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1. 1 
 

  ATTACHMENT 1.      PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

1.1 Introduction and Overview 

The Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) is in the midst of a multi-year initiative to modernize and improve 
its toll collection system throughout the entire Turnpike.  This work includes replacing old barrier toll 
plazas that collect cash and that have been previously altered to allow low-speed electronic toll 
collection with modern, highway-speed Open Road Tolling (ORT)1 facilities.  ORT plazas have highway 
speed (65-70 mph) E-ZPass center lanes and separated cash lanes to the right with staffed toll booths.  
Nearby ORT facilities have been completed and operating successfully for years on I-95 in Hampton, 
New Hampshire and on the Maine Turnpike on I-95 in New Gloucester.  Two other Maine Turnpike ORT 
plazas are under construction on I-95 in West Gardiner and on the Falmouth Spur, and another is in 
design in Scarborough off Exit 44 on the southerly end of I-295.   

While York will be the fifth ORT plaza on the Maine Turnpike, it is clearly the most important.  Located at 
the gateway to Maine, the York plaza handles about 30 million travelers and collects over $50 million per 
year, which represents about 40% of all MTA revenue. 
 
 The existing York barrier plaza at Mile 7.3 has serious 
safety, operational and condition deficiencies.2  It 
originally was designed in the 1960’s as a temporary 
barrier plaza for all vehicles to stop to take paper tickets 
and pay tolls with cash, has approaches sinking into clay 
soils, has a leaking personnel tunnel full of electrical 
components, uses outdated software, and has outdated 
toll equipment held together with used parts.  Further, it 
is located on a curve at the bottom of a hill near an 
interchange and overpass, which causes sight distance 
restrictions, weaving, and other safety concerns.    The 
York toll plaza currently processes several times more 
traffic it did initially, and it does not provide the modern, 
open, highway speed electronic tolling that travelers now 
expect and deserve.  

For over a decade, the MTA has been working to address 
these deficiencies and deliver a safe, efficient, and 
modern replacement toll plaza to the travelers of Maine.  
After years of extensive study of several alternatives in 
accordance with US Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”) 
and Maine Department of Environmental Protection (“DEP”) requirements3, in November 2015 the MTA 

                                                           
1 ORT was sometimes previously referred to as “highway speed tolling”. 
2 See subsection 2.1.2 below.  
3 The alternatives analysis has been performed in accordance with USACE Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, 40 CFR 230, 
the USACE New England District Highway Methodology, and state law and rules. 
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Board of Directors unanimously selected its preferred alternative:  a new ORT plaza at Mile 8.8 in York 
and demolition of the existing barrier plaza at Mile 7.3.  As set forth in detail elsewhere, the preferred 
alternative has superior safety and engineering attributes, minimal environmental impacts, low traveler 
and abutter impacts, and is cost effective. 

 

Although the preferred alternative is a substantial piece of construction ($40 million estimated 
construction cost), careful design and siting in close collaboration with environmental agencies has 
resulted in minimal environmental impacts including: 

• 1.46 acres of total wetland impact, consisting primarily of isolated forested wetlands along the 
fringe of the existing turnpike. 

• No direct impacts to significant vernal pools.  1.41 acres of impact to buffers of significant vernal 
pools. 

• 24 linear feet of perennial stream impacts.  

• No impacts to any federally listed Threatened and Endangered species. 

• Minor impacts (0.13 acres) to the habitat of two state Threatened and Endangered animal species: 
spotted turtle (Clemmys guttata) and eastern ribbon snake (Thamnophis sauritus). 

Based upon these impacts, the USACE has determined that the project qualifies for a Category 2 General 
Permit, which by definition means the project has “no more than minimal . . . adverse effects on the 
aquatic environment.”  Further, all impacts are being mitigated in cooperation with federal and state 
agencies at an estimated cost of over $450,000. 

Before selecting the preferred alternative, alternatives at the current plaza site at Mile 7.3 were 
extensively analyzed by multiple engineering experts, first as a starting point for the alternatives analysis 
and again later due to sentiment in York against relocation of the plaza.  However, as is detailed 
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elsewhere, the Mile 7.3 alternatives are clearly inferior to the preferred alternative from engineering, 
environmental, operational and cost perspectives.4 

The general scope of the project includes the following components:  

• 15 lanes total (down from 17 lanes) 

• 6 open, high-speed (70 mph) E-ZPass center lanes (3 in each direction) with overhead open 
frame gantries with electronic toll collection equipment 

• Construction of 9 cash lanes with toll booths (4 northbound and 5 southbound) 

• Service tunnel for toll equipment, utilities, and safe passage of staff 

• Highway reconstruction of mainline to accommodate approach and departure lanes  

• Driveway for MTA employees and service vehicles and utilities from Chases Pond Road 

• Administration building and parking lot near the Turnpike 

• Construction of stormwater management measures within the Turnpike right of way 

• Demolition of the existing 17-lane barrier plaza, administration building and driveway at Mile 
7.3. 
 

Details regarding the specific improvements related to the various project components are provided in 
the following subsections. 

  

                                                           
4 See sections 2.1.5 – No Build and Rehabilitation and 2.2 – ORT Plaza Alternatives. 
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1.2 York Toll Plaza History 

The York Toll Plaza was built in 1969 as a temporary 11 lane barrier plaza.  Its construction was part of 
the Interstate 95 realignment and construction of the high-level, I-95 Piscataqua River Bridge that 
connects Maine to New Hampshire.   It was “temporary” because at that time it was anticipated that 
tolling on the Maine Turnpike would be phased out in about a decade.  In the early 1980s, in order to 
avoid a gas tax increase and to continue to fairly allocate the cost of the Turnpike to visitors that create 
much of the Turnpike’s capacity needs5, the State of Maine decided that the MTA should to continue 
manage the Turnpike with toll revenue.  The Turnpike is still completely financed by Turnpike users; the 
MTA receives no state or federal funding.  This decision allowed for the widening and modernization of 
the Turnpike and for the construction of additional interchanges along the Turnpike.  The old 
“temporary” plaza has been kept in service with numerous maintenance, rehabilitation, and capacity 
projects.   For example, to address approaches sinking into poor soils, periodic paving has resulted in 
pavement depths near the toll booths of several feet.  With the introduction of highway-speed 
electronic tolling – now a basic expectation of toll highway travelers – safety and operational concerns 
are even more acute. 

In sum, the current barrier plaza was built where it is as a temporary measure using 1960s toll collection 
technology, design and environmental standards.  Everyone agrees that it is old and obsolete, has a high 
rate of vehicular crashes, and desperately needs replacing with a modern, open plaza and toll system 
that allows for safe and efficient highway-speed tolling. 

 

1.3 Project Purpose 

As noted above and detailed in section 2.1.2 below, the current barrier toll plaza at Mile 7.3 in York 
suffers from numerous and serious safety, operational, condition, and technological deficiencies.  The 
existing barrier toll plaza is too close to an interchange, has poor sight distance, and poor alignment.  
Although it was an acceptable temporary solution for the 1970s, it simply does not work for modern 
high-speed electronic tolling. 

More specifically, the plaza is located 500’-700’ from the Exit 7 interchange which leads to unsafe 
merging and weaving efforts by motorists in the plaza vicinity causing inefficient use of toll lanes.  The 
horizontal curve containing the plaza causes southbound traffic to over-utilize the left side lanes and 
blocks the view of all southbound booths until the motorists are approximately 1,500’ away.  The plaza 
is currently located at the low point of a hill which creates a safety concern specifically for heavier 
vehicles approaching the plaza, if these vehicles were to lose their brakes the slope would not allow 
them to slow down before colliding with the plaza or vehicles in queue.  The hill also leads to increased 
noise because of the excessive braking on entering the toll booth and heavy acceleration upon leaving 
as vehicles are trying to get back up to speed while traveling up gradient.  The plaza is located 
approximately 2,200’ from the Chases Pond Road bridge which limits the northbound traffic sight 
distance to the merging on-ramp traffic as well as any traffic in que at the toll plaza.  All of this 

                                                           
5 Today about two thirds of Maine Turnpike revenue is derived from out-of-state Turnpike customers.  Maine’s 30 
cent gas tax would need to be raised an estimated 15 cents or more to replace this toll revenue.  Gas taxes are 
paid by all Mainers statewide; only Turnpike travelers pay tolls, and only when they use the Turnpike.  
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contributed to the existing site having the 11th highest crash rate in the State of Maine out of over 900 
locations in 2005 and 17th highest in 2006.   

The infrastructure itself, booths, canopy, and access tunnel, are in poor physical condition due to the 
limitations of space for the existing plaza, the lack of protection for toll staff, and poor soil conditions.  
The operational needs of a toll plaza are clearly not met at the existing toll plaza when the design 
guidelines outlined in section 2.1.3 are considered.   

The toll plaza structure is outdated and insufficient by modern standards.  There is not enough space for 
collector activities or tolling equipment and the lanes are very narrow.  The current standards for toll 
booths require a double concrete bumper to provide safety for the toll collector and the motorists, 
redirecting any off course vehicles by guiding them back into a toll booth lane.  The current plaza 
incorporates a single bumper design which does not effectively protect staff or motorists.  These single 
bumpers have been sinking into the soil to the extent they are barely visible.  The tunnel for toll staff 
access is in need of rehabilitation for a variety of reasons.  The tunnel experiences significant water 
infiltration due to age and the tunnel has become too narrow due to the installation of electronic tolling 
equipment and other modern utilities.  The existing canopy is unable to accommodate modern signage 
as it is already at capacity with the existing older signs.  Modern signs are significantly heavier than what 
the canopy capacity is able to handle.  The soil that the plaza was built on mostly consists of 
compressible clay, which has been the cause of many structural issues over the years.  The plaza tunnel, 
booths, and canopy were all built on H-piles in order to avoid settlement of the entire structure, but 
roadways approaching the plaza were not pile-supported resulting in the settlement of roadways and 
bumpers.  Due to these circumstances, refurbishing the existing toll plaza or rebuilding on the same site 
is not practicable, as is more fully set forth in section 2.1.5 below.    The capacity of the toll plaza is not 
meeting peak demand as it is now receiving over three times the amount of traffic in peak times as it 
was when it was first established. 

These deficiencies are not disputed, and are further documented in the Phase 1 Report submitted to the 
USACE in March of 2010, copy available on the MTA project website. 
http://www.maineturnpike.com/project-and-planning/Planning-Projects/York-Toll-Plaza-Replacement. 

The enabling act that established the MTA, 23 M.R.S.A. §1961, provides that “[t]he economic and social 
well-being of the citizens of the State  . . . . depends upon the safety, efficiency and modern functional 
state of the turnpike.”   The current plaza simply does not meet this standard, and does not meet 
modern engineering design standards. 

USACE Approved Project Purpose 

In 2007, the USACE determined that the basic purpose of the project was “to replace/rehabilitate the 
existing barrier plaza on the Maine Turnpike at York, Maine, incorporating High Speed Tolling (HST) and 
addressing settling/subsidence and facility deficiencies, safety deficiencies, and existing and projected 
traffic volumes.”6 

As described in detail in sections 1.4 and 2.1.1. below, the MTA took a completely fresh look at critical 
project issues like tolling methodology (ORT vs. AET), plaza location, and plaza sizing with new expert 

                                                           
6 See letter from the USACE to Joseph G. Grilli, PE of HNTB Corporation dated April 9, 2007 and attached as 
Appendix B to the HNTB Phase 1 Report. 

http://www.maineturnpike.com/project-and-planning/Planning-Projects/York-Toll-Plaza-Replacement
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consultants.  After three years of analysis, this fresh look led to the 2014 determination that AET is not 
feasible.   This determination was consistent with votes by previous MTA Boards in 2006 and 2010.   
Based upon continued coordination with the MTA and interested parties, the USACE “determined that a 
revision to the project purpose was appropriate.”  By letter dated July 24, 20157, the USACE determined 
that the basic project purpose is as follows: 
 

To replace the existing barrier toll plaza on the Maine Turnpike at York, Maine with highway 
speed electronic tolling lanes and cash (non-EZ pass) lanes to address safety deficiencies, 
settling/subsidence, facility deficiencies including substandard tolling equipment, existing 
and projected traffic volumes, and traveler impacts and expectations. 

 
This revised project purpose statement was based upon reliable updated information and in accordance 
with all applicable laws.  As set forth in the USACE letter, this statement is to be used in the alternatives 
analyses so as to avoid and minimize adverse impacts to waters and wetlands in accordance with the 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.8 
 
 
1.4 Public Process 
 

1.4.1  Local Input 

Although the engineering, environmental, and toll analyses needed for this project are substantial and 
require extensive expertise and experience, they are essentially straightforward.  What makes this 
project extraordinary is the nature and extent of public process over the years to gather, evaluate, and 
respond to concerns from York, which includes the Town of York and a local group known as Think 
Again.  As will be seen below, the public has had dozens of opportunities to provide comments and 
concerns, review and critique documents, and provide design input, and York officials and residents 
have fully utilized those opportunities.  In response to York concerns, the MTA undertook multiple 
expert analyses of critical project issues like ORT vs. AET, plaza sizing, and siting.  This helps explain why 
this project has taken over 10 years and about $8 million to get to this permit application stage.  These 
extraordinary efforts likely exceed the requirements of applicable environmental laws and rules9, and 
provide a useful context for anticipated additional requests from York for more process and study. 

Overall, there have been over 40 meetings or other opportunities for local input over the last decade, 
and these do not count numerous direct email, phone calls, or other more informal communications.  
Although the passage of time makes a comprehensive list impractical, a list of easily identifiable 
meetings (see Appendix 1I) demonstrates the broad scope of the opportunities for York review and 

                                                           
7 See copy attached as Appendix 1A. 
8 This project purpose statement calls for cash lanes, which means an ORT plaza.  In light of new objections from 
York, the MTA has provided further documentation for regulators regarding the ORT vs. AET question, all of which 
further demonstrates that AET is not a practicable alternative.  See section 2.1.1 below. 
9 The USACE’s 404(b)(1) Guidelines envision a correlation between the scope of the evaluation and the potential 
extent of adverse impacts on the aquatic environment.  See “Memorandum: Appropriate Level of Analysis Required 
for Evaluating Compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines Alternatives Requirements”, by USEPA and USACE, 
last updated 10/17/15.  “[C]ompliance evaluation procedures will vary to reflect the seriousness of the potential for 
adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystems”. Introduction to 40 CFR 230.10(a).  Again, the impacts involved with 
the preferred alternative in this case are “minimal” by definition. 
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input.   Further, a detailed project website with project reports, maps, and analyses provided 
extraordinary access to project information.  See http://www.maineturnpike.com/project-and-
planning/Planning-Projects/York-Toll-Plaza-Replacement. 

More specifically, these public input efforts can be segmented into two phases. 

Early Analysis and Communication (Pre-2011) 

After engineering analysis of the deteriorating condition of the existing barrier plaza, in 2006 MTA staff 
began a wide-ranging study and communications process with municipal staff and elected officials from 
York, Ogunquit, and Wells to discuss the need for a new toll plaza, the required alternatives analysis, 
and public involvement.  Although initial reactions from municipal officials appeared positive or neutral, 
opinions from certain York residents regarding toll collection methodology and plaza location created 
growing concerns with the project.  In 2007, York area legislators initiated and passed a Legislative 
Resolve that required that the MTA report back certain information to the Legislature’s Transportation 
Committee before building a new plaza.10  As required, the MTA did so in April of 2008.  

Also in April 2008, the MTA held public meetings in York laying out it preliminary analysis of numerous 
alternatives and sites in accordance with required federal and state permitting laws.    Some of the 
preliminary alternatives considered were adjacent to neighborhoods, some included the potential taking 
of homes, and some had many acres of environmental impact.  Due in part to the number of locations 
analyzed and opinions on how to collect tolls, concern from York residents became passionate.  Over 
800 people attended the public meeting in York on April 3, 2008.   This reaction from York caused the 
MTA to slow down, further document alternatives, and engage the public even more. 

By 2010, this process had included four general public meetings in the Town of York, one public meeting 
for potential abutters in York, multiple hearings and work sessions with the Legislature’s Joint Standing 
Committee on Transportation, three public meetings of the MTA Board with the York Board of 
Selectmen, a number of meetings and facility tours in the Town of York with legislators, local officials, 
interest groups and individuals, and considerable written correspondence in response to questions 
posed by local officials and individuals.  An example of the level of detail of local input and the MTA 
engagement in this early phase is represented by the 19-page MTA responses to questions from York 
from the April 3, 2008 meeting attached as Appendix 1B. 

A Fresh Look (2011-Date) 

In 2011, the MTA had a new Executive Director with an open and public policy-minded approach, and a 
new Board Chair, the former Chief Justice of the Maine Supreme Court, with a well-earned reputation 
for being straightforward and fair.  The MTA Board of Directors also had many new Board members.  
Because of the desire to have good information and on-going concerns in York, the MTA took a 
completely fresh look at critical project issues like tolling methodology (ORT vs. AET), plaza location, and 
plaza sizing with new expert consultants.  This fresh look analysis forms the core of this and related 
permit applications. 

                                                           
10 See LD 534, 123th Maine Legislature, and Resolves 2007, chapter 45. 

http://www.maineturnpike.com/project-and-planning/Planning-Projects/York-Toll-Plaza-Replacement
http://www.maineturnpike.com/project-and-planning/Planning-Projects/York-Toll-Plaza-Replacement
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ORT vs. AET.  The MTA spent almost three years on a completely fresh, unbiased look at whether All 
Electronic Tolling (AET)11 could be feasible and practicable.  Among other things, the MTA commissioned 
a report from a new tolling expert (CDM Smith), initiated legislative and marketing efforts to allow 
increased the use of E-ZPass (a necessary predicate to AET), and improved toll collection across state 
lines with the nation’s first multistate (ME, NH, and MA) reciprocity agreement.   Obviously, if feasible 
and practicable, AET would reduce the project scope and impacts through the elimination of cash lanes.   
 
After extensive analysis, on April 30, 2014, the MTA Executive Director authored an 8-page “Staff Report 
on the Present Status of Tolling on the Maine Turnpike”12, which concluded:  “After careful study of the 
relative costs, financial risks, toll equities, and traffic impacts, Turnpike staff do not regard it as presently 
feasible to abandon cash collection for AET ...”. 
 
The Town of York then agreed with the MTA.  By letter dated May 20, 2014, copy attached as 
Appendix 1C, the Town of York “recognize[d] that certain technical and political impediments make 
adoption of this AET system unfeasible at present.” 
 
After another opportunity for public input in June, the MTA Board of Directors determined on July 24, 
2014 that AET is not feasible on the Maine Turnpike or in the best interest of the Maine Turnpike or 
Turnpike users for the foreseeable future.  The reasons supporting this decision – which are detailed in 
section 2.1.1 below - included the numerous and well documented negative financial and operational 
impacts of AET: the need to raise tolls, traffic diversion, substantial uncollectable transactions, 
unfairness caused by free riders, resulting loss of confidence in the toll system, privacy concerns, and 
other policy and operational impacts.13  This decision was consistent with previous expert analyses and 
two previous decisions by different MTA Boards in 2006 and 2010. 
 
Other Critical Project Issues: Plaza Sizing and Siting.  The reasoned business and policy decision to use 
ORT cleared the way for a fresh look at other critical project issues such as plaza sizing, the viability of 
the existing plaza site at Mile 7.3 (the only site supported by the Town), and the analysis of other site 
alternatives as required by environmental laws. 

To perform this work, in August 2014 the MTA retained another experienced engineering consultant, 
Jacobs Engineering Group (“Jacobs”).  During this work, the MTA kept York informed and involved in a 
manner that is likely unprecedented.  Since Jacobs was retained, MTA staff has met with York officials 
and residents at least 14 times.  York Town officials and residents had extraordinary access to project 
information, sometimes receiving it at the same time as MTA Board members.  Special workshops with 
MTA staff, Jacobs, and a 3-person team designated by the Town were held to review environmental, 
plaza sizing, design, and other technical information.   

                                                           
11 “All Electronic Tolling” (AET) eliminates roadside cash collection, and replaces it with a back office, “pay by mail” 
system that includes taking license plate images, finding addresses through data bases (if available), preparing and 
mailing invoices, and tracking payments and penalties.  
12 See copy attached as Appendix 1D. 
13 For more information on the ORT vs. AET issue, see subsection 2.1.1 
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In June 2015, after looking at the existing plaza site and other sites as required by law, Jacobs 
recommended the Mile 8.8 ORT site.  Jacobs stated:  

Clearly, the alternative that locates the new plaza at approximately mile 8.8 has superior 
Engineering and Safety benefits while minimizing environmental and abutter impacts 
compared to reconstruction of the toll plaza in the vicinity of mile 7.3.  . . . Additional benefits 
of the recommended alternative consist of less disruption to the traveling public, reduced 
construction time, and significant cost savings in the range of $20 million.14 

The MTA provided another forum to express concerns at its September 3, 2015 Board meeting.  Twenty-
one people from York spoke.  The MTA listened and respectfully responded to all their questions, 
including those that have been answered before.  See the 23-page MTA response to York questions 
attached as Appendix 1E.  No new issues were raised that significantly affected the Jacobs alternative 
analysis.  On November 19, 2015, the MTA Board of Directors accepted the recommendation of MTA 
top management and project staff15 and selected its preferred alternative:  a new ORT plaza at Mile 8.8 
site. 

Since that time, additional design and analyses were conducted, providing significant additional support 
for the Mile 8.8 site.  The MTA is confident that the preferred alternative is the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). 

Most recently, the MTA held a public informational meeting in York on October 5, 2016.  In accordance 
with Chapter 2 of the Maine Department of Environmental Protection rules, at this meeting the MTA 
described the project and its impacts and responded to questions.  About 52 York citizens attended.  
Detailed minutes of this meeting are available on the MTA website.  Although there were some 
comments on environmental impacts, the majority of comments remained on the MTA’s business and 
policy decision to use ORT to collect tolls.  Given almost ten years of communication on this project, it is 
not surprising that no significant new issues were raised at this meeting.  It is also not surprising that 
some in York continue to believe that their opinion on how to collect tolls should govern this project.     

As outlined above, the MTA has listened and responded to York concerns for about ten years, and the 
MTA acknowledges that these local views have been worthy of engaged, detailed consideration.  
However, the MTA has an obligation to all 1.3 million Mainers, to the 30 million travelers who use the 
York toll plaza every year, and to MTA investors to make a prudent business and policy decision, comply 
with environmental laws, and select an alternative that is safer, financially viable, and the least 
damaging to the environment, travelers, and abutters.  A modern ORT plaza at Mile 8.8 is that 
alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
14 See memo from Rodney Emery, PE, PTOE, FITE of Jacobs to the MTA regarding “York Toll Plaza Replacement 
Project Recommended Alternative” dated June 22, 2015, copy attached as Appendix 1F. 
15 See the 6-page recommendation memo to the MTA Board of Directors from MTA top management and project 
staff dated November 16, 2015 attached as Appendix 1G. 
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1.4.2  Public Interest Outside of York 
 

The input from businesses, towns, and people outside of York is almost universal and can be 
summarized as follows: “Why do I have to stop to pay tolls in York?  What is taking so long?  Hurry up 
and build it!” 

A Portland Press Herald editorial entitled “The Time to Move the York Toll Plaza is Here” dated July 21, 
2015, copy attached as Appendix 1H, captures this sentiment well.  It reads, in part, as follows. 

“It’s time to build an open-road tolling facility at a new location in York.  This is the 
inescapable conclusion of studies that stretch back almost a decade, including 
exhaustive attempts to work with neighbors who want to keep the tollbooth where it is. 
. . . The current toll plaza, at the bottom of a hill in the center of a curve and sinking into 
a wetland is the wrong place for the facility. . . . The Maine Turnpike Authority is right to 
consider the neighbor’s concerns, but ultimately this is an issue of statewide 
importance.” 

Although local project opponents often dominate public comment processes, this editorial shows that 
the “public interest” for this project is broader than input from York, and that input from those outside 
of York is supportive of the project.   
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ATTACHMENT 2.      ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS  
 

This section summarizes the alternatives analysis required by the federal Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
and the Maine Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. §480-A, et. seq. and its implementing 
rules. 

To do so in a logical sequence for this project, Section 2.1 first provides important background and 
context to be considered before siting the project.  Section 2.1 consists of five (5) subsections.  First, the 
fact that Open Road Tolling (ORT) is the only practicable highway speed tolling alternative for this 
project is further documented.  As will be seen, multiple analyses have demonstrated that the MTA’s 
business and policy decision to use ORT is prudent, consistent with good tolling practice nationally, and 
was made by the entity with the experience, obligation and authority to make it.  Second, deficiencies of 
the current barrier plaza are further highlighted.  Third, national interstate highway and toll plaza design 
standards and guidelines for modern toll facilities are outlined, which is necessary to evaluate the safety 
and engineering attributes of various alternatives.  Fourth, the proper sizing of the ORT plaza is set forth, 
which is necessary to create a standard plaza template to properly assess impacts of various site 
alternatives.  Lastly, alternatives that generally must be considered for most projects (No Build, 
Rehabilitation) are shown to be not practicable. 

 

With this background analysis complete, Section 2.2 then sets forth the technical evaluation of five ORT 
plaza sites using criteria governed by environmental laws and the project purpose including safety and 
engineering, environmental, abutter, logistics during construction, and cost/financial factors.  Because 
of local interest, a Mile 7.3 alternative (400 feet northerly of the existing plaza) was extensively 
analyzed, as well as four other sites that met engineering standards. 

 

Section 2.3 and 2.4 then sets forth the results and conclusions of this site alternatives analysis.  As will 
be seen below, the MTA’s preferred alternative at Mile 8.8 is clearly superior to the Mile 7.3 alternative, 
best meets all evaluation criteria, and is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative 
based upon this analysis. 
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2.1    Background and Context 

2.1.1  Toll Collection Methodology: ORT vs. AET 

This section will demonstrate that the MTA’s business and policy decision to select ORT16 as its highway-
speed toll collection methodology was prudent and in accordance with all environmental permitting 
standards.  It will show that the MTA thoroughly considered AET17 and properly determined that it is not 
a practicable alternative for this project because it is not capable of being done after taking into 
consideration cost, technology, and logistics, as well as operational, legal, policy and traveler 
expectation factors. 
 
To do so, this six-part subsection will: (A) show that AET does not meet the project purpose, (B) 
summarize the MTA’s thorough study of AET that took place over years, (C) clearly reiterate the reasons 
why AET is not practicable for this project, (D) set forth how this decision was made at the highest MTA 
levels and is consistent with good tolling practice nationally, (E) rebut the latest opinions from the Town 
of York and demonstrate that there is no credible conflicting technical information, and (F) set forth the 
latest USACE position on this issue. 
 
A.  AET Does Not Meet the Project Purpose 

 
USACE Guidelines provide that “practicable” means “capable of being done after taking into 
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.”  
 
As noted in section 1.3 above, the approved basic project purpose is: 
 

To replace the existing barrier toll plaza on the Maine Turnpike at York, Maine with highway 
speed electronic tolling lanes and cash (non-EZ pass) lanes to address safety deficiencies, 
settling/subsidence, facility deficiencies including substandard tolling equipment, existing 
and projected traffic volumes, and traveler impacts and expectations.18   

 
This purpose statement is to be used for the alternatives analyses in accordance with the Section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines19, and applies in the  state permitting process as well. 

                                                           
16 Again, ORT plazas have highway speed (65-70 mph) E-ZPass center lanes and separated cash lanes to the right 
with staffed toll booths.   
17 AET eliminates cash collection at the point of service and replaces it with a “pay by mail” system that moves the 
collection of cash to a back office where clerks must confirm plate numbers, find addresses, prepare invoices, and 
track payments and penalties.  As will be detailed below, AET has inherent challenges that make it impracticable 
for this project. 
18 See Appendix 1C. 
19 Ibid. 
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The USACE unquestionably has the power to approve a revised project purpose in conjunction with the 
applicant and other regulatory agencies.  It validly did so in this case.20 
 
Obviously, ORT toll facilities have cash lanes and AET facilities do not.  Therefore, the approved purpose 
of the project calls for building an ORT plaza.  Analytically, therefore, in a typical permitting process, the 
MTA would only need to show that AET does not meet the approved project purpose to dismiss it as not 
practicable. 
 
The MTA understands, however, that the Town of York has indicated that it intends to press this point - 
and only this point - as part of the permitting process.  Therefore, this subsection will document how the 
MTA thoroughly considered AET and properly determined that it is not a practicable alternative for this 
project.  That is, regulators will see that even if AET met the project purpose, it is not practicable 
because it is not capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, technology, and logistics, as 
well as operational, legal, policy and traveler expectation factors. 
 
B.   Thorough Review Over Years 

The MTA has thoroughly analyzed how to implement highway-speed electronic tolling on the Maine 
Turnpike, including the York toll plaza.   

The analysis of the practicability of ORT vs. AET for this project dates back many years.  In 2009, HNTB 
prepared a 25-page “Initial All Electronic Tolling Feasibility Review”, which was included in the Phase I 
Report filed with the USACE in 2010.21  This feasibility review found, among other things, that “revenue 
leakage . . . is significant and poses a grave threat to the Maine Turnpike,” and concluded that “that AET 
would not be prudent . . .”22  This report was consistent with previous analyses on this issue. 
 

                                                           
20 The assertions by a lawyer hired by the Town that the approval of the revised project purpose statement is 
somehow improper is not supported by the facts or law.  (See letter from Scott Anderson, Esq. to the USACE dated 
June 16, 2016 attached as Appendix 2A).  In fact, as set forth in the letter from MTA Executive Director Peter Mills 
to the USACE dated September 29, 2016 and attached as Appendix 2B, the Sylvester case cited by the Town’s 
lawyer supports the proposition that the USACE cannot reject the genuine and legitimate economic concerns of 
the applicant.  Documented AET impacts such as huge numbers of uncollectable transactions, forced toll increases, 
traffic diversion, and a policy backlash are certainly “genuine and legitimate” concerns of the MTA in this matter. 
21 See “Initial AET Feasibility Review” dated February 20, 2009 submitted as to the HNTB Phase I report (starting on 
electronic page 170 of 396), and attached hereto as Appendix 2C. 

22 Ibid at 22. 
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Further, as noted above, an MTA with a new Executive Director, Chair, and Board members took a 
completely fresh look at AET from 2011-2014.   As part of this fresh look, the following measures were 
taken. 

• The MTA issued an RFP to hire the best consultant we could find to conduct a thorough and 
independent review of the ORT vs. AET question. 

• The MTA retained CDM Smith, a firm that has worked on toll issues with most of the agencies 
in North America and has helped many of them to implement AET at appropriate sites. 

• The CDM Smith work was unbiased.  The MTA did not ask CDM Smith to tell the MTA what it 
should or should not do.  Instead, the MTA asked CDM Smith to explain thoroughly how AET 
might be implemented and what the consequences would be. 

• The MTA commissioned a survey to better understand where cash payers come from at 
different locations and at different times of year.  These findings were integrated into the CDM 
Smith’s work. 

• To increase the E-ZPass penetration rate, a precondition to successful AET implementation, the 
MTA: 

 eliminated from Maine law a toll protocol that had prevented the Turnpike from selling 
transponders on line; 

 dropped the price of transponders from $25 to $10; 

 implemented a new toll structure that favored E-ZPass; 

 created a volume discount for Maine E-ZPass customers; and 

 conducted sales campaigns to promote electronic tolling. 
 

The USACE has acknowledged that the MTA’s analysis of AET has been thorough.  By letter dated 
November 15, 2015, copy attached as Appendix 2D, the USACE, after reviewing the MTA’s 300-page 
submittal dated September 1, 2015, stated: 
 

“We compliment you on the thoroughness of your response, particularly concerning the 
subject of All Electronic Tolling (“AET”).  Combined with your previous submittal, the 
document constitutes one of the more detailed Phase I submittals we have received in 
many years.”23 
 

As noted above, this exhaustive level of analysis likely exceeded what is required by environmental 
permitting rules.  The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines envision a correlation between the scope of the 

                                                           
23 The fact that the USACE describes the MTA’s work as notable for its “thoroughness” demonstrates the weakness 
of the assertion by the Town’s lawyer in his June 16, 2016 letter that the MTA has avoided consideration of the 
AET option.   
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evaluation and the potential extent of adverse impacts on the aquatic environment.24  “[C]ompliance 
evaluation procedures will vary to reflect the seriousness of the potential for adverse impacts on the 
aquatic ecosystems”.25  Again, this project qualifies for an USACE Category 2 General Permit, which by 
definition means the project has “no more than minimal . . . adverse effects on the aquatic 
environment”.   Thus the MTA’s detailed AET analysis was extraordinary in light of these “minimal” 
impacts.  However, MTA willingly undertook this exhaustive effort to assure it had good information to 
make good decisions and to clearly demonstrate compliance with all environmental permitting rules. 
 
In sum, it is doubtful that any toll agency in the United States has spent more time and effort on the 
study of AET than the MTA has. 
 
C. Why AET is Not Practicable for This Project 

Although AET is appropriate in other applications, it simply is not practicable for this project for 
numerous reasons.  At a high, summary level, these reasons include:  

• the need to increase tolls at York including an initial DOUBLING of tolls – from $3 to $6 - on 
former cash customers in cars, 

• huge uncollectable transaction rates relating to non-electronic customers (42% overall) due to 
the high percentage out-of-state, Canadian, and occasional users at the York toll plaza, 

• significant traffic impacts on key roads and intersections in multiple municipalities that would 
be caused by the higher tolls required by AET, 

• a loss of confidence in the Turnpike’s tolling structure, resulting in lower bond ratings, higher 
future borrowing costs, a potential reduction in capital budgets, and toll increases throughout 
the Turnpike, 

• customer dissatisfaction with AET from those who prefer to pay cash at the point of service 
rather than get bills later, those who do not have a banking relationship, and those with privacy 
concerns, 

• the negative reaction from other toll agencies, bond rating firms, and bond investors nationally 
to the fundamental new risk that would result from the imposition of AET in this case:  namely 
the precedent that environmental permitting agencies can require toll agencies to adopt toll 

                                                           
24 See “Memorandum: Appropriate Level of Analysis Required for Evaluating Compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines Alternatives Requirements”, by USEPA and USACE, last updated 10/17/15.   
25 Introduction to 40 CFR 230.10(a). 
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collection methodologies advocated by project opponents, and thus essentially dictate how toll 
agencies collect tolls and at what rates,  

• the lack of justification from a business or customer service perspective to raise tolls again at 
York, given that in 2012 the York cash toll on cars was raised 50% from $2 to $3 – the highest 
percentage increase on the Turnpike – as part of a comprehensive, long-planned Turnpike-wide 
toll increase, and  

• a potential policy backlash from toll increases, increased congestion, unfairness from more free 
riders, and impacts to efforts to brand Maine as welcoming to businesses and visitors that would 
result from a permitting decision to impose AET. 

 
More detail for the reasons supporting the MTA’s business and policy decision to collect tolls using ORT 
can be found in three subsections below: (1) Financial Impacts of AET, (2) Traffic Impacts from AET 
Diversion, and (3) Legal, Fiduciary and Policy Implications. 
 

1. Financial Impacts of AET 
 
This subsection summarizes why AET is not practicable from a cost / financial perspective.  The financial 
impacts of AET are summarized in an 8-page white paper by Douglas D. Davidson, Chief Financial Officer 
of the MTA, attached as Appendix 2E.  
 
As part of the MTA’s fresh look at AET from 2011-14 described above, CDM Smith issued its 50-page 
report entitled “Maine Turnpike ORT / AET Impact Analysis” (the “CDM Smith Report”), copy attached as 
Appendix 2F in the spring of 2014.26  The CDM Smith report identified the relatively low collection risk of 
conversion to ORT, noting successful operations for several years at dozens of mainline plazas 
throughout the U.S., including nearby New Hampshire.27  As requested by the MTA, it also identified the 
benefits of AET including the “greatly reduced” initial capital cost of plaza reconstruction28, the lack of 
additional right-of-way required, and the virtual eliminations of toll plaza related accidents.29 
 
Against these potential benefits, the MTA had to weigh the numerous negative and disruptive financial 
impacts of AET including (a) financial risks inherent with AET, both general risks and those specific to this 
project, (b) resulting immediate financial impacts including huge numbers of uncollectable transactions, 

                                                           
26 The CDM Smith Report was released March 18, 2014 and FINAL on April 14, 2014. 
27 Ibid at 2. 
28 Although the initial capital cost of an AET plaza is unquestionably lower than an ORT plaza, any such comparison 
must consider other costs of AET including the demolition of the existing plaza, and the need to acquire or expand 
office space for back office operations, and the operational cost of such back office operations. 
29 Ibid at 3. 
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lost revenues, and toll increases needed to offset them, and (c) broader financial implications including a 
potential downgrade of Turnpike’s bond rating, higher future borrowing cost, higher tolls across the 
entire Turnpike, and a potential a scaling back of capital projects in the MTA’s 30-year plan. 
 

a.  AET Financial Risks 
 
The CDM Smith Analysis extensively analyzed “the biggest challenge” inherent to all AET applications, 
which is how to handle customers who now pay cash (i.e. those without E-ZPass)30.  These general risks 
included the following.   

 
• License plates may not be properly read. 

• Vehicle owner address information with DMV records is incomplete. 

• Limitations on the ability to obtain vehicle owner information from some states and 
Canada. 

• Motorists who simply don’t “pay the bill”. 

• The complexity of the collection process including multiple statements and fees for 
non-payment. 

• As a result of the above risks, raw uncollectable tolls are in the range of 10-20 
percent, and more depending upon other factors. 

• To compensate, agencies converting to AET establish a new “surcharge” for cash 
customers to encourage E-ZPass enrollment, cover the additional operating costs of 
AET (image recognition, mailing and follow-ups), and cover revenue loss from the 
inherent “leakage” from uncollected tolls and from diversion caused by the 
surcharge. 

The CDM Smith Analysis then quantified these risks for the York Toll Plaza specifically.  As one can see, 
the risks at York are higher than typical and include: 
 

• The high percentage of all MTA revenue that is collected at York, being about 38%.31  
Simply put, York is a primary revenue generator, which magnifies risk. 

• The relatively low E-ZPass penetration rate at York: being 64%,32 and the leveling off of 
cash transactions at about 23 million transactions annually. 

                                                           
30 Ibid at 3. 
31 Ibid at 4. 
32 Ibid at 4 
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• The high percentage of cash customers that are from away (i.e. not Maine registered 
vehicles), being 63%.33 

• The policy of Canadian provinces to not share vehicle registration data. 
 

b. Immediate Financial Impacts:  Huge Uncollectables and Necessary Toll Increases 
 
The CDM Smith Report then translated these AET risk factors into quantifiable financial impacts.  As 
noted above, most of these risks arise from the most obvious issue with AET:  the percentage of 
formerly cash transactions that will become uncollectable. 
 

• Overall, 42% of all non E-ZPass transactions will be uncollectable. 

• The uncollectable rate for Maine vehicles is lowest at 29%. 

• The uncollectable rate for NH and MA vehicles is 39%, due to reciprocity agreements. 

• The uncollectable rates for all other states / countries is 64%.34 

• Even when one considers E-ZPass customers too, the percentage of uncollectable 
transactions is very substantial:  being almost 10%.35  That is, 1 in 10 of all transactions in 
York will be uncollectable. 

 
As the CDM Smith Report outlines, AET without a surcharge would cost the MTA an estimated $6.5 
million in Year 1 and $43 million over 10 years if no surcharge was levied.36  The $6.5 million loss in Year 
1 would represent about 17% of revenue at York and 4% of all Turnpike revenue. 
 
