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An interesting graphic from TRIP: 
  
http://www.tripnet.org/ 

 
  
I want to draw your attention towards the bottom statement of this graphic:  
Converting two-lane routes to four-lane routes can reduce traffic crashes by up to 60%. 
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 A change to the design since last meeting is a reduction from purchasing a four-lane right-of-
way to two-lane right-of-way. 

 Change made to typical section since our last meeting, the project considered having two lanes 
of highway constructed within right-of-way sufficient to accommodate four lanes in the future. 
That has now changed to two lanes of highway within right-of-way that accommodates two lanes 
but does not accommodate four lane construction in the future.  

 Note the date, 10 years into this study, and you will find that this change was made after 
2B-2 was essentially the only alternative in consideration following the removal of the 
previous preferred alternative and all other alternatives meeting Purpose and Needs in 
Sept 2010. I have said all along that this appears to be in violation of NEPA as all 
alternatives were supposed to be evaluated using the same criteria and that is 
specifically the same concern voiced by FHWA Mark Hasselmann to the MaineDOT in 
December 2011 only to be overruled by superiors. FOAA documents relating to the MH 
issue available upon request. 

 If converting 2-lane routes to 4-lane routes can reduce crashes up to 60% per TRIP data, 
why has the MaineDOT intentionally removed the future 4-lane construction that was part 
of this study for a decade? Does cost really trump safety? 

The design of this connector is driven solely by cost, not safety concerns. The design criteria will be 
downgraded to rolling rural from freeway criteria; the ROW will be decreased to 100-125 feet from 200 
feet and the connection to route 9 is approximately 4.5 miles to the west of where the majority of the 
79+ alternatives terminated to the east of Route 46. Downgrading design criteria to make the connector 
appear affordable does not buy safety; we deserve better. 
  
Let me remind you, in an official MaineDOT Technical Memorandum: http://www.i395-rt9-
study.com/Pubs/Alts%20Tech%20Memo.pdf, why the original 2B alternative was removed from 
further consideration. Alternative 2B-2 and 2B are essentially the same alternative: 
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What is 2B-2? Why does the discussion of Route 9 matter? 

 

  2B-2 is a 10.3 mile connector from I-395 to the Clifton border-including Route 9. 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/DEIS/AppC.pdf 

  

You cannot discuss 2B-2 without considering the effects from the 4.2 miles of the existing Route 9, an 
integral part of this connector. That same 4.2 mile section of Route 9 was intentionally bypassed, 
including bypassing of the intersection of 9/46 and the Village Of East Eddington, by any of the studied 
79+ alternatives that satisfied the original System Linkage Need. 

  

  

What about the decade-long limited-access requirement?  

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/DEIS/AppC.pdf


 
  
(Excerpt) 
  

 
 http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Minutes/PAC_08.pdf 

 Ray added that recent legislative policy instructs DOT to limit access on most major 
arterials in the state. Where is that policy today and why is the MaineDOT considering 
construction of an alternative that has an extra 158 access points when they had the 
chance to bypass those 158 access points from the onset of the project? Does that make 
good engineering sense or once again was that decision driven solely by money? If 2B-2 
goes to construction, those 158 access points will have to be dealt with at some point, 
but at what cost? If the upfront cost is so important to this study, what about the end cost 
when in some 20 years they will have to  address the long-term System Linkage Needs 
and the need for a limited-access facility as stated in their September 2010 hard look at 
Route 9?  

Do not let the MaineDOT cloud the issue with their hard look at Route 9; that hard look cannot negate 
the extra added 158 separate access points to this connector and the safety issues that alone causes. 
How many extra access points did the majority of the 79+ studied alternatives have? Zero... 
  
Bottom line is that you get what you pay for: a radically downgraded, cheapened end product to the 
original request and requirement for a high speed, limited-access connection from I-395 to Clifton. 
  
2B-2 is a poor expenditure for our critical transportation dollars; that $61 million would be better spent 
on the unmet transportation needs of the state of Maine.  

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Minutes/PAC_08.pdf

