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

“We are As Governor-elect Mills and her team starts work on

struggling to her new budget, | would hope that she takes a hard

maintain the look at how the DOT has been operating during the

roads and past administration. After reading an article in the

bridges we
currently have in

Portland Herald on the request for more state and
safe and federal transportation funding, it brings me back to
serviceable the same question: why is the MaineDOT funding a

condition.” controversial nearterm project (2B-2) that Brewer

DOT Commissioner

residents and officials oppose—when we can’t afford
August 2011

to even maintain our existing roads and bridges?

We are now in an every year bond cycle at the same time that Commissioner
Bernhardt committed matching funds of $39,625,000 to acquire an INFRA
grant for 2B-2’s construction (see page 5). Are we to believe, in this current
fiscal environment, that we have that kind of money squirreled away to build a
new project when our state has sustained unmet transportation needs?

A potpourri of issues follows: funding questions, the commitment of state
funds for 2B-2’s INFRA grant, dubious B/C ratios, FOAA docs as evidence of
falsifying 2B-2’s DEIS cost, applying downgraded design criteria to only 2B-2,
environmental impacts, Maine’s unmet transportation needs, the misuse of
the PAC, MaineDOT’s own words, and an incident between the FHWA and DOT
on the use of a NEPA forum to get recommendations on how to proceed with
the study in December 2011 after 2B-2’s design criteria was downgraded.

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

sense.” DOT Commissioner | August 2011



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

Kicking the can down the road:

Portland Press Hevald

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

replace roads and bridges, a tactic many call unsustainable.
BY PETER MCGUIRE | STAFF WRITER | POSTED 10.22.2018

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

Mainers have overwhelmingly supported the last four transportation bonds with at least 59
percent of the vote. But despite success at the ballot box, there is a consensus that regular
borrowing masks persistent, multimillion-dollar budget shortfalls to maintain and upgrade
the state’s battered highway infrastructure.

There is also an admission, from officials, advocates and politicians, that successive
governors and legislatures have largely ignored the problem, opting to buy time through
bonding, a more expensive way to pay for road and bridge work. For instance, the $106
million requested in this ballot question will end up costing taxpayers $135 million over the
10-year life of the bond.

‘KICKING THE CAN DOWN THE ROAD’

Even after spending around $80 million in borrowed money a year, the Maine Department
of Transportation’s $324 million capital improvement budget is still $59 million below
where the department says it needs to be to achieve long-term goals set out in state law.
Maria Fuentes, executive director of the Maine Better Transportation Association, a
nonprofit that advocates for transportation issues, said Maine has been lucky that voters
have consistently supported large transportation bonds, but warns it is not sustainable.

LOTS OF WORK, LITTLE MONEY

The cost of underfunding the state’s transportation infrastructure should be obvious to
anyone who has spent time on Maine’s nearly 21,200 miles of state highway.

The American Society of Civil Engineers, in a 2016 report card, gave Maine’s roads a D
rating and its bridges a C- rating, unchanged from the same report four years earlier. A
2014 state report found more than 15 percent of the state’s bridges were structurally
deficient and recommended doubling annual spending to $140 million to maintain the
2,744 bridges it owns.


https://www.pressherald.com/author/peter-mcguire/
https://www.pressherald.com/2018/10/22/transportation-bond-continues-practice-of-shoring-up-budget-shortfalls/?rel=related

As of last year, the state was 70 percent to its statutory goal of bringing 1,400 miles of
priority highway miles into acceptable service by 2022 - a percentage that has barely
moved in the last six years.

“There is never enough money. We have a standing list of projects across the state that
nheed to be addressed,” said Ron Collins, a Republican state senator from Wells. Collins,
Senate chairman of the Transportation Committee, has served in the Legislature for 16
years and is termed out this election.

BORROWED MONEY

Including this year's proposal, Maine will have borrowed $817 million to fund
transportation projects over the last 13 years. That’s almost twice the amount of bonds
approved for all other purposes, including higher education, research and development,
clean water and land conservation.

More than half the transportation bonds have been authorized under LePage, and his
administration plans to keep borrowing.

The state’s work plan assumes voters will approve annual $100 million, 10-year
transportation bonds over the next six years to overcome budget shortfalls, said Bernhardt,
the Maine DOT commissioner.

Borrowed money currently makes up about 25 percent of the state’s annual highway
capital spending. That money is used on big-ticket items, such as bridge construction, that
will last much longer than the life of the bond or to match federal funding, Bernhardt said.

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

Exhibit 4.1 — Total Project Cost
Other Federal

Percentage of

MaineDOT INFRA Total

(STP) Total Project Cost
Preliminary Engincering | $3,900,000 |  $1,600,000 50 $5,500,000 7% Click here to
Right of Way $5.450,000 | $4.200,000 $0 $9,650,000 12% view
Construction $27,175.000 S0 $33,825.000 | $61.000,000 7% document.
Construction Engineering £3.100,000 50 %0 £3, 100,000 4%
TOTAL $39,625,000 | $5.800,000 | $33,825.000 | $79.250,000 100%
% of TOTAL Project 50% % 43% 100%

All INFRA grant funding for the project will be expended on actual construction costs. It will not
be used for engineering-related costs or any right of way acquisition.

b. Future Eligible Costs
Future eligible costs for the project are presented in Exhibit 4.2 below.

Exhibit 4.2 — Future Eligible Costs

Total Project Cost 579,250,000
Previously Incurred Expenses to Date (PE and ROW) 5305069
Future Eligible Costs 578,944,931



https://www.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/Narrative.pdf
https://www.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/Narrative.pdf
https://www.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/Narrative.pdf

Oh boy—free money!! Not so fast...

Everybody thinks these
bonds are free money.
That free money will cost
Do you favor a $106,000,000 Mainers $29,150,000 over
bond issue, including i ’ ’
$101,000,000 for construction, the life of the bond OR

reconstruction and rehabilitation .
of highways and bridges and for $2.915 million for each

Question 3: Bond Issue

facilities and equipment related year over the next ten
to ports, piers, harbors, marine ears. The average bridge
transportation, freight and Y , 5 5
passenger railroads, aviation, repair/replacement cost
transit and bicycle and per the latest DOT work

pedestrian trails, to be used to
malch an estimated

plan is $1.12 million per
$137,000,000 in federal and bridge. The bond interest

other funds, and $5,000,000 for 1 11 delav th :
the upgrade of municipal alone will delay the repair

culverts at stream crossings? or replacement of more
Total estimated life time cost is than two bridges this year

$135,150,000 representing that are currently rated as

33361280088%%‘?222298' and structurally deficient and

(assuming interest at 5.0% over are currently unfunded.
10 years).

