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1. Introductions 

 

2. Review of topics considered by the Technology Subcommittee and the Burdensome FOAA 

Requests Subcommittee in 2025 and related recommendations for 2026 

 

3. Review and discussion of survey responses from Maine School Management Association 

and Maine Municipal Association  

 

4. Review and discussion of public comments related to technology and/or burdensome public 

records requests 

 

5. Informal vote on issues/topics for the Subcommittee to consider in 2026 

 

6. Discussion of the 2026 Subcommittee issues/topics  

 

7. Confirm future meeting dates 

 

8. Adjourn 
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TO: Members, Right to Know Advisory Committee Subcommittee on Technology and 

Burdensome FOAA Requests 

 

FROM: Jessica Griswold, Legislative Analyst 

 

DATE:  October 28, 2026 

 

RE: Technology and Burdensome FOAA Requests Subcommittee 2026 
 
 

In 2025, the Right to Know Advisory Committee formed a Technology Subcommittee to discuss how 

technology is currently used to respond to FOAA requests and whether technology may increase efficiency 

and reduce burden on agencies fulfilling FOAA requests. The Technology Subcommittee was also formed to 

begin a discussion on emergent issues in technology, artificial intelligence (AI), and how these new 

technologies may affect public access requests. The 2025 Advisory Committee also formed a Burdensome 

FOAA Requests Subcommittee, which focused on the discussions and recommendations of the 2024 

iteration of the Burdensome FOAA Requests Subcommittee. At the meeting of September 22, 2026, the 

Advisory Committee formed a single Technology and Burdensome FOAA Requests Subcommittee to 

continue the work of the 2025 Subcommittees. This memo provides an overview of the issues and topics 

considered by the 2025 Subcommittees and the formal recommendations related to technology and 

burdensome FOAA requests issued by the 2025 Advisory Committee in the Twentieth Annual Report. 

 

Issues and Topics Considered by the 2025 Technology Subcommittee 

 

The 2025 Technology Subcommittee discussed how technology is currently used to fulfill FOAA requests by 

state and local public access officers and whether public access officers receive training on how to use 

technology to fulfill requests. The Subcommittee also discussed how AI may be used as a tool for assisting 

agencies and local governments in responding to FOAA requests. 

 

The Subcommittee began by hosting Sam Foster of Tyler Maine, the State’s branch of Tyler Technologies, to 

learn more about InforME. The Subcommittee learned that, as it relates to public records, InforME provides 

the development and maintenance of electronic services made available to the public by the State through the 

Maine.gov web portal. The Subcommittee also learned that Tyler Technologies supports other states, 

including Indiana, which is pioneering the use of technology in responding to public records requests. The 

Subcommittee expressed interest in this use of technology to help reduce the burdens on public access 

officers in Maine. 

 

Regarding the current use of technology in Maine at the state level, the Subcommittee learned that the Office 

of Information Technology (OIT) offers support to State agencies through consultation. OIT helps identify 

ways to make the request less burdensome and less expensive using targeted searches using the Microsoft 

365 suite and Microsoft Purview e-discovery tools. Although agencies have access to consultation services 

through OIT, the Subcommittee learned that the majority of FOAA requests are handled by the agency alone. 

OIT staff are typically only consulted for larger or more complex FOAA requests. Therefore, there may be 

some degree of variation in the way agencies respond to FOAA requests. 
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Regarding the current use of technology in Maine at the local level, the Subcommittee invited municipal, 

county, and school associations to present on technologies used by those entities. A delegation of members 

of the Burdensome FOAA Requests Subcommittee (Kevin and Cheryl), having a similar interest in exploring 

how technology may alleviate burdens on local governments when it comes to fulfilling FOAA requests, 

joined the Technology Subcommittee to learn more about the technology used by municipalities and school 

districts. The Subcommittee hosted the Maine Municipal Association (MMA) to learn about the 

technologies, if any, used by municipalities. MMA provided a memo reporting that the City of Portland uses 

NextRequest, which has aided the city in collating and redacting information. The City of Bangor and the 

City of Saco use Laserfiche (Bangor for purposes of responding to FOAA requests and Saco for scanning 

vital records documents). The City of Biddeford makes all FOAA requests available on its website, and the 

City of Portland posts some of the responses, depending on agency discretion. The City of Augusta uses 

Microsoft 365, which has features to enable email searches based on certain criteria, and Adobe. The Town 

of Falmouth does not use any software or technology when fulfilling FOAA requests. MMA noted that some 

municipalities opted for free services, like those provided by Google (i.e., Google Vault), given cost of 

subscription-based services like Microsoft. MMA also cautioned that each municipality varies given the 

difference in resources, and each municipality has a different capacity to introduce technology into its 

process for FOAA requests. MMA indicated that it needed more time to collect responses from more 

municipalities, and the Subcommittee was interested in providing more time to collect this information. 

 

The Subcommittee learned from Justin Cary, an attorney from Drummond Woodsum who represents certain 

school districts in Maine, that many schools advised by Drummond Woodsum use Google services like 

Google Vault. School districts have also been experimenting with generative AI (GenAI), using programs 

like Magic School to help sift through information. Mr. Cary noted GenAI may create burdens on school 

districts if the requestor uses GenAI to make the request; some districts have found requests written using 

GenAI are often broad, creating a large undertaking for the school district. The Subcommittee learned that 

superintendents and technology directors, if the district has one, are primarily responsible for using 

technology to search for information related to the FOAA request. The Subcommittee expressed interest in 

surveying school districts to garner more information on the technology used. 

 

Through its discussion of the technologies used by state agencies and local governments in Maine, the 

Subcommittee discovered that FOAA training currently does not discuss methods for fulfilling a FOAA 

request such as by using technology. The Subcommittee recommended writing a letter to Maine Municipal 

Association, the Maine County Commissioners Association, and the Maine School Management Association 

to collect data to inform the 21st Right to Know Advisory Committee (as noted below, the 2025 Burdensome 

FOAA Requests Subcommittee joined in this recommendation). The Subcommittee also recommended 
discussing these survey results in 2026 to determine the most appropriate next steps. The Advisory 

Committee unanimously approved these recommendations. 

