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 Cc: Personal addresses redacted. 

 
 

 

Good afternoon to all. 

  

There are three Needs to this study: System Linkage, Safety Concerns and Traffic Congestion. I contend that 

alternative 2B-2 does not meet any of the three study needs. 

  

The attached document demonstrates the evolution of the System Linkage Need starting with MDOT’s own 

statement: “Key consideration to address system linkage need: To improve regional system linkage, an 

alternative must provide a limited-access connection between I-395 and Route 9 east of Route 46.”  

  

Interesting what the MDOT managed to do un-do, after a whole decade of work, with just a couple of words in 

one sentence: “...the system linkage need and need for a limited access facility should be considered a long‐

term need.”  

  

How can these actions be within NEPA compliance? I thought that all 70+ alternatives had to be evaluated using 

the same “apples to apples” comparison – there are some 20 other alternatives that also satisfy the System 

Linkage Need “In the near-term (Year 2035)” just like the MDOT now claims of 2B-2, 5B2B-2 and 5A2B-2. What 

aren’t those 20 other alternatives still in consideration?  

  

This study is a sham...the $61 M to be spent on this unviable deficient connector project would be better spent 

on the unmet transportation needs of this state. Why is nobody listening? 

  

Thank you for your time and consideration of my views, Larry Adams  
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One Sentence Radically Changed the Study Outcome: 

                 
 http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/glossary.html 

             
The MDOT glossary does not offer a substantive definition—please read on for clarification…

 
 

System Linkage Need in February 2002: 

 
                  http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Minutes/PAC_11-rationale%20handout.pdf 

 
 Definition of KEY: adjective | of paramount or crucial importance. 

http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/american_english/key 
 

 Definition of MUST: verb | be obliged to; should (expressing necessity) | expressing an opinion about 
something that is logically very likely. 
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/american_english/must?q=must 

 

 Note that 2B was removed from further consideration. 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/glossary.html
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Minutes/PAC_11-rationale%20handout.pdf
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/american_english/key
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/american_english/must?q=must
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System Linkage Need in March 2002: 
 

 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/EA%2003-12-02.pdf 

 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/EA%2003-12-02.pdf
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System Linkage Need in October 2003: 
 

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

 

What will happen if the System Linkage Need is not satisfied? 

MDOT/FHWA Transportation Professionals stated previously: 

 
 Alternatives that do not provide a limited access connection to Route 9 east of Route 46 would not 

provide a substantial improvement in regional mobility and connectivity and would negatively affect 

local access. http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/EA%2003-12-02.pdf 

 “…would not provide a substantial improvement in regional mobility and connectivity…” 

 “...would negatively affect local access.” 

 

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

 “…would not provide a substantial improvement in regional mobility and connectivity…” 

 “…would negatively affect people…” 

 

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

 “…would severely impact local communities…” 

 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/Alts%20Tech%20Memo.pdf
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/EA%2003-12-02.pdf
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/Alts%20Tech%20Memo.pdf
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/Alts%20Tech%20Memo.pdf
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System Linkage Need in April 2009: 
 

 
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/PAC041509_handouts.pdf 

 

 2B-2 does not meet System Linkage Need and Traffic Congestion Need. 
 

 2B-2 does not meet the Study Purpose or the ACOE Purpose. 
 

 
 

System Linkage Need in September 2010: 

 

                         

 

                                   http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FCA%2009-10a.pdf (excerpts from page 2) 

http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/PAC041509_handouts.pdf
http://www.i395-rt9-study.com/Pubs/FCA%2009-10a.pdf
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Yes—one sentence, just a few words—a decade later…. 

 Alternative 2B-2 only met one (20%) of the five Purpose and Needs in April 2009. 

 

 Alternative 2B-2 did not meet the original System Linkage Need in April 2009—and now it does??  

 

 In just one sentence, after a decade of work: “…the system linkage need and need for a limited access 

facility should be considered a long‐term need.”  It was really just that EASY, a few words! 

 

 The MDOT/FHWA will not explain any of their previous statements; I included them in my comments to the 

DEIS—they are now buried in the back of the book to avoid drawing unnecessary attention to them—not 

considered substantive; thus the MDOT/FHWA have no plans to ever address them. How’s that for fairness? 

Weren’t the MDOT/FHWA supposed to answer ALL our questions? 

 Key consideration to address system linkage need: To improve regional system linkage, an alternative 

must provide a limited-access connection between I-395 and Route 9 east of Route 46.  

 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 

provide a substantial improvement in regional mobility and connectivity and would negatively affect 

local access.  

 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. 

 

2B-2’s Route 9 connection point is 4.5 miles to the west of where the majority of the 70+ studied alternatives all 

terminated to the east of Route 46. Alternative 2B-2 does not provide a limited-access connection—158 

separate and distinct access points and 5 different speed limit changes currently exist on that 4.5 mile section 

of Route 9. How 2B-2 can be considered the best choice for this project after 13 years is illogical at best. What 

happened to that key consideration of must provide a limited-access connection to address system linkage 

need? 

THE MDOT/FHWA will say that they have not made any changes during the EIS 

period that has been ongoing for some 8 years—that one sentence, changing the 

System Linkage Need and need for a limited access facility, is just one more change 

made essentially only to alternative 2B-2 and none of the other 70+ studied 

alternatives. Are these changes within NEPA compliance? 
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The MDOT has yet to provide substantive evidence that 2B-2 meets Purpose and Needs. Nothing they have 

provided, which has mostly been the infamous quote: “MDOT took a hard look at Route 9”, meets the straight 

face test. Even with a FOAA request lawsuit by a private citizen, the MDOT still did not provide evidence of the 

reasoning and/or process behind the change where 2B-2 now meets Purpose and Needs.  

