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Good afternoon to all:  

The attached document, Benefit-to-Cost Analysis, includes several FOAA documents indicating that the MDOT will 
downgrade the design criteria of the 2B-2/preferred alternative from freeway design criteria to rolling design criteria 
following the conclusion of the NEPA process. This isn’t a recent decision; this change in design criteria is documented 
from December 2011. We wouldn’t know now if it wasn’t for the FOAA request. FOAA documents supporting MDOT’s 
Benefits-to-Cost Analysis of the 2B-2 alternative are included. The analysis indicates an acceptable 1.1 ratio, however 
there seems to be a discrepancy of $1,000,000 to $1,160,000 in installation costs favoring the B/C ratio; without that 
discrepancy, the B/C ratio is an unacceptable 0.988 to 0.991. 

“The Maine Department of Transportation…regrets the insufficient outreach by MaineDOT to leaders of the affected 
communities along the proposed I-395 US Route 9 connecter,” the statement read. “Town officials and the residents of 
Brewer, Holden, Eddington and Clifton deserve to be fully informed of all decisions and progress. We recognize that it is 
our obligation to do so, and we will rectify this situation in the future.  
 
FOAA documents now indicate that on the same day the MDOT was apologizing and making promises, they were already 
withholding the rolling criteria design change. 

I was the gentleman mentioned in the media in January 2012 that discovered the changes to the study; my tip to the BDN 
was behind the newspaper article that broke the news to the public:  
 

One would have to ask why it took a FOAA to find new information and what was the advantage to the MDOT of 
withholding that information from the public? What is the advantage of holding off until after the NEPA process is 
concluded? Would this design change, only applicable to alternative 2B-2 and not the other 70+ alternatives studied over 
13 years, have altered the outcome of this study if it was done within the NEPA process? There has to be a reason behind 
MDOT’s decisions and I think it’s time that someone finds out what that was. This future design change, following the 
NEPA process, was not included in the March 2012 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, although the reduced cost of 
the rolling design was. The DEIS was released for public comment without the end product design included; why was that?  

I have added the JSC of Transportation to the address list; I’ve included a previous document for them, LTE + 
Infrastructure, that most have already seen. 

Yes – I deserve to be fully informed of all decisions and progress. I ask you all, when will that happen? 

What else has been withheld? 

Doesn’t anyone else find the MDOT’s lack of transparency and their lack of accountability to the public and the elected 
officials of the impacted communities disturbing? 

MDOT Public Participation is not a suggestion – it is a State of Maine Statute.  
 

Thank you for your time and consideration, Larry Adams 

http://bangordailynews.com/2012/01/06/news/bangor/mainedot-apologizes-for-not-informing-communities-of-i-395route-9-plan/
http://bangordailynews.com/2012/01/05/news/bangor/communities-stunned-by-states-new-choice-for-i-395-route-9-connector-route/?ref=relatedSidebar
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/23/title23sec73.html
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Benefit-to-Cost Analysis 

 

Salmon Portland Chase (1.13.1808 to 5.7.1873) was U.S. Treasury Secretary under President Abraham 

Lincoln. This is the largest denomination of U.S. currency ever in public circulation, and was issued 

until 1946.  As of May 30, 2009, only 336 $10,000 bills were known to have survived.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Large_denominations_of_United_States_currency

 

• Our limited State/Federal tax revenues need to be spent wisely repairing the existing 

infrastructure, not on this I-395/Route 9 Connector project; the preferred alternative 

2B-2 only met one out of the five (20%) Purpose & Needs in April 2009. 
 

• “Adding more miles to our transportation system in this current fiscal environment 

doesn’t make financial sense,” said Bernhardt, “Our responsibility going forward is to 

manage our existing infrastructure within our existing budget.” (8.01.11)  
http://www.maine.gov/tools/whatsnew/index.php?topic=DOT_Press_Releases&id=279591&v=article 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Large_denominations_of_United_States_currency
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Large_denominations_of_United_States_currency
http://www.maine.gov/tools/whatsnew/index.php?topic=DOT_Press_Releases&id=279591&v=article
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Benefit-to-Cost Analysis versus Installation Costs: 

 

This handout will provide insight into several irregularities uncovered after a close examination of 

1,239 FOAA documents. Here are the facts: 

 It should be noted that these documents were not available on the Study website or within the 

DEIS. They have only surfaced today because of the Eddington FOAA request. That fact alone 

should tell you something about how this story continues to unravel as new facts come out. 