By comparison, ORT would produce a net revenue gain of almost $ 1 million in Year 1.37  Thus the net 
impact between AET and ORT would be $7.5 million in Year 1. 
 
As the CDM Smith report sets forth, to avoid such losses the MTA would need to raise tolls including a 
surcharge on non E-ZPass customers at York.  To mitigate most of the financial hit from AET, the MTA 
would initially need to DOUBLE the non E-ZPass rate for cars at York from $3 to $6.  Even with this 
increase, the revenue is estimated to decrease about $1.0 million in Year 1.38 
 

                                                           
33 Ibid at 4, and Table 1 at 14. 
34 Ibid, Table 1 at 14. 
35 Ibid. 
36 Ibid, Table 4 at 17. 
37 Ibid, Table 6 at 23. 
38 Ibid, Table 5 at 21. 
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c.  Broader Financial Consequences 
 
As set forth in the Davidson white paper attached as Appendix 2E, the MTA cannot simply accept annual 
losses.  Turnpike revenue is pledged, and potential AET losses would trigger an obligation to disclose, 
the need to redesign the toll system, traffic and revenue analysis, a downgrade of Turnpike bond rating, 
higher future borrowing cost, higher tolls, and depending upon the result of the new toll structure, a 
scaling back of capital projects in the MTA’s 30-year plan. 
 
More specifically, these broader financial consequences include the following.   
 

• AET would require an extensive and expensive traffic and revenue analysis.  All investment 
grade analyses cost over $100,000 even when there is no change in the toll rates or structure.  
Analyses that include changes to toll rates often cost in the $250,000 range.  An analysis of AET 
is a huge change to the toll structure and would need to be Turnpike-wide because using both 
AET and ORT on the same highway would establish two conflicting business protocols for non-
electronic tolling, making it possible for a traveler to be both a customer and a violator in the 
same trip.  Because of the scope of this analysis and the inherently higher risk of AET, its cost 
would likely be in the $500,000 range.  

• AET carries inherently higher risk which would likely trigger a downgrade of the ratings on MTA 
bonds.  A downgrade of two levels could be reasonably expected. 

• This downgrade would increase borrowing costs.  An increase in 125 basis points, or 1.25%, 
could be reasonably expected. 

• The MTA’s 30-year plan currently calls for $ 410 million in proposed borrowing.  The increase in 
interest rates estimated above could cost the MTA an estimated $ 85 to 125 million in additional 
costs over the life of those proposed bonds. 

• These potential additional finance costs would need to be covered.  Under the Bond Resolution, 
the MTA cannot simply stop maintaining its facilities as doing so impacts revenue.  Therefore, 
AET would drive future toll increases on all MTA customers, not just those in York.  The MTA 30-
year financial plan does not currently call for any toll increases until 2031.  This would likely 
move that timetable up by several years, perhaps as early as 2022. 

 
2.  Traffic Impacts from AET Diversion 

 

AET impacts are not just financial.  AET is also not practicable from the perspective of the logistics and 
operations of the regional highway system, and the travelers that use it. 
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Based upon its national experience, the CDM Smith Report estimated that if the York Toll Plaza were 
converted to AET, travelers looking to avoid the higher tolls would translate into 3,400 to 5,500 vehicles 
per day being diverted away from the Turnpike onto various state roads in York County.  York County 
travelers intuitively know that state roads in this area are already heavily traveled and have congestion, 
poor levels of service, and gridlock in some places, especially during the peak tourism months of July and 
August.  Simply put, more vehicles on state roads obviously would make bad traffic even worse. 

To quantify the traffic impacts that AET would cause, the MTA commissioned a traffic engineering study.   
The result is a 20-page memo regarding “Analysis of Traffic Impacts from AET in York” by Elizabeth 
Roberts, P.E. of HNTB dated September 14, 2016, copy attached as Appendix 2G.   As one can see, the 
impacts from AET would be regional.  

Noteworthy conclusions from this traffic engineering analysis include the following. 

a. The following ten municipalities would experience significant impacts to key roadways and 
intersections: Ogunquit, York, Kittery, Eliot, Wells, South Berwick, Berwick, North Berwick, 
Sanford, and Kennebunk. 

b. Daily traffic volumes on some state highways in York County could increase by between 5% to 
50%.  In contrast, the Maine Turnpike would see only a proportionately small decrease in traffic 
volume. 

c. On the average weekday during the peak tourism months of July and August: 

• Some increase in traffic volume is expected on Route 1, but much higher increases are 
expected on other inland highways in York County including Route 236, Route 109/9, and 
Route 4.  Several roadways would see increases of daily summer traffic volumes of between 
5% to 50%. 

• Travelers on these inland corridors will experience more delays at intersections already 
identified by MaineDOT as having a relatively poor level of service.  Such intersections 
include the Rt. 236 / Depot Road intersection in Eliot and intersections in downtown South 
Berwick where Routes 4 and 236 overlap.  

d. In non-peak months: 

• More travelers would divert to Route 1, causing more congestion and stop-and-go 
conditions. 

• Two intersections that already operate at LOS F would see expected delays double or triple.  
In York, delays at the intersection of the Turnpike Connector and the southbound Turnpike 
off ramp would increase from 2 minutes to 4.2 - 6.3 minutes.  In Ogunquit, delays at the 
intersection of Route 1 and Shore Road and Beach Street would increase from 1.2 minutes 
to 3.4 - 5.4 minutes. 
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• Summer traffic conditions on Route 1 that are currently experienced in July and August 
would occur in the shoulder seasons.  Significant traffic volume growth will occur in the 
months of May, June, September, and October.  Stated more simply, summer-like traffic will 
expand into the spring and fall. 

e. The need for signals and intersection improvements at several unsignalized intersections would 
be accelerated. 

f. Corresponding emissions would increase from the increased traffic volumes and congestion on 
these state highways. 

 
3. Legal, Fiduciary and Policy Implications 

Numbers alone – whether quantifying dollars or traffic impacts – cannot alone capture the impracticable 
nature of AET for this project. 
 
As outlined below, the MTA Board of Directors also had to consider a myriad of legal, fiduciary, and 
policy implications as well.  These implications demonstrate that AET is not practicable from financial, 
operational, logistic, policy, and traveler expectation perspectives. 
 
In 2014, after reviewing the CDM Smith Report, MTA staff documented such factors.  MTA Executive 
Director Peter Mills prepared an 8-page “Staff Report on the Present Status of Tolling on the Maine 
Turnpike”, dated April 30, 2014, copy attached as Appendix 1D.  After summarizing the MTA’s tolling 
history, the poor conditions at York, and the procedural history of the project, this report identified 
several legal, fiduciary and policy implications.    

 
a. Fairness and Equity.  Under AET, substantial leakage is inevitable.  At hearings prior to the MTA’s 

2012 toll increase, many members of the public, including the Legislature's Transportation 
Committee, insisted that equity in tolling be a primary policy goal. Equity is not achieved when 
many ride free at the expense of those who dutifully pay. 

The high level of uncollectable transactions from AET would have potentially huge policy 
implications including the eventual erosion of public trust in the MTA’s toll system.  Mainers will 
simply consider it unfair to require Mainers to subsidize free riders – especially those from out-
of-state.  This could create a disincentive to use E-ZPass, and jeopardize its associated safety, 
efficiency, and environmental benefits.  High uncollectable rates are inherent in the “pay by 
mail” collection challenges with AET, and are especially challenging at York given its high 
percentage of out-of-state and occasional users.  Recall that the CDM Smith Report estimated 
the uncollectable rate for NH and MA vehicles without E-ZPass is 39%, and that rate for all other 
states / countries is 64%. 
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b. Traveler Expectations / Customer Service / Privacy. Toll highway customers have come to expect 
high speed electronic tolling. While this convenience is available to E-ZPass customers under 
either ORT or AET, there is a difference in other aspects of service.  Many customers want or 
need the flexibility to pay at the point of service.  Many do not want to receive bills in the mail 
later.  Addressing traveler expectations are part of the project purpose.   

Further, as noted above, if York were converted to AET, that system would conflict with the 
remaining ORT plazas on the Turnpike that would retain their capacity to collect cash.  This 
would set up two conflicting business protocols for non-E-ZPass tolls, making it possible for a 
traveler to be both a customer and a violator in the same trip.  These conflicting protocols would 
create traveler confusion and frustration.  

A significant number of motorists refuse to set up an E-ZPass account because of privacy 
concerns or because they have no relationship to a banking institution and do not want to 
deposit cash in an E-ZPass account. ORT retains cash lanes and deals with the issue without the 
privacy concerns of AET. 

c. Safety. While acknowledging that AET would be the safest solution if practicable, the safety 
benefits of ORT over barrier toll plazas are huge.  The old New Gloucester, Maine mainline 
barrier plaza had been a high crash location, and after ORT was installed there, the number of 
toll plaza related crashes dropped from 6 in 2011 to 1 in 2014.  Further, New Hampshire has 
reported an 85% drop in crashes after the ORT plaza was constructed at Hampton, N.H.  So the 
safety benefits of ORT over barrier plazas are huge. 

d. Staffing and Employment. Adoption of AET at York would permit the Turnpike to reduce fare 
collection staff by about 23 full time equivalent employees (FTEs) but would require about 32 
new employees with slightly higher salaries to support back office operations.   

e. Bond Requirements.  As outlined in the Davidson white paper attached as Appendix 2E, under 
the contractual terms contained in all Turnpike bonds, a change to the toll structure requires an 
investment grade study by an independent consultant to certify that a new schedule will 
produce the revenue needed to keep promises to bond holders. The bond resolutions also 
require that "no free vehicular passage will be permitted over the turnpike, or any portion 
thereof, . . ." with narrow exceptions. 

A proposal to convert to AET would not be approved by the bond trustee without certification 
that tolls are sufficient to overcome leakage losses, pay for added collection costs, and 
compensate for the uncertainties of an AET toll environment. A conversion to ORT, on the other 
hand, introduces few changes or uncertainties except for the capital cost of construction that 
can be amortized over the facility's service life. 

f. Future Flexibility.  The high speed center lanes of an ORT plaza are the functional equivalent of 
AET.  This means that if advances in technology, changes in MTA customer mix, or other factors 
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make AET practicable in the future, then an ORT plaza can be easily converted to AET.  The same 
cannot be said of an AET plaza. 

In addition to the considerations noted above, there are additional policy implications relevant to the 
MTA’s business and policy decision to collect tolls using ORT, implications that could trigger policymaker 
interest. 

g. The cash toll for cars at York was raised 50% – from $2 to $3 - in 2012 as part of a long-planned, 
comprehensive Turnpike-wide toll increase.  This was the highest percentage increase on the 
Turnpike.  Another 100% increase of that rate is cannot be justified from a business or customer 
service perspective. 

h. Obviously, toll increases would increase transportation costs for Maine businesses, citizens, and 
visitors, which would have a negative impact on Maine’s overall economy.  Toll increases at the 
York plaza could generate heightened policy interest given that the York is located at the 
gateway to Maine.  State branding themes are often shown on nearby signs: “Open for 
Business” or “The Way Life Should Be”.  Reports of the doubling of tolls, erecting a nearby sign 
“Pay-by-mail Toll: $6”, and following up new visitors’ vacations with a Maine toll bill would be 
contrary to any branding concept aimed at promoting Maine as welcoming. 

i. The precedent that environmental permitting agencies could require toll agencies to adopt toll 
collection methodologies advocated by project opponents as part of a project permitting 
process, and thus essentially dictate how toll agencies collect tolls and at what rates, would be 
fundamental new risk and send a shock wave to toll agencies, bond rating firms, and bond 
investors nationally. 

j. Toll increases and traffic congestion are inherently unpopular.  Toll increases, traffic congestion, 
and unfairness from more free riders resulting from an environmental permit condition would 
be especially unpopular.  

 
D.  A Prudent Business and Policy Decision Made at the Highest MTA Levels 

In the 2014 “Staff Report on the Present Status of Tolling on the Maine Turnpike”, by Peter Mills 
attached as Appendix 1D, the MTA staff concluded: “After careful study of the relative costs, financial 
risks, toll equities, and traffic impacts, Turnpike staff do not regard it as presently feasible to abandon 
cash collection for AET.”  This recommendation was the culmination of a three-year, open-minded fresh 
look at AET by MTA staff. 

On July 24, 2014, after considering all the factors noted above, the MTA Board of Directors determined 
that AET is not feasible on the Maine Turnpike or in the best interest of the Maine Turnpike or Turnpike 
users for the foreseeable future. 
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This decision to pursue ORT over AET was taken very seriously.  It was made at the highest MTA levels 
after consideration of detailed, project-specific expert analyses of all relevant factors, and with 
extensive input from York residents and officials39.  The decision was unanimous. 

This decision was consistent with the decisions of prior MTA Boards.  Overall, the MTA Board of 
Directors considered and formally voted on this issue on three separate occasions over the course of 
eight years:  in 2006, 2010, and 2014.  These votes were by three different 7-member MTA Boards with 
two different Chairs and a total of 15 different Directors appointed by different Governors of different 
political parties.40   Every vote was unanimous. 

This decision is also consistent with the recent decision by the New Hampshire Division of Turnpikes to 
adopt ORT over AET.  As documented below, it was also consistent good tolling practice nationally.  

Decisions regarding toll collection methodology are complex and project-specific, should be made by 
those with the authority, responsibility, and expertise to make them41, and should be respected. 

 
E. York’s Latest AET Opinion Is Easily Rebuttable and Contains No Credible Conflicting Technical 

Information 
 

Despite the uniformity of analyses and decisions set forth above, the Town is now arguing that AET is a 
practicable alternative.   Again, the Town thought otherwise in 2014.     

By letter of May 20, 2014, copy attached as Appendix 1C, the York Board of Selectman (York BOS) found 
that while they felt that AET “should be the ultimate policy goal for an integrated interstate toll 
collection system”, they “recognize[d] that certain technical and political impediments make adoption of 
this AET system unfeasible at present.”  The letter continued: “The York BOS encourages the MTA Board 
of Directors to pursue the engineering studies necessary to prove the viability of an ORT plaza at the 
current location of the York Toll Plaza,” warning that “[a]ll other options will be strenuously opposed by 
the Town of York.”   
 

                                                           
39 See section 1.4.1 regarding the public process that provided York with dozens of opportunities for input over 
years. 
40 The 2006 and 2014 Boards had only one common member. 
41 The MTA is statutorily empowered to make such decisions.  The MTA has the power to “charge and collect fees, 
fares and tolls for the use of the turnpike and other services made available in connection with the turnpike … 
subject to and in accordance with such agreement with bondholders” and to “issue … bonds and other evidences 
of indebtedness or obligations of the authority … and secure the payment … by pledge of … operating revenues of 
the turnpike.” 23 MRSA §1965(1)(H) and (M). 
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Setting aside the issue of whether the Town should be setting policy on the proper way to collect tolls 
on the Maine Turnpike, this letter makes clear that the Town recently recognized that AET was not 
feasible, and that their overriding goal was to prevent relocation of the plaza. 
 
The Town changed its position on AET only after it became obvious during the required site alternatives 
analysis that the Mile 8.8 site was superior due to its safety, engineering, environmental, abutter, 
logistical, and cost attributes.  The Town then asked a consultant, the eTrans Group, to complete a 
report that makes pro-AET observations42, accepted privately-raised funds from York residents opposed 
to plaza relocation to be used for legal fees, formally agreed to speak for both the Town and Think 
Again, and retained a lawyer to review the draft eTrans report and argue that AET is a practicable 
alternative, despite the Town’s 2014 express recognition that it is not. 
 
The Town’s report and legal arguments add nothing new to discussion.  As will be seen below, the 
eTrans report is essentially a pro-AET opinion piece that makes apples to oranges comparisons.   And 
while it acknowledges that free riders, higher tolls, and diversion would occur with AET, it essentially 
argues that those and other AET impacts are not that bad, or that the MTA, its customers, and its 
investors should simply accept them.  Each tolling methodology decision is heavily fact dependent, yet 
the Town submittals contain no project-specific technical analysis and no credible conflicting technical 
information.    
 
To help evaluate the eTrans report, the MTA asked CDM Smith to review it.  The result of this review is 
an 11-page letter from CDM Smith regarding “Comments on Final eTrans Report” dated July 22, 2016, 
(“CDM Smith 2016 Letter”), copy attached as Appendix 2H.   In this letter, CDM Smith notes that the 
Town’s eTrans report seems to be “focused on promoting AET at all costs”43, and notes that various 
eTrans assertions “do not make any sense”44, or are “odd”45, “almost comical”46 and “irrelevant and 
misleading”.47 
 
The CDM Smith Letter also explains that variables that govern the ORT vs. AET decision are unique for 
each and every toll facility, and are all project specific.  They include the mix of in-state versus out-of-

                                                           
42 See “Shortfalls in MTA’s Response to the Army Corps of Engineers” prepared by eTrans Group, Inc. (Daryl S. 
Fleming) for the Town of York dated March 30, 2016, copy attached as Appendix 2I. 
43 CDM Smith Letter attached as Appendix 2H, page 7. 
44 Ibid, page 4, regarding the eTrans report comparisons to the Tobin Bridge to support lower diversion rates, and 
its failure to note the high violation rates and public backlash at the Tobin Bridge resulting in political intervention 
and an amnesty program. 
45 Ibid, page 2, regarding the failure to include “toll costs to the customer” in the table on the eTrans cover page 
that ostensibly lists key elements of the ORT vs. AET analysis.  AET requires higher toll rates. 
46 Ibid, page 6, regarding the failure to use a nearby New Hampshire example, which has adopted ORT. 
47 Ibid, page 8, regarding eTrans citation of experience in Pennsylvania. 
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state cash customers, overall cash market share, license plate successful read rate, valid department of 
motor vehicle address records, toll diversion, and more.   
 
Based upon their extensive national experience (including first-hand experience as the traffic engineering 
consultant to a number of the agencies mentioned in the eTrans report) and their extensive analysis 
review of project-specific facts of this project, CDM Smith concluded that “it is our professional opinion 
that the MTA decision to pursue ORT over AET was prudent and consistent with good tolling practice 
nationally.”  

In sum, the Town submittals do not raise any significant new substantive concerns or contain any 
credible conflicting technical information.  The MTA has thoroughly considered AET, and legitimately 
and prudently determined that is not a practicable alternative in accordance with all permitting 
standards.    Accordingly, there is no valid reason to alter the MTA’s business and policy decision to 
collect tolls using ORT. 
 
F.  The Army Corps on AET 
 
To date, the USACE has concurred that AET is not a practicable alternative. 
 
First, as noted in section 1.3 above, the USACE appropriately approved a revised project purpose 
statement that essentially calls for an ORT plaza.  This was done after the MTA’s “fresh look” at AET 
from 2011-14. 
 
Second, as noted in section 2.1.1(B) above, the USACE complimented the MTA on the thoroughness of 
its consideration of AET in its November 15, 2015 letter attached as Appendix 2D. 
 
Finally, without pre-judging the outcome on the determination of the Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA), the USACE addressed the AET issue in its November 15, 2015 letter in 
two ways.  First, the USACE determined that only ORT plaza sites (along with the standard No Build 
option) need be carried forward for further alternatives analysis.  By making this determination on 
alternatives, the USACE determined that AET is not practicable.  Second, the USACE explicitly stated: 
“AET does not presently appear to be economically practicable based upon the additional information 
you’ve provided.”  As this application shows, the MTA has provided even more documentation of the 
impracticable nature of AET since that time. 
 
Thus to date the USACE has concurred with the MTA that AET is not a practicable alternative for this 
project.  As set forth above, there is no legitimate reason to alter that conclusion.   

 
Request for a Final Determination That AET Is Not Practicable 
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The thoroughly reviewed and vetted conclusion on AET is this:  Although AET can and does work 
elsewhere, every situation is different and fact-dependent, and it simply does not work for this project.   
AET is not practicable because it is not capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, 
technology, and logistics, as well as operational, legal, policy and traveler expectation factors.  Further, 
this unanimous MTA Board business and policy decision was prudent and made after years of extensive 
study, public process, and careful consideration.  This decision is consistent with good tolling practice 
nationally.  Moreover, the Maine Turnpike Authority has the authority, obligation, and expertise to 
decide how to collect tolls on the Maine Turnpike.  
 
In light of the Town’s continued focus on this topic, the MTA respectfully requests that permitting 
agencies provide a written finding as part of the permits or otherwise that the MTA has thoroughly and 
fairly considered AET and that AET is not a practicable alternative under the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines, the Maine Natural Resources Protection Act, and any other applicable environmental 
standards. 
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2.1.2 Deficiencies of the Current Barrier Plaza  
 

The deficiencies of the current plaza have been outlined in sections 1.1 and 1.3 above.  This subsection 
provides more detail.  These deficiencies are central to any alternatives analysis. 

The York Toll Plaza was originally built with the expected life span of 10-12 years and is now more than 
30 years beyond that intended life.  The plaza faces major safety and efficiency issues and does not 
meet modern toll plaza design criteria.  This section exemplifies how the current conditions impact the 
overall plaza efficiency and operation.   

Safety 

MaineDOT has a system of classifying whether or not a particular roadway location is considered a high 
crash location (HCL). MaineDOT’s Crash Records Section identifies all reported crashes that have 
property damage in excess of $1,000, or where there has been personal injury. To retain and categorize 
this information, MaineDOT has established a “Node and Element System.” This system assigns a four or 
five digit node number to each intersection, major bridge, railroad crossing, and crossing of town, 
county, or urban compact lines as a node. The segments of road that connect the nodes are referred to 
as elements or links. As crashes are received by MaineDOT, the information is assigned to the 
corresponding element or node corresponding to the geographic location. 

A designation of HCL warrants an analysis for patterns of crashes associated with possible geometric 
issues. If crash history of a particular element or link or node meets two criteria, then MaineDOT would 
classify it as a HCL. The two (2) criteria that must be met are: 

•The element/link or node must have eight (8) or more reported crashes over the past 3 years 

•The element/link must have a “critical rate factor” (CRF) greater than 1.00. (The critical rate 
factor relates the crash rate at a particular element/link or node to the statewide crash rate 
average for a similar type of facility). 

It should be noted that the critical rate factors are calculated differently between nodes and links, since 
nodes are essentially intersections (i.e. spot locations) and links have length of roadway. 

In early and mid-2015, Jacobs coordinated with the Safety office of MaineDOT to obtain crash data for 
the Maine Turnpike in the study area. The study area consists of the existing York Toll Plaza (mile 7.3), 
mile 8.1, mile 8.8, mile 10.0, and mile 13.2. The Safety Office provided crash information relating to the 
study area for the last three years of available data, which were 2012 to 2014. As of early 2015, the 
State of Maine contains 382 high crash locations (HCL) nodes (i.e. intersections, bridges, etc.) and 483 
HCL links (i.e. roadway segments). 
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The toll plaza at mile 7.3 is listed as a high-crash location (HCL), and the other four sites are not 
considered a HCL. However, to provide a more in-depth view for comparison purposes with the other 
sites, individual crashes identified by mile post location were reviewed and summarized. Any crashes 
within 0.5 miles of the subject site were deemed to be affiliated with the site. For example, any crashes 
between 8.3 and 9.3 were attributed to the 8.8 site (i.e., plus/minus 0.5 miles). Due to the crash area of 
influence for each site, some crashes were attributed to two sites. 

It should be noted that this methodology was developed in lieu of using MaineDOT’s node and link 
system, since some links would represent more than one site and have ambiguous value. Links in the 
MaineDOT system are directional and have irregular lengths and node placements, relative to the 
reverse direction. 

For this evaluation, low-range impacts to high-range impacts were identified for each of the considered 
sites. Any sites containing 30 or more crashes were classified as a high-range impact location. Any sites 
containing between 20 and 30 crashes were classified as a mid-range impact location. Sites containing 
less than 20 crashes were designated as low-range impact. Table 1 shows a summary of the crash 
impacts for the 5 locations under this evaluation. 

 

MaineDOT Crash History 
(2012-2014) 

 
NB 

 
SB 

 
Total 

Maine Turnpike, Mile 7.3 18 25 43 
Maine Turnpike, Mile 8.1 8 15 23 
Maine Turnpike, Mile 8.8 3 10 13 
Maine Turnpike, Mile 10.0 7 14 21 
Maine Turnpike, Mile 13.2 10 8 18 

 

As shown in Table 1, mile 7.3 is classified as a high-range impact location since it has over 30 crashes 
over the course of three years. This high-range impact classification can be primarily attributed to the 
proximity of the York interchange and the ramp merging, diverging, and weaving movements. It is also 
designated as a high crash location (HCL) by MaineDOT. Mile 8.8 and mile 13.2 are classified as low- 
range impacts since they have less than 20 crashes over the course of three years. Mile 8.8 has the 
lowest crashes over the course of three years. 

While individual crash records were examined as part of the crash analysis, there is no definitive means 
of determining the number of crashes that would have occurred if there were no toll plaza or no 
interchange in close proximity. Assuming (conservatively) that 50% of the crashes at the toll plaza are 
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due to other reasons besides the toll plaza or interchange, the crash rates within the plaza limits would 
still be higher than the statewide average. 

 

The weaving issue at the existing Toll Plaza is a multi-faceted problem. It is a function of four 
characteristics that contribute to increased crashes and decreased operational efficiency: 

1) Close proximity of an interchange 
2) Horizontal curve 
3) Elevation of the plaza site (bottom of a hill) 
4) Proximity of a bridge. 
 

The existing Toll Plaza is located within 700 feet of the Exit 7 interchange. 

•This causes merging and weaving complications within the Plaza limits due to some vehicles 
navigating to the interchange and the majority vehicles continuing along I-95. 
•Also, the close proximity of the existing Toll Plaza causes inefficient usage of toll lanes, where 
vehicle queues begin to compile before overall toll capacity is reached. 
 
The existing Toll Plaza is situated on a horizontal curve. 
 
•The southbound traffic tends to drift to the outside of the curve which reduces utilization of all 
tollbooths (i.e., the left side booths become over-utilized and the right side booths become 
under- utilized). 
•The curve hinders the sight of the toll booths for the southbound vehicles until approximately 
1,500 feet before reaching the existing toll plaza. This doesn’t allow for adequate time to make 
appropriate and necessary lane changes which compromises safety. 
 
The existing Toll Plaza is located at the base of a hill. 
 
•A heavy vehicle having a brake malfunction poses as a safety concern for the Toll Plaza, where 
a heavy vehicle may strike the plaza in such an event. 
•There are drainage issues, pavement “shoving”, leading to excess rutting and the potential for 
hydroplaning. 
•The excess noise affiliated with trucks decelerating before the toll plaza and accelerating after 
the toll plaza. 
 
The existing Toll Plaza is less than ½ mile from the Chases Pond Road Bridge over I-95. 
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•The bridge hinders the sight of the merging on-ramp traffic at Exit 7 from northbound vehicles 
•Reduces the visibility of queuing traffic at the toll booths in the northbound direction 
•Information overload with signage due to the proximity of the interchange and the Toll Plaza is 
another issue. 

 

Capacity  

An HNTB evaluation report submitted to the MTA on the York Toll Plaza in 2009 analyzed the capacity of 
the toll plaza to accommodate projected traffic volumes through 2030 in an effort to understand the 
limitations, if any, of the toll plaza in its current condition.  The report suggested that significant queuing 
begins when the plaza exceeds 90% of the capacity.  The study found that the northbound plaza would 
likely not exceed 90% capacity during peak hour traffic volumes for the projected time frame.  The 
southbound plaza was found to begin exceeding 90% capacity in 2013 and all of the following projected 
years.  This suggests excess queuing on the southbound approach which may lead to safety issues due to 
the limited sight distance around the curve for motorists.  The queuing is likely to prevent access to the 
right most lanes decreasing the operational capacity during the highest peak hours.  It is also projected 
that the amount of EZ-Pass users will increase by more than double between 2009 and 2030 requiring 
that cash lanes be converted to EZ-Pass lanes to accommodate the traffic.   

Condition 
The poor condition of the existing barrier plaza has been noted above and is clear.  These conditions are 
further documented with photos in the HNTB Phase 1 report, Part 1, Section 3 – Existing Conditions, 
pages 4-14 attached as Appendix 2J. 
 

2.1.3 Toll Plaza Design Guidelines  

The current barrier plaza was designed in the late 1960s.  Modern design standards must be outlined to 
evaluate various alternatives.   

In 2006 the Federal Highway Administration issued a report that documented the most current best 
practices and established new guidelines for the design and construction of mainline toll plazas due to 
the widespread need of tolling operations across the country.  These design guidelines have been 
assembled to provide planners and engineers with a set of best practices to ensure safe and efficient 
facilities for motorists and employees.  These guidelines are developed nationally from experience in a 
wide variety of specific discipline areas and conditions.  The following is a list of the national design 
guideline publications that have been used for the evaluation of the York Toll Plaza. 

1. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, AASHTO  

2. Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), FHWA  

3. Roadside Design Guide, AASHTO 
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4. State of the Practice and Recommendations on Traffic Control Strategies at Toll Plazas, FHWA  

5. International Building Code, ICC 

6. National Fire Protection Association – Life Safety Code, NFPA 

The common theme in these guidelines, as it relates to their purpose, is that uniformity of design 
practices and procedures is a key factor in the safety of travelers on our Nation’s highways.  The 
operational efficiency of our roadway network as well as our use of resources and environmental 
impacts can be improved through the use of these national guidelines and best practices.  The 
development of a toll plaza that ignores industry standards, acceptable design practice, and nationally 
published design guidelines increases the safety risks to drivers and toll staff alike is not supported by 
the MTA.   

The following guidelines are for the basic design criteria for toll plazas as determined by the Federal 
Highway Administration State of the Practice and have been used for the evaluation, design, and 
location for the toll plaza replacement in York.   

• Provide one mile (5,280 ft.) minimum separation between toll plaza and interchanges.  A one 
mile separation affords drivers with adequate time to interpret signs, maneuver accordingly and 
minimizes other decisions and distractions.  A toll plaza placed near an interchange increases 
traffic weaving issues, signing difficulty, a wide range of vehicle speeds and general driver 
confusion. 
 

• Provide adequate decision sight distance (DSD) in advance of the toll plaza.  DSD, as defined by 
AASHTO, is the distance needed for a driver 1) to detect an unexpected or otherwise difficult to 
perceive information source or condition in the roadway environment that may be visually 
cluttered, 2) recognize the condition or its potential threat, 3) select an appropriate speed and 
path, and 4) initiate and complete the maneuver safely and efficiently.  For open road (highway 
speed) tolling, the DSD requirement is composed of two sight distances: 1) 1,500 ft. before the 
split point and the plaza.  At a point 3,300 ft. prior to the plaza (total of these two values), the 
driver shall be able to see the split point as well as the plaza so that the driver can maneuver as 
necessary.  This 1,500 ft. DSD assumes vehicles are traveling at 70 mph and advance signing is 
provided in accordance with FHWA Guidelines.  The second distance is 1,800 ft. between the 
split and the plaza is based on the geometrics of the plaza.  At the split point 1,800 ft. prior to 
the plaza, the driver should also be able to clearly see the toll plaza.   
 

• Resulting from the above DSD recommendation - Provide 3,300 ft. separation between toll 
plaza and overhead structures. This distance is based on previously described DSD criteria.  The 
driver should have unobstructed views of the split point and the plaza, thereby improving 
facility safety.  This requirement will also reduce or eliminate potential impacts to existing 
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overhead structures.  Overhead structures and bridges have two components that can restrict 
sight, one being the bridge itself and the other being the abutments and piers.  These 
components can block view of signs, impact depth perception and in some cases require 
guardrail further blocking views of conditions existing on the far side of the bridge.   
 

• Locate toll plaza on a horizontal tangent (straight section) with no curves.  Locating a toll plaza 
on a tangent (straight section of roadway) Improves sight distance, driver awareness, and facility 
safety when compared to a location on a horizontal curve.  Placing a toll plaza on a curve: 
reduces driver sight distance, causes additional distractions to drivers thereby increasing 
potential for crashes, reduces plaza operational efficiency as some booth lanes will be over 
utilized and some underutilized, and may create engineering challenges relating to roadway 
cross slopes and super elevation needs.   
 

Locate the toll plaza on a roadway high point.  Placing a toll plaza at the crest of a hill will provide sight 
distance advantages for all traffic and plaza operational benefits to cash patrons as the approach 
upgrade will aide in slowing vehicles down while the departure downgrade will aide in accelerating 
vehicles.  This reduces the amount of engine braking and heavy acceleration noises often associated 
with the plaza.  FHWA Studies have been done to determine acceptable levels of grade approaching and 
departing a toll plaza.  Grades 3.0% and steeper have an adverse effect on the performance of 
commercial vehicles and grades less than 0.5% create drainage problems and possible icy conditions in 
the winter.  Therefore, grades approaching and departing the toll plaza should be within the range of 
0.5% to 2.0%. 
 

2.1.4 Toll Plaza Sizing 
 

Toll plaza sizing must be determined to allow an “apples-to-apples” comparison of impacts various 
alternatives. 
The size and number of lanes for the York Toll Plaza was based on an analysis of traffic volume 
completed by Jacobs and based on data provided by the Maine Turnpike Authority between September 
1, 2014 and August 31, 2015.  The parameters of concern for the toll plaza sizing were the annual traffic 
growth rates, E-ZPass use, and the lane needs during the construction phase of the project.  The analysis 
identified the 15th highest day for total traffic and cash paying traffic as the threshold for toll plaza lane 
requirements.  This means that in the design year there should be no significant queues for the 15th 
highest traffic volume day and all subsequent days for the year.  This traffic volume was selected for the 
sizing in an effort to provide an adequate amount of lanes to accommodate typical daily traffic with 
capacity for busier days, without over sizing the plaza based on major holiday weekend traffic. 

The results of this analysis demonstrated the need for three Open Road Tolling Lanes (ORT) in each 
direction and four northbound and five southbound cash lanes.  This conclusion was reached based on 
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the model developed by Jacobs to analyze the traffic volumes and traffic growth rates to determine the 
design year of 2043.  This final design year was selected so the plaza would not need to be 
reconstructed as the use of the E-ZPass system grows, giving the plaza a longer functional lifespan than 
that of the current plaza. 

A detailed report explaining the findings of the Toll Plaza Lane Analysis completed by Jacobs Engineering 
Group can be found in Appendix 2K. 

 
 
 

2.1.5 No Build and Rehabilitation:  Not Practicable 

As required by the USACE and other regulators, alternative analysis generally need to consider a “No 
Build” alternative before construction of a new plaza can be considered.  The identified deficiencies and 
project purpose set forth above demonstrate that the “no build” alternative does not meet the project 
purpose. 

To reiterate, the current York barrier plaza suffers from deficiencies in the infrastructure, toll collection 
equipment, and alignment.  As it is today the toll plaza is unequipped with modern toll collection 
technology, preventing the highest yielding plaza in Maine from providing the most efficient services for 
the public.  The current structure does not meet any of the toll plaza design guidelines that have been 
released in the past decade by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), or the American Association 
of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO).  Under the plaza in the access tunnel the 
conditions have become increasingly unsafe over time with the installation of electronic tolling 
equipment reducing the space in which employees are able to pass through, in addition the leaking 
infrastructure has caused damage to the tunnel and increased safety risk.   

The plaza is located approximately 700 feet from the mile 7 interchange, which is far less than the FHWA 
requirement of one-mile separation between interchanges and toll plazas for urban areas.  This 
proximity often leads to queueing prior to reaching the full capacity of the plaza because of inefficient 
use of the toll booth lanes as well as unsafe weaving between lanes.  In addition to the adjacent 
interchange, the plaza is located on a horizontal curve that limits the sight distance of southbound 
vehicles as they approach the plaza which adds to the limited use of all the toll lanes.  The toll plaza is 
located at the bottom of a vertical curve when the guidelines set forth specify that a toll plaza should be 
at the crest of a curve as to aid vehicles in slowing down upon approach and accelerating upon 
departure. Instead, the vertical alignment leads to increased noise from heavy breaking and 
accelerating, especially from trucks, and an increased chance of crashes into the plaza.  The southbound 
approach is on a downgrade of 4.72% which is a dangerous combination with the horizontal curve that 
impedes the sight distance on this side.  The Chases Pond Road Bridge that crosses the mainline at the 
mile 7 interchange is approximately 2200’ away from the current toll plaza which is in conflict with the 
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current guidelines that there should be at least 3500’ separation from overhead structures in order to 
provide vehicles with the recommended sight distance for the toll plaza.  

The subsurface conditions at the existing site are of major concern and have been the cause for many of 
the structural deficiencies that lead the Maine Turnpike Authority to initiate the study of the toll plaza.  
There is a deposit of soft marine clay that has been settling for the past 69 years which ultimately was 
what caused the inadequacy of the safety infrastructure at each of the booths.  The cement safety 
bumpers that were installed for each of the booths has been sinking below the pavement as a 
consequence of the compacting clay soils under the plaza. The clay soils in combination with a high 
water table have attributed to leaking in the tunnel which has been a major concern for the electrical 
equipment and rusting metals in the tunnel.  In order to maintain the plaza and mitigate the increasing 
slope due to the sinking of the plaza as the clay soil has settled over the last half century pavement 
overlays and shim courses have been routinely added to the toll plaza approach.  Despite these efforts 
the plaza still maintains a noticeable slope. 

The no build option would ignore the physical and safety deficiencies that currently plague the plaza, 
effectively failing to meet the project purpose and the standards set forth in the MTA’s Enabling Act.48 

  

                                                           
48 See section 1.3 above. 
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2.2    ORT Plaza Site Alternatives 
 

As noted above, HNTB completed a Phase 1 analysis in accordance with the USACE Highway 
Methodology of a study corridor spanning from Mile 2.2 in Kittery to Mile 19.3 in Wells.  The full HNTB 
Phase 1 Report was submitted to the USACE and is available on the MTA’s project website.  
http://www.maineturnpike.com/project-and-planning/Planning-Projects/York-Toll-Plaza-Replacement.   

This HNTB Phase 1 Report analyzed 16 alternate locations, and two alternatives at the existing location.  
This analysis resulted in a reduced study corridor between the existing toll plaza at Mile 7.3 and Mile 
13.2 with 5 alternate locations.  This stretch of the corridor had several locations that had low impacts 
to natural resources and abutters in comparison with the potential locations to the south of Mile 7 
where impacts to tidal wetlands and high density of commercial and residential buildings were of 
concern, or beyond Mile 13.2 where impacts to class A and B rivers/streams would be inevitable as well 
as the presence of hydric soils and NWI wetlands. 

The USACE posed questions regarding this Phase 1 Report, many of them on AET.  After the MTA’s 
“fresh look” at AET and other critical project issues described in section 1.1 and 2.1.4 above was 
complete, the MTA responded to these questions with a 300-page submittal dated September 1, 2015 
based upon the prior HNTB analysis.  By letter dated November 15, 2015, copy attached as Appendix 2D, 
the USACE approved a narrowing of the alternatives analysis to an ORT plaza at two sites in the vicinity 
of Mile 8.7 to Mile 9.1 based upon the HNTB Phase 1 Report and the September 1, 2015 submittal.  

During the MTA’s fresh look process described in section 1.4 above, Jacobs provided the MTA with a 
more refined and smaller ORT plaza design template and better, field-located environmental data than 
what was contained in the prior HNTB work.  Given this new data and the continued local interest in the 
plaza location, the MTA wanted to take advantage of this new data and get a second “fresh” opinion on 
plaza siting as well.  Accordingly, the MTA retained Jacobs to take another look at the Mile 7.3 site, and 
to choose up to 4 ORT plaza sites between Mile 7.3 to Mile 13.2 based upon the more refined 
information.  Jacobs had access to the prior HNTB information, but was not constrained by it. 

