and Sisson Street intersections.
The land behind frontage parcels remains undeveloped.
Figure 3-8 illustrates these varying conditions.

“The vision for the State Route 56 study
area is to support the existing commercial
development and accommodate
economic development opportunities for
this emerging activity center by providing

South of May Road, NYS Route 56 is an urban principal
arterial that consists of four 13-foot travel lanes with no
striped curb off set (i.e. shoulder) and sidewalks. The
posted speed limit in this area is 30 mph. North of May
Road, the road transitions to a rural principal arterial which
consists of two travel lanes with eight-foot paved
shoulders for the remainder of the study area. There are
no sidewalks in this area. The posted speed limit increases
to 40 mph in the northern portion of the study area. Onstreet parking is not permitted.

an integrated transportation system that is
safe, efficient, and attractive. Integration
of the transportation system includes
promoting a network of roads that
compliment each other.”

The Working Group believes the NYS Route 56 study area
north of Sisson Street is and will continue to be the
communities’ primary commercial corridor and the focus
of commercial and retail growth. The Working Group
outlined two possible development scenarios:
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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1. the Modest Growth Scenario includes the following:
•
•
•

150,000 square feet (sf) of big box type retail
commercial development;
80,000 sf of adjacent commercial use;
70,000 sf of commercial development south of the
big box cluster in several separate developments.

2. the Aggressive Growth Scenario includes the following:
•
•
•
•
•

150,000 sf of big box retail;
80,000 sf of additional adjacent commercial;
100,000 sf on the parcel across from May Road;
50,000 sf mixed commercial development at
Sissonville Road/ NYS Route 56; and
120,000 sf mixed commercial development
distributed elsewhere, including one (1) hotel

The Working Group also indicated that a portion of the
120,000 sf of mixed commercial development may be
located to the north of the study area in the vicinity of the
NYS Route 56/Sissonville Road intersection. For the
purposes of this study, approximately 50,000 sf of
development will be placed at this intersection.
It should be noted that the Aggressive Growth Scenario
represents a “most intensive demand” condition and,
thus, provides the best opportunity to identify the impacts
associated with cumulative development and identify
strategies to minimize these impacts. It will be used as the
basis for the remaining planning and analysis.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

Figure 3-8: These photos of the Route 56 study area illustrate
the diverse nature of the corridor. To the south it is a nearly
fully developed highway commercial corridor and to the
north, it consists of an undeveloped landscape that is beginning to experience growth pressures.
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Current Conditions and Implications of Growth
Development Patterns and Aesthetics:
Assuming that there are no changes in zoning
requirements and that development follows a pattern
that is typical of growth in similar environments, the
pattern that would emerge would be similar to that
illustrated in Figure 3-9, the “Base Case”. There would be
a mix of large and small developments. They would be
built independently and each would have at least one,
probably two, and perhaps more driveways depending
on their specific configuration.
Landscaping, if any, would be limited. Architecture would
follow franchise standards for franchises, and in almost all
cases would be limited to one story. Parking would be
located at the front or side of the building and parking
areas would be exposed to the roadway. Setbacks
would vary depending on the size of each business and
the amount of parking required. The spacing between
abutting businesses would vary. Frontage properties will
be developed almost exclusively and as frontage
develops property away from the roadway will become
increasingly difficult to access.
In effect the pattern and appearance of development
would conflict with the preferences of the community as
determined in the “Preferred Development Survey”. (See
Section II) The following specific elements, which would
Figure 3-9: “Base Case,” the aggressive development scenario
applied to Route 56 without any planned improvements or access
consolidations.
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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be typical of the emerging environment in the Base Case,
were consistently found to be undesirable.
•
•
•
•
•

Ratings book. Therefore, the existing volume-to-capacity
ratio is likely to be within acceptable limits within the study
area. Between Sisson Street and May Road estimated
daily traffic volumes are 16,000 vehicles. North of May
Road traffic volumes drop significantly and are estimated
at 7,740 vehicles per day.

Single story commercial buildings
Typical franchise architecture
Plastic, interior lit signs
Front parking, expanses of parking area
Exposed and unsightly storage and waste areas

Figure 3-10 identifies the size and type of development
postulated in the Modest and Aggressive growth
scenarios, and the trip generation associated with each
of the developments. For the purposes of this study we
examined the evening peak hour of travel. The evening
peak hour was chosen because it typically represents the
highest volume condition. And any improvements
necessary to mitigate the problems stemming from
increased volumes of traffic during the peak hour will
allow the corridor to function properly during the other
parts of the day.

Beyond the appearance of development there were
three specific issues associated with the pattern of
development that were noted as undesirable. First, the
existing strip lacks adequate pedestrian facilities,
sidewalks. Second, strip development leads to an
inefficient pattern of land use and can make it quite
difficult to develop properties behind the strip. Third,
infrastructure costs required to serve strip development
are usually greater than would be required to serve more
compact development. Thus, strip development usually
increases taxpayer costs as compared with more
compact development.

At present, peak hour traffic volumes in vicinity of the
Route 56 and May Road intersection are on the order of
1,135 vph. North of the developed area, peak hour
volumes decline to approximately 690 vph. As a result of
the Aggressive Development scenario an additional 2,700
one-way trips would be produced from development in
the southern end of the Route 56 Focus Area and an
additional 570 one-way trips would be produced from
development to the north Overall, gross peak hour traffic
volumes would more than triple.

Traffic Volumes, Efficiency and Safety
According to the 2001 Highway Sufficiency Ratings book
published by the NYSDOT, it is estimated that 16,880+
vehicles travel NYS Routes 56 south of Sisson Street daily, 8percent of the vehicles are trucks, and the volume-tocapacity ratio is 1.1. Typically a volume-to-capacity ratio
of 1.1 indicates a significant traffic problem. However,
NYS Route 56 transitions from two to four lanes at Grove
Street and the additional capacity is not factored into the
NYSDOT data contained in the Highway Sufficiency
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

Neither an origin-destination study nor a linked-tripped
evaluation was done as part of this study. It is, thus,
difficult to assess where the most intensive capacity
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impacts of the traffic generated by new development will
occur along Route 56. It is, however, fairly safe to
conclude that the two lane section will have to be
converted to a four-lane section in the southern end of
the development area and that a left turn lane may be
warranted as well. Additional through lanes may not be
warranted by traffic generated by the additional 50,000 sf
of development around the Sissonville Road intersection
to the north but it is possible that turn lanes and/or a signal
could be required.

R O U TE 56
M odest G row th *
Peak PM
Volum es

Letter

Area (ksf)

D escription

?
?
?
?