First, an interesting comment from DOT Commissioner Bernhardt on 8.01.11 following cancellation of 

the 10 year long/$2.5 million dollar Wiscasset Bypass Study: 

 “Our responsibility going forward is to manage our existing obligations within our existing budget, 

and to limit adding new infrastructure to that which is shown to provide overwhelming benefits. We 

know federal transportation funding will continue to decrease, and the era of special earmarks for 

transportation projects is over.” http://www.maine.gov/mdot/wcs/studyannoucementaug2011.htm 

 

FOAA Documents #000185-000187 established the Benefit-Cost Ratio of the 2B-2 preferred alternative 

@1.1; so the question becomes what is acceptable and what would be considered overwhelming? 

What was or is the importance of the lowered $61,000,000 cost included in the DEIS without an 

explanation? The “freeway criteria” included in the DEIS does not match the cost included in the DEIS; 

there is a $32,240,000 disparity. FOAA Document #000391 established MDOT plans to develop the 2B-

2 preferred alternative, following the conclusion of NEPA, using “rolling criteria”; the reduced cost of 

that downgrade in design is already reflected in the DEIS.  

This handout will clearly show the importance of that lower price and will include all documents 

needed to form that opinion. Benefit-Cost Analysis is analogous to Benefit-to-Cost Ratio, B/C ratio, 

BCR, Benefit-Cost ratio or Benefit/Cost Ratio. 

 

FACT—Current design standard in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 

Alternative 2B-2 would be a controlled-access highway and conceptually designed using the MaineDOT 

design criteria for freeways. Two lanes would be constructed and used for two-way travel within an 

approximate 200-foot-wide right-of-way. Route 9 would not be improved, and it would not provide 

high-speed, limited access connection to the east of East Eddington village. (DEIS Summary page S12-

S13) 

 The 2B-2 alternative, as described in the DEIS, would be conceptually designed using the 

MaineDOT design criteria for freeways. 

 

 

http://www.maine.gov/mdot/wcs/studyannoucementaug2011.htm
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FOAA Document #000391: 
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FOAA Document #000392 (Attachment to FOAA Document #000391):

FACTS—FOAA Documents #000391/000392 establish: 

1. This cost estimate for the build alternatives was prepared using the DOT’s freeway criteria. 

2. We understand the DOT would like, following the conclusion of the NEPA process, for the preferred 

alternative to be developed using rolling criteria. 

3. …we will apply this percent reduction to the cost to construct the build alternatives that is shown in 

the DEIS/Section 404 Permit Application. 

4. The cost of the 2B-2 alternative using the DOT’s freeway criteria is: $93,240,000 

FACT—Estimated Construction Costs in the DEIS: 

The estimated construction costs of alternatives include the costs of preliminary engineering, 

construction engineering, utility relocation, acquisition of property for right-of-way, and mitigating 

environmental impacts. The costs of the build alternatives would range between approximately $61 

million and $81 million (in 2011 dollars). (DEIS pages S15 and S18) 

QUESTION: 

 FOAA Documents #000391/000392 are dated 12.06.11. DEIS signed by Commissioner Bernhardt 

on 3.07.12. Why was the lower cost included in the DEIS, but the lower-cost-design was not? 
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FOAA Document #000431: 

 

 

 

FACT—Memo established the one-third cost reduction: 

 After reviewing the cost estimates for build alternatives, the cost estimates should be reduced 

by one-third, for planning purposes moving forward. 

 

 The basis of the $61 million dollars stated in the DEIS. 

 

 So far it has been established that there is a discrepancy between the applicable design 

standard and the cost of alternative 2B-2 in the DEIS.  
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 Note: The cost differences were addressed in questions to the DEIS; the MDOT decided that the 

question was not substantive and offered no comment. 
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What is a Benefit-to-Cost Ratio? 