 

In connection with its discussion of how AI may be used as a tool for assisting agencies and local 

governments in responding to FOAA requests, the Subcommittee reviewed the AI chatbot on the State of 

Indiana’s website, as well as an article that examined how Indiana’s AI tool, Captain Record, is used to help 

search public records using technology. The Subcommittee also reviewed the State of Maine’s Generative AI 

(GenAI) Policy developed by the Office of Information Technology. Maine’s GenAI Policy was first adopted 

on July 19, 2024, and was most recently revised on September 4, 2026 (at the time of the 2025 Technology 

Subcommittee’s work, the latest iteration of the GenAI Policy was dated September 30, 2025). In addition, 

the Subcommittee reviewed the public sector recommendations of the Maine AI Task Force (Task Force), 

formed via executive order in December 2024, before the Advisory Committee hosted the Task Force at its 

final meeting. 

 

Although the Subcommittee, given its time limitations, was unable to delve deeper into the topic of how 

other states are using technology, especially AI, for public access requests, the members expressed interest in 

continuing this discussion during the next session of the Advisory Committee. The Subcommittee expressed 

that this would provide more time to gather input on how other states are employing technology, including 
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AI, to respond to public records requests. The Subcommittee agreed to recommend that the 2026 Advisory 

Committee continue the Technology Subcommittee to review the public sector section of the Maine AI Task 

Force report and to review other states’ technology used for public records requests (e.g., Indiana). The 

Advisory Committee unanimously approved these recommendations. 

 

Issues and Topics Considered by the 2025 Burdensome FOAA Requests Subcommittee 

 

The 2024 Burdensome FOAA Requests Subcommittee distributed a survey to entities responsible for 

responding to FOAA requests soliciting examples of burdensome public records requests. The 2025 

Burdensome FOAA Requests Subcommittee was formed to consider the survey responses and develop 

recommendations based on the feedback received from responding entities. The 2025 Subcommittee also 

continued the 2024 Subcommittee’s discussions related to the development of a FOAA mediation process 

outside of the judicial system.  

 

Regarding the survey responses, several members of the 2025 Subcommittee noted that many of the 

responses were unexpected insofar as the majority of responding municipalities and agencies stated that their 

capacity to respond to FOAA requests was sufficient and that they are not consistently burdened with 

numerous and/or voluminous requests. However, members also remarked that the relatively small number of 

responding entities (only 16 responses were received) may not paint the full picture of the many towns and 

schools across the State, and that no responding entity reported having a staff member fully devoted to 

FOAA responsibilities.  

 

In examining the survey responses, members raised questions about what technologies entities may have to 

assist with file retention or fulfilling FOAA requests, and whether these platforms help or hinder the process. 

During this discussion, members became aware that the Technology Subcommittee had raised similar 

questions and had planned to hear from Maine Municipal Association and Drummond Woodsum on the 

topic. Members later arranged to send a delegation of Subcommittee members (Kevin and Cheryl) to the 

subsequent meeting of the 2025 Technology Subcommittee to hear from these entities. The Burdensome 

FOAA Requests Subcommittee and the Technology Subcommittee jointly recommended that letters be sent 

to the Maine County Commissioners Association, Maine School Management Association and Maine 

Municipal Association surveying the members of those organizations about the technology used during the 

FOAA process, how it is used, and whether the technology helps or hinders the process. The full Advisory 

Committee voted to accept this recommendation at its final meeting. 

 

Regarding the development of a FOAA mediation process, the Subcommittee continued discussions from the 

previous year as to the relationship between FOAA and discovery, including how the processes overlap and 

how to approach the issue of the use of FOAA in lieu of discovery. Subcommittee members, both in 2024 

and 2025, were sensitive to the limited capacity of the Public Access Ombudsman’s (PAO) office and 

endeavored to not add additional responsibilities to the one-person office. In 2024, Subcommittee members 

spent considerable time learning how the PAO office operates within the Office of the Attorney General and 

examined mediation procedures in other states as well as court mediation in Maine. With this background 

knowledge, in 2025 the Subcommittee was able to resume the conversation from the previous year and move 

forward with a preliminary proposal. 

 

Subcommittee member Cheryl Saniuk-Heinig prepared a written proposal for members to review at its final 

meeting. The proposal detailed a formal FOAA mediation process to be administered by a new position 

within the PAO’s Office and included proposed statutory changes.  

 

Recommendations of the 2025 Advisory Committee in the Twentieth Annual Report 

 

❖ Request that the Maine Municipal Association, Maine County Commissioners Association and 

Maine School Management Association distribute surveys regarding use of technology, including 

AI, in responding to FOAA requests, and that the Maine School Management Association include 
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in that distribution district technology directors. Survey results will be compiled by committee staff 

in advance of next year’s convening of the Advisory Committee.  

 

The 2025 Advisory Committee recommended sending letters to the Maine Municipal Association, Maine 

County Commissioners Association and Maine School Management Association requesting the entities 

distribute surveys regarding use of technology, including AI, in responding to FOAA requests. The 

Committee specifically recommended that the Maine School Management Association include district 

technology directors in its request. During its discussions in 2025, the Technology Subcommittee began 

exploring the variety of approaches public entities use in responding to FOAA requests. Based on initial 

investigations, the Subcommittee found that there appeared to be a wide range of technology used by public 

entities, ranging from paper-based approaches to specialized software. The Technology Subcommittee 

determined that it was necessary to gather more information about these various approaches to better 

understand how to provide uniform guidance to entities. The Advisory Committee asked staff to compile 

responses received during the spring and summer and present those responses to the Advisory Committee in 

the fall of 2026.  