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

During his hearing, Bernhardt said the administration would oppose
raising the gas tax and any new bonding initiatives to raise money. “We
have to leave no stone unturned,” he said, responding to questions
from Democrats on the Legislature’s Transportation Committee. “We
heed to be able to tell the people, the department is as efficient and
cost-effective as it can be, | believe, before we can go out and ask for
more...funding than we already receive.”



https://www.pressherald.com/2011/02/09/lepages-nominees-for-farm-agency-dhhs-confirmed_2011-02-09/

We were shocked when the $25 million INFRA grant was announced
until we learned, if funded through normal channels, this project would
hot have had the support of U.S. Senator Collins and U.S. Senator King.

STATE OF MAINE
{,\p DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

At a time when we

m AUGUSTA, MAINE 043030016 can’t afford to even
R N maintain our
existing roads and
bridges, the DOT
October 23, 2017 :
committed
$39,625,000 of
The Honorable Elaine L. Chao .
Secretary State matChlng
United States Department of Transportation
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE D’
Washington, DgZDSQ'O funds for 2B 2 S
Re: Assurance of Matching Funds I N FRA gra nt- H ow
Dear Secretary Chao: can the DOT Say

This letter serves as evidence of assurance by the State of Maine Department of Transportation
{MaineDOT) that matching funds for the INFRA application “I-395/Route 9 Connector Project” submitted
by MaineDOT are committed and will be provided.

every year, just
before Election Day,
“the sky is falling”

MaineDOT’s matching share of the INFRA request is $39,625,000 and we are committed to providing
these matching funds to the Federal funds requested.

Sincerely, when you have this

(m \ gﬁ kind of money

David Bemhardt, P.E. squirreled away?
Commissioner
Click here to view letter. —_—
The INFRA grant
U. S. Department of Transportation e
Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA) was $25 mi I I ion
Nationally Significant Freight and Highway Projects $ 14 625 000 I
( ess
’ ’
Project Name: 1-395/Route 9 Connector than the req uest)_
Project Location: Rural, Maine 2nd Congressional District
INFRA Funds Requt:}sted: $33,825,000 Where W| || the reSt
Total Federal Funding: $39,625000
Funds Matched: 539,625,000
Total Project Cost: $79,250,000 Of th e fu n dS Com e
Contact: Ms. Jennifer Grant, Policy Development Specialist
Maine Department of Transportation fro m for 2 B-2? H OW
16 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0016 many more roads
Telephone: 207-624-3227 . .
Email: jennifer.grant@maine.gov and br|dges WI "

remain unfunded?

1-395/Route 9 Connector Project


https://www.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/B.MatchAssuranceLetter/MatchAssuranceLetter.pdf

| questioned the Benefit to cost ratio of 2B-2 in 2012 and now again in
2017; | believe the MaineDOT “cooked the books” as can be seen in
FOAA documents versus the B/C exhibit in the INFRA application.

In August 2012 the

600185
’

Stewart, Jean 2B-2’'s B/Cwas 1.1
From: Charette, Russ .
Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2012 1:03 PM (7% discount rate)_
To: Sweeney, Ken
Ce: Thomson, Herb
Subject: FW: 395 - Met Present Value and B/C Ratio of Transportation Benefits of 2B8-2
Attachments: 1-385 - Route 9 study net present value be ratio 08022012, xlsx

Ken, FOAA documents

Attached please find a Benefit/Cost analysis for Alternative 2B-2. The B/C number calculated is . . y
indicate 2B-2’s cost

1.1, A T% discount rate was used based on guidance material from FHWA and the White an

calculation of B/C numbers, (references:

http: e, fwa. dot.govdinfrastructure/asstmamt/primer03.cfm, & hitpdfwww. whitehouse gov/omb/cir was based onh a
culars _al84)

The B/C number does not include the costs for maintenance nor the added benefits from job creation. r0||lng ru I‘a| deS|gn @

The additional transportation benefits beyond the 20 year design period are also not included in the $61 m i I I ion a nd NOT

benefit side of transportation.

| also ran a sensitivity analysis on the discount rate. At an 8% discount rate, the B/c number is equal the $93-24 mi I I 10N

to 1.0. Using a discount rate lower than 7% increases the B/C number above 1.1.
cost when 2B-2 was

Please let me know if you have any questions, or need any changes

Russ designed using the
i e BRI freeway criteria as
Bureau of Transportation Systems Planning .

Rofnts Maime 04333 " stated in the DEIS;

Phone: 207-624-3238
Fax: 207-624-3301

E-Mail: Russ.Charettef@Maine.Gov an intentional
falsification of the

From: Plurmpton, William M. [mailto:wplumpten@GENET com) COSt in DEIS/FEIS to

Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2012 10:49 &AM

To: Charette, Russ make 2B_2 appear

cheaper. See pages

Subject: 395 - Net Present Value and B/C Ratio of Transpartation Benefits of 2B8-2

Good morning. Attached please find an xlsx file with our analysis of the net present value and B/C ratio of the 10 th ru 14
transportation benefits of 2B-2. Considering the reductions and savings in crashes, VHT, and VMT over the No-build, we L]
come up with a B/C ratio of 1.1. This doesn't include the benefit of jobs creation or the transpartation benefits that will
extend beyond 2035

2B-2’s cost in 2012
Let us know if you have questions or would like us to do semething more or different. Thanks. Bil Seemed to be
nothing but a
guesstimate, based
on FOAA document
on page 12.

LR §T

Click here to view FOAA documents:
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B/C worksheet from August 2012 obtained via FOAA:

AN a9} figsEn TEL'STES S14ME L3N LNTAD3 NNY DA
|BUCRIPPE AEAOES BINDA U 0] DRUNGODE BOU SR e pue Sipieus parcadua A3 paLisding
JUaWHDEAAR JWOUCS PalTja) pUE WaHsADd W a T2 Yans “SHEUT UoLeL cRsUue Lo JaYL0 T e Ol LS00 1143M 38
Syl U UEEeTRUR L 3P 0y SPUITLCT [jios BOOTEEL'S BLETHE'S TLMITYANTDI WNNNY IDVEIAY
puE SEOF IS 130 o PAEion s AR JBaBmoy GEOT # ek uRSSE 03 PR fyeeg T 551 PRI 00T o00'T3 FAMEA INGSTHA 30 WNS
BT Ry aua uofEpeliu)
TTEEST'T DOO°SEE'R a 1] IFasId oz aT pTnrS
LT BRE'SIT'R [59L80 El &I yaecs
SETOEET  OIEERL a 1] HERET0 11} ;L (31254
PEEOERT  RIEOL a 1] LSATED £ il [ ey
BELUESE PEYISRL @ 1] EL9EED a1 a1 (1
TR IS02-1aUaN afusod Syl 35E0 BUE 1503 Dok ALY S5ER0E pnne an|es pienes EEFETTT BEESET'L a ] SRTOED a1 -1 JEOZ
A Jupaeggng "keoa 133 osd PO Ayl WOy PIPEOONS 100 SEE AR ol po Snjes afenpEs byl T EEOIILT LPa'gT0L a ] IGSLBED ) 130} BI0T
SEOT FAUN KRaU)| IsEao pue T Jead efoud PESTTET SIEERL a] 1] FErTFO ET EL b rd i
L S e SIL ARG R URSAE j0 7T 1R ) PALUNESE S8 3 el neioid es doy kR eaedas SLLTEET  EAD0E5Y 1] 1] ToeRE D 4 ! [l LI02
PO PRI 1640 SE A SIS O TUnGE B BEnesdy a1l o g el un udan g Slyauang BEOEIOE  EDE0RE Q 0 GOSEET " 3 ame
JETIRAE |0 [DRD] ST B IDADMOE CSEDE ST _.5_.“!...__:"_ TG PROA STy Ul OO0 GEE R T LS0IEENE BiaIRL'a a 0 SEROL D 0 at SInE
sunjpdunsey HIETITE LETIIR'S a o EGEPST a & i e
LET'EIEE GCEETOL'S a] a TOEBRS T i} ] =g
TEPIE ERFEAR'S 4] a SLETSD ] L fei s
[=p2ad BT AQ PO D S BUBD R G eyl TTEREGLES L T RIIwWE'S a 0 FEQIE D 3 5 TIoT
00 LA LTEOGEE B el a a EBLTLTH 5 k1 OEOE
TLETESE arssIe'y a a DECaL P 3 (7115
DMSEE'SS 01 =T FEL O Q a DEITED E T FI0E
SUiRes AWl [Reeg o0 TOR 75 ETTERE TPER8E'Y x] a FPELETD [ T LINE
FiEny Bagemdo apnEs pEones O00'EEE oOSLETY  O0ELaT'R e] a 000 T L 1 g
HROT YSRO Ui OO LTS 5] a COODO0TES OO0 D00 TS L] SIE
{5TRT) Sligimig anjey JONA R W[ WA JBR URLRG IR anjEp, ey -
FELINN AT __._-u_..._.n_.-."m 1Hmy h T
T sun) NSy PUE ) e syjalag SYE07} LIDJEINIEITY j
FORg SIS Uy LT
(BT L L S B BT A I BT R TR e TR TR EEy AEETISK]  BoEEY N0
J

%ﬁwn&;ﬂ TI07 T LEnbrg
Ej3U3g U010 PIRPOLY B SO 15001l puR sy anjes, 18531 e
prspra)pyg paodiy pojusiupepang Apmg uoibleasnn § JHoNSEE |



B/C attachment in the INFRA grant and differences in analysis:

Attachment A

Someone needs to explain the
differences in the B/C analysis
from 2012 and 2017. Was
[-395/Route 9 Connector Project- Benefit Cost Analysis thlS just another gueSStimate

*’*‘ or were the books cooked to
7% Net Present Value: 13 Pl promote 2B-2’s selection and
3% Net Present Value- 2.5 further the INFRA grant?

Exhibit 5.4 - Benefit Cost Analysis Summary

Sum of Present Values Annual Average Equivalent Value
Benefits 575,726,400 15,308,600
Costs 556,418,200 £3.955,000
MNet Benefits 519,308,200 £1,353.600
Benefit to Cost Ratio 1.3 1.3

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

that the cost

and benefits
may have

Costs sum of present values in 2012: $61,000,000
Costs sum of present values in 2017: $56,418,200
Costs annual average equivalents in 2012: $5,381,279 been

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

in 2017 to
Benefits sum of present values in 2017: $75,726,400 reach a larger

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

Benefits annual average equivalent value in 2012: $5,798,000 JEZARGII AL
analysis does

not seem to
Average annual equivalent net benefits in 2012: $416,731 jive when

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

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

between

2012 and
Benefit/Cost ratio of 1.3 in 2017 (using 7% discount rate) 201.7!

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

2B-2 in 2017 now has a larger B/C ratio with higher benefits and lower
costs than 2012?? IMHO the B/C for both 2012 and 2017 were bogus.

8
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A Benefit/Cost ratio of 1.3 is not overwhelming!!

“At a time when we have difficulty finding the financial resources to
maintain our existing infrastructure...Our responsibility going forward is
to manage our existing obligations within our existing budget and to
limit adding new infrastructure to that which is shown to provide
overwhelming benefits...With current funding levels stable at best,
MaineDOT concluded that the expenditure of funds on new
infrastructure was not justifiable.” Commissioner Bernhardt/August 2011

A meager B/C ratio of 1.3 does not meet the “overwhelming benefits”
redline; 2B-2 is a near-term project with long-term needs; 2B-2’s long-
term system linkage need has been deferred for 20 years, thus 2B-2
does not provide long-term benefits, let alone “overwhelming benefits.”

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

Criteria [NoBuild | N8s¢ | Nif | N2a Commissioner
Traffic Safety & Mobility

Change in Anmual Crashes, 2030 0 3 15 3 Bernhardt cancelled

Change m VMT, 2030 0 9,700,000 3,500,000 [ 9500000 .

Change in VHT, 2030 0 -1.130,000 | -1,090.000 |-1,030000 a StUdy In AugUSt
Estimated Capital Cost, $M (2006) * 511 $82.23 §78.95 $81.75¢ 2011 with B/C’ f
Life Cycle Cost, $M (100 Years) NA $136.01 §123.88  [$12202 0 t /C 20
Benefit-to-Cost Ratio (Life Cycle) NA 746 143 127 2.27,2.43 and 2.46,
Mitigation Costs (Included in Estimated Capatal Cost, Life Cycle Cost & Benefit-to-Cost Above)

Wetland, SM NA $135 5145 | 3105 BUT moves forward

Wildlife, $h N.A. $1.40 51.80 £1.70

Historic, $M 30.02 $0.10 5003 | $0.06 to complete the
Constructability _

Cofferdam Pier Construct Time (Weeks)] NA. | 32 | 20-30 ] [ I 395/ ROUte 9

Earthwork (Cubic Yards) ) Co nnector

Cut (Cubic Yards) | 0 920,000 1.150_ 000 | 965,000 .