The following is a simplified example showing how Benefit/Cost analysis is applied to your everyday 

life; you do it all the time without even thinking. 

A Benefit/Cost ratio is based on a simple mathematical equation: Benefit divided by Cost; or B/C. 

 The number 1.0 is the baseline or threshold to the Benefit/Cost ratio analysis. 

 A Benefit/Cost Ratio equal to or greater than (= to/or >) 1.0 is considered a good investment. 

 Projects with a Benefit-to-Cost ratio greater than 1.0 have greater Benefits than Costs; hence they 

have positive net benefits. The higher the ratio, the greater the Benefits relative to the Costs. 

 A Benefit/Cost Ratio less than (<) 1.0 when Cost exceeds Benefits is not a good investment. 

Say you buy a bag of chips with a suggested retail price @$2.99 at your favorite store: 

 Benefit $2.99 bag of chips/$2.99 Cost = B/C Ratio of 1.000 (good investment) 

Say you go to another store that has that same bag of chips but on sale for $2.00: 

 Benefit $2.99 bag of chips/$2.00 Cost = B/C Ratio of 1.495 (better investment) 

Say you now go to the movies and the same bag of chips is marked-up to $3.50: 

 Benefit $2.99 bag of chips/$3.50 Cost = B/C Ratio of 0.854 (bad investment) 

 

Applications of Benefit-Cost Analysis when considering Transportation Projects: 

In highway decision-making, BCA may be used to help determine the following:  Whether or not a 

project should be undertaken at all (i.e., whether the project's life-cycle benefits will exceed its costs). 

(FHWA) http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm 

The benefit-cost ratio (BCR) is often used to select among competing projects when an agency is 

operating under budget constraints. In particular, use of the BCR can identify a collection of projects 

that yields the greatest multiple of benefits to costs, where the ability to incur costs is limited by 

available funds. (FHWA) http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm 

BCR is a grading factor when considering the project’s merit. At the Federal Level, projects from all 50 

states are grouped together as one group and prioritized against each other for the limited available 

Federal funds. The Federal Highway Trust Fund Highway Account will be exhausted in FY15. 

Benefit-cost ratio (BCR): The BCR is frequently used to select among projects when funding 

restrictions apply. In this measure, the present value of benefits (including negative benefits) is placed 

in the numerator of the ratio and the present value of the initial agency investment cost is placed in 

the denominator. The ratio is usually expressed as a quotient (e.g., $2.2 million/$1.1 million = 2.0). 

For any given budget, the projects with the highest BCRs can be selected to form a package of 

projects that yields the greatest multiple of benefits to costs (see box, page 24).  

(FHWA) http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm#ref2 

 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm#ref2
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FOAA Documents #000185/000186: 
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FOAA Document #000187 Benefits/Cost Analysis: 
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FOAA Documents #000185-000187 established Benefit-to-Cost Ratio @ 1.1 for 2B-2 

alternative based on the cost of a future downgrade in design from freeway criteria to 

rolling criteria following conclusion of the NEPA process; this design change is found 

only in FOAA documents—the MDOT has yet to advise the public of this change: 

 A Benefit/Cost ratio of 1.1 results in a positive/good investment, BUT how does that fit the 

Commissioner’s statement “…to limit adding new infrastructure to that which is shown to provide 

overwhelming benefits?” 

 

 MDOT analysis was based on an installation cost of $61 million dollars – not the $93,240,000 for a 

freeway criteria designed 2B-2 as stated in FOAA Document #000392; MDOT analysis based on 

future lower cost of “rolling criteria” design following conclusion of NEPA: 

Average Annual Equivalents may have used to achieve the MDOT B/C ratio @ 1.1 (1.077 actual).  

 

Using Present Values: Benefits @$61,424,195/ Installation Cost @$61,000,000 = B/C Ratio @1.007  

 

Since a Benefit/Cost Ratio is simple mathematics, knowledge on how to compute benefits in FOAA 

Document #000187 is not necessary. Present value of Benefits established by MDOT @$61,424,195.  

