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We have no money—yet the DOT commits state funds to 2B-2!! 

As Governor-elect Mills and her team starts work on 

her new budget, I would hope that she takes a hard 

look at how the DOT has been operating during the 

past administration. After reading an article in the 

Portland Herald on the request for more state and 

federal transportation funding, it brings me back to 

the same question: why is the MaineDOT funding a 

controversial near-term project (2B-2) that Brewer 

residents and officials oppose—when we can’t afford 

to even maintain our existing roads and bridges? 

We are now in an every year bond cycle at the same time that Commissioner 

Bernhardt committed matching funds of $39,625,000 to acquire an INFRA 

grant for 2B-2’s construction (see page 5). Are we to believe, in this current 

fiscal environment, that we have that kind of money squirreled away to build a 

new project when our state has sustained unmet transportation needs? 

A potpourri of issues follows: funding questions, the commitment of state 

funds for 2B-2’s INFRA grant, dubious B/C ratios, FOAA docs as evidence of 

falsifying 2B-2’s DEIS cost, applying downgraded design criteria to only 2B-2, 

environmental impacts, Maine’s unmet transportation needs, the misuse of 

the PAC, MaineDOT’s own words, and an incident between the FHWA and DOT 

on the use of a NEPA forum to get recommendations on how to proceed with 

the study in December 2011 after 2B-2’s design criteria was downgraded.  

 

“We are 

struggling to 

maintain the 

roads and 

bridges we 

currently have in 

safe and 

serviceable 

condition.” 

DOT Commissioner 

August 2011 

“Adding more miles to our transportation system in this 

current fiscal environment doesn’t make financial 

sense.” DOT Commissioner | August 2011 

https://www.pressherald.com/2018/11/29/construction-trade-group-cites-job-losses-in-portland-calls-for-infrastructure-investment/
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Kicking the can down the road: 

 
Bonds provide more than half the state's share of money to repair and 

replace roads and bridges, a tactic many call unsustainable. 

BY PETER MCGUIRE | STAFF WRITER | POSTED 10.22.2018 

 

Excerpt of article follows, click here to view complete article. 

Mainers have overwhelmingly supported the last four transportation bonds with at least 59 

percent of the vote. But despite success at the ballot box, there is a consensus that regular 

borrowing masks persistent, multimillion-dollar budget shortfalls to maintain and upgrade 

the state’s battered highway infrastructure. 

There is also an admission, from officials, advocates and politicians, that successive 

governors and legislatures have largely ignored the problem, opting to buy time through 

bonding, a more expensive way to pay for road and bridge work. For instance, the $106 

million requested in this ballot question will end up costing taxpayers $135 million over the 

10-year life of the bond. 

‘KICKING THE CAN DOWN THE ROAD’ 

Even after spending around $80 million in borrowed money a year, the Maine Department 

of Transportation’s $324 million capital improvement budget is still $59 million below 

where the department says it needs to be to achieve long-term goals set out in state law. 

Maria Fuentes, executive director of the Maine Better Transportation Association, a 

nonprofit that advocates for transportation issues, said Maine has been lucky that voters 

have consistently supported large transportation bonds, but warns it is not sustainable. 

LOTS OF WORK, LITTLE MONEY 

The cost of underfunding the state’s transportation infrastructure should be obvious to 

anyone who has spent time on Maine’s nearly 21,200 miles of state highway. 

The American Society of Civil Engineers, in a 2016 report card, gave Maine’s roads a D 

rating and its bridges a C- rating, unchanged from the same report four years earlier. A 

2014 state report found more than 15 percent of the state’s bridges were structurally 

deficient and recommended doubling annual spending to $140 million to maintain the 

2,744 bridges it owns. 

https://www.pressherald.com/author/peter-mcguire/
https://www.pressherald.com/2018/10/22/transportation-bond-continues-practice-of-shoring-up-budget-shortfalls/?rel=related
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As of last year, the state was 70 percent to its statutory goal of bringing 1,400 miles of 

priority highway miles into acceptable service by 2022 – a percentage that has barely 

moved in the last six years. 

“There is never enough money. We have a standing list of projects across the state that 

need to be addressed,” said Ron Collins, a Republican state senator from Wells. Collins, 

Senate chairman of the Transportation Committee, has served in the Legislature for 16 

years and is termed out this election. 

BORROWED MONEY 

Including this year’s proposal, Maine will have borrowed $817 million to fund 

transportation projects over the last 13 years. That’s almost twice the amount of bonds 

approved for all other purposes, including higher education, research and development, 

clean water and land conservation. 