 

❖ Continue the Technology Subcommittee in the 21st Right to Know Advisory Committee in 2026, 

continue to monitor any actions taken to advance the recommendations of the Maine Artificial 

Intelligence Task Force report, and continue to monitor the rapid development of artificial 

intelligence (AI), particularly in its use by public entities and the intersection of AI and FOAA. 

Arrange a presentation, during the 21st Right to Know Advisory Committee, in which a vendor 

provides overview of the technology available to states for public records, exploring how other 

states use technology, including but not limited to AI, to assist in retaining, searching and 

distributing public records (e.g., Indiana). 

 

The 2025 Advisory Committee recommended continuing the Technology Subcommittee in the 21st Right to 

Know Advisory Committee in 2026. The Committee heard a presentation by the Governor’s Office of Policy 

and Innovation regarding the Maine Artificial Intelligence Task Force report, which proposed a number of 

recommendations related to AI and government operations. Due to the rapid pace of technology and 

particularly of artificial intelligence, the Committee believed that it would be vital to stay apprised of 

innovations impacting the ability of entities to respond to FOAA requests. The Committee also 

recommended that, during the 21st Right to Know Advisory Committee, a presentation be arranged from a 

vendor that can provide an overview of the technology available to states for public records. The presentation 

should explore how other states, such as Indiana, use technology, including but not limited to AI, to assist in 

retaining, searching and distributing public records. 

 

❖ Continue the Burdensome FOAA Requests Subcommittee in the 21st Right to Know Advisory 

Committee in 2026, continue discussions regarding the adoption of a FOAA request mediation 

process, and, during the period prior to the convening of the 21st Advisory Committee, direct staff 

and a designated member of the Committee to consult with the Public Access Ombudsman 

regarding a mediation process. 

 

The 2025 Advisory Committee recommended that, in 2026, the Committee reestablish the Burdensome 

FOAA Requests Subcommittee and that the Subcommittee continue to discuss the development of a formal 

FOAA dispute mediation process. During 2024, the Subcommittee compared mediation and adjudicatory 

models and determined that they favored a mediation process over a model involving an administrative or 

adjudicatory hearing to resolve FOAA disputes. During 2025, the Committee drafted a rough model of such 

a mediation process. The Committee recommended that staff and a designated member of the Committee 

consult with the Public Access Ombudsman regarding the proposed model and continue discussions during 

the reconvening of the Committee in 2026.  

 

 

 





























































  

J. CHRISTOPHER PARR 
LEWISTON, MAINE 04240  

   
        October 7, 2026 
 
Right to Know Advisory Committee 
c/o Office of Policy & Legal Analysis  
13 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333-0013 
 
RE: BURDENSOME PUBLIC RECORD REQUESTS 
 
Dear Chair Carney and Members of the Right to Know Advisory Committee: 
 
Although I am an employee of the State of Maine, I send this correspondence to the 
committee solely in my personal capacity as a resident of Maine, to share a perspective 
of a member of the public.  
 
For years, the problem of so-called ‘burdensome public record requests’ that State and 
local government agencies receive has been a topic of discussion for this committee. The 
committee’s earnest consideration of the problem, however, has not mitigated the stress 
on agencies caused by such requests. Indeed, the problem seems to be only worsening. 
 
A practical consequence of that stress is that the processes agencies have in place to 
respond to Freedom of Access Act (“FOAA”; “Act”) requests become increasingly taxed 
and rendered less and less efficient. As a result of that adverse systemic impact, the 
availability of records and information to the public diminishes and, consequently, 
informed public discourse suffers.  
 
In short, the public interest is directly harmed, and will continue to be harmed, if the 
problem of burdensome public record requests is not meaningfully addressed by policy 
makers.   
 
To alleviate the stress State and local government agencies face due to such requests, the 
committee should take decisive action in its work on this issue. One way to do so would 
be to anchor the committee’s work and recommendations to the policy declaration the 
Legislature set forth in Section 401 of the FOAA, captioned, “Declaration of public policy; 
rules of construction.”  In relevant part, that provision states, 
 

The Legislature finds and declares that public proceedings exist to aid in the 
conduct of the people's business. It is the intent of the Legislature that their actions be 
taken openly and that the records of their actions be open to public inspection and 
their deliberations be conducted openly. 



  

 
…. 
 
This subchapter shall be liberally construed and applied to promote its underlying 
purposes and policies as contained in the declaration of legislative intent. 

 
[Emphasis added.] It appears clear that the Legislature intended for the FOAA to ensure 
that the People of Maine are able access public proceedings and records so that the actions 
and decisions of government officials can be known — and, when warranted, so that 
those officials can be held accountable. Notably absent from the Legislature’s policy 
declaration is any notion that the Act was meant to further commercial interests, to 
facilitate data mining, to serve as an alternate type of discovery in private litigation, or to 
ascertain Maine residents’ personal information that happens to be (often at times, 
involuntarily) in the custody of the government. 
 
In its past work, this committee has considered various possible solutions to the problem 
of burdensome FOAA requests, but relatively few have been advanced. I therefore 
encourage the committee to re-visit at least some of those potential remedies (as well as 
to consider new ones1) and then to recommend those to the Judiciary Committee that 
might provide some meaningful measure of relief to State and local government agencies.  

 
1 One such approach would be to repeal and replace 1 M.R.S. § 408-A, sub-§ 4-A (“Action for protection”) 
to make the process of responding to burdensome or nuisance FOAA requests like that set forth in Illinois 
Open Records Law at 5 I.L.C.S. § 140(3)(g), which provides as follows:  
 

(g) Requests calling for all records falling within a category shall be complied with unless compliance with 
the request would be unduly burdensome for the complying public body and there is no way to narrow the 
request and the burden on the public body outweighs the public interest in the information. Before invoking 
this exemption, the public body shall extend to the person making the request an opportunity to confer with 
it in an attempt to reduce the request to manageable proportions. If any public body responds to a 
categorical request by stating that compliance would unduly burden its operation and the conditions 
described above are met, it shall do so in writing, specifying the reasons why it would be unduly 
burdensome and the extent to which compliance will so burden the operations of the public body. Such a 
response shall be treated as a denial of the request for information. 
 