150
80
20
50

W al-M art
Additional Adjacent R etail (Shopping C enter Assum ed)
C om m erical S. of Above C luster (Shopping C enter Assum ed)
C om m erical S. of Above C luster (Shopping C enter Assum ed)
Total:

A ggressive G row th **
A
150
B
18
C -1
5
C -2
5
C -3
5
C -4
5
C -5
5
C -6
5
D -1
10
D -2
10
D -3
10
D -4
10
D -5
10
D -6
10
D -7
10
D -8
10
D -9
10
D -10
10
E
4
F-1
30
F-2
30
G
n/a
H
3
?
n/a

W al-M art
H ardw are/Paint Store
D rive-In Bank
Fast Food R estaurant w / D rive-Through
Q uality R estaurant
Specialty R etail C enter
Specialty R etail C enter
Specialty R etail C enter
H igh Turnover (Sit-D ow n) R estaurant
Pharm acy/D rugstore w ith D rive-Through
Video R ental Store
Specialty R etail C enter
Specialty R etail C enter
Specialty R etail C enter
Specialty R etail C enter
Specialty R etail C enter
Specialty R etail C enter
Specialty R etail C enter
Fast Food R estaurant w / D rive-Through
Sm all R etail Plaza (Shopping C enter Assum ed)
Sm all R etail Plaza (Shopping C enter Assum ed)
120-R oom H otel
G asoline/Service Station w ith C onvenience M arket
30 U nits of M ulti-Fam ily H ousing (Apartm ent Assum ed)
Total:

In

O ut

425
234
94
172
925

425
253
102
186
966

425
36
123
78
25
5
5
5
65
44
48
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
63
122
122
30
62
23
1,353

425
39
123
72
12
6
6
6
43
46
56
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
58
133
133
27
62
12
1,354

109
109
25
25
268

118
118
33
33
302

Modeling has not been done to evaluate the affect of
increased traffic and development on safety. It will be
significant, however. For example, over the past three
years of record there was an average of 4.66 accidents
per year between Sandstone Drive and Sisson Street (1.1
acc/mvm), 7 accidents per year between Sisson Street
and Pest House Road (2.69 acc/mvm), and 13.66
accidents per year between Pest House Road and
Sissonville Road. The accident rates are all less than the
State average for roads with similar configurations. (There
is some question as to the validity of the accident statistics
for the southern portion of this focus area. Accidents may
be under-reported.) A simple tripling of traffic volumes, as
is the case here, would suggest that the number of
accidents would also triple. But, the affect of volume
increases of this scale may be offset by drivers’
tendencies to reduce speed in areas where traffic
volumes and the number of turning movements are large.

R O U TE 56 A T SISSO N ST
?-1
?-2
?-3
?-4

25
25
25
25

Sm all R etail Plaza (Shopping C enter Assum ed)
Sm all R etail Plaza (Shopping C enter Assum ed)
Specialty R etail C enter
Specialty R etail C enter
Total:

Figure 3-10: This table contains the traffic generation estimates
for the modest and aggressive growth scenarios for Route 56. As
a result of the aggressive development scenario, traffic volumes
along the road will nearly double.
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At the same time, it is well established that accident rates
are strongly related to the number and density of
driveways. At present there are between 30-40 driveways
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to commercial or retail driveways in the developed
section of Route 56 near May Road. Forty to fifty new
driveways will be constructed as a result of the growth
postulated in the Aggressive Growth scenario as applied
in the Base Case configuration. Thus, there will be
between 70 – 90 driveways in total. While the specific
location of the new businesses cannot be determined,
there will clearly be sections of Route 56 where the
number and density of driveways and turning movements
will drive accident rates up, perhaps by as much as 30percent.
Overall, it is to be expected that the number of accidents
will triple; and could more than triple under these
conditions. (A reduction in the number and density of
driveway connections to Route 56 would work to reduce
the accident rate and, thus, total accidents. As illustrated
in Figure 3-11 each of he Preferred Alternatives would
directly reduce the number and density of new driveway

Access Scenario
Base Case
Configuration
Access Management “Lite”
New Access Roads

Amount
Num.
Num. of
of
of
New
Development Establishments Driveways
On Route 56
400,000 s.f.

30+

40 - 50

400,000 s.f.

30+

20 - 25

400,000 s.f.

30+

10 - 15

Figure 3-11: A comparison between the Typical Corridor Development Scenario, the Access Management “Lite” Scenario, and
the New Access Roads Scenario.
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Figure 3-12: Existing turning movement counts within the Route 56
and Route 11 study areas.
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Intersection
Approach

Existing
Delay

Existing
Level Of

Future
Delay

Future Intersection
Level Of Approach

Route 11/Route 56

Future
Delay

Future
Level Of

Future
Delay

Future
Level Of

May Rd/Leroy St

EB Left

35.5

D

*

F

WB Left/Thru

7.8

A

7.8

A

EB Right

22.3

C

19.7

B

NB Left/Right

12.5

B

14.9

B

NB Left/Thru

14.9

B

F

SB Thru/Right

28.1

C

Overall

24.6

C

*
*
*

Level of service (LOS) for unsignalized intersections is defined
in terms of delay. Specifically, LOS criteria are stated in terms
of average stopped delay per vehicle for a one-hour period.

F
F

Level of Service A describes operations with little or no delay, i.
e. less than 10 seconds per vehicle.

Route 56/Sisson St
EB Left/Right

13.3

B

21.5

C

NB Left/Thru

12.9

B

*

F

SB Thru/Right

11.7

B

50.0

D

Overall

12.4

B

*

F

Level of Service B describes operations with delay in the range
of 10.1 to 15 seconds per vehicle.
Level of service C describes operations with delay in the range
of 15.1 to 25 seconds per vehicle.
Level of service D describes operations with delay in the range
of 25.1 to 35 seconds per vehicle.

Route 56/May Rd
WB Left

13.6

B

19.2

B

WB Right

13.1

B

20.0

B

NB Thru/Right

12.7

B

65.8

E

SB Left

10.8

B

F

SB Thru

16.8

B

Overall

14.1

B

*
*
*

Level of service E describes operations with delay in the range
of 35.1 to 50 seconds per vehicle.
Level of service F describes operations with delay greater than
50 seconds per vehicle.

