
Environmental Assessment 
for the Auburn Intermodal 
Passenger Center 

Auburn 
Androscoggin County, 
Maine 

 
 
PIN 7903.00, NH 7903(00)E 

 
Prepared Pursuant to 23 CFR 771 and U.S.C. 4332 (2)(c) 

 
 Prepared for  U.S. Department of Transportation 
  Federal Highway Administration 

      
  Maine Department of Transportation 

       
 
  
     March 2007 
 



 

 
 





 





 





 





 





 





 



 

Changes and Corrections 

This section provides corrections (errata) to the Environmental Assessment, and 
provides additional information/clarification on the Cumulative Impacts assessment 
contained in the EA. 
 
EA page 1-2.  The Federal Transit Authority (FTA) is a participating agency. 
 
EA page 4-17.   The Cumulative Impacts analysis for the AIPC has been updated 
based on recent changes in the proposed Auburn Industrial Park, which has 
expanded in size from approximately 78 acres to approximately 150 acres. 
 
Auburn Industrial Park. A new industrial park is proposed for development in 
2006.1 A portion of the approximately 150-acre parcel is within the Study Area, south 
of Kitty Hawk Avenue and across the road from the proposed AIPC site. The park 
would have direct rail access and is located in the Foreign Trade Zone #263 (a 
development zone that allows qualifying companies to save money conducting 
international trade by either eliminating or deferring the payment of tariffs) and a 
Pine Tree Development Zone (this zoning designation uses a combination of tax 
incentives to spur economic development in targeted areas of the state). An 
industrial park would increase the amount of commercial and industrial 
development in the area. 
 

Wetlands  

Past actions impacted wetlands on the Airport and in the surrounding area due to 
development of the Airport, industrial airpark, and the intermodal freight facility. The 
amount of wetland impact is unknown. The Proposed Action would not impact 
wetlands. Foreseeable actions such as the proposed runway extension and apron 
expansion would likely disturb wetlands. If the airport were to construct an aviation 
apron in the future, it could affect approximately 2,000 square feet of wetland. The 
Auburn Industrial Park is currently proposing to fill several acres of wetlands to 
accommodate the first phase of the proposed development and infrastructure.  Because 
this project is still under review by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and MaineDEP, 
the actual loss of wetlands in those areas is unknown.  Any impact to wetlands would 
be regulated according to the federal Clean Water Act and any local or state 
regulations.  Because the proposed action (the Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center) 
would not impact wetlands, the proposed action would have no adverse cumulative 
impact to wetlands. 

 
                                                 
1  Lewiston Auburn Economic Growth Council. Locating Your Business. http://www.economicgrowth.org/html/locating-biz.html. 2000. 
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1 
Purpose and Need 

The Maine Department of Transportation (MaineDOT) is proposing to construct the Auburn Intermodal 
Passenger Center (AIPC) in order to increase accessibility and mobility for travelers, reduce highway 
congestion, and to improve air quality.  
 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) provides the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) with the 
information required to evaluate alternatives and determine whether the selected alternative would likely 
have a significant impact on the natural, human, and social environment. Following publication of the EA 
and the close of the comment period, which will include a public hearing, the FHWA will determine whether 
to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). 
 
Trains will not likely travel to the proposed AIPC until such time as MaineDOT implements other proposed 
St. Lawrence & Atlantic Railroad (SLR) system improvements. These improvements are being studied in a 
separate EA being prepared for the Portland North Passenger Rail Service Extension Study 
(PIN No. 09503.20) and are not foreseeable in the current 20-year planning period. In the immediate future, 
the AIPC would primarily be used for buses. The AIPC would partially meet the Project Purpose and Need 
even if rail improvements are not completed. 
 
Based on Maine DOT’s current expectations as to the availability of FHWA and FTA funding, development of 
the AIPC would be funded and constructed in two phases: 
 

 Phase 1 would include constructing the terminal building, driveway, bus parking areas and the parking 
lot. Phase 1 would be operational by 2010. During this phase the facility would only be served by buses.  

 Phase 2 would include constructing the train platform and the facility would offer access to passenger rail 
service. Phase 2 would be operational by 2030. This phase is dependent upon the extension of train 
service from Portland to Auburn.  The extension of passenger rail to this facility is being evaluated in a 
separate process as part of the FTA’s New Starts/Small Starts Regulations.   

 
Even though the AIPC would be built in phases, this EA assumes the complete buildout of both phases in 
order to fully evaluate potential environmental impacts.  
 
This chapter provides background on the proposed project, defines the Study Area and the Project Purpose 
and Need, and outlines the regulations and permits potentially required for construction of the AIPC. 
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1.1 Study History 
Consideration of the AIPC by MaineDOT grew initially out of MaineDOT’s 1997 Maine Strategic Passenger 
Transportation Plan and MaineDOT’s Twenty Year Plan, which concluded that construction of the AIPC would 
help meet regional transportation demands by reducing highway congestion through the use of modal 
options and by providing the necessary facilities to support passenger rail, transit, and general aviation 
services. The FHWA, the FTA (cooperating agency), and MaineDOT initiated this EA under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in October 2002. A Scoping Meeting was held to introduce the Auburn 
Intermodal Passenger Center Study to the public and to obtain feedback regarding potential issues and the 
project’s Purpose and Need. The meeting was held in Auburn, Maine on October 28, 2002. Minutes from the 
meeting are provided in Appendix B. Issues that were of most concern to the public were the transportation 
aspects of the project including connectivity among travel modes, automobile/bus traffic, and 
accommodating future aviation growth at the Auburn-Lewiston Municipal Airport (Airport). 
 
MaineDOT presented the proposed project to state and federal regulatory agencies at its interagency meeting 
on November 12, 2002. Coordination with state and federal agencies occurred through data requests and 
correspondence in 2001 and 2006. No concerns were raised at this meeting or through agency coordination.  

1.2 Study Area 
Figures 1-1 and 1-2 depict the vicinity and Study Area for this EA. The Study Area encompasses the west side 
of the Airport including Runway 4-22, and an area south of the Airport between it and the St. Lawrence and 
Atlantic Railroad (SLR). The Study Area is connected to Exit 75 of the Maine Turnpike Interstate 95 (I-95) via 
Kitty Hawk Avenue and Route 202. 
 
Proximity to the Airport, railroad, and the Maine Turnpike is essential for the proposed AIPC to satisfy the 
Purpose and Need for the project, which is to enhance integration and connectivity of the intermodal 
transportation system. Therefore, the Study Area was identified as the area directly adjacent to the Airport 
and the SLR, and with access to the Maine Turnpike. 
 
The Study Area includes the western portion of the Airport, which contains a Fixed Based Operator (FBO), 
parking, maintenance, and hangar facilities. The Airport has 63 based aircraft and averages 89 operations per 
day.1 The Study Area also includes the SLR (tracks run along the south and west limits of the Study Area) and 
portions of Kitty Hawk Avenue, Lewiston Junction Road, Flight Line Drive, and Airport Drive. 
 
The Intermodal Freight Transfer Facility is also in the Study Area (Figure 1-2). This facility was opened in 
1994 by the State of Maine and the local railroad to provide a truck-to-rail transfer facility. 

 
1  AirNav.com. 2006. Auburn/Lewiston Municipal Airport FAA Information. www.airnav.com. Last updated April 13, 2006. Accessed June 7, 2006. 
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1.3 Purpose and Need 
The need for the proposed AIPC is the lack of means for travelers to connect with other travel modes in the 
region, which forces travelers to rely on private automobiles for mobility. The lack of alternative modes of 
travel results in increased congestion on state highways including I-95 (Maine Turnpike) and I-295. The 
purpose of the AIPC is to create an integrated, multimodal, passenger facility that helps meet the region’s 
current and projected transportation demands. Two specific needs addressed by this AIPC are: 1) to reduce 
highway congestion by encouraging the use of other travel modes; and 2) to provide the necessary facilities to 
support the use of passenger rail, transit, and general aviation services. 
 
The proposed AIPC fits with the overall objectives presented by the 1997 Maine Strategic Transportation Plan 
and MaineDOT’s Twenty Year Transportation Plan,2 which set forth the following goals: 
 

 Increase access and mobility options for all types of travelers; 

 Enhance integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes 
throughout the state, for people and freight; and 

 Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, promote economic growth, and 
improve the quality of life for Maine citizens. 

 
The 1997 Maine Strategic Transportation Plan proposed to extend passenger railway service from Portland 
north to Lewiston/Auburn.3 The proposed AIPC would provide a point of distribution for future passengers 
traveling between Auburn and Portland.  
 
Goals of the project include: 
 

 Establishing connectivity between the Auburn area and Amtrak rail service (which currently terminates 
in Portland); 

 Creating a passenger facility capable of serving passenger rail service, airport users, motor coaches, car 
pools, and private automobiles; 

 Establishing connections between the highway system, bus services, air service, park and ride, rail 
system, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities; 

 Emphasizing fiscal sustainability without reliance on public operating subsidies;  

 Giving consideration of the fiscal consequences to the City of Auburn; 

 Integrating proposed transportation facilities and services with the ability to support additional traffic 
and parking; 

 Connecting to downtown business areas of Lewiston and Auburn; 

 Limiting negative impacts on the community and neighborhoods; and 

 Supporting the policies of the U.S. Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and Maine’s 
Sensible Transportation Policy Act (STPA). 

 
2  Twenty Year Transportation Plan, 2000-2020, Keeping Maine Moving, January 2001. Maine Department of Transportation. 
3  Maine Strategic Passenger Transportation Plan, Final Report, prepared for the Maine Department of Transportation by Wilbur Smith-Associates, et.al., 

July  14, 1997.  
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1.4 Maine Sensible Transportation Policy 
Act  

The Maine Sensible Transportation Policy Act (STPA) (23 M.R.S.A. § 73) was enacted in 1991. It provides a 
decision-making framework for examining a range of transportation alternatives for MaineDOT’s capital 
investment and project decisions. Under MaineDOT’s rules for implementing the STPA (103 CMR Subchapter I, 
Section 4B), the number one policy objective of the STPA is to “promote the coordinated and efficient use of all 
available and future modes of transportation.” Another important policy objective is to minimize the “harmful 
effects of transportation on public health and on air and water quality, land use and other natural resources.” 
Finally, the STPA Rules also require a public participation process that allows the public to identify and 
comment on transportation concerns. The proposed AIPC is fully consistent with these three, and all other, 
policy objectives listed in the STPA Rules. By providing an efficient and economical connection among 
transportation modes, the proposed AIPC would promote the coordinated use of automobile, bus, rail, air, 
bicyclist, and pedestrian travel. It will help minimize impacts to the environment by encouraging alternative 
modes of transportation other than automobile use. The proposed AIPC has been the subject of a public review 
process that has provided input from interested stakeholders, the general public, and federal and state 
environmental resource agencies. 

1.5 Scope of this Environmental Analysis 
This EA provides the FHWA and MaineDOT with a full analysis of the effects of the Preferred Alternative for 
satisfying the Project Purpose and Need. It is the result of a process established by National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). The NEPA process is intended “to guide public officials in making balanced decisions 
based on an understanding of project needs, environmental consequences, alternative effectiveness, and 
alternative costs, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment.” The intent of NEPA “is 
a not better document but better decisions” (40 CFR 1500.1). Specifically, this EA evaluates the engineering, 
social, economic, and environmental feasibility of a range of reasonable alternatives and provides a detailed 
analysis of the Preferred Alternative. 
 
MaineDOT has consulted with federal and state resource agencies, the affected municipalities, and the public 
regarding issues of potential impact and concern through the NEPA process. Coordination with state and 
federal agencies occurred in 2001 and 2006. A public Scoping Meeting was held in Auburn on October 28, 
2002. Issues that were of most concern to the public were related to the transportation aspects of the project 
including connectivity among travel modes, automobile/bus traffic, and accommodating future general 
aviation growth at the airport. MaineDOT presented the Study at its interagency review meeting on 
November 12, 2002. No concerns were raised at this meeting.  
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1.6 Required Permits 
In addition to NEPA and STPA review, two environmental permits are likely to be required for construction 
of the proposed AIPC: 
 

 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for construction from the 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP); and 

 Stormwater Permit under the Stormwater Management Law, also administered by the MDEP. 

1.7 Other EISs/EAs That Pertain to This 
Study 

There are no Environmental Impact Statements or Environmental Assessments (EAs) ongoing, or previously 
prepared, which influence the scope of the Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center EA. 

1.8 Decision That Must Be Made 
This EA provides the FHWA and MaineDOT with the decision-making tool to identify the Preferred 
Alternative that best satisfies the Study Purpose and Need with the least adverse impacts on the social, 
economic, and natural resources, and to determine the significance of impacts that would result from 
implementing the Preferred Alternative. 
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2 
Alternatives 

MaineDOT, in coordination with a Public Advisory Committee (PAC),4 identified and assessed various 
alternatives for the location and design of the proposed AIPC to ensure that the most practicable alternative 
would be considered during the planning process. The PAC was advisory and provided a connection with 
local citizens. The objective of the alternatives analysis was to identify a Preferred Alternative that would 
satisfy the project’s Purpose and Need. The limited flexibility of railroad and Airport infrastructure greatly 
limits the possibilities for alternative terminal sites. Therefore, the Study Area was narrowed to the vicinity of 
the Airport, the SLR, and the Maine Turnpike (I-95) (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2). 

2.1 Program Development 
In order to determine the feasibility of potential sites, it was necessary to determine the facility’s required size. 
Therefore, MaineDOT and the consultant team, with input from the PAC, developed a program for the facility 
based upon the anticipated number of users of each of the travel modes. Important design features, such as the 
number of bus berths and parking spaces, were determined based on the results of an Intermodal Terminal 
Demand Forecast (Demand Forecast) in 2001.5 The Demand Forecast used population and job growth estimates, 
transportation planning documents, and the findings of an Alternative Modes Feasibility Study6 to determine 
growth forecasts. The demand forecast process, undertaken before identifying alternative sites, analyzed three 
growth scenarios (low, middle, and high) for the alternative mode transportation network in the years 2006, 
2011, and 2021. The low-growth scenario assumed the growth rate at the Airport would be similar to the growth 
rate of jobs in Androscoggin County. The middle-and high-growth scenarios assumed a two and three percent 
rate of growth at the Airport, respectively. Refer to the Demand Forecast for details on the three scenarios.7 
 
MaineDOT determined the middle-growth scenario was the most appropriate to use when developing potential 
usage estimates of the AIPC. The middle-growth scenario assumes that modifications to the area’s 
transportation network would include implementing seasonal rail service between Auburn and Montreal with a 
large advertising campaign in Montreal promoting Maine tourism, replacing previously initiated commuter bus 

 
4  The PAC included officials from the Maine Turnpike, the Cities of Lewiston and Auburn, the Androscoggin Valley Council of Governments (AVCOG), the SLR, 

Vermont Transit, the Auburn-Lewiston Municipal Airport, Western Maine Transportation Services, and MaineDOT,. 
5  Intermodal Terminal Demand Forecast, Final Report, September 2001, Prepared for the Maine Department of Transportation by Multisystems. 
6  Alternative Modes Feasibility Study, Final Report: Findings and Recommendations, Prepared by the Greater Portland Council of Governments, Androscoggin 

Valley Council of Governments, Southern Maine Regional Planning Commission in Association with HNTB Corporation, Sponsored by Maine Department of 
Transportation and Maine Turnpike Authority. January 1996. 