Repeated requests from the same person for the same records that are unchanged or identical to records 
previously provided or properly denied under this Act shall be deemed unduly burdensome under this 
provision. 

 
(Illinois’ Freedom of Information Act generally might be worth considering for possible ideas to improve 
the FOAA. See generally https://law.justia.com/codes/illinois/chapter-5/act-5-ilcs-140/.) 
 
Other approaches might be to amend the FOAA (1) to permit only residents of the State of Maine and 
businesses having a presence in the State to file formal FOAA requests or, alternatively, to allow agencies 
to place a higher priority on processing such requests; (2) to allow agencies to unilaterally cease 
responding to FOAA requests thought or known to be made by Artificial Intelligence (AI) bots; (3) to 
permit agencies to respond to multiple, substantively similar FOAA requests with one comprehensive 

https://law.justia.com/codes/illinois/chapter-5/act-5-ilcs-140/


  

 
Taking such action will directly benefit the public interest. 
 
Thank you considering this letter. Please feel welcome to contact me if you have any 
questions about the thoughts I have shared. 
 

Respectfully,  
 
 
 

J. Christopher Parr 
jchristopherparr@yahoo.com 

 
response; and (4) to allow agencies to prioritize their responses to FOAA requests based on whether the 
requests are primarily made for purposes that further Legislature’s intent, as expressed in Section 401. 

mailto:jchristopherparr@yahoo.com


		

J. CHRISTOPHER PARR 
LEWISTON, MAINE 04240  

   
        October 14, 2026 
 
Right to Know Advisory Committee 
c/o Office of Policy & Legal Analysis  
13 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333-0013 
 
RE: POSSIBLE EXPANSION OF THE SCOPE OF THE 1 M.R.S. § 402(3)(N) “PUBLIC 
RECORDS” DEFINITION EXCEPTION 
 
Dear Chair Carney and Members of the Committee: 
 
Although I am an employee of the State of Maine, I send this correspondence to the 
subcommittee solely in my personal capacity as a resident of Maine, to share a 
perspective of a member of the public.  
 
Based on the discussion that occurred during the most recent meeting of the full Right to 
Know Advisory Committee (“RTKAC”), I understand that the committee might consider 
expanding the scope of the exception to the definition of the term  “public records” at 1 
M.R.S. § 402(3)(N), so that certain other types of personally identifying information 
(“PII”) in addition to social security numbers (SSNs”) would be made nonpublic under 
the Maine Freedom of Access Act (“FOAA”).   
 
As an initial matter, I would call the committee’s attention to 1 M.R.S. § 414 of the FOAA, 
which provides as follows: 
 

§ 414. Public records; information technology 
 
An agency shall consider, in the purchase of and contracting for computer software and 
other information technology resources, the extent to which the software or technology 
will:    
 
1.  Maximize public access.  Maximize public access to public records; and   
2.  Maximize exportability; protect confidential information.  Maximize the 
exportability of public records while protecting confidential information that may be part 
of public records.   

 
As one can perhaps discern, subsection 2 of section 414 – which has been in effect since 
approximately 2012 – requires government agencies to purchase and contract for 
computer software and information technology (“IT”) resources that “maximize the 
exportability of public records while protecting confidential information that may be part 
of public records.” In that way, the FOAA for years has mandated that government 
agencies consider designing and building  their IT systems to maximize access to 
information in them while also protecting coexisting “confidential” data.  
 
In light of section 414, a problem with which the committeee will need to contend is how 
other types of PII that the committee might wish to bring under paragraph N’s scope will 



		

be able to be accommodated by existing computer systems and processes that were built 
on a presumption that at least some types of PII are publicly accessible. Considered 
differently: How will such systems and processes be retrofitted to make types of 
information that are currently publicly accessible, nonpublic? And further, as a fiscal and 
technological matter, can such systems and processes be retrofitted to do so? 
 
To focus those questions, consider Maine Crash Reporting System (“MCRS”) reports, 
which are the types of reports that law enforcement officers must complete when a 
reportable motor vehicle accident has occurred.  
 
Currently, any individual on Earth with access to the internet and $10 can purchases such 
a report. All that one needs to conduct an online search and to order a copy of a report is 
– at a minimum – the last name of any person (i.e., not even a specific person) who 
happened to be somehow involved in a motor vehicle crash.  
 
Attached to this letter are two examples of MCRS reports. One report documents a motor 
vehicle crash in which I was involved in 2024; the other documents a 2026 crash that 
involved a school bus. When reviewing these two examples, please bear in mind that I 
made and applied the redactions in the documents. When such reports are sent to the 
persons purchasing them, no redactions are actually made in the reports.  
 
As you will see, MCRS reports include a  number of types of PII: persons’ first and last 
names, their sexes, dates of birth, driver’s license numbers, insurance policy names and 
numbers, and home addresses, to name the more common types. Even the names and 
birth dates of minors are included in the reports, when applicable. 
 
To be sure, MCRS crash reports are but just one kind of public record that includes types 
of PII that the committee might consider adding to paragraph N. The value of considering 
the reports, however, is that they concretely present some of the challenges through 
which the committee will need to work when deciding how broadly paragraph N’s 
protections should be (and, as a practical matter, can be) expanded. 
 
Thank you considering this letter. Please feel welcome to contact me via the email address 
given below if you have any questions about the thoughts I have shared. 
 