F
F

NOTES: * Indicates delay too large to calculate.
Figure 3-13: Existing and future levels of service in the Route 56 study area.
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connections associated with the Aggressive Growth
scenario and the pattern of development of he Base
Case.

service. At an overall level of service “E” intersection
improvements are warranted and, if there significant
safety problems improvements could be warranted
before the LOS reaches “E”. Thus, it is likely that
intersection improvements will be necessary if the growth
postulated in the Aggressive Growth case is achieved.
The Village should evaluate future development and
redevelopment proposals at these intersections in respect
to achieving the conditions necessary to implement
intersection improvements.

There are two signalized intersections and one
unsignalized intersection within this focus area that were
analyzed as part of this study. Although not part of the
focus area, the US Route 11/NYS Route 56 intersection was
also analyzed due to its operational importance to both
focus areas. The following intersections were analyzed
and turning movements counts are provided in Figure
3-12:
•
•
•
•

Alternatives & Action

US Route 11/ NYS Route 56
NYS Route 56/ Sisson Street
NYS Route 56/ May Road
May Road/ Leroy Street

The aesthetic and transportation impacts associated with
growth under the Aggressive Growth scenario are clearly
so substantial that they must be addressed. Reducing or
minimizing these impacts will require significant
transportation improvements as well as changes in land
use and development requirements. These impacts and
issues suggest four principal strategies for this focus area,
as outlined below.

Presently, each intersection is operating at acceptable
levels of service: “A”, “B” or “C”. In addition, no single
approach is operating below a level of service “D”. Upon
full development of the Aggressive Development
scenario, all signalized intersections will operate very
poorly, indicative of an overall level of service “F”
condition. The operation of the unsignalized May Rd, and
Leroy St, intersection will not change significantly. A
summary of the analysis is shown in Figure 3-13. Detailed
LOS printouts are included in the appendix.

•

•

As development occurs along Route 56 these study
intersections should be monitored in order to determine
the timing and need for specific intersection
improvements needed to mitigate the poor levels of
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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•
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Encourage a pattern of development that allows
the development of interior properties and
minimizes the aesthetic impacts associated with
strip development;
Establish development requirements that will
enable necessary transportation improvements in
the future without unduly impacting developers;
Promote a pattern of development and
requirements that will not inhibit the market reach
of the Village’s central business district; and,
Address the transportation problems, and
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particularly safety, that will result from development
along Route 56.
There are a wide variety of land-use management and
transportation improvements that might be implemented.
This study provides three distinct alternatives: (1) Access
Management “Lite”, (2) East-West Access Roads, and (3)
a Full Access Road Alternative.
Each of these is described briefly below. The description
summarizes the major land-use changes and
transportation improvements necessary to implement
each alternative, the resulting pattern of development, as
well as the benefits achieved and not achieved. There
are several elements common to all three alternatives,
principally requirements for clearance zones and
landscaping.
Preferred Alternative # 1: Access Management “Lite”
This Alternative is based on the implementation of three
principal changes to existing zoning requirements. These
are (1) the establishment of driveway spacing
requirements linked to the volume of trips generated by a
development; (2) the establishment of driveway location
standards; and (3) the establishment of parking location
requirements.
Figure 3-14 illustrates how development might occur
under this Alternative. The pattern of development will
still be a strip type but there will be some consolidation of
sites, businesses will generally be spaced further apart,
and the number of driveways will be reduced, The two

Figure 3-14: Preferred Alternative 1. The aggressive development
scenario with shared access points but no new access roads.
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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principal benefits will be to reduce accidents over the
base case and to facilitate transportation improvements
in the future. Further, because of the amount of
developable land in this focus area and the fact that the
requirements of this alternative are modest, it is relatively
easy to implement. It has a number of drawbacks,
however, as outlined below.
•
•
•
•

Several additional actions would facilitate its
implementation. First, the proposed May Road
realignment could be located so as to facilitate the
development of interior properties on the west side of
Route 56, and to interconnect some existing
developments. Second, the Town or Village could
establish, by official mapping for example, a window for a
new signal north of the realigned May Rd intersection. This
would “force” the location of any future developments
requiring a signal. Finally, similar actions could be taken
further north opposite, say, Pest House and Sissonville
Roads, which would establish a desirable linkage
between future developments and the local road system.

It does not provide for compact development or
use of properties away from Route 56;
It creates substantial in-fill areas which can be
unattractive;
All traffic and turning movements are focused on
Route 56 and this diminishes the market reach of
the Village; and,
Local infrastructure and service costs are large.

The resulting development pattern might be as illustrated
in Figure 3-15 (page 36). Some perhaps large share of
development that might otherwise locate along Route 56
would be attracted to the east-west access roads where
they could take advantage of larger anchor
developments. The number of driveway connections to
Route 56 could be substantially reduced. Many of the
turning movements would be made at signalized
intersections. Safety would be substantially increased and
the volume of traffic on some links along Route 56 would
be reduced. There are other benefits as well, notably the
following:

Preferred Alternative #2: East-West Access Roads
Implementation of this Alternative would require the same
changes in development requirements necessary to
implement Alternative #1, above, and three other
significant changes. First, all developments requiring a
signal will be required to locate their driveway so as to
provide access to abutting and through properties.
Second, lands between development nodes located
around signal locations will be down-zoned to residential
uses. And third, all proposed subdivisions will be required
to provide an access plan for all subdivided properties
prior to approval. The subdivision access plan will focus
on minimizing new driveways to Route 56 and providing
interconnections to abutting properties.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
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•
•

facilities linking nodes; away from the main road;
Provides fewer impediments to the market reach of
the Village’s central business district than occur in
the Base Case or Alternative #1; and,
It does not impose unreasonable requirements on
developers.

There are also some drawbacks to this Alternative. In the
short term it would create relatively large stretches of
undeveloped frontage along Route 56. Infrastructure
costs may be as large as for Alternative #1. And, the
developers required to provide the access roads will
argue that the requirements are unreasonable in respect
to the impacts of their development. (This contention can
be mitigated by establishing a system of driveway hookup
fees for abutting developments desiring to connect to the
access road.)
Preferred Alternative #3: Full Access Road System
The Full Access Road Alternative is a logical extension of
the East-West Access Road Alternative and is depicted in
Figure 3-16. It is based on two assumptions. First, there is a
community desire to stress the development of nodes and
interior properties rather than frontage. Second, future
development could exceed the 500,000 sf postulated in
the Aggressive Growth scenario and there is a need to
provide a setting that will minimize the impacts of this
additional growth.