More than half the transportation bonds have been authorized under LePage, and his 

administration plans to keep borrowing. 

The state’s work plan assumes voters will approve annual $100 million, 10-year 

transportation bonds over the next six years to overcome budget shortfalls, said Bernhardt, 

the Maine DOT commissioner. 

Borrowed money currently makes up about 25 percent of the state’s annual highway 

capital spending. That money is used on big-ticket items, such as bridge construction, that 

will last much longer than the life of the bond or to match federal funding, Bernhardt said.

 

Cost of 2B-2’s project per INFRA grant application: 

 

Click here to 

view 

document. 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/Narrative.pdf
https://www.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/Narrative.pdf
https://www.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/Narrative.pdf
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Oh boy—free money!! Not so fast... 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BUT—they were against bonds before they were for them!! 

During his hearing, Bernhardt said the administration would oppose 

raising the gas tax and any new bonding initiatives to raise money. “We 

have to leave no stone unturned,” he said, responding to questions 

from Democrats on the Legislature’s Transportation Committee. “We 

need to be able to tell the people, the department is as efficient and 

cost-effective as it can be, I believe, before we can go out and ask for 

more...funding than we already receive.” 

Everybody thinks these 

bonds are free money.  

That free money will cost 

Mainers $29,150,000 over 

the life of the bond OR 

$2.915 million for each 

year over the next ten 

years. The average bridge 

repair/replacement cost 

per the latest DOT work 

plan is $1.12 million per 

bridge. The bond interest 

alone will delay the repair 

or replacement of more 

than two bridges this year 

that are currently rated as 

structurally deficient and 

are currently unfunded. 

https://www.pressherald.com/2011/02/09/lepages-nominees-for-farm-agency-dhhs-confirmed_2011-02-09/
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We were shocked when the $25 million INFRA grant was announced 

until we learned, if funded through normal channels, this project would 

not have had the support of U.S. Senator Collins and U.S. Senator King. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                               Click here to view letter. 

                      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

At a time when we 

can’t afford to even 

maintain our 

existing roads and 

bridges, the DOT 

committed 

$39,625,000 of 

state matching 

funds for 2B-2’s 

INFRA grant. How 

can the DOT say 

every year, just 

before Election Day, 

“the sky is falling” 

when you have this 

kind of money 

squirreled away?

 
The INFRA grant 

was $25 million 

($14,625,000 less 

than the request). 

Where will the rest 

of the funds come 

from for 2B-2? How 

many more roads 

and bridges will 

remain unfunded? 

https://www.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/B.MatchAssuranceLetter/MatchAssuranceLetter.pdf
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I questioned the Benefit to cost ratio of 2B-2 in 2012 and now again in 

2017; I believe the MaineDOT “cooked the books” as can be seen in 

FOAA documents versus the B/C exhibit in the INFRA application. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

              Click here to view FOAA documents: 

In August 2012 the 

2B-2’s B/C was 1.1 

(7% discount rate).

 

FOAA documents 

indicate 2B-2’s cost 

was based on a 

rolling rural design @ 

$61 million and NOT 

the $93.24 million 

cost when 2B-2 was 

designed using the 

freeway criteria as 

stated in the DEIS; 

an intentional 

falsification of the 

cost in DEIS/FEIS to 

make 2B-2 appear 

cheaper. See pages 

10 thru 14.

 

2B-2’s cost in 2012 

seemed to be 

nothing but a 

guesstimate, based 

on FOAA document 

on page 12. 

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/
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B/C worksheet from August 2012 obtained via FOAA: 
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B/C attachment in the INFRA grant and differences in analysis: 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Differences in Benefit/Cost ratio analysis from 2012 to 2017: 

Costs sum of present values in 2012: $61,000,000 

Costs sum of present values in 2017: $56,418,200 

Costs annual average equivalents in 2012: $5,381,279 

Costs annual average equivalents in 2017: $3,955,000 

Benefits sum of present values in 2012: $61,424,195 

Benefits sum of present values in 2017: $75,726,400 

Benefits annual average equivalent value in 2012: $5,798,009 

Benefits annual average equivalent value in 2017: $5,308,600 

Average annual equivalent net benefits in 2012: $416,731 

Average annual equivalent net benefits in 2017: $1,353,600 

Benefit/Cost ratio of 1.1 in 2012 (using 7% discount rate) 

Benefit/Cost ratio of 1.3 in 2017 (using 7% discount rate) 

2B-2 in 2017 now has a larger B/C ratio with higher benefits and lower 

costs than 2012?? IMHO the B/C for both 2012 and 2017 were bogus.  

