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A $32.24 million disparity exists in 2B-2’s FEIS-stated-cost: 
 

 

 

 

                                                                                                 

                                                                                                 http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/EIS%2010-11-11c.pdf 

           http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/EIS%2010-11-11c.pdf   

Oct. 11th 2011: “designed to freeway criteria” $90M 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

FOAA#000392 is an attachment to FOAA #000391 dated December 6th 2011. 

 

 

 
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/ 

Dec. 6th 2011: “prepared using the DOT’s freeway criteria.” $93,240,000.00 

 

 

 
 

Jan. 30th 2012: “designed using MaineDOT’s freeway criteria.” approx. $93M   
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/ 

 

FEIS-stated-cost and FEIS-stated-design criteria: 

2.4.3 Estimated Construction Costs  
As part of the conceptual design of the build alternatives, a preliminary estimate of the cost to construct 

them was prepared (in 2011 dollars). The cost to construct the build alternatives ranges from $61 million 

to $81 million. 

2.3.2 Alternative 2B-2 

2B-2/the Preferred Alternative would be a controlled access highway and conceptually designed using 

MaineDOT design criteria for freeways. Two lanes would be constructed and used for two-way travel 

within an approximate 200-foot-wide right-of-way.  http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FEIS_Chap2.pdf  (page 27 and 36) 

 

 Jan. 2015: “designed using MaineDOT design criteria for freeways.” $61 million  

“This cost estimate for the build alternatives 
was prepared using the DOT’s freeway criteria.” 

 

“Roadway is designed to freeway criteria – 70 

mph design speed, posted for 55 mph.” 

 

This meeting was chaired by:  

Bill Plumpton of Gannett Fleming 

     FOAA # 000431       “…designed…using MaineDOT’s criteria for freeways.” 

“…latest estimate…dated December 2011 … approximately $93 million for Alternative 2B-2…” 

  

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/EIS%2010-11-11c.pdf
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/EIS%2010-11-11c.pdf
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FEIS_Chap2.pdf
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A reduced FEIS-stated-cost that does not match the FEIS-stated-design 
criteria and in fact is based on a future design change only applicable to 

2B-2 and only “following the conclusion of the NEPA process”: 
 

The FEIS-stated construction cost of $61 million is based on a future design change to 
rolling criteria not the FEIS-stated “MaineDOT design criteria for freeways.” Now how can 
that be? The cost in the FEIS does not match the design criteria in the FEIS.  
 

 2B-2’s cost has been misrepresented for the past 3 years, making 2B-2 appear to be 
more reasonably priced than it is, by $32.24 million; a great talking point as there can be 
no other rational explanation and is extremely unfair to the impacted communities who 
only seek fairness and honesty in the process. 
 

 Knowingly making a false entry in a government document, with the intent that it be 
taken as a genuine part of information is in violation of the following Maine State Statute:  
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/17-A/title17-Asec456.html 

 

FOAA #000391, a future downgrade in design criteria only to 2B-2: 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/ 

  

“This cost estimate for the build 

alternatives was prepared using the 

DOT’s freeway criteria.” 

 

“We understand the DOT would 
like, following the conclusion of 

the NEPA process, for the 
preferred alternative to be 

developed using rolling criteria.” 

 

“…we ask that the DOT let us 
know the anticipated percent 
reduction in cost that would 

result from this change in 
criteria…” 

 
“…we will apply this percent 

reduction to the cost to construct 

the build alternatives that is shown 

in the 

DEIS/Section 404 Permit 

Application.” 
 

http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/17-A/title17-Asec456.html
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/
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FOAA #000431, a one-third reduction in cost based on a change in 
criteria  from freeway to rolling design only applicable to 2B-2, yet the  

FEIS-stated-design is “design criteria for freeways”: 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/ 

 

AND, one more change to a study that has no changes: 
 

MaineDOT Interagency Meeting 
October 11, 2011 

 

Bill Plumpton: Last time we met, December 2010, Page 2 of the handout – Design criteria 
has been consistent throughout the years with one exception, that is, the shoulder width 
has been reduced from 10 ′to 8′. Roadway is designed to freeway criteria – 70 mph design 
speed, posted for 55 mph. The proposed Typical Section is two - 12′ travel lanes, 8′ 
shoulders, with standard cut and fill treatments. 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.  

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/EIS%2010-11-11c.pdf 

 “The build alternatives have 

been designed…using 

MaineDOT’s criteria for 

freeways. 
 