Figure 3-15: Preferred Alternative # 2. The East-West Access
Road Scenario includes extending Leroy Street and developing
new access roads to reduce the need to utilize Route 56 to access local business.
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There are at least two methods by which to implement this
Alternative; by “Force” or by “Preservation”. Both
methods would require the same land-use and zoning
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changes proposed for Alternatives #1 and #2, and other
changes as well.
The “Force” method would require four additional and
significant changes to zoning and development requires:
(1) all (major) developments generating more than 150
peak hour trips would be required to take their access
from an access road, (2) all developments along Route 56
would be limited to a depth of 300 feet, (3) all
developments along Route 56 would be required to
provide easements for the north-south access roads, and
(4) all developers would be required to share the costs of
constructing the access roads.
The “Force” method provides the best chance to
implement a least-cost, Full Access Road Alternative, but
it has several significant flaws. In the short- to mid-term it
could well constrain development. And, it is unlikely to be
unacceptable in the current political environment.
The “Preservation” method requires that the Town /
Village identify an alignment for a system of north-south
access roads connecting the east-west access roads. The
alignments would be incorporated to the Town Master
Plan and official map as future capital improvements. All
development proposals along Route 56 would be
evaluated in respect to these alignments and, where
practicable and justified, developers would be required
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Figure 3-16: The Full Access Road Scenario.
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to provide easements for the roads. Once development
has occurred and its transportation impacts are known
the Town or Village could build the access roads using the
revenues generated by development. Thus, the Town
“preserves” the opportunity to construct the north-south
access roads while averting the problems associated with
the “Force” method.

development at development nodes; a good opportunity
to develop internal properties; preserves the ability for
residential development between commercial and retail
growth nodes; significantly improves traffic operations and
safety over the Base Case; and does not impose
unreasonable or burdensome requirements on
developers.

The Full Access Road Alternative provides the greatest
benefits in the long term, particularly if development
exceeds the levels of the Aggressive Growth Scenario.

The specific requirements necessary to implement
Alternative #2 are set out in the Recommendations,
Section IV.

•
•

•
•
•
•

C. Additional Considerations

Development is concentrated at growth nodes
and interior properties;
Residential development between the growth
nodes provides home-owners with enhanced
access to businesses along Route 56 and facilitates
pedestrian movements;
Market barriers to the Village CBD are reduced;
A substantial share of consumer traffic is diverted
from Route 56 to the north-south access roads,
relieving capacity and safety problems;
Driveways are reduced by as much as 75-percent
over other Alternatives, as shown in Figure 21; and,
Most crossing and left turn movements are diverted
to signalized intersections, further relieving safety
problems.

Restrictive Medians: One Tool, Many Benefits
The Technical Team has not addressed restrictive medians
as an integral element of the alternatives, but it is
recommended that the community consider the
installation of a raised, landscaped median as part of
recommended Alternative #2. (Figure 3-16 illustrates a
typical median cross section with landscaping. A
visualization of Route 56 with and without a median is
provided in Figure 3-17 on page 40. ) A restrictive median
would provide the safest alternative in the future; would
improve the aesthetic appeal of the corridor in the focus
area, by helping to provide a sense of place in an area
that currently lacks a noticeable identity; and would
further increase the incentive for developers to located in
the proximity of intersections thereby facilitate
implementation of the East-West Access Road Alternative.

Action
The Technical Team recommends Alternative #2, EastWest Access Roads for implementation. This Alternative
provides the best opportunity for commercial and retail
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
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Restrictive medians promote safety and efficiency by
38

Final Recommendations (DRAFT)
April 2003

Figure 3-17: The potential cross section for the Route 56 study area includes sidewalks, tree lawns, 4 travel lanes, bike lanes, and a
landscaped median.
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Figure 3-18: The photo simulation shown in
the bottom picture illustrates how the proposed cross section could appear in the Route
56 Study Area.
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reducing the number of conflict points and left turn
movements except at designated locations. In addition,
by reducing side friction they improve the flow of traffic
on the main corridor. A median also enhances pedestrian
uses as it provides a refuge in the event that pedestrians
cannot cross the road in a single cycle. As a result,
pedestrian access would be improved throughout the
area and a sense of connectivity across the corridor
could be better established. Restrictive medians are by
far the safest transportation configuration in commercial
areas with traffic volumes exceeding 25,000 vehicles per
day; and traffic volumes under the Aggressive Growth
scenario will certainly approach if not exceed this level.

provide the maximum benefit to the development at
issue; usually irrespective of access needs and conditions
at abutting properties. Second, the access is designed to
meet existing transportation conditions. And third,
provisions are not made to modify access in the future
should conditions necessitate changes.
As developments accumulate, their cumulative impacts
necessitate transportation improvements; for example, a
two lane road becomes a four lane road, a four lane road
goes to 5 or 6 or 7 lanes. These transportation
improvements are made to resolve transportation
problems, not to resolve access problems. But, access
problems are often manifest: vehicles queued behind
signals block driveways, delays in entering or exiting
driveways because of heavy traffic volumes on the main
line, high accident locations linked to the interaction of
vehicles entering or exiting driveways that are spaced too
closely together, and consumers bypassing a business
because access is perceived as unsafe. If access
conditions become too bad, generally, business can
decline and individual businesses and consumers will
migrate to a more attractive area.

The Development Community generally objects to
restrictive medians, but the following should be noted in
respect to the two most common concerns. First,
restrictive medians are not barriers to growth. The can
alter the pattern of growth but, as demonstrated in a
number of areas, growth has occurred as a result of
economic opportunity even where medians have been
constructed. Second, restrictive medians unfairly penalize
existing businesses. But, in existing conditions the large
majority of existing businesses north of May Road could be
provided with direct and expeditious access through
signals if a median were constructed.

On occasion it is possible to resolve such problems, but
this can be quite difficult and expensive unless the need
for such improvements has been anticipated and
planned for. The problems associated with access retrofits
can be illustrated using the potential realignment of the
May Road and Route 56 intersection.

Access Retrofits
In the normal course of events access at individual
properties displays three primary characteristics. First,
when development occurs, the access is designed to

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

The general conditions for this realignment are as follow.
First, the Village would like to realign the intersection to
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the north where it can be located so as to align with a
future access road on the west side of Route 56. Second,
under the Aggressive Growth scenario future traffic
volumes will be so large that left turns from businesses in
the proximity of the new alignment will be severely
inhibited. So, access to the new intersection from these
businesses is highly desirable. Additionally, the NYSDOT is
unlikely to approve an alignment which has driveways
located too close to the intersection.