The result of this Jacobs alternatives analysis is set forth below, and is contained in a Jacobs “Technical 
Memorandum on Alternative Analysis” dated October 13, 2015, attached as Appendix 2L. 

The Jacobs Alternatives Analysis included several evaluation categories consisting of: 

1. Engineering and Safety 
a. Horizontal Alignment 
b. Vertical Alignment 
c. Sight Distance 
d. Separation from Interchange 
e. Geotechnical 

http://www.maineturnpike.com/project-and-planning/Planning-Projects/York-Toll-Plaza-Replacement
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2. Abutter Impacts 
a. Potential Right-of-way impacts 
b. House Displacement within 75 feet of direct impact line 
c. Houses within 1000 feet of direct impact line 

3. Environmental 
a. Wetland Impacts 
b. Wetlands of Special Significance 
c. Wetlands Relative Function and Value 
d. Vernal Pool Impact 
e. Significant Vernal Pool Impacts 
f. FEMA Floodplain  
g. Threatened/Endangered Species 

4. Cultural/ Historical Resources Costs/Financial 
a. Initial Capital Loss 
b. Revenue Loss During Construction  
c. Life-cycle/Operations Costs 

5. Logistics During Construction  
a. Constructability 
b. Safety of Toll Collectors 
c. Traveler Impacts 

 

2.2.1 Alternative at mile 7.3 

The analysis of the alternative at mile 7.3 (existing site) has few differences with the no build option 
since the location is 400 feet north of the existing plaza.  In order to address the safety issues and 
engineering deficiencies at this location, the work would be more extensive which subsequently would 
require more environmental damage to the extent of nearly five times more wetland impacts than the 
other alternatives that were identified as part of the alternatives analysis.  The interchanges at mile 7 for 
the Chases Pond Road will continue to be a safety hazard at this location due to the potential for 
weaving and merging traffic before, at, and after the toll plaza.  Potentially directing all interchange 
ramp traffic to use the cash lanes would mitigate this safety issue, but would create another.  The signs 
used to direct interchange traffic may result in information overload causing confusion and distractions 
for drivers.  The vertical and horizontal alignments of this area do not meet the criteria set forth by the 
Federal Highway Administration for safety and attributes to the inadequate sight distance vehicles 
would have on the approach to the toll plaza.  The physical conditions of this sight may potentially cause 
the same issue of underutilization of the toll lanes, due to lack of sight distance and queueing, that the 
current plaza experiences.  The existing site at mile 7.3 has been examined several times and the results 
have yielded the following ratings for potential impacts.  
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1. Engineering Feasibility and Safety 
In reference to the design guidelines for toll plaza this site was evaluated for each criteria as either high-
range impact, mid-range impact, or low-range impact.  The following information is documented in 
detail in the Jacobs Technical Memorandum in Appendix 2L.  The horizontal alignment as designed for 
the construction of the Toll plaza at mile 7.3 was given a rate of high impact based on the FWHA 
definition.  The same methods determined a mid-range impact for the vertical alignment and sight 
distance.  The sight distance and alignment are complimentary standards as the horizontal and vertical 
alignments both affect the sight distance to the toll plaza.  The existing site is located on a horizontal 
curve that limits the sight distance for southbound vehicles and a vertical alignment at the low point of a 
hill that negatively impacts vehicles from both directions as they approach the location.  The separation 
from interchange was rated as high impact because the toll plaza would be located within one mile of 
the mile 7 interchange.  This proximity to the interchange in combination with the alignment and sight 
distance disadvantages has led to this site being a high crash location according to Maine Department of 
Transportation (MDOT) data.  The safety of toll collectors for this site has been rated a mid-range impact 
due to the proximity to the existing toll plaza. 

The subsurface conditions of concern mainly consist of a thick deposit of soft marine clay which has 
been settling since the roadway construction in 1947, high groundwater elevations, and possible 
unstable soils adjacent to low-lying wetland areas.  The soil conditions in this area have caused many of 
the issues facing the current structure today and resulted in the decade of study surrounding the 
replacement of the plaza.  These soil conditions would require more extensive work than the other 
alternative sites to stabilize the soils to the extent necessary and practical to ensure safe conditions for 
both the toll collectors and vehicles in the years to come.  These subsurface conditions have been the 
cause behind many of the safety issues including the sinking of the safety bumpers, the settling of the 
pavement around the plaza itself, and the high groundwater level that has led to the leaking in the 
tunnel.  Many of the issues that have been identified with the current toll plaza are a result of the 
current location.  The assigned impact ranking for this alternative is high. 

2. Abutter Impacts 
The potential right of way impact for this site was rated as low-range impact because there was only 0.1 
acres of anticipated right of way impact.  There were no anticipated house displacements for this 
location, but 47 houses were identified as within 1000 ft. of the impact line which constituted a rating of 
high-range impact.  This site has anticipated high-range impacts to revenue loss due to the proximity to 
the existing toll plaza and the complications for toll collection during construction.   

3. Environmental 
The Maine Natural Areas Program database information suggests no rare and exemplary botanical 
features are mapped in the project area.  Spicebush and Sweet Pepper-bush were mapped northerly of 
the project area (three locations) but are not within the project area. 
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The project area is mapped as a Zone “A” 100-year flood hazard area.  No specific elevation information 
is available from FEMA suggesting a flood elevation study has not been completed.  Approximately 1.0 
acre of floodplain would be impacted.  

The study area identified a large wetland complex located on the west and east sides of the turnpike. 
Wetlands in this area were identified as forested wetland.  The wetland complex is identified on the York 
Shoreland Zoning Map as a Shoreland Zone including Resource Protection. The wetland alteration at this 
location would be 5.5 acres and 360 linear feet of stream alteration.  There were wetlands in this area 
identified as wetlands of special significance (WOSS).  The WOSS are associated with the Little River and 
a 100-year floodplain.  These wetlands are within an area of Resource Protection on the York Shoreland 
Zoning Map.  Approximately 1.9 acres of WOSS would be altered. 

This alternative includes wetlands identified in the field study as 3, 4, 24, and 25.  The wetlands adjacent 
to the existing toll plaza are classified as seasonally saturated, broad-leaved deciduous forested wetlands 
(PFO1E).  These areas are considered red maple (Acer rubrum) swamps.  The dominant vegetative species 
are red maple, white pine (Pinus strobus), highbush blueberry (Vaccinum corymbosum), speckled alder 
(Alnus incana), cinnamon fern (Osmundastrum cinnamomeum), sensitive fern (Onclea sensibilis), and 
royal fern (Osmunda regalis).  These wetlands are large forested wetlands that encompass the Little River 
with associated floodplain wetlands.  A portion of these floodplain wetlands are shown on the FEMA flood 
map as being located within the 100-year floodplain.  According to the county soil survey, the soils within 
the 100-year floodplain are very poorly drained Chocorua peat which generally includes several feet of 
organic soil.  The remaining wetlands are classified as poorly drained Scantic silt loam. 

The primary functions and values of these wetlands as determined by site investigation using the Army 
Corps Descriptive Approach, include groundwater discharge, floodflow alteration, sediment/toxicant 
retention, and nutrient removal.  These areas are very low in the watershed and the flow through these 
wetlands is very slow. The fine-textured and organic soils promote groundwater discharge in these 
wetlands due to slow vertical flow.  The Little River becomes more defined east of the turnpike showing 
that water from this wetland channelizes as it travels east.  The floodflow alteration function is high due 
to the vast size of the wetland and the amount of water that it can retain.  Sediment/toxicant retention 
and nutrient removal is high near the turnpike due to the added stormwater runoff and contaminants 
from the pavement.  Due to the extent of wetland impacts (over five acres) and their relative 
functions/values, these wetlands were assessed a high value as compared to resources corridor-wide. 

Vernal pools were identified both in the STI evaluation work and prior HNTB studies.  One vernal pool with 
a total of 1,750 square feet of resource would be impacted. 

4. Cost/Financial 
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The life cycle costs were rated as mid-range impact because of the increased maintenance costs 
associated with the conditions of the site.  The initial capital costs for mile 7.3 is approximately $60.4 
million. 

5. Logistics during Construction 
Mile 7.3 involves complicated construction phasing due to the close proximity of the new plaza, 400 feet 
away, while maintaining operations at the existing plaza.  This alternative may require temporary booths 
of E-Z Pass lanes to maintain tolling lanes in each direction during construction.  This alternative has poor 
soil conditions and will require the removal of material up to five feet in depth and replaced with a 
lightweight aggregate fill to bottom of proposed roadway subbase.  Wick drains would be installed in the 
new roadway areas and spaced four to five feet on center in a triangular grid.  Where wick drains are 
installed, the area would be surcharged for four to seven months.  The wick drains would help speed up 
the consolidation of the clay.   

 
2.2.2 Alternative Mile 8.1 

1. Engineering and Safety 
In reference to the design guidelines for toll plaza this site was evaluated for each criteria as either high-
range impact, mid-range impact, or low-range impact.  The following information is documented in 
detail in the Jacobs Technical Memorandum in Appendix 2L.  The horizontal alignment as designed for 
the construction of the Toll plaza at mile 8.1 was given a rate of high impact based on the FWHA 
definition.  The same methods determined a mid-range impact for the vertical alignment and sight 
distance, and traveler impacts.  The separation from interchange was rated as mid-range impact due to 
the toll plaza being located within one mile of the mile 7 interchange. 

The subsurface conditions of concern include shallow bedrock and rock outcrops (observed on the west 
side of roadway), possible clay material (based on the Maine GIS information) above bedrock, and 
possible unstable soils at adjacent wetland areas.  The assigned impact ranking for this alternative is 
Medium. 

2. Abutter Impacts 
The potential right of way impact for this site was rated as mid-range impact with 2.0 acres of 
anticipated right of way impact.  There were no anticipated house displacements for this location, and 
only six houses were identified as within 1000 ft. of the impact line which constituted a rating of low-
range impact. 

The revenue loss, and life cycle costs are both low-range impact ratings for this alternative location.  
There are no safety constraints for toll collectors or constructability constraints associated with this 
alternative site.  This site is not considered a high crash location. 
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3. Environmental 
The Maine Natural Areas Program database information from the Maine Natural Areas Program suggests 
rare and exemplary botanical features are mapped in the project area.  Spicebush and Sweet Pepper-bush 
were mapped easterly of the project area. These areas do not appear to be directly within the project 
area. 

Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (IF&W) database information indicates that there are three habitat areas 
(Ribbon Snake (Thamnophis sauritus), Spotted Turtle (Clemmys guttata) and Inland Bird Wading Habitat) 
within the general project area.  In addition, a stream protection area was identified at this location. 

The study area identified a small forested wetland area located on the west and east sides of the MTA. 
Wetlands in this area were identified as forested wetlands.  These wetlands are shown as Resource 
Protection on the York Shoreland Zoning Map.  In addition, there is Stream Protection identified on the 
Shoreland Zoning Map on both sides of the turnpike.  The expected wetland alteration at this location 
would be 1.0 acre along with 50 linear feet of stream impact, there would be no impact to vernal pools at 
this location.  Wetlands in this area were identified as forested wetland and WOSS (Significant Vernal 
Pool). These wetlands are both shown as Resource Protection on the York Shoreland Zoning Map.  There 
is also Stream Protection identified on the Shoreland Zoning Map on both sides of the turnpike.  
Approximately 0.1 acres of WOSS would be altered and approximately 0.5 acres of floodplain would be 
impacted.   

This alternative includes field identified wetlands 8, 21, and 22.  These wetlands are classified as seasonally 
saturated, broad-leaved deciduous forested wetlands (PFO1E).  The dominant vegetative species are red 
maple, gray birch (Betula populifolia), highbush blueberry, speckled alder, cinnamon fern and sensitive 
fern.  There is a stream that enters wetland 21 via a 48-inch concrete culvert under the turnpike.  The 
Town of York has a Stream Protection District around this stream on both sides of the turnpike.  There is 
an undefined floodplain shown on the FEMA flood map in the area east of the turnpike in wetlands 21 
and 22, which is identified as having a 500-year flood zone.  According to the county soil survey, the soils 
within the wetlands are very poorly drained Chocorua mucky peat and poorly drained Brayton fine sandy 
loam.   

The primary functions and values of these wetlands include groundwater discharge, sediment/toxicant 
retention, and nutrient removal.  These wetlands serve as groundwater discharge areas as they contain 
organic soils and are surrounded by soils with shallow ledge depths.  Sediment/toxicant retention and 
nutrient removal is high near the turnpike due to the added stormwater runoff and contaminants from 
the pavement.  They are flat and contain ponded conditions during much of the year which allows for 
sediment/toxicant retention as well as nutrient removal from the turnpike runoff.  The expected wetland 
impacts would be approximately 1 acre in this area and collectively with the relative functional assessment 
was assigned an average value. 

4. Cost/Financial 
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The initial capital costs for mile 8.1 is approximately $39.7 million. 

 

2.2.3  Alternative Mile 8.8 

1. Engineering and Safety 
In reference to the design guidelines for toll plaza this site was evaluated for each criteria as either high-
range impact, mid-range impact, or low-range impact.  The following information is documented in 
detail in the Jacobs Technical Memorandum in Appendix 2L.  The horizontal alignment as designed for 
the construction of the Toll plaza at mile 8.8 was given a rate of low-range impact based on the FWHA 
definition.  The same methods determined a low-range impact for the vertical alignment and sight 
distance. The separation from interchange was rated as low-range impact due to the toll plaza being 
located over the minimum one mile away from an interchange. 

The subsurface conditions of concern include shallow bedrock and rock outcrops (observed on the west 
side of the roadway), possible unstable soils at adjacent wetland areas.  The assigned impact ranking is 
Medium. 

2. Abutter Impacts  
The potential right of way impact for this site was rated as low-range impact because there was only 0.3 
acres of anticipated right of way impact.  There were no anticipated house displacements for this 
location, and only four houses were identified as within 1000 ft. of the impact line which constituted a 
rating of low-range impact.  There are minimal traffic management efforts anticipated for construction 
at this site which resulted in this site being considered low-range impact. 

There are no safety constraints, construction constraints, revenue losses or impacts to life cycle costs 
associated with this project location.  This site is not considered a high crash location. 

3. Environmental 
The Maine Natural Areas Program database information suggests rare and exemplary botanical features 
are mapped in the project area.  Sweet pepper-bush (four locations) and smooth winterberry holly (one 
location) were mapped in the project area.  Stream protection was identified together with Inland 
Waterfowl and Wading Bird habitat.  Database information indicates that three habitat areas (ribbon 
snake, spotted turtle and Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird Habitat) with potential threatened or 
endangered species are located within the identified project area. This alternatives analysis indicated 
approximately 80 linear feet of stream impacts. 

The study area identified several small forested wetland areas located on the west and east sides of the 
Turnpike.  Wetlands in this area were generally identified as forested wetland.  There is an emergent 
wetland (wetland 11) at mile 9.0 which will not be impacted by the project.  Wetland alterations at this 
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location would include a total of 1.00 acre of wetland alteration.  The emergent wetland and the 
significant vernal pools are considered Wetlands of Special Significance (WOSS).  The WOSS are associated 
with significant vernal pools located on the “Morrison” parcel would involve no disturbance from 
proposed plaza development activities.  The wetlands 13 and 30 are considered WOSS due to their 
proximity to a stream.  There are approximately 0.2 acres of wetland within the project impact area 
identified on a FEMA mapped flood plain as “Zone A” that are considered WOSS.  A Stream Protection 
zone on the west side and a Resource Protection zone on the east side shown on the York Shoreland 
Zoning Map will not be impacted by the project.  Approximately 0.8 acres of WOSS would be altered within 
the FEMA mapped flood zone.  The impacts were refined as part of the formal design process from the 
original planning study. 

This alternative includes a wetland assessment of wetlands 9-18 and wetland 30 and 42.  Wetland 11 is 
classified as a seasonally flooded, persistent emergent wetland (PEM1C) dominated by broad-leaved 
cattail (Typha latifolia).  The remaining wetlands are seasonally saturated, broad-leaved deciduous 
forested wetlands (PFO1E).  The dominant vegetative species are red maple, white pine (Pinus strobus), 
highbush blueberry, speckled alder, cinnamon fern and sensitive fern.  According to the county soil survey, 
the soils in wetland 11 are mapped as very poorly drained Chocorua mucky peat and the remaining 
forested wetlands contained other soil types.   

The primary functions and values of the emergent wetland include groundwater discharge, floodflow 
alteration, sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, and wildlife habitat.  This marsh is located in 
the bottom of the watershed with many wetlands above it and shallow to bedrock soils in the adjacent 
upland.  The wetlands in this area serve as wildlife habitat since portions of it may contain ribbon snake 
and spotted turtle habitat.  Vernal pools were identified both in the STI evaluation work and prior HNTB 
studies. There are several non-significant vernal pools and one DEP regulated vernal pool in the project 
area. 

4. Cost/Financial 
The initial capital costs for mile 8.8 is $40.8 million 

 

2.2.4  Alternative Mile 10.0 

1. Engineering and Safety 
In reference to the design guidelines for toll plaza this site was evaluated for each criteria as either high-
range impact, mid-range impact, or low-range impact.  The following information is documented in 
detail in the Jacobs Technical Memorandum in Appendix 2L.  The horizontal alignment as designed for 
the construction of the Toll plaza at mile 10.0 was given a rate of mid-range impact based on the FWHA 
definition.  The same methods determined a mid-range impact for the vertical alignment and sight 
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distance.  The separation from interchange was rated as low-range impact due to the toll plaza being 
located beyond the minimum one mile from an interchange. 
The subsurface conditions of concern include shallow bedrock and rock outcrops (observed on the west 
side of the roadway), possible unstable soils at adjacent wetland areas, and possible need of retaining 
wall to limit impacts on the adjacent wetland soils along the northeast side of the proposed roadway 
alignment where the road is to be widened and filled in.  The assigned impact ranking for this alternative 
is Medium.   

2. Abutter Impacts 
The potential right of way impact for this site was rated as high-range impact because there would be at 
least 3.5 acres of anticipated right of way impact.  There were no anticipated house displacements for 
this location, but 46 houses were identified as within 1000 ft. of the impact line which constituted a 
rating of high-range impact. 
There were no safety constraints or constructability constraints at this site.  The impacts to travelers 
would be low-range, and there would be little to no revenue impact or life cycle cost impact. 

3. Environmental 
The Maine Natural Areas Program database information suggests rare and exemplary botanical features 
are mapped in the project area.  Sweet pepper-bush was mapped on the west side of the turnpike but are 
depicted outside of the project area.  Field verification would be warranted to confirm that both of the 
species are or are not within the project area.  Stream protection was identified along together with Inland 
Waterfowl and Wading Bird habitat and a potential redfin pickerel (Esox americanus americanus)/swamp 
darter (Etheosttoma fusiforme) habitat.  A total of 160 linear feet of stream impacts would be anticipated.  
IF&W database information indicates that two habitat areas with potential threatened or endangered 
species are located within the identified project area.  No flood hazard mapping was identified in the 
project area.  A zone “A” 100-year flood hazard area is mapped easterly of the project area but does not 
appear to be within the limits of direct impact as referenced from FEMA flood hazard mapping. 

The study area identified forested wetlands with several significant vernal pools.  The wetlands containing 
significant vernal pools are considered WOSS.  The wetland impacts at this location would be 1.0 acre, all 
of which would be impacts to WOSS.  This alternative includes wetlands 35, 43, and 44.  These wetlands 
are classified as seasonally saturated broad-leaved deciduous forested wetlands (PFO1E).  The dominant 
vegetative species are red maple, yellow birch (Betula alleghaneinsis), highbush blueberry, speckled alder, 
cinnamon fern and sensitive fern.  Wetland 43 on the east side of the turnpike is shown as Resource 
Protection on the Town of York shoreland zoning map.  According to the county soil survey, the soils in 
the Resource Protection zone are poorly drained Raynham silt loam and the remaining wetland soils are 
poorly drained Brayton fine sandy loam. 

The primary functions and values of the wetlands include sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, 
and wildlife habitat.  There is a jurisdictional stream which travels under Chases Pond Road into wetland 
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35 and then under the turnpike where it enters wetland 43 via an 18-inch culvert.  Sediment/toxicant 
retention and nutrient removal is high near the turnpike due to added stormwater runoff and 
contaminants from the pavement.  All of these wetlands contain vernal pools as well as possible ribbon 
snake and spotted turtle habitat.  The expected wetland impacts would be approximately 1 acre and 
include over 30,000 square feet of vernal pool impacts.  Due to these critical habitat impacts, the relative 
functional assessment was assigned average value. 

Vernal pools were identified both in the STI evaluation work and prior HNTB studies.  Four vernal pools 
with a total of 32,480 square feet of resource would be impacted. 

4. Cost/Financial 
The initial capital costs for mile 10.0 is approximately $42.6 million. 

 

2.2.5  Alternative Mile 13.2 

1. Engineering and Safety 

In reference to the design guidelines for toll plaza this site was evaluated for each criteria as either high-
range impact, mid-range impact, or low-range impact.  The following information is documented in 
detail in the Jacobs Technical Memorandum in Appendix 2L.  The horizontal alignment as designed for 
the construction of the Toll plaza at mile 13.2 was given a rate of low-range impact based on the FWHA 
definition.  The same methods determined a low-range impact for the vertical alignment and sight 
distance.  The separation from interchange was rated as low-range impact due to the toll plaza being 
located beyond the minimum one mile away from an interchange. 

The subsurface conditions of concern include shallow bedrock and rock outcrops (observed on west side 
of the roadway), and possible unstable soils at adjacent wetlands areas.  The assigned impact ranking for 
this alternative is Medium. 

2. Abutter Impacts 
The potential right of way impact for this site was rated as mid-range impact because there was 2.5 
acres of anticipated right of way impact.  This site location would require one house displacement based 
on the criteria that any house that falls within 75 feet of the direct impact line is considered displaced.  
This site is also considered high-range impact because there are 41 houses identified as within 1000 ft. 
of the impact line. 

There are no safety constraints, construction constraints, revenue losses or impacts to life cycle costs 
associated with this project location.  This site is not considered a high crash location. 

3. Environmental 
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The Maine Natural Areas Program database information suggests no rare and exemplary botanical 
features are mapped in the project area.  Stream protection was identified on the resource mapping.  A 
total of 140 linear feet of stream impacts was anticipated at this location.  IF&W database information 
indicates that spotted turtle habitat is located easterly of the project area but does not appear to be 
directly within the limits of direct impacts.  The project areas adjacent the MTA is mapped as a Zone “A” 
100-year flood hazard area.  No specific elevation information is available from FEMA suggesting a flood 
elevation study has not been completed. 

The study area identified small wetlands on the west side of the turnpike and no wetlands on the east 
side at mile 13.2.  At mile 13.4 there is a stream on the east side of the turnpike.  There is Stream Protection 
on the west side of the turnpike as shown on the York Shoreland Zoning Map near mile 13.0. The expected 
wetland alterations at this location would be 0.7 acres.  At mile 13.4, there is a stream on the east side of 
the turnpike.  There is a second steam on the west side of the turnpike as shown on the York Shoreland 
Zoning Map around mile 12.9.  The expected WOSS impacts would be approximately 0.2 acres. 

This alternative includes wetlands 38, 39, 47 and 48.  These wetlands are classified as a seasonally 
saturated broad-leaved deciduous forested wetland (PFO1E).  The dominant vegetative species are red 
maple, white pine, highbush blueberry, speckled alder, cinnamon fern and sensitive fern.  There is Stream 
Protection District along Clay Hill Brook which runs through wetland 48 on the west side of the turnpike 
and wetland 38 on the right side of the turnpike at MM 13.0.  According to the county soil survey, the soils 
in the wetland are classified as very poorly drained Biddeford mucky peat and poorly drained Scantic silt 
loam. 

The primary functions and values of the wetland include floodflow alteration, groundwater discharge, 
sediment/ toxicant retention, nutrient removal and wildlife habitat.  Clay Hill Brook contains a 100-year 
floodplain on the west side of the turnpike according to the FEMA flood map.  The fine-textured soils and 
shallow ledge allow for groundwater discharge to occur.  There are two vernal pools near MM 13.4 which 
serve as amphibian breeding habitat.  There is also a stream on the east side of the turnpike running 
westerly.  The expected wetland impacts would be approximately 0.7 acres.  Comparatively, this study 
area represented the lowest overall impacts and was assessed a low value as compared to other wetlands. 

Vernal pools were identified both in the STI evaluation work and prior HNTB studies.  Two vernal pools 
with a total of 7,430 square feet of resource would be impacted. 

4. Cost/Financial 
The initial costs for mile 13.2 is approximately $46.6 million. 
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2.3 Results and Conclusions 
The MTA has undertaken a multi-year corridor study to replace the antiquated and deficient York Toll 
Plaza located at Mile 7.3.  Numerous investigations and studies have been undertaken by MTA and its 
consultant team to investigate and identify a suitable alternative location for the South Maine Toll Plaza.   

For the reasons set forth below, this extensive study process supports the conclusion that Mile 8.8 is the 
Least Environmentally Damaging Practical Alternative (LEDPA) and best suited to meet the “Purpose and 
Need” statement for the project.  Again. the project purpose and need statement is as follows: 

“The purpose of the project is to replace the existing barrier toll plaza on the Maine 
Turnpike at York, Maine with highway speed electronic tolling lanes and cash (non-EZ 
pass) lanes to address safety deficiencies, settling/subsidence, facility deficiencies 
including substandard tolling equipment, existing and projected traffic volumes, and 
traveler impacts and expectations.”  USACE (See Appendix 1A) 

The investigations and findings evaluated several critical project factors each of which are individually 
important but collectively form the basis of project and site selection.  Key considerations are discussed 
in detail within Appendix 2L including:  Engineering, Tolling Strategies, Feasibility, Safety, Environmental 
Impacts, Abutter Impacts, Logistics During Construction, and Project Costs. These factors were analyzed 
individually for each site and then compared on a matrix that allowed one site to be identified as the 
optimal location for the plaza.  In order to meet the purpose agreed upon by the USACE the location 
chosen would need to address the issues that had been identified at the existing plaza such as the 
subsurface conditions, safety factors, and the inadequate tolling technologies and capability.  To meet 
the project purpose the “no build” option was eliminated as a potential option because it would not 
meet the purpose based on the failing infrastructure, the clay soils settling, and the alignment on a 
horizontal curve in addition to the location in the low point of a hill.  This option would not facilitate 
open road tolling and would require an infeasible amount of remedial projects in order to compensate 
for the structural deficiencies and continue the regular tolling operations. 

The second option was to rebuild the toll plaza at the existing site.  This option was ultimately 
determined to be impracticably expensive and unnecessarily difficult based on the project purpose and 
need and the remaining alternatives that were analyzed.  Rebuilding the toll plaza at mile 7.3 would not 
remediate the alignment issues or the subsurface conditions that are critical factors in the purpose of 
this project.  The impact to natural resources that would take place, if this alternative were selected, 
would have been nearly five times that of the impacts anticipated for the alternative at mile 8.8.   

The alternative site at mile 8.1 was not selected based on the ratings determined in the Jacobs Technical 
Memorandum, which rated this site a high range impact for horizontal alignment and mid-range for the 
vertical alignment.  In addition, this alternative site would have required 2 acres of right of way impact, 1 
acre of wetland impact, and 50 linear feet of stream impact in the little river watershed.  The alternative 



2. 38 
 
 

 

 

 

site at mile 10.0 was not selected based on the ratings determined in the Jacobs Engineering Technical 
Memorandum.  The engineering and safety impacts were rated as medium to low impacts, but the 
potential right of way impacts were at least 3.5 acres and would have been within 1,000 feet of 46 
houses which was determined to be a high range impact to abutters.  This location would have required 
the installation of a retaining wall in order to minimize the wetland impacts associated with the location, 
which would have been 1 acre of Wetlands of Special Significance (WOSS).   

The alternative site at mile 13.2 was not selected based on the ratings determined in the Jacobs 
technical Memorandum.  This site would have had one house considered displaced as it was within 75 
feet of the direct impact line, because of this and the 41 houses within 1,000 feet of the direct impact 
line this site retained a rating of high range impact on abutters.  The wetland impacts would have been 
0.7 acres and there would have been 140 linear feet of stream impact. 

The comparison between the potential alternative sites considered all the criteria and used the intended 
project purpose to determine what the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) 
was in addition to which site meet safety and engineering criteria to the best extent.  This location was 
determined to be at mile 8.8 for reasons discussed herein, and was also indicated by HNTB as the 
LEDPA.  The vigorous analysis of the study corridor by both HNTB and Jacobs produced the best site to 
meet the project purpose of the York Toll Plaza Replacement Project while minimizing adverse impacts. 
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2.4 Preferred Alternative – New ORT Toll Plaza at mile 8.8 
Including Demolition of the Current toll plaza with lane improvements at 7.3 
 

2.4.1 Engineering and Safety 

Upon selection of the preferred alternative at mile 8.8, a 60% design effort was undertaken to develop 
and refine a project design consistent with FHWA design guidelines and the outcome of the MTA tolling 
study.  The result is a project that will involve 7,200 linear feet of MTA highway for construction of the 
toll plaza and transition lanes as well as the construction of a driveway and utilities from Chases Pond 
Road to a new administration building and staff parking lot. 

The linear portion of the project follows the existing MTA Turnpike corridor and involves widening of the 
existing turnpike to accommodate the new toll plaza, approach and departure lanes compliant with 
FHWA highway design guidelines.  This includes geometric and dimensional improvements along with 
tolling lanes to accommodate the design volume and “thru-put” of traffic in both the North and South 
directions to meet highway design safety requirements. 

The Jacobs Engineering assessment determined the necessary length of the toll plaza approach 
transitions, number of toll plaza lanes and limits of grading activities to meet safe highway design 
practices and FHWA design guidelines.  The result is a project design that avoids and minimizes resource 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable while meeting highway design standards and tolling 
requirements for this project. 

The design and engineering of the improvements needed to incorporate the toll plaza sizing 
requirements (Attachment 2 (2.1.4)) together with toll plaza design guidelines (Attachment 2 (2.1.3)) 
and FHWA highway design requirements.  A significant consideration in the design was the lane tapers 
for the tolling plaza approaches and departures.  At highway speeds, approaches must provide for car 
queueing at the collection booths, safe deceleration and acceleration, merging traffic and through traffic 
at the high speed portions of the plaza.  The preferred Alternative considered and evaluated included 
the following: 

1.  Highway Approach and Departure Tapers at the Toll Plaza. Alternatives for the highway 
approach and departure tapers for the toll plaza were studied. Alternatives included: 
 

• 14:1 approach and departure tapers (Added wetland impacts with 14:1 tapers = 0.18 Ac.) 
• 14:1 approach and 22:1 departure tapers (Added wetland impacts with 14:1/22:1 tapers 

= 0.39 Ac.). 
• 10:1 approach and departure tapers (As proposed) 

 
Larger tapers are often preferred to promote better vehicle driver response time and for more 
effective transition of traffic approaching and departing the tolling plaza.   The larger taper 
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transitions result in extending the project limits, extension of culverts to accommodate the 
extended fill and cut limits and a lengthened box culvert at Sta. 381+35 resulting in more stream 
impacts.  The 10:1 approach and departure tapers meet the FHWA minimum design standard 
rather than the preferred standard. The selection of the 10:1 tapers was determined to be an 
acceptable approach in this section of the highway due to the geometry (horizontal and vertical 
alignment) to meet the both the toll plaza performance requirements and avoid/minimize 
natural resource alterations.  
 

2. The project has a design waiver for superelevation.  A request for design exception was 
submitted for this project to allow the proposed improvements on I-95 northbound and 
southbound to retain the existing normal crown cross section (no superelevation) along the 
horizontal curvature at mile 7.3, rather than provide a superelevation per Maine DOT and 
AASHTO design standards. The raise in highway elevation due to superelevation would increase 
the wetland impacts at mile 7.3.   As a result of the waiver, the normal crown would be applied 
at mile 7.3 to minimize wetland impacts to the project. 
 

3. Highway signage to provide information to vehicular traffic along the corridor.  The signage must 
meet specific guidelines determined by the FHWA for signing highways including locations.   The 
project approach incorporates sign locations to avoid impacts to wetlands. 

 

4. The extension of culverts in some locations or installation of new culverts will be needed to 
match the sideslope extensions.   The impacts from these extensions are limited to amount 
needed to extend the culverts to the sideslope and install riprap scour protection for energy 
dissipation of exiting drainage from the culverts.  
 

5. In addition, the MTA has acquired a 32.8 acre parcel of land (Morrison parcel) adjacent to the 
project area.  This parcel provides the land area for the construction of a service access road 
from Chases Pond Road to the Administration Support Building and tunnel system accessing the 
tolling plaza.  The driveway alignment and design was selected to avoid all direct wetland 
impacts and minimize infringement of the buffer for nearby vernal pools.   
 

As shown on the design plans, no wetland impacts will be required for the driveway and the 
administration building and parking area will be located outside of the 250’ significant vernal pool 
terrestrial habitat identified in the MDEP legislation except for a small amount of upland impact within 
the terrestrial habitat of wetlands 54 and 56.  This vernal pool is significant because of a population of 
fairy shrimp that was present several years ago and no other species have been found in significant 
quantities since monitoring began.  Fairy shrimp never exit the pools in their life cycle like other vernal 
pool dependent species (wood frogs and spotted salamanders) the impacts to the terrestrial habitat 
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surrounding this vernal pool will have minimal, if any, impacts on the viability of this pool in the future.  
This approach allows for avoidance and minimization of resource impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable.  During the design and preliminary planning process an initial alignment of the driveway 
resulted in a higher level of impacts to the significant vernal pool terrestrial habitat (VP 54-2, VP 54-3 
and VP 56-1).  The habitat impacts would be over 100,000 square feet.   This was a result of the cuts/fill 
and stormwater management planning to meet the MaineDEP general standards for stormwater 
treatment.  During the July 14, 2016 agency coordination meeting, the USACE requested that MTA look 
at practicable alternatives to minimize these impacts.   Subsequent to the meeting, the design team 
determined the terrestrial habitat impacts could be reduced through a re-alignment of the access road. 
The result was a reduction of habitat impacts from over 100,000 square to 50,646 square feet.  While 
this alternative reduces the habitat impacts, the amount of ledge cut/fill would increase requiring a re-
evaluation of the stormwater management approach.  The resulting design is a solution that provides a 
practical alternative that minimizes the habitat impacts with some additional earthwork and stormwater 
management requirements.  

 

2.4.2 Abutter and Right of Way Impacts 

The York Toll Plaza Replacement project is intended to have the least amount of impact to private 
property of abutters as practicable.  The analysis of the alternatives took into consideration the abutters 
proximity to the potential project locations and what the impact would be for each area.  The only 
potential “displacement” that was identified is not located within the selected project area.  There are 
four houses within 1,000 ft. of the direct impact line at this location and this is comparatively rated as a 
low impact.  The amount of potential additional right of way from abutting properties expected at mile 
8.8 is 0.3 acres, which was also determined to be comparatively rated as a low impact.  Additionally, 
MTA already owns the property that will be utilized for the driveway to the toll plaza and administration 
building.  As a result, the mile 8.8 project location results in low abutter impacts.   

2.4.3 Construction Logistics and Costs 

The initial cost of locating this project at the selected alternative site is estimated to be approximately 
40.8 million.  This is only slightly higher than one other alternative site by approximately $1 million, but 
this estimate is approximately $20 million less than the option to re-build at the existing site (mile7.3).  
There are no constructability or safety constraints or issues anticipated for locating the project at the 
mile 8.8 site.  The traveler impacts are anticipated to be low-impact based on the minimal efforts 
expected for traffic management.  Revenue losses during construction are rated as low for the selected 
alternative due to the minimal traffic management and continued operation of the existing toll plaza 
during construction.  The life cycle costs are also rated as low impact because of a multitude of 
maintenance cost savings related to a new ORT modern plaza including the paving schedule is projected 
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to be every 10-12 years as opposed to every 6 years at the existing toll plaza location due to settlement 
caused by poor soils.  

2.4.4 Environmental  

The preferred alternative at Mile 8.8 is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practical Alternative 
(LEDPA) that meets the project safety and design requirements as identified in this report.  The 
following provides a summary of the environmental considerations for the Mile 8.8 Alternative. 

Wetland impacts will total 1.46 acres (Wetlands 4, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 25, 30 and 42) and 
consist primarily of isolated forested wetlands along the fringe of the existing turnpike.  Wetland 18 is a 
wetland of special significance because it is within a 100 year flood zone.  Wetlands 12, 13 and 15 have 
been identified as Spotted Turtle (Clemmys guttata) habitat meaning these are also wetlands of special 
significance.  The “Morrison” parcel where the access drive and administration building will be 
constructed will not involve any wetland alteration with the exception of an isolated wetland (Wetland 
10) that straddles the MTA Right-of-Way and “Morrison” parcel.  The Wetland Report (Appendix 9A) 
identified one emergent wetland (Wetland No. 11) at the mile 8.8 location which will not be impacted 
by the development.  The functions and values of the impacted forested wetlands are sediment/toxicant 
retention, and nutrient removal with a few having the function of wildlife habitat.  Through the 
stormwater management plan and treatment systems, the functions and values will be maintained. 

Wetland ID Wetland Alteration Area (S.F) Buffer Impacts Stream Impacts WOSS
Wetland 4 93 0 0
Wetland 9 11839 0 0
Wetland 10 8497 0 0
Wetland 12 1296 20,287 0 Spotted Turtle Habitat

Wetland 13 3490 0 20 Spotted Turtle Habitat

Wetland 15 880 0 0 Spotted Turtle Habitat

Wetland 16 5592 0 0
Wetland 17 19287 0 0
Wetland 18 9773 0 0 100 Year Flood Plain

Wetland 25 1218 0 0
Wetland 30 1504 0 0
Wetland 42 213 0 4
Wetland 54 0 53,729 0 N/A

Wetland 56 0 8,466 0 N/A

Total 63,682 82,482                24

Cut and Fill Impacts for the York Toll Plaza Relocation Project at Mile 8.8
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There are documented vernal pools in the project area.  The vernal pools are regulated by the USACE 
and Maine DEP.  Maine DEP only regulates vernal pools that meet the significant vernal pool criteria, 
they are otherwise regulated as a wetland.  Vernal pool mapping identified several significant vernal 
pools within the project area, but design plans indicate no direct impacts to these vernal pools.  The 
USACE requires compensation for upland impacts to vernal pool habitat if the impacts are to more than 
25 percent of the habitat within a 750 foot habitat area of the pool, or if the construction impacts a 
vernal pool within the 100’ envelope.  Minimal impacts (cut and fill) to the upland and wetland within 
the 250 vernal pool habitat zone as defined by MDEP have been identified in the wetland alteration and 
compensation plan and the fees associated have been calculated as part of the mitigation plan. 

Wetland 17 and wetland 18, located along the easterly fringe of the road widening associated with the 
project, were mapped with four vernal pools regulated by the USACE.  Spotted Salamander and Wood 
Frog egg masses were found in low numbers, not reaching the threshold of “significant” and therefore 
will be regulated as wetlands by the Maine DEP.  Vernal Pool 17-1 is an isolated pool while vernal pools 
18-1 and 18-2 are part of a larger wetland complex, including vernal pool 18-3 which will not be 
impacted as a result of this project. 