Fill (Cubic Yards) 0 775,000 420,000 | 400,000 promoting a

Excess Earthwork (Cubic yards) 0 645,000 T30,000 | 363,000 .
Operations Mobility Improved Improved| Tmproved pl’efe rred a Iternatlve

Decline Mobility Mobility | Mobality .
* Costs updated from DEIS to include new Clark s Point night-of-way and historic preservation costs. (2 B-2) Wlth a
77 Benefit-to-Cost-Ratio
September 2009 Wiscasset Bypass Phase Il Report. of only 1.3?

“Our responsibility going forward is to...limit adding new infrastructure
to that which is shown to provide overwhelming benefits.” (Bernhardt)

If B/C’s of 2.27/2.43/2.46 were not considered “overwhelming” in
2011, would 2B-2’s B/C ratio of 1.3 be considered underwhelming??



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

| am offering the next 5 pages to show how the DEIS/FEIS was
intentionally manipulated to make 2B-2 appear to be the most
reasonable priced alternative, by using a cheaper downgraded
design criteria applicable to only 2B-2 “following the conclusion
of the NEPA process.” Was that compliant with NEPA process?

& Gannett Fleming

Excellence Delivered As Promised

vaG391

December 6, 2011

Ms, Judy Lindsey

Maine Department of Transportation
16 State House Station

Augusta, ME (4333-0016

Re: Revised Cost Estimate for the Build Alternatives
[-395 / Route 9 Transportation Study

Dear Judy:

Attached please find a copy of the latest cost estimate for the build alternatives retained for
further consideration and detailed analysis for your review and consideration. We are working
to complete both the property acquisition and utility relocation technical memoranda; the
memoranda will reflect the costs shown in the attached estimates,

This cost estimate for the build alternatives was prepared using the DOT's freeway eriteria, We
understand the DOT would like, following the conclusion of the NEFA process, for the
preferred alternative to be developed using rolling criteria, Developing the preferred alternative
using rolling criteria would reduce the cost Lo construct it. Based on the DOT's experience with
sirnilar projects, we ask that the DOT let us know the anticipated percent reduction in cost that
would result from this change in criteria; we will apply this percent reduction to the cost to
construct the build altermatives that is shown in the DEIS/Section 404 Permit Application.

We .:Ppnn:iatn the oppo rtunity to be of service on this important study. Please contact either

BUT, wasn’t the DEIS an integral part of

Dave Hamlet or myself if you have questions.

Sincerely,

the NEPA process? How can changing
Gannett Fleming, Inc. 2B-2’s design before the conclusion of
_,,,/h,_“,,-.,-i vé;/- NEPA, without re-analyzing all the other
William M. Plumpton, CEP 76 alternatives with the same changes,
Project Manager be compliant with the NEPA process?

Click here to view FOAA documents.

“We understand the DOT would like, following the
conclusion of the NEPA process, for the preferrea
alternative to be developed using rolling criteria.”
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The cost was too high to publish, so the DOT falsified the DEIS!!

| questioned
the cost

disparity from

Project Cost: Considering preliminary. recently received information from sub-consultant to [ { s TT3Ye10]\' R}
incorporate the cost of right-of-way and utilities.

MaineDOT Interagency Meeting

m— October 11, 2011

2B-2 - $90M €= the $61M in
the DEIS, was

5A2B-2 - $120M (due to two crossings over the railroad at difficult skew)
SB2B-2 - S105M (due to longer length of project alignment)

nhot substantive
for comment;

e 2B-2’s cost on 10.11.2011 was $90M. did not have
e 2B-2’s cost on 12.06.2011 was $93.24M. FOAA info

o 2B-2’s cost in the March 2012 DEIS was $61M. [ERLEECERI
disparity until
March 2013.

000392

Cost Estimate Summary for Range of Alternatives

—- 28-2 §  75,491,276.60 $ 1,578,10000 $ 12,078,600.00 $ 4,084,912.41 $ - 8 93,240,000.00 <
5A28-2 $  97,629,921.84 $ 3,130,60000 $ 15620,780.00 $ 5205118.05 $ -8 121,590,000.00
5B28-2 $  79,879,364.36 $ 9,345600.00 $ 12,780,700.00 $ 9,659,718.99 $ S 111,670,000.00

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

“This cost estimate for the build alternatives was prepared using
the DOT'’s freeway criteria...we ask that the DOT let us know the
anticipated percent reduction in cost that would result from this
change in criteria...we will apply this percent reduction to the
cost to construct the build alternatives that is shown in the
DEIS/Section 404 Permit Application.”

2B-2’s actual cost was $93.24 million—not $61 million. Another
change to a study that the DOT will claim hasn’t changed and
once again 2B-2 is singled out—how fair is that?

11
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One-third reduction in cost, based on a change in criteria from
freeway to rolling design only applicable to 2B-2, yet the FEIS-
stated-design is “design criteria for freeways” and not rolling:

MaineDOT

Memo

Tox [-395/Route 9 Transportation Study Project File

From: Ken Sweeney, P. E. - Chief’ Engineﬁ?{

cC Russell Charelte, Project Manager

Daate: January 30, 2012

Re: Planning Level Cost Estimates for the Alternatives 2B-2, 5A2B-2, 5B2B-2

The build alternatives have been designed as a two-lane road within a two-lane right-of-
way using MaineDO'T”s criteria for freeways. The latest estimate to construct the build
alternatives dated December 2011 range from approximately $93 million for Alternative
2B-2 to $122 million for Alternative SA2B-2.
After reviewing the cost estimates for the build alternatives, the cost estimates should be
reduced by one-third, for planning purposes moving forward, The basis for this one-third
reduction includes, but is not limited to:

e Reducing the number of structures that need to meet 1.2 stream bankfull siructure design

would reduce structure costs.

s Using a rolling design, earthwork quantities would be reduced by approximately one-third

* Recognizing that lump sum items — drainage, signing and pavement marking, erosion and
sedimentation control, maintenance and protection of traffic, and mobilization — were
caleulated as o percentage of construction, additional savings would be realized for these items

¢ Reducing the contingeney percentage from 20% to 10%.