Potsdam Plaza
Ames Plaza

These conditions can be addressed but they require
considerable effort by the NYSDOT, the Village and
individual property owners, as outlined below.
•

The property owner or owners on the west side of
the realigned intersection must, at a minimum,
provide an easement to the Village for a local road
and, desirably, easements to abutting properties
allowing them to interconnect with the easement
provided to the Village

•

Developments to the north and south of the
realigned intersection on the west side of Route 56
must agree to close their existing driveways closest
to the new intersection. They can take access from
the easement to the Village. They can also obtain
relocated driveways to Route 56 if they are willing
to share a driveway with their abutter. (The
abutters must agree and, possibly, be willing to
relocate or close one of their driveways.) They may
have to reconstruct or reconfigure their parking
area for these purposes.

New Alignment
for May Road

May Road
Extension

3 Commercial
Buildings, Two
Driveway
New rear
access road

Figure 3-19: Illustrates the reconfiguration of Route 56.
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
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•

The four properties south of the realigned
intersection on the east side of Route 56 can obtain
access to the intersection if (i) they are willing to
create a cross-access driveway across the rear of
their properties and (ii) the telephone company is
willing to close its existing driveway and thereby
provide these business with the room necessary to
construct this cross access, and (iii) they can
extend the cross access to link to May Road. This
would probably normally require that these
business purchase ROW from the telephone
company and purchase property for the
telephone company to build a new driveway to
the east of its building, and purchase property from
the property owner(s) on the north side of May
Road.

retrofit.
The access changes to properties abutting the new
alignment of May Road and Route 56 on the west side of
Route 56 are linked to the feasibility of the new alignment
and would almost certainly be implemented by the
NYSDOT as part of the realignment project itself. That is
not the case for access retrofits on the east side of Route
56 and it is not clear that they would be implemented as
part of the realignment project. (The Village might be
able to persuade the Department to include the retrofits
as part of the project if it obtains the necessary
agreements and easements prior to completion of
design.)
Many of the problems associated with access retrofits can
be alleviated if the need for such retrofits is anticipated.
The Technical Team has included a number of low- or nocost requirements that would facilitate future changes to
access should conditions require such changes. These
include provisions for a clearance zone of approximately
35-feet from the edge of the existing right of way in the
two lane section of Route 56; a requirement that parking
be located at the side or rear of a development; and a
requirement for a provisional easement allowing the
interconnection of abutting properties.

The reconfiguration arrived at by these changes might be
as illustrated in Figure 3-18. This reconfiguration is likely to
operate much more safely and efficiently than the current
configuration, particularly under the conditions envisioned
by the Aggressive Growth scenario
The NYSDOT does not normally acquire easements or
undertake improvements outside of its right-of-way,
particularly if the sole or primary beneficiary of the
improvement is a private party. Over the past five years,
however, such retrofits have been included in several
projects under three general conditions: (i) the retrofit
must have a demonstrable traffic and safety benefit; (ii)
the easements or other property conditions required to
implement the retrofit must be provided at no cost; and,
(iii) the property owner or owners must agree to the
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION
A. STUDY OBJECTIVES
The recommendations included in this section stem from
the overall objectives defined by the Working Group in its
first several meetings and the strategies for the routes 11
and 56 focus areas that emerged in the evaluation of the
impacts of development and alternative development
patterns for each of these areas.
A. Provide a transportation system with the access
needed to accommodate existing and future
development;
B. Reduce the potential for accidents;
C. Increase accommodations and safety for
pedestrians and bicyclists;
D. Consider a network of internal access roads;
E. Improve the appearance of the development
within the study areas in order to enhance these
areas as gateways into the community; and
F. Promote development of interior properties.

Figure 4-1: This photo simulation shows how the proposed cross
section (shown above) would look in the Town portion of the
study area.
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
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Strategies: Route 11
•

Create an aesthetically attractive gateway to
the community

•

Minimize the possibility that growth along Rt. 11
could reduce the market reach and growth of
businesses along Rt. 56

•

Address the transportation problems, and
particularly safety, associated with large traffic
volumes stemming from development along
both routes 11 and 56.

particularly safety, that will result from
development along Rt. 56.
B. APPROACHES TO IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE
Transportation and land use improvements will be
required to achieve these objectives in light of the
number and size of developments that would occur in the
Aggressive Growth scenario. Three distinct approaches
were considered with respect to implementing the
recommended East-West Access Road alternative.
1. Construction of a restrictive median with median
breaks at the desired location of the access road
intersections. This approach would have the
greatest operational and safety benefits and
would effectively “force” developments desiring
access to two-way traffic to locate on the access
roads.

Strategies: Route 56
•

Encourage a pattern of development that
allows the development of interior properties
and minimizes the aesthetic impacts associated
with strip development;

•

Establish development requirements that will
enable necessary transportation improvements
in the future without unduly impacting
developers;

•

Promote a pattern of development and
requirements that will not inhibit the market
reach of the Village’s central business district;
and,

•

Address the transportation problems, and
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It was not chosen because there is no clear support
for a restrictive median and it would take a long
time to plan, program, design and construct it.
That is, much of the development would occur
before the median was installed.
2. Significant changes to underlying zoning and
development requirements . These changes would
essentially “force” major developments to access
roads and substantially reduce frontage
development along State roads. This approach
would have resulted in the majority of
development locating along the access roads and
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would shift much of the burden for construction of
the roads to developers.
It was not chosen because the proposed changes
would be complex and might have been difficult
to adopt and implement. Also, it is development
driven and the location of the access roads would
be generally unpredictable and potentially
inefficient with respect to traffic. Further, because
it would not have barred frontage development,
the traffic, safety and aesthetic benefits would
have been less than would result from the
Recommended Approach, below.
3. The Recommended Approach: Rezone to create
development nodes and downzone between
these nodes. This approach is clean, clear, and
relatively easy to implement. It has significant
traffic, safety and aesthetic benefits. Development
is focused at desired locations and development
costs are reduced. And, it preserves opportunities
for development in the future should growth
exceed the Aggressive Growth scenario. In this
approach the land-use recommendation for both
focus areas is similar; create zones of development
around existing and future signalized intersections
and locate future development on the intersecting
roads, not on frontage abutting routes 11 and 56,
as outlined in the following.

Figure 4-2: Examples of pedestrian connections between
adjacent residential and commercial areas (Greece, New
York).

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

46

Final Recommendations (DRAFT)
April 2003

Route 11 Focus Area:

would be designated Community Center (C-C) and
could extend for a depth of roughly 1,000 feet on each
side of Rt. 56 and 600 to 800 feet on both sides of the
access roads.

1. Restructure the existing Community Center (C-C)
district straddling the intersection of Rt. 56 and
County Route 35. The District should extend for
approximately 1000 feet on each side of Rt. 11 and
approximately 600+/- feet on each side of Route
345.