7     Intermodal Terminal Demand Forecast, Final Report, September 2001, Prepared for the Maine Department of Transportation by Multisystems. 
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service with commuter rail service to Portland via Pineland (New Gloucester, ME), and eventually relocating 
the I-95 Exit 75 to Kitty Hawk Road. The relocation of Exit 75 is a separate project and does not depend on the 
development of the AIPC. The AIPC construction is not contingent on relocating the exit. 
 
The results of the 2021 middle-growth scenario demand forecast were used to develop a design program for 
the AIPC by identifying the size and facility requirements for each of the potential modes to be served. Based 
upon the growth scenario, the following design criteria were identified: 14 bus berths, a bus station, parking 
for 550 cars, a 450-foot rail platform adjacent to a 540-foot siding track, a new runway apron for 
approximately 18 planes, and an airport Fixed Base Operator (FBO). These elements would provide the 
facilities necessary to support the anticipated levels of use for the proposed AIPC for 2021 and beyond.  

2.2 Identification of a Preferred Site 
Six alternative sites were identified within the Study Area based on their proximity to the Auburn-Lewiston 
Municipal Airport, the SLR, and I-95 (the Maine Turnpike). A schematic plan that incorporated the elements 
described in Section 2.1 was developed for each alternative site. The general locations of the six alternative 
sites are shown in Figure 2-1. An environmental analysis was completed for all site alternatives that found the 
sites were all equivalent and none of the sites would affect wetlands, historic resources, Section 4(f) 
properties, or other sensitive resources. A schematic layout for each location is shown on Figures 2-2 through 
2-7. Each site is described briefly below. 
 

 Site Alternative 1 (Figure 2-2) is bound by Flight Line Drive, Kitty Hawk Avenue, and the Airport. 
Vehicular entry to the site is from Flight Line Drive. This site alternative requires a new railroad spur that 
would branch off the SLR main line and cross Kitty Hawk Avenue into the site. 

 Site Alternative 2 (Figure 2-3) is east of Flight Line Drive across from Aviation Avenue. It is similar to 
Site Alternative 1, but would require constructing a longer railroad spur. This site would allow the new 
apron to be integrated with the existing apron.  

 Site Alternative 3 (Figure 2-4) is bound by Kitty Hawk Avenue on the northeast and the SLR to the 
southwest. It would require a new railroad track parallel to the existing SLR with connections at both 
ends. Vehicular entry would be from Kitty Hawk Avenue. Site Alternative 3 would require the use an 
existing airport building for airport operations. 

 Site Alternative 4 (Figure 2-5) is on the airport property with vehicular entry off the Lewiston Junction 
Road. It would require a new railroad spur that would branch off from the Lewiston Branch of the SLR 
and cross Lewiston Junction Road.  

 Site Alternative 5 (Figure 2-6) would divide the proposed facility into two parts, on either side of 
Kitty Hawk Avenue. The airport aviation operations would be on the northeast side of Kitty Hawk 
Avenue and the bus and rail operations would be on the southwest side of Kitty Hawk Avenue. Site 
Alternative 5 would require a new railroad track parallel to the existing SLR with connections at both 
ends similar to Site Alternative 3. 

 Site Alternative 6 (Figure 2-7) is a revision to the layout of Site Alternative 1, the major differences being 
that the railroad platform is farther west so that it is adjacent to Flight Line Drive and the bus parking 
and terminal building are shifted from the north end of the site to the south. 
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The Site Alternatives were analyzed against a set of criteria developed by MaineDOT and the PAC to 
determine which site offered the most reasonable and practicable solution for satisfying the Purpose and 
Need. Table 2-1 presents a summary of the evaluation and lists the criteria considered.8 All site alternatives 
would provide a multi-modal passenger facility. The alternative site analysis was undertaken to identify the 
most beneficial site that offered the most efficient operation and best satisfies the Purpose and Need. 
Alternatives 1 through 5 were not carried forward in this analysis because those alternatives were not 
consistent with the project’s Purpose and Need. None of the alternative site designs would impact wetlands, 
however, Alternatives 3 and 5 may impact wetlands as the result of constructing the new railroad spur. 
 
The No-Action Alternative was also studied. Under the No-Action Alternative, a new intermodal facility 
would not be constructed. The No-Action Alternative would not satisfy the Purpose and Need because it 
would not help reduce highway congestion, improve mobility options, or help to integrate the region’s 
transportation system. The No-Action Alternative provides the baseline against which other alternatives are 
compared. 
 
 
Table 2-1 Site Alternatives Analysis 
 

Criterion Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6 

Accommodation of full design program moderate moderate poor moderate poor moderate 

Compatibility with land use poor poor good good good good 

Construction impacts moderate poor moderate moderate good moderate 

Facilitates all modal transfers good good poor good poor good 

Municipal and state permit requirements poor moderate moderate moderate moderate moderate 

Operating efficiency poor poor poor poor poor good 

Pedestrian environment good good good moderate poor good 

Positive marketing tool/architecturally significant facility good moderate moderate poor good moderate 

Potential revenue generation good moderate good moderate good moderate 

Prominent siting moderate poor good poor good good 

Source: Task 3 Report/ Draft/ Auburn/Lewiston Intermodal Center, September 9, 2002, Wallace Floyd Design Group. 

 
Alternative Site 1 was dismissed from further consideration because it would result in poor operating 
efficiencies and because the new railway spur connecting the SLR with the proposed intermodal center 
would require two costly, grade-separated crossings of Kitty Hawk Avenue.  
 
Alternative Site 2 was dismissed from further consideration because of poor operational efficiency related to 
both the potential passenger rail service and the existing freight rail service, increased safety concerns because 
of the need for three at-grade road crossings, and construction impacts from the need to relocate Airport 
hangers. The railroad spur would need to cross Kitty Hawk Avenue, the parking lot driveway, and the bus 
driveway, increasing the risk for vehicular accidents associated with trains using the spur. 

 
8  See Task 3 Report/ Draft/ Auburn/Lewiston Intermodal Center, September 9, 2002, Wallace Floyd Design Group for a more complete description of the 

Alternative Site review. 
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Alternative Site 3 was dismissed from further consideration because it would not provide direct intermodal 
connectivity because it lacks a direct connection to the Airport. 
 
Alternative Site 4 was dismissed from further consideration because it would result in operational conflicts 
with rail traffic entering and exiting the Auburn Intermodal Facility located just north of the intersection of 
Kitty Hawk Avenue and Flight Line Drive (low operational efficiency). Furthermore, it would likely require 
property takings and offer poor access to parking facilities. 
 
Alternative Site 5 improves the schematic layout of Alternative Site 3, but was dismissed from further 
consideration because of poor pedestrian connection between the rail and Airport facilities. 
 
Alternative Site 6 improves the schematic plan of Alternative Site 1 by modifying the railroad access 
configuration. This reconfiguration allows Site Alternative 6 to eliminate the need to grade separate the 
Kitty Hawk Avenue railroad crossing. Alternative Site 6 would be able to accommodate future airport 
expansion, provide a more efficient railway alignment, reduce bus/auto and bus/railway conflicts, and 
provide an aesthetically appealing appearance. For these reasons, Alternative 6 was identified as the 
preferred site and carried forward for more detailed study. 

2.3 Schematic Site Plan Refinement 
Once Alternative Site 6 was identified as the Preferred Site, refinements were made to the site plan to clearly 
identify the potential impacts of the proposed AIPC. To help identify potential impacts, three site plan 
options were developed for consideration. Each site plan option included automobile parking, an airport 
runway apron, a railroad spur and train platform, a terminal building, bus berths, access drives, and 
landscaping. All site plan options would require an at-grade railroad crossing of Kitty Hawk Avenue. 
 
Site Plan Option A (Figure 2-8) is accessed from Flight Line Drive. The bus turn-around and berths are on the 
south side of the facility and the parking area to the north contains spaces for 550 cars. The terminal building 
is east of the bus facility, providing good connectivity between air, transit, and the rail platform adjacent to 
Flight Line Drive. 
 
Site Plan Option B (Figure 2-9) has automobile access from Kitty Hawk Avenue and bus access from 
Flight Line Drive. The 520-space parking area is east of the intersection of Kitty Hawk Avenue and Flight Line 
Drive, and the terminal building and bus berths are located in the northern part of the site. There is room for 
further expansion of the terminal building between the proposed terminal building site and the future apron. 
 
Site Plan Option C (Figure 2-10) includes parking for 517 cars in the northern part of the site. Automobiles 
would enter the parking area from Flight Line Drive and buses would enter the bus berths and turnaround 
from Kitty Hawk Avenue. The terminal building would be between the parking area and the bus 
turn-around. Future expansion of the terminal would occur south of the parking area and west of the apron. 
The terminal building would be central to the train platform, parking, bus, and air facility. 
 
Site Plan Options A, B, and C were compared using factors such as connectivity, safety, and aesthetics. This 
section summarizes the main issues identified by MaineDOT and the PAC for each Site Plan Option.  
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Site Plan Option A is approximately 9 acres in size. This design would limit the length of trains that could 
access the platform (to five cars) because the location of the bus access (railroad crossing) restricts the 
platform length. In addition, the at-grade rail crossing of the entrance to the bus parking area would increase 
potential conflicts between trains and buses, which is a safety concern. The AIPC parking lot would 
accommodate 550 cars. The bus lot allows space for 14 buses. 
 
Site Plan Option B is approximately 7 acres in size. This design would eliminate the safety concern at the bus 
parking lot entrance and allow longer train lengths (up to eight cars), but this maximum length may not be 
needed. The parking lot would accommodate 520 cars. The bus lot allows space for 14 buses. However, the 
on-site pedestrian and vehicle circulation would be a concern. In addition, having the parking area located at 
the “front” or entrance to the facility was considered as negative for aesthetic reasons. Also, the setback of the 
AIPC from Kitty Hawk Avenue would not meet the goal to establish the facility as a prominent location and 
destination. 
 
Site Plan Option C offers advantages in terms of connectivity, aesthetics, and safety of automobiles and 
pedestrians. This option minimizes the potential bus/rail conflict by having the bus access occur from 
Kitty Hawk Avenue, prior to the railroad crossing. The platform would allow longer train lengths than 
Option A (up to eight cars). This would allow for a cab car for trains entering the station and the railroad 
would not need to construct a wye (a wye is a triangular shaped arrangement of tracks with a switch at each 
corner that allows a train of any length can be turned). Other options would require the wye. The central 
terminal building would easily accommodate air, rail, and transit services, providing optimal operational 
efficiency and connectivity. This option would have a prominent location with good visibility from 
Kitty Hawk Avenue. For these reasons, Site Plan Option C at Site Alternative 6 was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  
 
The Preferred Alternative is approximately 9 acres in size. The AIPC would include an automobile parking 
lot with 517 spaces, a train platform that could accommodate up to eight cars (but this maximum length may 
not be needed), and a separate bus drop off and pick up area with bus parking (7 spaces). The automobile 
parking lot and bus depot would each have a pick up and drop off lane adjacent to the terminal building on 
opposite sides of the terminal building. The train platform would also be accessed through the terminal 
building. The railroad spur to connect the facility with the SLR system would cross Kitty Hawk Avenue and 
be constructed on the eastern side of Flight Line Drive (Figure 2-10). 
 
 
Table 2-2 Site Plan Options Summary 
 
Criterion Option A Option B Option C 

Site Size (acres) 7 7 9 

Parking Spaces 550 520 517 

Bus Parking Spaces 14 14 7 

Maximum Train Length 500 750 750 
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3 
Affected Environment 

This chapter describes the existing conditions in the Study Area, including transportation facilities and 
socioeconomic and environmental resources that would be affected by or may affect the Preferred 
Alternative. Chapter 4 discusses the beneficial and negative impacts of the Preferred Alternative compared to 
the No-Action Alternative. 
 
In conformance with FHWA and FTA guidance, this EA focuses only on those resources that have a 
reasonable likelihood to be affected by, or to affect, the Proposed Action. Because the AIPC is proposed for 
construction within an already developed area, impacts to natural resources are expected to be minor. 
MaineDOT has determined that many natural resources/constraints are not relevant to this EA either because 
they are not present, or if present, would not be affected by, or affect, construction. A number of impact 
categories were studied and have been found to be inconsequential to the analysis. These categories are listed 
below in Table 3-1 and not discussed further in this EA.  
 
 
Table 3-1 Resources/Constraints Found to be Inconsequential to the Analysis 
 
Resource Comments Controlling Law/Regulation/Guidance 
Geography, geology, and soils The topography and soils in the Study Area do not 

pose any substantial problem for construction 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) – General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges from Construction Sites from the Maine 
Department of Environmental Protection. 
Stormwater Permit Under Storm Water 
Management Law. 

Surface Water Drinking Supplies The closest surface water drinking supply is Lake 
Auburn, 3 miles north of the Study Area. 

Maine Drinking Water Program, Department of 
Human Services. 

Groundwater Drinking Water Supplies There are no EPA designated Sole Source 
Aquifers or mapped sand and gravel aquifers in 
the Study Area. 

Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-
523, 42 U.S.C. 300 et. seq). 

Waterbodies The Alternatives would not affect any waterbodies. 
The nearest stream is Moose Brook, an 
intermittent stream approximately 1,000 feet south 
of the SLR. 

Section 404 of federal Clean Water Act. Maine 
Natural Resources Protection Act (NRPA). 

Water Quality Because the Alternatives are not near any surface 
waterbody, no impact to water quality is expected. 

MDEP Stormwater Permit Under Storm Water 
Management Law. 
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Table 3-1 Resources/Constraints Found to be Inconsequential to the Analysis (continued) 
 

Resource Comments Controlling Law/Regulation/Guidance 
Floodplain The Study Area does not encroach on any 

100-year floodplain. 
Executive Order 11988. Local Floodplain 
Ordinances. 

Vegetation The Alternatives would not impact any Exemplary 
Natural Communities or rare plant species. No rare 
plants or plant communities, as designated by the 
Maine Natural Areas Program, would be affected. 
Minor amounts (less than 9 acres) of clearing of 
mixed deciduous/ coniferous woodland would be 
necessary. 

Maine Natural Resource Protection Act 
(38 M.R.S.A. Sec. 480) (NRPA). 

Wildlife The Alternatives would not affect any Significant 
Wildlife Habitat. 