Someone needs to explain the 

differences in the B/C analysis 

from 2012 and 2017. Was 

this just another guesstimate 

or were the books cooked to 

promote 2B-2’s selection and 

further the INFRA grant? 

It appears 

that the cost 

and benefits 

may have 

been 

intentionally 

manipulated 

in 2017 to 

reach a larger 

B/C ratio. The 

analysis does 

not seem to 

jive when 

compared 

between 

2012 and 

2017! 

https://www.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/A.CostBenefit/BCA.pdf
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A Benefit/Cost ratio of 1.3 is not overwhelming!! 

“At a time when we have difficulty finding the financial resources to 

maintain our existing infrastructure...Our responsibility going forward is 

to manage our existing obligations within our existing budget and to 

limit adding new infrastructure to that which is shown to provide 

overwhelming benefits...With current funding levels stable at best, 

MaineDOT concluded that the expenditure of funds on new 

infrastructure was not justifiable.”   Commissioner Bernhardt/August 2011 

A meager B/C ratio of 1.3 does not meet the “overwhelming benefits” 

redline; 2B-2 is a near-term project with long-term needs; 2B-2’s long-

term system linkage need has been deferred for 20 years, thus 2B-2 

does not provide long-term benefits, let alone “overwhelming benefits.” 

 
 

 Wiscasset Bypass B/C ratios of 2.27/2.43/2.46 vs. 2B-2’s B/C of 1.3: 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         September 2009 Wiscasset Bypass Phase II Report.  

 

 

 

 

Commissioner 

Bernhardt cancelled 

a Study in August 

2011 with B/C’s of 

2.27, 2.43 and 2.46, 

BUT moves forward 

to complete the  

I-395/Route 9 

Connector 

promoting a 

preferred alternative 

(2B-2) with a 

Benefit-to-Cost-Ratio 

of only 1.3? 

 “Our responsibility going forward is to...limit adding new infrastructure 

to that which is shown to provide overwhelming benefits.” (Bernhardt) 

If B/C’s of 2.27/2.43/2.46 were not considered “overwhelming” in 

2011, would 2B-2’s B/C ratio of 1.3 be considered underwhelming??  

https://www.maine.gov/tools/whatsnew/index.php?topic=DOT_Press_Releases&id=279591&v=article
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I am offering the next 5 pages to show how the DEIS/FEIS was 

intentionally manipulated to make 2B-2 appear to be the most 

reasonable priced alternative, by using a cheaper downgraded 

design criteria applicable to only 2B-2 “following the conclusion 

of the NEPA process.” Was that compliant with NEPA process? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

                             Click here to view FOAA documents. 

“We understand the DOT would like, following the 

conclusion of the NEPA process, for the preferred 

alternative to be developed using rolling criteria.” 

BUT, wasn’t the DEIS an integral part of 

the NEPA process? How can changing 

2B-2’s design before the conclusion of 

NEPA, without re-analyzing all the other 

76 alternatives with the same changes, 

be compliant with the NEPA process?  

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/
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The cost was too high to publish, so the DOT falsified the DEIS!!  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 2B-2’s cost on 10.11.2011 was $90M. 

 2B-2’s cost on 12.06.2011 was $93.24M. 

 2B-2’s cost in the March 2012 DEIS was $61M. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

FOAA#000392 is an attachment to FOAA #000391 on page 10 dated December 6, 2011. 

Click here to view FOAA documents. 
 

“This cost estimate for the build alternatives was prepared using 

the DOT’s freeway 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.” 
 

2B-2’s actual cost was $93.24 million—not $61 million. Another 

change to a study that the DOT will claim hasn’t changed and 

once again 2B-2 is singled out—how fair is that?  

I questioned 

the cost 

disparity from 

this $90M to 

the $61M in 

the DEIS, was 

not substantive 

for comment; 

did not have 

FOAA info 

about design 

disparity until 

March 2013. 

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/
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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” and not rolling: 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

              Click here to view FOAA documents. 

“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…” 
 

2B-2 guesstimate: 

MaineDOT’s Chief 

Engineer instructs 

Project Manager on 

how to fill in in the 

range of costs. 

 

 “Fill in the range of 

cost alternatives….Low 

should be no greater 

than $65M..you decide 

High.” 