 The latest estimate to 

construct the build 

alternatives dated December 

2011 range from 

approximately $93 million for 

Alternative 2B-2…” 
 

“After reviewing the cost 

estimates for the build 

alternatives, the cost 

estimates should be reduced 

by one-third…” 
 

“…basis for this one-third 

reduction includes…using a 

rolling design…” 
 

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/EIS%2010-11-11c.pdf
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The transition of the System Linkage Need; remember you have 

 been told that the Study Purpose and Needs have not changed: 
 

Pre-September 2010:  

                                                                                                                                
 

 

               
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

               
 
 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/Alts%20Tech%20Memo.pdf (pg5) 

 

Post-September 2010:  

 
 
 
“The system linkage need was discussed. With Route 9 having sufficient capacity for the next 20 years, the 
system linkage need and need for a limited access facility should be considered a long‐term need. The DOT is 
committed to the East‐West highway vision, and the system linkage need remains a valid need for this study. 
To help clarify when an alternative satisfies the system linkage need for the I‐395/ Route 9 study, the DOT will 
change references in Chapter 2 Alternatives Analysis and Appendix C Alternatives Considered and Dismissed to 
‘partially satisfies’ the need to ‘in the near term’ (or something similar) and define ‘near term’ as the year 
2030.” 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FCA%2009-10a.pdf 

 

FEIS-January 2015: 

“Alternative 2B-2/the Preferred Alternative would further the study’s 

purpose and satisfy the system linkage need in the near term (before 2035).” 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FEIS_Chap2.pdf   

 

 “To meet the need of improved regional system linkage while minimizing 
impacts to people, it was determined that an alternative must provide a 
limited-access connection between I-395 and Route 9 east of Route 46.”  

 “Alternatives that do not provide a limited access connection to Route 9 
east of Route 46 would not be practicable because that would not provide a 
substantial improvement in regional mobility and connectivity and would 
negatively affect people living along Route 9 in the study area.”  

 

 “Alternatives that would connect to Route 9 west of Route 46 would 
severely impact local communities along Route 9 between proposed 
alternative connection points and Route 46.”  

 “Alternatives providing a direct connection between I-395 and Route 9 east 
of Route 46 will provide improved regional connections between the 
Canadian Maritime Provinces and the Bangor region and reduce traffic on 
other roadways. Such alternatives meet the intent of the East-West 
Highway Initiative.”   

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/Alts%20Tech%20Memo.pdf
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FCA%2009-10a.pdf
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FEIS_Chap2.pdf


5 
 

Where are we in the study? 
The study can be broken into seven general steps as shown on  

the MaineDOT’s I-395/Route 9 Transportation Study website: 
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/overview.html 

 
 

 

 

 We are currently in the ‘wait period’ until March 2, 2015.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 “…this process could take several years to complete…” 
 

Near-term System Linkage Need: 
 

 

 

 
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FEIS_Chap2.pdf 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FEIS_Chap2.pdf 

The above statement of fact from Chapter 2, page 26 of the FEIS is 

no longer accurate for the entire 20 year design-life of the project.  
 

 I take it literally, that (before 2035) is December 31, 2034.  

 

“Alternative 2B-2/the Preferred Alternative would 

further the study’s purpose and satisfy the system 

linkage need in the near term (before 2035).” 
 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/overview.html
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FEIS_Chap2.pdf
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 “Hard Look V2.0” has already timed out… 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/Revised%20Projections_January%202012.pdf 

 

 

On January 11th 2012, the original Sept. 21st 2010 “hard look” was reset.  
Forecasts/analyses were revised from the year 2030 to the year 2035. 
 The base year of the 20-year design was changed from 2010 to 2015. 
 The System Linkage Need revision: “In the near-term (Year 2035)” allowed 

2B-2 to “appear” to satisfy the System Linkage Need for the 20 year design 
life of the project; but time marches on and one has to wonder what the 
passing of time will do to 2B-2 and the “hard look at Route 9” argument… 

“Alternative 2B-2/the 
Preferred Alternative would 
further the study’s purpose 

and satisfy the system 
linkage need in the near 

term (before 2035).” 
FEIS, Chapter 2 Page #26 

 

Consider the “hard look” as 
two non-moving parts: “in the 
near-term (before 2035)” set 

to December 31, 2034, and 
the design life of the roadway 

set to 20 years. The only 
moving part is the date of the 

ribbon-cutting ceremony. 
 