NRPA. 

Freshwater Fisheries Because no waterbodies would be affected, no 
impact on fisheries is expected. 

Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. NRPA. 

Land Use, Zoning, Right-of-way The Alternatives would be built on municipally 
owned land, zoned for industrial use. The 
Alternatives would be an allowed use. 

Auburn Zoning Ordinance. 

Farms and Farmland No farms or farmland soils would be affected by 
the Alternatives. 

Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981. 

Community Facilities and 
Neighborhoods 

No community facilities such as schools, churches, 
nursing homes, hospitals, or any residential 
neighborhoods would be affected by the 
Alternatives. 

 

Uncontrolled Petroleum and 
Hazardous Wastes 

MaineDOT Site Assessment found “no significant 
environmental concerns that would affect site 
development” 

Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(MDEP), Bureau of Remediation and Waste 
Management Rules. 

Historic/Archaeological Resources No historic or archaeological resources are present 
at site. MHPC has issued a finding of No Effect.  

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 as amended (NHPA).  

Section 4(f) Resources  No Section 4(f) resources would be affected by the 
Alternatives. 

Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 1966. 

Section 6(f) Resources No Section 6(f) resources would be affected by the 
Alternatives. 

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund Act of 1965 (LAWCON), 16 U.S.C. 460. 

Utilities There are no major utility installations that would 
incur substantial costs to relocate. 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Act of 1970, 42 U.S.C. 61. 

1 Memorandum to MaineDOT Planning from Dwight Doughty, Environmental Office, October 7, 2003. Initial Site Assessment for Uncontrolled Oil and Hazardous 
Waste, Lewiston/Auburn Intermodal Center. See Appendix C. 

2 Memorandum to MaineDOT/ENV from Earl G. Shettleworth, State Historic Preservation Officer. June 1, 2006. Regarding PIN 07903.00 Auburn Airport, Intermodal 
Facility; Auburn; MHPC #2938-01. 

3.1 Physical and Biological Environment 
This section discusses wetlands and rare species that have been identified in the vicinity of the Preferred 
Alternative. Wetlands and rare species are not within the area affected by the Preferred Alternative. 
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3.1.1 Wetlands 

Wetlands are regulated and protected under state and federal regulatory programs because of the important 
functions they provide to the public. The State of Maine Natural Resources Protection Act Regulations 
(38 MRSA, Sections 480-A to 480-Z) (NRPA) are designed to protect Maine’s natural resources, including 
rivers, streams, great ponds, and freshwater wetlands. Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act regulates 
discharges of fill to wetlands. Executive Order 11990 also protects wetlands by directing federal agencies to 
avoid new construction in wetlands where there is a practicable alternative. 
 
Two small wetlands (approximately 0.64 and 0.07 acres in size) occur immediately east of the Preferred 
Alternative as shown on Figure 2-10. These wetlands drain south toward Moose Brook, which is 
approximately 1,000 feet south of the SLR tracks southwest of Kitty Hawk Avenue.  
 
The north portion of the Preferred Alternative site is flat with areas cleared of trees. The dominant species in 
vegetated areas is white pine (Pinus strobes). The south portion of the site that is closer to the Kitty Hawk 
Avenue and Flight Line Drive intersection contains second growth forest. Dominant species in this area 
include white pine, gray birch (Betula populifolia), Red maple (Acer rubrum), and trembling aspen 
(Populus tremuloides). 
 

3.1.2 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Threatened and endangered species are important to biodiversity because they represent elements that are 
unique or few in numbers in an ecological system. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) verified that 
no federally-listed plant or animal species occur in the Study Area. However, the Maine Department of 
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W) identified one state-listed threatened species, the upland sandpiper 
(Bartramia longicauda), as occurring in the fields surrounding the Airport runways, east of the Preferred 
Alternative (Figure 3-1). At the Airport, only the mowed fields surrounding the runways provide suitable 
nesting habitat. This habitat is not present within the Preferred Alternative site. Although the site has some 
grassy areas, it is mixed with forest and the grassy patches are not large enough to be used as habitat by the 
sandpiper. Neither the birds nor their habitat occurs at the preferred site. 
 
MDIF&W also identified significant wildlife habitat of inland waterfowl/wading bird area associated with 
the Airport. No waterfowl/wading bird wildlife habitat is on the Preferred Alternative site. 

3.2 Transportation Environment 
This section discusses existing traffic conditions near the proposed AIPC.  
 
The Study Area includes portions of Kitty Hawk Avenue, Lewiston Junction Road, Flight Line Drive, and 
Airport Drive. The Preferred Alternative site is on the corner of Kitty Hawk Avenue and Flight Line Drive. 
 
Peak commuter hour traffic demands on key Study Area roadways were collected in March 2003 by 
conducting manual turning movement counts (TMCs). The purpose of collecting this data was to identify the 
current traffic conditions along area roadways and help quantify the potential traffic shifts that might occur 
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when the proposed project is constructed. Based on a preliminary evaluation of the local roadway system and 
potential travel routes to the proposed terminal, a Traffic Study Area for the proposed AIPC was developed 
that includes the following intersections: 
 

 Washington Street (Route 4/202) at Kitty Hawk Avenue 
 Washington Street (Route 4/202) at Maine Turnpike (I-95) Exit 75 Off Ramp 
 Kitty Hawk Avenue at Hotel Road 
 Kitty Hawk Avenue at Flight Line Drive 
 Kitty Hawk Avenue at Lewiston Junction Road 

 
Turning movement counts were performed at key intersections during the weekday evening peak commuter 
hours (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) in early March 2003 (Figure 3-2). The average and peak month conditions were 
then analyzed. Using MaineDOT’s historical count data for arterial roadways to quantify seasonal variations 
during any given week of the year, it was determined that the first week of March represents lower than 
average traffic conditions on the Route 4/202 corridor. Therefore, based on historic factors for seasonal 
fluctuations in traffic volumes, existing counts were adjusted upward by 22 percent to represent average 
conditions and 53 percent to represent peak conditions.  
 
In May 2006, additional turning movement counts were collected at three of the five locations within the 
Study Area (Figure 3-2): 
 

 Washington Street (Route 4/202) at Kitty Hawk Avenue 
 Kitty Hawk Avenue at Flight Line Drive 
 Kitty Hawk Avenue at Hotel Road 

 
In most cases, the adjusted 2006 average and peak traffic volumes were equal to or less than the same 
adjusted traffic volumes based on the 2003 observations. For this reason, the assumptions and findings 
presented in this report, which are based on the 2003 traffic volumes, remain valid. A traffic comparison on 
an intersection-by-intersection basis and seasonal traffic data are provided in the Transportation Technical 
Report.9 

 
9  Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. Traffic Technical Report, Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center, August 2003. 
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3.3 Socioeconomics 
This section discusses the social and economic environment of the Study Area. 
 

3.3.1 Social and Economic Environment 

The area within one-half of a mile of the proposed project site is used, almost exclusively, for industrial and 
commercial business. The site location and all land within a one-mile radius of the site within Auburn, is 
zoned as Industrial. The site is located in the Airport Industrial Park, which includes more than 18 industrial, 
transportation and distribution companies employing more than 740 persons. To the east on Kitty Hawk 
Avenue are the Kitty Hawk Industrial Park, a 96-unit apartment complex, and an office park. Less than 
one mile away on Hotel Road is the Proctor and Gamble Tambrands factory, the region’s seventh largest 
employer.10 Gates Formed-Fibre Products and International Paper Company, which employ more than 
600 people, are on Washington Street, at the end of Kitty Hawk Avenue, within 1.5 miles of the site. 
 

3.3.2 Minority and Low-Income Populations 

In accordance with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Population and Low Income Populations, and subsequent procedures developed by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, activities that have potential to generate an effect on human health or the environment must 
include explicit consideration of whether their effects on minority populations and lower-income populations 
are disproportionately high. 
 
According to the 2000 Census, Auburn’s population is 97 percent white and 3 percent minorities (i.e., non-
white). This is approximately the same as the State’s minority percentage. According to the latest federal 
Census, the minority population percentage in Auburn is comparable to both Androscoggin County and 
Maine, which are within approximately one-tenth of one percent of each other. Therefore, Auburn does not 
contain disproportionate minority populations. 
 
The median household income in Androscoggin County is $44,082, which is slightly lower than Maine 
($45,179) and about ten percent higher than the national average, which is $41,433. The median household 
income in Auburn ($35,652), however, is considerably lower than either the Maine or the United States. These 
communities therefore, have a lower-income population. Per capita incomes in the city, the region, and the 
state are relatively close, between $18,500 and $19,500, although all are about ten percent lower than the 
national average of $21,690. Approximately 12 percent of Auburn’s population lives below the poverty level, 
compared to 10.6 percent in Maine and 12.1 percent nationwide. Table 3-2 presents income information near 
the proposed AIPC.  
 

 
10   Lewiston Auburn Economic Growth Council. 
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Table 3-2 Comparison of Population* and Income Levels** 
 

Location 
Total  

Population 

Total 
Percent 
White 

Total 
Percent 

Minority1 

Median 
Household 

Income 
Per Capita 

Income 

Families 
Below 

Poverty 
Level 

Percent 
Families 
Below 

Poverty 
Level 

Persons 
Below 

Poverty 
Level 

Percent 
Persons 
Below 

Poverty 
Level 

United States 281,421,906 75.1 24.9 $41,433 $21,690 6,976,950 6.6 34,077,004 12.1 

Maine 1,274,923 96.9 3.1 $45,179 $19,533 26,611 5.1 135,501 10.6 

Androscoggin County 103,793 96.9 3.1 $44,082 $18,734 2,067 4.9 11,115 10.7 

Auburn 23,203 97.0 3.0 $35,652 $19,942 536 5.5 2,688 11.6 

* Source: United States Census Bureau, Census 2000. 
** Source: Androscoggin Valley Council of Governments. 
1  Minority includes Black or African American, Asian, Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander, some other race or more than one race. 
 

3.4 Atmospheric Environment 
This section discusses existing air quality and noise levels in the Study Area. 
 

3.4.1 Air Quality 

The Study Area is in an attainment area for all pollutants. For this project, an air quality analysis was 
prepared to evaluate the air quality impacts of the proposed AIPC. The air quality study was conducted in 
compliance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and MDEP guidelines. This study includes 
a microscale analysis and a mesoscale analysis. 
 
The microscale analysis evaluated carbon monoxide (CO) at four intersections that would be impacted by 
passenger center-related traffic and/or that represent the highest congested locations in the project’s vicinity. 
The intersections included are: 
 

 Kitty Hawk Avenue at Flight Line Drive,  
 Kitty Hawk Avenue at Hotel Road,  
 Kitty Hawk Avenue at Route 202, and  
 Route 202 at I-95 On- and Off-ramps.  

 
The microscale analysis found that the existing CO concentrations (both 1- and 8-hour values) are well below 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of 35 and 9 parts per million (ppm), respectively. The 
predicted existing CO levels for the 1-hour analysis ranged from 3.7 ppm (Kitty Hawk Avenue at Flight Line 
Drive) to 9.2 ppm (I-95 at Route 202). The corresponding existing 8-hour CO concentrations, which are 
calculated based on 1-hour concentrations by applying a 0.7 persistence factor, ranged from 2.6 to 6.4 ppm.  
 
The predominant sources of regional pollution impacts anticipated from the proposed AIPC are emissions 
resulting in the increase in travel from private automobiles, buses, or passenger rail services. The total 
emissions over the AIPC area were calculated based upon train trips, vehicle miles of travel, and speeds. The 
results of the existing conditions mesoscale analysis are shown in Table 3-3.  
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Table 3-3 Mesoscale Analysis Air Quality 2003 Conditions 
 

Pollutant 

Volatile Organic 
Compounds 

 (VOC) 
Carbon Monoxide 

(CO) 
Ntirogen Oxides  

(Nox) 
Particulate Matter 

(PM10) 
Amount (Kg/Day) 23.95 415.89 61.64 1.21 
 
Section 4.4.1 discusses air quality impacts. Detailed information on the air quality analysis is included in the 
Atmospheric Technical Report.11 
 

3.4.2 Noise 

A noise analysis was conducted to evaluate the change in noise characteristics from the proposed AIPC. 
The vicinity of the proposed AIPC was evaluated and noise sensitive locations were selected based upon their 
exposure to noise sources. Noise sources for the analysis included the existing aircraft flyover noise from the 
Auburn-Lewiston Municipal Airport, nearby roadways, and neighborhood specific sources such as 
commercial or industrial activity. A noise monitoring program was conducted to establish the existing sound 
levels at three receptor locations: Flight Line Drive, Hotel Road, and Kitty Hawk Avenue. The noise 
monitoring data are presented in Table 3-4.  
 
The most commonly used indicators for community noise surveys are the energy-averaged equivalent sound 
level (Leq) and the day-night averaged sound level (Ldn). This noise analysis used Ldn and Leq sound levels. 
The Leq is the steady-state sound level, which in a given period of time (typically one hour) contains the same 
acoustic energy as the time-varying (fluctuating) sound level during that same period. The Ldn noise 
indicator is a 24-hour weighted average sound level. The Ldn is derived from hourly Leq values that are 
energy-averaged and includes a nighttime penalty. The 10 dBA nighttime (10:00PM to 7:00AM) penalty is 
added to nighttime Leq values to account for increased sensitivity during these hours.  
 
 
Table 3-4 Noise Monitoring Data 
 

Monitoring Site Location 
Leq1  
(dBA) 

Ldn2 
(dBA) 

Flight Line Drive 54 52 

Hotel Road 59 57 

Kitty Hawk Avenue 61 59 
Source:  Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. 
1 Leq is the average (equivalent) sound level. 
2 Ldn is a 24-hour weighted average sound level. 
 
Section 4.4.2 discusses noise impacts. Detailed information on the noise impact analysis is described in the 
Atmospheric Technical Report.12 

 
11 Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. Atmospheric Technical Report, Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center, October 2004. 
12  Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. Atmospheric Technical Report, Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center, October 2004. 
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4 
Environmental Consequences 

and Mitigation 

This section discusses the Preferred Alternative’s potential impacts to the natural and social environment. 
Potential mitigation measures to compensate for unavoidable impacts are also discussed. 
 
The physical impacts were based upon the buildout of the Preferred Alternative depicted in Figure 2-10. 
 
As discussed at the beginning of Chapter 3, the analysis determined that there was no likelihood of 
significant impacts to a number of natural resources and social constraint categories. Therefore, these 
resources are not discussed in this chapter. Refer to Table 3-1 for that list of resources. 

4.1 Physical and Biological Environment 
This section discusses environmental consequences of the Preferred Alternative to wetlands and rare species.  
 