 

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/
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The DOT has been fast and loose with the facts 

throughout this process—steamrolling over private 

citizens that dare to confront them—they twist the 

facts to satisfy their agenda and run out the clock; 

they know that no one will hold them accountable! 

I questioned the cost disparity in my DEIS comments, but my 

question was not substantive for further comment. FOAA 

documents indicate there was an intentional manipulation of 

the cost in the DEIS, something the DOT will not answer to... 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

The MaineDOT would 

not address the cost 

disparity in this DEIS 

comment. Tampering 

with public records or 

information is a class 

D crime per Maine 

Statute §456; the 

cost was intentionally 

falsified in the DEIS 

to $61 million to 

make 2B-2 appear 

more affordable. Was 

it a mistake? NO, the 

same cost was 

forwarded to the 

FEIS. To admit that 

the $61 million cost 

was for a rolling rural 

design, at the same 

time that the DEIS 

stated the design was 

a freeway design, 

would have admitted 

that the act was 

intentional; how can 

the cost not match 

the design in the 

same document? 

This has never been 

answered; the DOT 

has just ignored my 

contention that they 

committed this 

falsification. 
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A greatly reduced cost in the DEIS/FEIS that does not match the 

DEIS/FEIS design criteria and in fact is based on a future downgraded 

design change only applicable to 2B-2 after the completion of NEPA. 

See FOAA #000391 on page 10.  
   

$61 million reflects the cost of a rolling 

rural design, but that is not the design 

criteria stated in the FEIS; 2B-2 when 

designed utilizing the MaineDOT design 

criteria for freeways would have cost 

$93.24 million! See FOAA #000392 page 11. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Click here to view FEIS see page 27 for design and page 36 for cost. 
 

 

Cost has been intentionally misrepresented since early 2012 making 2B-2 

appear more reasonably priced ($32.24 million less than 2B-2’s actual cost 

using the FEIS-stated design criteria for freeways); a great talking point as there 

can be no other rational explanation. Not only is the false cost extremely unfair 

to the impacted communities who seek fairness in the process, it is also unfair 

to other DOTs if this project has already been pre-shopped for funding from the 

same pot of monies. Knowingly making a false entry with the intent that it be 

taken as a genuine part of information is in violation of Maine State Statute.  
 

What you won’t find in the FEIS is a proposal on how to meet 2B-2’s long-term 

needs; 2B-2 may be the cheapest now—but in 20 years, $Tens of millions will 

need to be expended to satisfy 2B-2’s well-documented long-term needs. 2B-2 

is an ill-conceived, band-aide fix with long-term needs. Do you really want to 

punt 2B-2’s unfunded long-term needs down the road to your grandchildren?  

How’s it possible for the FEIS-stated-cost 

to be based on “rolling design” when the 

FEIS-stated-design is clearly stated 

“MaineDOT design criteria for freeways.” 

Shouldn’t the cost in the FEIS be based 

on the design criteria in the same FEIS? 

Seems the DOT cooked the books!! 

     FEIS-stated-cost: 

FEIS-stated-design: 

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/FEIS-Chap2-Alternatives-Analysis.pdf
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/17-A/title17-Asec456.html
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Changes in Right-of-Way only applicable to 2B-2: 
 

FOAA #1143 revealed the right-of-way, applicable only to 2B-2 and not the other 

studied alternatives, was reduced from 200 feet to 100 to 125 feet. This ROW 

reduction and a downgrade in design criteria from freeway to rolling were 

verified at a meeting between Senator Collins’s office (CW) and the MDOT (KS) 

(DB) in April 2013; the meeting results were provided to me via email. I contend 

the FEIS Chapter 2 *note below was deemed necessary to give the facade of 

NEPA compliance and ROW will be decreased during final engineering as FOAA 

documents and email indicated. FOAA #1143 and the April 8th 2013 email can be viewed here. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                      Click here to view FOAA documents. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                Click here to view FEIS chapter 2 page 22. 

FEIS, Chapter 2 

The 200-foot-wide right-of-way provides a suf-

ficient width to allow a future widening, if 

needed; the need to widen beyond the 200-

foot-wide right-of-way is beyond the 

reasonable foreseeable future time period.* 

* While there were brief discussions 

regarding reducing the width from 200 feet to 

100 or 125 feet, the right of way width was 

never changed and remains the 200-foot 

width as described in the DEIS. 