 

Benefit/Cost Ratio of 2B-2 using MDOT’s freeway criteria: 

(MDOT established FOAA Document #000187)         Benefits:  $61,424,195  

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  = B/C Ratio @0.659 

(2B-2 Cost as per FOAA Document #000392)       Installation:  $93,240,000  

 

 A Benefit-to-Cost Ratio of 0.659 makes this project no longer viable when using the actual 

cost of 2B-2 using MDOT’s freeway criteria. 

 

OR use $93 million instead of $93,240,000: 

(MDOT established FOAA Document #000187)         Benefits:  $61,424,195  

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  = B/C Ratio @0.660 

(2B-2 Cost as per FOAA Document #000431)       Installation:  $93,000,000  

 A Benefit-to-Cost Ratio of 0.660 makes this project no longer viable when using the actual 

cost of 2B-2 using MDOT’s freeway criteria. 

 

 Plug either $93,240,000 or $93 million into the formula and you get B/C ratios of 

0.659/0.660 and that is no longer a good investment; and no longer a Benefit-to-Cost Ratio 

that you can base this project on. 
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“…the cost estimates should be reduced by one-third...” (FOAA Document #000431): 

 

 

Using the $93,240,000 cost established for 2B-2 freeway criteria in FOAA Document #000392: 

 

 $93,240,000/3 = $31,080,000 (one-third of $93,240,000) 

 

$93,240,000 - $31,080,000 = $62,160,000 (one-third reduction per FOAA Document #000431) 

 

(OR) 

 

Using the $93,000,000 cost established for 2B-2 freeway criteria in FOAA Document #000431: 

 

 $93,000,000/3 = $31,000,000 (one-third of $93,000,000) 

 

$93,000,000 - $31,000,000 = $62,000,000 (one-third reduction per FOAA Document #000431) 

 

 Neither of these above two computations equates to the $61,000,000 cost used in the 

Benefit/Cost analysis of FOAA Documents #000185-000187 and as stated in the DEIS.  

 

 There seems to be a mathematical discrepancy of between $1,000,000 and $1,160,000 for 

the MDOT established installation cost of $61,000,000. 

 

 

 

The B/C using accurate one-third reductions @ $62,000,000 and $62,160,000: 

 

 If Cost is greater than Benefits—the project is no longer viable. 

 

 MDOT established the present value of Benefits per FOAA Document #000187 @ $61,424,195. 

 

• Cost @$62,000,000 > Benefits @ $61,424,195 or a B/C ratio @0.991 – not viable. 

 

• Cost @$62,160,000 > Benefits @ $61,424,195 or a B/C ratio @0.988 – not viable. 

 

• Computing the Benefit-to-Cost Ratio with the MDOT established present value of Benefits @ 

$61,424,195 and the present value installation costs reduced by one-third results in B/C Ratios 

@ 0.988 and 0.991. 
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So where did the $61,000,000 come from? 

 

 Seems like after the initial one-third reduction, the installation cost was magically again reduced to 

get installation costs below the benefits so as to obtain an acceptable B/C ratio. Depending on 

which installation cost was used, $93,240,000 or the $93 million, another reduction of $1,000,000 

to $1,160,000 was needed to get to that $61,000,000 cost used in the FOAA Document #000187 

Benefit-Cost Ratio analysis. Was this just a mistake, a rush to judgment, sloppy engineering or is 

there more to this than just a simple miscalculation? 

 

 “Economics 101 provides that a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.0 [$1 in benefits for every $1 invested] 

is a viable benefit cost ratio,” Charette said. (BDN 4.18.12) Maybe Mathematics 101 would provide 

an explanation for that unaccountable $1,000,000 to $1,160,000 that just so happens to favor 

the MDOT Benefit-to-Cost analysis. 