As a result of this project there will be approximately 0.2 acres of FEMA mapped floodplain impact.  The 
floodplain mapping is a Zone A with no defined 100 year flood elevation.  The impacts are located at the 
fringe of the floodplain limit.  The FEMA mapping appears to be inaccurate as evidenced by the 
discontinuity of the mapping compared to the topography the area.  As an example, the mapping 
includes an elevated hill and a portion of the MTA highway embankment.  The FEMA floodway is also 
bisected by an offsite trail with no apparent hydraulic connection.  Therefore, it is probable that this 
mapped floodplain is not within the project impact footprint.  There will be 24 linear feet of perennial 
stream impact associated with the project location at mile 8.8.  

A threatened and endangered species analysis identified that potential habitats for ribbon snakes, 
spotted turtles, Inland Waterfowl and Wading bird Habitat (IWWH), as well as habitat for significant 
botanical features like sweet pepper bush (Clethra alnifolia) and smooth winterberry holly (Ilex 
laevigata) could be located within the general project area.  It has been determined that no impacts on 
sweet pepper bush, smooth winterberry holly, or Inland Waterfowl and Wading bird Habitat will result 
from this project.  Maine Department of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife and Maine Natural Areas Program 
have been consulted and a MOA has been generated for the project. 

The Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) was notified, and provided with the possible 
locations and indicated that there were no archaeological sites within the selected project area, the 
Public Archaeological Laboratory conducted the cultural resources study for the corridor and suggested 
there would be no effect on historic architectural resources and recommended that no further work 
would be necessary.  Correspondence between MTA and MHPC regarding this project is included in 
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Attachment 11.  In 2010 a Historical Architectural Reconnaissance Survey (Appendix 11) was conducted 
for the York Toll Plaza project by Public Archaeology Laboratory (PAL) and supported the responses from 
MHPC.  
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ATTACHMENT 3.      PROJECT LOCATION MAP  
 
The proposed York Toll Plaza Replacement Project would be located at mile 8.8 of the existing 
U.S. I-95 Turnpike right of way as shown on the following U.S.G.S topographic map of York, 
Maine.  This project includes demolition of the existing toll facility and roadway improvements 
at Mile 7.3, however there are no wetland impacts associated with this work. 
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ATTACHMENT 4.     PROJECT LOCATION PHOTOS 
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Photo 1:  Southbound lane facing South from mile 9.0 perspective 

 

 
Photo 2:  Southbound Lane facing South from mile 8.8 perspective 

 

  
Photo 3:  Southbound Lane facing North from mile 8.8 perspective 

 
 

Photo 4:  Southbound lane facing North from mile 8.8 perspective 

Photos taken in July 2016 for MM 8.8                            - 1 -                           14181 



 
Photo 5:  Northbound Lane Facing North from mile 9.0 perspective 

 
Photo 6:   Northbound Lane Facing North from mile 9.0 perspective 

 
Photo 7:  Northbound Lane Facing South from mile 8.8 perspective 

 
Photo 8:  Northbound Lane Facing South from mile 9.0 perspective 

Photos taken in July 2016 for MM 8.8                            - 2 -                           14181 



  

 
Photo 9:  Access Road entrance from Chases Pond Road 

 
Photo 10:  Access Road Entrance from Chases Pond Road 

Photos taken in July 2016 for MM 8.8                            - 3 -                           14181 
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ATTACHMENT 5.   DESIGN AND WETLAND IMPACT PLANS  
 

An overview of the work to be conducted for the York Toll Plaza Replacement Project is detailed 
on the attached plans together with wetland alteration areas.  
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6. 1 
 

ATTACHMENT 6.            CROSS SECTION OF WETLAND IMPACT 
 

The following attachment is of the cross-sections of highway and toll plaza wetland impact areas for the 
new toll plaza at mile 8.8 as well as improvements made after the demolition of the existing toll plaza at 
mile 7.3.   
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ELEV. 47.00 ELEV. 47.01

ELEV. 46.70 ELEV. 46.71

ELEV. 46.40ELEV. 46.41
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CUT = 184.2 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

CUT = 183.9 C.Y.

CUT = 271.4 C.Y.

8’-0"

8’-0"

8’-0"

-2.8% -3.9%

-2.4% -4.0%

-4.0%

-4.0% -2.9% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -0.1% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -1.4%

-4.0% -2.5% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -0.0% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -1.7%

-4.0% -2.1% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0%

-7:1

-2.0%
-8:1

-7:1
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SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed CSM

---

08/16

--/-- R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet

010 10 20

AMS

SMG

08/16

08/16

STA. 257+00 TO STA. 258+00

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

194 465
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258+00.00
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0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150-10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100-110-120-130-140-150

STA. 2257+17.09 STA. 1256+82.91

STA. 2257+66.87 STA. 1257+33.13

STA. 2258+16.65 STA. 1257+83.35

12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0" 19’-4"12’-0"12’-0"

12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0" 16’-8"12’-0"12’-0"

12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0" 23’-0"8’-4" 14’-7"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 46.11 ELEV. 46.12

ELEV. 45.86 ELEV. 45.94

ELEV. 45.73 ELEV. 45.87
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FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

Offset:-97.20

Elev:39.94

CUT = 287.2 C.Y.

CUT = 267.9 C.Y.

CUT = 429.2 C.Y.

8’-0"

8’-0"

8’-0"

-4.0%
-2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -0.2% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0% -12.2%

-11.9%

-4.0%
-2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -1.3% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-11.1%

-4:1

-6:1
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -2.3% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-10.0%
-10.3%

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 257+30, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 257+30, 3.3’ LT. TO 

INSTALL 54’ X 15" RCP

STA. 257+88, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 257+30, 3.3’ RT. TO 

18" INV. OUT=39.59

15" INV. IN=39.84

RIM=45.53

STA. 257+87.5, 11.3’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

18" INV. OUT=39.24

18" INV. IN=39.29

RIM=44.64

STA. 257+87.5, 74.5’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 4’ X 15" RCP

STA. 257+88, 11.3’ RT.

STA. 257+88, 3.3’ RT. TO INSTALL 59’ X 18" RCP

STA. 257+88, 74.5’ RT.

STA. 257+88, 11.3’ RT. TO 

INSTALL 34’ X 18" RCP

STA. 257+88, 111.0’ RT.

STA. 257+88, 74.5’ RT. TO 

INSTALL 29’ X 15" RCP

STA. 258+20, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 257+88, 3.3’ RT. TO 

15" INV. OUT=40.99

RIM=45.24

STA. 257+30.0, 3.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=40.86

15" INV. IN=40.96

RIM=45.28

STA. 257+30.0, 3.3’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=39.86

15" INV. IN=39.96

15" INV. IN=40.59

RIM=45.21

STA. 257+87.5, 3.3’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1
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SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed CSM

---

08/16

--/-- R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet

010 10 20

AMS

SMG

08/16

08/16

STA. 258+50 TO STA. 259+50

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

195 465
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0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150-10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100-110-120-130-140-150

STA. 2258+66.43 STA. 1258+33.57

STA. 2259+16.21 STA. 1258+83.79

STA. 2259+66.00 STA. 1259+34.00

12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"21’-0"12’-0"9’-0" 13’-1"12’-0"12’-0"

12’-0"12’-3"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"19’-0"12’-0"9’-8"

12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"17’-0"12’-0"10’-4"

ELEV. 45.72 ELEV. 45.92

ELEV. 45.83 ELEV. 46.07

ELEV. 46.02 ELEV. 46.25
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FILL = 27.1 C.Y.

FILL = 7.8 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

Offset:-95.80

Elev:39.96

Offset:102.46

Elev:40.02

Offset:-94.41

Elev:40.09

Offset:101.60

Elev:40.19

Offset:-93.01

Elev:40.31

Offset:101.35

Elev:40.38

CUT = 578.7 C.Y.

CUT = 666.2 C.Y.

CUT = 698.2 C.Y.

8’-0"

8’-0"

8’-0"

-4:1
-6:1

-4.0% -2.0% 2.0%
4.0%

-3.3%
4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1

-4:1

-4:1
-6:1

-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -4.1% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%
-6:1

-4:1

-4:1

-6:1

-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -3.8% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1

-4:1

15" INV. OUT=40.46

RIM=44.71

STA. 258+20.1, 66.8’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1 INSTALL 52’ X 15" RCP

STA. 258+20, 11.3’ LT.

STA. 258+20, 66.8’ LT. TO 

INSTALL 4’ X 15" RCP

STA. 258+20, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 258+20, 11.3’ LT. TO 

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 258+85, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 258+85, 3.3’ RT. TO 

15" INV. OUT=40.11

15" INV. IN=40.21

15" INV. IN=40.32

RIM=45.06

STA. 258+20.1, 3.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=40.52

15" INV. IN=40.62

RIM=45.15

STA. 258+85.0, 3.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=40.64

RIM=45.39

STA. 258+85.0, 3.3’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 61’ X 15" RCP

STA. 258+20, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 258+85, 3.3’ LT. TO 
15" INV. OUT=40.34

15" INV. IN=40.44

RIM=45.38

STA. 258+20.1, 11.3’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1
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OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:
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Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed CSM

---

08/16

--/-- R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet

010 10 20

AMS

SMG

08/16

08/16

STA. 260+00 TO STA. 261+00

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

196 465
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261+00.00
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0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150-10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100-110-120-130-140-150

STA. 2260+15.78 STA. 1259+84.22

STA. 2260+65.56 STA. 1260+34.44

STA. 2261+15.34 STA. 1260+84.66

12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"15’-0"12’-0"11’-0"

12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"13’-0"12’-0"11’-8"

12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 46.20 ELEV. 46.42

ELEV. 46.35

ELEV. 46.49
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ELEV. 46.57

ELEV. 46.69

FILL = 88.1 C.Y.

FILL = 52.8 C.Y.

FILL = 77.5 C.Y.

Offset:-91.62

Elev:40.52

Offset:101.35

Elev:40.55

Offset:-90.23

Elev:40.70

Offset:101.35

Elev:40.69

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.62

Offset:101.35

Elev:40.81

CUT = 694.0 C.Y.

CUT = 714.3 C.Y.

CUT = 756.5 C.Y.

8’-0"

8’-0"

8’-0"

-4:1

-6:1

-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -3.7% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1
-4:1

-4:1

-6:1 -4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -3.5% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1

-4:1

-4:1

-6:1 -10.0%
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -3.3% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1

-4:1
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Designed by:
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Designed CSM
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343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet
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08/16

08/16

STA. 261+50 TO STA. 262+50

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

197 465
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0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150-10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100-110-120-130-140-150

STA. 2261+65.12 STA. 1261+34.88

STA. 2262+14.90 STA. 1261+85.10

STA. 2262+64.69 STA. 1262+35.31

12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

15’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 46.60

ELEV. 46.70 ELEV. 46.86

ELEV. 46.77
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ELEV. 46.79

ELEV. 46.91

FILL = 99.9 C.Y.

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.73

Offset:101.35

Elev:40.91

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.82

Offset:101.35

Elev:40.98

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.90

Offset:103.94

Elev:40.98

CUT = 760.4 C.Y.

CUT = 750.8 C.Y.

FILL = 124.6 C.Y.

CUT = 765.5 C.Y.

FILL = 141.5 C.Y.

8’-0"

8’-0"

8’-0"

-4:1

-6:1 -10.0% -4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -3.0% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%
-6:1

-4:1

-4:1

-6:1 -10.0%
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -2.7% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0% -6:1

-4:1

-4:1

-6:1 -10.0%
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -2.3% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1

-4:1
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CONTRACT:

SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed CSM

---

08/16

--/-- R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet

010 10 20

AMS

SMG

08/16

08/16

STA. 263+00 TO STA. 264+00

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

198 465

XS-11
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STA. 2263+14.47 STA. 1262+85.53

STA. 2263+64.25 STA. 1263+35.75

STA. 2264+14.03 STA. 1263+85.97

15’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

15’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0�"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

15’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 46.82 ELEV. 46.93

ELEV. 46.85 ELEV. 46.93

ELEV. 46.86 ELEV. 46.90
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Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.95

Offset:103.94

Elev:41.00

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.98

Offset:103.94

Elev:41.00

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.99

Offset:103.94

Elev:40.98

CUT = 841.7 C.Y.

FILL = 181.6 C.Y.

CUT = 1207.3 C.Y.

FILL = 197.3 C.Y.

CUT = 1696.2 C.Y.

FILL = 168.6 C.Y.

8’-0"

8’-0"

8’-0"

-4:1

-6:1 -10.0% -4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -1.8% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0% -6:1

-4:1

-4:1

-6:1 -10.0% -4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -1.3% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0% -6:1

-4:1

2:1 -4:1
-6:1

-10.0%
-4.0%

-2.0%
2.0% 4.0% -0.7% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1
-4:1 2:
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CONTRACT:

SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed CSM

---

08/16

--/-- R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet

010 10 20

AMS

SMG

08/16

08/16

STA. 264+50 TO STA. 265+50

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

199 465

XS-12
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264+50.00
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STA. 2264+63.81 STA. 1264+36.19

STA. 2265+13.60 STA. 1264+86.40

STA. 2265+63.38 STA. 1265+36.62

15’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

15’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

15’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 46.85 ELEV. 46.85

ELEV. 46.78ELEV. 46.82

ELEV. 46.68ELEV. 46.76
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Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.98

Offset:103.94

Elev:40.93

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.94

Offset:103.94

Elev:40.85

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.89

Offset:103.94

Elev:40.75

CUT = 2233.5 C.Y.

FILL = 147.0 C.Y.

CUT = 2858.1 C.Y.

FILL = 111.6 C.Y.

CUT = 2715.1 C.Y.

FILL = 117.9 C.Y.

8’-0"

8’-0"

EXISTING TUNNEL

BOTTOM OF

8’-0"

2:1

-4:1
-6:1

-10.0%
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2.0% 4.0% 1.4% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1
-4:1

2:
1
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CONTRACT:

SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed CSM

---

08/16

--/-- R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet

010 10 20

AMS

SMG

08/16

08/16

STA. 266+00 TO STA. 267+00

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

200 465
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266+00.00
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267+00.00
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STA. 2266+13.16 STA. 1265+86.84

STA. 2266+62.94
STA. 1266+37.06

STA. 2267+12.72
STA. 1266+87.28

15’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

15’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 46.55ELEV. 46.69

ELEV. 46.40
ELEV. 46.59

ELEV. 46.23ELEV. 46.47
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FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 73.1 C.Y.

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.81

Offset:103.94

Elev:40.63

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.72

Offset:103.94

Elev:40.48

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.60

Offset:106.53

Elev:40.25

CUT = 1897.4 C.Y.

CUT = 1043.6 C.Y.

CUT = 534.7 C.Y.

8’-0"

8’-0"

8’-0"

-4:1
-6:1

-10.0% -4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 2.2% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%
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-4:1

-4:1 -6:1
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-4:1

-4:1 -6:1

-10.0%
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CONTRACT:

SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed CSM

---

08/16

--/-- R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet

010 10 20

AMS

SMG

08/16

08/16

STA. 267+50 TO STA. 268+50

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

201 465
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268+50.00
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0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150-10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100-110-120-130-140-150

STA. 1267+37.50STA. 2267+62.50

STA. 2268+12.29 STA. 12687+87.71

STA. 2268+62.07 STA. 1268+37.93

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 46.03ELEV. 46.33

ELEV. 45.81ELEV. 46.18

ELEV. 45.56ELEV. 45.99
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FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.46

Offset:106.53

Elev:40.05

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.30

Offset:106.53

Elev:39.83

Offset:-101.35

Elev:40.12

Offset:106.53

Elev:39.58

8’-0"

8’-0"

8’-0"

CUT = 461.7 C.Y.

CUT = 427.4 C.Y.

CUT = 432.0 C.Y.

-4:1
-6:1

-10.0%
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 5.1% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%
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CONTRACT:

SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed CSM

---

08/16

--/-- R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet

010 10 20

AMS

SMG

08/16

08/16

STA. 269+00 TO STA. 270+00

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

202 465
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STA. 2269+11.85 STA. 1268+88.15

STA. 2269+61.63 STA. 1269+38.37

STA. 2270+11.41 STA. 1269+88.59

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"2’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"2’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"2’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 45.29ELEV. 45.79

ELEV. 45.03ELEV. 45.57

ELEV. 44.76ELEV. 45.35
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FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

Offset:-101.35

Elev:39.92

Offset:106.53

Elev:39.32

Offset:-89.35

Elev:39.94 Offset:106.53

Elev:39.05

Offset:-89.35

Elev:39.72

CUT = 439.6 C.Y.

CUT = 426.4 C.Y.

CUT = 371.8 C.Y.

-4:1

-6:1
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 8.3% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1
-4:1

-4:1

-6:1
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 9.1% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1

-4:1

-4:1

-6:1
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 9.8% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1
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STA. 270+50 TO STA. 271+50

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS
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STA. 2270+61.20 STA. 1270+38.80

STA. 2271+10.98 STA. 1270+89.02

STA. 2271+60.76 STA. 1271+39.24

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 44.52

ELEV. 44.34ELEV. 44.90

ELEV. 44.22ELEV. 44.68
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ELEV. 45.12

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

Offset:-89.35

Elev:39.49

Offset:-89.35

Elev:39.27

Offset:-89.35

Elev:39.04

8’-0"

CUT = 339.3 C.Y.

CUT = 344.6 C.Y.

CUT = 417.0 C.Y.

-4:1

-6:1
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 10.1% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-5:1

-4:1

-6:1
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 9.4% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-4:1

-4:1

-6:1
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 7.6% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-2:1

15" INV. OUT=38.17

RIM=43.67

STA. 271+12.5, 3.3’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 105’ X 15" RCP

STA. 272+22, 3.3’ RT. 

STA. 271+13, 3.3’ RT. TO
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THE GOLD STAR
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STA. 272+00 TO STA. 273+00
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STA. 2272+10.54 STA. 1271+89.46

STA. 2272+60.32 STA. 1272+39.68

STA. 2273+10.10 STA. 1272+89.90

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 44.16ELEV. 44.49

ELEV. 44.17ELEV. 44.38

ELEV. 44.23ELEV. 44.34
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FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 1.9 C.Y.

FILL = 1.9 C.Y.

Offset:-89.35

Elev:38.86

8’-0"

8’-0"

8’-0"

CUT = 465.0 C.Y.

CUT = 430.9 C.Y.

CUT = 405.6 C.Y.

-4:1

-6:1
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 5.5% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-4:1

-6:1
-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 3.5% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0%

-4.0%
-2:1

-4:1

-6:1
-4.0%

-2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 1.8% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%
-4:1

-2:1

15" INV. OUT=38.30

RIM=43.80

STA. 272+21.5, 3.3’ LT. 

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=37.43

15" INV. IN=37.68

RIM=42.90

STA. 272+21.5, 74.5’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=37.72

RIM=43.22

STA. 272+21.5, 66.5’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=38.35

RIM=43.85

STA. 272+21.5, 11.3’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. IN=36.46

15" INV. IN=36.55

RIM=43.54

STA. 272+56.5, 3.3’ RT.

CONSTRUCT MH TYPE 6

15" INV. OUT=36.88

15" INV. IN=37.13

RIM=43.61

STA. 273+02.4, 3.3’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=37.16

15" INV. IN=37.41

15" INV. IN=38.49

RIM=43.71

STA. 273+02.4, 3.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=38.53

RIM=44.03

STA. 273+02.4, 11.3’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=38.76

RIM=43.76

STA. 273+02.4, 51.5’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=38.39

15" INV. IN=38.64

RIM=43.44

STA. 273+02.4, 59.5’ LT. 

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 4’ X 15" RCP

STA. 272+22, 74.5’ RT. 

STA. 272+22, 66.5’ RT. TO

15" INV. OUT=36.86

15" INV. IN=37.11

15" INV, IN=38.27

15" INV. IN=38.31

RIM=43.53

STA. 272+21.5, 3.3’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 4’ X 15" RCP

STA. 272+22, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 272+22, 11.3’ RT. TO

INSTALL 31’ X 15" RCP

STA. 272+56, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 272+22, 3.3’ RT. TO

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 272+22, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 272+22, 3.3’ LT. TO

INSTALL 42’ X 15" RCP

STA. 273+02, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 272+56, 3.3’ RT. TO

INSTALL 94’ X 15" RCP

STA. 274+00, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 273+02, 3.3’ LT. TO

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 273+02, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 273+02, 3.3’ LT. TO

INSTALL 4’ X 15" RCP

STA. 273+02, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 273+02, 11.3’ LT. TO

INSTALL 4’ X 15" RCP

STA. 273+02, 59.5’ LT.

STA. 273+02, 51.5’ LT. TO

INSTALL 29’ X 15" RCP

STA. 273+02, 90.2’ LT.

STA. 273+02, 59.5’ LT. TO

INSTALL 31’ X 15" RCP

STA. 272+56, 74.5’ RT.

STA. 272+22, 74.5’ RT. TO

INSTALL 31’ X 15" RCP

STA. 272+56, 74.5’ RT.

STA. 272+22, 74.5’ RT. TO

15" INV. IN=37.12

RIM=42.90

STA. 272+56.5, 74.5’ RT.

CONSTRUCT MH TYPE 6
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THE GOLD STAR
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Scale of Feet
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STA. 273+50 TO STA. 274+50

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

205 465
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STA. 1273+40.11

STA. 2274+09.67 STA. 1273+90.33

STA. 2274+59.45 STA. 1274+40.55

-50

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 44.36ELEV. 44.37

ELEV. 44.48 ELEV. 44.55

ELEV. 44.66 ELEV. 44.80

STA. 2273+59.89
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FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

FILL = 0.0 C.Y.

8’-0"

8’-0"

8’-0"

CUT = 375.6 C.Y.

CUT = 334.0 C.Y.

CUT = 314.7 C.Y.

-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 0.2%4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-4:1

-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -1.2%4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%
-4:1

-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% -2.4%4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%
-3:1

-7:1

-7:1

-7:1

15" INV. OUT=38.35

RIM=43.85

STA. 274+00.0, 3.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1
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STA. 275+00 TO STA. 276+00
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206 465
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0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150-10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100-110-120-130-140-150

STA. 2275+09.23 STA. 1274+90.77

STA. 2275+59.01 STA. 1275+40.99

STA. 2276+08.80 STA. 1275+91.20

-50

18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"
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18’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"8’-0"10’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

ELEV. 44.91 ELEV. 45.11

ELEV. 45.23 ELEV. 45.49

ELEV. 45.63 ELEV. 45.93
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-3:1

15" INV. OUT=49.96

RIM=54.21

STA. 281+50.0, 3.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=49.84

15" INV. IN=49.94

RIM=54.19

STA. 281+50.0, 3.3’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 281+50, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 281+50, 3.3’ LT. TO

INSTALL 97’ X 15" RCP

STA. 281+51, 101.9’ RT.

STA. 281+50, 3.3’ RT. TO
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Offset:125.70
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Offset:120.48
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CUT = 430.1 C.Y.

FILL = 110.4 C.Y.

CUT = 493.3 C.Y.

FILL = 121.3 C.Y.

CUT = 707.9 C.Y.

FILL = 132.0 C.Y.
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CONTRACT:

SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed

SMG

AMS 06/16

06/16

CSM

---

06/16

--/--

STA. 333+00 TO STA. 333+50

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

XS-45

R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
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010 10 20

Offset:120.30

Elev:142.60

130

135

140

145

150

155

160

165

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150 160-10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100-110-120-130-140

333+00.00

130

135

140

145

150

155

160

165

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150 160-10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100-110-120-130-140

130

135

140

145

150

155

160

165

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150 160-10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100-110-120-130-140

333+50.00

130

135

140

145

150

155

160

165

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150 160-10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100-110-120-130-140

-4:1

-6:1

-4.0%
-2.0% 2.0%

4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1
-4:1

2:
1

-4:1

-6:1

-4.0%
-2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0%

-6:1

24’-0" 12’-0" 12’-0" 2’-0" 12’-0" 12’-0" 28’-0" 12’-0"12’-0"12’-0"

STA. 1333+00.00
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ELEV. 149.45STA. 4332+99.71
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12’-0" 35’-7" 24’-0" 12’-0" 12’-0" 2’-0" 12’-0" 12’-0" 24’-0" 30’-0" 12’-0"

ELEV. 149.07ELEV. 149.36

STA. 1333+50.00

STA. 3333+49.72
STA. 2333+50.00

STA. 4333+49.78

Offset:119.81

Elev:142.35
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ELEV. 142.24

Offset:-125.92

CUT = 964.5 C.Y.

FILL = 193.0 C.Y.

CUT = 1350.2 C.Y.

FILL = 217.2 C.Y.

15" INV. OUT=144.90

15" INV. IN=145.00

RIM=148.47

STA. 332+80.0, 3.3’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=145.02

RIM=148.77

STA. 332+80.0, 3.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

18" INV. OUT=144.10

15" INV. IN=144.35

RIM=148.63

STA. 333+56.6, 11.3’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

RIM=148.31

STA. 333+56.6, 3.3’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=144.37

15" INV. IN=144.53

15" INV. IN=144.66

15" INV. IN=144.47

15" INV. OUT=144.68

15" INV. IN=144.78

RIM=148.60

STA. 333+58.3, 3.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=144.80

RIM=149.05

STA. 333+58.3, 11.3’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=144.80

RIM=149.05

STA. 333+58.3, 11.3’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 332+80, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 332+80, 3.3’ LT. TO

INSTALL 73’ X 15" RCP

STA. 333+57, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 332+80, 3.3’ RT. TO

INSTALL 70’ X 18" RCP

STA. 333+75, 82.5’ RT.

STA. 333+57, 11.3’ RT. TO

INSTALL 4’ X 15" RCP

STA. 333+57, 11.3’ RT.

STA. 333+57, 3.3’ RT. TO

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 333+58, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 333+57, 3.3’ RT. TO

INSTALL 4’ X 15" RCP

STA. 333+58, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 333+58, 11.3’ LT. TO

INSTALL 74’ X 15" RCP

STA. 333+57, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 334+35, 3.3’ RT. TO

INSTALL 28’ X 12" RCP

STA. 333+37, 124.3’ LT.

STA. 333+37, 96.3’ LT. TO
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CONTRACT:

SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed

SMG

AMS 06/16

06/16

CSM

---

06/16

--/--

STA. 334+00

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

XS-46

R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
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STA. 1334+00.00STA. 2334+00.00

12’-0" 38’-7" 24’-0" 12’-0" 12’-0" 2’-0" 12’-0" 12’-0" 24’-0" 32’-0" 12’-0"

ELEV. 149.12ELEV. 149.40STA. 4333+99.87 STA. 3333+99.76

Elev:142.85

Offset:121.34
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CUT = 1383.9 C.Y.

FILL = 203.9 C.Y.18" INV. OUT=143.50

18" INV= IN=143.60

RIM=147.56

STA. 333+75.1, 90.5’ RT. 

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

18" INV. OUT=143.62

18" INV. IN=143.72 

RIM=147.88

STA. 333+75.4, 82.5’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=143.54

RIM=148.04

STA. 333+75.6, 88.6’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=143.25

15" INV. IN=143.50

RIM=147.72

STA. 333+75.1, 96.6’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 4’ X 18" RCP

STA. 333+75, 90.5’ RT. 

STA. 333+75, 82.5’ RT. TO

INSTALL 4’ X 15" RCP

STA. 333+75, 96.6’ LT.

STA. 333+76, 88.6’ LT. TO

INSTALL 25’ X 18" RCP

STA. 333+73, 120.7’ RT. 

STA. 333+75, 90.5’ RT. TO

INSTALL 25’ X 15" RCP

STA. 333+73, 120.7’ LT.

STA. 333+75, 96.6’ LT. TO
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CONTRACT:

SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed
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---

06/16

--/--

STA. 334+50

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

XS-47

R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
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STA. 1334+50.00STA. 2334+50.00

12’-0" 42’-0" 24’-0" 12’-0" 12’-0" 2’-0" 12’-0" 12’-0" 24’-0" 34’-0" 12’-0"

ELEV. 149.31ELEV. 149.59STA. 4334+49.96 STA. 3334+49.80

Offset:123.35

Elev:143.00
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CUT = 1303.4 C.Y.

FILL = 214.2 C.Y.15" INV. OUT=144.85

15" INV. IN=144.95

RIM=148.48

STA. 334+35.0, 3.3’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=144.97

15" INV. IN=145.07

RIM=148.76

STA. 334+35.0, 3.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 334+35, 3.3’ RT. 

STA. 334+35, 3.3’ LT. TO

INSTALL 113’ X 15" RCP

STA. 334+35, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 335+52, 3.3’ LT. TO
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SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn

Designed

SMG
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06/16

CSM

---

06/16

--/--

STA. 335+00

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS

XS-48

R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
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STA. 1335+00.00STA. 2335+00.00

12’-0" 45’-8" 24’-0" 12’-0" 12’-0" 2’-0" 12’-0" 12’-0" 24’-0" 36’-0" 12’-0"

ELEV. 149.64ELEV. 149.91 STA. 3334+99.84STA. 4334+99.99

Elev:143.28

Offset:125.35

ELEV. 141.74

Offset:-134.10
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CUT = 1508.9 C.Y.

FILL = 111.7 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.

INSTALL 24’ X 15" RCP

STA. 335+79, 65.3’ LT.

STA. 335+52, 58.8’ LT. TO

15" INV. OUT=145.64

RIM=149.64

STA. 335+52.0, 3.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=145.57

RIM=149.57

STA. 335+52.0, 58.8’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1
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SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:

No. Revision By Date

Designed by:

CONSULTANT PROJECT MANAGER:

By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn
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08/16

--/-- R. NORWOOD 2017.XX

R. EMERY FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet
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STA. 339+00
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STA. 3339+00.00
STA. 1339+00.00STA. 2339+00.00

STA. 4339+00.00
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STA. 341+79.8, 168.0’ LT.

CONSTRUCT MH TYPE 2

INSTALL 137’ X 18" RCP

STA. 343+20, 168.0’ LT.

STA. 341+80, 168.0’ LT. TO 
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ELEV. 157.39

Offset:-211.11

-4:1

CUT = 1434.3 C.Y.

FILL = 726.1 C.Y.

ROCK = 55.1 C.Y.

INV.=149.38
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QUANTITY MATCH LINE

(SEE SITE PLAN)

-4:1

CUT = 826.1 C.Y.

FILL = 367.4 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.

INSTALL 54’ X 15" RCP

STA. 343+14, 226.11’ LT.

STA. 343+20, 168.0’ LT. TO 

18" INV. OUT=149.75

15" INV. IN=150.00

15" INV. IN=155.98

15" INV. IN=160.89

RIM=165.63

STA. 343+20.3, 168.0’ LT.

CONSTRUCT MH TYPE 2

INSTALL 122’ X 15" RCP

STA. 344+43, 197.0’ LT.

STA. 343+20, 168.0’ LT. TO 

INSTALL 78’ X 15" RCP

STA. 344+02, 168.5’ LT.

STA. 343+20, 168.0’ LT. TO 
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QUANTITY MATCH LINE

(SEE SITE PLAN)

-4:1

CUT = 490.3 C.Y.

FILL = 605.0 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.

15" INV. OUT=159.58

12" INV. IN=159.83

RIM=165.26

STA. 343+35.0, 58.8’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

12" INV. OUT=160.35

12" INV. IN=160.60

RIM=165.53

STA. 343+35.0, 3.9’ RT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

12" INV. OUT=160.64

12" INV. IN=160.89

RIM=165.73

STA. 343+35.0, 3.9’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

12"INV. OUT=161.40

RIM=165.47

STA. 343+35.0, 58.8’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 51’ X 12" RCP

STA. 343+35, 3.9’ LT.

STA. 343+35, 58.8’ LT. TO

INSTALL 4’ X 12" RCP

STA. 343+35, 3.9’ RT.

STA. 343+35, 3.9’ LT. TO

INSTALL 117’ X 15" RCP

STA. 343+35, 179.0’ RT.

STA. 343+35, 58.8’ RT. TO

INV.=161.19

INV.=150.23
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QUANTITY MATCH LINE

(SEE SITE PLAN)

-3:1

CUT = 533.2 C.Y.

FILL = 921.9 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.

15" INV. OUT=161.67

RIM=166.91

STA. 344+02.0, 168.5’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1
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QUANTITY MATCH LINE

(SEE SITE PLAN)

CUT = 606.2 C.Y.

FILL = 1001.5 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.
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QUANTITY MATCH LINE

(SEE SITE PLAN)

CUT = 509.9 C.Y.

FILL = 1057.4 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.
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QUANTITY MATCH LINE

(SEE SITE PLAN)

CUT = 423.0 C.Y.

FILL = 1083.1 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.

15" INV. OUT=161.65

8" INV. IN=162.40

RIM=166.84

STA. 345+48.0, 168.5’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 123’ X 15" RCP

STA. 346+70, 197.1’ LT.

STA. 345+48, 168.5’ LT. TO 
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QUANTITY MATCH LINE

(SEE SITE PLAN)

CUT = 490.9 C.Y.

FILL = 1069.0 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.

INV.=161.12
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ELEV. 159.95

Offset:-202.80

CUT = 668.3 C.Y.

FILL = 995.0 C.Y.
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INV.=160.40
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ELEV. 158.54

Offset:-200.33

CUT = 993.5 C.Y.

FILL = 645.0 C.Y.

ROCK = 1046.1 C.Y.
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CUT = 1277.8 C.Y.

FILL = 565.8

ROCK = 338.5 C.Y.
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CUT = 1216.6 C.Y.

FILL = 756.7 C.Y.

ROCK = 23.1 C.Y.
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FILL = 863.7 C.Y.
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STA. 4349+50.00 STA. 2349+50.00 STA. 1349+50.00 STA. 3349+50.00
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CUT = 880.1 C.Y.

FILL = 772.6 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.
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STA. 350+00

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS
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350+00.00
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STA. 4350+00.00 STA. 2350+00.00 STA. 1350+00.00 STA. 3350+00.00

-2.0% 4.0%

-4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0% -4.0% 4.0% -2.0%
-4.0%
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18’-0"42’-0"12’-0"6’-0"

2’-0"

12’-0"24’-0"12’-0"12’-0"2’-0"12’-0"12’-0"24’-0"12’-0"

2’-0"

6’-0"12’-0"19’-0"

ELEV. 162.52 ELEV. 165.48 ELEV. 164.06ELEV. 165.67
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Elev:156.13
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-2:1

CUT = 887.3 C.Y.

FILL = 142.2 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.

15" INV. OUT=154.88

15" INV. IN=155.13

RIM=164.48

STA. 350+00.0, 58.8’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B5

15" INV. OUT=155.65

15" INV. IN=155.90

RIM=164.72

STA. 350+00.0, 3.3’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B5

15" INV. OUT=155.93

15" INV. IN=156.18

RIM=164.91

STA. 350+00.0, 3.3’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B5

15" INV. OUT=156.70

15" INV. IN=156.95

RIM=164.67

STA. 350+00.0, 58.8’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B5

15" INV. OUT=156.98

RIM=162.48

STA. 350+00.0, 65.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

INSTALL 219’ X 15" RCP

STA. 352+23, 65.3’ RT.

STA. 350+00, 65.3’ RT. TO

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 350+00, 65.3’ RT.

STA. 350+00, 58.8’ RT. TO

INSTALL 52’ X 15" RCP

STA. 350+00, 58.8’ RT.

STA. 350+00, 3.3’ RT. TO

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 350+00, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 350+00, 3.3’ LT. TO

INSTALL 52’ X 15" RCP

STA. 350+00, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 350+00, 58.8’ LT. TO

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 350+00, 58.8’ LT.

STA. 350+00, 65.3’ LT. TO

15" INV. OUT=154.60

15" INV. IN=154.85

RIM=164.02

STA. 350+00.0, 65.3’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B5
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STA. 1353+50.00STA. 2353+50.00STA. 4353+50.00
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STA. 3353+50.04
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-12.0% -2:1
0.0% 2:

1

CUT = 913.3 C.Y.

ROCK = 362.9 C.Y.

FILL = 151.8 C.Y.
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STA. 354+00
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STA. 2354+00.00 STA. 1354+00.00STA. 4354+00.00
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-2:1

CUT = 791.3 C.Y.

FILL = 189.6 C.Y.

ROCK = 9.9 C.Y.15" INV. OUT=147.83

15" INV. IN=147.93

RIM=154.59

STA. 354+34.9, 3.3’ RT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B5

15" INV. OUT=147.95

15" INV. IN=148.05

RIM=154.82

STA. 354+34.9, 3.3’ LT.

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B5

15" INV. OUT=148.44

15" INV. IN=148.54

RIM=154.58

STA. 354+34.9, 58.8’ LT.

CONSTRUCT MH TYPE 6

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 354+35, 3.3’ RT.

STA. 354+35, 3.3’ LT. TO

INSTALL 52’ X 15" RCP

STA. 354+35, 3.3’ LT.

STA. 354+35, 58.8’ LT. TO

INSTALL 33’ X 15" RCP

STA. 354+72, 58.8’ LT.

STA. 354+35, 58.8’ LT. TO

INSTALL 112’ X 15" RCP

STA. 354+35, 117.7’ RT.

STA. 354+35, 3.3’ RT.
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JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP
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THE GOLD STAR
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Scale of Feet
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STA. 354+50
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354+50.00
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STA. 4354+50.00 STA. 3354+50.22STA. 2354+50.00

-2.0% 4.0% -4.0% -2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 4.0% 2.0% -2.0%
-4.0%

18’-0"24’-0"12’-0"12’-0"2’-0"12’-0"12’-0"24’-0"12’-0"

2’-0"

6’-0"12’-0" 35’-7"

ELEV. 153.83 ELEV. 154.87 ELEV. 153.92ELEV. 155.10
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-2:1

17’-0"2’-0"

CUT = 753.6 C.Y.

FILL = 174.2 C.Y.

ROCK = 0.0 C.Y.

15" INV. OUT=148.79

15" INV. IN=148.89

RIM=153.56

STA. 354+72.0, 58.8’ LT. 

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1

15" INV. OUT=148.91

RIM=153.41

STA. 354+72.0, 65.3’ LT.

WITH FLAT TOP

CONSTRUCT CB TYPE B1 

INSTALL 3’ X 15" RCP

STA. 354+72, 58.8’ LT. 

STA. 354+72, 65.3’ LT. TO
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STA. 355+00
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STA. 2355+00.00 STA. 1355+00.00STA. 4355+00.00
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CUT = 1010.0 C.Y.

FILL = 116.6 C.Y.
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STA. 355+50
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STA. 1355+50.00STA. 2355+50.00
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CUT = 1100.2 C.Y.
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MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR

YORK TOLL PLAZA
Scale of Feet
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STA. 356+00 TO STA. 357+00

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS
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CUT = 1021.8 C.Y.

FILL = 118.4 C.Y.

CUT = 728.0 C.Y.

FILL = 161.8 C.Y.

CUT = 393.6 C.Y.

FILL = 300.0 C.Y.
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STA. 357+50 TO STA. 359+00
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CUT = 279.6 C.Y.

FILL = 437.2 C.Y.

CUT = 284.9 C.Y.

FILL = 466.8 C.Y.

CUT = 301.5 C.Y.

FILL = 420.1 C.Y.

CUT = 326.2 C.Y.

FILL = 311.2 C.Y.
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STA. 359+50 TO STA. 361+00

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS
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CUT = 351.4 C.Y.

FILL = 279.1 C.Y.

CUT = 377.4 C.Y.