 

April 8th 2013 email excerpts: 

“I brought up the issue of reducing 

the right of way from 200 ft. to 100 

ft. and the concerns that neighbors 

had with walking out their door and 

being so close to the fast-moving 

traffic. They both explained that, 

even though the ROW is being 

reduced to 100 ft., they will enter 

into conversations with all affected 

landowners.”

 

“The first question I asked was 

about the rolling design and 

whether it was in the DEIS.  I 

showed them the memo written by 

Ken.  Ken remembered it very well. 

Ken said it was in the appendix of 

the DEIS.  We talked a little about 

the rolling design.  They explained 

that Route 9 was rebuilt with the 

rolling design method – that’s why 

it is so curvy.” 

 
You won’t find rolling rural design in 

the DEIS/FEIS; how is that in 

compliance with NEPA process?? 

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/MAR-2014-Everything-you-always-wanted-to-know...FINAL_.pdf
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/FEIS-Chap2-Alternatives-Analysis.pdf


16 
 

FHWA manager looks for recommendations on how to proceed 

with a changing study in December 2011—FHWA silenced him. 
  

QUESTION: NEPA analysis w/ footprint change posted 12.14.2011 “We are preparing an 

EIS and are currently reviewing the administrative draft of the DEIS. For the last five years 

we analyzed impacts for many (too!) five to ten mile long, new alignment, 250' ROW, 

controlled access, build alternatives.  We have even identified a 'preferred alternative", with 

the caveats that go with that. Two lanes would be constructed initially, as a "super 2", one 

barrel of the four-lane version and reserve the remaining ROW, building out the other two 

lanes when needed. We are just now considering a much reduced footprint to around 100' 

ROW and to a lower standard, a two-lane arterial, rural rolling to reduce costs. With this 

proposed reduction in footprint, what happens now? We most certainly need to revise the 

admin draft to some extent given this change, at least the impact analysis as impacts will 

be substantially reduced, in some cases by more than one-half. Do we revisit any previous 

alternatives that were dismissed (not being carried forward for further consideration)? Do 

we need to step/look back? How far? Thoughts on this one? Examples?” The author to this 

forum question was presumed to be FHWA (MH) by MaineDOT (JL). View FOAA email string.

 
ANSWER: FHWA Division Office 12.15.2011 

“The project being proposed now is very different than what was 

originally proposed - it is practically a new project.  Has the Purpose 

and Need changed for the project (would seem like it would have to for 

the reduced roadway to be acceptable)?  If so, you would definitely 

need to look at your alternatives analysis again based on the revised 

needs.  And as you said, the impacts would have to be revised.  You 

may want to hold a new public meeting (not quite scoping, since the 

areas of concern would be the same).  Sounds like almost a complete 

rewrite of the EIS. Another option would be to do a combined PEL 

(Planning Environmental Linkage) and EIS document.  The larger 

project would be the planning portion (what you would like to do), and 

the reduced template would be the EIS (what you are actually going to 

do based on funding).  This would require that you identify BOTH the 

overall impacts (which you already have) and the impacts of the 

reduced project.  Still have to do most of what I described above and 

add a lot of discussion to the PEL/EIS to clarify what is happening, but 

you wouldn't have to throw out the work that is already done.” 

 
FHWA refused to address this issue. FHWA (MH) raised serious concerns that 

the preferred alternative (2B-2) “does not satisfy purpose and needs” and 

comparison to other alternatives was “now apples to oranges”. A project cannot 

simply be changed at a whim when using government funds—that’s both 

unethical and illegal. And again, this study was changed, even though the DOT 

will deny that it had; changing purpose and needs is probably non-compliant 

with NEPA. 2B-2 should have been removed from consideration in Dec. 2011 

and all other alternatives re-analyzed with the new downsized criteria.  

“The project 

being 

proposed 

now is very 

different than 

what was 

originally 

proposed - it 

is practically 

a new 

project.” 

https://collaboration.fhwa.dot.gov/dot/fhwa/ReNepa/Lists/aDiscussions/Flat.aspx?RootFolder=%2Fdot%2Ffhwa%2FReNepa%2FLists%2FaDiscussions%2FNEPA%20analysis%20w%20footprint%20change&FolderCTID=0x012002009F7E378903F77B47BF41F1AB7CAFB7BF
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Woodshed.pdf
https://collaboration.fhwa.dot.gov/dot/fhwa/ReNepa/Lists/aDiscussions/Flat.aspx?RootFolder=%2Fdot%2Ffhwa%2FReNepa%2FLists%2FaDiscussions%2FNEPA%20analysis%20w%20footprint%20change&FolderCTID=0x012002009F7E378903F77B47BF41F1AB7CAFB7BF
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Woodshed.pdf
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MaineDOT’s own words are being ignored by the MaineDOT: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Quoted references are from MaineDOT October 2003 Technical Memorandum. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

FHWA acknowledges:  “In 

rural areas, each access 

point added increases the 

annual accident rate by 

seven percent.” 
 