To “satisfy the system linkage 
need in the near-term (before 

2035)”; add 20 years (the 
design life of the roadway) to 
the ribbon cutting date. You 
cannot and must not exceed 

the (before 2035) 12.31.2034 
set-date; each day exceeding 
that set-date is just one more 
day that this project does not 
and cannot meet the System 
Linkage Needs, even when 

changed to “in the near-term 
(before 2035). The fact is the 

“hard look” talking point is no 
longer a valid argument.  

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/Revised%20Projections_January%202012.pdf
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Examples of completion dates vs. near term (before 2035):  

 

 

 

 “As this process could take several years to complete…” 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                  http://www.yourdictionary.com/several 

 
Example, using 2 to 5 years out from ROD to project completion: 
 

Mar. 2nd 2015 earliest possible signing of the Record of Decision  
Mar. 2nd 2017 2B-2’s ribbon cutting ceremony 2 years after ROD 
Mar. 2nd 2018 2B-2’s ribbon cutting ceremony 3 years after ROD 
Mar. 2nd 2019 2B-2’s ribbon cutting ceremony 4 years after ROD 
Mar. 2nd 2020 2B-2’s ribbon cutting ceremony 5 years after ROD 
Dec.31st 2034 “satisfy the system linkage need in the near term (before 2035)”  
Mar. 2nd 2037 2B-2’s 20 year design life completed in 2017 (*26 months) 
Mar. 2nd 2038 2B-2’s 20 year design life completed in 2018 (*38 months) 
Mar. 2nd 2039 2B-2’s 20 year design life completed in 2019 (*50 months) 
Mar. 2nd 2040 2B-2’s 20 year design life completed in 2020 (*62 months) 

 
*Total elapsed time in months that 2B-2’s 20 year design life exceeds “the 
system linkage need in the near term (before 2035).” 2B-2 does not satisfy the 
near term or the long term System Linkage Need for the period of time 
exceeding 12.31.2034 (before 2035), thus, 2B-2 does not meet the Study 
Purpose and Needs for the entire design life of the project. 
 

“Alternative 2B-
2/the Preferred 

Alternative would 
further the study’s 

purpose and 
satisfy the system 

linkage need in the 
near term (before 

2035).”  

http://www.yourdictionary.com/several
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“…Preferred alternative does not satisfy Purpose and Need…” 
FHWA co-manager of this Study (MH) had concerns that the preferred alternative (2B-2) 
did not meet Purpose and Needs with the changes made in design criteria at the end of 
2011; he brought those concerns to the attention of the MaineDOT project Manager (JL) on 
Dec. 13th 2011. The history of this event is documented in FOAA #0128 thru FOAA #0132, 
FOAA #0177 and FOAA #0178 received by the Town of Eddington, not until March of 2013: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
FOAA Documents can be viewed in their entirety: 
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Woodshed.pdf 
 

“Mark is concerned the 

criteria change to a 2-

lane/2-lane ROW of 

the Preferred 

Alternative will alter 

the impacts and prior 

alternatives analyses 

is not comparable 

(apples to apples) as 

those were done with 

4-lanes/4-lane ROW.” 

 

“…he questioned the 

identification of the 

logical termini.” 

 The eastern logical 

termini: “Route 9 east 

of Route 46” was 

changed to: “the 

portion of Route 9 in 

the study area” in 

January 2012. 

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Woodshed.pdf
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(MH) was overruled by his superiors as verified in the same April 8th 2013 email from the 
Office of Senator Collins. This issue is extremely important since Mr. Hassellmann was and 
still is the Co-Manager of this Study. This occurred within 90 days of the issuance of the 
DEIS in the 12th year of this Study. This whole process has really been deplorable and this is 
just another example; I believe Mr. Hasselmann was attempting to do his job to the best of 
his abilities in December of 2011 and was squelched in his attempt, for reasons unknown. 

“Mark’s comment the 

2-lane/2-lane ROW 

Preferred Alternative 

does not satisfy the 

Purpose and Need…” 

“…Mark has stated as 

the alternatives will 

move forward as a 2-

lane/2-lane the 

analysis is now apples 

to oranges 

comparison.” 

 

 

 

 “They both weren’t 

troubled by his 

dissenting remarks 

because they said 

that his superior at 

FHWA had 

overruled him.” 