FILL = 274.5 C.Y.

CUT = 413.0 C.Y.

FILL = 202.2 C.Y.

CUT = 491.7 C.Y.

FILL = 120.6 C.Y.
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THE GOLD STAR
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STA. 370+50 TO STA. 371+50

I-95 CROSS SECTIONS
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CUT = 376.9 C.Y.

FILL = 37.8 C.Y.

CUT = 350.8 C.Y.

FILL = 37.0 C.Y.

CUT = 371.2 C.Y.

FILL = 18.8 C.Y.
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CUT = 402.5 C.Y.

FILL = 43.4 C.Y.
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CUT = 425.6 C.Y.

FILL = 52.7 C.Y.

CUT = 427.0 C.Y.

FILL = 43.2 C.Y.

CUT = 429.4 C.Y.

FILL = 39.4 C.Y.
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CUT = 431.3 C.Y.

FILL = 51.2 C.Y.

CUT = 436.3 C.Y.

FILL = 40.7 C.Y.

CUT = 439.4 C.Y.

FILL = 44.1 C.Y.
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7. 1 
 

ATTACHMENT 7.               CONSTRUCTION PLAN  
 
The proposed construction plan is intended to minimize impacts to the natural resources while 
accommodating existing traffic volumes through the use of existing and proposed roadway.  This section 
depicts the proposed construction sequence and methodology.  References to erosion control measures 
are further described in the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan narrative provided in Attachment 8. 

Construction of the project will require a sequenced approach that will be made a requirement of the 
project contract documents.   In general the construction sequencing will be a performance based 
sequence to be proposed by the contractor and approved by the MTA.   

A general outline is as follows: 

1. Pre-construction coordination after award to contractor. 
2. Submission and review/approval of pre-construction phasing plan including work plan and 

sequencing of work. 
3. Review of environmental permits, conditions and requirements.  Establish roles and 

responsibilities together with agency coordination/notification. 
4. Site mobilization. 
5. Placement of erosion control measures and maintenance of erosion control measures. 
6. Site clearing, stumping & grubbing per work plan and project phasing. 
7. Earthwork – cuts/fills 
8. Drainage improvements 
9. Subbase and Subgrade preparation 
10. Demolition, site and building improvements per work and sequencing plan. 
11. Permanent erosion control and site stabilization including winter conditions. 

The following are the general project plans depicting the project improvements. 

Environmental Training for Construction 

Environmental training will be provided to both MTA and contractor personnel who will be active at the 
work site during construction.  The training program will cover regulated natural resources, the E&SC 
Plan, procedures for handling and storing petroleum products and hazardous materials, relevant 
conditions and requirements related to environmental permits, company policies, and any other 
pertinent information related to the project.  In addition to the resident engineer, all other construction 
personnel are expected to actively comply with all permit conditions and identify any issues to the 
resident engineer to protect the environment during construction.   
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GENERAL PLAN 3

GP-03

R. NORWOOD

FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR
Scale of Feet

025 25 50

YORK TOLL PLAZA

R. EMERY

4652017.XX 74

261+00

262+00

263+00
264+00 265+00 266+00

267+00
268+00

1261+00

1262+00
1263+00

1264+00 1265+00 1266+00
1267+00

1268+00

2261+00

2262+00

2263+00
2264+00 2265+00 2266+00 2267+00

2268+00

8
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

REMOVE GUARDRAIL

I-95 É

REMOVE GUARDRAIL

350 TERMINAL

GUARDRAIL FLEAT

GUARDRAIL TYPE 3D

REMOVE GUARDRAIL

PAVEMENT

REMOVE HMA 

12
’

CONSTRUCT WIDE SHOULDER

10:1 TAPER

15
’

15
’

PAVEMENT (SEE DEMOLITION PLANS)

BUILDING, TOLL PLAZA AND

REMOVE EXISTING ADMINISTRATION

8
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

15
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

8
’

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

HMA PAVEMENT

REMOVE EXISTING 

HMA PAVEMENT

REMOVE EXISTING 

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

(LEFT LANES AND OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION

(LEFT LANES AND OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

END MILL, SHIM AND PAVE 

SOUTHBOUND ¸

STA. 2263+64

DOUBLE RAIL

THRIE BEAM

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

SHOULDER).

LANES AND OUTSIDE 

AND PAVE (RIGHT 

BEGIN MILL, SHIM 

OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

(TRAVELWAY AND 

RECONSTRUCTION

END FULL DEPTH 

SOUTHBOUND ¸

STA. 2266+63

15
’

(RIGHT LANES AND OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION

(RIGHT LANES AND OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

END MILL, SHIM AND PAVE 

NORTHBOUND ¸

STA. 1263+36

(RIGHT LANES AND OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

BEGIN MILL, SHIM AND PAVE 

(RIGHT LANES AND OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

END FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION

NORTHBOUND ¸

STA. 1266+37

+90

+05

+35

AND TUNNEL

COLLECTION FACILITY

REMOVE TOLL

18
’

+25

+51

I-95 SB ̧

I-95 NB ̧

SHOULDER).

AND OUTSIDE 

PAVE (RIGHT LANE 

MILL, SHIM AND 

SHOULDER). BEGIN 

AND OUTSIDE 

(RIGHT LANE 

RECONSTRUCTION

END FULL DEPTH 

NORTHBOUND ̧

STA. 1261+10

SHOULDER).

AND OUTSIDE 

PAVE (RIGHT LANE 

MILL, SHIM AND 

SHOULDER). BEGIN 

AND OUTSIDE 

(RIGHT LANE 

RECONSTRUCTION

END FULL DEPTH 

NORTHBOUND ¸

STA. 1261+10

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

8
’

REMOVE GUARDRAIL
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GENERAL PLAN 4

GP-04

R. NORWOOD

FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR
Scale of Feet

025 25 50

YORK TOLL PLAZA

R. EMERY

4652017.XX 75

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

268+00

269+00
270+00 271+00 272+00 273+00

274+00

275+00

1268+00
1269+00

1270+00 1271+00 1272+00
1273+00

1274+00

1275+00

2268+00

2269+00
2270+00 2271+00 2272+00 2273+00

2274+00

2275+00

¸

E = 409.86’

T = 2205.59’

L = 4210.82’

R = 5729.57’

PI = 276+10.55

CURVE DATA #1

I95 

E = 411.65’

T = 2215.21’

L = 4229.20’

R = 5754.57’

PI = 1276+01.80

CURVE DATA #1

I95 NB 

E = 408.07’

T = 2195.97’

L = 4192.45’

R = 5704.57’

PI = 2276+19.30

CURVE DATA #1

I95 SB ¸ ¸

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

15" X 105’ RCP

RCP

15" X 3’ 

RCP

15" X 4’ 

RCP

15" X 31’ 

15" X 42’ RCP

RCP

15" X 4’ 

RCP

15" X 4’ 

B1

CB TYPE 

15" X 3’ RCP

B1

CB TYPE 

B1

CB TYPE 

RCP

15" X 4’ 

R
C

P

15
" 

X
 

2
9
’ 

RCP

15" X 32’ 

15"X 94’ RCP

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE 

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE 

B1

CB TYPE 

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE 

MH TYPE 6

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE 

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE 

WITH FLAT TOP

MH TYPE 6

15" X 3’ RCP

MH TYPE 6

BK 7502, PG 127

MAP 122, LOT 01 

2 NEW TOWN ROAD 

CHILDS CHARLES P JR/GAIL L 

N/F

BK 7202, PG 112

MAP 221, LOT 281 

44 NEW TOWN ROAD 

CENTRAL MAINE POWER CO 

N/F

I-95 É

REMOVE GUARDRAIL

REMOVE HMA PAVEMENT

REMOVE HMA PAVEMENT

12
’

12
’

12
’

15
’

8
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

8
’

DOUBLE RAIL

THRIE BEAM

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

(RIGHT LANE AND OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION

(RIGHT LANE AND OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

END MILL, SHIM AND PAVE 

NORTHBOUND ¸

STA. 1271+14

LANE).

AND PAVE (LEFT 

BEGIN MILL, SHIM 

(LEFT LANE).

RECONSTRUCTION 

END FULL DEPTH 

NORTHBOUND ¸

STA. 1273+75

18
’

18
’

I-95 SB ̧

I-95 NB ̧

GUARDRAIL TYPE 3D
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GENERAL PLAN 5

GP-05

R. NORWOOD

FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR
Scale of Feet

025 25 50

YORK TOLL PLAZA

R. EMERY

4652017.XX 76

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

275+00
276+00 277+00 278+00

279+00
280+00

281+00

282+00

1275+00
1276+00 1277+00 1278+00

1279+00
1280+00

1281+00

1282+00

2275+00
2276+00 2277+00 2278+00

2279+00
2280+00

2281+00

2282+00

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

15" X 3’ RCP

BK 12140, PG 234

MAP 220, LOT 179

2 OLD CHASES POND ROAD 

CHILDS SANDRA 

N/F

BK 7202, PG 112
MAP 221, LOT 281 

44 NEW TOWN ROAD 
CENTRAL MAINE POWER CO 

N/F

I-95 É

GUARDRAIL TYPE 3D

15
’

ANCHORED END

TERMINAL END

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

8
’

8
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

SINGLE RAIL

THRIE BEAM 

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

THRIE BEAM RAIL

MATCH EXISTING

SAWCUT

LANE).

AND PAVE (RIGHT 

BEGIN MILL, SHIM 

(RIGHT LANE).

RECONSTRUCTION 

END FULL DEPTH 

NORTHBOUND ¸

STA. 1279+00

18
’

BEGIN 15:1 NB TAPER.

BEGIN THRIE BEAM NB & SB.

BEAM DOUBLE RAIL.

NORTHBOUND ¸ END THRIE 

STA. 1278+50

15:1

OF THRIE BEAM RAIL

END 15:1 NB TAPER

STA. 1281+00

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT.

(SOUTHBOUND).

END FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION 

RECONSTRUCTION (SOUTHBOUND).

SOUTHBOUND ¸ END PAVEMENT

STA. 2281+60

SAWCUT

STRUCTURE

OVERHEAD SIGN 

I-95 NB ̧

I-95 SB ̧

(OUTSIDE SHOULDER)

BEGIN SHOULDER WIDENING 

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

(NORTHBOUND).

END FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION 

RECONSTRUCTION (NORTHBOUND).

NORTHBOUND ¸ END PAVEMENT 

STA. 1281+94

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

DOUBLE RAIL

THRIE BEAM
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GENERAL PLAN 6

GP-06

R. NORWOOD

FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR
Scale of Feet

025 25 50

YORK TOLL PLAZA

R. EMERY

4652017.XX 77

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

282+00

283+00
284+00

285+00 286+00 287+00
288+00

289+00

1282+00

1283+00
1284+00

1285+00 1286+00 1287+00
1288+00

1289+00

2282+00

2283+00
2284+00

2285+00 2286+00 2287+00
2288+00

2289+00

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

BK 7202, PG 112

MAP 221, LOT 281 

44 NEW TOWN ROAD 

CENTRAL MAINE POWER CO 

N/F

BK 16784, PG 553

MAP 221, LOT 253 

3 BROWNS FREEHOLD 

HUTCHINS MATTHEW E 

N/F

I-95 É

STRUCTURE AND FOUNDATIONS

REMOVE OVERHEAD SIGN

REMOVE GUARDRAIL

THRIE BEAM RAIL

MATCH EXISTING

I-95 SB ̧

I-95 NB ̧

(OUTSIDE SHOULDER)

BEGIN SHOULDER WIDENING 

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

(NORTHBOUND).

END FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION 

RECONSTRUCTION (NORTHBOUND).

NORTHBOUND ̧ END PAVEMENT 

STA. 1281+94
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SHEET NUMBER:

OFMTA PROJECT MANAGER:

Scale:
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By Date By Date

Checked

In Charge ofDrawn
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GENERAL PLAN 7

GP-07

R. NORWOOD

FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR
Scale of Feet

025 25 50

YORK TOLL PLAZA

R. EMERY

4652017.XX 78

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

2310+00 2311+002307+00 2308+00 2309+002304+00 2305+00 2306+00

1309+00 1310+00 1311+00

309+00304+00 305+00 306+00 307+00 308+00 310+00 311+00

1304+00 1305+00 1306+00 1307+00 1308+00

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

15" X 3’ RCP
15" X 73’ RCP

RCP

4’ 

15" X 

15" X 3’ RCP

15" X 4’ RCP

15" X 74’ RCP

RCP

15" X 3’ 

15" X 74’ RCP

B1

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

15" X 4’ RCP

15" X 31’ RCP

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

DRAINAGE IS COMPLETED.

ABANDON IN PLACE WHEN NEW

FOR TEMPORARY DRAINAGE.

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS. UTILIZE

PROTECT EXISTING CULVERT FROM

DRAINAGE IS COMPLETED.

OR ABANDON IN PLACE WHEN NEW

FOR TEMPORARY DRAINAGE. REMOVE

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS. UTILIZE

PROTECT EXISTING CULVERT FROM

BK 15386, PG 134 

MAP 222 PG 189

49 NEW TOWN ROAD 

VERIZON WIRELESS 

N/F

BK 2619 PG 54

MAP 221 LOT 254 

60 OLD EAST SCITUATE ROAD 

HANSON, EARL K 

N/F

BK 17142 PG 995

MAP 221 LOT 259 

9 BROWNS FREEHOLD

GARVEY, ALYSSA M & PIERCE, ADAM M

N/F

I-95 SB ¸

I-95 É

I-95 NB ¸

REMOVE GUARDRAIL

SAWCUT

50:1 TAPER

STRUCTURE AND FOUNDATIONS

REMOVE OVERHEAD SIGN

2
’

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

350 TERMINAL

GUARDRAIL FLEAT

GUARDRAIL TYPE 3D

ANCHORED END

TERMINAL END

(MEDIAN SHOULDER)

RECONSTRUCTION 

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

NORTHBOUND ¸

STA. 1306+00.00

5
1’

DOUBLE RAIL

THRIE BEAM 

TYPE II

BARRIER

MEDIAN 

TRANSITION (TYP.)

MEDIAN BARRIER

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

13
’

13
’

12
’

MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT

AND MEDIAN SHOULDER).

INTO OUTSIDE SHOULDER 

RECONSTRUCTION (BEYOND 7’ 

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

(TRAVELWAY AND 7’ INTO 

BEGIN MILL, SHIM AND PAVE 

SOUTHBOUND ¸

STA. 2306+00.00

SAWCUT

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE 

SAWCUT

GUARDRAIL

DOUBLE

REMOVE 

STRUCTURE

OVERHEAD SIGN 

8
’

2
’
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LEDGE

LEDGE
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LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE
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GP-08

R. NORWOOD

FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR
Scale of Feet

025 25 50

YORK TOLL PLAZA

R. EMERY

4652017.XX

GENERAL PLAN 8

79

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

2316+00 2317+00 2318+002314+00 2315+002311+00 2312+00 2313+00

1311+00 1312+00 1313+00 1314+00 1315+00 1316+00 1317+00 1318+00

311+00 312+00 313+00 314+00 315+00 316+00 317+00 318+00

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

15" X 74’ RCP

12" X 3’ RCP 12" X 3’ RCP
MH TYPE 6

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

PIPE

EXISTING

ABANDON

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

DEBRIS

CONSTRUCTION

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

DEBRIS

CONSTRUCTION

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

BK 15386, PG 134 

MAP 222 PG 189

49 NEW TOWN ROAD 

VERIZON WIRELESS 

N/F

BK 2619 PG 54

MAP 221 LOT 254 

60 OLD EAST SCITUATE ROAD 

HANSON, EARL K 

N/F

I-95 NB ¸

I-95 SB ¸

I-95 É

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

2
’

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER GUARDRAIL TYPE 3D

CONNECT TO EXISTING GUARDRAIL

REMOVE EXISTING TERMINAL END

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

5
1’

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

50:1 TAPER

+00

+42 +68

8
’

2
’



LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE
LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE
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GP-09

R. NORWOOD

FAX (617) 242-9824

TEL (617) 242-9222

BOSTON, MA  02210

343 CONGRESS STREET

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP

MEMORIAL HIGHWAY

THE GOLD STAR
Scale of Feet

025 25 50

YORK TOLL PLAZA

R. EMERY

4652017.XX

GENERAL PLAN 9

80

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

2324+00 2325+00 2326+002320+00 2321+00 2322+00 2323+002319+00

1319+00 1320+00 1321+00 1322+00 1323+00 1324+00 1325+00 1326+00

319+00 320+00 321+00 322+00 323+00 324+00 325+00 326+00

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

12" X 3’ RCP

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

BK 15386, PG 134 

MAP 222 PG 189

49 NEW TOWN ROAD 

VERIZON WIRELESS 

N/F

MAP 222, LOT 178 

179 CHASES POND ROAD 

YORK TOWN OF 

N/F

I-95 SB ¸

I-95 É

I-95 NB ¸

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

25:1 TAPER

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

2
’

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

12
’

12
’

ANCHORED END

TERMINAL END

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

SAWCUT

AND OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

RECONSTRUCTION (MEDIAN 

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

PAVE (TRAVELWAY).

BEGIN MILL, SHIM AND 

NORTHBOUND ¸

STA. 1325+50.00

+00

STRUCTURE

OVERHEAD SIGN 

+00

+75



LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

W

S
M

E = 2.50’

T = 249.90’

L = 499.73’

R = 12500.00’

PI = 3328+99.67

CURVE DATA #1

NB CASH

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

2333+002332+002330+00 2331+002329+002328+002326+00 2327+00

1326+00 1327+00 1328+00 1329+00 1330+00 1331+00 1332+00 1333+00

326+00 327+00 328+00 329+00 330+00 331+00 332+00 333+00

3327+00 3328+00 3329+00
3330+00

3331+00
3332+00

3333+00

P
C
 

=
 

S
T

A
. 
3
3
2
6
+

4
9
.7

7

P
T
 

=
 

S
T

A
.
 
3
3
3
1

+
4
9
.
5
0

4330+00 4331+00
4332+00

4333+00

PC = STA. 4329+42.95

4000+00

4001+00

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

¸

E = 3.91’

T = 236.59’

L = 473.00’

R = 7162.00’

PI = 4331+79.54

CURVE DATA #1

SB CASH ¸

15" X 3’ RCP

15" X 73’ RCP

B1

CB TYPE

18
" X
 

7
0
’ R

C
P

R
C

P

18
" 

X
 

2
8
’ 

3
0
" 
x
 
2
5
’ 
R
C
P

3
0
"x
3
0
’ 
R
C
P

R
C

P

15
" x
 
2

7
’ 

RCP

15" x 4’ 

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

DEBRIS

CONSTRUCTION

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

PIPE AND CB

REMOVE EXISTING

12
" x
 
2

8
’ R

C
P

DRAINAGE IS COMPLETED.

OR ABANDON IN PLACE WHEN NEW

FOR TEMPORARY DRAINAGE. REMOVE

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS. UTILIZE

PROTECT EXISTING CULVERT FROM

CB TYPE B5

CB TYPE B5

30’ WIDE YORK WATER DISTRICT EASEMENT

BK 14692 PG 721

MAP 222 LOT 166 

4 WOODS RUN 

CLARK CURTIS W JR 

N/F

BK 14301 PG 711

MAP 222 LOT 168 

3 WOODS RUN 

CARR VICTORIA L/JEFFREY M 

N/F

BK 14692 PG 721

MAP 222 LOT 166 

4 WOODS RUN 

CLARK CURTIS W JR 

N/F

I-95 SB ¸

I-95 NB ¸

TYPE 3D

GUARDRAIL

350 TERMINAL

GUARDRAIL FLEAT

I-95 É

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

2
’

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

TRANSITION (TYP.)

MEDIAN BARRIER

12
’

15
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

(SEE UTILITY PLANS)

EXISTING WATERLINE

REMOVE AND RELOCATE

12
’

TYPE II

BARRIER

MEDIAN 

SLOPE IN WETLAND

CLEAR TO FILL 

SAWCUT

18
’+50

+40
+28

+78

SB CASH  ¸

NB CASH  ̧

STRUCTURE

OVERHEAD SIGN 
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LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

S
M

PI = 3337+00.24

CURVE DATA #2

NB CASH 
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APPROX. EXIST. ROW

2341+002339+00 2340+002337+00 2338+002334+00 2335+00 2336+00

1334+00 1335+00 1336+00 1337+00 1338+00 1339+00 1340+00 1341+00

334+00 335+00 336+00 337+00 338+00 339+00 340+00 341+00

3334+00
3335+00

3336+00
3337+00 3338+00 3339+00 3340+00 3341+00

4334+00
4335+00 4336+00 4337+00 4338+00 4339+00 4340+00 4341+00

P
R

C
 

=
 

S
T

A
.
 
4
3
3
4

+
1
5
.
9
5

PI = STA. 3337+00.24

PT = STA. 4335+48.83

4007+00
4008+00

4009+00

¸

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

E = 1.10’

T = 66.46’

L = 132.88’

R = 2012.00’

PI = 4334+82.42

CURVE DATA #2

SB CASH ¸

B1

CB TYPE

15" X 4’ RCP

15" X 3’ RCP

15" X 4’ RCP

B1

CB TYPE

15" X 74’ RCP

18
" X
 

7
0
’ R

C
P

B1

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

18" X 4’ RCP

R
C

P

18
" 

X
 

2
8
’ 

15" X 3’ RCP

15" X 113’ RCP

R
C

P

15
" x
 
2

7
’ 

RCP

15" x 4’ 

B1

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

15" x 24’ RCP

R
C

P

15
" 

X
 

7
7
’ 

18" X 108’ RCP
18" X 36

9’ RCP

R
C

P

12
" 

X
 

4
2
’ 

15" X 19’ RCP

R
C

P

15
" 

X
 

6
9
’ 

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE
FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

12
" x
 
2

8
’ R

C
P

MH TYPE 6

15" X 100’ OPTION III

BK 2854, PG 1

MAP 222, LOT 193 

5 NEAR TURNPIKE 

YORK WATER DISTRICT

N/F

BK 16881, PG 620

PARCEL D
BK 14692 PG 721

MAP 222 LOT 166 

4 WOODS RUN 

CLARK CURTIS W JR 

N/F

BK 16881, PG 620

PARCEL D

I-95 SB ¸

I-95 É

I-95 NB ¸

SB CASH  ¸

NB CASH  ¸

GUARDRAIL TYPE 3D

2
0
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

10:1 TAPER

10:1 TAPER

12
’

6
’

2
’

2
’

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

12
’

18
’

12
’

15
’

15
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

CRASH ATTENUATOR

CENTER BARRIER

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARRIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARRIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

12
’

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

SLOPE IN WETLAND

CLEAR TO FILL 

SLOPE IN WETLAND

CLEAR TO FILL 

RECONSTRUCTION.

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

(TRAVELWAY AND 7’ INTO 

END MILL, SHIM AND PAVE 

SOUTHBOUND ¸

STA. 2342+00.00

FLASHING BEACON (SOLAR)

BARRIER MOUNTED 

+30

+00

PLANS)

(SEE UTILITY RELOCATION

EXISTING WATERLINE

REMOVE AND RELOCATE

+50

+00



ADD STREAM DATA

15" X 19’ RCP

R
C

P

15
" 

X
 

6
9
’ 

RCP

12" X 4’ 

15
" 

X
 

11
8
’ 

R
C

P

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE
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APPROX. EXIST. ROW

1336+00 1337+00 1338+00 1339+00 1340+00 1341+00 1342+00 1343+00

336+00 337+00 338+00 339+00 340+00 341+00 342+00 343+00

3336+00
3337+00 3338+00 3339+00 3340+00 3341+00 3342+00 3343+00

PI = STA. 3337+00.24

PI = 3337+00.24

CURVE DATA #2

NB CASH ̧

4009+00

4010+
00

4011+
00

4012+00

4013+00

4014+00

401
5+

00

4015+51
4015+51

7
’

7
4
’

12
’

3
6
’

12
’

2
’

2
’

6
’

12
’

3
6
’

12
’

I-95 É

I-95 NB ¸

NB CASH  ¸

I-95 É

I-95 NB ¸

NB CASH  ¸
2
0
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

10:1 TAPER

2
’

SAWCUT

12
’

12
’

10
’

12
’

12
’

CRASH ATTENUATOR

CENTER BARRIER

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARRIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

6
’-
0
"

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

SLOPE IN WETLAND

CLEAR TO FILL 

SAWCUT

STA. 1342+00.00

NORTHBOUND ¸

END MILL, SHIM AND 

PAVE (TRAVELWAY).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION.

FLASHING BEACON (SOLAR)

BARRIER MOUNTED 

+00

+30

+00

+32

+00



S
M

S
M

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

2347+00 2348+002345+00 2346+002343+00 2344+002341+00 2342+00

1341+00 1342+00 1343+00 1344+00 1345+00 1346+00 1347+00 1348+00

341+00 342+00 343+00 344+00 345+00 346+00 347+00 348+00

3341+00 3342+00 3343+00 3344+00 3345+00 3346+00 3347+00 3348+00

4341+00 4342+00 4343+00 4344+00 4345+00 4346+00 4347+00 4348+00

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

18" X 137’ RCP 15" X 78’ RCP

12
" 

X
 

5
1’
 R

C
P

RCP

12" X 4’ 

15
" 

X
 

11
8
’ 

R
C

P

15" x
 122

’ RCP

B5

CB TYPE

12
" 
x
 
3

2
9
’ 

U
D
, 

T
Y
P

E
 
’C
’

12
" 
x
 
3

2
9
’ 

U
D
, 

T
Y
P

E
 
’C
’

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

MH TYPE 6
MH TYPE 6

B5

CB TYPE

12" X 92’ RCP

15" X 122’ RCP

DRAIN

ROOF

CANOPY

DRAIN

ROOF

CANOPY

15" X 100’ OPTION III

BK 2854, PG 1

MAP 222, LOT 193 

5 NEAR TURNPIKE 

YORK WATER DISTRICT

N/F

BK 16881, PG 623

PARCEL E

BK 14382, PG 239

MAP 222 LOT 133 

205 CHASES POND ROAD 

PRICHARD JAMES M/KAREN A TRUST 

N/F

PLAN BK 239, PG 15

BK 15505, PG 654

MAP 134, PG 050 

948 US ROUTE 1  

WHIPPOORWILL HOMEOWNERS ASSOC

YORK WATER DISTRICT

N/F

BK 16881, PG 620

PARCEL D

7
’

7
4
’

12
’

3
6
’

12
’

2
’

6
’

9
4
’

7
’

2
’

2
’

6
’

12
’

3
6
’

12
’

I-95 SB ¸

I-95 É

I-95 NB ¸

NB CASH  ¸

TRANSITION

MEDIAN BARRIER

TRANSITION

MEDIAN BARRIER

ORT CONCRETE SLAB

SB CASH  ¸

GUARDRAIL TYPE 3D

ADMINISTRATION

BUILDING

TYPE 1

TERMINAL CURB

12
’

7
’

7
’

15
’

18
’ 12

’

15
’

10
’

3
2
.5
’

10:1 TAPER

11
’-
0
"

11
’-
0
"

4
’-
0
" 11
’-
0
"

4
’-
0
"

11
’-
0
"

9
4
’

2
’

6
’

12
’

3
6
’

12
’

12
’

3
6
’

12
’

2
’

6
’

2
’

7
4
’

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

6
’-
0
"

6
’-
0
"

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

10:1 TAPER

10:1 TAPER

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

CONSTRUCT 1.5:1 STONE SLOPE

CLEAR TO EXIST R.O.W.

STA. 2342+00.00

SOUTHBOUND ¸

END MILL, SHIM AND PAVE 

(TRAVELWAY AND 7’ INTO 

OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION.

STA. 1342+00.00

NORTHBOUND ¸

END MILL, SHIM AND 

PAVE (TRAVELWAY).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION.

TUNNEL É

STA. 345+00

SLAB

ORT CONCRETE 

+00

+00

+30

+32 +30 +76
+16

+80
+28+85

+25

+00

+50

+00

+81

10
’-
0
"

8
’-
0
"

10
’-
0
"

+00

+00

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

14.00’

15
.0

0
’

GATE

ADD CULVERT
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LEDGE

LEDGE

LEDGE

S
M

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

2356+002355+002353+00 2354+002350+00 2351+00 2352+002349+00

1349+00 1350+00 1351+00 1352+00 1353+00 1354+00 1355+00 1356+00

349+00 350+00 351+00 352+00 353+00 354+00 355+00 356+00

3349+00 3350+00 3351+00 3352+00 3353+00

3354+00

3355+00
3356+00

PC = STA. 3352+51.17

4349+00 4350+00 4351+00 4352+00 4353+00 4354+00 4355+00
4356+00

PRC = STA. 3353+84.05

PI = STA. 4354+99.76

PI = 4354+99.76

CURVE DATA #3

SB CASH ¸

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

B5

CB TYPE

B5

CB TYPE

B5

CB TYPE

B5

CB TYPE

B5

CB TYPE

15" x 3’ RCP
15

" 
x
 
5
2
’ 

R
C

P

15" x 3’ RCP

15
" 
x
 
5
2
’ 

R
C

P

15" x 3’ RCP 15" x 219’ RCP

B5

CB TYPE

15" x 22’ RCP

B5

CB TYPE

18" x 48’ RCP

18
" X
 
3
0
’ R

C
P

RCP

15" X 3’ 

RCP

15" X 33’ 

15
" 

X
 

5
2
’ 

R
C

P

B5

CB TYPE

B5

CB TYPE

15" X 3’ RCP

15
" 

X
 

11
2
’ 

R
C

P

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

MH TYPE 6

MH TYPE 6

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

PIPE

EXISTING

REMOVE

BK 14382, PG 235

MAP 223, LOT 065 

207 CHASES POND ROAD 

PRICHARD KAREN A/JAMES M TRUST 

N/F
BK 14382, PG 235

MAP 223, LOT 065 

207 CHASES POND ROAD 

PRICHARD KAREN A/JAMES M TRUST 

N/F

PLAN BK 239, PG 15

BK 15505, PG 654

MAP 134, PG 050 

948 US ROUTE 1  

WHIPPOORWILL HOMEOWNERS ASSOC

YORK WATER DISTRICT

N/F

E = 1.10’

T = 66.46’

L = 132.88’

R = 2012.00’

PI = 3353+17.63

CURVE DATA #2

NB CASH ¸

I-95 SB ¸

I-95 É

I-95 NB ¸

SB CASH  ¸

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

15
’

12
’

12
’

6
’

12
’

10:1 TAPER

10:1 TAPER

2
’

15
’

12
’

15
’

18
’

15
’

18
’

12
’

12
’

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

(SOLAR)

FLASHING BEACON

BARRIER MOUNTED

18
’

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

STA. 2349+50.00

SOUTHBOUND ¸

END FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION

(TRAVELWAY AND 7’ INTO 

OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

BEGIN MILL, SHIM 

AND PAVE.

CRASH ATTENUATOR

CENTER BARRIER

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

12
’

2
0
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

(TYP.)

CLEAR TO EXIST R.O.W.

SLOPE IN WETLAND

CLEAR TO FILL 

STA. 1349+50.00

NORTHBOUND ¸

END FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION 

(TRAVELWAY).

BEGIN MILL, SHIM AND 

PAVE (TRAVELWAY).

STA. 1355+00.00

NORTHBOUND ¸

END MILL, SHIM AND 

PAVE (TRAVELWAY).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION.

STA. 2355+00.00

SOUTHBOUND ¸

END MILL, SHIM 

AND PAVE (TRAVELWAY 

AND 7’ INTO 

OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION.

+50

+00

+81

+00

DETAILS FOR TYPE)

(SEE MEDIAN BARIER 

MEDIAN BARRIER

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

2
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

2
’

6
’

NB CASH  ¸

SB CASH  ¸

TYPE 3D

GUARDRAIL 
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W

W
E
L
L

PC = STA. 4360+50.50

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

2362+00 2363+002361+002360+002358+00 2359+002356+00 2357+00

1356+00 1357+00 1358+00 1359+00 1360+00 1361+00 1362+00 1363+00

356+00 357+00 358+00 359+00 360+00 361+00 362+00 363+00

3356+00
3357+00 3358+00 3358+57

4356+00
4357+00

4358+00
4359+00

4360+00
4361+00

4362+00
4363+00

PT = STA. 3358+57.05

APPROX. EXIST. ROWE = 3.91’

T = 236.59’

L = 473.00’

R = 7162.00’

PI = 3356+20.64

CURVE DATA #3

NB CASH ¸

15" x 3’ RCP 15" x 52’ RCP

B1

CB TYPE

15" x 4’ RCP

15" X 5’ RCPB1

CB TYPE

15" X 4’ RCP

15
" 

X
 

6
0
’ 

R
C

P

B1

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

15" X 4’ RCP

15" X 25’ RCP

15" x 70’ RCP

15" X 3’ RCP

B1

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

15" X 4’ RCP

R
C

P

15
" 

X
 

3
1’
 

R
C
P

3
6
" 

X
 
3
0
’ 

RCP

36" X 20’

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

PIPE AND CB

REMOVE EXISTING

WHEN NEW DRAINAGE IS COMPLETED.

REMOVE OR ABANDON IN PLACE

FOR TEMPORARY DRAINAGE.

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS. UTILIZE

PROTECT EXISTING CULVERT FROM

BK 14382, PG 235

MAP 223, LOT 065 

207 CHASES POND ROAD 

PRICHARD KAREN A/JAMES M TRUST 

N/F

BK 2064, PG 616

MAP 223, LOT 049 

265 CHASES POND ROAD 

FKA POTTER, GLADYS

RUSHLOW, GLADYS

N/F

PLAN BK 239, PG 15

BK 15505, PG 654

MAP 134, PG 050 

948 US ROUTE 1  

WHIPPOORWILL HOMEOWNERS ASSOC

YORK WATER DISTRICT

N/F

E = 2.50’

T = 249.90’

L = 499.73’

R = 12500.00’

PI = 4363+00.40

CURVE DATA #3

SB CASH ¸

I-95 SB ¸

I-95 É

I-95 NB ¸

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

2
’

GUARDRAIL TYPE 3D

12
’

15
’

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

12
’

12
’

TRANSITION (TYP.)

MEDIAN BARRIER

TYPE II

MEDIAN BARRIER

18
’

15
’

TYPE I

BARRIER

MEDIAN 

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

SLOPE IN WETLAND

CLEAR TO FILL 

(TYP.)

SLOPE IN WETLAND

CLEAR TO FILL 

END MILL, SHIM AND 

STA. 2363+00.00

SOUTHBOUND ¸

END FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION

(TRAVELWAY AND 

7’ INTO OUTSIDE 

SHOULDER).

BEGIN MILL, SHIM 

AND PAVE.

+50

+00

18
’

SLOPE IN WETLAND

CLEAR TO FILL 

STA. 1363+00.00

NORTHBOUND ¸ END FULL

DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION 

(TRAVELWAY).

BEGIN MILL, SHIM AND 

PAVE (TRAVELWAY).

STRUCTURE

OVERHEAD SIGN 

+70

+20

SB CASH  ̧

NB CASH  ̧
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S
M

S
M

S
M

PC = STA. 2366+42.72

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

PC = STA. 366+42.72

2366+002364+00 2365+00

1364+00 1365+00 1366+00

364+00 365+00 366+00

4364+00 4365+00

P
T
 
=
 

S
T

A
. 
4
3
6
5
+

5
0
.2

3
366+50 367+00 368+00

369+00
370+00

371+00

2367+00 2368+00
2369+00

2370+00
2371+00

1367+00 1368+00
1369+00

1370+00
1371+00

PC = STA. 1366+42.72

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

12" X 3’ RCP

12" X 7’ RCP

PIPE

EXISTING

ABANDON

DEBRIS

CONSTRUCTION

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

WITH FLAT TOP

CB TYPE B1

WITH FLAT TOP

CB TYPE B1

BK 2064, PG 616

MAP 223, LOT 049 

265 CHASES POND ROAD 

FKA POTTER, GLADYS

RUSHLOW, GLADYS

N/F

BK 1080, PG 149

MAP 223, LOT 141 

4 NEAR TURNPIKE 

 TRAFTON, ELIZABETH HRS

N/F

PLAN BK 239, PG 15

BK 15505, PG 654

MAP 134, PG 050 

948 US ROUTE 1  

WHIPPOORWILL HOMEOWNERS ASSOC

YORK WATER DISTRICT

N/F

350 TERMINAL

GUARDRAIL FLEAT

I-95 É

I-95 SB ¸

I-95 NB ¸

25:1 TAPER

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

R=12500’

2
’

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

18
’

15
’

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

STA. 2363+00.00

END FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION

(TRAVELWAY AND 

7’ INTO OUTSIDE 

BEGIN MILL, SHIM 

STA. 2371+2
5.00

SOUTHBOUND ̧

END MILL, SHIM 

AND PAVE

(TRAVELWAY AND 

7’ INTO OUTSIDE 

SHOULDER).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION.
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+08
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W

E = 32.14’

T = 743.50’

L = 1483.29’

R = 8583.49’

PI = 373+86.22

CURVE DATA #2

I95 ̧ ¸ ¸I95 NB 

CURVE DATA #2

PI = 1373+88.38

R = 8608.49’

L = 1487.61’

T = 745.66’

E = 32.23’ E = 32.05’

T = 741.33’

L = 1478.97’

R = 8558.49’

PI = 2373+84.05

CURVE DATA #2

I95 SB 

371+00
372+00 373+00 374+00 375+00

376+00
377+00

378+00

2371+00
2372+00 2373+00 2374+00 2375+00

2376+00
2377+00

2378+00

1371+00
1372+00 1373+00 1374+00 1375+00

1376+00
1377+00

1378+00

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

RCP

15" X 3’ 15" X 56’ RCP

B1

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

15" X 4’ RCP

R
C

P

15
" X
 

2
7
’ 

RCP

15" X 4’ 

RCP

18" X 48’ 

RCP

18" X 4’ 

RCP

18" X 29’ 

B1

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

RCP

15" X 4’ 

RCP

15" X 4’ 

RCP

15" X 56’ 

15" X 3’ RCP

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

B1

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

12" X 7’ RCP

DEBRIS

CONSTRUCTION

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

WITH FLAT TOP

CB TYPE B1

WITH FLAT TOP

CB TYPE B1

DEBRIS

CONSTRUCTION

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

PIPE AND CB

REMOVE EXISTING

WHEN NEW DRAINAGE IS COMPLETED.

REMOVE OR ABANDON IN PLACE

FOR TEMPORARY DRAINAGE.

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS. UTILIZE

PROTECT EXISTING CULVERT FROM

INV. IN=119.30

INV. IN=119.30

INV. IN=118.30

36" X 18’ RCP

36" X 201’ RCP

BK 1080, PG 149

MAP 223, LOT 141 

4 NEAR TURNPIKE 

 TRAFTON, ELIZABETH HRS

N/F

BK 2064, PG 616

MAP 223, LOT 049 

265 CHASES POND ROAD 

FKA POTTER, GLADYS

RUSHLOW, GLADYS

N/F

PLAN BK 169, PG 39

BK 14028, PG 701

MAP 223, PG 045 

273 CHASES POND ROAD

YORK WATER DISTRICT 

N/F

50:1 TAPER

350 TERMINAL

GUARDRAIL FLEAT

I-95 SB ̧

I-95 É

I-95 NB ̧

TERMINAL

REMOVE GUARDRAIL

REMOVE GUARDRAIL

GUARDRAIL TYPE 3D

350 TERMINAL

GUARDRAIL FLEAT

15
’

18
’

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

15
’

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

FILL SLOPE

CLEAR TO 

SAWCUT

STA. 2371+25.00

SOUTHBOUND ¸

END MILL, SHIM 

AND PAVE

(TRAVELWAY AND 

7’ INTO OUTSIDE 

SHOULDER).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION.