 Short-term and/or long-term are not defined in any MDOT/FHWA documentation.  

 What will happen in the long-term (after 2035)? You won’t find that in the DEIS. 

 Note that the year 2030 magically became the year 2035 by the time the DEIS was published. 

 In my opinion, this was just part of a larger plan to make 2B-2 appear as a more viable alternative so the 

study could be concluded with a selection other than No-Build. WAS 2B-2 an olive branch presented to 

the MDOT/FHWA for cancelling the Wiscasset Bypass project in 2011? IS this someone’s pet project that 

will get constructed no matter what the public or the elected officials of the impacted communities may 

or may not want? IS there political pressure behind this project? The 2B-2 selection is such a convoluted 

and prejudiced selection that there must be more to what’s going on. I really wish I knew. 

 A HARD LOOK alone cannot erase the history of this study.   

 

System linkage is just one Study Need. In October 2003, MDOT proclaimed: “Traffic 

congestion and conflicting vehicle movements on this section of Route 9 would 

substantially increase the potential for new safety concerns and hazards.” That’s the 

identical 4.5 mile section of Route 9 that supports 2B-2. I assert that 2B-2 does not 

meet any of the three Study Needs; a sad commentary on a proposed $61 M project 

at a time when the state cannot afford to fix the existing failing infrastructure.  

 

It also appears that the Transportation Professionals at the start of the Study had a clear perception how this 

connector would affect the residents of the impacted communities—you can see that in the system linkage 

statement within the October 2003 MDOT/FHWA/ACOE Technical Memorandum: “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.” 

 

The original MDOT Project Manager (RF) was always approachable and answered all emails in a timely fashion; 

his replacement (JL) actually withheld critical information from me in a March 2, 2011 email; MDOT Managers 

since have been less than enthusiastic with my inquiries and as of December of 2012 actually advised (SR) that 

they would no longer answer my emails.  

 

Does the MDOT/FHWA really propose to: negatively affect local access, negatively 

affect people, severely impact local communities and ignore Resolves from the 

elected leaders of the impacted communities? Is that really the picture the MDOT 

wants to paint to show how they interrelate with the public? The silence continues... 
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We were never supposed to know what the MDOT/FHWA were doing for that 2.5+ years underground from 

April 2009 until January 2012—we are only now aware of just some of what they were doing because of 

Eddington FOAA requests. This study went clandestine because the MDOT/FHWA knew the decision removing 

the previous preferred alternative of some 7 years—replacing it with 2B-2—would not be popular with 

impacted Brewer and Eddington residents. Those 2.5+ years, outside of public scrutiny, gave ample time to tie 

up all loose ends for the coronation of the new 2B-2/preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement. The DEIS was to be rolled out within weeks of the BDN January 5, 2012 “breaking news on 2B-2”.  

 

“The Maine Department of Transportation…regrets the insufficient outreach by MaineDOT to leaders of the 

affected communities along the proposed I-395 US Route 9 connecter,” the statement read. “Town officials 

and the residents of Brewer, Holden, Eddington and Clifton deserve to be fully informed of all decisions and 

progress. We recognize that it is our obligation to do so, and we will rectify this situation in the future.” (BDN 

1/6/2012). 

 A hollow apology at best—as the MDOT was apologizing for keeping us in the dark—FOAA documents 

indicate that they were already hiding the fact that they planned on downgrading the design criteria 

from freeway to rural rolling following the conclusion of the NEPA process and the MDOT had been 

talking, since August 2011, about the right-of-way reduction from 200 feet to 100 feet. That information 

should have been freely shared with the public and should have been included in the DEIS for all to 

comment on.  

 AND—the apology was only for not keeping us informed—they never apologized for excluding our 

community leaders from the decision-making process used by the MDOT.  

 The question would be what has happened within the philosophy of the MDOT to no longer feel 

accountability to the public they are sworn to serve? 

  

The EIS process is a complete sham; the public has no chance to bring about change when the 

MDOT is the Judge, the Jury and the Executioner; apparently not accountable to the public nor 

the elected officials of the impacted communities. They have never answered my decisive 

substantive questions—they never will—they are buried in the back of the EIS—they won’t 

even answer my emails!! As a retired Federal Government employee—I will tell you that these 

actions are not the norm. AND—no one seems to want to step up and hold the MDOT/FHWA 

accountable and I find that troubling.  

  

We shouldn’t have to spend hours filing FOAA requests, writing resolves and legislation fighting public servants 

that are sworn to serve us; I certainly shouldn’t feel the need to spend the last 22 months of my retirement at 

this keyboard on a near-daily basis. LR2435 may get our foot in the door; maybe we can finally have a serious 

back-and-forth debate with the MDOT about alternative 2B-2’s deficiencies with the JSC of Transportation 

acting as intermediary. We have been asking for on-the-record-dialogue since January of 2012.  

  

Thank you for your time and consideration of my views, Larry Adams 

http://bangordailynews.com/2012/01/05/news/bangor/communities-stunned-by-states-new-choice-for-i-395-route-9-connector-route/?ref=relatedSidebar