4.1.1 Wetlands 

Two small wetlands (approximately 0.64 and 0.07 acres in size) are immediately east of the Preferred 
Alternative as shown on Figure 2-10. The northern end of the larger, more easterly wetland extends north into 
an area that has been identified by the Airport for a possible future aviation apron, if necessary. At this time, 
however, the Airport does not plan to construct a new apron. Since the apron is not currently considered part 
of the AIPC, no direct (i.e., filling) or indirect impacts to this wetland would occur due to the AIPC. The 
smaller wetland would be immediately adjacent to the east side of a small employee parking area. This 
wetland would not be impacted. Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not result in 
the loss of wetlands. 
 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be employed during all phases of construction of the Preferred 
Alternative to prevent sedimentation and protect the adjacent wetlands. BMPs would include installing 
sediment control barriers between construction areas and the wetlands. All work would be completed 
according to the standards of the NRPA and Maine’s Stormwater Management Law. 
 
The No-Action Alternative would not affect wetlands. 
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Since construction of a new apron is not dependent on the AIPC and could potentially proceed with or 
without the AIPC, it represents a potential cumulative wetland impact (See Section 4.6). 
 

4.1.2 Threatened and Endangered Species 

At the Airport, only the mowed fields surrounding the runways provide suitable nesting habitat for the 
upland sandpiper. The majority of the Preferred Alternative site has been previously disturbed, is shrubby 
and forested in some areas, and does not include any mowed fields sufficiently large to provide nesting 
habitat for upland sandpiper. Furthermore, it abuts Flight Line Drive and Kitty Hawk Avenue. Therefore, the 
site of the Preferred Alternative does not consist of upland sandpiper habitat and does not support any 
individuals. The Preferred Alternative would not impact the species or its habitat. Since the Preferred 
Alternative site does not contain inland waterfowl/wading bird area, this habitat would not be impacted if 
the alternative were implemented. 
 
The No-Action Alternative would not affect any threatened or endangered species. 

4.2 Transportation Environment 
An analysis was done to estimate the impact that construction of the Preferred Alternative would have on 
traffic in the vicinity and to compare it to the No-Action Alternative. This section summarizes the results of 
the traffic analysis. 
 

4.2.1 Future Conditions 

Using the 2001 Maine Transportation Count Book,13 a conservative two percent historic growth rate was used 
to project the 2020 and 2030 No-Action future traffic volumes. These years are ten and twenty years from the 
estimated year of completion, which is 2010. Future conditions for traffic volumes were analyzed using the 
Middle Growth Scenario of the Intermodal Terminal Demand Forecast, which includes assumptions about 
potential developments and changes to the transportation system within the region over the next 20 years 
(up to 2021).  
 
The No-Action Alternative traffic volume networks are shown in Figures 4-1 and 4-2. In addition to the 
historic growth projections, future development in the area would also likely affect future traffic volumes. 
The traffic analysis was prepared consistent with the Intermodal Terminal Demand Forecast’s Middle-Growth 
Scenario, which was described in Section 2.1.14  The Intermodal Terminal Demand Forecast estimated the 
potential increase in passenger trips per day that would be generated by additional plane, bus, and rail 
services provided by the project within the region over the next 20 years. Assuming that 20 percent of these 
daily passenger trips would occur during the weekday-evening commuter period, an estimate of the potential 
peak hour trip generation for the Preferred Alternative was developed. Trip generation projections for the 
2020 and 2030 Middle-Growth Scenario under average and peak season conditions are shown in Table 4-1. 

 
13  Maine Department of Transportation. Traffic Volume Counts, 2001 Annual Report Data collected and published by the State of Maine Department of 

Transportation Traffic Engineering Division. December 2002. 
14  Intermodal Terminal Demand Forecast, Final Report, September 2001, Prepared for the Maine Department of Transportation and Wallace Floyd Design 

Group by Multisystems. 
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Table 4-1 Trip Generation Estimates 
 

 2020 Middle-Growth Scenario  2030 Middle –Growth Scenario 
 Total Daily Trips Total Daily Trips  Total Daily Trips Total Daily Trips 
 Average Season1 Peak Season1, 2  Average Season1 Peak Season1, 2 
      
Automobiles      
Airport Operations 181 235  200 260 
Ridesharing 76 99  76 99 
Commuter Rail to Portland (Traffic)4 376 489  388 504 
      
Buses      
Charter Buses (to meet Montreal Rail) 24 31  24 31 
Vermont Transit Service 20 26  20 26 
Hudson Bus 2 3  2 3 
Concord Trailways 6 8  6 8 
Feeder Bus to Amtrak 12 16  12 16 
      
Total Daily Vehicle Trips      

Enter 349 453  364 473 
Exit  348  453   364  473 

Total 697 906  728 946 
      
Weekday Evening Peak Hour3      

Enter 70 91  73 95 
Exit   70   91    73   95 

Total 140 182  146 190 
1 The Maine DOT publishes historical count data for urban, arterial, and recreational roadways to quantify seasonal variations during any given week of the year. 
2 Peak Season numbers were adjusted by 30% based on information provided by Multisystems, authors of the Intermodal Demand Forecast.  
3 Assumes 20% of Daily volume occurs during peak hours 
4 While the railroad is not planned for 2020, it was modeled for comparison purposes. 
 

4.2.2 Trip Distribution and Assignment 

The directional distribution of site-generated traffic is a function of population densities, available 
transportation facilities, and the existing travel patterns near the site. In consideration of these factors, the trip 
distribution of new site-generated traffic was developed using a population-based gravity model within a 
prescribed 50-mile radius using 2000 U.S. Census data. The trip assignment of site-generated traffic is shown 
in Figures 4-3 and 4-4. 
 

4.2.3 Traffic Impacts 

The new site-generated traffic volumes were assigned to the roadway network and combined with the 2020 
and 2030 No-Action traffic volumes to develop the 2020 and 2030 Preferred Alternative peak hour traffic 
volume networks shown in Figures 4-5 and 4-6. 
 
Based on the distribution of site-generated traffic, a comparison of 2030 No-Action and Preferred Alternative 
conditions of traffic volumes was conducted to quantify potential peak hour traffic increases within the study 
area. This scenario is summarized in the Traffic Analysis Technical Report (Table 3 of the report, Weekday 
Evening Peak Hour Traffic Volume Increase) and indicates an increase in peak hour traffic of 10 vehicles on 
Lewiston Junction Road, 160 vehicles on Washington Street, and 170 vehicles on Kitty Hawk Avenue. 
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Capacity analyses were conducted for the traffic study area intersections identified for both peak and average 
season conditions for the years 2003 (existing), 2020 (No-Action and Preferred Alternative), and 2030 
(No-Action and Preferred Alternative). A summary of the capacity analyses for the average and peak season 
conditions are presented in the Traffic Analysis Technical Report. The analysis of existing conditions and 
projected future traffic demands during the peak month conditions under the No-Action and Build 
conditions indicate that traffic operations at most intersections and on most approaches would not be 
impacted by the proposed AIPC project. While some specific movements operate at or above capacity and are 
projected to do so in the future, these movements would not be substantially impacted by the project-related 
traffic, if at all. These intersections would operate at or above capacity with or without the traffic associated 
with the Preferred Alternative in place. 
 
Based on a review of this analysis, there are no substantial adverse impacts at any of the Traffic Study Area 
intersections when comparing future traffic conditions with the Preferred Alternative to future conditions 
without it. 

4.3 Socioeconomics 
This section describes the environmental consequences of the Preferred Alternative on the social and 
economic environment. 
 

4.3.1 Social and Economic Environment 

Activities proposed as the Preferred Alternative are allowed under existing zoning. This zoning designation 
requires a minimum lot size of 150 feet wide and 250 feet deep and buildings may not cover more than 
40 percent of the lot. The maximum allowed building height is 75 feet. Parking and loading, landscaping, sign 
and yard requirements also apply. Since a commuter parking lot is an element of the proposed use, the 
project would meet parking requirements and landscaping must be included in at least 10 percent of the 
parking lot. Where the proposed use requires access to a railroad, yard requirements are disregarded for the 
side of the building adjacent to the track because the engineering standards for a safe and properly designed 
setback for the railroad take precedence.15 
 
The proposed AIPC would neither displace any existing housing nor disrupt any existing neighborhoods. It 
would not create changes in neighborhood cohesion for any social groups or established neighborhood 
patterns. However, it may create opportunities to improve employment, housing, and social interaction 
among currently disadvantaged social groups in the region. 
 
Since the proposed project would not displace any households or businesses, nor by itself generate new 
growth and development, there would not be measurable direct impacts on schools, recreation areas, 
churches, businesses, police, and fire protection resulting from construction of the proposed facility.  
 
General social groups that would benefit by the Preferred Alternative include the elderly, handicapped, 
non-drivers, transit-dependent, and minority and ethnic groups. By providing a central connecting point for 

 
15  City of Auburn Zoning Ordinance. 
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intercity buses, local transit buses, potential commuter or intercity rail, general aviation, and automobile 
drivers, the proposed AIPC would expand transportation options for all of these groups. 
 

4.3.2 Minorities and Low-Income Populations 

In accordance with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Population and Low Income Populations, and subsequent procedures developed by the US Department of 
Transportation, activities that have the potential to generate an effect on human health or the environment 
must include explicit consideration of whether their effects on minority and lower-income populations 
(“environmental justice” effects or impacts) are disproportionately high.  
 
Auburn has a minority population percentage approximately equal to the state as a whole. Auburn is, 
however, generally poorer than the state as a whole and is a lower-income community. The proposed project 
is not expected to result in any substantial changes in land use. It will not displace any residences or 
businesses. The noise impact analysis, summarized in Section 4.4.2, indicates that neither rail nor traffic 
operations at the Preferred Alternative are likely to cause substantial noise impacts to any sensitive receptors. 
As discussed in Section 4.4.1, the proposed AIPC will result in improved air quality. Overall, the Preferred 
Alternative is not expected to have any substantial impacts of the type that would affect human health. 
Furthermore, the Preferred Alternative would not have a disproportionately high impact on lower-income 
populations for any of the impact categories considered.  
 
FXM Associates conducted an economic study of the proposed AIPC (See Appendix D).16 The study found 
that the proposed AIPC would have a positive impact on the regional and local economy. It would provide 
jobs directly and increase employment opportunities for Auburn residents by improving access to the 
Portland job market. The proposed AIPC would likely increase retail sales and increase tax revenues for 
Auburn. For these reasons, the proposed AIPC may have a minor, positive impact on the economically 
disadvantaged population in Auburn. 
 
The No-Action Alternative would not adversely impact or benefit lower-income populations. 

4.4 Atmospheric Environment 
This section describes the environmental consequences of the Preferred Alternative on the atmospheric 
environment. 
 

4.4.1 Air Quality 

This area is designated as an attainment area for all pollutants. The air quality analysis included a microscale 
and a mesoscale analysis that evaluated the impacts of the new site-generated automobiles, buses, and trains. 
These analyses were conducted for the existing and future year conditions (2003, 2010, and 2030) to 

 
16  Auburn/Lewiston Passenger Intermodal Terminal, Technical Memorandum EA-1. From FXM Associates, to Wallace Floyd Design Group, April 3, 2003. 

See Appendix D. 
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demonstrate that the proposed project complies with the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) and the 
Maine State Implementation Plan (SIP) criteria. 
 
The results of the microscale analysis demonstrate that the proposed project satisfies the SIP criteria for CO 
because all the future CO concentrations (both 1- and 8-hour values) are well below the NAAQS of 35 and 
9 ppm, respectively. For example, the 2010 Build CO levels for the 1-hour analysis ranged from 3.8 ppm (Kitty 
Hawk Avenue at Flight Line Drive) to 7.9 ppm (I-95 ramps at Route 202). The corresponding existing 8-hour 
CO concentrations, which are calculated based on 1-hour concentrations by applying a 0.7 persistence factor, 
ranged from 2.7 to 5.5 ppm.  
 
The regional air quality impacts of the proposed AIPC project have been included in Maine’s Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP). The TIP has been developed to ensure that air quality impacts comply with the 
CAAA and SIP. The TIP would be revised, as necessary, to address the conformity requirements resulting 
from EPA’s legal actions related to the ozone standard.  
 
A mesoscale analysis was performed to calculate the proposed project’s local and regional emission impacts. 
The mesoscale analysis evaluated the change in study area daily (24-hour period) nitrogen oxides (NOx), 
volatile organic compounds (VOC), and particulate matter (PM10) emissions due to the Preferred Alternative. 
The local emissions analysis calculated the impact of the local connection and the regional emissions analysis 
calculated the impact of the connection to the Portland Transportation Center. The total pollutants emitted by 
trains, buses, and vehicles affected by the Preferred Alternative were calculated. The Preferred Alternative for 
both results in an increase of approximately 575 vehicle miles of travel (VMT) per day in 2010 (primarily due 
to increased bus and train travel) and a decrease of approximately 4,350 VMT  per day in 2030 (primarily due 
to an increase in bus and train ridership). Table 4-2 presents the local pollutant emissions for the 2003 
existing, 2010, and 2030 No-Action and Preferred Alternative conditions while Table 4-3 presents the regional 
pollutant emission. These tables also illustrate the change in pollutant emissions between the No-Action 
Alternative and the Preferred Alternative. 
 
 
Table 4-2 Mesoscale Analysis Results (kg/day) – Local Emissions 
 

Pollutant 
2003  

Existing 
2010  

No-Action 

2010  
Preferred  

Alternative1 Change2 
2030 

No-Action 

2030 
Preferred 

Alternative1 Change2 
VOC 23.95 14.50 15.00 0.50 8.59 7.10 (1.49) 
CO 415.88 236.29 234.06 (2.23) 209.59 171.24 (38.35) 

NOX 61.64 33.31 37.62 4.32 10.13 10.12 (0.01) 

PM10 1.21 0.90 1.0 0.10 0.77 6.89 6.12 
1 All build scenarios include train emissions, site generated buses, other site generated traffic, and No-Action traffic. 
2 A number in parenthesis indicates a net reduction for this pollutant. 
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Table 4-3 Mesoscale Analysis Results (kg/day) – Regional Emissions 
 

Pollutant 
2003  

Existing 
2010  

No-Action 

2010  
Preferred  

Alternative1 Change2 
2030 

No-Action 

2030 
 Preferred  

Alternative1 Change2 
VOC 23.95 14.50 26.23 11.73 8.59 18.34 9.74 
CO 415.88 236.29 267.80 31.51 209.59 204.98 (4.61) 
NOX 61.64 33.31 249.33 216.02 10.13 221.83 211.69 

PM10 1.21 0.90 6.04 5.14 0.77 5.73 4.96 
1 All build scenarios include train emissions, site generated buses, other site generated traffic, and No-Action traffic. 
2 A number in parenthesis indicates a net reduction for this pollutant. 
 
The air quality study demonstrates that the Preferred Alternative would comply with the Maine SIP because: 
 

 No new violation of the NAAQS would be created; 
 No increase in the frequency or severity of any existing violations would occur; and 
 No delay in attainment of any NAAQS would result. 