* Reducing the design engineering and construction engineering services, based on the type of
construction, from 16% to 10%,

From: Sweeney, Ken

Sent: Friday, January 13, 2012 1:07 PM

To: Charette, Russ § 0 '7\84
Subject: RE: 1-395/Route 9 Study

Yes...as follows

Does the purpose statement need to reference AASHTO POLICY? If it must then it should say GUIDE not policy

Add a sentence or two about Freight connectivity and the recent Congressional action to allow 100k trucks on the
nterstate system and the critical need 10 provide a safe connection to the interstate system for those trucks on route 9
from Canada and regionally from Washington County and EastPort Port needing to travel to points south and west

Fill in the range of cost alleratives....Low should be no greater than $65 M ..you decide High y : "6‘;

Anticipated Construction could begin in 2014-2015

We a'so discussed wording and had a meeting with the biologists that led to a comment that we should only commit 1o the

“The build alternatives have
been designed...using
MaineDOT's criteria for
freeways. The latest estimate
to construct the build
alternatives dated December
2011 range from
approximately $93 million for
Alternative 2B-2...”

“After reviewing the cost
estimates for the build
alternatives, the cost estimates
should be reduced by one-
third...basis for this one-third
reduction includes...using a
rolling design...”

2B-2 guesstimate:

MaineDOT’s Chief
Engineer instructs
Project Manager on
how to fill in in the
range of costs.

1.2 bankful on the structures that make environmental sense and not a blanket 1.2 statement. We should also avoid the “F.II ] h f
“will be considered in final design™ when it involves environmental commdment because the regulalors interprete the ' ’n t e range O

languageo consxier the same as reguire

That's all | reca
Th

Thanks

ken

Click here to view FOAA documents.

cost alternatives....Low
should be no greater
than $65M..you decide
High.”



http://i395rt9hardlook.com/emails-documents-and-articles-oh-my/foaa-discoveries/

| questioned the cost disparity in my DEIS comments, but my
question was not substantive for further comment. FOAA
documents indicate there was an intentional manipulation of
the cost in the DEIS, something the DOT will not answer to...

Attachment: Comments and Public Meeting Transcripts

DEIS Comment,/Question # 4.
Submitted by: Larry Adams, a Brewer resident, on April 13, 2012

Cost of alternatives in this Study:

“The estimated cost of 2B-2 construction is 590 million dollars “jocober 2011 Interagency Meeting Minures)
“MIDOT estimates the project will cost $70 million to $101 million.”sos 1/10/2002) At 590 million dollars,
alternative 2B-2 at 6.1 miles in length will cost $14.75 million dollars per mile. “Ray responded that
the DOT has seen recent average construction costs of $7-8 million per mile.” “For a 10 to 11-mile
connector as studied here, construction would likely cost 570 to 580 million." (PAC Meeting 11/12/2008)
“Route 3EIK-2... Developed over the past few weeks, the new route features 10.6 miles of new
roadway at an estimated construction cost of $40 million.” [BDN article 5/01/2003) “At the national level,
we saw a major spike in the price of asphalt as a result of the 2005 hurricane season and its impacts
on the petroleum industry, which certainly revealed our national vulnerabilities related to energy
supplies. Consequently, MaineDOT reported in 2010 that its construction costs had increased by a
troubling 60 percent over the previous five years, further contributing to the challenge of maintaining
an aging system.” [Conmecting the D.0.T5 September 2011) The JEIK-2 alternative would have cost 540 million
dollars in 2003, a ten to eleven mile connector would have cost $70 to 580 million dollars in 2008 and
now in 2012 the 2B-2 alternative, which is 4.5 miles less in overall length than the 3EIK-2 route will
cost an estimated $70 to $101 million or is it $90 million dollars? The cost of asphalt is directly tied to
the price of crude oil and current events, it will only go up in the future and even now the price of gas
is 54.00+/gallon.

“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 561
million and $81 million {in 2011 dollars}”. [DEIs pages «15/:18] Since 2B-2 has the lowest construction costs
of the three remaining alternatives, the cost estimate to construct 2B8-2, per the DEIS, is $61 million
dollars.

9 *  Why the large disparity from %61 million dollars in March of 2012 from $90 million dollars in
October of 2011 or more as reported in the BON in January 20127

*  What will be the cost in real 2014 dollars when this 2B-2 alternative is slated to go to
construction if selected?

* Is this 590 million dollar estimate from October of 2011 even realistic or will this end up
costing more like 5120 million dollars or more if 26-2 goes to construction two or three years
from now?

« At what point will the MaineDOT/FHWA realize that this project will be too costly for the
limited benefits that it delivers?

Page - 106

The DOT has been fast and loose with the facts
throughout this process—steamrolling over private
citizens that dare to confront them—they twist the

facts to satisfy their agenda and run out the clock;
they know that no one will hold them accountable!

The MaineDOT would
hot address the cost
disparity in this DEIS
comment. Tampering
with public records or
information is a class
D crime per Maine
Statute §456; the
cost was intentionally
falsified in the DEIS
to $61 million to
make 2B-2 appear
more affordable. Was
it a mistake? NO, the
same cost was
forwarded to the
FEIS. To admit that
the $61 million cost
was for a rolling rural
design, at the same
time that the DEIS
stated the design was
a freeway design,
would have admitted
that the act was
intentional; how can
the cost not match
the design in the
same document?
This has never been
answered; the DOT
has just ignored my
contention that they
committed this
falsification.




A greatly reduced cost in the DEIS/FEIS that does not match the
DEIS/FEIS design criteria and in fact is based on a future downgraded

design change only applicable to 2B-2 after the completion of NEPA.
See FOAA #000391 on page 10.

FEIS-stated-cost: v $61 million reflects the cost of a rolling

-3 Estin : rural design, but that is not the design

_ A.s part (-)I l-hc c(>1\sf-;wlx|;ll d.mgn- of lhc- build ;l-llcrn;\r Crltel‘la stated |n the FEIS; 2B'2 when
tives, a preliminary estimate of the cost to construct them . e . .

was prepared (in 2011 dollars). The cost to construct the deS|gned utlllZlng the MalneDOT dGSlgn

build alternatives ranges from $61 million to $81 million. criteria for freeways would have cost

FEIS-stated-design: $93.24 million! See FOAA #000392 page 11.

2B-2/the Preferred Alternative would be a controlled

access highway and conceptually designed using How’s it pOSSibIe for the FEIS_Stated-COSt
MaineDOT design criteria for freeways. Two lanes to be based on “rOIIing deSign” When the
would be constructed and used for two-way travel FEIS_Stated_design is C|ea|’|y stated

within an approximate 200-foot-wide right-of-way.

Route 9 would not be improved (beyond the “MaineDOT deSign criteria for freeways'”

improvements necessary to connect the preferred

alternative), and it would not provide a high-speed, ShOUIdn’t the COSt in the FEIS be based
controlled-access connection to the cast of East Ed on the design criteria in the same FElS’)

dington village. It would satisfy the study need related

to traflic congestion and safety. It would satisfy the Seems the DOT cooked the books!!

USACE' basic purpose statement.