 

 And that is why the $61 million dollar price tag of the “rolling design” is so important. $61 

million gives an acceptable B/C ratio @1.1; the $93,240,000 cost of a “freeway criteria design” 

only returns a B/C ratio @0.659 and is no longer a viable project. The MDOT needs the lower 

cost of the future downgraded design to justify the construction of this connector; without 

lowering the cost – the B/C ratio is unacceptable. The project cannot proceed to selection 

without a B/C ratio = to/or >1.0 and even an acceptable B/C ratio @1.1 may be too low of a 

grading factor when setting priorities for Federal Funding. 

 

 In my opinion, this project is completely money-driven and nothing else matters; not the 

environment, not the design of the connector, not safety, not the displaced residents and 

especially not the individual behind this keyboard. Costs will continue to be reduced to make the 

project appear to be more viable.  

 

One more irregularity: What about the cost of mitigation? 

 

Go back and view FOAA Document #000392 and notice that there is no dollar figure under the 

Mitigation Column for any of the three remaining alternatives and that conflicts with the DEIS. 

 

The estimated construction costs of alternatives include the costs of preliminary engineering, 

construction engineering, utility relocation, acquisition of property for right-of-way, and mitigating 

environmental impacts. The costs of the build alternatives would range between approximately $61 

million and $81 million (in 2011 dollars). (DEIS pages S15 and S18) 

 

 The DEIS statement “and mitigating environmental impacts” cannot be true since the cost 

estimates were reduced by one-third as stated clearly in FOAA Document #000431 and that 

cost according to FOAA Document #000392 was $93,240,000 with no mitigation costs shown. 

Due to the large environmental impacts it should be expected that the cost of mitigation will be 

high and it doesn’t appear that these costs have been included in their construction estimates. 
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Back to the Commissioner’s previous statement: 

“Our responsibility going forward is to manage our existing obligations within our existing budget, and 

to limit adding new infrastructure to that which is shown to provide overwhelming benefits. We know 

federal transportation funding will continue to decrease, and the era of special earmarks for 

transportation projects is over.” 

 

Benefit-to-Cost Ratio of the Wiscasset Bypass Study cancelled in August 2011: 
http://www.maine.gov/mdot/wcs/documents/phase2/MainReport_WiscPhase2.pdf 

September 2009 Wiscasset Bypass Phase II Report page 27: 

 

 The Commissioner cancelled a Study in August of 2011 with a Benefit-to-Cost-Ratio @ 2.27, 

2.43 and 2.46, BUT moves forward to complete the I-395/Route 9 Connector Study promoting a 

preferred alternative with a Benefit-to-Cost-Ratio of only 1.1? 

 

 Don’t forget, alternative 2B-2 met only one out of five (20%) Purpose & Needs in April 2009. 

  

 Many wonder why the MDOT continues to spend one more cent on a Study that teeters around 

being not viable. Is underwhelming a word? 

 

 

http://www.maine.gov/mdot/wcs/documents/phase2/MainReport_WiscPhase2.pdf
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What is the engineering basis for the “one-third” reduction? 

 What is the engineering basis for the “one-third” reduction in price as stated in the January 30, 

2012 Memo, FOAA Document #000431?  

 

 Are we to be impacted by an engineer’s opinion instead of real facts? Where are the facts to back 

up the one-third reduction in costs?  

 

Excerpt from FOAA Document #000431: 

 

Excerpt from FOAA Document #000392: 

 

 

 The costs stated in FOAA Document #000392 seem pretty specific, however the one-third cost 

reduction in FOAA Document #000431 seems arbitrary at best. 
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FHWA concerns with underestimation of project construction and development costs: 

   
Agency costs: The assignment of monetary values to the design and construction of a project is 

perhaps the easiest valuation concept to understand. Engineers estimate these costs based on past 

experience, bid prices, design specifications, materials costs, and other information. Care must be 

taken to make a complete capital cost estimation, including contingencies and administrative expenses 

such as internal staff planning and overhead costs. A common error in economic analysis and 

budgeting is the underestimation of project construction and development costs. Particular care should 

be used when costing large or complicated projects. 

(FHWA Documentation) http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm 

 

Economic Analysis and the National Environmental Policy Act Process: 

 

Any State or local project or activity receiving Federal funds or other Federal approvals must undergo 

analysis of a comprehensive set of its social, economic, and environmental impacts under the 

provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). The findings of the NEPA analysis 

have a major influence on the selection of a particular project or project alternative. 