 
The Preferred Alternative would provide a minor, local beneficial impact to air quality.  
 
Regional emissions would increase under the Preferred Alternative. The predominant sources of regional 
pollution impacts anticipated from the proposed project are emissions resulting in the increase in travel from 
rail service. The rail service would offset the emissions benefit on a regional level. 
 
The No-Action Alternative would not generate any air quality impacts.  
 

4.4.2 Noise 

A noise analysis evaluated the change in noise characteristics from the Preferred Alternative. The passenger 
rail noise analysis identified potential noise impacts by comparing the existing sound levels to projected 
future sound levels. Existing sound levels were based upon the noise monitoring program described in 
Section 3.4.2. The future rail sound levels were calculated using the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) 
rail spreadsheet model. The existing and future traffic sound levels at receptor locations were calculated 
using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM). The FTA guidelines were 
used to evaluate possible impacts associated with and along the new rail spur from the SLR to the proposed 
AIPC. The FHWA criteria were used to evaluate impacts from increases in motor vehicle traffic volumes 
attributable to the project. 
 
The noise analysis evaluated the potential noise impacts from the passenger rail operations of one trip during 
the peak hour traveling along the proposed spur from the SLR to the proposed AIPC. There are no residential 
receptors along the proposed spur that would be affected by the proposed rail activity. The noise analysis 
calculated the distance from the rail tracks to where noise impacts would occur. To avoid new noise impacts 
along the proposed spur, any potential future residential development should be built farther than 80 feet 
away from the rail track.  
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The noise analysis also evaluated the potential noise impacts along Kitty Hawk Avenue and near the 
Preferred Alternative from project-related traffic during the peak period. The nearest sensitive receptor 
locations were residences at the intersection of Kitty Hawk Avenue and Hotel Road. Table 4-4 presents the 
results of the noise analysis (calculated using the TNM), which demonstrates there would be no noise impacts 
from traffic generated by the Preferred Alternative because future noise levels would be less than the FHWA 
criterion.17 The State of Maine, Department of Transportation’s Highway Traffic Noise Policy incorporates the 
FHWA noise regulation criteria.18 
 
 
Table 4-4 Predicted Sound Levels (Leq) 
 

Receptor Existing 
2030  

No-Action 

2030  
Preferred 

Alternative 
FHWA  
Criteria 

Intersection  of  Kitty Hawk Avenue and Hotel Road  - Residence 62 64 64 67 

Proposed AICP – Flight Line Drive 56 58 58 67 

 
The No Action Alternative would not generate any noise impacts. 

4.5 Construction Impacts 
As required by FAA Order 1050.1E, this section discusses proposed project related construction activities and 
mitigation and minimization measures proposed to reduce environmental impacts during the construction of 
the Preferred Alternative. This alternative would incorporate project specifications in accordance with the 
provisions of Advisory Circular 150/5370-10B, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports. 
 

4.5.1 Construction Activities 

Construction would include clearing and grading the site; preparing the site for construction; incorporating 
utilities into infrastructure or utility corridors; and constructing the automobile parking lot, terminal 
building, the bus parking area, and the train platform.  
 

4.5.2 Construction Impacts and Minimization 
Activities 

Resources that may be affected during construction of the Preferred Alternative include surface transportation, air 
quality, and noise. The social environment, wetlands, threatened and endangered species, and other resources are 

 
17  The FHWA has established noise abatement criteria to help protect the public health and welfare from excessive vehicle traffic noise. Traffic noise can 

adversely affect human activities such as communication. Recognizing that different areas are sensitive to noise in different ways, the FHWA has 
established Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) according to land use. The criterion chosen was the noise level of Activity Category B with an exterior 
Leq(h) of 67. Leq(h) is an energy averaged, one hour, A weighted sound level in decibels (dBA). This activity level is typically associated with picnic 
areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals. 

18  Maine Department of Transportation. 1998. Highway Traffic Noise Policy. http://mainegov-images.informe.org/mdot-stage/planning-process-
programs/documents/NoisePolicyrevised.pdf. November 2001. Accessed June 8, 2006. 
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not expected to be affected by short-term construction. The sections below describe the construction impacts and 
the proposed project related minimization and mitigation measures for each potentially impacted resource. 

4.5.2.1 Surface Transportation 

Some traffic delay may occur during construction of the parking lot entrances along Kitty Hawk Avenue and 
Flight Line Drive. Construction vehicles would use these roads for access to the Study Area under the 
Preferred Alternative. Truck traffic would be generated during construction activities due to the importation 
of construction materials. Trucks would be on-site during the day so most truck traffic would occur outside 
the typical peak commuting hours when traffic is greatest. 
 
These impacts would affect only the immediate vicinity of the construction site and access routes. These 
impacts would be short term and would not constitute a substantial adverse impact. 

4.5.2.2 Air Quality 

Construction of the proposed AIPC may result in emissions of NOx, sulfur oxides (Sox), CO, VOC, and PM10. 
Emissions produced during the construction phase are short-term and are not considered substantial. 
Fugitive dust emissions are proportional to the amount of earth being moved and the length and speed of 
travel on unpaved roads. Any impact from fugitive dust particles would be of short duration and localized 
because these particles are quite large in size and fall out close to the sources of generation. 
 
To minimize dust generation, using water trucks to disperse water over construction areas for compaction in work 
areas and as a dust retardant; cleaning paved roadways; managing traffic to reduce traffic interruptions, reduce lane 
closings, reduce route detours; and to minimize use of unpaved roadways; and scheduling construction to reduce 
the amount of time that the ground is left unpaved. These mitigation measures would be evaluated and finalized 
during final design to determine the mitigation measures to be included in construction contract documents. 

4.5.2.3 Noise 

The Preferred Alternative would produce project-related construction noise that would be short term in duration. Every 
reasonable attempt would be made to minimize construction noise impacts. Construction noise control is accomplished 
by the use of quiet equipment and procedures. Noise guidelines would be incorporated into the construction 
documents and shall be in conformance with local, state, and federal statutes. Specific noise control measures would be 
reviewed during detailed engineering design and are negotiated as part of the construction permitting process. Noise 
specifications would be enforced through a program of field inspection and compliance review. 
 

4.5.3 Regulatory Context 

Local and state ordinances and regulations address the impacts of construction activities including dust and noise 
from construction and heavy equipment traffic. Many of the specific types of impacts that could occur and permits 
or certificates that may be required are covered in the description of other appropriate impact categories. 



Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center 
NH 7903(00)E 
Environmental Assessment 
November2006 

 4-16 Environmental Consequences 

4.6 Secondary (Indirect) and Cumulative 
Impacts  

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and FHWA/FTA NEPA regulations require that agencies 
evaluate human and environmental resource consequences that occur in areas beyond the immediate influence 
of a Proposed Action’s footprint and at some time in the past and foreseeable future. The CEQ regulations refer 
to these consequences as secondary and cumulative impacts.19 This section examines the potential secondary 
and cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action. 
 

4.6.1 Potential Secondary (Indirect) Impacts 

Secondary impacts are reasonably foreseeable consequences to the environment caused by a Proposed Action 
but occur either in the future or in the vicinity of the project’s direct impacts. Secondary impacts would be those 
induced by the Proposed Action’s development, such as impacts caused by changes in infrastructure or shifts in 
population. These types of impacts include induced residential or commercial growth. These impacts are often 
not as apparent because the impacts are somewhat removed from the Proposed Action in time or distance. 
 
Environmental guidance addresses how to evaluate secondary impacts. FHWA’s guidance20 discusses how to 
evaluate these types of impacts through asking several questions regarding the type of a project and its 
likelihood of implementation.21 If the answers to the following three questions are positive, then secondary 
impacts are probable and should be evaluated. 
 

 Are impacts likely to occur? 
 Can impacts be sufficiently described and specified now to allow for useful evaluation? 
 If impacts are not evaluated now, will future evaluation of impacts be irrelevant because an agency will 

be irreversibly committed to a project or because the progress of future events is inevitable? 
 
The property surrounding the Study Area is designated as Industrial by the City of Auburn’s Planning 
Department. This zoning designation permits uses including manufacturing, financial institutions, office 
buildings, commercial businesses, retail stores, and restaurants. Under the Proposed Action, commuters that 
access the AIPC would exit I-95 and travel approximately 1.5 miles along Kitty Hawk Avenue. It is likely that 
the route from the interchange to the AIPC would be developed as businesses along the roadside. 
Commercial and other businesses that cater to travelers may attempt to locate along this corridor to attract 
business from commuters. Approximately 0.5 miles of the undeveloped roadside area of this route is owned 
by the Auburn-Lewiston Municipal Airport (Airport) on the road’s north side. Kitty Hawk Avenue is 
partially developed in other spots along this stretch. Other ownership along the road is unknown and 
therefore, the amount of developable area along this stretch is unknown. It is probable that these roadside 
areas would be developed but in a limited way due to building restrictions around airports, industrial areas, 
and property ownership. Development would result in a minor loss of vegetation and potential minor 
impacts to traffic along Kitty Hawk Avenue, but may add several jobs to the area. Potential secondary 

 
19  Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transportation. Memorandum. Position Paper on Secondary and Cumulative Impact Assessment. 

August 1992. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/2_c_imp.htm. 
20  Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transportation. Memorandum. Position Paper on Secondary and Cumulative Impact Assessment. 

August 1992. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/2_c_imp.htm. 
21  Council on Environmental Quality. Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act. 1997. 
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development could include constructing an airport apron adjacent to the Terminal Building of the Preferred 
Alternative. The apron, as shown in the conceptual design, would impact wetlands. 
 
The Preferred Alternative may encourage more rapid development of new housing in the surrounding area 
and increase housing values in nearby neighborhoods. The amount of new jobs created by the AIPC facility, 
however, would not create a substantive change in the economic characteristics of the City of Auburn. 
 
Nearby vacant parcels, such as in the Airport Industrial Park, could become attractive sites for hotel and 
office development over time. Increased industrial and commercial development around the terminal may 
lead to additional residential development in the surrounding area. 
 

4.6.2 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless 
of what agency or person undertakes such actions.”22 CEQ regulations establish methods for analyzing the 
cumulative effects of a Proposed Action.23 FHWA has developed guidance based on CEQ’s regulations and 
the FHWA’s Interim Guidance memorandum was also used to analyze these impacts.24 These documents 
establish a process that includes identifying a study area, time frame, the resources that are present and 
affected, and the effect of past and reasonably foreseeable actions. In order to ensure an adequate review of 
cumulative impacts, FHWA guidance suggests addressing these questions. 

 
 What is the geographic area affected by the project? 
 What are the resources affected by the project? 
 What are other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions that have impacted these resources? 
 What were those resources? 
 What is the overall impact on these various resources from the accumulation of the actions? 

 
This EA considers the potential for the Proposed Action, in the context of recent or anticipated projects, to 
affect the natural and human environment. The analysis of cumulative impacts is conducted in order to 
determine whether the combination of the project’s impacts with other impacts would result in a serious 
deterioration of environmental functions. This section examines the cumulative impacts of the Proposed 
Action, with attention to those resource categories for which cumulative impacts can reasonably be assessed: 
air quality, noise, wetlands, threatened and endangered species, and surface transportation. 

4.6.2.1 Study Area 

The area identified for the analysis of cumulative impacts includes all direct, physical impacts to the project 
site (approximately 8.5 acres) and the activities that have occurred or will occur in the larger Study Area. The 
Study Area is approximately 388 acres and includes the Auburn-Lewiston Airpark, a portion of the Airport, 
the Auburn Intermodal Freight Transfer Facility, and other developed and undeveloped industrial-zoned 

 
22  40 CFR Section 1508.7. 
23  Council on Environmental Quality. January 1997. Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act. 
24  Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transportation. 2003. Environmental Guidebook. Questions and Answers Regarding Consideration of 

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts in the NEPA Process. January 2003. 
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land. Therefore, activities that have or would occur related to these entities, including transportation 
improvements in the immediate vicinity, are considered as part of the affected geographic area.  

4.6.2.2 Time Frame 

Activities that have already occurred, are currently underway, or that are reasonably foreseeable even with 
some uncertainty, will be evaluated for their cumulative impacts. Cumulative actions are considered since the 
construction and start of operations at the Airport in 1935. Foreseeable future actions analyzed in this section are 
those that are already planned but have yet to occur and actions that may potentially occur before the update of 
The Maine Department of Transportation’s (MaineDOT) Six-Year Transportation Improvement Plan 2004-2009 25 

(Transportation Improvement Plan), and the Airport’s upcoming projects (currently planned through 2011). The 
MaineDOT Transportation Improvement Plan discusses projects in progress and others that may be 
implemented during the planning period. The Airport is currently completing its Master Plan Update so 
information regarding future development plans was obtained from the Airport Manager for this analysis.   

4.6.2.3 Past and Current Actions 

Past and current projects in the vicinity of the Study Area are managed by MaineDOT, private developers, 
and the Airport. 

MaineDOT 

Projects considered are derived from the MaineDOT’s current project list and its Transportation 
Improvement Plan. This plan lists major transportation policy initiatives and capital improvement projects 
that MaineDOT anticipates initiating before 2010. 
 
Improvement Projects in the Maine Transportation Improvement Plan. The current State Transportation 
Improvement Plan proposes to improve road conditions in 35 areas and replace or rehabilitate 25 bridges in 
Androscoggin County. No road or bridge projects are within the vicinity of the Study Area. Other projects 
already underway and not included in the Six-Year Plan include four street and bridge projects: Center Street 
Overpass, Highway Reconstruction of Minot Avenue, Riverside Bridge, and Russell Street. These projects are 
not located within the Study Area or within its vicinity. 
Passenger Transportation Projects. These types of projects are defined in the improvement plan as projects 
that will promote an integrated passenger transportation system and help reduce the State’s dependency on 
private automobiles. The types of projects include aviation, rail, bicycle/pedestrian, and transit. Projects that 
would affect the Study Area include Airport projects, discussed below in a separate section. 
 
Auburn Intermodal Freight Transfer Facility. The Intermodal Freight Transfer Facility is in the Study Area, 
on Lewiston Junction Road. This transfer facility moves containers between rail and trucks and uses the 
St. Lawrence & Atlantic Railroad. 
 
SLR Passenger Railroad Spur. The passenger railroad spur would provide passenger service to the proposed 
AIPC. The St. Lawrence & Atlantic Railroad (SLR) system would construct a spur to the AIPC from its current 

 
25 Maine Department of Transportation (MaineDOT). 2004. Six-Year Transportation Improvement Plan, Fiscal Years 2004-2009. Prepared by the 

MaineDOT, Bureau of Planning. 
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line that runs parallel to Kitty Hawk Avenue, adjacent to the project area. Adding rail service to the area 
would reduce the amount of automobile commuter traffic in the region. 
 