STA. 1378+50.00

NORTHBOUND ¸

END FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION 

(TRAVELWAY).

BEGIN MILL, SHIM AND 

PAVE (TRAVELWAY).

STA. 2378+25.0
0

SOUTHBOUND ̧

END FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION

(TRAVELWAY AND 

7’ INTO OUTSIDE 

SHOULDER).

BEGIN MILL, SHIM 

AND PAVE.

STA. 1372+50.00

NORTHBOUND ¸ END MILL, SHIM 

AND PAVE (TRAVELWAY).

BEGIN FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION (TRAVELWAY).

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

2
’

TYPE 3D

GUARDRAIL 

18
’

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER
ANCHORED END

TERMINAL END

STRUCTURE

OVERHEAD SIGN 

12
’

+54

+41

+00

+50

+30

+86

+36
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APPROX. EXIST. ROW

PT = STA. 1381+30.33

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

PT = STA. 381+26.01

378+00 379+00 380+00 381+00
382+00

383+00
384+00

385+00

2378+00 2379+00 2380+00 2381+00
2382+00

2383+00
2384+00

2385+00

1378+00 1379+00 1380+00 1381+00 1382+00
1383+00

1384+00
1385+00

APPROX. EXIST. ROW

PT = STA. 2381+21.69

12" X 3’ RCP

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

FLAT TOP

B1  WITH

CB TYPE

DEBRIS

CONSTRUCTION

CULVERT FROM

PROTECT EXISTING

PIPE

EXISTING

REMOVE

PLAN BK 169, PG 39

BK 14028, PG 701

MAP 223, PG 045 

273 CHASES POND ROAD

YORK WATER DISTRICT 

N/F

BK 1080, PG 149

MAP 223, LOT 141 

4 NEAR TURNPIKE 

 TRAFTON, ELIZABETH HRS

N/F

PLAN BK 169, PG 39

BK 14028, PG 701

MAP 223, PG 045 

273 CHASES POND ROAD

YORK WATER DISTRICT 

N/F

TYPE I

MEDIAN BARRIER

50:1 TAPER

GUARDRAIL TYPE 3D

REMOVE GUARDRAIL

25:1 TAPER

I-95 É

350 TERMINAL

GUARDRAIL FLEAT 

15
’

REMOVE GUARDRAIL

GUARDRAIL

REMOVE DOUBLE 

12
’–

12
’–

10
’–

12
’–

12
’–

12
’–

13
’–

SAWCUT

SAWCUT

TYPE 3D

GUARDRAIL 

STA. 1383+54.3

NORTHBOUND ¸

END FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION 

(MEDIAN SHOULDER)

STA. 1378+50.00
NORTHBOUND ̧
END FULL DEPTH 
RECONSTRUCTION 
(TRAVELWAY).
BEGIN MILL, SHIM AND PAVE (TRAVELWAY).

STA. 2378+25.00

SOUTHBOUND ¸

END FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION

(TRAVELWAY AND 

7’ INTO OUTSIDE 

SHOULDER).

BEGIN MILL, SHIM 

AND PAVE.

STA. 1382+00.00

NORTHBOUND ¸

END MILL, SHIM AND 

PAVE (TRAVELWAY).

END FULL DEPTH 

RECONSTRUCTION 

(OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

STA. 2384+44.4

SOUTHBOUND ¸

END MILL, SHIM AND PAVE 

(TRAVELWAY AND 7’ INTO 

OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

END FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION

(BEYOND 7’ INTO OUTSIDE 

SHOULDER AND MEDIAN SHOULDER).

BEGIN SHOULDER WIDENING 

(OUTSIDE SHOULDER).

STRUCTURE

OVERHEAD SIGN

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’–

12
’–SAWCUT

SAWCUT

TYPE II

MEDIAN BARRIER 

TERMINAL END

THRIE BEAM

SAWCUT
SAWCUT

+50

+27

+77

+28

+50

I-95 SB ̧

I-95 NB ̧

MATCH EXISTING GUARDRAIL

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’

12
’
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M
B

M
B

M
B

S
M

E
 

=
 

1
2
.1

3
’

T
 

=
 

9
2
.9

2
’

L
 
=
 

1
8
1
.6

5
’

R
 

=
 

3
5
0
.0

0
’

P
I
 
=
 

2
2

+
5
0
.5

5

C
U

R
V

E
 

D
A

T
A
 

#
1

2
0

+
0
0

2
1

+
0
0

2
2

+
0
0

POB = STA. 20+00.00

PC = STA. 21+57.63

15" X 52’ OPTION III

INV. OUT = 188.00

INV. IN = 188.75

BK 16554, PG 424

MAP 94, LOT 35E

175 CHASES POND RD.

POLLARD

HARRY O. POLLARD IV & CALEIGH L. 

N/F

BK 14941, PG 183

MAP 94, LOT 35D

173 CHASES POND RD.

WILLIAM A. MEADER IV & RADKA MEADER

N/F

BK 2361, PG 148

MAP 94, LOT 36

191 CHASES POND RD.

& JOANNE RUTHERFORD

JAMES R. RUTHERFORD III

N/F

BK 16881, PG 623

PARCEL A

BK 16881, PG 620

PARCEL H10’10’

R
=2

0’ R
=2

0’

SAWCUT

STA. 20+08

ACCESS ROAD ¸

BEGIN MILL, SHIM 

AND PAVE

STA. 20+12

ACCESS ROAD ¸

END MILL, SHIM 

AND PAVE.

BEGIN FULL DEPH 

CONSTRUCTION.

CHASES POND ROAD
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E = 12.13’

T = 92.92’

L = 181.65’

R = 350.00’

PI = 22+50.55

CURVE DATA #1

E = 38.39
’

T = 199.6
7’

L = 379.9
4’

R = 500.0
0’

PI = 26+05.29
CURVE DATA #2

E = 12.76’ T = 113.70’
L = 223.60’ R = 500.00’

PI = 30+04.03
CURVE DATA #3

22+00

23+00

24+00

25+00 26+00

27+
00

28
+00

29
+00
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A
. 

2
8
+

9
0
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3

BERM SPREADER

35’ LONG STONE 

15" X 70’ OPTION III
BERM SPREADER

30’ LONG STONE

OPTION III

18" X 80’

INV. OUT = 186.00

INV. IN = 187.00 INV. IN = 184.50

INV. OUT = 182.00

191.50

BK 16881, PG 621

PARCEL BBK 16881, PG 623

PARCEL A

BK 16881, PG 622

PARCEL G
BK 16881, PG 620

PARCEL H
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BK 16881, PG 620

PARCEL F
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ATTACHMENT 8.      EROSION CONTROL PLAN   
 
The General Permit for the Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) as per the memorandum of agreement 
requires under 38 M.R.S.A. 484(4-a)) for MTA to comply with the Stormwater Management and Erosion 
Control Standards that are outlined in the General Permit.  The York Toll Plaza Replacement project 
must comply with the basic standards and the general standards as written below:  

“Basic Standards: MTA Requires an Erosion Control Plan (developed by the contractor and 
approved by MTA) for all projects in accordance with the Maine Department of Transportation’s 
Best Management Practices for Erosion and Sediment Control (BMP’s), dated February 2008.  All 
projects meeting this GP shall comply with the Basic Standards of the DEP Stormwater Rules.”  

General Standards: For projects that are large enough to trigger the General Standard threshold 
in the DEP’s Chapter 500 Stormwater Management Rules, MTA shall meet the General Standards 
for all projects as follows:  

a) A linear portion of a project associated with an existing travel corridor shall meet the 
General Standards to the extent practicable using existing available right of way as 
determined through consultation with, and agreement by, DEP. 

b) A linear portion of a project that is not associated with an existing travel corridor shall meet 
the General Standards to the extent practicable as determined through the consultation 
with, and agreement by, DEP. 

c) A non-linear portion of a project shall meet the General Standards, except that 
redevelopment of existing impervious area may qualify for the exception in DEP’s Chapter 
500 § 4(C)(2)(d) 

 

The MTA and its consultant team will prepare contract documents including technical specifications and 
drawings that will be provided to bidding contractors.  As part of their documents, the selected 
contractor will be required to submit a phasing plan and erosion control plan prior to construction for 
MTA approval.  This plan will be required to meet the general permit requirements.  Furthermore, these 
documents are designed to provide specifications for the installation and implementation of soil erosion 
and sedimentation control measures while allowing adequate flexibility to apply the most appropriate 
measures based on site-specific conditions, the construction sequence, timing, and weather.  Bid 
packages and contracts for work to be performed for the project will include these specific guidelines to 
ensure the work is completed in an environmentally sensitive manner.  MTA personnel and their 
representatives will ensure that the procedures contained in the Erosion and Sedimentation Control 
Plan prepared for the project are followed by regularly inspecting all work and requiring corrective 
action when necessary.   
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ATTACHMENT 9.       SITE CONDITIONS   

 

The project location is mile 8.8 on the Maine Turnpike (US Interstate 95) in York, Maine just 1.5 
miles north of the existing toll plaza.  This location was selected based on several factors 
discussed in previous sections and was determined to be the Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) for this project.  The conditions of the site are such that the 
impacts to natural resources are 1.46 acres of wetland impacts and will not require extensive 
soil remediation like the existing site of the plaza.  The following narrative is a brief summary of 
the site conditions based on the assessments completed as part of the pre-application process.  
The reports detailing the following information can be found in appendix 9 of this application.   

 

9.1 Wetlands and Waterbodies  

The wetlands in the selected project area, mile 8.8, are governed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) under Section 404 of the clean water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and by 
the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) under the Natural Resources Protection Act 
(NRPA) (38 M.R.S.A. §480A- HH) and the applicable Wetland and Waterbodies Protection Rules (Chapter 
310). The wetlands at this location were delineated by Gary M. Fullerton of Sebago Technics in April and 
May of 2015.  The delineation conforms to the standards and methods outlined in the 1987 Wetlands 
Delineation Manual and Regional Supplement authored and published by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  The delineated wetland boundaries were located in the field using a Trimble global 
positioning system (GPS) backpack unit. 

The wetlands on the site fall within two general classifications as defined by Classification of Wetlands 
and Deepwater Habitats (Cowardin, et al., 1979).  The two classifications are forested and emergent 
wetlands all within the Palustrine (non-tidal) system.   

There are several significant vernal pools that have been identified within the project area.  The Maine 
Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) has indicated the access road will cause some 
fragmentation of the upland habitat between some of the pools, but the impact should be minimal as 
traffic will be limited to toll plaza and maintenance employees.  The alignment of the access road is 
designed in order to minimize upland impacts to the vernal pools in the area while considering the 
constraints of the project area. There will be no direct impact to the significant vernal pools as a result of 
this project. 

A detailed report describing the findings of the field evaluation of wetland and vernal pool 
characteristics, photos, and field data forms, are provided in appendix 9. 

 

9.2 Threatened and Endangered Species   

As part of the Environmental Assessment conducted for this project, the Maine Natural Areas Program 
(MNAP), the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
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Services (USFWS) were contacted for information on rare or exemplary natural communities threated or 
endangered species known to occur within the project area. (See Appendix 9I) 

The Maine Department of inland Fisheries and Wildlife responded to a request for information on 
threatened or endangered species and determined that there were no Essential Habitats that would be 
directly impacted by this project.  There are several state-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Species of 
Special Concern that have been documented in the project area.  The species are as follows; New 
England Cottontail (Endangered), Spotted Turtle (Threatened), and Eastern Ribbon Snake (Special 
Concern).  The project area is immediately adjacent to Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird Habitats 
(IWWHs).  MDIFW recommends these resources be avoided in the design of this project. 

The Maine Natural Areas Program responded to the request for information on Rare and Exemplary 
Botanical Features within the project area and determined that there were several locations where such 
features were mapped.  There were four locations with Sweet-Pepper Bush and one location with 
Smooth Winterberry Holly within the mile 8.8 project area but not within the direct impact area.  MNAP 
was contacted again February 18, 2016 to request an updated review of the selected location.  The 
response indicated that MNAP has no concerns about the project area as the Exemplary Botanical 
Features do not fall within the direct impact area of the project. 

 

9.2.1 New England Cottontail  

The New England Cottontail is identified by the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife 
Service as a candidate for listing as an endangered species.  The New England Cottontail is limited to 
York and Cumberland County Maine, although their range once extended as far north as Augusta 
according to IF&W information.  The IF&W reports that in recent years cottontails have been found in 
Berwick, Biddeford, Cape Elizabeth, Cumberland, Dayton, Elliot, Falmouth, Gorham, Kittery, Portland, 
Saco, Scarborough, South Berwick, South Portland, Wells, Westbrook, Windham, and York.  As part of 
the permitting, IF&W requires a review of the site for potential habitat and indications of Cottontail 
presence.  In July 2010 a New England Cottontail Pellet Study was completed by Normandeau 
Associates, Inc. in the area of mile 7.3 to 8.7 and noted no conclusive signs of the New England 
Cottontail.  The Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) has confirmed that there 
has been no evidence observed that New England Cottontail are present at the project site, but that 
there are populations both north and south of the area.  (See Appendix 9H) 

 

9.2.2 Northern Long-eared Bat 

A final version of the Northern Long-Eared Bat 4(d) rule of the Endangered Species Act was published in 
January of 2016 to replace the interim rule initially used to evaluate the York Toll Plaza Replacement 
Project.  The final 4(d) rule states that any incidental take of Northern Long-Eared Bats resulting from 
tree removal is prohibited if activity occurs within a 0.25 mile radius of known Northern Long-Eared Bat 
hibernacula or if the activity cuts or otherwise destroys known occupied maternity roosts or any other 
trees within a 150-foot radius of the known maternity roosts between June 1 and July 31.  In July 2015 a 
Rare Bat Acoustic Study was completed by Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. for the project area at mile 
8.8 (Appendix 9G).  The conclusion of this study indicated an “unlikely presence” of the Northern Long-
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Eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) within the project area.  The actions taken to satisfy the interim 4(d) 
rule remain sufficient in the adoption of the final 4(d) rule. (See Appendix 9G) 

 

9.2.3 Spotted Turtles and Ribbon Snakes:  

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) has identified a population of spotted 
turtles (threatened) and a population of ribbon snake (special concern) within the project area.  Both 
the spotted turtles and ribbon snakes are likely to travel between surrounding wetlands within a larger 
complex.  There are wetlands within the inhabited complex, wetlands 12, 13, and 15, which will be 
impacted by this project as well as some loss of the forested buffer for wetland 11.  Correspondence 
between MTA and MDIFW has indicated that compensation and mitigation efforts, including plans to 
fund a turtle crossing on route 236 in Elliot, ME, are sufficient for the minimal impacts to habitat.  (See 
Appendix 9I and Attachment 13).  
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APPENDIX A:  MDEP VISUAL EVALUATION 

FIELD SURVEY CHECKLIST 
 (Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. §§ 480 A - Z) 

 
Name of applicant:_Maine Turnpike Authority___________________________ Phone: _________________  

Application Type: _Natural Resource Protection Act Permit_____________________________ 

Activity Type: (brief activity description) Toll Plaza Replacement __________________________________  

Activity Location: Town:__York_____________________  Court:   Cumberland  ______________________  

GIS Coordinates, if known:           ____________________     ______________________________________  

Date of Survey:_10-14-16____________Observer:_Emmy Irvin___________ Phone:  207-200-2096 ______  

Distance Between the Proposed Visibility 
 Activity and Resource (in Miles) 

1.Would the activity be visible from:     0-¼  ¼-1  1+   
 
A.  A National Natural Landmark or other outstanding                    
                 natural feature?  No 

 
B.  A State or National Wildlife Refuge, Sanctuary, or                       

   Preserve or a State Game Refuge?  No   
 

C. A state or federal trail?  No              
 
D. A public site or structure listed on the National                      
  Register of Historic Places?  No 
 
E. A National or State Park?            
 
F. 1) A municipal park or public open space?            
 
    2) A publicly owned land visited, in part, for the use,    X        

 observation, enjoyment and appreciation of 
     natural or man-made visual qualities? 

                                      York Land Trust 
    3) A public resource, such as the Atlantic Ocean,                          X          

 a great pond or a navigable river?  
                      Not within visibility range 
2.  What is the closest estimated distance to a similar activity?        
                                         N/A 
3.  What is the closest distance to a public facility                    
        intended for a similar use?   N/A  
4.   Is the visibility of the activity seasonal?     Yes  No 

(i.e., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons) 
 
5.  Are any of the resources checked in question 1 used by the public  Yes  No 

during the time of year during which the activity will be visible? 
 

A listing of National Natural Landmarks and other outstanding natural features in the State of Maine can be 
found at:  www.nature.nps.gov/nnl/Registry/USA_map/states/Maine/maine.htm . In addition, unique natural 
areas are listed in the Maine Atlas and Gazetteer published by DeLorme.  

           (pink) 

http://www.nature.nps.gov/nnl/Registry/USA_map/states/Maine/maine.htm


 
Most Maine State and National Wildlife Refuges, Sanctuaries, and Preserves and State Game Refuges are listed in 

the Maine Atlas and Gazetteer published by DeLorme.  
 

Most State and federal trails are listed in the Maine Atlas and Gazetteer published by DeLorme.  In addition, the 
Maine Department of Conservation maintains a list of state parks with trails that can be searched by county 
at: www.state.me.us/doc/parks/programs/db_search/index.html 

 
Maine sites and structures listed on the National Register of Historic Places pursuant to the National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, can be searched by town at:  www.cr.nps.gov/nr/research/nris.htm 
 
In addition, State historic sites can be found at:  www.state.me.us/doc/parks/programs/db_search/index.html  A 

partial listing of historic sites in Maine can be found in the Maine Atlas and Gazetteer published by 
DeLorme. 

 
A listing of Maine State Parks can be found at: www.state.me.us/doc/parks/programs/db_search/index.html or in 

the Maine Atlas and Gazetteer published by DeLorme.  Acadia National Park on Mount Desert Island is 
Maine’s only National Park.   

 
 
For guidance on completing this field survey checklist, please contact Licensing staff in the Division of Land 

Resource Regulation at the following offices:  
 
 

 
(Headquarters) 

Central Maine Regional Office 
17 State House Station 

Ray Building, Hospital Street 
Augusta, Maine 04333 

(207) 287-3901 or 
toll free at 1-800-452-1942 

 

Eastern Maine Regional Office 
106 Hogan Road 

Bangor, Maine 04401 
(207) 941-4570 or 

toll free at 1-888-769-1137 
 

Northern Maine Regional Office 
1235 Central Drive 

Presque Isle, Maine 04769 
(207) 764-0477 or 

toll free at 1-888-769-1053 
 

Southern Maine Regional Office 
312 Canco Road 

Portland, Maine 04103 
(207) 822-6300 or 

toll free at 1-888-769-1036 

 
  (pink) 

  
 

http://www.state.me.us/doc/parks/programs/db_search/index.html
http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/research/nris.htm
http://www.state.me.us/doc/parks/programs/db_search/index.html
http://www.state.me.us/doc/parks/programs/db_search/index.html


 

10. 1 
 

ATTACHMENT 10.     NOTICE OF INTENT  
 

The MTA will circulate the Public Notice that follows in an area newspaper and will notify project 
abutters.  The abutters for this project area were identified using York GIS tax map information.  The list 
of abutters is provided in Appendix 10 of this application.  
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    08/08 

PUBLIC NOTICE: 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE 

Please take notice that 

Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street  
Portland, Maine 04102 
(207) 871-7771

is intending to file a Natural Resources Protection Act permit application with the Maine Department of 
Environmental Protection pursuant to the provisions of 38 M.R.S.A. §§  480-A thru 480-BB on or about 

October 17, 2016 

The application is for: 

The construction of a new York Toll Plaza 

at the following location: 

Mile 8.8 U.S. I-95 Turnpike, York, Maine 

A request for a public hearing or a request that the Board of Environmental Protection assume 
jurisdiction over this application must be received by the Department in writing, no later than 20 days 
after the application is found by the Department to be complete and is accepted for processing.  A 
public hearing may or may not be held at the discretion of the Commissioner or Board of Environmental 
Protection.  Public comment on the application will be accepted throughout the processing of the 
application. 

The application will be filed for public inspection at the Department of Environmental Protection's office 
in Portland during normal working hours.  A copy of the application may also be seen at the municipal 
offices in York, Maine. 

Written public comments may be sent to the regional office in Portland where the application is filed for 
public inspection: 

MDEP, Southern Maine Regional Office, 312 Canco Road, Portland, Maine 04103 
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                08/08 
PUBLIC NOTICE FILING AND CERTIFICATION 

 

Department Rules, Chapter 2, require an applicant to provide public notice for all Tier 2, Tier 3 and 
individual Natural Resources Protect Act projects.  In the notice, the applicant must describe the proposed 
activity and where it is located.  “Abutter” for the purposes of the notice provision means any person who 
owns property that is BOTH (1) adjoining and (2) within one mile of the delineated project boundary, 
including owners of property directly across a public or private right of way.  
 
1. Newspaper:  You must publish the Notice of Intent to File in a newspaper circulated in the area where 

the activity is located.  The notice must appear in the newspaper within 30 days prior to the filing of 
the application with the Department.  You may use the attached Notice of Intent to File form, or one 
containing identical information, for newspaper publication and certified mailing. 
 

2. Abutting Property Owners:  You must send a copy of the Notice of Intent to File by certified mail to 
the owners of the property abutting the activity.  Their names and addresses can be obtained from the 
town tax maps or local officials.  They must receive notice within 30 days prior to the filing of the 
application with the Department. 
 

3. Municipal Office:  You must send a copy of the Notice of Intent to File and a duplicate of the entire 
application to the Municipal Office. 
 
ATTACH a list of the names and addresses of the owners of abutting property. 

 

CERTIFICATION 
 

By signing below, the applicant or authorized agent certifies that: 
 
1. A Notice of Intent to File was published in a newspaper circulated in the area where the project site is 

located within 30 days prior to filing the application; 
2. A certified mailing of the Notice of Intent to File was sent to all abutters within 30 days of the filing of 

the application; 
3. A certified mailing of the Notice of Intent to File, and a duplicate copy of the application was sent to 

the town office of the municipality in which the project is located; and 
4. Provided notice of and held a public informational meeting, if required, in accordance with Chapter 2, 

Rules Concerning the Processing of Applications, Section 13, prior to filing the application.  Notice of 
the meeting was sent by certified mail to abutters and to the town office of the municipality in which 
the project is located at least ten days prior to the meeting.  Notice of the meeting was also published 
once in a newspaper circulated in the area where the project site is located at least seven days prior to 
the meeting. 

 
The Public Informational Meeting was held on _________________________________. 
       Date 
 
Approximately _________ members of the public attended the Public Informational Meeting.  
 
 
_____________________________________              _______________________ 
Signature of Applicant or authorized agent    Date 
 

 



 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
September 23, 2016  
 

Erin Courtney 
513-2982 

ecourtney@maineturnpike.com  

 
 

Notice of public meeting pertaining to York Toll Plaza - 
October 5, 2016 

Public Meeting will take place on at York Maintenance at 7:00 p.m.  

On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in 
preparation for applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection 
Act.  The purpose of the permit is to relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the 
turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of Intent under its General 
Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-
A, et. Seq. and its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine 
Turnpike Authority on February 29, 2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development 
Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 
 
The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its 
anticipated environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide 
comment to the Department of Environmental Protection during the application process. 
 
The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 
10 Spur Road, York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 
   

### 
 

mailto:ecourtney@maineturnpike.com
http://www.maineturnpike.com/
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Project Description 

Background.  After a decade of analysis, the Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) is applying for state and 
federal environmental permits to construct a modern Open Road Tolling (ORT) plaza at Mile 8.8 in York 
and to demolish the existing barrier plaza at Mile 7.3. 
 
ORT plazas allow travelers to cruise through in open center lanes and pay tolls electronically at highway 
speeds (70 mph), and also allow non-E-ZPass customers to pay cash at staffed toll booths to the right.  
ORT facilities are already built and operating on I-95 in Hampton, New Hampshire and on the Maine 
Turnpike in New Gloucester.  Two other MTA ORT plazas are under construction in West Gardiner and 
Falmouth, and another is in design in Scarborough.   
 
While the York will be the fifth ORT plaza on the Maine Turnpike, it is clearly the most important.  Located 
at the gateway to Maine, the York plaza handles about 30 million travelers and collects over $50 million 
per year, which represents about 40% of all MTA revenue. 
 
The Problem.  The existing barrier plaza at Mile 7.3 has serious safety, operational, and condition 
deficiencies.   Originally designed in the late 1960’s as a temporary barrier plaza for all vehicles to stop to 
take paper tickets and pay cash, it has approaches sinking into clay soils, is surrounded by wetlands, has 
a leaking tunnel full of electrical components, and uses outdated software and toll equipment held 
together with used parts.  Further, it is located on a curve at the bottom of a hill near an interchange and 
overpass, which causes sight distance restrictions, weaving, and other safety concerns.  And it does not 
allow tolling at highway speeds as travelers now expect.  Accordingly, the USACE-approved purpose of 
this project is to address these deficiencies by replacing the existing barrier toll plaza with highway speed 
electronic tolling lanes and cash (non-EZ pass) lanes.   
 
The Solution.  The project calls for the construction of a modern ORT plaza at Mile 8.8. 
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The project has an estimated construction cost of $40 million.  The scope includes: 

• 6 open, high-speed (70 mph) E-ZPass center lanes (3 in each direction) with overhead open frame 
gantries with electronic toll collection equipment 

• Construction of 9 cash lanes with toll booths (4 northbound and 5 southbound) 

• Service tunnel for toll equipment, utilities, and safe passage of staff 

• Highway reconstruction of mainline to accommodate approach and departure lanes  

• Driveway and utilities from Chases Pond Road 

• Administration building and parking lot near the Turnpike 

• Construction of stormwater management measures within the Turnpike right of way 

• Demolition of the existing 17-lane barrier plaza, administration building and driveway at Mile 7.3. 

  

 

Plan view showing improvements at Mile 8.8. 

If permitting goes as planned, travelers will be enjoying the new ORT plaza by 2020. 

 

You may submit permitting-related comments to Robert Green at the Maine Department of 
Environmental Protection via email at Robert.Green@maine.gov or by mail at 312 Canco Road, 
Portland, Maine 04103. 

mailto:Robert.Green@maine.gov
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Minimal Impacts 

Although a substantial piece of construction, careful design and siting in close collaboration with environmental 
agencies has resulted in minimal environmental impacts. 

• 1.46 acres of total wetland impact, being mostly forested wetlands with relatively low functions & values.  
(Direct impacts are shown in brown in the map below.) 

• No direct impacts to significant vernal pool impacts.  1.41 ac of impact to buffers of significant vernal pools. 

• 24 linear feet of stream impacts.  

• No impacts to any federally listed Threatened and Endangered species. 

• 0.13 acres of impact to the habitat of two state Threatened and Endangered Species. 

• All impacts are being mitigated in cooperation with federal and state agencies at an estimated cost of over 
$450,000.  

 

By USACE definition, this project has “no more than minimal . . . adverse effects on the aquatic environment”. 

This project does not displace any home.  In fact, there are only 4 houses within 1,000 feet of the new site. 

From dozens of meetings with York officials and residents over the years, it is apparent that there have been 
local concerns regarding air, noise, and light.  The MTA commissioned expert analyses of all these issues.  Full 
copies of these analyses are available on the MTA website.  Taken together, they show that this project generally 
will reduce impacts and affect fewer York residents.   
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Air 

• The new ORT plaza is located on the top of a hill and on a straight stretch of highway and allows 70% of 
cars and 85% of trucks to pass without braking and accelerating. 

• Jacobs Engineering studied air impacts using state-of-the-science air and traffic models. 

• This study found that net emissions will be cut by 16% overall. 

Noise 

• Although vehicle noise from public ways is exempt from permitting consideration, the MTA commissioned 
a detailed noise analysis from Jacobs due to local concerns. 

• The audible change in sound that is perceivable by the typical human ear is 3 dB(A).  The largest difference 
between existing and future noise levels caused by this project will be 1 dB(A). 

• Residences in the Whippoorwill subdivision or along Chase’s Pond Road will not experience perceptible 
noise impacts from this project.  Two homes built in close proximity to the Turnpike on Woods Run already 
experience relatively high noise levels.  This project will not make that existing situation perceptibly worse.   

• The use of engine brakes at the proposed ORT plaza should be virtually eliminated given that 85% of trucks 
now use E-Z Pass and will not be slowing, and the location of the plaza on the crest of a hill will help to 
slow down the remaining 15% of trucks that pay cash. 

• Jacobs bottom line conclusion:  There will be no perceptible noise impacts due to the relocation of the 
toll plaza to Mile 8.8. 

Light 

• Jacobs Engineering is designing the lighting using the latest design standards and fixtures.  Modern LED 
“fully cut off” lighting complying with dark sky laws will be used.  House-side light shields will control light 
trespass.  These fixtures direct the light in a narrower beam, “painting” the road and other points of 
interest.  The glow from a distance is extremely limited. 

• The color of light will be toward the “warmer” end of the spectrum, as opposed to the cooler, blueish hues 
that some LEDs emit. 

• Due to the fixtures used and the height of the trees that surround the proposed plaza, Jacobs expects that 
lighting will be practically undetectable to abutters in the vicinity of the proposed toll plaza. 

• Two homes built in close proximity to the Turnpike on Woods Run likely will see the lighted highway, at 
least when the leaves are off the trees.  Residences in the Whippoorwill subdivision or along Chase’s Pond 
Road will not.  

 

You may submit permitting-related comments to Robert Green at the Maine Department of Environmental 
Protection via email at Robert.Green@maine.gov or by mail at 312 Canco Road, Portland, Maine 04103. 

mailto:Robert.Green@maine.gov
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ATTACHMENT 11.     MHPC CORRESPONDENCE   
 

Maine Turnpike Authority is submitting a permit application to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) for a 404 permit as well as a Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) tier three 
National Resources Preservation Act Permit.  Therefore the Maine Historic Preservation Commission 
(MHPC) and Historic Preservation Officers of Maine’s Native American Tribes have been contacted for 
information on the location and existence of historic or tribal resources.  
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PENOBSCOT NATION  

CULTURAL & HISTORIC PRESERVATION  

12 WABANAKI WAY, INDIAN ISLAND, ME  04468 

CHRIS SOCKALEXIS – TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

E-MAIL:   chris.sockalexis@penobscotnation.org   FAX: 207-817-7450 

 

NAME 
 

Owens McCullough 

ADDRESS 
 

Sebago Technics 

75 John Roberts Road, Suite 1A 

South Portland, ME 04106 

OWNER’S NAME 
 

Maine Turnpike Authority 

TELEPHONE 
 

(207) 200-2100 

FAX 
 

 

EMAIL  
 

omccullough@sebagotechnics.com 

PROJECT NAME 
 

York Toll Plaza Relocation  

PROJECT SITE 
 

York, ME  

DATE OF REQUEST 
 

September 13, 2016 

DATE REVIEWED 
 

October 12, 2016 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project. This project appears to have 

no impact on a structure or site of historic, architectural or archaeological significance to the Penobscot 

Nation as defined by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.   

 

If Native American cultural materials are encountered during the course of the project, please contact my 

office at (207) 817-7471.  Thank you for consulting with the Penobscot Nation on this project. 

 

 
CHRIS SOCKALEXIS, THPO 

Penobscot Nation 

mailto:chris.sockalexis@penobscotnation.org
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ATTACHMENT 12.         WETLAND FUNCTIONS AND VALUES ASSESSMENT 
 

Mile 8.8 York Toll Plaza Relocation 

The wetland functions and values assessment was conducted in accordance with the “Wetland Functions 
and Values: Descriptive Approach” described in the September 1999 (NAEEP 360-1-30a) supplement to 
“The Highway Methodology Workbook” by the New England Division of the US Army Corps of Engineers.  
This method is a descriptive approach combining both a qualitative description of physical characteristics 
of wetlands and best professional judgment.  This approach allows the evaluator to use “descriptors” in 
determining which functions and values are most representative of each wetland.  An evaluation for each 
wetland can be found in this report.  The functions and values assessment forms are provided in appendix 
12 of this application. 
 
West Side of the Turnpike: 
 
Wetland 8 (PFO1E) 
 
A small portion of this forested wetland was mapped near the Maine Turnpike.  It extends beyond the 
limits of this project area.  This forested wetland is dominated by red maple, gray birch, winterberry, 
speckled alder, meadowsweet, royal fern, sensitive fern, iris and cattail. The soils are classified as poorly 
drained Brayton fine sandy loam.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland are 
sediment/toxicant retention and nutrient removal.  This is a large headwater wetland which drains through 
a 48-inch culvert under the turnpike and forms a stream at the outlet on the east side of the turnpike.  No 
direct impacts are proposed in this wetland. 
 
Wetland 9 (PFO1E) 
 
A small portion of this forested wetland was mapped near the turnpike.  It extends beyond the limits of 
this project area up a steep slope to the west.  This forested wetland is dominated by red maple, 
winterberry, highbush blueberry, sensitive fern, royal fern, iris and various sedges.  The soils are classified 
as very poorly drained Sebago mucky peat with greater than 36 inches of organic soil as identified using a 
soil auger in the field.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland are sediment/toxicant 
retention, nutrient removal, and some groundwater recharge.  This wetland drains from Chases Pond Road 
and then eventually down a steep slope into this small wetland near the turnpike.  The water seems to 
pond up here before it leaves through a 30-inch culvert under the turnpike.  There may be some 
groundwater recharge occurring prior to entering the culvert.  There are direct impacts proposed in this 
wetland for the project.  
 
Wetland 10 (PFO1E) 
 
This is an isolated forested wetland adjacent to the turnpike which is proposed to be completely filled in 
for the project.  It is approximately 8,500 square feet in size.  This wetland is dominated by white pine, 
red maple, winterberry, witchazel, cinnamon fern and sensitive fern.  The soils are fine-textured silt loam 
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with stones.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland are sediment/toxicant retention and 
nutrient removal.  There is no outlet to this wetland; it is possible that this did not exist prior to the 
turnpike construction.  The fill from the turnpike may have “dammed” up this area not allowing it to drain. 
 
Wetland 11 (PEM1F) 
 
This wetland is an emergent marsh which is a basin in the middle of a large wetland complex.  There are 
several wetlands to the southwest that drain from Chases Pond Road to this marsh.  This wetland then 
drains northeasterly towards the turnpike, draining then through the turnpike ditch for approximately 
400 feet.  It then meets up with water from a 36-inch culvert under the turnpike and runs northwesterly 
creating a jurisdictional stream.  This stream eventually drains into Westland 30.  This area drains back 
under the turnpike via a 36-inch culvert and empties into the Cape Neddick River on the east side of the 
turnpike.   
 
The dominant vegetation in Wetland 11 is cattail but the dryer portions contain meadowsweet and 
speckled alder.  The soils are classified as very poorly drained Chocorua peat with greater than 36 inches 
of organic soil as identified using a soil auger in the field.  The primary functions which are served by this 
wetland are groundwater recharge, floodflow alteration, sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, 
wildlife habitat, and endangered species habitat.  There are no direct impacts proposed in this wetland 
for the project.  
 
Wetland 12 (PFO1E) 
 
This is the forested portion of the large wetland complex described above.  It is located at the outlet of 
Wetland 11 and ends at the turnpike ditch.  It contains a non-significant vernal pool as mapped by HNTB.  
The dominant vegetation is red maple, highbush blueberry, royal fern and cinnamon fern.  The soils are 
very poorly drained and consist of approximately 8 inches of organic topsoil overlying sandy loam subsoil.  
The primary function which is served by this wetland is wildlife habitat.  The portion of this wetland closest 
to the turnpike is proposed to be altered. 
 
Wetland 13 (PFO1E) 
 
This wetland receives water from Wetland 12 as well as from Wetland 15 on the east side of the turnpike.  
This is a forested wetland that contains a jurisdictional stream.  The dominant vegetation is red maple, 
white ash, yellow birch, ironwood, witchazel, cinnamon fern and sensitive fern.  The soils are poorly 
drained glacial till consisting of fine sandy loam.  The primary function which is served by this wetland is 
groundwater discharge.  This is a low area which contains shallow ledge allowing for groundwater to 
surface in a stream.   
 
Wetland 30 (PFO1E) 
 
This wetland is a large wetland that is downslope of wetland 13.  It eventually outlets through a 36-inch 
culvert to the east side of the turnpike into Wetland 42, eventually ending at the Cape Neddick River.  This 
is a typical maple swamp that includes red maple, speckled alder, winterberry, meadowsweet, sensitive 
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fern and various sedges.  The soils contain a thin organic layer overlying a firm silt loam and would most 
likely be classified as poorly drained Scantic silt loam.  The primary functions which are served by this 
wetland are sediment/toxicant retention and nutrient removal.  This wetland contains slow moving water 
and little to no channel which may be due to the constricted outlet at the turnpike.  This allows the 
sediments and nutrients from the turnpike to get “trapped” in the wetland prior to entering the Cape 
Neddick River.  Less than 1,300 square feet of wetland disturbance is proposed in this area. 
 
Wetland 53 (PFO1E) 
 
This is an isolated wetland within the “Morrison subdivision” parcel.  It is classified as a non-significant 
vernal pool.  The dominant wetland vegetation is highbush blueberry and cinnamon fern.  The soils contain 
a thin organic layer overlying firm silt loam and would be classified as poorly drained Scantic silt loam.  
This wetland can contain approximately 2 feet of water during early spring which allows for amphibian 
breeding.  The primary function which is served by this wetland is wildlife habitat.  There are no direct 
impacts proposed in this wetland; there will be no impacts to the critical terrestrial habitat within 750 feet 
of the pool. 
 
Wetland 54 (PFO1E) 
 
This is an isolated, forested wetland in the “Morrison subdivision” parcel.  It is approximately 1 acre in size 
and contains 3 significant vernal pools and 1 non-significant vernal pool.  The non-significant vernal pool 
is located at the westernmost portion of the wetland where the shallowest water occurs.  It included a 
total of 4 spotted salamander egg masses.  The next vernal pool to the east (VP 54-2) contained 38 spotted 
salamander egg masses and 4 wood frog egg masses.  The large vernal pool in the middle (VP 54-3) 
contained 70 wood frog egg masses and 72 spotted salamander egg masses.  The vernal pool closest to 
the turnpike (VP 54-4) contained no indicator species in the 2015 and 2016 survey dates, but is listed as a 
significant vernal pool based on a previous survey that found 60 fairy shrimp and one spotted salamander 
egg mass. 
 
There were varying amounts of organic soil overlying loamy subsoil throughout the wetland.  The largest 
portion of the wetland contained greater than 36 inches of organic soil; other areas were limited by ledge 
at less than 10 inches.  The dominant vegetation in this wetland is red maple, spruce, speckled alder, 
highbush blueberry, winterberry, cinnamon fern and royal fern.  The primary functions which are served 
by this wetland are sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, and wildlife habitat.  The surrounding 
land contains ledge outcrops and shallow to bedrock soils with variable topography.  There are no direct 
impacts proposed in this wetland; there will no impacts to the critical terrestrial habitat within 750 feet 
of the pool. 
 