 

When an environmental impact statement (EIS) is prepared under NEPA and economic, social, natural, 

or physical environmental effects are interrelated, then the EIS must discuss all of these effects on the 

human environment. If a benefit-cost analysis (BCA) is prepared to assist in project selection, it should 

be incorporated by reference or appended to the EIS as an aid in evaluating the environmental 

consequences. This information will complement other information assembled in the EIS. However, for 

purposes of complying with NEPA, the merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be 

displayed in a monetary BCA, and typically are not. 

 

Accordingly, information revealed in a BCA can inform the NEPA process. Similarly, information on the 

direct costs or benefits of environmental impacts of a project measured in the NEPA review should be 

incorporated into the economic analysis.  

(FHWA Documentation) http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm 

 

 Benefit-to-Cost analysis was not included in the DEIS.  

 

 Cumulative Environmental Effects: streams-4,900/feet; wetlands-182/acres; floodplains-26/acres; 

forest vegetation-602/acres; wildlife habitat-873/acres. 54 properties will be directly impacted while 

eight families watch bulldozers raze their homes. Impacted communities will lose combined 

revenues of $62,000/year from directly impacted properties/residences. Wouldn’t an accurate 

Benefit-to-Cost Ratio have been a useful tool to evaluate this project with so many significant 

negative impacts? 

 

 How can the 2B-2 alternative be effectively evaluated by Cooperating Agencies, such as the US 

Fisheries and Wildlife Service and the Army Corps of Engineers, charged with permitting and 

approval without knowledge of an accurate Benefit-to-Cost Analysis? 

 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm
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 Go back and think once again about the Commissioner’s statement: “Our responsibility going 

forward…to limit adding new infrastructure to that which is shown to provide overwhelming 

benefits.”  

 

 The benefits of the 2B-2 alternative are not overwhelming no matter what cost you use. 

 

 However, future development along Route 9 in the study area can impact future traffic flow 

and the overall benefits of the project. (DEIS s19) 

More interesting quotes: 

http://www.pressherald.com/news/bypass-plan-goes-nowhere-in-wiscasset-state-kills-it_2011-08-02.html  

“Transportation Commissioner David Bernhardt said Monday that his decision to end the bypass study 

had little to do with the discovery of the nest and everything to do with the estimated $100 million 

price of the project.”  

Bernhardt, a 26-year veteran of the MDOT, was chosen to become commissioner by Gov. Paul LePage 

in January. Before being confirmed by the Legislature, he told the Transportation Committee that he 

would oppose any new bond initiatives. 

“This is the second transportation planning effort in the midcoast to be canceled by the LePage 

administration. In March, Bernhardt announced that the state had suspended funding for the Gateway 

1 project – $2.4 million had already been spent on the long-term land-use and transportation plan for 

110 miles of Route 1 from Brunswick to Prospect.” 

Final Thoughts: 

 An unviable, deficient and impractical alternative was selected in complete isolation outside of 

public scrutiny without sufficient comprehensive planning and the opportunity for meaningful public 

input and guidance. 

 

 Our limited State/Federal tax revenues need to be spent wisely repairing the existing infrastructure, 

not on this I-395/Route 9 Connector project; MDOT’s 2B-2/preferred alternative only met one out 

of the five (20%) Purpose & Needs in April 2009. 

 

 “Adding more miles to our transportation system in this current fiscal environment doesn’t make 

financial sense,” said Bernhardt, “Our responsibility going forward is to manage our existing 

infrastructure within our existing budget.” (8.01.11) 

http://www.maine.gov/tools/whatsnew/index.php?topic=DOT_Press_Releases&id=279591&v=article 

 

Please support the NO-BUILD option for the I-395/Route 9 Connector. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, Larry Adams 

http://www.pressherald.com/news/bypass-plan-goes-nowhere-in-wiscasset-state-kills-it_2011-08-02.html
http://www.maine.gov/tools/whatsnew/index.php?topic=DOT_Press_Releases&id=279591&v=article

