
My name is Judy Sullivan and I am one of the people, that as a public person, has been 
following this for a long time. I faithfully attended the meetings from the time you started in 
2000 even before the PAC was formed, it was a meeting at the Holden School, so I've 
followed this. And just to clarify a few things for people, the scope of this project initially 
included safety on Routes 9, 46 and 1A. Somewhere between when that scope was first 
written it has been amended. It has been changed. And it now says we're concerned about 
safety on Route 46 and 1A.  
 
Now, I may be simplifying things a little bit, but my mind says to me that the only way 2B-2  
could have been considered and could be a valid alternative was to remove safety on Route 
9 as part of the scope, which I find really disheartening because as other people have said to 
you in your own -- we can go on and quote even more comments that have been made over 
the years about the effect and the negative impact of using Route 9 as part of this connector 
on safety. Other people's concerns, traffic congestion, your putting vehicle movements on 
this section of Route 9 would substantially increase the potential for new safety concerns 
and hazards. Now, if you read their study they'll tell you and somewhere along here they 
say that safety could mean a lot of things, but for the purpose of this study it only means one 
thing, crash prevention. Now, if that's the case, are you concerned about the fatal crashes 
we've had on the Route 9 intersection of road? Do you want to prevent those crashes or do 
we only want to prevent crashes on Route 46? That would be one question I have of you 
because the safety has been repeatedly and repeatedly mentioned by your own people 
involved in this study. These are quotes from people on your side of the table, not from 
people in the PACs and the committees, on your side of the table about safety. And then add 
to that that even in their own records we read this DEIS study traffic congestion, traffic on 
Route 9 if 2B is chosen -- 2B-2 is chosen and by the year 2035 that means about 20 years by 
the time they get the darn thing built that traffic flow on Route 9 will be rated E. E. Couldn't 
get any lower. No, excuse me, it could be an F, but we're all the way down to an E. If that's 
so, where do we go from there? In 2035, by then people's houses would have been -- they 
would have been moved out of their houses, people left behind will see their property 
values go down because of the proximity to all of this. Because, again, they changed that, 
that's another thing they changed in their little plan, would go down and we'd have this big 
black scar across our landscape.  
 
People on Route 9, you've heard a lot about us, but I also feel equally concerned for the 
people who live in Holden and in Brewer who currently live in neighborhoods who don't 
experience any kind of traffic like they're going to be seeing on this route. What about them 
and what about the values of their homes and what about their well-being and what about 
their happiness and enjoyment of their property? It's already been ruined and we have a 
road that doesn't work anymore. So I don't care if you spent $60 million or $80 million or 
$100 million on this road, for 20 years that's a pretty expensive road, and if it doesn't work 
at the end of 20 years and then what are you going to do? Do we then decide that maybe 
we're going to make Route 9 wider so we can accommodate this traffic that's supposed to 
come? That really bothers me because what happens at the end of those 20 years if it's only 
good for that period of time? It should bother everybody. Taxpayers. Because I don't care 
where this money comes from whether it be the federal government or the local 



government or state government, it's our money. And it needs to be spent in a financially 
responsible manner and I don't feel that this is a financially responsible manner.  
 
Another thing I think you need to understand is about vernal pools. The requirement for 
vernal pools from the state is very specific, but as far as the Army Corps of Engineers is 
concerned, if there is a puddle of water in the spring of the year, they don't care if there is 
anything in it basically. They may consider that, but they don't have to. It just has to be a 
puddle of water on the ground in the spring of the year and they just call it a vernal pool. 
They don't care if it's significant. That's Maine DEP. The Army Corps of Engineers doesn't 
care about it. So vernal pools becomes - it doesn't have to be significant, it just has to be wet 
spots in the ground. Again, which bothers me.  
 
Again, 3EIK or whatever the heck it is, which is the original -- which, by the way, most of us 
walked away as late as 2009 thinking that was the chosen route. Many of us made plans 
based on that in our homes, you know, so be it. I've been told that that was eliminated 
because of two things, the vernal  pools, which everyone has discussed, and the other is it 
was going to go through a track -- a fairly large track of land that was whole and that would 
be -- we went -- they didn't like to fragment these pieces of land. In reality, the road that I 
saw on that particular piece of land I believe would have taken a corner of that land and left 
the majority of it in tact, so it wasn't a complete demise of that piece of land. One of the 
things which I consider especially ironic about that particular decision on the part of the 
Army Corps of Engineers is that the Army Corps of Engineers is also pushing that that 
particular piece of land be used to mitigate environmental impacts on Route 2B-2. I have - 
my mind is having a hard time getting around that one and I'd like to know more about that.  
 