It should be noted that the amount of developable land
created in both focus areas far exceeds the requirements
of the Aggressive Growth scenario: roughly 150 acres in
the 2 zones straddling Rd. 11, sufficient to serve a
minimum of 1.2 million square feet of development, and
roughly 260 acres straddling the 4 zones along Rt. 56, or
enough land to serve a minimum of 2 million square feet
of development. Further, the six zones would provide
approximately 22,000 feet of frontage.

2. Restructure the existing Community Center (C-C)
district straddling the intersection of Rt. 56 and
Morley-Potsdam Road. Realign the intersection to
the west. An easement for an alignment from the
new intersection should be extended 800-1000 feet
to the south. The existing Community Center (C-C)
District straddling the intersection of Rt. 11 and
Morley-Potsdam Road should be extended 600-800
feet to the north of Morley-Potsdam Road and 600
+/- feet to the west of the new alignment. When
the new alignment is built the stub of MorleyPotsdam Road from the existing intersection to the
realignment could be converted to a one-way
road, effectively a driveway, serving development.

There are other recommendations that are also common
to both Focus areas. These are also addressed in more
detail in the Implementation section that follows.

Rt. 56 Focus Area:
Four development zones are proposed, each straddling
an east-west access road crossing Rt. 56: (1) at a
realigned May Road and Rt. 56 intersection, (2) along an
alignment 400-plus feet north of the P&C, (3) along an
alignment across from Sissonville Rd, and (4) along an
alignment between (2) and (3) but preferably located
opposite a local road such as Country Lane. The zones
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
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·

Properties lying between the proposed
development zones would be rezoned to R-A, R-1
or R-2 uses.

·

Subdivisions of property within all new zones would
be required to provide an access plan for all new
properties created by the subdivision.

·

Change zoning requirements to provide for
landscaping, clearance zones, and a variety of
access (driveway) standards for all new
developments.
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·

·

Grandfather existing retail or commercial uses
outside of the development zones, but require
these properties to conform to higher access and
landscaping standards if they expand or change
use.

providing these conditions should development or
redevelopment occur).
Once these zones are established and development
starts locating in them there are at least two additional
elements recommended. First, the community should
identify future north-south connections between the
development zones on both sides of Rt. 56 and should
incorporate these alignments to its Comprehensive Plan
and its Official Map. Second, the community should
approach the NYSDOT to determine whether it will
support the construction of a pedestrian and bicycle
path from May Road to the development zones on the
east side of Rt. 56.

Establish a system of cost and construction sharing
for the access roads.

If the community determines to pursue the development
zone recommendations, the community should
approach the NYSDOT with respect to identifying:
·

the most appropriate alignment for the (new) Rt.
56 and May intersection, and the conditions
under which the NYSDOT might construct or
support access improvements to abutting
properties and provide landscaping and
sidewalks on developments adjacent to the
realigned intersection;

·

the most appropriate access road intersection
locations and support for surveys and other
elements necessary to obtain easements or
acquire property for these roads;

·

the potential for sharing the cost of construction
of one or more of the new access roads; and,

·

the conditions required to improve intersection
operations at the intersections in the Village most
heavily impacted by growth (as a means of
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C. IPLEMENTATION
Transportation Elements
State Roads:
A review of the traffic impacts associated with
Aggressive Growth scenario and the requirements for
implementation of the recommended alternatives
suggests the following transportation improvements will
or may be necessary:
1. Two additional through lanes in the 2-lane section
of Rt. 56, and possibly along 2-lane sections of Rt.
11;
2. Intersection improvements at existing intersections
within the Village;
3. A two way left turn lane along sections of both
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

routes if the current pattern of development is
followed;
Possibly the installation of medians on the
approach to signalized intersections;
Possibly left-turn and right turn lanes on the
approach to signalized intersections along both
routes;
Access retrofits at existing businesses;
Installation of new signals at the access roads and
possibly at a relocated or consolidated Clarkson
College entrance; and,
Construction of the access roads and the new
alignment of the Morley-Potsdam Road / Rt. 11
intersection.

First, the realignment of the May Road / Rt. 56 intersection
is on the NYSDOT Program. The community should work
with the NYSDOT and business owners to identify the most
appropriate alignment for the (new) intersection, examine
the conditions under which the NYSDOT might fund,
construct or support access improvements to abutting
properties and provide landscaping and sidewalks on
developments adjacent to the realigned intersection.
Second, the community should approach the NYSDOT
with respect to obtaining support for construction of the
new alignment of the Morley-Potsdam Road intersection
and one of the new cross access roads along Rt. 56.
Given the traffic and safety benefits derived from the
recommended Alternative the NYSDOT might well
consider this under appropriate conditions.

The NYSDOT typically undertakes projects when they are
warranted: that is when capacity and safety problems
are observable and of such magnitude that they require
resolution. In the context of this Plan, the improvements
listed above will result from the cumulative impacts of the
Aggressive Growth scenario but are not warranted, now.
When they are warranted, NYSDOT will undertake them at
State expense. At that time the community should work
with NYSDOT to ensure that sidewalks, landscaping,
access retrofits, and other improvements of local interest
are integrated to the project.

Implementation of the east-west access roads is
essentially a five step process.

Local / Access Roads:
Under most circumstances the NYSDOT will not construct
the intersections, the signals or the proposed access
roads. These must be constructed by the community or
by private developers, with two possible exceptions.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
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Step 1.

Identify the most appropriate location for
intersections created by the access roads. This
should be done in collaboration with the
NYSDOT.

Step 2.

Define the desired configuration of the access
roads. The essential elements are length and
width. It is recommended that the width should
be sufficient to provide for two lanes in each
direction for its full length, an additional turn lane
at the intersection approach, and drainage and
utilities. (This width should serve traffic safely and
efficiently once the development zones are fully
Final Recommendations (DRAFT)
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developed. It is likely that the roads would
initially be constructed as two-lane roads unless a
major development is proposed.) Landscaping
and sidewalks can be provided by developers
outside of the ROW.
Step 3.

share of the costs based on incremental tax
revenues from development, or to leverage other
resources. And, the NYSDOT might be willing to
construct or share in the costs of construction
under the right conditions. Three examples of
how this might work are provided below.

Survey and map the desired alignments.

Step 4. Acquire easements or property for the access
roads. These should be acquired at no cost; and
the proffer of easements or property for the
access roads should be a condition for rezoning
or the location of these roads. (The Technical
Team would note that the increase in property
values for properties abutting the access roads
would increase, perhaps greatly, and likely more
than offset the value of the donated easement/
property. Further, the availability of “no-cost”
ROW could be a significant inducement for
developers who might otherwise have to
purchase this property.)