Respectfully,  
 
 
 

J. Christopher Parr 
jchristopherparr@yahoo.com 

 
Cc: Members of the RTKAC, Public Record Exceptions Subcommittee  
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Miles Per HourTenthsMiles
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City State Zip

ZipStateCity

Crash Date

Property Owner Name

(F10) Contributing Circumstances - Road 1 (F10) Contributing Circumstances -Road 2

Total Damage over Threshold?

300

Distance From Nearest Inter.Direction FROM Nearest Intersection to Crash Site
At Intersection

NARRATIVE

Off Road

Unknown

West

Law Enforcement Present at Work Zone?

In or Near a Construction, Maintenance, or Utility Work Zone?
Yes No Unk

Work Zone Workers Present?
Unk

(F11) Location of the Crash related to Work Zone

(F9) Contributing Circumstances - Environment 1 (F9) Contributing Circumstances - Environment 2

(F8) Location of First Harmful Event

(F7) Traffic Control Device

(F3) Weather Condition

(F5) Road Grade

(F4) Light Condition

Reporting Officer

Yes

Not Posted 25
N/A

Posted Speed Limit

Not Posted 45

Measurement Node       Distance to SceneNode 2Node 1

Feet Miles

Nearest Intersecting StreetStreet or HighwayCity or Town

Reporting Agency At Scene Date At Scene Time

Form 13:20A Revised October 2024Maine Department of Public Safety

North South East

(F1) Type of Crash (F2) Type of Location

No

NoYes

(F12) Type of Work Zone

School Bus Related?

(F6) Road Surface Condition

Traffic Control Device Operational (pre-crash)?

Latitude Longitude

Yes No Unk

Law Enforcement Vehicle OnlyOfficer Present No Yes, Directly Involved Yes, Indirectly Involved No

Non Vehicle Property Damage Description State City or Town Utilities Private

CRASH DIAGRAM

FIRST PAGE

F

I

R

S

T

ME0030000 24-038515 12/20/2024 18:42 12/20/2024 18:47

Gray YARMOUTH RD
Int of MAIN ST  PORTLAND RD  W
GRAY RD  YARMOUTH R

17 43.885200 -70.330620

14846 17095 17095

4 - Intersection Movement 4 - Four Leg Intersection

6 - Snow 4 - Dark - Lighted

1 - Level 2 - Wet

1 - Traffic Signals (Stop & Go)

1 - On Roadway

1 - None

1 - None

On Friday, December 20, 2024 at 18:42:00, Dep Peter Anderson
responded to a crash at the intersection of YARMOUTH RD and
Int of MAIN ST  PORTLAND RD  W GRAY RD  YARMOUTH R in
Gray Maine.  At the time of the crash, the weather was snow
and the road surface was wet.

Vehicles...
    V2 and V1 both stopped at red light. V1 tought V2 had started
to proceed and V1 then started to proceed and crashed into rear
of V2 causing very minor damage to both vehicles.
Vehicle #1, operated by Benjamin was westbound
starting in traffic and followed too closely.  Vehicle #1
sustained functional damage to the front.
OPerator of V1 license was showing suspended (insurance) but
believed to be a clerical issue/error.

Vehicle #1 occupant(s) are listed below:
Driver: Benjamin Injury: (O) No Apparent

Injury
Passenger: Injury: (O) No Apparent

Injury

Vehicle #2, operated by James Parr was westbound stopped
in...

Witness Last Name First MI

Witness Last Name First MI

Address

Address

City State Zip

Non Vehicle Property Damage Description State City or Town Utilities Private

Property Owner Name Address City State Zip

Dep Peter Anderson
Badge# Approved Date

Last Modified: 12/21/2024 14:33

Secondary Crash

12/21/2024Lt. Joseph Dyar26 12/20/2024

[NOTE: Redactions in the copy of 

this  report were made and applied 

by JC PARR.]



Drug Test

UrineBlood

State

Vehicle Year

(U6) Most Damaged Area
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(U7) Most Harmful EventExtent of Damage

13 - Motor Vehicle in Transport

(U11) Automation Levels Engaged(U11) Automation Levels In VehicleAutomation System In Vehicle

(U10) Sequence of Events 1

StateTrailer 2 PlateTrailer 2 VINTrailer 1 VIN

DRIVER Address

Breath

DRIVER Last Name

Driver Bicycle Pedestrian

Alcohol BAC Result

Page 2

License Plate         State

A

(U10) Sequence of Events 4

Report Number

24-038515

U

D

 (Not Field Sobriety or PBT)

NAIC

Unit ID

Insurance Policy Number

(D7) Pedestrian Maneuvers

PERSON TYPE 1-Driver, 2-Passenger, 3-Pedestrian, 6-Driver/Owner, 7-Bicycle, 8-Passenger/Owner, 24-Last Known Operator 25-Last Known Operator/Owner

(D8) Bicyclist Maneuvers

(U2) Vehicle Make

(U5) Special Function Vehicle

Vehicle Travel Direction

(U1) Unit Type

> than 26,000 lbs.10,001 - 26,000 lbs.< 10,000 lbs.

HAZMAT Placarded ?

Hit Run?