Wetland 55 (PFO1E) 
 
This is a small, isolated wetland in the westerly corner of the “Morrison subdivision” parcel.  It is a small 
depression that only contains vegetation on the edge including red maple and american beech.  There is 
approximately 6 inches of loamy soil overlying bedrock.  Due to its size, this wetland has little to no 
functions and values.  There are no direct impacts proposed in this wetland. 
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Wetland 56 (PFO1E) 
 
This is part of the large wetland complex that begins at Chases Pond Road and eventually ends at the Cape 
Neddick River.  This is the portion west of the emergent marsh (Wetland 11).  There is one non-significant 
vernal pool.  The vegetation found in this wetland included yellow birch, red maple, highbush blueberry, 
speckled alder, sensitive fern, cinnamon fern and iris.  The poorly drained soils contained a thin organic 
layer overlying silt loam.  The vernal pool area is at a higher elevation and is not able to drain due to depth 
to bedrock of less than 8 inches.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland are 
sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, and potential wildlife habitat.  The surrounding land 
contains ledge outcrops and shallow to bedrock soils with variable topography.  There are no direct 
impacts proposed in this wetland; there will be some impacts to the critical terrestrial habitat within 750 
feet of the pool for the proposed access road. 
 
East Side of the Turnpike: 
 
Wetland 14 (PFO1E) 
 
A small portion of this forested wetland was mapped near the turnpike.  It extends beyond the limits of 
this project area to the east.  This forested wetland is dominated by red maple, eastern hemlock, 
winterberry, highbush blueberry, cinnamon fern and iris.  The hydric soils contain a thin layer of organic 
soil overlying fine sand and loam.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland are 
sediment/toxicant retention and nutrient removal.  This wetland drains away from the turnpike.  No 
alteration to this wetland is proposed for the project. 
 
Wetland 15 (PFO1E) 
  
A small portion of this forested wetland was mapped near the turnpike.  This wetland drains through a 
36-inch culvert to Wetland 13 on the west side of the turnpike where it forms a stream. 
The dominant vegetation includes red maple, red oak, gray birch, winterberry, cinnamon fern and royal 
fern.  The hydric soils are fine to very fine sandy loam with no organic horizon.  The primary functions 
which are served by this wetland are sediment/toxicant retention and nutrient removal.  There is a large 
subdivision to the east which most likely contributes some sediment and nutrients to this wetland. The 
existing culvert is proposed to be extended which will include impacting a small portion of this wetland. 
 
Wetland 16 (PFO1E) 
  
This is part of a wetland complex that begins at the turnpike and runs easterly.  There is a potential vernal 
pool as mapped by HNTB.  No egg masses were found.  The vegetation found in this wetland included red 
maple, yellow birch, white pine, highbush blueberry, winterberry, speckled alder, royal fern, cinnamon 
fern, iris and cattail.  The very poorly drained Chocorua mucky peats contained approximately 18 inches 
of organic muck overlying fine sandy loam soils.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland 
are sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, and potential wildlife habitat. This wetland accepts 
stormwater runoff from the turnpike and could contain amphibian breeding habitat. There is a portion of 
this wetland which is proposed to be filled in for the project. 
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Wetland 17 (PFO1E) 
  
This is an isolated forested wetland that appears to have been impacted when the turnpike was 
constructed.  It contains one non-significant vernal pool that contained 7 spotted salamander egg masses.  
The vegetation found in this wetland included red maple, yellow birch, white pine, highbush blueberry, 
winterberry, speckled alder, royal fern, cinnamon fern, sensitive fern and iris .  This wetland contains 
poorly drained Scantic silt loam and very poorly drained Chocorua mucky peat with as much as 18 inches 
of organic muck overlying silt loam soils.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland are 
sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, and wildlife habitat.  The majority of this wetland is 
proposed to be filled in for the project. 
 
Wetland 18 (PFO1E) 
  
This is an isolated forested wetland that is located between the turnpike and the York Water District’s 
maintenance road.  There were no vernal pools in this wetland but there were two non-significant vernal 
pools found on the east side of the maintenance road.  The vegetation found in this wetland included red 
maple, white pine, highbush blueberry, winterberry, speckled alder, royal fern, cinnamon fern, iris and 
cattail.  This wetland contains very poorly drained Chocorua mucky peat with as much as 24 inches of 
mucky peat overlying silt loam soils.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland are 
sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, and wildlife habitat.  A small area of wetland adjacent to 
the turnpike is proposed to be filled in for the project. 
 
Wetland 42 (PFO1E) 
  
This forested wetland contains a stream that runs in the road ditch next to the turnpike.  Wetland 30 
drains into this wetland through a 36-inch culvert.  The stream runs northerly into the Cape Neddick River.  
HNTB mapped two vernal pools in this wetland.  The vegetation found in this wetland included red maple, 
highbush blueberry, winterberry, speckled alder, sheep laurel, meadowsweet, red osier dogwood and 
tussock sedge, royal fern, cinnamon fern, iris and cattail.  This wetland contains very poorly drained 
Chocorua mucky peat with greater than 36 inches of organic soil.  The primary functions which are served 
by this wetland are sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, wildlife habitat and possible fish 
habitat.  The Cape Neddick River contains fish habitat which is part of this wetland; it is not believed that 
the stream near the turnpike contains fish habitat.  There are no impacts proposed in this wetland for the 
project. 

 
Gary M. Fullerton, CSS, LSE 
Director of Natural Resources      

           February 8, 2016  
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Mile 7.3 York Toll Booth Relocation 
 

The wetland functions and values assessment was conducted in accordance with the “Wetland Functions 
and Values: Descriptive Approach” described in the September 1999 (NAEEP 360-1-30a) supplement to 
“The Highway Methodology Workbook” by the New England Division of the US Army Corps of Engineers.  
This method is a descriptive approach combining both a qualitative description of physical characteristics 
of wetlands and best professional judgment.  This approach allows the evaluator to use “descriptors” in 
determining which functions and values are most representative of each wetland. 

Sebago Technics, Inc. has mapped the portion of land within the turnpike property in the vicinity 
of mile marker 7.3, the existing toll plaza.  There is generally one large wetland complex in this 
area including Wetlands 3, 4, 24, and 25.  Wetlands 3 and 4 are on the west side and wetlands 
24 and 25 are on the east side.  It is classified as a seasonally saturated, broad-leaved deciduous 
forested wetland (PFO1E) as defined by Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats (Cowardin, 
et al., 1979).  There is a road ditch on the west side of the turnpike which drains through a 60-inch 
culvert forming a stream on the east side of the turnpike.  This stream is mapped as the Little 
River and runs easterly for approximately two miles before draining into the Atlantic Ocean.  
There is a 100-year floodplain around the Little River.  The soils in these wetlands are classified 
as Scantic silt loam and Chocorua peat.  These soils contain either deep organic soils or fine-
textured mineral soil and can keep water perched for much of the growing season, especially 
after large rain events. 

The primary functions which are served by this wetland are groundwater discharge, floodflow 
alteration, sediment/ toxicant retention, nutrient removal and wildlife habitat.  This area is low 
in the watershed and due to the fine-textured soils, is most likely a groundwater discharge site.  
This is evidenced by the start of the Little River flowing out of this wetland.  Since there is a 
floodplain along the Little River and the fact that it is a large, flat wetland, it serves as floodflow 
alteration for downstream properties.  The fine-textured and organic soils trap sediment and 
nutrients and prevent them from moving downstream.  There are several vernal pools in the 
wetland as well as the stream that contain amphibian habitat. 

 

 

 

Gary M. Fullerton, CSS, LSE 
Director of Natural Resources                  February 8, 2016  
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ATTACHMENT 13.     MITIGATION PLAN MILE 8.8 
Avoidance, Minimization and Compensation for Natural Resources on LEDPA Site (Mile 8.8) 

13.1 Summary of LEDPA – Mile 8.8 Alternative: 

Pursuant to the 404(b) (1) Guidelines of the Clean Water Act, the applicant must demonstrate, through 
an alternatives analysis, that the proposed project is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA) that would achieve the Basic Project Purpose.   
 
To establish the LEDPA, the Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) undertook a multi-year planning process 
involving several consultants to evaluate alternatives and establish a project purpose and need 
statement.  The initial evaluation of alternatives spanned from mile 2.2 in Kittery to mile 19.3 in Wells as 
the study corridor.  The results of this study prompted further explorations to be limited to the section 
between the existing plaza at mile 7.3 to mile 13.2 because of the lower potential impacts when 
compared to the remaining corridor segments reviewed.  The results of the culmination of studies and 
evaluations are discussed in Attachment 2 and the alternatives analysis completed for the five 
alternatives referenced in this section can be found in Appendix 2L.  The report on the initial 18 
alternatives is publicly available on the MTA website in the Phase 1 draft prepared by HNTB in 2009. 

In 2015, MTA contracted with Jacobs Engineering to conduct a southern Maine corridor study extending 
from the existing York Toll Plaza at Mile 7.3 to Mile 13.2.  This study is discussed in Attachment 2 of the 
NRPA Permit Application and included as Appendix 2L.  Through the corridor study, the following five (5) 
alternative sites were evaluated as potential tolling plaza locations: 
 

• Mile 7.3 (Existing Toll Plaza) 
• Mile 8.1 
• Mile 8.8 (LEDPA) 
• Mile 10.0 
• Mile 13.2 

The study concluded that mile 8.8 was The Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative, 
(LEDPA) meeting the project purpose and need.  (See Attachment 2 and supporting Appendices). 

13.2 Public and Regulatory Involvement: 
The MTA held public meetings together with community outreach and an internal review process 
culminating with MTA Board meetings for the selection of a preferred alternative at mile 8.8.  During 
this process, the regulatory community was consulted including meetings and communications with the 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Maine Department of Environmental Protection, as well as State and 
Federal Fish and Wildlife agencies.  Refer to Appendix 1A and Attachment 1 subsection 1.4 – Public 
Process and Interest. 

 

13.3 Project Design - Avoidance and Minimization: 

General: 

Upon selection of the preferred alternative at mile 8.8, a 60% design effort was undertaken to develop 
and refine a project design consistent with FHWA design guidelines and the outcome of the MTA tolling 
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study.  The result is a project that will involve 7,200 linear feet of MTA highway for construction of the 
toll plaza and transition lanes as well as the construction of an access road from Chases Pond Road to a 
new administration building and staff parking lot. 

The linear portion of the project follows the existing MTA Turnpike corridor and involves widening of the 
existing turnpike to accommodate the new toll plaza, approach and departure lanes compliant with 
FHWA highway design guidelines.  This includes geometric and dimensional improvements along with 
tolling lanes to accommodate the design volume and “thru-put” of traffic in both the North and South 
directions to meet highway design safety requirements. 

The Jacobs Engineering assessment determined the necessary length of the toll plaza approach 
transitions, number of toll plaza lanes and limits of grading activities to meet safe highway design 
practices and FHWA design guidelines.  The result is a project design that avoids and minimizes resource 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable while meeting highway design standards and tolling 
requirements for this project. 

The design and engineering of the improvements needed to incorporate the toll plaza sizing 
requirements (Attachment 2 (2.1.4)) together with toll plaza design guidelines (Attachment 2 (2.1.3)) 
and FHWA highway design requirements.  A significant consideration in the design was the lane tapers 
for the tolling plaza approaches and departures. At highway speeds, approaches must provide for 
stacking, safe deceleration and acceleration, merging traffic and through traffic at the high speed 
portions of the plaza.  Alternative considered and evaluated included the following: 

1.  Highway Approach and Departure Tapers at the Toll Plaza. Alternatives for the highway 
approach and departure tapers for the toll plaza were studied. Alternatives included: 
 
• 14:1 approach and departure tapers  (Added wetland impacts with 14:1 tapers = 0.18 AC) 
• 14:1 approach and 22:1 departure tapers (Added wetland impacts with 14:1/22:1 tapers = 

0.39 AC). 
• 10:1 approach and departure tapers (As proposed) 

 
Larger tapers are often preferred to promote better vehicle driver response time and for more effective 
transition of traffic approaching and departing the tolling plaza.   The larger taper transitions result in 
extending the project limits,  extension of culverts to accommodate the extended fill and cut limits and a 
lengthened box culvert at Sta. 381+35 resulting in more stream impacts.  The 10:1 approach and 
departure tapers meets the FHWA minimum design standard rather than the preferred standard. The 
selection of the 10:1 tapers was determined to be an acceptable approach in this section of the highway 
due to the geometry (horizontal and vertical alignment) to meet the both the toll plaza performance 
requirements and avoid/minimize natural resource alterations. 

 

2. The project has a design waiver for superelevation.  A request for design exception was 
submitted for this project to allow the proposed improvements on I-95 northbound and 
southbound to retain the existing normal crown cross section (no superelevation) along the 
horizontal curvature at mile 7.3, rather than provide a superelevation per Maine DOT and 
AASHTO design standards. The raise in highway elevation due to superelevation would increase 
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the wetland impacts at mile 7.3.   As a result of the waiver, the normal crown was applied at 
mile 7.3 to minimization wetland impacts to the project. 
 

3. Highway signage to provide information to vehicular traffic along the corridor.  The signage must 
meet specific guidelines for signing highways including locations.   The project approach 
incorporated sign locations to avoid impacts to wetlands. 

4. The extension of culverts in some locations or installation of new culverts will be needed to 
match the sideslope extensions.   The impacts from these extensions are limited to amount 
needed to extend the culverts to the sideslope and install riprap scour protection for energy 
dissipation of exiting drainage from the culverts.  
 

5. In addition, the MTA has acquired a 32.79 acre parcel of land (Morrison parcel) adjacent to the 
project area.  This parcel provides the land area for the construction of a service access road 
from Chases Pond Road to the Administration Support Building and tunnel system accessing the 
tolling plaza.  The service road alignment and design was selected to avoid all direct wetland 
impacts and minimize buffer infringement into the nearby vernal pools.   
 
As shown on the design plans, no wetland impacts will be required for the service road and the 
administration building and parking area will be located outside of the 250’ significant vernal 
pool terrestrial habitat identified in the MDEP legislation except for a small amount of upland 
impact within the terrestrial habitat of wetlands 54 and 56.  This approach allowed for 
avoidance and minimization of resource impacts to the maximum extent practicable.  During the 
design and preliminary planning process an initial alignment of the access road resulted in a 
higher level of impacts to the significant vernal pool terrestrial habitat (VP 54-2, VP 54-3 and VP 
56-1).  The habitat impacts where over 100,000 square feet.   This was a result of the cuts/fill 
and stormwater management planning to meet the MaineDEP general standards for stormwater 
treatment.  During the July 14, 2016 agency coordination meeting, the US ACOE requested that 
we look at alternatives to minimize these impacts as practicable.   Subsequent to the meeting, 
the design team determined the terrestrial habitat impacts could be reduced through a re-
alignment of the access road. The result was a reduction of habitat impacts from over 100,000 
square to 50,646 square feet.  While this alternative reduced the impacts, the amount of ledge 
cut/fill did increase requiring a re-evaluation of the stormwater management.   The end result is 
a solution that provides a practical alternative that reduced the habitat impacts with some 
additional earthwork and stormwater management requirements.    
 

13.4 Winter Maintenance Program and Minimization of Sand/Salt Applications: 

The new York Tolling Plaza will be located along an existing maintained portion of the Maine Turnpike.  
As part of the normal maintenance program, the MTA provides winter treatment of pavements for 
safety of the traveling public during storm and precipitation events.   The Maine Turnpike utilizes a 
proactive approach to address snow and ice accumulation throughout the highway.  Timing is the single 
most important part of an effective winter maintenance program for both safety of the traveling public 
and minimization of impacts on the environment from sand/salt applications.    



13.4 
 

This is accomplished by deploying plows early during snow and ice events to prevent snow and ice from 
bonding to the pavement.  This proactive approach allows the roadway to be properly maintained with 
minimal use of manpower, equipment, and material. The primary tool for snow and ice control is 
plowing operations.  Plows, wings, and underbody scrapers are utilized to clear the pavement so that 
traffic flow can be maintained.  However, cold region climates such as Maine experience subfreezing 
conditions including frozen ground conditions and require additional treatment to mitigate ice and snow 
build-up.   The additional treatment material used by the Maine Turnpike is solid rock salt (sodium 
chloride).  This rock salt is commonly pre-wet with salt brine or a magnesium chloride blend.  Pre- 
wetting of the rock salt allows it to stick to the road and not bounce and scatter off the roadway thereby 
reducing the overall volume of required salt.  Materials are applied with computerized spreader controls 
that are calibrated and adjusted to truck speed.  This allows precise application of material minimizing 
any over application.  Application rates are set based upon type of storm, temperature, traffic 
conditions, and location.  The MTA strives to use only the amount of material required for the 
conditions.  Sand is used at very low temperatures as a traction aid.   

Additionally, the MTA Toll Plaza will be located below (down gradient) of the high value vernal pools and 
wetlands located on the Morrison Parcel.  .  It is also noted that the project area is currently a six lane 
highway and is part of the existing highway system that already receives winter time maintenance, 
including salt applications.   The project also incorporates low impact stormwater treatment areas (soils 
filters) that currently don’t exist and are expected to provide treatment for not only the proposed 
improvements but also a portion of the existing highway.   The combination of these physical, 
maintenance practices and stormwater improvements will minimize the impacts of wintertime salt 
applications on the environment.  

 

Area Specific Alterations: 

The following provides a summary of each wetland alteration location and a general description of the 
activity associated with the alternation.  The avoidance and minimization alternatives utilized for each 
area incorporate the alternatives discussed in in items 1 through 5 above. 

The narratives below are keyed to the Attachment 5 – Design and Wetland Impact Plans. 

Figure 1, 2 & 3 - Wetland 25 Alteration (Mile 7.3 Improvements) 

This wetland is part of a larger complex of wetlands at the existing toll plaza location and will be 
impacted in four separate locations to accommodate the extension of a culvert and new 
highways signs, the alterations at all three locations will total 1,218 S.F.   

The impacts within this wetland is limited to fringe impacts for the lane modifications as part of 
the demolition work for the old tolling plaza and lane re-figuration.   Impacts are limited to slope 
extensions as described above and culvert extensions/outlet scour protection.   

Figure 4 - Wetland 9 Alteration 

This wetland is a fringe wetland associated with the new toll plaza location at mile 8.8 and will 
have alterations of both cut and fill totally approximately 11,839 S.F. 
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The wetland alteration is due to the highway widening and transition from the cash toll lanes. 
Design parameters incorporated the minimum allowable tapers (10:1) as opposed to the 
preferable tapers which are larger and would result in a widened roadway section and therefore 
additional impacts to natural resources.  As a result, the wetland alternation has been 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable through the use of minimum highway lane tapers 
instead of a preferable lane tapers.     

Figure 5 - Wetland 18 Alteration 

This wetland alteration will be fill in the area adjacent to the existing right of way to 
accommodate the widening associated with the new toll plaza which will total 9,773 S.F. of 
alteration. 

The wetland alteration is due to the highway widening and transition to the cash toll lanes. 
Design parameters incorporated the minimum allowable tapers (10:1) as opposed to the 
preferable tapers which are larger and would result in a widened roadway section and therefore 
additional impacts to natural resources.  As a result, the wetland alternation has been 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable through the use of minimum highway lane tapers 
instead of a preferable lane tapers.    There is additional wetland alteration for the installation 
and maintenance for the temporary siltation fence during construction.   

Figure 6 - Wetland 10 Alteration 

This wetland is an isolated pocketed wetland associated with the new location at mile 8.8 that 
will be filled, with a total alteration area of 8,497 S.F. 

The wetland alteration is due to the highway widening for the toll plaza facility and the new 
administration building.  The wetland is entirely located within the project are with no 
practicable alternatives for minimization or avoidance. 

Figure 7 - Wetland 17 Alteration 

This wetland is associated with a non-significant/productive vernal pool and will be filled with a 
total alteration area of 19,287 S.F. of area. 

The wetland alteration is due to the highway widening for the new toll plaza facility. 

Figure 8 - Wetland 16 Alteration 

This is a fringe wetland associated with the new location at mile 8.8 that will have 5,592 S.F. of 
fill alteration.     

The wetland alteration is due to the highway widening and transition from the cash toll lanes 
(toll plaza). Design parameters incorporated the minimum allowable tapers (10:1) as opposed to 
the preferable tapers which are larger and would result in a widened roadway section and 
therefore additional impacts to natural resources.  As a result, the wetland alternation has been 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable through the use of minimum highway lane tapers 
instead of a preferable lane tapers.    There is additional wetland alteration for the installation 
and maintenance for the temporary siltation fence during construction.   
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Figure 9 - Wetland 12 Alteration 

This wetland is associated with a spotted turtle habitat and will have alterations consisting of 
both cut and fill totaling 1,296 S.F. 

The wetland alteration is due to the highway widening and transition to the cash toll lanes (toll 
plaza). Design parameters incorporated the minimum allowable tapers (10:1) as opposed to the 
preferable tapers which are larger and would result in a widened roadway section and therefore 
additional impacts to natural resources.  As a result, the wetland alternation has been 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable through the use of minimum highway lane tapers 
instead of a preferable lane tapers.    There is additional wetland alteration for the installation 
and maintenance for the temporary siltation fence during construction.   

Figure 10 - Wetland 15 Alteration 

This wetland is associated with wetland 12 and 13 as part of the spotted turtle habitat and will 
have minimal cut and fill alterations as well as alterations associated with a culvert extension 
that will total to 880 S.F. of wetland alteration.   

The wetland alteration is due to the highway widening and transition from the cash toll lanes 
(toll plaza). 

Design parameters incorporated the minimum allowable tapers (10:1) as opposed to the 
preferable tapers which are larger and would result in a widened roadway section and therefore 
additional impacts to natural resources.  As a result, the wetland alternation has been 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable through the use of minimum highway lane tapers 
instead of a preferable lane tapers.    There is additional wetland alteration for the installation 
and maintenance for the temporary siltation fence during construction.   

Figure 11 - Wetland 13 Alteration 

This wetland is associated with wetlands 12 and 15 as spotted turtle habitat.  This wetland 
contains a stream segment that will have 20 L.F. of alteration.  The wetland alterations will total 
3,490 S.F. to accommodate cut and fill, as well as a culvert extension from wetland 13 to 
wetland 15.   

The wetland alteration is due to the highway widening and transition to the cash toll lanes (toll 
plaza). Design parameters incorporated the minimum allowable tapers (10:1) as opposed to the 
preferable tapers which are larger and would result in a widened roadway section and therefore 
additional impacts to natural resources.  As a result, the wetland alternations have been 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable through the use of minimum highway lane tapers 
instead of a preferable lane tapers.    There is additional wetland alteration for the installation 
and maintenance for the temporary siltation fence during construction.   

Figure 12 - Wetland 42 Alteration 

This wetland will be altered to accommodate the new culvert and improvements to the existing 
culvert.  There will be 4L.F. of stream alteration in this wetland as well.  The wetland alteration 
will be 283 S.F.  
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There is wetland alteration for the installation and maintenance for the temporary siltation 
fence during construction.  The stream impacts are associated with installation of riprap for 
scour protection at the culvert outfall. 

Figure 13 - Wetland 30 Alteration 

This wetland will be altered in order to enhance an existing culvert and adding a second culvert, 
these culverts are connected to wetland 42 on the other side of the existing turnpike.  This 
alteration will total 1,504 S.F.   The wetland alteration is also necessary due to the highway 
widening to the new toll plaza and a new overhead sign structure at Sta. 382+50 for the new toll 
plaza and open road tolling. There is additional wetland alteration for the installation and 
maintenance for the temporary siltation fence during construction.  

Figure 14 – Vernal Pool Habitat (VP 54-4) Alteration 

This vernal pool habitat is a fringe impact associated with the new toll plaza location at mile 8.8 
and will have alterations of both cut and fill and total 53,268 S.F. 

The alteration is due to the highway widening and transition from the cash toll lanes. Design 
parameters incorporated the minimum allowable tapers (10:1) as opposed to the preferable 
tapers which are larger and would result in a widened roadway section and therefore additional 
impacts to natural resources.  As a result, the habitat alternation has been minimized to the 
maximum extent practicable through the use of minimum highway lane tapers instead of a 
preferable lane tapers.     

Figure 15 – Vernal Pool Habitat (VP 54-2 & 56-1) Alteration 

This vernal pool habitat is a fringe impact associated with the new access road from Chases 
Pond Road to the administration building.    The impact to the habitat is minimal and will be cut 
and fill and total 8,927 S.F. 

The alteration was minimized through a complete redesign of the access road for the specific 
purpose of reducing the habitat impacts.    

Figure 16 – Vernal Pool Habitat (VP 13-1) Alteration 

This vernal pool habitat is a fringe impact associated with the new toll plaza location at mile 8.8 
and will have alterations of both cut and fill and total 20,287 S.F. 

Design parameters incorporated the minimum allowable tapers (10:1) as opposed to the 
preferable tapers which are larger and would result in a widened roadway section and therefore 
additional impacts to natural resources.  As a result, the habitat alternation has been minimized 
to the maximum extent practicable through the use of minimum highway lane tapers instead of 
a preferable lane tapers.     

13.5 Resource Impacts & Compensation:  

The York Toll Plaza project at mile 8.8 will require 63,752 S.F. of wetland alteration and 82,482 S.F. of 
vernal pool terrestrial habitat impacts.  Impacts at mile 7.3 toll plaza demolition and lane reconstruction 
will require 1,311 S.F. of impacts. 
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Impacted Resource Function and Values:   

The principal functions and values of the impacted wetlands are sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient 
removal, wildlife habitat, and some ground water recharge/discharge.  The “Highway Methodology” 
utilized to describe wetland functions and values does not distinguish between low, moderate or high 
value wetlands.  While all wetlands provide some level of functions and values, the wetlands that will be 
impacted by the MTA York Toll Plaza project are predominately isolated or fringe forested wetlands 
located along an existing highway corridor.  Because of their proximity to an existing major highway and 
fragmented nature, the overall function and value of the impacted wetlands is limited. 

The wetlands do provide some stormwater floodflow and retention benefit but is not appreciable given 
their relative size.  The MTA project will include a comprehensive stormwater management and erosion 
control plan for the Toll Plaza.  This plan is intended to provide water quality treatment and implement a 
site specific erosion and sedimentation control plan incorporating “Best Management Practices” (BMP’s) 
consistent with the MDEP erosion and sedimentation control requirements replicating the floodwater 
and treatment values of the wetlands. 

The functions and values for each wetland are more specifically defined in Attachment 12. 

Proposed Mitigation:  

As part of the early agency coordination, Maine Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (IF&W) identified a spotted 
turtle egg located within the vicinity of Wetlands 12, 13 and 15 during a site walk of the project area.  
This prompted the analysis of including a turtle crossing as part of the mitigation for the toll plaza 
project at the mile 8.8 location.  It was determined to be impracticable to construct one on site due to 
construction costs and constraints that would have limited the functionality of the turtle crossing for the 
spotted turtles.  

The MTA was then approached by Maine IF&W with a request that the MTA contribute to the Maine 
Endangered and Nongame Wildlife Fund for the construction of a wildlife passage and associated barrier 
fencing along an area of Route 236 in Elliot Maine to replicate the lost functions and values for the 
wetland impacts associated with the IF&W spotted turtle habitat (Wetlands 12, 13 and 15).  The amount 
that MTA will contribute for the IF&W project was estimated to be $170,000.00 by the Maine 
Department of Transportation who will administer the mitigation project as part of a larger State 
improvement project.  This location has had the highest turtle mortality in the state for several years as 
documented by the IF&W and is a high priority project that is in need of funding in order to be 
implemented.  As stated in the MOA between Maine IF&W and the MaineDOT, the MTA will finance this 
project up to $170,000 as part of the mitigation package for the York Toll Plaza Replacement and the 
construction will be carried out by the MaineDOT.  Maine IF&W will monitor the site to ensure the 
functionality and to document any reduction in future turtle deaths.  As part of this MOA the MTA will 
place the remaining portion of the “Morrison” parcel into conservation once the right-of-way boundary 
and buffer area is determined.  This will be accomplished through a third party deed 
restriction/conservation easement and will ensure the future protection of the significant vernal pools 
located on the property by removing the threat of development.   

In addition to the offsite compensation for impacts to spotted turtle habitat, the MTA will include 
exclusionary fencing onsite in order to mitigate for future impacts to turtle populations that could result 
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from the project operation at mile 8.8.  The exclusionary fencing will be incorporated into the right of 
way fencing associated with the turnpike and intends to prevent future turtle deaths on site as a result 
of the toll plaza traffic.   The onsite exclusionary fencing would have been required by the Maine 
Department of Environmental Protection regardless of whether mitigation was required for this project, 
because it is a tool used to prevent future deaths as opposed to a tool used to mitigate for the impacts 
resulting from the construction of the toll plaza.   

Proposed Wetland Impacts: 

• Wetland 4 is a seasonally saturated, broad-leaved deciduous forested wetland (PFO1E) 
that is part of a larger wetland complex. The soils in these wetlands are classified as Scantic 
silt loam and Chocorua peat.  These soils contain either deep organic soils or fine-
textured mineral soil and can keep water perched for much of the growing season, 
especially after large rain events.   The primary functions served by this wetland are 
groundwater discharge, floodflow alteration, sediment/ toxicant retention, nutrient 
removal and wildlife habitat.   
 

• Wetland 9 is a forested wetland that is adjacent to the turnpike on the western side.  A portion 
of this wetland will be impacted for the construction of the York Toll Plaza.  Of the total impact, 
just over 4,000 square feet falls within the 250 foot habitat area of the significant vernal pool 
54-4.  Because of this the wetland alteration for this portion must be calculated with a resource 
multiplier of two.  The remaining area of impact was calculated with a resource multiplier of one 
and the values were added together for the total compensation for wetland 9.  It should be 
noted that vernal pool 54-4 was designated significant in 2008 after a survey identified 60 fairy 
shrimp and one spotted salamander egg mass in the pool.  In the surveys completed in 2015 and 
2016 by Sebago Technics, Inc. there have been no indicator species identified and it is our 
opinion that this pool is no longer a viable habitat.  However, without the benefit of three years 
of monitoring we have depicted this wetlands as significant vernal pool due to the 2008 
assessment.  MTA intends to complete a third year of monitoring in 2017 to confirm whether or 
not this wetland is a vernal pool. 
 

• Wetland 10 is an isolated wetland on the western side of the turnpike that will be filled for the 
construction of the York Toll Plaza.  The compensation fee for this wetland was calculated using 
a resource multiplier of one.  It is approximately 8,500 square feet in size.  The primary functions 
served by this wetland are sediment/toxicant retention and nutrient removal.  There is no outlet 
to this wetland; it is possible that this did not exist prior to the turnpike construction.  The fill 
from the turnpike may have “dammed” up this area not allowing it to drain. 
 

• Wetland 16 is a forested wetland on the eastern side of the turnpike that will be impacted by 
the project construction.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland are 
sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, and potential wildlife habitat.  This wetland 
accepts stormwater runoff from the turnpike and could contain amphibian breeding habitat. 
There is a portion of this wetland which is proposed to be filled in for the project.  The wetland 
is not within proximity to any significant vernal pools nor does it qualify for a resource multiplier 
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other than one for any other reason.  The compensation fee for this wetland was calculated 
using a resource multiplier of one. 
 

• Wetland 17 is a forested wetland on the eastern edge of the turnpike that will be impacted by 
the project.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland are sediment/toxicant 
retention, nutrient removal, and wildlife habitat.  The majority of this wetland is proposed to be 
filled in for the project.  This wetland contains one non-significant vernal pool and does not fall 
within the protected zone of any significant vernal pool nor does it require a resource multiplier 
above one for any other reason.  The compensation fee for this wetland was calculated using a 
resource multiplier of one. 
 

• Wetland 18 is a forested wetland that is considered a wetland of special significance because it 
falls within a 100 year flood zone according to the FEMA flood plain mapping.  The primary 
functions which are served by this wetland are sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, 
and wildlife habitat.  A small area of wetland adjacent to the turnpike is proposed to be filled in 
for the project.  This wetland contains three non-significant vernal pools.  The compensation fee 
for this wetland was calculated using a resource multiplier of one. 
 

• Wetland 25 is a seasonally saturated, broad-leaved deciduous forested wetland (PFO1E) 
that is part of a larger wetland complex.  There is a 100-year floodplain around the Little 
River adjacent to this wetland.  The soils in these wetlands are classified as Scantic silt 
loam and Chocorua peat.  These soils contain either deep organic soils or fine-textured 
mineral soil and can keep water perched for much of the growing season, especially 
after large rain events.   The primary functions served by this wetland are groundwater 
discharge, floodflow alteration, sediment/ toxicant retention, nutrient removal and 
wildlife habitat.   
 

• Wetland 30 is a forested wetland that will have approximately 1,500 square feet of impact from 
the project.  The primary functions which are served by this wetland are sediment/toxicant 
retention and nutrient removal.  This wetland contains slow moving water and little to no 
channel which may be due to the constricted outlet at the turnpike.  This allows the sediments 
and nutrients from the turnpike to get “trapped” in the wetland prior to entering the Cape 
Neddick River.  The compensation fee for this wetland was calculated using a resource multiplier 
of one. 
 

• Wetland 42 is a forested wetland that contains a stream running into the road ditch next to the 
turnpike.  There will be 15 linear feet of impact to this stream.  The primary functions which are 
served by this wetland are sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, wildlife habitat and 
possible fish habitat.  The Cape Neddick River contains fish habitat which is part of this wetland; 
it is not believed that the stream near the turnpike contains fish habitat. 
 

• Wetland 54 is a forested wetland in proximity to the project.  No direct wetland impacts will 
result from this project, but there are three significant vernal pools in wetland 54 that require 
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compensation.  There are three vernal pools in this wetland that have been designated as 
significant vernal pools, the pools are identified as VP 54-2, VP 54-3, and VP 54-4.  The data 
provided by the 2015 and 2016 vernal pool survey of the area resulted in significant egg mass 
counts for both vernal pool 54-2 and 54-3.  Vernal Pool 54-4 however, has not had a significant 
number of indicator species in the las 8 years of survey, but the observation of 60 fairy shrimp in 
2008 is why the vernal pool is being considered “significant” for the permitting of this project. 
There are no direct impacts to these vernal pools in the project design. 

Proposed Compensation:   

Considering the relative functions and values of the impacted natural resources, the MTA is proposing to 
participate in the Maine DEP In-Lieu Fee (ILF) Compensatory Mitigation program to offset the natural 
resource impacts for the mile 8.8 York Toll Plaza project.  The in-lieu fee program is a means to 
compensate for the adverse impacts to natural resources under the Natural Resource Protection Act 
(NRPA {38 M.R.S.A. §480 A – BB}).  The in-lieu fee is applied to the resource impacts that cannot be 
avoided or further minimized.  This fee encourages entities to find the most practicable least damaging 
alternative for construction.  The Maine Turnpike Authority has completed extensive technical and 
planning studies in order to determine the most practicable site for the relocation of the York Toll Plaza 
and has found such a site at mile 8.8 in York, ME.  

In order to accurately calculate the fees applicable to the construction of this project a summary table 
(see attached) was created to break down exactly what the value of impact is for the construction of the 
toll plaza.  The first column of the table contains wetland identification for the wetlands that will be 
impacted by the project as delineated by Sebago Technics, Inc.  The table is then divided into two sub 
categories, MDEP Significant Vernal Pool Habitat Wetland and Upland Alteration In-Lieu Fee and 
Wetland Alteration Outside of VP Habitat In-Lieu Fee.  This separation is to identify the different 
equations applicable to each resource.  The Wetland Alteration applies to the direct impacts to wetlands 
that do not qualify for a resource multiplier of two.  The values are used to calculate the total wetland 
impact fee are specific to York County, Maine and have been determined by the Maine Department of 
Environmental Protection (MDEP). 

The USACE regulation of vernal pools requires that impacts to the terrestrial habitat be compensated for 
in the case that both the existing impacts and the proposed impacts exceed 25% of the terrestrial 
habitat extending out 750 feet from the vernal pool itself.  In order to address this the terrestrial habitat 
for the vernal pools in the project area was assessed for existing habitat impacts and project impacts to 
calculate the percent of the total impacted areas.  The existing turnpike was identified as a natural 
barrier through correspondence with USACE.  The impacts from Chases Pond Road were included in the 
impact calculations as the 750 foot terrestrial habitat encompassed the road in some places and it is not 
considered impassable like the turnpike.  After assessing the existing impacts in addition to the 
proposed impacts resulting from the project, it was determined that the overall impacts will not exceed 
25% of the vernal pool terrestrial habitat (within a 750 foot circumference from the vernal pool) only 
reaching 20.33%, so the USACE will not require mitigation for the impacts to the terrestrial habitat of 
the significant vernal pools within the project area. 

 



 

13. 12 
 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 

 

 



 

Wetland ID VP ID Resource S.F. E & R 2 ALV 2
Resource 

Multiplier 3
Resource 

Totals
Total VP 

Habitat fee
Wetland ID

Wetland 
Alteration 
Area (SF)

E & R 1 ALV 1
Resource 

Multiplier 3

 Total 
Wetland 

Impact fee
Weltand 4 3.61$ 0.47$  $                 -   Wetland 4 93 3.61$             0.47$     1  $          379.44  $                         379.44 

Wetland 4,064 3.61$ 0.47$ 2 33,162.24$    
Upland 0 0.47$ -$                   

Wetland 10 0 3.61$ 0.47$ 2 -$                   -$                Wetland 10 8,497 3.61$             0.47$     1 34,667.76$    34,667.76$                   
Wetland 12 -$                   -$              Wetland 12 -$                -$                               
Wetland 13 -$                   -$                Wetland 13 -$                -$                               
Wetland 15 -$                   -$                Wetland 15 -$                -$                               
Wetland 16 0 3.61$ 0.47$ -$                   -$                Wetland 16 5,592 3.61$             0.47$     1 22,815.36$    22,815.36$                   
Wetland 17 0 3.61$ 0.47$ -$                   -$                Wetland 17 19,287 3.61$             0.47$     1 78,690.96$    78,690.96$                   
Wetland 18 0 3.61$ 0.47$ -$                   -$                Wetland 18 9,773 3.61$             0.47$     1 39,873.84$    39,873.84$                   
Wetland 25 0 3.61$ 0.47$ -$                   -$                Wetland 25 1,218 3.61$             0.47$     1 4,969.44$      4,969.44$                     
Wetland 30 0 3.61$ 0.47$ -$                   -$                Wetland 30 1,504 3.61$             0.47$     1 6,136.32$      6,136.32$                     
Wetland 42 0 3.61$ 0.47$ -$                   Wetland 42 283 3.61$             0.47$     1 1,154.64$      

Wetland 0 3.61$ 0.47$ 2 -$                   

Upland 53,729 0.47$ 25,252.63$    
Wetland 0 3.61$ 0.47$ 2 -$                 
Upland 8,466 0.47$ 3,979.02$      

Wetland 4,064 Wetland 33,162.24$ 
Upland 62,195 Upland 29,231.65$ 

 Wetland Alteration             
in VP habitat 

4,064

 Total Wetland 
Alteration 

58,086 Total Upland 62,195

281,649.01$    

1 451,649.01$ 

*The MTA will be funding a turtle crossing on Route 236 in Elliot, Maine as mitigation for the 
impacts to wetlands 12, 13, and 15 as per the MOA between the MTA, Maine IF&W and Maine 

DOT.