Example 1—The access road extending west from a
realigned May Road / Rt. 56 intersection: The property
owner(s) would provide an easement for the ROW to the
community. The NYSDOT would construct the access
road from the edge of its ROW to the rear property line of
the property fronting Rt. 56. This will allow the NYSDOT to
resolve access problems at abutting properties created
by the realignment, as well as to allow driveways to the
access road to be spaced a safe distance from Rt. 56.
The rear property owners or developers would be required
to construct the remainder of the access road.
Example 2—The east-west access roads located to the
north of the P&C: Property owners donate an easement
or property for construction of the road to the community.
The community determines to construct the road in order
to attract development to this location and seeks to share
costs with the NYSDOT. The NYSDOT agrees under
conditions (e.g. the full rezoning plan must be in place,
access road locations must be fixed and easements
acquired, etc). The community bonds for the remainder
of construction costs. Developers are required to pay a
hookup cost for a driveway to the access road, which
can be used to offset the cost of the bond or for
construction of another access road.

Step 5. Define Development Priorities and a Financing
Plan. The construction of the access roads would
occur under different conditions and at different
times. Cost sharing is a distinct possibility,
although it might well be different for each road,
as discussed below. Cost sharing would certainly
involve the donation of right of way by property
owners, and they might be willing to share in
construction costs under the right circumstances.
Developers might be required to construct or
share the costs of construction of one or more of
the roads. The community might well fund a
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
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Example 3-The more northerly access road. An easement
is provided to the community: A major developer
proposes to connect to the easement. The easement is
conveyed to the developer on the condition that it will be
returned to the community when other developments
connect to the access road. The developer constructs
the access road and signal, if warranted, to local and
State requirements. A hook-up formula is established to
allocate a fair share of the costs for construction of the
road and signal to incremental developments. When
these developments occur, they pay their fair shore to the
initial developer.

The essential steps required to implement this rezoning
include defining the location and boundaries of each
zone, establishing a justification (much of which is
provided in this study), and then going through the formal
procedures required to establish the zones.
No changes to the existing underlying zoning
requirements or permissible uses in C-C zones are
proposed in this Study. It is, however, recommended that
these be reviewed to ensure they attract the type of
commercial and retail development that is desired and
that they set the most appropriate development
requirements.

Land Use Elements

However, several general zoning modifications may be
necessary to achieve the objectives identified through this
Study. Suggestions regarding proposed language, the
zones or areas in which they would apply, and the
anticipated outcomes of these proposed changes are
provided below.

Rezone to Focus Development:
The two existing C-C zones lying along Rt. 11 should be
reconfigured. Three new development zones north of the
Village line on Rt. 56 should be established. It is
recommended that they be established as Community
Center (C-C) zones as the underlying zoning requirements
are more appropriate to the type of development that
would be attracted.

New Zoning Requirements:
The following requirements shall apply to properties along
State roads and to other roads along which commercial,
retail and other traffic intensive uses are allowed.

The existing Highway Development (H-D) zone located
along Rt. 56 would be eliminated and rezoned to
residential uses. The existing Planned Development (P-D)
zone located along Rt. 11 would be rezoned for
residential uses. (Alternatively the P-D zone could be
retained on the condition that developments in the P-D
zone take their access only from a local road or access
road.)
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
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Clearance Zone
1. A clearance zone shall be required for
properties abutting all two-lane state roads or
such other roads that serve commercial, retail,
or high traffic uses.
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2. No permanent structure or use, including
parking or other appurtenances serving traffic,
holding ponds, septic, or any other use which
by their removal or relocation would render the
property economically unusable or in conflict
with other state or local requirements, shall be
allowed within the clearance zone.

along public streets and rights of way.
3. A minimum of 15% of the ground area shall be
landscaped for commercial and multifamily
uses.
4. Landscaping shall be required for all parcels
fronting State roads or such other roads as serve
commercial, retail, or high traffic uses.

3. Utilities, lighting, drainage, signs, landscaping,
and pedestrian and bicycle facilities would be
allowed within the clearance area.

5. A landscaping plan prepared by a certified
landscape architect or other professional
approved by the Town shall be required as part
of the site plan. The objectives of such plan
shall be to provide an attractive appearance to
individuals using the State road; to screen
parking areas; and to conceal storage, delivery,
waste handling, and other unattractive uses.

4. The clearance zone shall be established as onehalf (1/2) of the remainder of 136 feet minus the
width of the current right of way (ROW) in feet.
5. The clearance zone shall be measured from the
current edge of right of way.

6. Landscaping internal to parking areas may be
required. When required it shall be an integral
part of the landscaping plan.

The impacts of the Aggressive Growth Scenario will require
transportation improvements, and these improvements
will certainly include widening. The establishment of
clearance zones will allow these improvements to be
made with minimal, if any, impacts to businesses along
the road.

7. Landscaping shall be installed and maintained
by the property owner. The Town / Village may
require improvements to landscaping. In the
event that landscaping is not maintained or
such improvements are not implemented, the
Town / Village may undertake such
maintenance or improvements at the property
owner’s expense.

Landscaping
1. The Town and Village should adopt similar
landscaping requirements to ensure a
consistent appearance in each study area.

8. The Town and Village should agree on a

2. In general, landscaped areas shall be located
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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common species list to identify preferred
vegetation types that can withstand the
presence of snow and salt .

c. Access should be internalized. Access to
properties within a subdivision should be
obtained from an access road or interior
road.

The aesthetic appearance of the existing commercial
areas along Rt. 56 and Rt. 11 were found to be
unattractive by the majority of the Working Group. Further
the Working Group and other respondents to the
Preferred Development Survey dominantly favored
landscaped properties and corridors. The implementation
of landscaping requirements responds to these identified
preferences.

3. If the property which is proposed to be
subdivided has frontage on two or more roads,
internal properties should be provided with
access to all such roads.
4. The access system for the proposed subdivision
should be coordinated with existing, proposed
and planned streets outside the subdivision.

Subdivisions (of properties fronting State Roads)
1. Planned access shall be provided for properties,
which are the result of subdivisions occurring
after the effective date.
2. Planned access shall address the following:
a. Properties which are the result of a
subdivision do not have the right of
individual and exclusive access to State
roads. The number of driveways or other
connections allowed shall be the minimum
number necessary to provide reasonable
access to these properties, not the
maximum available for the frontage.

