They want you to believe this was a fair process and “...justifiable to all the
people and not just those of a particular small constituency...” This letter is
from a BACTS/PAC member to the MDOT project manager: (page #1 below)
History: Letter was written in study’s 3rd year. 3EIK-2 would became the MDOT/FHWA
preferred alternative by May 2003 and remain in that status until September 2010.
Alternative 2B was dismissed
by 1.15.2003 and reintroduced
as 2B-2 in September 2003 by
Holden, directly to the ACOE,
as an anti-3EIK-2 argument.
2B-2 met only 20% (1 of 5)
purpose/needs in April 2009.
“I am concerned that 4B was
eliminated without the same
diligence and care that was
spent on other, patently less
feasible alternatives.”
(Sandi Duchesne 1.28.2003)

“Earthwork requirements on
4B could be greatly reduced by
relaxing the standards on
maximum grades and allowing
reduced speed zones as
necessary to permit additional
horizontal/vertical curvature,
as has been done routinely on
other sections of the
reconstructed Route 9 corridor
between Clifton and Calais.”
(Sandi Duchesne 1.28.2003)

Click hyperlink to request a copy direct from MaineDOT.
See instructions in new MaineDOT website disclaimer.

That is the same design
criterion (rolling rural) that
best describes the 12/2011
downgraded design of 2B-2.

When decade-long study criteria was downgraded by Dec. 2011 from freeway to rolling
rural design, from limited-access to controlled-access, and from a future buildout to a
full 4-lane divided highway TO an undivided 2-lane roadway with no upgradability;
why was 4B not reconsidered? If you’ve read this letter, you already know the answer...
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“The original 4B route was
eliminated by the study team after a
series of meetings held outside the
PAC with the Town of Holden and
some of its more influential citizens,
many of whom feared a drop in
commerce along Route 1A if 4B were
selected as the preferred alternative.
The justification provided to the
PAC was that the earthwork costs
for 4B were high, and that the route
lacked public support. This seemed
contradictory, given the high yet
apparently acceptable
environmental and neighborhood
costs associated with remaining
alternatives, and the very strong
REGIONAL support for 4B because
of its unique status as a regional
connector to both the DowneastAcadia region and Route 9.”
(Sandi Duchesne 1.28.2003)
“Route 4B also presented reduced
residential and “proximity” impacts
compared to other alternatives.”
(Sandi Duchesne 1.28.2003)

“Even more disturbing, Rick Bronson’s proposed 4B variant
was never seriously examined at the same level of detail as
the other alternatives -- it, too, was rejected out of hand due
to the aforementioned earthwork costs. This was a renege on
a previously stated commitment to consider variations to
eliminated routes as separate alternatives, in direct
comparison to other remaining alternatives. Indeed, this had
been the justification for studying eight different Route 1A
upgrades, plus the recent resurrection of two variants in the
previously discarded 2C corridor and one for the unpopular
2B corridor.” (Sandi Duchesne 1.28.2003)

2B-2 is sited in the most populated
segment of the study area. “The total
number of buildings within 500 feet of
the planned roadway is another factor,
with 2B-2 having 190 displacements
and 3EIK-2 only having 24.”
(Bangor Daily News 7.29.2004)

“I consider my role on the PAC to be
that of a steward for the interests of
all Maine citizens who will be using
this connector (and paying for it),
and I think the selected route needs
to be justifiable to all the people and
not just those of a particular small
constituency. The people whose
lives and property will be disrupted
by our final decision deserve
nothing less.”
(Sandi Duchesne 1.28.2003)
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“...I am concerned about
maintaining fairness in the
overall process. Whichever
route is chosen, some people
in our community are going to
be affected -- either directly or
by the proximity of the new
road. We in the PAC owe it to
those individuals to
demonstrate that the selected
route was truly the best
alternative for the State of
Maine, and why.”
(Sandi Duchesne 1.28.2003)
“Even with increased earthwork costs compared to other alternatives, I believe that a relaxedstandards 4B would save money for the State of Maine in the long run: *Construction of 4B will
alleviate Acadia-bound congestion along Route 1A, thus postponing the need for an additional major
highway improvement project along 1A for at least 5-10 years according to MDOT’s transportation
model. *Route 4B will provide travelers with a choice between Route 1A and the I-395 connector
between Brewer and Holden, very useful for congestion management when either road is blocked
due to a crash, road work, or just heavy seasonal traffic.” (Sandi Duchesne 1.28.2003)

CONCLUSIONS: After reading this letter, it should become apparent how “influential
citizens” hijacked this process. 3EIK-2 became the MDOT/FHWA preferred alternative
(May 2003), meeting the same fate as 4B some seven years later, the justification being
vernal pools. Alternative 2B-2 was selected by September 2010, even though 2B-2 does
not satisfy the study system linkage need “a limited access connection between I-395 and
Route 9 east of Route 46.” MDOT avowed in October 2003, that the use of Route 9
“...would substantially increase the potential for new safety concerns and
hazards...would severely impact local communities along Route 9 between proposed
alternative connection points and Route 46, and would negatively affect people living
along Route 9 in the study area.” Doesn’t that seem to be contradictory justification?
We get it—after 5 years of pushback—we have no delusion that anything we say will
change the outcome, BUT don’t insult our intelligence by telling us that all it took, after a
near-decade of study, was “a hard look at Route 9” to select an alternative that met only
20% (1 of 5) of the study purpose and needs in April of 2009. One doesn’t need much of
an imagination to wonder if the same “influential citizens” responsible for removing 4B
from further consideration were also successful in removing 3EIK-2 from further
consideration after 7 years as the DOT/FHWA preferred alternative...