“Traffic congestion and conflicting vehicle 

movements on this section of Route 9 

would substantially increase the potential 

for new safety concerns and hazards.” 
 
 “ten local roads and 

148 access points” 

 

“negatively affect people 
living along Route 9 in 

the study area” 

 

“ability to satisfy… traffic congestions need is questionable” 

“lack of existing access controls” 

 
 “inability to 

effectively manage 

access along this 

section of Route 9” 

 
 

35 access points/mile on 2B-2’s 4.2 mile section of Route 9. The 45 

alternatives that met the study system linkage need had zero added 

access points—not 148 access points that Rte. 9 foists upon 2B-2!! 
 

“severely impact local communities along 

Route 9 between proposed alternative 

connection points and Route 46” 

 
 “inadequately address traffic congestion needs” 

 

 

“the number of left turns” 
 

“Limited opportunities exist to 

control access management on 

this section of Route 9 from 

local roads and driveways.” 

 

“poor LOS 

and safety 

concerns” 
 

You are 1,036% more likely to 

have an accident on the new 

2B-2 alternative than the 45 

studied alternatives that met 

the system linkage need!!  

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Alts-Tech-Memo-10.2003.pdf
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Alts-Tech-Memo-10.2003.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/publications/rural_areas_planning/page07.cfm
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The FEIS substantiates 2B-2’s environmental impacts: 
 

It’s not just the millions that have been squandered—OR—the $79.25 

million that will be unwisely spent to construct 2B-2 at a time when the 

DOT cannot afford to even maintain our existing roads and bridges—

OR—that 2B-2 is a near-term project with long-term (unfunded) needs: 
 

 It’s the impact to 34 acres of wetlands… 

 It’s the impact to 3 streams, 2 of which contain anadromous fish… 

 It’s the impact to 15 acres of floodplain… 

 It’s the impact to 11.0 acres of notable wildlife habitat … 

 It’s the impact to 784 acres of undeveloped habitat… 

 It’s the impact to 20.0 acres of prime farmland… 

 It’s the impact to 8 families losing their homes… 

 It’s the impact to owners of the 190 buildings within 500’ of 2B-2... 

 It’s the impact to owners of the 54 directly impacted properties… 

 It’s the impact to the area with the 163 total acres to be acquired… 

 It’s the impact to 103 acres of vegetation… 

 It’s the impact to federally listed endangered species… 

 It’s the impact to 9 acres of waterfowl/wading bird habitat on Eaton Brook… 

 It’s the impact to 31 acres by roadway contaminants within 100’ of 2B-2… 

 It’s the impact to 66 acres by roadway contaminants within 160’ of 2B-2… 

 It’s the impact to 10 acres of watershed… 

 It’s the impact to streams within 3,300’ by 13 acres of sediment… 

 It’s the impact to 23 acres of hydric soil… 

 It’s the impact to 14 acres of soil with statewide importance… 

 It’s the impact to 156 acres of land with special zoning designation… 

 It’s the 0.9 acre roadway contaminant impact to streams within 100’… 

 It’s the 1.8 acre roadway contaminant impact to streams within 160’… 

 It’s the cumulative impact to 26 acres of floodplain… 

 It’s the cumulative impact to 182 acres of wetlands… 

 It’s the cumulative impact to 600 acres of forests/vegetation… 

 It’s the cumulative impact to 873 acres of wildlife habitat… 

 It’s the unknown storm-water runoff impact to 4,900’ of streams… 

 It’s the impact to communities losing $64,400 in yearly tax revenues… 

 When 54% of Maine’s roads are rated poor to mediocre... 

 When 14% (352) of Maine’s bridges are rated structurally deficient... 

 When 15% of Maine’s bridges are functionally obsolete, yet no longer tracked. 

http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/FEIS-Chap3-Environmental-Concerns.pdf
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The MDOT loves to say they have involved the public throughout this 18 

year process. The PAC was designed as powerless and exploitable, as 

bared by the BDN LTE below. Public involvement is a convenient lie; 

how is alternative 2B-2 “reflective of the public’s values” and how were 

“their values incorporated into the project” when opinions from our 

PAC—our official input—were so easily rejected? The PAC has not met 

since the 4.15.2009 PAC meeting—that’s 9 years and 7.5 months ago, 

making the statement in the INFRA grant request a bold-faced lie!! 
 