But more importantly, way back in 2002 when all of the 2B alternatives were being chosen, 
they were looked at, there were several of them, by the way, lots of families, and 2B was 
rejected at that point in time because of traffic congestion on the route and increase of 
potentially new safety concerns was rejected. Along with the other 2B alternatives, and 
these 2B alternatives, these families were all fairly close together, they were kind of 
swooping around one another but they were all basically in the same area. And all of the 
remaining 2Bs, and there were several of them, by the way, were -- even though they would 
be practicable, remember Mr. Plumpton's definition of practicable, they were dismissed and  
all of them were dismissed because of environmental issues compared to 3EIK-2. They 
would have more -- all of the 2s would have more water crossings, some of them possibly 
with the salmon, the diadromous fish as we should be concerned about, have great impacts  
to flood plains, would have great impact to active farms and also prime farmland, would 
have greater residential displacements, would have greater proximity displacements, and I 
haven't seen anything in the new reports that I've read about proximity impacts and I think 
that's a vital thing because originally I think the proximity impacts were a much greater 
distance. They've been shortened up. The right of way that was going to be purchased 
originally for this was going to be 1,000 feet. That's the original plan. They've shortened 
that quite a bit. I think they're down to a right of way of 200 feet and what does that mean. 
Property that would have been -- it's going to be cheaper because they're not going to be 
buying property. They're just going to plop the road down in front of it. 



 
So you can win this battle one way or the other. I just think that -- I guess what I'm really 
upset about, I cannot get out of my mind when I was at that very first meeting and 
somebody -- a young man that lived on Route 9, excuse me, Route 46 said that the answer 
was just to put all this truck traffic -- oh, by the way, the truck traffic by 2035 is going to 
more than double in that timeframe is what we're really seeing. Anyway, the answer was 
just to dump that truck traffic onto Route 9 because we were used to it. Those of us who 
have lived on Route 9 for any length of time would say we kind of question that a little bit. 
And I think people forget, my house that I live in on Route 9 and my house -- my driveway, 
when my house was built my driveway was level with the road on Route 9. Level with the 
road. Now for me to get out of my driveway I believe I have probably at least a 6 foot or 8 
foot rise to get out of my driveway. That's how much Route 9 has changed since it was in 
the 1960s. Change takes place. Traffic increases. Things happen. Change takes place. We've 
all experienced that on Route 9, but the big change and the change that was a catalyst for all 
of this was NAFTA. NAFTA was passed and in late -- early '90s, I believe. That is when we 
started seeing the increase in truck traffic. I think all of us would have lived with an increase 
in car traffic because we were seeing cars come in the summertime and people going on 
vacation or going to their camps in Clark's Pond or whatever and even further Downeast, 
but it wasn't the big trucks. And now - now we don't have to worry about 80,000 pound 
trucks, now we can worry about 100,000 pound trucks. Most of us drive vehicles that don't  
weigh 6,000 pounds. It's a losing battle, not to mention the noise that we're going to be 
subjected to. It doesn't matter where you live on that stretch of road there you're going to 
have a big increase of noise and it's already pretty bad. But for that person to have the 
attitude that it was okay to shove it onto Route 9 because they were used to it, we're no 
more used to it than they were. It was new to them. It was new to us on Route 9 that level of  
traffic. And I think you need to stop and think about, you know, is it worth spending this 
money and the people only benefit -- real benefit and no offense to people that live on Route 
46, I wouldn't say that to you. I am concerned about your safety, but change happens. The 
remainder of Route 46 from Route 1A over to Route 15 has all rebuilt. Change happens. 
Maybe that's the solution. I don't know, but do I know that to deliberately knowingly to 
devise a route that jeopardizes the lives of people who live on Route 9, people who travel 
Route 9 doesn't make sense and you can't make it work simply by changing the scope. 
That's a cheap trick. (Applause.) 
 
 