(D3) Driver Actions at Time of Crash 2(D3) Driver Actions at Time of Crash 1

(D1) Distracted By

(U10) Sequence of Events 3

(U8) Pre Crash Actions

Violation 1 Violation 2

Last Known Operator

INJURY AREA
1-Face
2-Head
3-Neck
4-Back
5-Arm(s)
6-Leg(s)
7-Chest Stomach
8-Internal
9-Entire Body
10-Other

 Include Driver, Passengers, Bicyclist, and Pedestrians

 Last Name,  First Name,  Mi

(D4) Non Motorist Location at Time of Crash

Citation Number Pending

City                         State      Zip First Name                                MI

Endorsements RestrictionsLicense Number No License

(U4)Vehicle Configuration

Vehicle Has 9 or More Seats ?
No

(U3) Vehicle Color

VIN

Insurance Company Name

Maine Department of Public Safety

STATE OF MAINE CRASH REPORT

No Insurance

Yes Yes No

Yes No

State License Class

(D2) Condition at Time of Crash

(D5) Non Motorist Action Prior to Crash

(D6) Non Motorist Action at Time of Crash 1 (D6) Non Motorist Action at Time of Crash 2

Sex
(M,F,U)

DOB
Seat
Pos
Row

Seat
Pos

Seat
Pos

Other

Air Bag
Deployed

Ejected
Helmet

Use
Injury

Degree
Injury
Type

Person
Type

Injury
Area

Inj Info
Source

Amb
Code

56

2

SEAT POSITION OTHER
1-Sleeper Section of Cab (truck)
2-Other Enclosed Cargo Area
3- Unenclosed Cargo Area
4-Trailing Unit
5-Riding on Motor Vehicle Ext
(non-trailing unit)
6- Unknown

RESTRAINT SYSTEM
1-Not Applicable
2-None Used - Motor Vehicle Occupant
3-Shoulder and Lap Belt Used
4-Shoulder Belt Only Used
5-Lap Belt Only Used
6-Restraint Used - Other
7-Child Restraint - Forward Facing
8-Child Restraint - Rear Facing
9-Child Restraint - Used Incorrectly
10-Booster Seat
11-Child  Restraint - Other

AIRBAG DEPLOYED
1-Not Applicable
2-Not Deployed
3-Deployed - Front
4-Deployed - Side
5-Deployed - Other
(knee, air belt,...)
6-Deployed -
Combination
7-Deployment - Curtain

INJURY TYPE
1-Amputation
2-Bleeding
3-Broken Bones
4-Burns
5-Concussion
6-Shock
7-Dizziness
8-Abrasion/Bruises
9-Complaint of Pain
10-Other

INJURY INFO SOURCE
1-Officer Observation
2-Individual Statement
3-Medical, Paramedical
Observation

 INJURY DEGREE
1-(K) Fatal Injury
2-(A) Suspected Serious Injury
3-(B) Suspected Minor Injury
4-(C) Possible Injury
5-(O)No Apparent Injury

SEAT POSITION
1-Left (driver)
2-Middle
3-Right
4-Other
5-Unknown

EJECTED
1-Not Ejected
2-Ejected Partially
3-Ejected Totally

SEAT ROW
1-Front Row
2-Second Row
3-Third Row
4-Fourth Row
5-Other Row
6-Unknown

HELMET USE
1-DOT-Compliant Motorcycle Helmet
2-Other Helmet
3-No Helmet

Restraint
System

OWNER Address                                 City                          State      ZipOWNER Last Name (skip if same as Driver) First Name             MI

, Benjamin S

, 

M

M 5

AMB CODES - see code sheet

(U10) Sequence of Events 2

(U9) Contributing Circumstances - Vehicle

Northbound Southbound
Eastbound Westbound Not on Roadway Unknown

No Damage Observed Minor Damage Functional Damage
Towed Due to Disabling Damage

Test Not Given Blood

Urine Other Chemical Test
Test Refused

Test Refused

Other

Positive

NegativePending

Active Permit
Suspended

UNIT PAGE

N

I

T

R

I

V

E

R

O

C

C

U

P

A

N

T

1 2 - (Sport) Utility Vehicle

65 - SUBARU

1 - No Special Function

1 - Not Distracted

1 1 2 1 3

Form 13:20A Revised October 2024

1 3 2 1 3

Exempt Vehicle

1 - Apparently Normal

14 - Followed Too Closely

Alcohol Test Alcohol Test
Result Pending

Extrication

2 1

1 1

EXTRICATION
0-Not Extricated or Not Applicable
1-Extricated

Trailer 1 Plate

21 - Motor Vehicle In Transport

ME C

ME 

0 0

, Benjamin S

, Benjamin S ME 

Emergency Vehicle Responding to Scene ?

2012 1 - Black

GVWR or GCWR

ME

9 - Starting in traffic 1 - None

 Drug Test ResultTest Not Given



Drug Test

UrineBlood

State

Vehicle Year

(U6) Most Damaged Area

6 - Rear

(U7) Most Harmful EventExtent of Damage

13 - Motor Vehicle in Transport

(U11) Automation Levels Engaged(U11) Automation Levels In VehicleAutomation System In Vehicle

(U10) Sequence of Events 1

StateTrailer 2 PlateTrailer 2 VINTrailer 1 VIN

DRIVER Address

Breath

DRIVER Last Name

Driver Bicycle Pedestrian

Alcohol BAC Result

Page 3

License Plate         State

A

(U10) Sequence of Events 4

Report Number

24-038515

U

D

 (Not Field Sobriety or PBT)

NAIC

Unit ID

Insurance Policy Number

(D7) Pedestrian Maneuvers

PERSON TYPE 1-Driver, 2-Passenger, 3-Pedestrian, 6-Driver/Owner, 7-Bicycle, 8-Passenger/Owner, 24-Last Known Operator 25-Last Known Operator/Owner

(D8) Bicyclist Maneuvers

(U2) Vehicle Make

(U5) Special Function Vehicle

Vehicle Travel Direction

(U1) Unit Type

> than 26,000 lbs.10,001 - 26,000 lbs.< 10,000 lbs.

HAZMAT Placarded ?

Hit Run?