“In support of the planning study, a public advisory committee (PAC) was 

assembled to participate in the planning and development of the I-395/Route 9 

Connector; the PAC consisted of volunteer citizens who are representatives of 

the city and towns in the area and the adjoining areas. Using the PAC 

throughout the planning process helped to ensure the I-395/Route 9 Connector 

was reflective of the public’s values and that their values were incorporated into 

the project.” Excerpt from page #3 of recent INFRA Grant request. 

 
 

 

MDOT public servants | March 14, 2002 8:22 am 
When the Maine Department of Transportation began the study of an I-395-Route 9 
connector road, a Public Advisory Committee was formed that included people from 
Bangor, Holden, Eddington, Clifton and Brewer. This group was supposedly formed to 
give the MDOT input from the public. From the beginning, the MDOT has led the group 
toward decisions that it seems the MDOT had already made in advance. 

The PAC became the shield between the MDOT and the public. The public believed the 
PAC had a real hand in the decision-making, while in reality they had no vote and their 
advice in several key instances was ignored. When the public became angry, their anger 
was directed at the PAC and not at the real culprits – the MDOT. In a stunning 
revelation for the public and the PAC members at the meeting held on Feb. 20, the 
MDOT announced the number of alternatives that are being considered for a connector 
road had dropped from nine to two. When the members of the PAC attempted to voice 
their opinions, the MDOT made it very clear that they had no authority or power to 
modify this decision. 

Has the MDOT forgotten they represent the taxpayers? In their zeal to build more 
highways they are ignoring a key fact – they are public servants and public opinion 
should account for more than it has in this case. 

Peter Dawes | Holden 

https://www1.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/Narrative.pdf
https://archive.bangordailynews.com/2002/03/14/mdot-public-servants/
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Maine’s unmet transportation needs versus 2B-2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MaineDOT’s current 

2018-2019-2020 

Work Plan includes 

106 bridge projects for 

$118.8 million or an 

average of $1.21 

million per bridge. 

2B-2 comes at a cost 

of $79.25 million. 

Referring to TRIP’s 

graphic—that $79.25 

million could fund the 

repair or replacement 

of 70 bridges—that’s 

19.9% of Maine’s 352 

structurally deficient 

bridges that could 

have been and should 

have been funded 

instead of funding 

such a controversial 

alternative as 2B-2!!  
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Has anyone else noticed the percentage of 

Maine’s deficient bridges seems to have 

mysteriously gotten a whole lot better?                                                                     

 Structurally Deficient (SD): This term was previously defined 

in https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/0650dsup.cfm as having a 

condition rating of 4 or less for Item 58 (Deck), Item 59 

(Superstructure), Item 60 (Substructure), or Item 62 (Culvert), OR 

having an appraisal rating of 2 or less for Item 67 (Structural 

Condition) or Item 71 (Waterway Adequacy) Beginning with the 

2018 data archive, this term will be defined in accordance with 

the Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance Measures final 

rule, published in January of 2017, as a classification given to a 

bridge which has any component [Item 58, 59, 60, or 62] in Poor or 

worse condition [code of 4 or less]. 

 Functionally Obsolete (FO): This term was previously defined 

in https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/0650dsup.cfm as having an 

appraisal rating of 3 or less for Item 68 (Deck Geometry), Item 69 

(Underclearances), or Item 72 (Approach Roadway Alignment), OR 

having an appraisal rating of 3 for Item 67 (Structural Condition) or 

Item 71 (Waterway Adequacy). Functionally obsolete is a legacy 

classification that was used to implement the Highway Bridge 

Program, which was discontinued with the enactment of MAP-21. 

As a result, fiscal year 2015 was the last year outstanding Highway 

Bridge Program funds could be obligated on eligible projects, 

including ones with bridges that were once classified as functionally 

obsolete. Therefore, FHWA is no longer tracking this measure, 

and will not be publishing it on our website for the 2016 data 

forward. Our focus has shifted to a performance-based program as 

established in MAP-21 and continued in the Fast Act. As such, we 

encourage the use of the Good-Fair-Poor bridge condition measures 

outlined in the Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance 

Measures final rule, published in January of 2017. 