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

Cost has been intentionally misrepresented since early 2012 making 2B-2
appear more reasonably priced ($32.24 million less than 2B-2’s actual cost
using the FEIS-stated design criteria for freeways); a great talking point as there
can be no other rational explanation. Not only is the false cost extremely unfair
to the impacted communities who seek fairness in the process, it is also unfair
to other DOTs if this project has already been pre-shopped for funding from the
same pot of monies. Knowingly making a false entry with the intent that it be
taken as a genuine part of information is in violation of Maine State Statute.

What you won't find in the FEIS is a proposal on how to meet 2B-2’s long-term
needs; 2B-2 may be the cheapest how—but in 20 years, $Tens of millions will
heed to be expended to satisfy 2B-2’s well-documented long-term needs. 2B-2
is an ill-conceived, band-aide fix with long-term needs. Do you really want to
punt 2B-2’s unfunded long-term needs down the road to your grandchildren?
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http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/FEIS-Chap2-Alternatives-Analysis.pdf
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/17-A/title17-Asec456.html

Changes in Right-of-Way only applicable to 2B-2:

FOAA #1143 revealed the right-of-way, applicable only to 2B-2 and not the other
studied alternatives, was reduced from 200 feet to 100 to 125 feet. This ROW
reduction and a downgrade in design criteria from freeway to rolling were
verified at a meeting between Senator Collins’s office (CW) and the MDOT (KS)
(DB) in April 2013; the meeting results were provided to me via email. | contend
the FEIS Chapter 2 *note below was deemed necessary to give the facade of
NEPA compliance and ROW will be decreased during final engineering as FOAA
documents and email indicated. FOAA #1143 and the April 8t 2013 email can be viewed here.

April 812013 email excerpts:

Bostwick, Richard

From: Lindsey, Judy

Son: Monkiy, Augt 01, 2011 212 AM “I brought up the issue of reducing
Subject: RE: 1-285 connectar reduced widih .

J the right of way from 200 ft. to 100
Richard. ft. and the concerns that neighbors

It's true, Ken decided the reduced lane and 100" to 125" ROW width was all we needed in
the foreseeable future so why do more. I've been told this project will be taken to the

had with walking out their door and
Governor as one to move forward even though the price tag is up there. | hadn't notified . .
anyone as | am waiting for the modification to be signed. Bill will be providing a new set of be’ng so close to the faSt'mOV’ng
plans when available. Il keep you in the loop. . q
cREREE traffic. They both explained that,

e even though the ROW is being
reduced to 100 ft., they will enter
HANE DEEARTUENTOR TRANSFORTATION into conversations with all affected

BUREAL OF TRANSPORTATICH SYSTEMS FLANMMG ”
& STATE HOUSE STATION Iandowners-
ALGUETA, MAINE 093330018
(2071 626-329

JUDE LUMDEE *@MAIME GOY

) _ “The first question | asked was
Click here to view FOAA documents.

about the rolling design and
FEIS, Chapter 2 whether it was in the DEIS. |
showed them the memo written by
Ken. Ken remembered it very well.

The 200-foot-wide right-of-way provides a suf-
ficient width to allow a future widening, if
heeded; the need to widen beyond the 200- Ken said it was in the appendix of
foot-wide right-of-way is beyond the the DEIS. We talked a little about
reasonable foreseeable future time period.* the rolling design. They explained
that Route 9 was rebuilt with the
rolling design method - that’s why
it is so curvy.”

*  While there were brief discussions
regarding reducing the width from 200 feet to
100 or 125 feet, the right of way width was
never changed and remains the 200-foot
width as described in the DEIS.

You won'’t find rolling rural design in
the DEIS/FEIS; how is that in
Click here to view FEIS chapter 2 page 22. compliance with NEPA process??



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

FHWA manager looks for recommendations on how to proceed
with a changing study in December 2011—FHWA silenced him.

QUESTION: NEPA analysis w/ footprint change posted 12.14.2011 “We are preparing an
EIS and are currently reviewing the administrative draft of the DEIS. For the last five years
we analyzed impacts for many (too!) five to ten mile long, new alignment, 250' ROW,
controlled access, build alternatives. We have even identified a 'preferred alternative", with
the caveats that go with that. Two lanes would be constructed initially, as a "super 2", one
barrel of the four-lane version and reserve the remaining ROW, building out the other two
lanes when needed. We are just now considering a much reduced footprint to around 100"
ROW and to a lower standard, a two-lane arterial, rural rolling to reduce costs. With this
proposed reduction in footprint, what happens now? We most certainly need to revise the
admin draft to some extent given this change, at least the impact analysis as impacts will
be substantially reduced, in some cases by more than one-half. Do we revisit any previous
alternatives that were dismissed (nhot being carried forward for further consideration)? Do
we need to step/look back? How far? Thoughts on this one? Examples?” The author to this
forum question was presumed to be FHWA (MH) by MaineDOT (JL). View FOAA email string.

ANSWER: FHWA Division Office 12.15.2011
“The project being proposed now is very different than what was
“The project originally proposed - it is practically a new project. Has the Purpose
. and Need changed for the project (would seem like it would have to for
bemg the reduced roadway to be acceptable)? If so, you would definitely
proposed need to look at your alternatives analysis again based on the revised
now is very heeds. And as you said, the impacts would have to be revised. You
diff t th may want to hold a new public meeting (not quite scoping, since the
Ifteren an areas of concern would be the same). Sounds like almost a complete
what was rewrite of the EIS. Another option would be to do a combined PEL
originally (Planning Environmental Linkage) and EIS document. The larger
proposed - it project would be the planning portion (what you would like to do), and
. . the reduced template would be the EIS (what you are actually going to
ERJEIGEINVAN o based on funding). This would require that you identify BOTH the
a hew overall impacts (which you already have) and the impacts of the
project.” reduced project. Still have to do most of what | described above and
add a lot of discussion to the PEL/EIS to clarify what is happening, but
you wouldn't have to throw out the work that is already done.”