(D3) Driver Actions at Time of Crash 2(D3) Driver Actions at Time of Crash 1

(D1) Distracted By

(U10) Sequence of Events 3

(U8) Pre Crash Actions

Violation 1 Violation 2

Last Known Operator

INJURY AREA
1-Face
2-Head
3-Neck
4-Back
5-Arm(s)
6-Leg(s)
7-Chest Stomach
8-Internal
9-Entire Body
10-Other

 Include Driver, Passengers, Bicyclist, and Pedestrians

 Last Name,  First Name,  Mi

(D4) Non Motorist Location at Time of Crash

Citation Number Pending

City                         State      Zip First Name                                MI

Endorsements RestrictionsLicense Number No License

(U4)Vehicle Configuration

Vehicle Has 9 or More Seats ?
No

(U3) Vehicle Color

VIN

Insurance Company Name

Maine Department of Public Safety

STATE OF MAINE CRASH REPORT

No Insurance

Yes Yes No

Yes No

State License Class

(D2) Condition at Time of Crash

(D5) Non Motorist Action Prior to Crash

(D6) Non Motorist Action at Time of Crash 1 (D6) Non Motorist Action at Time of Crash 2

Sex
(M,F,U)

DOB
Seat
Pos
Row

Seat
Pos

Seat
Pos

Other

Air Bag
Deployed

Ejected
Helmet

Use
Injury

Degree
Injury
Type

Person
Type

Injury
Area

Inj Info
Source

Amb
Code

46

SEAT POSITION OTHER
1-Sleeper Section of Cab (truck)
2-Other Enclosed Cargo Area
3- Unenclosed Cargo Area
4-Trailing Unit
5-Riding on Motor Vehicle Ext
(non-trailing unit)
6- Unknown

RESTRAINT SYSTEM
1-Not Applicable
2-None Used - Motor Vehicle Occupant
3-Shoulder and Lap Belt Used
4-Shoulder Belt Only Used
5-Lap Belt Only Used
6-Restraint Used - Other
7-Child Restraint - Forward Facing
8-Child Restraint - Rear Facing
9-Child Restraint - Used Incorrectly
10-Booster Seat
11-Child  Restraint - Other

AIRBAG DEPLOYED
1-Not Applicable
2-Not Deployed
3-Deployed - Front
4-Deployed - Side
5-Deployed - Other
(knee, air belt,...)
6-Deployed -
Combination
7-Deployment - Curtain

INJURY TYPE
1-Amputation
2-Bleeding
3-Broken Bones
4-Burns
5-Concussion
6-Shock
7-Dizziness
8-Abrasion/Bruises
9-Complaint of Pain
10-Other

INJURY INFO SOURCE
1-Officer Observation
2-Individual Statement
3-Medical, Paramedical
Observation

 INJURY DEGREE
1-(K) Fatal Injury
2-(A) Suspected Serious Injury
3-(B) Suspected Minor Injury
4-(C) Possible Injury
5-(O)No Apparent Injury

SEAT POSITION
1-Left (driver)
2-Middle
3-Right
4-Other
5-Unknown

EJECTED
1-Not Ejected
2-Ejected Partially
3-Ejected Totally

SEAT ROW
1-Front Row
2-Second Row
3-Third Row
4-Fourth Row
5-Other Row
6-Unknown

HELMET USE
1-DOT-Compliant Motorcycle Helmet
2-Other Helmet
3-No Helmet

Restraint
System

OWNER Address                                 City                          State      ZipOWNER Last Name (skip if same as Driver) First Name             MI

Parr, James C M

AMB CODES - see code sheet

(U10) Sequence of Events 2

(U9) Contributing Circumstances - Vehicle

Northbound Southbound
Eastbound Westbound Not on Roadway Unknown

No Damage Observed Minor Damage Functional Damage
Towed Due to Disabling Damage

Test Not Given Blood

Urine Other Chemical Test
Test Refused

Test Refused

Other

Positive

NegativePending

Active Permit
Suspended

UNIT PAGE

N

I

T

R

I

V

E

R

O

C

C

U

P

A

N

T

2 1 - Passenger Car

67 - TOYOTA

1 - No Special Function

1 - Not Distracted

1 1 2 1 3 9

Form 13:20A Revised October 2024

Exempt Vehicle

1 - Apparently Normal

1 - No Contributing Action

Alcohol Test Alcohol Test
Result Pending

Extrication

4 2 1

EXTRICATION
0-Not Extricated or Not Applicable
1-Extricated

Trailer 1 Plate

21 - Motor Vehicle In Transport

ME C

, Falmouth ME 04105

0 B

Parr, James C

Parr, James C , Falmouth ME 04105

Emergency Vehicle Responding to Scene ?

2017 10 - Red

GVWR or GCWR

ME

11 - Stopped in traffic 1 - None

 Drug Test ResultTest Not Given



Page 4

On Friday, December 20, 2024 at 18:42:00, Dep Peter Anderson responded to a crash at the intersection of
YARMOUTH RD and Int of MAIN ST  PORTLAND RD  W GRAY RD  YARMOUTH R in Gray Maine.  At the time of
the crash, the weather was snow and the road surface was wet.

Vehicles...
    V2 and V1 both stopped at red light. V1 tought V2 had started to proceed and V1 then started to proceed
and crashed into rear of V2 causing very minor damage to both vehicles.
Vehicle #1, operated by Benjamin was westbound starting in traffic and followed too closely.
Vehicle #1 sustained functional damage to the front.
OPerator of V1 license was showing suspended (insurance) but believed to be a clerical issue/error.

Vehicle #1 occupant(s) are listed below:
Driver: Benjamin Injury: (O) No Apparent Injury
Passenger: Injury: (O) No Apparent Injury

Vehicle #2, operated by James Parr was westbound stopped in traffic.  Vehicle #2 sustained functional
damage to the rear.

Vehicle #2 occupant(s) are listed below:
Driver: James Parr Injury: (C) Possible Injury

Narrative / Diagram Supplemental

Form 13:20A Revised January 2023Maine Department of Public Safety

STATE OF MAINE CRASH REPORT
Report Number

24-038515
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[NOTE: Redactions in the copy of 

this  report were made and 

applied by JC PARR.]

