Portland North Rail Connection. The Northern New England Rail Passenger Authority is evaluating 
alternatives for the development of a local passenger rail service in the North I-95 corridor of Portland, 
Maine. Rail designs would include providing service to Auburn, Brunswick, and Yarmouth. Adding rail 
service to the area would reduce the amount of automobile commuter traffic in the region. 
 
Airport 
Airport operations started in 1935. The Airport first supported recreational flying and later took on 
commercial airline service. The Airport has two runways, a Fixed Based Operator, a terminal with a 
restaurant, and other passenger amenities. While several improvement projects are planned for the future, the 
Airport is currently engaged in one project. The Airport is in the process of updating its Master Plan. 
 
Land/Easement Acquisition with Obstruction Removal/Lighting. This project involves the identification 
and eradication of hazards to air navigation (such as terrain and natural or man-made objects) at the Airport. 
Activities include negotiation of aviation easements, land acquisition, installation of hazard beacons, and 
removal of trees. The purpose of these actions is to protect the navigable airspace surrounding the Airport 
and enable the implementation of future airport development plans. The remaining task of this project is a 
final property purchase. 
 
Adjacent Development  
The Auburn Lewiston Airpark is located near the AIPC and the rail line (SLR) that serves the Auburn 
Intermodal Freight Transfer Facility. 
 
Auburn Lewiston Airpark. The Auburn-Lewiston Airpark is located within the Study Area and includes 
businesses such as industrial and commercial enterprises. Several businesses operate out of the Airpark but 
there is no active construction or development on-site. 

4.6.2.4 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Reasonably foreseeable future actions are those that are currently planned within the time frame identified or 
within the vicinity of the Study Area, even for which there is some uncertainty. 
 
The middle-growth scenario determined by MaineDOT and the PAC to be the most appropriate for the 
purpose of developing potential usage of the AIPC proposed the eventual relocation of the I-95 Exit 75 to 
Kitty Hawk Road.  

Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) 

MTA has one project in the area planned for the future.  
 
Lewiston-Auburn Downtown Connector/Turnpike Interchange. MTA is planning an interchange 
improvement project near the Study Area. A feasibility study was conducted to evaluate interchange 
alternatives between Exits 75 and 80 on the Maine Turnpike (I-95) to improve transportation connections and 
address future congestion and safety issues in key transportation corridors. Phase II of the planning will 
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commence in 2006. Exit 75 is the exit that commuters would use to access the AIPC. It is reasonable to assume 
the interchange project would occur in the foreseeable future. 

Airport 

The Airport has several projects proposed that are waiting for funding or that are planned within the next 
five years.  
 
Itinerant Apron and Parallel Taxiway Project. The itinerant apron is east of the terminal building, which is in 
the Study Area. This apron is used by charter and corporate aircraft. The project will grind off the old 
pavement, supplement the underlying material as needed, repave the surface, and place new pavement 
markings. The Parallel Taxiway project would construct a parallel taxiway for Runway 4-22. Preparation of 
the Environmental Assessment and taxiway design is planned to start in 2007. 
 
Rehabilitate East Apron and Expand East Apron. The east apron serves approximately 20 based aircraft and 
serves a fixed base operator who repairs and maintains aircraft for its customers who include a number of 
single and multi-engine aircraft. The base material underlying the asphalt is eroding, leaving the pavement 
unsupported and this encourages potholes. The project would grind off the old pavement, improve the 
underlying materials, improve drainage, place a new asphalt surface, and mark the pavement to show aircraft 
travel routes. The expansion would provide additional aircraft tiedown spaces and provide space for future 
hangar construction. 
 
Runway Extension. This project would extend Runway 4-22 by 1,000 feet in length (approximately 500 feet 
on each end). 
 
Master Plan Activities. Preparation of the Master Plan Update is not complete. The foreseeable Airport 
projects previously describe would be included in that plan. Other activities included in the Update are 
maintenance projects. 

Adjacent Development 

Adjacent development includes the development of an Auburn Industrial Park. 
 
Auburn Industrial Park. A new industrial park is proposed for development in 2006.26 A portion of the 
78-acre parcel is within the Study Area, south of Kitty Hawk Avenue and across the road from the proposed 
AIPC site. The park would have direct rail access and is located in the Foreign Trade Zone #263 (a 
development zone that allows qualifying companies to save money conducting international trade by either 
eliminating or deferring the payment of tariffs) and a Pine Tree Development Zone (this zoning designation 
uses a combination of tax incentives to spur economic development in targeted areas of the state). An 
industrial park would increase the amount of commercial and industrial development in the area. 

 
26  Lewiston Auburn Economic Growth Council. Locating Your Business. http://www.economicgrowth.org/html/locating-biz.html. 2000. 
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4.6.2.5 Resource Impacts 

Resource impacts include the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the effects of past, 
current, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative impacts are summarized in Table 4-5. 

Noise 

Past actions that affect noise include the development of the Airport (noise from flights) and industrial 
activities in the Study Area. The Proposed Action would contribute noise during its construction but there are 
limited residential receptors in the Study Area. These noises would be short in duration and intermittent. 
Future development may include industries in the area that create noise during operating hours if a 
particular business involves manufacturing or the use of loud equipment. 

Air Quality 

Past actions that affect air quality include the development of the Airport and its resulting aircraft emissions 
and activities due to the industrial park in the Study Area. The Proposed Action would contribute additional 
air pollution from trains and buses operating in the area, however, the passenger center would offset these 
emissions with the reduction of emissions from private automobiles in the region. The Proposed Action 
would be in compliance with Maine air quality standards. Air quality may be impacted by future expansion 
of the airport but Airport emissions will be regulated according to appropriate federal and local standards.  

Threatened and Endangered Species 

The Proposed Action would not impact any potential or known habitat or individuals of the upland sandpiper. 
Other development in the area could contribute to additional loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat, however 
correspondence with the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife stated that upland sandpiper 
habitat is limited to the Airport property. Therefore, expansion activities at the Airport would likely impact 
habitat of the upland sandpiper and the Airport would be required to consult with the Maine Department of 
Inland Fisheries & Wildlife. The Proposed Action would result in a loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat 
associated with grassy and forested areas.  
 
If the Airport were to construct an aviation apron in the future, it could affect up to approximately 
2,000 square feet of forested wetland. This wetland does not contain inland waterfowl/wading bird habitat, 
so no state significant wildlife habitat would be affected. 

Wetlands  

Past actions impacted wetlands on the Airport and in the surrounding area due to development of the Airport, 
industrial airpark, and the intermodal freight facility. The amount of wetland impact is unknown. The 
Proposed Action would not impact wetlands. Foreseeable actions such as the proposed runway extension and 
apron expansion would likely disturb wetlands. If the airport were to construct an aviation apron in the future, 
it could affect approximately 2,000 square feet of wetland. Other development in the area such as the Auburn 
Industrial Park may contribute to the additional loss of wetlands; however, the extent of wetlands in those areas 
is unknown. Any impact to wetlands would be regulated according to the federal Clean Water Act and any 
local or state regulations. 
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Socioeconomics 

Construction of the AIPC is likely to facilitate development within its immediate vicinity including along 
Kitty Hawk Avenue and in the Airport Industrial Park. Several vacant parcels in the Airport Industrial Park 
abut the proposed terminal site and could become attractive sites for hotel and office development over time. 
Increased industrial and commercial development around the terminal may lead to additional residential 
development in the surrounding area. 
 
Any new development would bring new tax revenues to the affected communities and require public 
services such as water, sewer, schools, social services, and police and fire protection. Improved access to 
nearby communities may result in expanded employment opportunities to the region. 

Transportation Environment 

Past, current, and future road improvement projects would improve road conditions in the vicinity of the 
project area. Under the Proposed Action, commuters travel off the I-95 to access the AIPC, which would not 
have any substantial adverse impacts at any of the intersections studied. The future interchange projects may 
improve traffic conditions by improving the transition between the interstate and Kitty Hawk Avenue.27  
 
The Airport’s runway and apron expansions may increase air traffic, the number of airplanes that use the 
airport as their base, and other airport activity.  
 
Implementing passenger rail use as part of the Portland North Rail Connection project is anticipated to 
improve traffic flow on I-95.  

4.6.2.6 Summary 

This analysis shows that the Proposed Action would not result in substantial adverse cumulative impacts 
when considered in the context of past and anticipated future actions. 

 
27  Wilbur Smith Associates. Lewiston-Auburn Downtown Connector/Turnpike Interchange Feasibility Study Final Report. Prepared for the Androscoggin 

Transportation Resource Center. March 2005. 
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Table 4-5 Cumulative Impacts 
 

 Past Actions 
Cumulative Impacts of Other 
Planned Actions Impacts of Proposed Action 

Noise Airport development and its 
resulting noise from flights, 
and industrial activities in the 
Study Area.  

Impacts would result from new 
industries that create noise 
during operating hours if a 
particular business involves 
manufacturing or the use of loud 
equipment. 

The Proposed Action would 
contribute noise during its 
construction. Secondary impacts 
would contribute additional noise 
from trains and buses operating at 
AIPC. Noises would be short in 
duration and intermittent. 

Air Quality Development of the Airport 
and its resulting aircraft 
emissions and industrial 
activities in the Study Area.  

Short-term construction air 
emissions. Air quality impacts 
may be impacted by future 
expansion of the airport. 

The Proposed Action would result in 
air pollution from trains and buses 
operating at AIPC, however, this 
would be offset by the reduction of 
emissions from private automobiles 
in the region. The Proposed Action 
would be in compliance with Maine 
air quality standards. 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Impacts to the habitat of a 
state-listed species, the upland 
sandpiper.  

Other development in the area 
could create additional loss of 
vegetation and wildlife habitat. 
Correspondence with Maine 
Department of Inland Fisheries 
and Wildlife said that upland 
sandpiper habitat is limited to the 
Airport property. Airport 
expansion activities would likely 
impact habitat of the species. 

The Proposed Action would not 
impact any individuals or potential 
or known habitat of this species. 
Secondary impacts include 
potential loss of habitat around, but 
not including upland sandpiper 
habitat. The Proposed Action would 
result in a loss of vegetation and 
wildlife habitat associated with 
grassy and forested areas. 

Wetlands Wetlands were likely impacted 
due to the development of the 
Airport, industrial airpark, and 
the intermodal freight facility.  

Proposed airport expansion 
(runway extension and apron 
expansion) would disturb 
wetlands. Other development 
such as the Auburn Industrial 
Park may contribute to the 
additional loss of wetlands, 
however, the extent of wetlands 
in those areas are unknown. 

The Proposed Action would not 
impact wetlands.  

Transportation 
Environment 

Past road improvement 
projects have improved road 
conditions in the vicinity. The 
future interchange project may 
improve traffic conditions by 
improving the transition 
between the interstate and 
Kitty Hawk Avenue. 

Current and future road 
improvement projects would 
improve road conditions in the 
vicinity of the project area. 

The Proposed Action would alter 
traffic patterns, bringing commuters 
off of the I-95 to access the AIPC, 
which would not have any substantial 
adverse impacts at any of the 
intersections studied. Secondary 
effects may include changes in traffic 
patterns due to roadside 
development include more traffic in 
the area, at the passenger center, 
and at the airport. 
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5 
Coordination and Consultation 

5.1 Federal, State, and Local Agency 
Coordination 

NEPA regulations require the solicitation of views of other state and federal agencies during the preparation 
of an EA, and also require that agencies provide for early and continuing opportunities for the public to be 
involved in the identification of social, economic, and environmental impacts. This chapter summarizes the 
coordination with regulatory and other governmental agencies. 
 
Appendix A contains agency correspondence. Appendix B contains copies of meeting notes, meeting 
announcements, handouts, etc. that are pertinent to MaineDOT and the public consultation process for this 
study. 
 

5.1.1 Scoping 

The FHWA and MaineDOT solicited the input of other state and federal agencies through interagency 
meetings and correspondence during the initial scoping process. 
 

5.1.2 Interagency Coordination 

The Study Team coordinated with federal and state agencies to obtain information on environmental 
conditions, review potential impacts, and obtain agency input. These agencies included the Maine 
Department of Conservation (MDOC), Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIF&W), 
Maine State Planning Office (SPO), Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC), and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS). The responses from the MDOC, MDIF&W, and USFWS are included in 
Appendix A.  
 
MaineDOT also presented information regarding the screening process and selection of the Preferred 
Alternative at its Interagency Coordination Meeting on November 12, 2002. The purpose of the meeting was 
to provide a project overview, present outcomes of the public scoping meeting, present a draft Purpose and 
Need Statement, and receive agency feedback. The only comment from attendees was from the MHPC stating 
that Option 5 was the only Option that received an archaeological review. Later correspondence from MHPC 
determined that the Preferred Alternative would result in No Effect to historic resources. 
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5.2 Public Involvement 
Public involvement for the project included public information meetings and on-going coordination with 
local communities and organizations. 
 

5.2.1 Public Information Meetings 

On October 28, 2002, MaineDOT held a Public Informational Meeting to seek public comments regarding the 
preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) and possible Section 4(f) Evaluation (if warranted) for the 
AIPC. At this meeting, MaineDOT presented the project Purpose and Need and possible alternative locations, 
and discussed issues of including transportation, environmental, and economic topics. Notes from this 
meeting are included in Appendix B. Members of the public inquired about proposed site locations, 
intermodal travel, traffic, and infrastructure needs. 
 
Once this EA is published, a public hearing will be held. 
 

5.2.2 Coordination with Communities and 
Organizations 

MaineDOT has coordinated with the local communities and local organizations throughout the study to 
obtain information concerning existing conditions as well as transportation and economic needs, and to 
obtain input on the alternatives screening process. As discussed in Chapter 2, MaineDOT worked with a PAC 
composed of municipal representatives and other project stakeholders throughout the project’s development. 
The PAC assisted in developing a design for the facility based upon the anticipated number of users of each 
of the travel modes. 
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6 
Preparers 

6.1 Federal Highway Administration 
Mark Hasselman 
Mr. Hasselmann is the Right-of-Way and Environment Program Manager for the Maine Division of FHWA 
and has over 15 years professional experience. Mr. Hasselmann provided the study team procedural 
guidance and technical advice to assure compliance of the environmental analysis with federal requirements. 
He has a B.S. in Environmental Science. 

6.2 Federal Transit Administration 
Peter Butler 
Mr. Butler is the Director, Planning and Program Development for the Federal Transit Administration. He 
reviewed the EA for the FTA to ensure the document’s compliance with FTA regulations. 

6.3 Maine Department of Transportation 
Richard Bostwick 
Mr. Bostwick is Supervisor of Field Studies for MDOT. He has 19 years of experience in the review of 
transportation-related environmental and NEPA documents. Mr. Bostwick has a B.S. in Biology from Mount 
Allison University. Mr. Bostwick reviewed the Natural Resources sections of this Environmental Assessment. 
 