Subdivision practices in many communities allow the
proliferation of small lots, often with high traffic uses, along
major commercial and commuting corridors. But, large
numbers of accidents and high accident rates are clearly
and directly related to the number and density of
driveways. The establishment of the development zones
recommended in this Study allows the implementation of
Subdivision requirements, which would reduce the
number of driveways between these zones and thereby
improve safety. These requirements would also allow the
eventual interconnection of subdivisions between the
development nodes.
The following requirements shall apply specifically to the
Community Center zones.
Corner Clearance

b. Access shall be provided to the road with
the lowest functional classification serving
the proposed development.
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam

53

Final Recommendations (DRAFT)
April 2003

1. Corner clearance is to be measured along the
road from the closest edge of the right-of-way
of the intersecting road to the closest edge of
the proposed driveway.

traffic safety alone would dictate larger spacing.

2. Driveway connections to a State road for
corner properties shall not be allowed within 220
feet of the intersecting Local road.

Driveway Location
1. Opposed driveways are not allowed unless a
signal is provided at that location.
2. Cross road driveways creating left-turn overlaps
shall be spaced a minimum of 60 feet apart,
measured along the edge of right-of-way.

3. Driveway connections to the intersecting Local
road for corner properties shall not be allowed
within 110 feet of the intersecting State road.

3. A driveway may not unduly constrain the
location or safe and functional use of driveways
at abutting properties.

Corner properties present special problems because they
are extremely attractive to high volume peak-hour traffic
businesses (e.g. gas stations, mini-marts and fast food
franchises) whose designs often create conflict areas that
overlap with the conflict area of the intersection. The
standards here are consistent with those enacted in other
states and would provide for much safer and efficient
traffic operations at intersections. In practice, however,

Driveway locations can significantly detract from access
to abutting or opposed driveways. These impacts are
often manifest by lines of vehicles waiting to turn left into a
business and by long delays in entering or leaving
businesses. Inappropriate driveway locations are also
implicated in high accident locations; generally because
they increase the number of conflict points in a relatively
small area. The techniques outlined above and the
recommended spacing contained in Figure 4-3 address
the most common problems.

MINIMUM DRIVEWAY SPACING STANDARDS
Peak Hour Trips (PHT)

Spacing Between
Driveways

<= 150

125 feet

151-300

250 feet

>300

400 feet

Driveway Design
1. Driveways shall be designed to provide for the
safe and efficient movement of traffic between
the roadway and the site, and to eliminate the
potential for the queuing of vehicles along the
roadway due to congestion in or at the
driveway.

Figure 4-3: Driveway spacing recommendations.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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engineer/consultant at the cost of the
applicant.

DRIVEWAY LENGTH STANDARDS
Development

Driveway Throat Length

Shopping centers
greater than 200,000
Gross Leasable Area

200 feet

Smaller developments
less than 200,000 GLA

75-95 feet

Unsignalized driveways

40-60 feet

Inadequate driveway design is commonly implicated in
traffic safety problems and often results in the
development of queues along the road behind a
driveway. Appropriate driveway designs vary
substantially, depending on the scale of development,
the volume and type of vehicles using the driveway, site
and road conditions, and other factors. Figure 4-4
contains recommended driveway lengths correlated to
development size.
Parking Location

(Source: Transportation and Land Development, Institute of
Transportation Engineers, 1988)

1. Parking shall be located along the side or rear
of the property for businesses with frontage on
State roads.

Figure 4-4: Driveway throat length standards.

2. Vehicle circulation systems on the site shall be
designed to provide for the safe and efficient
movement of traffic between the driveway and
the site.

2. Parking should be located so as to allow an
interconnection to the parking area of abutting
properties.
3. Easements for the interconnection of adjacent
parking areas shall be conveyed to the Town.

3. Driveway width, radii, flare, throat length,
internal circulation systems, and other design
elements for driveways to developments
generating more than 150 peak hour trips shall
be based upon traffic, engineering and design
data provided by a traffic engineer/consultant
who is recognized and accepted by the Town
Planning Board. In the event that a traffic
engineer/consultant is not provided the Town
shall have the right to retain such traffic
US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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substantial traffic. Although the access roads will function
relatively safely because of lower speed limits, when these
higher traffic volumes occur safety could be improved by
providing for cross access between properties. These
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parking requirements will enable the construction of cross
access driveways should this be desired in the future.

provide the SEQRA review or Transportation
Impact Study, as directed by the Town Planning
Board.

Large Developments

6. It shall be the developer's responsibility to
provide the required mitigation.

1. Large developments are developments that
generate more than 150 Peak Hour Trips. For
purposes of this subsection large developments
shall also include subdivisions whose combined
trip generation from all properties exceeds 150
Peak Hour Trips and such other uses that will, in
the opinion of a qualified transportation
engineer, detrimentally impact the safe and
efficient movement of traffic.

7. Phased mitigation may be allowed where
phased development is proposed.
Large developments require specific and individual
attention because traffic generated by these business
may actually exceed the capacity of some roads but
almost reduces the level of service, even on major roads.
Requirements Specific to Properties with Frontage
on Rt. 56 or Rt. 11

2. Large developments shall be required to take
their primary access from an access or local
road.

1. Properties with frontage on State Route 56 or
State Route 11 shall have a full service driveway
connection to an access or local road.

3. Large developments shall mitigate the traffic
impacts of their development. Required
mitigation may include, but is not limited to, the
construction of signals, turning lanes, medians,
combined and shared driveways, and service
or access roads.

2. Properties with frontage on State Route 56 or
State Route 11 may be limited to one driveway
to these roads. Exceptions to this standard may
be made for cases when sufficient distance
between two driveways (1320 ft) can be
achieved on one parcel.

4. Required mitigation will be established by the
Town Planning Board through a SEQRA review
and/or Transportation Impact Study (TIS) as
determined by the Town Planning Board.

3. Turning movements to driveways serving
properties with frontage on State Route 56 or
State Route 11 may be limited to right turns in or

5. It shall be the developer's responsibility to

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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right turns out or both.
The development zones proposed in this Study still provide
significant opportunity for the development of business
along routes 56 and 11. (Each new zone would provide
more than 2000-feet of frontage for development.)
because these properties are located on the approaches
to or departures from intersections they prevent special
problems when full development is achieved.
Specifically, they are located in areas where left turn
lanes or medians may be required to resolve future safety
problems. These will inhibit if not absolutely restrict left-turn
access to these businesses. Driveway connections to the
access roads are absolutely required if these properties
are to have access to full-directional traffic in the future.

US Route 11 & NYS Route 56
Community of Potsdam
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