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I-395/Route 9 Transportation Study 

Preferred Alternative’s Design to 
Incorporate a Centerline-Cable-Barrier 

 

 

 

 
A centerline-cable-barrier separating lanes on a 2+1 road in Sweden. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cable_barrier 
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Alternative 2B-2 and the Centerline-Cable-Barrier: 

This document introduces the “2+1” design adopted in Sweden for two-lane highways—a 

design utilizing a centerline-cable-barrier with alternating passing lanes. 

 A centerline-cable-barrier has been sanctioned by the MDOT Commissioner as part of the 

construction of alternative 2B-2 to minimize head-on collisions, a promise made to Carol 

Woodcock (Office of Senator Collins) as acknowledged in an April 8, 2013 email. 

BUT—there will be no passing—apparently the recommended alternating 

passing lanes are not included in the cable-barrier design for 2B-2. It is 

presumed that the cable-barrier is designed for the full 6.1 mile length of the 

new pavement of 2B-2, but that fact has yet to be substantiated as this 

information has not been officially released to the public by the MDOT. 

 

The I-395/Route 9 Transportation Study started with the premise to design a four-lane divided 

highway using freeway design criteria from I-395 in Brewer to Route 9 at the 

Eddington/Clifton border. The connector would initially be built as a two-lane undivided 

highway within a right-of-way large enough to add the extra two lanes in the future as safety 

and traffic required. The design retrogressed (downgraded in standards) sometime by October 

2011 to a two-lane highway using freeway design criteria within a 200’ right-of-way only 

large enough to support two lanes thus removing the future safety upgrade to a four-lane 

divided highway. I was told that the MDOT would save $1.0 million by reducing ROW. 

This downgraded design initiated research into four-lane highways terminating into two-lane 

highways and the safety concerns with two-lane highways and head-on collisions. Carol 

Woodcock, determined to make sure this connector would at least be safe, voiced her concerns 

directly to the FHWA and the MDOT—based on excerpts from the report on pages 3-7 of this 

paper.  (Complete report @ http://www.cti.uconn.edu/pdfs/ucnr15-5_ivan_final-report.pdf.) 

 FOAA Documents indicate another downgraded design will be advanced following the 

conclusion of the National Environmental Policy Act process. That design will be a two-lane 

highway with the design standard downgraded from freeway criteria to rolling criteria 

within only a 100’ right-of-way. (Another cost-saving retrograde in standards?) 

I normally wouldn’t write a paper with such limited facts; however, I think it’s 

important that this information, as limited as it may be, gets out there for you to decide 

if the centerline-cable-barrier without the alternating passing lanes is a good idea and 

if safety should ever be constrained by cost. 

 

http://www.cti.uconn.edu/pdfs/ucnr15-5_ivan_final-report.pdf
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Was the MDOT/FHWA’s decision not to integrate the recommended 
passing lanes simply a cost-savings measure? The combination of a 
rolling rural design within a decreased 100’ ROW footprint and the 
centerline-cable-barrier without the addition of the recommended 
alternating passing lanes may cause traffic congestion and 
conflicting vehicle movements on this connector that would 
substantially increase the potential for new safety concerns and 
hazards.  

 

 

http://www.cti.uconn.edu/pdfs/ucnr15-5_ivan_final-report.pdf 

 

http://www.cti.uconn.edu/pdfs/ucnr15-5_ivan_final-report.pdf
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 However, the most effective treatment would probably be to install a continuous barrier 

along the centerline of two-lane roads, and to widen them up with an extra passing lane 

where appropriate. (page 5) 

 For mobility reasons, two-lane roads with center barriers need passing lanes at regular 

intervals. An alternating passing lane and cable barriers can be provided within the footprint 

of a two-lane road with 10-foot wide shoulders if the shoulders are narrowed to about one 

foot each. (page 7) 

 To get a large number of center-barriers installed in Maine is probably unrealistic no 

matter how effective they may be. As noted above, Maine has 5,544 miles of numbered 

routes and if installing centerline barriers costs $68,000 per mile, 5,544 miles of roadway 

installations would cost around $377 million. (page 7) (in 2006 dollars) 

 Why were the alternating passing lanes not incorporated in the 
engineering design for alternative 2B-2 as advocated in this 
comprehensive 2006 report on the Severity of Head-on Crashes 
on Two-lane Rural Highways by the University of Maine’s 
Department of Civil Engineering, the University of Connecticut 
and the Connecticut Transportation Institute?  

 
 Has the MDOT consulted with the University of Maine on how the exclusion of 

alternating passing lanes affect the efficiency of a center-barrier (2+1) design? 
 