Raymond Faucher, P.E. 
Mr. Faucher is the Manager of the NEPA Compliance Feasibility Studies in the MaineDOT’s Planning 
Division and has extensive experience in managing NEPA studies throughout the State of Maine for the 
MaineDOT. Mr. Faucher served as a NEPA advisor and reviewer for the Auburn Intermodal Passenger 
Center Project. He received an A.S. in Civil Engineering from the University of Maine and is a registered 
Professional Engineer in the State of Maine. 
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Judith Lindsey  
Ms. Lindsey is an Environmental Planner and Community Impact Assessment specialist within the Planning 
Division, NEPA Compliance Feasibility Studies. Ms. Lindsey has been with MaineDOT for 27 years. She 
received a B.S. in Environmental Planning from Unity College. 
 
Tracy C. Perez 
Tracy C. Perez is a Policy Specialist for the Office of Passenger Transportation where she is project manager 
for numerous rail, marine, and intermodal projects. Prior to joining OPT in 1996, Ms. Perez was a public 
transportation planner for the Bureau of Planning. Previous work experience includes serving as the 
Executive Director for the Maine Transit Association, transit planner for the Great Portland Council of 
Governments and Land Use Planner with the Office of Comprehensive Planning, Department of Economic 
and Community Development. 
 
Anna Price 
Ms. Price is a Transportation Planning Specialist in the Office of Passenger Transportation. Ms. Price is a 
Transportation Planner with a background in environmental regulation and land use planning. Ms. Price’s 
area of expertise is in air quality and noise analysis. She has experience with project management and the 
coordination of a variety of NEPA documents, including Environmental Impact Statements, Environmental 
Assessments and Categorical Exclusion. She has a B.S in Environmental Policy Analysis and Planning from 
the University of California, Davis. Ms. Price was responsible for managing and coordinating the consultant 
and project activities for the Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center Project. 
 
Ronald Roy 
Mr. Roy is the Director of the Office of Passenger Transportation. Mr. Roy is responsible for reviewing the rail 
operation aspects of the proposed project. 
 
Duane A. Scott 
Mr. Scott is Program Manager of Environmental Coordination and Analysis for MaineDOT. For the Auburn 
Intermodal Passenger Center, he served as a reviewer of the air quality aspect of the proposed project. 

6.4 Wallace Floyd Design Group 
Leonard Bertaux  
Leonard Bertaux has over 20 years of experience in the design of transportation, educational, institutional, 
municipal, commercial, and residential facilities including adaptive reuse/renovation projects. Mr. Bertaux 
coordinated and contributed to the design of the Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center Project. 
 
Monish Krishna 
Monish Krishna has over 5 years of experience in the design of transportation projects, both in the United 
States and overseas. Mr. Krishna has been involved with significant transportation design projects 
responsible for feasibility studies, schematic design, design development, construction documents and 
construction administration. Mr. Krishna coordinated and contributed to the design of the Auburn 
Intermodal Passenger Center Project 
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6.5 Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. 
David Hewett  
David Hewett was the Project Manager in VHB’s Environmental Division for this project. Mr. Hewett 
Received a B.A. degree in Biology from Middlebury College and has seventeen years of experience. Mr. 
Hewett was responsible for overall coordination of the document. 
 
Lisa A. Standley 
Dr. Lisa Standley served as the Chief Scientist for this project. She is a senior scientist with management 
experience in the environmental analysis of major transportation improvement projects. Dr. Standley had 
primary responsibility for the supervision, coordination, preparation, and review of the EA. She received a 
B.S. and M.S. in Biology from Cornell University, and a Ph.D. from the University of Washington. 
 
Susan Nichols  
Susan Nichols is an Environmental Planner with more than five years of experience working with 
environmental regulations and permitting projects. Ms. Nichols received a B.A. degree in Biology from 
Connecticut College. She assisted in the overall preparation of the EA.  
 
Jennifer Hogan 
Jennifer Hogan is a Senior Environmental Planner with six years of experience working with environmental 
regulations, including the National Environmental Policy Act. Ms. Hogan received a B.S. degree in 
Agricultural and Biological Engineering from Cornell University and a M.A. degree in Environmental Studies 
from Brown University. She assisted in revising and updating the EA. 
 
Robert Nagi 
Robert Nagi is a P.E. and PTOE with experience in traffic impact studies. He received a B.S. degree in Civil 
Engineering and has over twelve years of experience. Mr. Nagi conducted the traffic analysis for this EA. 
 
Thomas Wholley 
Thomas Wholley is a Senior Air and Noise Quality Engineer. Mr. Wholley received a B.S. in Civil Engineering 
from the University of Massachusetts Lowell. He was responsible for the preparation of air quality and noise 
analysis for this document. 
 
David Wilcock 
David Wilcock, Manager of Planning and Operations for VHB’s Transit and Rail Services practice, has over 
24 years of experience in the project development, planning, operational analysis, design, and 
implementation of transit and rail projects. He has played critical roles in the development of NEPA 
documentation for a variety of major transportation projects developed under FTA and FHWA leads. He 
received a B.S. degree in Civil Engineering from Northeastern University. Mr. Wilcock assisted with the rail 
and transit analysis for this EA. 
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6.6 FXM Associates 
Francis X. Mahady 
Francis Mahady is a Senior Economist with a Masters Degree in City Planning from MIT and has over thirty 
years of experience. Mr. Mahady prepared the socioeconomic analysis for the EA and prepared a technical 
memorandum discussing the social environment. 
 
Wesley J. Ewell 
Wesley Ewell is an Economist with a Master of Community Planning degree from the University of Rhode 
Island and has over twenty years of experience. Mr. Ewell prepared the socioeconomic analysis for the EA 
and prepared a technical memorandum discussing the social environment with Mr. Mahady. 
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7 
EA Recipients 

7.1 Federal Agencies 
U.S. Department of the Army Corps of Engineers – Maine Project Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

7.2 State Agencies 
Maine Department of Conservation 
Maine Department of Community and Economic Development 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife 
Maine Historic Preservation Commission 
Maine Natural Areas Program 
Maine State Planning Office 

7.3 Federal, State, and Local Elected 
Officials 

U.S. Senator Olympia Snowe 
U.S. Senator Susan Collins 
U.S. Representative Thomas H. Allen 
U.S. Representative Michael Michaud 
City of Auburn, Council Member, Donna Lyons Rowell, Ward 4 
City of Auburn, City Manager, Patricia Finnigan 
City of Lewiston, Mayor, Lionel C. Guay Jr. 
City of Lewiston, City Administrator, James A. Bennett 
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7.4 Other Interested Parties 
Androscoggin Valley Council of Government, Executive Director Robert Thompson 
St. Lawrence and Atlantic Railroad 
Vermont Transit Lines 
Auburn-Lewiston Municipal Airport 
Western Maine Transportation Services 
Auburn Public Library 
 



Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center 
NH 7903(00)E 
Environmental Assessment 
November2006 

 A-1 Appendix A: Agency Correspondence 

Appendix A 
Agency Correspondence 

 Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife 

 Maine Natural Areas Program 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 Maine Historic Preservation Commission 

 Maine State Planning Office 
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Appendix B 
Public Participation 

 Public Information and Scoping Meeting 

 Maine DOT Interagency Meeting 

 Androscoggin Council of Governments Project Coordination Meeting 

 Auburn Intermodal Facility Study Public Advisory Committee Meeting 

 



 



































Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center 
NH 7903(00)E 
Environmental Assessment 
November2006 

 C-1 Appendix C: Site Assessment for Uncontrolled Oil and Hazardous Waste 

Appendix C 
Site Assessment for Uncontrolled  

Oil and Hazardous Waste 

 
 



 

















 





 



Auburn Intermodal Passenger Center 
NH 7903(00)E 
Environmental Assessment 
November2006 

 D-1 Appendix D: Socio-economic Impacts Technical Memorandum 

Appendix D 
Socio-economic Impacts 
Technical Memorandum 

 



 



FXM Associates 
 

Auburn/Lewiston Passenger Intermodal Terminal 
Technical Memorandum EA-1 
 
To:  Wallace Floyd Design Group 
From:  FXM Associates 
Date:  April 3, 2003 
Re:  Draft EA Sections: Social and Economic Environment 
     Social and Economic Consequences 
 
 
Social and Economic Environment 
 
Regional Context 
 
Auburn and Lewiston are twin cities located in the Androscoggin Valley area of central 
Maine and separated by the Androscoggin River.  They were first settled in the late 1700s to 
take advantage of the river’s power for saw mills, grist mills and fulling mills.  Several textile 
mills and a system of canals were added in the mid-1800s, resulting in a doubling of the 
population in a decade.  The railroad arrived in 1870, enabling a substantial migration of 
French Canadians, which lead to further rapid growth and development.1   
 
Industrial and population growth continued until the depression years of the 1930s.  Competi-
tion from the south and abroad led to closing of the textile mills over the past 60 years.  Since 
then, the area’s population has gradually declined and the twin cities have been developing 
new sources of employment and revenue.2 
 
Bates College, Central Maine Technical College, Mid-State College, the Lewiston-Auburn 
campus of the University of Southern Maine and several smaller colleges offer academic and 
technical programs to educate and train local residents for a changing work environment.  
They also contribute to the area’s economy, cultural diversity and community activities.3 
 
The Androscoggin Valley is Maine’s second largest population center.  Its location on the 
Maine Turnpike, 35 miles from Portland, places it within a reasonable commuting time to 
that fast-growing area.  Housing costs are considerably lower, and availability considerably 
higher, in the Auburn/Lewiston area than they are in the Portland area, making the Andro-
scoggin Valley a prime location for residential growth in coming years. 
 
The proposed Auburn Lewiston Passenger Intermodal Terminal would be located adjacent to 
the Auburn Lewiston Airport at the intersection of Kittyhawk Avenue and Flight Line Road.  
This area is an active employment center for nearly ten percent of the region’s workers.   
                                                 
1 Hodgkin, Douglas I., The Growth of a City, A Brief History of Lewiston (from Lewiston web site). 
2 Ibid. 
3 Lewiston Auburn Economic Growth Council – Community Overview. 
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Demographic Profile 
 
Population 
  
Total population of the Androscoggin Valley region in 2000 was 103,793, down 1.39 % from 
1990.  Auburn’s population declined 4.55% from 24, 309 to 23,203 and Lewiston’s popula-
tion declined 10.23% from 39,757 to 35,690 during the same period.  These declines do not 
reflect a state-wide trend, as the total population of Maine increased 3.83% from 1,227,928 to 
1,274,923 between 1990 and 2000.  The decline apparently represents a net out-migration of 
residents.  The region and both cities have been recording birth/death ratios on the order of 
4:3 in recent years.  Area residents may be moving to other areas in search of higher incomes 
and more diverse employment opportunities.  Median age in both the valley and the two cit-
ies is slightly lower than the state as a whole, probably due to the number of college students 
in Lewiston. 
 
      
 

 
 
 
 
 
Source: Androscoggin Valley Council of Governments 

 
Approximately two-thirds of the region’s population, including all of the urbanized area of 
both Auburn and Lewiston, lies within a 15-minute drive of the proposed intermodal termi-
nal; about 12 percent resides within a 5-minute drive of the site. 
 
Income 
 
 Median 

Household 
Income 

Per  
Capita 
Income 

Families 
Below 
Poverty 
Level 

Percent 
Families 
Below 
Poverty 
Level 

Persons  
Below  
Poverty 
Level 

Percent 
Persons  
Below 
Poverty 
Level 

United States $41,433 $21,690 6,976,950 6.6% 34,077,004 12.1%
Maine $45,179 $19,533 26,611 5.1% 135,501 10.6%
Androscoggin $44,082 $18,734 2,067 4.9% 11,115 10.7%
Auburn $35,652 $19,942 536 5.5% 2,688 11.6%
Lewiston $29,191 $17,905 776 5.1% 5,159 14.5%

Source: Androscoggin Valley Council of Governments 
 
Median household income in the Androscoggin Valley, at $44,082, is only slightly lower 
than Maine as a whole ($45,179) and, like Maine, is about ten percent higher than the na-

 2000 
Census 

1990 
Census 

Percent 
Change 

Median 
Age 

United States 281,421,906 248,709,873 13.15% 35.4
Maine 1,274,923 1,227,928 3.83% 38.6
Androscoggin 103,793 105,259 -1.39% 37.9
Auburn 23,203 24,309 -4.55% 38.3
Lewiston 35,690 39,757 -10.23% 37.6
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tional average of $41,433.  Median household income in Auburn and Lewiston, however, is 
considerably lower, at $35,652 and $29,191, than either the Maine or national median in-
come.  Per capita incomes in the two cities, the region and the state are relatively close, rang-
ing from $17,905 in Lewiston to $19,942 in Auburn, although all are about ten percent lower 
than the national average of $21,690.  Nearly 14.5% of Lewiston’s population lives below 
the poverty level, compared to 11.6% in Auburn, 10.6% in Maine and 12.1% nationwide. 
 
Education 
 
Despite the presence of several colleges, a significantly smaller percentage of residents of 
Lewiston, Auburn and the Androscoggin Valley hold bachelor or higher college degrees than 
do residents of the state and nation.  Nationally, 25.1% of the population holds at least a 
bachelor degree; in Maine the figure is 22.9%.  Only 18.9% of Auburn residents, 14.4% of 
the valley residents, and 12.6% of Lewiston residents have bachelor degrees or higher.  The 
percentage of high school graduates in Auburn and the Androscoggin Valley is similar to the 
national average of 81.6%, however, while Lewiston is lower at 72.3% and Maine is higher 
at 85.4 percent.  

  Source: Androscoggin Valley Council of Governments 
 
Employment 
 
Non-Farm Employment by Major Industry Group – Lewiston Auburn MSA 
Industry Title 1992 Employment 1999 Employment Change
Services 10,900 14,300 +3,400
Retail Trade 8,000 8,700 +700
Transportation & Utilities 1,400 2,000 +600
Wholesale Trade 1,900 2,400 +500
Finance, Ins. & Real Estate 1,900 2,400 +500
Government 4,600 4,900 +300
Construction 1,500 1,700 +200
Manufacturing 8,000 8,000 0
Total Non-Farm 38,200 44,400 +6,200

Source: Lewiston Auburn Economic Growth Council 
 

 Associate 
Degree 

Bachelor 
Degree 

Graduate  
Degree 

High 
School 

Graduates 

Bachelor 
Degree 

or Higher 
United States 11,493,115 28,563,252 15,929,046 81.6% 25.1%
Maine 63,934 129,992 68,968 85.4% 22.9%
Androscoggin 4,638 6,858 3,135 79.8% 14.4%
Auburn 1,115 1,969 1,040 81.2% 18.9%
Lewiston 1,252 2,049 948 72.3% 12.6%
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Non-farm employment in the Lewiston Auburn Metropolitan Statistical Area increased in all 
major industry groups except manufacturing, which held steady, between 1992 and 1999.  
This can be seen as an indication of a stable and mature economy that is atypical of most 
similar areas where manufacturing decreased during the same period.  This area did follow 
the national trend toward increases in service sector, however, as this sector contributed more 
than half of the total growth in non-farm employment. 
 