FHWA refused to address this issue. FHWA (MH) raised serious concerns that
the preferred alternative (2B-2) “does not satisfy purpose and needs” and
comparison to other alternatives was “now apples to oranges”. A project cannot
simply be changed at a whim when using government funds—that’s both
unethical and illegal. And again, this study was changed, even though the DOT
will deny that it had; changing purpose and needs is probably non-compliant
with NEPA. 2B-2 should have been removed from consideration in Dec. 2011
and all other alternatives re-analyzed with the new downsized criteria.
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https://collaboration.fhwa.dot.gov/dot/fhwa/ReNepa/Lists/aDiscussions/Flat.aspx?RootFolder=%2Fdot%2Ffhwa%2FReNepa%2FLists%2FaDiscussions%2FNEPA%20analysis%20w%20footprint%20change&FolderCTID=0x012002009F7E378903F77B47BF41F1AB7CAFB7BF
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Woodshed.pdf
https://collaboration.fhwa.dot.gov/dot/fhwa/ReNepa/Lists/aDiscussions/Flat.aspx?RootFolder=%2Fdot%2Ffhwa%2FReNepa%2FLists%2FaDiscussions%2FNEPA%20analysis%20w%20footprint%20change&FolderCTID=0x012002009F7E378903F77B47BF41F1AB7CAFB7BF
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Woodshed.pdf

MaineDOT’s own words are being ignored by the MaineDOT:

“Traffic congestion and conflicting vehicle “poor LOS
movements on this section of Route 9
would substantially increase the potential
for new safety concerns and hazards.”

and safety
concerns”

b

“ten local roads and “Limited opportunities exist to
148 access points” control access management on
J this section of Route 9 from

“the number of left turns” local roads and driveways.”

- .

“ability to satisfy... traffic congestions need is questionable”

Quoted references are from MaineDOT October 2003 Technical Memorandum.

“lack of existing access controls” negatively affect people

living along Route 9 in

; - the study area”
“Iinability to :
effectively manage “severely impact local communities along
access along this Route 9 between proposed alternative
section of Route 9” connection points and Route 46”

“inadequately address traffic congestion needs”

35 access points/mile on 2B-2’s 4.2 mile section of Route 9. The 45
alternatives that met the study system linkage need had zero added
access points—not 148 access points that Rte. 9 foists upon 2B-2!!

You are 1,036% more likely to | FHWA acknowledges: “In
have an accident on the new rural areas, each access
2B-2 alternative than the 45 | point added increases the

studied alternatives that met annual accident rate by
the system linkage need!! seven percent.”

=
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http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Alts-Tech-Memo-10.2003.pdf
http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Alts-Tech-Memo-10.2003.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/publications/rural_areas_planning/page07.cfm

The FEIS substantiates 2B-2’s environmental impacts:

It's not just the millions that have been squandered—OR—the $79.25
million that will be unwisely spent to construct 2B-2 at a time when the
DOT cannot afford to even maintain our existing roads and bridges—
OR—that 2B-2 is a near-term project with long-term (unfunded) needs:

It's the impact to 34 acres of wetlands...

It's the impact to 3 streams, 2 of which contain anadromous fish...

It's the impact to 15 acres of floodplain...

It's the impact to 11.0 acres of notable wildlife habitat ...

It's the impact to 784 acres of undeveloped habitat...

It's the impact to 20.0 acres of prime farmland...

It's the impact to 8 families losing their homes...

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

It's the impact to owners of the 54 directly impacted properties...

It's the impact to the area with the 163 total acres to be acquired...

It's the impact to 103 acres of vegetation...

It’s the impact to federally listed endangered species...

It's the impact to 9 acres of waterfowl/wading bird habitat on Eaton Brook...
It's the impact to 31 acres by roadway contaminants within 100’ of 2B-2...
It's the impact to 66 acres by roadway contaminants within 160’ of 2B-2...
It's the impact to 10 acres of watershed...

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

It’s the impact to 23 acres of hydric soil...

It's the impact to 14 acres of soil with statewide importance...

It's the impact to 156 acres of land with special zoning designation...

It's the 0.9 acre roadway contaminant impact to streams within 100'...

It's the 1.8 acre roadway contaminant impact to streams within 160'...

It's the cumulative impact to 26 acres of floodplain...

It's the cumulative impact to 182 acres of wetlands...

It's the cumulative impact to 600 acres of forests/vegetation...

It's the cumulative impact to 873 acres of wildlife habitat...

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

It's the impact to communities losing $64,400 in yearly tax revenues...
When 54% of Maine’s roads are rated poor to mediocre...

When 14% (352) of Maine’s bridges are rated structurally deficient...
When 15% of Maine’s bridges are functionally obsolete, yet no longer tracked.
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http://i395rt9hardlook.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/FEIS-Chap3-Environmental-Concerns.pdf

The MDOT loves to say they have involved the public throughout this 18
year process. The PAC was desighed as powerless and exploitable, as
bared by the BDN LTE below. Public involvement is a convenient lie;
how is alternative 2B-2 “reflective of the public’s values” and how were
“their values incorporated into the project” when opinions from our
PAC—our official input—were so easily rejected? The PAC has not met
since the 4.15.2009 PAC meeting—that’s 9 years and 7.5 months ago,
making the statement in the INFRA grant request a bold-faced lie!!

“In support of the planning study, a public advisory committee (PAC) was
assembled to participate in the planning and development of the I-395/Route 9
Connector; the PAC consisted of volunteer citizens who are representatives of
the city and towns in the area and the adjoining areas. Using the PAC
throughout the planning process helped to ensure the I-395/Route 9 Connector
was reflective of the public’s values and that their values were incorporated into
the project.” Excerpt from page #3 of recent INFRA Grant request.

0 LETTER

MDOT public servants | March 14, 2002 8:22 am

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

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

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

Peter Dawes | Holden
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https://www1.maine.gov/mdot/grants/infra/docs/Narrative.pdf
https://archive.bangordailynews.com/2002/03/14/mdot-public-servants/

Maine’s unmet transportation needs versus 2B-2

302

STRUCTURALLY
DEFICIENT
STATEWIDE

i TRIP

Ce\"“a\ .

MaineDOT'’s current
2018-2019-2020
Work Plan includes
106 bridge projects for
$118.8 million or an
average of $1.21
million per bridge.

2B-2 comes at a cost
of $79.25 million.
Referring to TRIP’s
graphic—that $79.25

million could fund the
repair or replacement
of 70 bridges—that’s
19.9% of Maine’s 352
structurally deficient
bridges that could
have been and should
have been funded
instead of funding
such a controversial
alternative as 2B-2!!
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U.5. Department of Transporiation
™/ Federal Highway Administration

Bridges & Structures

FHWA Data from
12.31.15 indicated
34.2% (831) of
Maine’s bridges were
deficient, now the
data, a mere two
years later, indicates
that 13.3% (326) of
Maine’s bridges are
deficient?? How did
the percentage of our
deficient bridges
seemingly decrease?
FHWA discontinued
F.O. tracking on
12.31.2015, delaying
hew performance
measures reporting
until October 2018...

Has anyone else noticed the percentage of
Maine’s deficient bridges seems to have
mysteriously gotten a whole lot better?