 What is the recommended passing interval for 6.1 miles of continuous roadway? 

 In my opinion, the reasons and concerns (bulleted below) MDOT/FHWA Transportation 

Professionals specified for removing the original 2B alternative from consideration in 

Jan2003, plus the addition of the centerline-cable-barrier without the recommended 

passing lanes, including the downgrade in design standard from freeway to rolling rural 

with the drastically reduced ROW will all lead to an unsafe condition for the full 10.3 mile 

length of the new connector from Brewer to Clifton. The many concerns documented in 

Jan2003 seem to be now totally disregarded by the same MDOT/FHWA Transportation 

Professionals still working on the project today. 

 Alternative 2B would use approximately 5 miles of Route 9. Traffic congestion and 
conflicting vehicle movements on this section of Route 9 would substantially increase 
the potential for new safety concerns and hazards. 

 The lack of existing access controls and the inability to effectively manage access 
along this section of Route 9, and the number of left turns, contribute to the poor 
LOS and safety concerns, and the inability of Alternative 2B to satisfy the system 
linkage purpose and need effectively. 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/Alts%20Tech%20Memo.pdf
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http://www.monroemonitor.com/2012/12/27/does-sweden-have-the-answer-for-u-s-2/ 

Does Sweden have the answer for U.S 2? 
Safety activist proposes European cable barrier system 

By Polly Keary, Editor 
(Excerpts of article below) 

 

On Sweden’s national roads, such as this one seen near the city of Linköping, cable barriers 

and alternating passing lanes have been credited with a significant reduction in highway 

fatalities. 

 Sweden has, since the 1990s, adopted a road system called a “2+1.” That means that the 

road is mostly two-lane, but has passing lanes on alternating sides of the road. Down the 

center of those roads are high-tension cable barriers. 

The cable barriers are posts that are set into brackets. Unlike older cable barriers that flexed 

as much as 12 feet when struck by a speeding semi, these flex eight feet at the most. 

 And when there is an accident, police can pull the posts out of the brackets and re-route 

traffic, so that accidents never cause the road to be closed. 

 Furthermore, unlike jersey barriers, they can be used on a sloped road, where pooling 

water might otherwise create a hazard. 

 

Indeed, studies do seem to show that the cable barriers have at least been quite successful 

in Sweden. 

http://www.monroemonitor.com/2012/12/27/does-sweden-have-the-answer-for-u-s-2/
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“The 2+1 system was estimated to eliminate 20 to 50 percent of all severe link accidents. The 

design was soon judged to be a major success,” reads a 2005 U.S. Transportation Research 

Board Business Office report. And according to a Canadian study, cable barriers are not only 

effective at improving safety, they are cost-effective, too. 

“This initial assessment of flexible barrier use predicts that major savings of up to 90 percent in 

death and serious injury can be achieved, with no evidence of increased road trauma for 

motorcyclists,” it reads. “An estimate of the economic value of these savings is several times 

larger than the investment costs.” 

Are you still wondering why the MDOT has not completely adopted 
the comprehensive “2+1” concept? It appears that median cable 
barriers are highly effective in reducing head-on collisions but they 
require, for mobility reasons, alternating passing lanes to be 
installed at regular intervals—where are the 2B-2 passing lanes? 

 Today’s traffic encompasses drivers of diverse capabilities and all ages from 15 to 90 driving 

at varied speeds above and below the posted speed limit; add a few tractor trailers, some 

inattention and a little bit of road rage caused by the elderly gentleman ten cars ahead 

suddenly slowing down to 40 mph for no good reason—that is an accident waiting to 

happen, especially knowing there is no passing. 

Many believe this project is completely money driven 
because of the marginally acceptable 1.1 Benefits-to-Cost 
Ratio and believe that the cost has been continuously and 
intentionally driven below the benefits to keep the project 
viable. Adding the cable-barrier of the “2+1” design without 
adopting the recommended alternating passing lanes seems 
to prove out that theory. 

“Adding more miles to our transportation system in this current fiscal environment doesn’t 
make financial sense,” said Bernhardt, “Our responsibility going forward is to manage our 
existing infrastructure within our existing budget.” With current funding levels stable at best, 
MaineDOT concluded that the expenditure of funds on new infrastructure was not justifiable. 
(8.01.11) http://www.maine.gov/tools/whatsnew/index.php?topic=DOT_Press_Releases&id=279591&v=article 

 

The $61 million in state and federal funds that would be saved by cancelling the I-
395/Route 9 Connector would be better spent on the unmet transportation needs of our 
state. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration of my views, Larry Adams 

http://www.maine.gov/tools/whatsnew/index.php?topic=DOT_Press_Releases&id=279591&v=article