Employment by major occupation in Androscoggin County tended to follow national trends 
during the same 1992-1999 period, with the highest growth occurring in professional and 
technical positions and the lowest growth in maintenance and production positions. 
 
Employment by Major Occupation – Androscoggin County 1992-1999 
Occupational Title 1992 Employment 1999 Employment Change
Professional & Technical 6,931 9,008 +2,077
Clerical 5,726 7,442 +1,716
Maintenance & Production 10,452 11,950 +1,498
Service 6,458 7,280 +822
Sales 4,254 4,958 +704
Managers & Administrators 2,317 2,895 +578
Agricultural & Related 143 344 +201
Total Employment 36,281 43,877 +7,596

Source: Lewiston Auburn Economic Growth Council 
 
Employment figures for December 2002 show the State of Maine and the Androscoggin Val-
ley communities, including Auburn and Lewiston, with considerably lower unemployment 
rates than the nation.  Auburn’s unemployment rate of 3.4% indicates a relatively tight labor 
market, compared to 4.5% for Maine and 6.0% for the United States.  
 
 Civilian 

Labor Force 
People 

Employed 
People 

Unemployed 
Unemployment

Rate 
United States 142,542,000 133,989,480 8,552,520 6.0%
Maine 684,017 653,236 30,781 4.5%
Androscoggin 59,837 57,264 2,573 4.3%
Auburn 13,261 12,810 451 3.4%
Lewiston 21,305 20,453 852 4.0%

Source: Androscoggin Valley Council of Governments 
 
The Lewiston Auburn Economic Growth Council lists 64 companies with 100 or more em-
ployees in the twin cities as of October 12, 2002.  Of these, only two have more than 1000 
employees and six more have between 500 and 1000.  With a total employment base close to 
35,000 the area obviously has many small employers.   
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There are an estimated 49,236 employees working in 3,363 establishments within a 15-
minute drive time of the proposed Auburn Lewiston Passenger Intermodal Terminal.4  This 
area includes all of the urbanized areas of both Auburn and Lewiston, and about two-thirds of 
the population of the Androscoggin Valley.  Within a smaller 5-minute drive time, there are 
an estimated 2,996 employees working in 94 establishments.  This area includes only the 
immediate neighborhood within a few miles of the Auburn Lewiston Airport. 
 
Land Use 
  
Outside of the densely developed urban centers of both Auburn and Lewiston, land use is 
predominantly rural, even within the city limits.  Lewiston’s population density, for example, 
is only 1,019 persons per square mile, about half the density of Cumberland County, which 
includes Portland and its metropolitan area. Neither Auburn nor Lewiston has experienced 
the levels of suburban development recently seen around Portland.   
 
The area within one-half mile of the proposed project site is almost exclusively industrial and 
commercial in use.  The site is located in the Airport Industrial Park, which includes more 
than 18 industrial, transportation and distribution companies employing more than 740 per-
sons5.  To the east on Kittyhawk Avenue are the Kitty Hawk Industrial Park, a 96-unit apart-
ment complex and an office park.  Less than a mile away on Hotel Road is the Proctor & 
Gamble Tambrands factory, the region’s seventh largest employer.6  Gates Formed-Fibre 
Products and International Paper Company, which employ more than 600 persons, are lo-
cated on Washington Street, at the end of Kittyhawk Avenue, within 1.5 miles of the site.   
  
Zoning 
 
The site location, and all land within a one-mile radius of the site within the City of Auburn, 
is zoned Industrial (ID).  The proposed use is allowed under existing zoning, although the 
suggested restaurant and convenience store within the Passenger Intermodal Terminal may 
need approval by the Planning Board of a Special Exception.  Minimum lot size is 150 wide 
by 250 feet deep, and not more than 40 percent of the lot area may be covered by buildings.  
Maximum allowed building height is 75 feet.  Parking and loading, landscaping, sign and 
yard requirements also apply.  Since a commuter parking lot is a key element of the proposed 
use, minimum required parking will not be an issue.  At least ten percent of the parking lot 
area must be landscaped in accordance with the zoning ordinance.  Where the principal use 
requires access to a railroad, the yard requirements are disregarded for the side of the build-
ing adjacent to railroad track.  The engineering requisites for a safe and properly designed 
siding and building setback acceptable to the railroad take precedence.7 
 

                                                 
4 Source: Claritas, Inc. Site Reports 
5 Multisystems, Intermodal Terminal Demand Forecast, September 2001. 
6 Source: Lewiston Auburn Economic Growth Council. 
7 City of Auburn Zoning Ordinance. 
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Social and Economic Consequences 
 
Consistency with State and Local Economic Development Plans 
 
Project proponents include the Maine Department of Transportation and the Androscoggin 
Valley Council of Governments.  The Auburn Lewiston Intermodal Terminal was conceived 
as a project to further the goals of State and local plans and policies on land use and growth.  
It is also consistent with, and possibly exempt from, local land use zoning.  The stated intent 
of the project is to enable Androscoggin Valley residents to commute to the Portland area 
conveniently and economically, and to enable vacationers and businesspeople from Montreal 
to access the Valley by rail.  It is evident from the demographic statistics, however, that the 
proposed terminal and related commuter rail and bus services will also enable and encourage 
workers from the Portland area to commute to jobs in the Auburn/Lewiston area. 
 
As a transportation project designed to connect the railroad and bus routes with the airport 
and automobile traffic, the proposed intermodal terminal will further several transportation 
goals of state and local plans.  It will encourage bus and rail use, reduce automobile commut-
ing, and expand the geographical area of employment available to residents of the region.  It 
may also increase tourism in the region via the proposed rail connection between Montreal 
and Portland, which would stop at this terminal.  Maine DOT’s plan to relocate Exit 12 of the 
Maine Turnpike from Washington Street to Kittyhawk Avenue is crucial to the success of the 
proposed intermodal terminal, as it will give the terminal more direct access to the Turnpike. 
 
Public facilities 
 
Public facilities impacted by the proposed project include the Auburn Lewiston Airport and 
the water, sewer and other utilities serving the site.  This area is currently served by public 
water and sewer utilities that have adequate capacity for the proposed use.  The Airport now 
serves private and corporate general aviation aircraft, but does not have scheduled service by 
any airline.  Construction of the proposed intermodal terminal adjacent to the airport could 
encourage increased use of the facility and eventual service by scheduled regional carriers 
connecting to Portland, Manchester, Boston (Logan International) and other hub airports. 
 
Property Values 
 
The proposed intermodal terminal would not displace any existing housing, nor would it ad-
versely affect accessibility or market value of any housing.  It may, however, encourage 
more rapid development of new housing in the surrounding area and increase housing values 
in nearby neighborhoods.  The median value of existing single-family homes in Auburn and 
Lewiston currently falls in the range of $70,000 to $100,000.  This is less than half the me-
dian value of similar housing in Cumberland County or the Brunswick area.  Initiation of 
commuter rail service typically results in an increase in demand and market value of housing 
in the area it serves.  The housing and industrial development potential of the Auburn Lewis-
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ton area, and its close approximation to Portland, are likely to be enhanced with completion 
of the intermodal terminal and institution of commuter rail service. 
 
Social Impacts 
 
The proposed Auburn Lewiston Passenger Intermodal Terminal will neither displace any ex-
isting housing nor disrupt any existing neighborhoods.  It will therefore not create changes in 
neighborhood cohesion for any social groups or established neighborhood patterns.  It may, 
however, create opportunities to improve employment, housing and social interaction among 
currently disadvantaged social groups in the region. 
 
The proposed terminal will offer opportunities for changes in travel patterns and accessibility 
for all modes, including bicycles and pedestrians.  It is likely to most affect the automobile/ 
bus connection, creating a choice for drivers to leave their cars in a secure lot and travel by 
bus.  With the institution of regularly schedule rail service, the proposed terminal will also 
become a hub for the automobile/train connection.  Eventually, with the potential initiation of 
scheduled air service, the proposed terminal could connect all modes of passenger travel with 
each other.  Its location within an established industrial area offers the opportunity for work-
ers in the neighborhood to walk between the terminal and their place of business.  Walking is 
currently a popular lunch hour activity for persons working in the adjacent industrial park. 
 
Secondary Social and Economic Effects 
 
Since the proposed project will not displace any households or businesses, nor by itself gen-
erate new growth and development, there are not likely to be measurable direct impacts on 
schools, recreation areas, churches, businesses, police and fire protection resulting from con-
struction of the proposed facility.  There may, however, be secondary impacts resulting from 
institution of commuter rail service through the proposed terminal. 
 
Land use beyond the neighboring industrial and office development is more rural than subur-
ban in appearance and population density.  The region’s apparently tight labor market, rela-
tively low housing costs, proximity to Portland and ample supply of developable land are 
likely to encourage increased development, both commercial and residential, over the next 
ten to twenty years.  Construction of the proposed intermodal terminal is likely to facilitate 
this development within its immediate vicinity.  Several vacant parcels in the Airport Indus-
trial Park abut the proposed terminal site and could become attractive sites for hotel and of-
fice development over time.  Increased industrial and commercial development around the 
terminal is likely to lead to additional residential development in the surrounding area. 
 
As a transportation improvement project designed to shift travelers away from cars and into 
buses and trains, the proposed passenger intermodal terminal would likely have a positive 
impact on highway and traffic safety as well as on overall public safety.  By providing an al-
ternate means of travel between Portland and Auburn, the proposed commuter rail service 
that would utilize the proposed intermodal terminal would reduce automobile use on the 
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Maine turnpike by an estimated 2000 vehicle trips per day.  This estimate is based upon traf-
fic projections made by Multisystems for commuter traffic through the terminal in year 2011, 
and assumes two one-way vehicle trips per day for each rider projected to use the commuter 
rail daily. 
 
No identified social groups will be harmed by this project.  It will neither displace any hous-
ing or businesses, nor disrupt any established neighborhoods.  General social groups that 
would be specially benefited by the proposed project include the elderly, handicapped, non-
drivers, transit-dependent and minority and ethnic groups.  By providing a central connecting 
point for intercity buses, local transit buses, commuter rail, intercity rail, general aviation and 
automobile drivers, the proposed Auburn Lewiston Passenger Intermodal Terminal would 
greatly expand transportation options for all of these groups.  It should be especially useful to 
low-income and newly-arrived minority group members, who have settled in Auburn and 
Lewiston because of the availability of affordable housing, to commute to the Portland area 
for a wider choice of job opportunities. 
 
Economic Impacts 
 
Impacts on Regional and Local Economy 
 
The proposed project will facilitate connection of the Androscoggin Valley with the eco-
nomically thriving Portland metropolitan area.  Portland’s economic prosperity has resulted 
in higher costs and lower availability of housing.  New development in suburban areas of 
Cumberland County has resulted in similar pressures on housing, as well as increased traffic 
and shortage of developable parcels for industrial and commercial uses.  Existing housing 
and available land are both abundantly available in the Androscoggin Valley, only 35 miles 
north of Portland.  Construction of the proposed passenger intermodal terminal will provide 
Valley residents with a convenient and economical connection to the Portland area by bus 
and train.   
 
Development 
 
The commuter rail service that is dependent upon construction of the proposed project will 
make the Androscoggin Valley attractive to persons who are being squeezed out of the Port-
land area by the high cost of housing in that area.  Population growth in the Auburn Lewiston 
area could encourage rehabilitation of existing sub-standard housing as well as construction 
of new housing.  It may also lead to new commercial and industrial development, as devel-
opable land is more readily available and less expensive than sites in the Portland area. 
 
Tax Revenues and Public Expenditures 
 
New development will bring new tax revenues to the affected communities.  Tax revenues 
from new development are likely to be higher per unit than from existing development be-
cause the newer facilities will have a higher value.  Public services, especially water, sewer 
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and other public works, as well as schools, social services and public safety, including police 
and fire protection, will have to expand to serve new development.  It is important for Andro-
scoggin Valley communities to plan now to assure that need for new services does not outrun 
revenues required to provide those services. 
 
Employment Opportunities 
 
Employment opportunities in the Auburn Lewiston area are likely to expand in three ways:  
Residents of the Auburn Lewiston area will have improved access to employment in the Port-
land area; residents of the Portland area will have improved access to employment in the Au-
burn Lewiston area; and new development will bring expanded employment opportunities to 
the Androscoggin Valley region.  Regions with relatively low unemployment, such as Au-
burn, will tend to attract workers from other areas in Maine where the unemployment rate is 
higher. 
 
Accessibility 
 
The primary purpose of the proposed passenger intermodal terminal is to improve accessibil-
ity within the Androscoggin Valley and between the Valley and other areas, including Port-
land and possibly Montreal.  Although Auburn and Lewiston are connected to Portland by 
the Maine Turnpike, commuting to the Portland area by public transit is less convenient for 
local residents who do not have automobiles or who cannot afford the cost of a daily com-
mute by car. 
 
Retail Sales 
 
There are few retail outlets within two miles of the proposed site.  Construction of the pro-
posed Auburn Lewiston Passenger Intermodal Terminal, and institution of commuter bus and 
rail services, could encourage new retail development in the area.  Total retail trade potential 
within a five-minute drive of the proposed site is close to $22 million per year, nearly all of 
which is currently spent outside of the immediate area.  Sales leakage currently includes food 
stores ($3.8 million), general merchandise ($2.9 million), eating and drinking places ($1.4 
million) and hardware, lumber and garden stores ($1.0 million).8 
 
Impacts on Existing Highway-related Businesses 
 
There are only two highway-related businesses within two miles of the proposed site, a gas 
station and hotel on Washington Street (Route 202).  The proposed intermodal terminal is 
likely to draw increased traffic past these businesses.  New highway-related businesses are 
also likely to develop because of the location of the terminal.  Retail trade potential for gas 
stations within a five minute drive of the proposed terminal, for instance, is currently $1.2 

                                                 
8 Source: Claritas, Inc. Site Reports, March 2003 
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million per year and served by one outlet.9  This potential market will increase with traffic 
attracted by the intermodal terminal. 
 
Impacts on Established Business Districts 
 
The location of the proposed terminal is far enough from existing retail areas in Auburn and 
Lewiston that it would not be likely to compete with those areas, but would expand the local 
retail outlets available to residents and employees of new and existing developments in the 
vicinity of the airport.  Established businesses within the Airport Industrial Park and other 
industrial and office parks along Kittyhawk Avenue could see positive impacts from in-
creased traffic and development in the area.  Downtown business districts are not likely to be 
directly affected, but may see long-term improvements from increased development and 
population growth within the area. 
 

                                                 
9 ibid. 
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