		

J. CHRISTOPHER PARR 
LEWISTON, MAINE 04240  

   
        October 20, 2026 
 
Right to Know Advisory Committee 
c/o Office of Policy & Legal Analysis  
13 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333-0013 
 
RE: TWO SUGGESTIONS FOR THE COMMITTEE’S CONSIDERATION 
 
Dear Chair Carney and Members of the Committee: 
 
Although I am an employee of the State of Maine, I send this correspondence to the 
Committee solely in my personal capacity as a resident of Maine, to share a perspective 
of a member of the public.  
 
The purpose of this letter is to share two suggestions regarding the the Freedom of Access 
Act (“FOAA”; “Act”) for the Right to Know Advisory Committee (“RTKAC”; 
“Committee”) to perhaps consider.  
 

*** 
 
The first suggestion is that the Committee strengthen the penalty provisions for 
intentional violations of the Act. This might include raising the fine amounts specified in 
1 M.R.S. § 410 that can be imposed on government agencies and entities that intentionally 
violate the law, as well as enacting criminal and civil infractions with which public 
officials and employees could be personally charged or cited for purposely withholding 
records that should be disclosed or made publicly accessible pursuant to the law.  
 
Alternatively (or in addition), the Committee might consider amending 1 M.R.S. § 452 as 
follows (see underlined text): 
 

§ 452. Removal, secretion, mutilation of or refusal to return state documents; 
intentional nondisclosure of public records 
 
Whoever intentionally removes any book, record, document or instrument belonging to 
or kept in any state office, except books and documents kept and deposited in the State 
Library, intentionally secretes, alters, mutilates, defaces or destroys any such book, 
record, document or instrument or, having possession or control of any such book, 
record, document or instrument, intentionally fails or refuses to return the same to that 
state office or to deliver the same to the person in lawful charge of the office where the 
same was kept or deposited is guilty of a Class D crime.    
 
A person who  intentionally does not disclose or otherwise provide access to a public 
record pursuant to this chapter that the person knows is publicly disclosable or publicly 
accessible commits a Class D crime.  

 



		

Amending the Act in one or both ways would serve to emphasize that State and local 
government agencies and officials have a duty to act faithfully to further the FOAA’s 
purpose of ensuring government transparency.  
 
 
The second suggestion is that the Committee take concrete, proactive steps to educate 
the general public about the FOAA, as well as about best practices to follow when making 
public record requests. One benefit of doing so would be that some measure of relief 
might possibly be brought to agencies currently facing burdensome FOAA requests.  
 
Given the breadth of the Committee’s statutory charge (as set forth in 1 M.R.S. § 411, sub-
§ 1), any of the following steps ostensibly could be taken by the RTKAC without the need 
for legislation: 
 

§ The RTKAC could post on its website tips on how to write effective, reasonably 
framed FOAA requests that members of the public could reference when 
composing their own public records requests; 

§ The Committee could post on its website examples of effective, reasonably framed 
FOAA requests that agencies have actually received that members of the public 
could reference when composing their own public records requests; 

§ The RTKAC could produce and post a video on its website that walks viewers 
through the FOAA request and response process so that they can learn how the 
process works and what to expect during the process. (An example of such a 
video is one that was produced by the Better Government Association about how 
to file a FOAA request in the State of Illinois. See generally 
https://www.bettergov.org/2022/12/05/how-to-file-a-foia-request-in-illinois/.) 
Such a video could include tips on how to compose effective, reasonably framed 
FOAA requests; 

§ The RTKAC could compose and post on its website a model form that members of 
the public could use to submit effective, reasonably framed FOAA requests. See, 
e.g., https://www.illinoisattorneygeneral.gov/Page-
Attachments/FOIAPAC/Sample%20FOIA%20request%20form%20v1%20(2).pdf
; 

§ The Committee could suggest to State and local government agencies that they 
post on their respective websites examples of effective, reasonably framed FOAA 
requests that the agencies have actually received that can serve as models for 
members of the public to reference when writing their own public records 
requests; 

§ The RTKAC could suggest to press and news broadcasting organizations that they 
post on their respective websites examples of effective, reasonably framed FOAA 
requests that the organizations have submitted to agencies, for members of the 
public to reference when writing their own public records requests. Alternatively 
(or in addition), the Committee might suggest that such organizations post on 
their respective websites tips on how to write effective, reasonably framed FOAA 
requests that members of the public could reference when composing their own 
public record requests; 

§ The Committee could suggest to Maine-based government-transparency advocacy 
organizations that they post on their respective websites examples of effective, 



		

reasonably framed FOAA requests for members of the public to reference when 
writing their own public records requests. Alternatively (or in addition), the 
Committee might suggest that such organizations post on their respective 
websites tips on how to write effective, reasonably framed FOAA requests that 
members of the public could reference when composing their own public record 
requests; 

§ Members of the RTKAC could host, e.g., biannual or quarterly online “town hall”-
like meetings that members of the public could virtually attend to ask general 
questions to the Members about the Freedom of Access Act; 

§ A general Committee email address could be created and posted on the RTKAC 
website through which general questions or suggestions about the FOAA could 
be submitted by members of the public, to which Committee members could 
then respond when appropriate.  

 
*** 

 
Thank you considering this letter. Please feel welcome to contact me via the email address 
given below if you have any questions about the thoughts I have shared. 
 

Respectfully,  
 
 
 

J. Christopher Parr 
jchristopherparr@yahoo.com 


	1. Agenda - RTKAC Technology and Burdensome Subcommittee - 10.28.2026
	2. Memo for Oct. 28 Meeting - RTKAC Technology and Burdensome Subcommittee
	3. Survey Responses - MMA and MSMA
	4. 261007 Letter to RTKAC
	5. 261014 Letter to RTKAC (Merged)
	261014 Letter to RTKAC
	261014 MCRS Report 001 (RED.)
	261014 MCRS Report 002 (RED.)

	6. 261020 Letter to RTKAC