FHWA Data 

as of this 

date: 

# Bridges # S.D. % S.D. # F.O. % F.O. Total # 

Deficient 

Bridges 

Total % 

Deficient 

Bridges 

12.31.2017 2458 326 13.3% - - 326 13.3% 

12.31.2016 2450 352 14.4% - - 352 14.4% 

12.31.2015 2431 361 14.8% 470 19.3% 831 34.2% 

Definitions of S.D. and F.O. and data used in above table from official FHWA website. 

 

 

 

 Around a third of our state’s bridges are sub-par; you can’t just forget those 

470 functionally obsolete bridges that are conveniently no longer counted... 

FHWA Data from 

12.31.15 indicated 

34.2% (831) of 

Maine’s bridges were 

deficient, now the 

data, a mere two 

years later, indicates 

that 13.3% (326) of 

Maine’s bridges are 

deficient?? How did 

the percentage of our 

deficient bridges 

seemingly decrease? 

FHWA discontinued 

F.O. tracking on 

12.31.2015, delaying 

new performance 

measures reporting 

until October 2018...   

“Functionally obsolete is a legacy classification...fiscal year 2015 was the last year outstanding 

Highway Bridge Program funds could be obligated on eligible projects, including ones with bridges that 

were once classified as functionally obsolete...FHWA is no longer tracking this measure, and will not be 

publishing it on our website for the 2016 data forward.”  

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/britab.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/britab.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/britab.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/0650dsup.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/0650dsup.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/britab.cfm
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A walk down memory lane—March 2016 BACTS: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Linda Johns, who 

represents the town 

of Brewer for the 

regional agency, said 

the $61 Million 

would be better 

spent on more 

pressing local needs 

and that traffic has 

declined since the 

project was first 

proposed 16 years 

ago, according to the 

Bangor Daily News.” 

Brewer City Manager 
Steve Bost described the 
DOT as “an unyielding 

bureaucracy that is 
unwilling to listen and 

unwilling to move.” 
Watching this unfold 
today, in my humble 

opinion, is precisely why 
people have lost faith in 
government,” he said. 

The text under the logo 
is really precious:  

“Maine DOT’s jolly logo 
for a road project nobody 

wants.” 

https://usa.streetsblog.org/2016/04/07/maine-dot-bullies-local-planners-into-voting-for-highway-expansion/
https://usa.streetsblog.org/2016/04/07/maine-dot-bullies-local-planners-into-voting-for-highway-expansion/
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Now is not the time to be spending our limited transportation dollars 

on a controversial project (2B-2) when we can’t even afford to maintain 

our existing roads and bridges. 
 

The MaineDOT has been fast and loose with the facts throughout this 

process—steamrolling private citizens that dare to confront them. They 

talk a good game about public involvement, but it’s just talk; the PAC 

was our only voice in the process and the DOT took that voice away. 
 

A near-term alternative (2B-2) with long-term unfunded needs is being 

forwarded when 45 other alternatives met 100% of the purpose and 

needs without the long-term baggage that 2B-2 bears.  
 

FHWA should have disqualified 2B-2 in Dec. 2011 when design criteria 

was downgraded without re-analyzing the other alternatives with the 

same criteria. It’s baffling why his superiors balked at his concerns. 
 

FOAA documents revealed changes in 2B-2’s design criteria that may 

have been non-compliant with NEPA—and nothing came of it. FOAA 

documents also show questionable engineering best practices. 
 

Benefit/Cost ratio is suspect in both 2012 and 2017; seems to be 

manipulated to make 2B-2 appear to provide more benefits. A 1.3 B/C 

is acceptable, but certainly not a B/C providing overwhelming benefits; 

and I would question how a near-term project with long-term needs can 

provide any long-term benefit, let alone provide overwhelming benefits! 
 

2B-2 is not the answer—it’s just the start of more problems; and we 

shouldn’t be punting 2B-2’s long-term needs to our next generation. 

This project seems to be treated different than similar projects that 

were terminated in the Bernhardt years; i.e. Wiscasset Bypass with a 

B/C ratio 1.8 times that of 2B-2. 
 

Mr. Bernhardt has forgotten his own words of August 2011: “Adding 

more miles to our transportation system in this current fiscal 

environment doesn’t make financial sense.” Our fiscal transportation 

environment is no better in 2018 than it was in 2011 and one could 

easily make the argument that we are in worse fiscal shape today. 
 

Larry Adams | December 2018 