Structurally Deficlent (SD): This term was previously defined
in https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/0650dsup.cfm as having a
condition rating of 4 or less for Iltem 58 (Deck), Iltem 59
(Superstructure), Item 60 (Substructure), or Item 62 (Culvert), OR
having an appraisal rating of 2 or less for Iltem 67 (Structural
Condition) or Item 71 (Waterway Adequacy) Beginning with the
2018 data archive, this term will be defined in accordance with
the Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance Measures final
rule, published in January of 2017, as a classification given to a
bridge which has any component [Item 58, 59, 60, or 62] in Poor or
worse condition [code of 4 or less].

Functionally Obsolete (FO): This term was previously defined
in https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/0650dsup.cfm as having an
appraisal rating of 3 or less for Item 68 (Deck Geometry), Iltem 69
(Underclearances), or Item 72 (Approach Roadway Alighment), OR
having an appraisal rating of 3 for Iltem 67 (Structural Condition) or
Item 71 (Waterway Adequacy). Functionally obsolete is a legacy
classification that was used to implement the Highway Bridge
Program, which was discontinued with the enactment of MAP-21.
As a result, fiscal year 2015 was the last year outstanding Highway
Bridge Program funds could be obligated on eligible projects,
including ones with bridges that were once classified as functionally
obsolete. Therefore, FHWA is no longer tracking this measure,
and will not be publishing it on our website for the 2016 data
forward. Our focus has shifted to a performance-based program as
established in MAP-21 and continued in the Fast Act. As such, we
encourage the use of the Good-Fair-Poor bridge condition measures
outlined in the Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance
Measures final rule, published in January of 2017.

FHWA Data | # Bridges # S.D. % S.D. # F.O. % F.O. Total # Total %
as of this Deficient Deficient
date: Bridges Bridges
12.31.2017 2458 326 13.3% - - 326 13.3%
12.31.2016 2450 352 14.4% - - 352 14.4%
12.31.2015 2431 361 14.8% 470 19.3% 831 34.2%

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

“Functionally obsolete is a legacy classification...fiscal year 2015 was the last year outstanding
Highway Bridge Program funds could be obligated on eligible projects, including ones with bridges that

were once classified as functionally obsolete...FHWA is no longer tracking this measure, and will not be
publishing it on our website for the 2016 data forward.”

e Around a third of our state’s bridges are sub-par; you can’t just forget those
470 functionally obsolete bridges that are conveniently no longer counted...
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https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/britab.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/britab.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/britab.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/0650dsup.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule.cfm
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A walk down memory lane—March 2016 BACTS:
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BN EDL) N R Maine DOT Bullies Local Planners Into Voting
represents the town for Highway Expansion
Of Brewer fOI‘ the By Angie Schmitt Apr7,2016 | ¢ 3

regional agency, said n ere’s a story about how DOTs can ram through road projects that locals
the $61 Million don’t even want.
would be better

Regional planners in Bangor,

E Maine, say they were forced to Transportation
0

spent on more

. approve a hichway expansion
pressing local needs project because the state

and that traffic has DOT threatened to pull all of
declined since the the region’s transportation
c . funding.
project was first
roposed 16 years
prop y $61 million project that will

ago, accordlng to the link two other highways and

B angor Dally News.” speed freight truck trips to and from Canada. Towns in the footprint of the
project, which would demolish eight homes, say it’s not needed and the money
would be better spent on other things. Maine DOT has not been deterred.

The 395-Route 9 Connector is a

Maine DOTs jolly logo for a road project nobody wants.

Brewer City Manager

Steve Bost described 13l Representatives from the Bangor Area Comprehensive Transportation System

DOT as “an unyielding — the regional planning agency — told the Bangor Daily News they were “held
. hostage” by state officials who said they would withhold $57 million in region
bureaucracy that is

unwilling to listen and
unwilling to move.” The state had added the highway project to its spending plan last summer. But
Watchin g this unfold officials in the Bangor area resisted adding the project to their own
c transportation plan. Without the regional agency’s approval, the state could
t.oqay’ 1.1’1 0k humble not get the final go-ahead for the project from the Federal Highway
opinion, is precisely why

Administration.
people have lost faith in
governm ent.” he said Linda Johns, who represents the town of Brewer for the regional agency, said
) -

the $61 million would be better spent on more pressing local needs and that

transportation funds if the highway wasn’t approved.

traffic has declined since the project was first proposed 16 years ago, according
The text under the 10g0 to the Bangor Daily News.

is really precious:
“Maine DOT’s jolly logo

Brewer City Manager Steve Bost described the DOT as “an unyielding
bureaucracy that is unwilling to listen and unwilling to move”

for a road project nobody
wants.” “Watching this unfold today, in my humble opinion, is precisely why people

have lost faith in government,” he said.
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Now is not the time to be spending our limited transportation dollars
on a controversial project (2B-2) when we can’t even afford to maintain
our existing roads and bridges.

The MaineDOT has been fast and loose with the facts throughout this
process—steamrolling private citizens that dare to confront them. They
talk a good game about public involvement, but it’s just talk; the PAC
was our only voice in the process and the DOT took that voice away.

A near-term alternative (2B-2) with long-term unfunded needs is being
forwarded when 45 other alternatives met 100% of the purpose and
heeds without the long-term baggage that 2B-2 bears.

FHWA should have disqualified 2B-2 in Dec. 2011 when design criteria
was downgraded without re-analyzing the other alternatives with the
same criteria. It's baffling why his superiors balked at his concerns.

FOAA documents revealed changes in 2B-2’s design criteria that may
have been non-compliant with NEPA—and nothing came of it. FOAA
documents also show questionable engineering best practices.

Benefit/Cost ratio is suspect in both 2012 and 2017; seems to be
manipulated to make 2B-2 appear to provide more benefits. A 1.3 B/C
is acceptable, but certainly not a B/C providing overwhelming benefits;
and | would question how a near-term project with long-term needs can
provide any long-term benefit, let alone provide overwhelming benefits!

2B-2 is not the answer—it’s just the start of more problems; and we
shouldn’t be punting 2B-2’s long-term needs to our next generation.
This project seems to be treated different than similar projects that
were terminated in the Bernhardt years; i.e. Wiscasset Bypass with a
B/C ratio 1.8 times that of 2B-2.

Mr. Bernhardt has forgotten his own words of August 2011: “Adding
more miles to our transportation system in this current fiscal
environment doesn’t make financial sense.” Our fiscal transportation
environment is no better in 2018 than it was in 2011 and one could
easily make the argument that we are in worse fiscal shape today.

Larry Adams | December 2018
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