3.61$             0.47$     1 31,722.00$    

Compensated for separately Compensated for separately

Wetland 54
VP 54-2  
VP 54-3 
VP 54-4

25,252.63$ Wetland 54 0 3.61$             0.47$     1 -$                  

64,884.24$                   Wetland 9 VP 54-4 33,162.24$ Wetland 9 7,775

In-Lieu Fee Summary Table
MDEP Significant Vernal Pool Habitat Wetland and Upland Alteration In Lieu fee Wetland Alteration Outside VP Habitat In Lieu Fee 

Total Overall 
Compensation Fee 

25,252.63$                   

Wetland 56 VP 56-1 3,979.02$    Wetland 56 0 3.61$             0.47$     1 -$                  3,979.02$                     

York County In-Lieu Fees (3) MDEP resource multiplier of 2 shall be used for:

Impact Fee 
subtotals

220,409.76$ 

281,649.01$    
62,393.89$    

Subtotal 62,393.89$ 
 Wetland Alteration 
outside VP habitat 

54,022

(E&R)Enhancement and Restoration = $3.61 per sqft                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
(ALV)Assessed Land Value = $0.47 per sqft                                a. Direct impacts to wetland areas containing at least 20,000 

square feet of aquatic vegetation, emergent marsh vegetation 
or open water,  except for artificial ponds or impoundments and 
areas of wetland routinely altered by anthropogenic activities 
such as road ditches etc;                                                                                                                                             
b. Direct impacts to peatlands dominated by shrubs, sedges and 
sphagnum moss;                                                                                                              
c. Direct impacts to coastal wetlands;                                                                                                                                          
d. Direct impacts to freshwater wetland areas contained within 
an inland wading bird & waterfowl habitat (IWWH);                                                                                                                          
e. Direct & indirect impacts to a shorebird habitat and associated 
buffers;                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
f. Direct impacts to great ponds; and                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
g. Direct impacts to freshwater wetland areas contained within a 
significant vernal pool habitat.                                                                                                                                                               
A resource multiplier of 1 will be used for impacts not specified 
above. 

Total In-Lieu Fee 

Cost of Turtle Crossing at Route 236*

Significant Vernal 
Pool 

2

((direct wetland impacts within SVP habitat 
SF)*(enhancement & restoratin cost + assessed 
land valuation))*(2) +(direct non-wetland impacts 
within the SVP habitat SF * assessed land 
valuation)                                                                                                      

170,000.00$                

Compensation Formulas:

Wetland Alteration 
((direct wetland impact SF)*(enhancement & 
restoration cost + assessed land valuation))*(1)

Total Combined Compensation
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Regulatory Division    July 24, 2015 
CENAE-R-51 
 
 
 
Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 
Portland, Maine 04102 
 
Dear Ms. Zografos: 
 
 This is in reference to the Authority’s continued interest in replacing the southern barrier 
toll plaza on the Maine Turnpike at York, Maine. 
 

In 2007 the Corps identified a basic project purpose for the project.  Based on continued 
coordination with your office and interested parties since then, we have determined that a 
revision to the project purpose is now appropriate.  The purpose of the project is to replace the 
existing barrier toll plaza on the Maine Turnpike at York, Maine with highway speed electronic 
tolling lanes and cash (non-EZ pass) lanes to address safety deficiencies, settling/subsidence, 
facility deficiencies including substandard tolling equipment, existing and projected traffic 
volumes, and traveler impacts and expectations.  We will use this revised basic project purpose 
to review future alternatives analyses to avoid and minimize adverse impacts to waters and 
wetlands and to comply with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. 
 
 If you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact Jay Clement at 207-623-
8367 at our Manchester, Maine Project Office. 
 
      Sincerely, 
       
      Jay L. Clement for 
      Frank J. Del Giudice 
      Chief, Permits & Enforcement Section 
      Regulatory Division 
 
Copies Furnished: 
Mark Kern – EPA 
Thomas Davidowicz – USFWS 
Cassandra Chase – FHWA 
Robert Green – Maine DEP 
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Responses to Questions   
 MTA public meeting on the replacement of the York Toll Plaza 

York Middle School 
April 3, 2008 

 
Table of Contents: 
 

1. Introduction 
2. Purpose of MTA & Accountability 
3. Purpose of Toll Collection and York Plaza 
4. York Plaza Conditions and Concerns (Deficiencies) 
5. Feasibility Study & Proposed Facility 
6. What Would it Take to Build at the Existing Location? 
7. Site Identification & Screening Process 
8. Environmental Considerations 
9. Right-of-Way Considerations 

 
1) Introduction 
 
On April 3, 2008, the Maine Turnpike Authority staff held a well attended public meeting 
at the York Middle School in York Maine to update residents and receive comments and 
questions regarding an ongoing study about the replacement of the York Toll Plaza.  
Recognizing that such a large forum does not always provide an opportunity to answer all 
questions adequately, MTA staff recorded questions with the intent of providing written 
answers. This document contains those answers. 
 
 It is important to note that the Turnpike Authority, at the urging of the York Board of 
Selectman and in response to concerns raised by local citizens, has significantly adjusted 
the process and schedule of this study since the April 3, meeting.  Most notably, the 
Turnpike Authority has agreed to commission a more in-depth study of the feasibility of 
reconstructing the toll plaza at the existing location.  These adjustments in process and 
schedule had to be accurately reflected in the answers contained in this document and 
thus prolonged its completion.  
 
This is not intended to be the conclusive response to all local questions and concerns, but 
is rather just another step in the process to enhance the dialogue on this important and 
challenging issue. 
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2) Purpose of MTA & Accountability 
 
1. Why does the Turnpike Authority still exist and collect tolls? 

Response:  The Maine Turnpike Authority was established by the Maine 
Legislature in 1941 to function as an independent agency of government with the 
power to issue revenue bonds and collect tolls for the purpose of building, 
maintaining and operating an express highway.  As an independent agency, the 
Turnpike was created to carry its own debt and credit rating, completely separate 
from the state’s debt and credit rating.   
At the time, it was generally understood that once the debt for the construction of 
the Turnpike was paid off, the tolls would be removed and the cost of maintaining 
the Turnpike would be paid for, like other state highways, through the gas tax and 
various other taxes.  However, when the issue came before the Legislature in the 
early 1980’s, legislators were confronted with several financial realities. 
 

• In order to maintain and operate the Turnpike, the Legislature would 
have had to significantly raise the gas tax or redirect funding from 
other transportation projects around the state. 

• In 1982, The Turnpike was nearly 35 years old and experiencing 
significant traffic growth.  The Legislature recognized that substantial 
investments to rehabilitate the original infrastructure would be 
required in the foreseeable future. 

• The Legislature foresaw the need for major capital improvements on 
the Turnpike including the construction of new interchanges and the 
eventual widening of the southern section of the Turnpike.  They 
understood that these projects would require substantial investments 
that might not be possible without continued toll revenue. 

• The Legislature understood that eliminating tolls and relying instead 
on the gas tax to maintain the Turnpike, would significantly increase 
the cost burden on Maine residents, while decreasing the burden on 
out-of-state users.  Out of state drivers contributed only 20% of the 
gas revenues collected in the state, but they contributed up to 50% of 
the tolls collected. 

 
For these and various other reasons the Maine Legislature voted in 1982 to 
continue the Maine Turnpike Authority and the collection of tolls.  The tolls are 
used to fund operations and maintenance as well as to pay debt service on the 
existing bonds. 
 

2. To whom is the Maine Turnpike accountable? 
Response:  The Turnpike Authority was created by an act of the Maine 
Legislature.  Its annual operating budget and any adjustments to the borrowing 
cap must be approved by the Maine Legislature. 
Six members of the Maine Turnpike Authority Board of Directors are appointed 
by the Governor and confirmed by the Maine Senate.  The seventh member is ex-
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officio and is the Commissioner of Transportation or his/her designee. The 
Governor’s appointees must be selected to provide representation from the 
counties along the Turnpike corridor, including York, Cumberland, Androscoggin 
and Kennebec. 
The Turnpike Authority is also accountable to its bondholders.  Bondholders are 
represented by bond counsel to assure that the Maine Turnpike is properly 
maintained and managed.  The Maine Turnpike is one of only six toll agencies in 
the country that has earned AA credit ratings from all three of rating agencies:  
Standard & Poors, Fitch and Moody’s. The Maine Turnpike is also required to 
comply with applicable Maine Department of Environmental Protection and 
United States Army Corps of Engineers environmental permits. 

 
3) Purpose of Toll Collection and York Plaza 
 
1. Why doesn’t the MTA spend more money on encouraging E-ZPass vs. cash? 

Response:  The Maine Turnpike Authority conducts E-ZPass promotional campaigns, 
employing television advertising, newspaper advertising and direct mail.  The most 
recent effort, which took place in November of 2007 consisted of an extensive 42,000 
piece mailing to all residents of 13 towns in southern York County that were not 
identified as E-ZPass customers.  The direct mail effort was supported by a three 
week large space display advertising campaign in newspapers serving the southern 
York County area.  The total cost of the promotional program was $41,534.00.  The 
MTA will continue to pursue creative, targeted and cost-effective marketing strategies  

 
2. Why are tolls collected from school buses? 

Response – The MTA is required by its bond resolution to collect tolls from all 
vehicles in an equitable manner to pay for the maintenance and operation of the 
roadway. 
 

3.   Why does the MTA want to build a new toll plaza? 
Response – The new toll plaza project is being contemplated because of the 
identification of deficiencies and safety concerns with the existing plaza as 
documented in the LD534 Response Report.  The current plaza has outlived its 
life expectancy through a series of retrofits, not the least of which was expanding 
the plaza from 11 lanes to 17 lanes.  Current data supports the construction of a 
new facility as the most prudent expenditure of funds. 
 

4.   Why doesn’t the MTA remove the York Toll? 
Response:  The ideal way to distribute tolls fairly and equitably to the patrons 
traveling on toll highways, such as the Maine Turnpike, is with strategically 
placed toll plazas.  Well placed toll plazas work to maximize equity and balance 
toll rates in all types of toll systems.  The critical element is that the toll plazas 
bookend the toll road itself.  All major toll roads of significant distance in this 
region of the United States have a mainline toll plaza located at both ends.  This 
includes the Maine Turnpike, Massachusetts Turnpike, New Jersey Turnpike, 
Garden State Parkway, and Pennsylvania Turnpike. 
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Removal of the York Toll plaza without other significant toll system changes will 
exacerbate toll rates and toll equity.  For example, out-of- state patrons entering 
from the south will be able to travel to Gray without paying a toll.  In order to 
make up this lost revenue, toll rates at the remaining mainline and interchange 
toll plazas will have to go up significantly, or other toll system infrastructure will 
need to be added (see response below).   Significant toll rate increases at 
interchange and northern mainline toll plazas will primarily affect Maine 
residents and will likely result in diversion to local roads as patrons choose not to 
utilize the Maine Turnpike for short to moderate distance trips. 
In conclusion, the York Toll Plaza plays a big part in allowing the Maine 
Turnpike Authority to effectively and equitably distribute tolls to all patrons, 
including the large amount of patrons that come from out-of-state.   

 
5.   Why doesn’t the MTA remove York Toll and collect the toll revenue at all other toll 
       locations? 

Response:  Without a southern mainline plaza, the only way to collect cash tolls 
from vehicles entering the Turnpike from the south would be to reconstruct exiting 
toll booths at every plaza from Wells to Gray.  This would roll back the significant 
operational gains made ten years ago when the Turnpike Authority converted to a 
faster, more efficient and cost-effective system of toll collection.  
In 1997, the Maine Turnpike converted from a toll ticket system to a new system 
of fixed fares and electronic toll collection.  The changes were driven by a 
pressing need to handle ever-increasing traffic volumes more efficiently and to 
reduce the rising operational cost of collecting tolls. 
 
Under the fixed fare system, all cash paying customers of the same vehicle class 
pay the same amount when entering the Turnpike and exit the Turnpike at most 
interchanges without stopping to pay a toll.  By collecting the same fixed fare 
cash amount from every customer upon entry, the system eliminated time 
consuming fare calculations and dramatically sped up toll collection. More 
importantly, the system eliminated the need for customers to stop and pay a toll 
when exiting at Turnpike interchanges.  Because exiting toll booths were no 
longer necessary, many were converted to additional entering lanes, increasing 
the thru-put capacity at each plaza and preventing the need for costly and 
environmentally impactful toll plaza expansions.  In its first year of operation, the 
new system eliminated more than 25 million vehicle stops, which in turn reduced 
congestion, gas consumption, air pollution and turnpike operating costs. The 
reintroduction of exiting tolls to collect revenue lost by the elimination of the York 
toll plaza would result in millions of unnecessary vehicle stops and would 
increase congestion, air pollution and gas consumption. 

 
6. Why doesn’t the MTA remove the York Toll, keep the toll free exits, and simply 

 replace the lost revenue by increasing entry tolls at every other location? 
Response:  If the southern toll plaza is eliminated and exit tolls are not 
reintroduced, we estimate that entry tolls at all locations would have to be 
increased by $0.90 to make up for the lost revenue. This would result in extreme 
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toll inequity for Turnpike users.  For example, under such a system motorist 
entering the Turnpike in York could travel more than 50 miles to Gray without 
paying a toll.  A motorist traveling 31miles from Wells to Gray would pay $1.50 
($0.90 + 0.60).  A motorists traveling just 1 mile from Exit 47 to Exit 48 in 
Portland would also pay a toll of $1.50. The toll rates for the New Gloucester and 
West Gardiner mainline toll plazas would also need to increase to $1.75.  This 
proposal would create extreme toll rate inequities and would significantly shift 
toll burden currently paid by out-of-state users onto Maine resident users. 

 
7. Why can’t we remove the York Toll and make up the lost revenues by increasing 

tolls incrementally from south to north? For example, charge 60 cents at Wells, 75 
cents at Kennebunk, $1.00 at Biddeford and so on. 
Response:  This proposal would create even greater toll rate inequities by 
allowing motorists who enter from Exit 7 or further south to travel for free up to 
Exit 63, while charging excessively high tolls for motorists making short trips 
between exits in the Biddeford - Saco area and the  greater Portland area.  This 
would also shift more of the toll burden from out-of-state users to Maine resident 
users. 
 

 
8. Can One-Way Tolling be applied at the York Toll Plaza? 

Response – One-way tolling is a method of toll collection that involves charging 
twice the fare in one direction, while allowing toll free travel in the other 
direction.  The Maine Turnpike Authority conducted a feasibility study of one-way 
tolling in 2005.  The feasibility study took place at the same time and benefited 
from the experience of a two-year, one-way tolling demonstration project at the 
Hampton Toll Plaza on the New Hampshire Turnpike.  
 Based on the findings of the feasibility study and the experience of Hampton Toll 
Plaza demonstration project, the Maine Turnpike Authority determined that one-
way-tolling was not a viable tolling strategy for Maine.  The Authority’s decision 
was largely due to concerns about the number of vehicles that would divert onto 
local roadways to avoid the double-tolled direction. The study estimated that an 
average of 11.7% of the vehicles would divert around the toll plaza to avoid the 
doubled toll.  Note that one-way tolling was not resumed at the Hampton Toll 
Plaza following the demonstration project for the same reason. 
A closer look at one-way tolling suggests that it is only successful on bridges, 
tunnels and in rare instances on highways, where there is little opportunity to 
divert around the facility to avoid the toll.  The only successful examples of one-
way tolling in our region of the country are on bridges and tunnels in urban 
areas, such as the Tobin Bridge in Boston, Tapanzee Bridge in New York and the 
Benjamin Franklin Bridge in Philadelphia.  It is successful on these facilities 
because it is virtually impossible to divert around them and reach your 
destination in a reasonable amount of time.   This is not the case on the Maine 
Turnpike and other more rural toll highways, where the opportunity for diversion 
exists.  A doubled toll in one direction at the York Toll Plaza would likely result in 
an unacceptable level of diversion onto Rt. 1 and other alternative routes. 
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9. Why doesn’t the Maine Turnpike adopt cashless tolling? 

Response:  Cashless tolling may become a universally viable technology someday 
in the future, but not the identifiable future, particularly on a highway like the 
Maine Turnpike, which serves such a diverse mix of users.  
The most common application of cashless tolling is a system in which a very high 
percentage of a highway’s users have an electronic toll collection device (E-
ZPass) in their vehicle and pay their tolls accordingly. Tolls are collected from 
the small percentage of motorists who do not have electronic toll collection by 
capturing a video image of their vehicle’s license plate and sending the registered 
owner a bill. 
 
Successful examples of cashless tolling involve highways in urban areas that 
serve primarily as commuter routes and have a very high rate of electronic toll 
collection usage, generally exceeding 80%.  In addition, the vast majority of their 
users typically reside within the same jurisdiction or use the same electronic toll 
system operator, making it possible to conduct a billing and enforcement program 
for motorists without electronic toll collection.    
 
The Maine Turnpike shares none of the characteristics that are essential for a 
successful cashless tolling program. The Maine Turnpike is primarily a rural 
highway.  It is not a commuter-oriented highway.  Most Maine Turnpike drivers 
are occasional users and a high percentage of them are from out-of-state.  Nearly 
50% of the users of the York Toll Plaza are from out-of-state.  
 
While E-ZPass usage on the Maine Turnpike is nearing 50% and continues to 
grow, there is no expectation, given the highway’s diverse user base, that the rate 
will reach the 80% -90% range in the near future.  That means that the Authority 
would be required to collect a significant portion of its revenue by capturing 
video images of license plates and sending a bill to the vehicle’s owner.  Because 
the Maine Turnpike serves so many occasional users, the cost of processing and 
sending a bill could exceed the toll amount to be collected.  There is no universal, 
reliable system in place that would allow the Authority to access the names and 
addresses of out-of-state drivers for billing purposes, and certainly no system to 
enforce penalties for unpaid video tolls. 

 
10 Will the Turnpike’s E-ZPass technology soon become obsolete? 

Response:  Like any technology, electronic toll collection is always evolving, but 
there is no indication that the current system will become obsolete in the 
foreseeable future.  The Maine Turnpike Authority is an active, voting member of 
the E-ZPass Interagency Group (IAG), which is comprised of 24 agencies, 
operating in 13 states that provide compatible E-ZPass technology to their 
customers.  Together, the IAG agencies have issued more than 17 million active 
E-ZPass tags.  Given the significant commitment by the Maine Turnpike and all 
other IAG member agencies to create and maintain a system that is compatible 
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from state to state, it is highly unlikely that any sudden technology changes would 
be adopted by the IAG that would render the systems of member agencies 
obsolete. 
 

4) York Plaza Conditions and Concerns (Deficiencies) 
 
1. What are the traffic delays at York Toll Plaza?  What impact has E-ZPass had on the 

delays? 
Response: E-ZPass has had a positive influence on delays and backups at the 
York Toll Plaza.  One of the more notable factors in this has been the shift in cash 
paying customers to the E-ZPass system.  For the existing arrangement and 
number of lanes, on average, dedicated E-ZPass lanes can process approximately 
three times as many vehicles as a cash lane.  Following is some of the more 
recent delay and backup data.  
 

•    In 2005 northbound backups averaged 1157’ with 173 seconds of delay for cash 
customers.  By comparison E-ZPass customers averaged 120 seconds of delay. 

 
•   In 2005 southbound backups averaged 4335’ with 442 seconds of delay for cash 

customers.  By comparison E-ZPass customers averaged 375 seconds of delay. 
 

Experience indicates that, as cash-payers shift into the E-ZPass program, toll 
plaza backups and delays diminish.  However, given the mix of users that include 
cash-paying patrons and E-ZPass patrons, we will continue to encounter 
situations in which cash backups block access to the dedicated E-ZPass lanes 
exacerbating backups and delays significantly.  This diminishes the potential 
benefit of the growth in E-ZPass usage.  The solution to this circumstance is the 
safe separation of the cash paying patrons from the E-Z Pass patrons.  

 
2. If the York Toll Plaza has safety problems, how can the MTA still operate it? 

Response: All highways and toll plazas have safety challenges.  It is the 
responsibility of the operator to minimize those safety challenges.  Over the years 
the MTA has invested a significant amount of money to upgrade and repair the 
existing plaza to minimize crashes and traffic flow problems that often result in 
crashes.  But these upgrades and repairs are not able to address the plaza’s more 
fundamental safety problems of being located near an interchange, on a curve 
and at the bottom of a hill.  These fundamental problems will only cause the plaza 
to become more unsafe as traffic volumes increase.  The toll plaza study is being 
conducted to ensure the future, long-term safe operation of the plaza. 

 
3. Why is the speed limit for the E-ZPass lane 35 mph at the Hampton Toll Plaza in 

New Hampshire, and 10mph at York? 
Response: The approach to both York and the Hampton Plazas is signed at 
35mph.  The speed limit immediately before and after both plazas is 10mph for E-
ZPass customers. 
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4. Why are the E-ZPass lanes on the right side?   
Response:  When the MTA introduced electronic toll collection (ETC) in 1997, the 
dedicated ETC lanes were located on the left of the plaza for approaching traffic.  
This configuration seemed to make sense because it allowed ETC users to travel 
straight through the plaza.  The MTA, however, received complaints from 
residents of nearby communities saying that the ETC lanes were often blocked by 
tourists who seem to congregate near the middle of the plaza.  The middle lane 
also made it difficult to access the interchange.  The MTA held focus groups with 
local residents, which concluded that the ETC lanes should be placed on the far 
right side, allowing users to go around the backups in the middle of the plaza and 
access the York interchange easier.  The MTA responded by moving ETC lanes to 
the far right.  In 2005, the MTA added back ETC lanes on the left side of the 
plaza, so now there are dedicated ETC lanes on both the left and right side of the 
plaza.  It should also be noted that all toll lanes will accept E-ZPass. 
 

5) Feasibility Study & Proposed Facility 
 
1. How will the plaza be plowed and kept safe during a snowstorm? 

Response:  The MTA maintenance crews will plow this plaza much the same way 
the mainline is plowed and maintained.  With the presence of median barriers and 
barriers separating cash from E-ZPass patrons, the plowing will consist of a 
number of one-way loops with typical snow removal procedures in certain areas. 

 
2. How will the toll plaza be designed so that it will be visually pleasing? 

Response:  The conceptual design for a new plaza is in the very preliminary 
stages with only a few initial thoughts; the toll plaza should be in keeping with 
southern Maine and be a subtle but welcoming ‘gateway’ to Maine.  The new 
plaza will replace the existing substandard, rusted, antiquated, and bumpy plaza 
that more than 17 million people experience each year as they enter and depart 
Maine. 
 

3. Why is the proposed toll plaza being designed to accommodate large volumes of 
traffic when bottlenecks occur downstream at the Hampton Toll Plaza in NH? 

Response:  The MTA has a responsibility to its customers and to the State of 
Maine to operate as safely and efficiently as possible.  While it is important for 
agencies in neighboring states to communicate and cooperate, MTA standards of 
safety and operation should not be determined by the standards of other highways 
or facilities. 
 

4. Why is the plaza currently designed with a total of 21 lanes?  If Highway Speed 
Tolling efficiently and quickly processes vehicles, why are there more lanes than the 
existing 17 lane plaza? 

Response:  The MTA is still in the early stage of design development.  Initial 
designs called for 21 lanes consisting of seven northbound and eight southbound 
cash lanes with three highway speed tolling lanes in each direction.  This is a 
reasonable preliminary estimate of the number of lanes required based on current 
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traffic projections, E-ZPass usage,  toll collection processing rates and 
acceptable vehicle backups.  As part of the MTA’s ongoing avoidance and 
minimization (of impacts) process, traffic modeling parameters are being refined 
and updated to reduce the number of lanes while providing a safe plaza and 
reasonable level of service. 
 

5. What factors into the width and length of the proposed toll plaza? 
Response:  The width of the plaza footprint is a function of the number of lanes 
and necessary support buildings.  See the question above for discussion on the 
number of lanes.  The length of plaza footprint is based on a design that allows 
for: 1.) E-ZPass and cash paying vehicles to safely diverge and merge, 2.) cash 
paying vehicles to slow down and choose a cash lane, 3.) an appropriate distance 
for vehicles to queue, and 4.) for the cash paying vehicles to accelerate and merge 
into one lane before merging with the E-ZPass vehicles. 
 

6. How can traffic safely merge at 65 mph after paying tolls? 
Response:  Cash customers will exit and enter the mainline using an off-ramp and 
on-ramp that meet all of the standard guidelines of a typical interstate 
interchange at 65 mph posted speed. 
 

7. How does the crash rate on the Maine Turnpike compare to National rate?  If the 
Turnpike is much lower, why is there a need to lower the crash rate? 

Response: The standard of comparing crash rate statistics in Maine is not against 
National values but instead against statewide values.  Crash rate data was 
requested of the MaineDOT for the three year periods of 2003-2005 and 2004-
2006.  This data shows that the roadway immediately south of the York Toll plaza 
for both the Northbound approach and the Southbound departure are high crash 
locations; in fact the Northbound approach has the #11th highest crash rate out of 
1,054 high crash locations within the State of Maine.  
 

8. Can the accident data for the High Crash Locations be provided? 
Response:  Yes.  Data for High Crash Locations as well as all crash data for the 
Turnpike is available from the MaineDOT for any interested party.  The MTA has 
also provided this information to the Town of York.   In summary, both the 
northbound and southbound lanes on the south side of the York Toll Plaza are 
rated to be High Crash Locations by the MaineDOT.  The northbound lanes on 
the southside of the plaza are ranked as the 11th highest crash location of 1,054 
high crash locations in the state.  
 

9. What consideration has there been for access to the plaza for fire and police? 
Response:  Access for emergency vehicles has been discussed in general terms 
with town officials.  This type of access is always a part of the design process for 
all plazas and service buildings.  From these early discussions, we have the 
required level of information necessary for conceptual planning and will work 
with local fire, police and emergency management to acquire more detailed 
information as the project moves into preliminary and final design 
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10. If funding is so critical for the Turnpike, is constructing a new toll plaza more 

imperative than repairing bridges and other infrastructure? 
Response: The roadways, bridges, interchanges, toll plazas, service areas and 
maintenance areas are subjected to increasing stress due to age, growing levels 
of traffic and the demands of the harsh northern New England climate.  To ensure 
the sound condition and effective operation of the Turnpike, the Authority’s 20 
year plan funds and implements proactive Operation and Maintenance, Reserve 
Maintenance and Capital Improvement programs.  The vigilance of the Authority 
through these programs has resulted in a well-maintained and efficiently-
operated Turnpike. As the Authority looks to future initiatives, such as the 
reconstruction of the mainline toll plaza in York, it will continue to assure that 
turnpike facilities meet current safety standards as well as projected demands. 
Given that the York Toll Plaza handles more than 16 million vehicles per year 
and generates 40% of the revenue necessary to maintain the MTA’s overall 
infrastructure, its safe and efficient operation is no less important than any bridge 
or section of roadway. 

 
6) What Would it Take to Build at the Existing Location? 
 
1. Can the York plaza be reconstructed at the existing site? 

Response: At the urging of the York Selectman, the Turnpike Authority has 
directed its consulting engineer to conduct a more in-depth study about the 
possibility of constructing a new plaza at the existing location.  Prior to this the 
MTA commissioned feasibility study that considered three different alternatives at 
the existing site in addition to the no-build alternative. The study concluded that 
each of the alternatives failed to achieve the basic safety and efficiency objectives 
originally intended by the toll plaza improvement project, and failed to meet the 
basic design guidelines established by the Federal Highway Administration for 
safe toll plaza design and operation.  The study also indicated that the cost of 
building at the existing site would be similar to the cost of building at a new site 
that would achieve the project objectives and meet federal guidelines for toll 
plaza safety. 
 
The following are operational issues identified as unresolved at the existing 
location alternative that affect both capacity and the safety of patrons and staff: 
 

A. Safety concerns remain due to proximity of Chases Pond Road 
interchange.  Confusing traffic patterns will result with access to the on 
and off ramps occurring within the cash lanes of toll plaza area. 

B. The plaza will remain at the low point of a hill which is not recommended.  
This creates a safety concern due to the potential of heavy vehicles losing 
their brakes and striking the plaza or stopped traffic.  In addition the hill 
leads to heavy engine braking noise southbound and heavy acceleration 
noise northbound as commercial vehicles approach and depart the plaza. 
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C. Sight distance will not improve, in fact from both north and south 
approaches it will get worse due to cash lanes being moved further from 
the center of the mainline. Sight distance is compromised by the close 
location of Chases Pond Road Bridge and horizontal curve of the mainline 
approach.  Improper sight distance, leads to inefficient decisions and 
unsafe last second lane changes. 

 
D. Wetland and other environmental impacts will be significant and obtaining 
permits will be more difficult.  The mitigation of these impacts, even if allowed, 
would add $3-10 million to the ‘similar’ project costs resulting in a project cost 
exceeding a new location. 
 

2. What is the value of the wetlands around the existing plaza?  When comparing sites, 
is the quality of the wetland considered? 

Response: Wetland type, area, quality and function are considered when 
screening sites.  Wetlands adjacent to the existing toll plaza are substantive and 
associated with the Little River.  While some of those nearby wetlands have 
experienced impacts attributable to nearby facilities (such as the toll plaza), the 
effects are limited to the immediate proximity.  The wetland is extensive, diverse, 
and one of the larger contiguous wetlands in the study area.   Similarly, wetlands 
adjacent to other development or roadways may also have experienced 
degradation or changes to the functions, which is also considered. 
 

3. How much has the ground at the toll plaza settled? 
Response: From available information, pavement in the immediate plaza area has 
settled as much as 4.5 feet. 
 

4. With proper engineering, can the settlement of the existing site be remedied? 
Response: Yes, the existing site could be engineered to minimize the effects of 
differential settlement, though at a substantial cost.  Soil settlement is only one of 
the operational and safety concerns at the plaza. 

 
7) Site Identification and Screening Process 
 
1. Why does the MTA consider the York Plaza project in the early stages of the project 

development process when the LD534 Report was delivered as Final to the 
legislature’s Transportation Committee? 

Response: There has been much confusion about the relationship between a study 
report which was completed to meet the specific requirements of a law passed by 
the Maine Legislature (LD 534) and the Turnpike Authority’s broader study 
regarding the reconstruction and possible relocation of the southern toll plaza, 
which is still ongoing. 
In LD 534, the Legislature required the Turnpike Authority to document the need 
for the replacement of the southern toll plaza as well as the reasons why the 
existing location may not be suitable for this replacement project. The parameters 
of this study and report were clearly defined by the Legislature and did not 
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include any discussion of alternative sites. The MTA completed the report and 
presented it to the Legislature’s Joint Standing Committee on Transportation, as 
required by the law. The MTA has since received correspondence from the House 
and Senate Chairmen of the Transportation Committee confirming that the MTA 
has completed and complied with the requirements of LD 534. 

 
The MTA’s study regarding the replacement and possible relocation of the 
southern toll plaza is a separate and much more extensive undertaking including 
items reported in the LD 534 Response Report.  The purpose of the study is to 
inform the Turnpike Authority Board of the deficiencies of the existing plaza and 
to recommend strategies to address those deficiencies and to make operational 
improvements that will allow the facility to function safely and efficiently in the 
future.  It will present the Board with a range of options from rehabilitating the 
plaza, to modifying the plaza in conjunction with adjacent mainline 
reconstruction (to meet current design criteria), to building a new plaza at an 
alternate site.  Benefits, impacts and costs will be included in the report for 
comparison purposes.  This study was and is still in the early stages.  The MTA 
Board:  1) has not received the study report, 2) has not made any decisions about 
the feasibility of replacing the plaza in the current location, 3) has not yet 
considered any alternative locations, and 4) has not filed for any environmental 
permits. 

• Once the Turnpike Board makes a decision, the regulatory agencies 
such as the Maine Department of Environmental Protection and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will review all the data and will make 
their own determination if permits for a project are feasible. 

 
2. Was the public involved in LD534? 

Response:  LD534 required that the MTA should “hold informational sessions 
with interested parties.”  The MTA staff sought guidance on this requirement 
from the Chairs of the Legislature’s Transportation Committee.  They confirmed 
that a public meeting with selectmen from York, Ogunquit and Wells televised on 
local access cable would satisfy the intent of the law.  (The MTA also held a 
number of other meetings as contained in the following response)  The MTA 
arranged and participated in that meeting on January 23, 2008.  The MTA 
reported back to the Legislature’s Transportation Committee at a public meeting 
on April 3, 2008.  Again, it is important to note that LD534 was specifically 
focused on the technical information regarding the deficiencies of the York Toll 
Plaza.  It did not include any discussion of alternate sites, environmental impacts, 
community impacts or other issues that have since generated public interest.  

 
3. What public meetings have been held to date? 

Response:  It is important to understand that while the subject of replacing the 
York toll plaza has been discussed with local officials and at public meetings for 
several years, specific information about potential alternate sites and their 
potential community and environmental impacts was not available until recently.  
The MTA has provided information as it has become available during the course 
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of the study. The following meetings have occurred to present information and 
gather input: 

A. Municipal Meetings 
1. Town staff input and information sharing – throughout 

a) Annual Town Visit meetings December 16, 2004 
b) Annual Town Visit meetings November 28, 2005 

2. Town Managers’ meetings  
a) 1st meeting Sept. 26, 2006 
b) 2nd meeting including Plaza site tour November 29, 2007 
c) 3rd meeting January 22, 2008 
d) 4th meeting February 15, 2008 

3. Joint Select Board meeting – October 25, 2006  
4. Joint Select Board presentation – January 23,2008 

B. Permitting Agency Meetings 
1. State/Federal Interagency meeting – October 10, 2006 

C. Legislative Meetings 
1. Legislative hearing on LD 534 – April 13, 2007 
2. Legislative Tour & Briefing – August 9, 2007 
3. Legislative Tour & Briefing – August 10, 2007 
4. Legislative Tour & Briefing – September 21, 2007 
5. Legislative Tour & Briefing – December 10, 2007 
6. LD534 presented to Transportation Committee – April 3, 2008 

D. Public Meetings  
1. Public Informational meeting – February 27, 2008 
2. Public Informational meeting – April 3, 2008 
3. Meeting of York Selectman and MTA Board – April 29 , 2008 
4. Meeting of York Citizens and MTA staff – May 15, 2008 

 
4. Why weren’t the LD534 Options compared to the Site Identification and Screening 

Alternatives? 
Response:  The LD534 Response Report details the investigation and findings 
related to possibilities of addressing specific deficiencies and safety issues at the 
existing plaza.  A range of the upgrade and modification options were developed 
for the existing toll plaza that address some of these deficiencies.  (It became 
apparent that looking at a generic relocation alternative may also be necessary.)  
The Site Identification and Screening Report details the investigation and location 
of possible sites along the Maine Turnpike corridor that hold potential for 
meeting basic design guidelines for the construction of a mainline toll plaza as 
well as addressing the identified deficiencies and safety issues.  The options 
dealing with the existing site can not fairly be compared to the alternative 
locations for the simple fact that the existing site options do not meet the basic 
engineering design guidelines for mainline toll plazas currently in use today.  
Even though the existing site options are shown with associated costs, these 
numbers do not tell the whole story, e.g. simply replacing the toll booths, canopy 
and tunnel does not address traveler safety, congestion, or staff safety. 
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5. Why aren’t the results of the LD534 and Site Identification and Screening Reports 
combined? 

Response: The LD report was prepared at the request of the Legislature to 
address specific questions of the Legislature.  The Site Identification and 
Screening report is being prepared for submission to the Army Corps of 
Engineers for the purpose of obtaining a LEDPA (Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative).  The report documents the entire site location 
process, which is consistent with good transportation planning practices as well 
as federal and state environmental laws.  Elements of the LD report, such as 
documenting project purpose and need and evaluating the existing facility 
location, are also elements required by federal and state environmental laws.  In 
summary, the Maine Department of Environmental Protection and the Army 
Corps of Engineers will review both the feasibility of the existing location as well 
as alternate locations. 
 

6. The Site Identification and Screening Report began with 16 sites and narrowed the 
candidates to four.  What criteria were considered to eliminate the 12 sites? 

Response: The 12 sites were not carried forward due to their high levels of 
impacts including one or more of the following reasons: residential impacts or 
proximity to higher density development, wetland or natural resource impacts, 
impacts to tidal wetlands, and/or refined engineering screening. 
 

7. How can a design be shown if a site is not yet selected? 
Response: Conceptual site designs were developed to compare multiple locations 
and to assess relative impacts between alternatives. This is a standard 
planning/engineering method.  Additional site refinement, design and 
consideration of public input will need to be applied to the four alternative sites to 
develop even more site-specific information for use when screening the sites.  
 

8. When comparing the four alternative sites, how is the criteria weighted in the 
comparison matrix?  What consideration is given to homes?   

Response: The environmental permitting agencies do not provide a specified 
weight or factor for comparing dissimilar resources (homes, wetlands, etc.).  
Resources and potential impacts are quantified and compared or ranked within 
each resource and compared on whole.  Generally, residences and wetlands are 
the most prevalent consideration in screening sites.  
 

9. How are people represented in the comparison matrix of the four alternative sites?    
Response: People are represented in the homes/residences categories including 
densities of homes, proximity of homes, land-use type and the inclusion of 
proposed developments. 
 

10. What is the cost comparison of reconstructing the existing plaza vs. a new site? 
Response:  It is important to note here that a comparison of cost alone does not 
tell a complete story.  First and foremost is that an alternative that does not meet 
basic goals, purpose and/or design guidelines can not fairly be compared to an 
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alternative that does meet all of these criteria.  As well, at the current stage of 
development there are a number of items that are not accounted for either 
completely or partially, e.g. wetland impacts and the mitigation ratio they must be 
replaced at, soil engineering and the extent to which advanced construction 
methods might need to be applied.  With that said, reconstruction of the existing 
plaza, while not addressing all safety or operational issues, and not meeting the 
basic engineering design criteria could cost $37 million dollars plus an 
additional $10 million dollars worth of wetland mitigation costs (estimated 26 
acres impacted) plus upwards to $15 million dollars for advance soil 
construction.  Still, the estimate for the existing site alternatives does not include 
potential costs of reconfiguring the Chases Pond Road interchange or its 
complete relocation to meet some of the basic design guidelines; which could also 
add millions to the cost, pushing the total cost to over $70 million dollars.  A new 
plaza alternative in a new location could cost $36-38 million with an additional 
$0.5 to $4 million in wetland mitigation costs (estimated 1-11 acres impacted).  A 
new plaza would be located such that other unknown costs are minimized and/ or 
avoided, e.g. soils, interchanges, roadways, etc.  Based on location selection 
criteria a new location would meet all the basic design criteria as well as address 
deficiencies and issues currently plaguing the existing plaza.  Therefore a new 
plaza in a new location may cost up to $40 million dollars.  To reiterate, costs of 
reconstructing at the existing site vs. building a new plaza at an alternative site 
are not the only factors for comparing options.  Reconstructing the existing plaza 
leaves many deficiencies unresolved including safety concerns that are a leading 
factor in the Plaza being identified as a High Crash Location. 
 

11. When selecting a site, are cemeteries considered?  There is at least one near MM11.3. 
Response: Yes, cemeteries are considered a significant constraint. 
 

12. When selecting a site, are vernal pools considered?  There are many surrounding all 
of the alternative sites.   

Response: Yes, vernal pools are considered in the evaluation.  An initial site 
inspection was conducted to identify vernal pools and significant wildlife habitat 
within potential project footprints and within a 500 foot buffer area from the 
footprint. 
 

13. How are wetland impacts estimated? 
Response: Wetland areas were identified for all candidate sites in the same 
manner using aerial photographs, Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil 
Survey mapping of hydric soils, National Wetland Inventory mapping of wetlands, 
and USGS topographic maps.  The wetland information for alternative sites is 
equivalent and only used to make comparisons between initial alternatives (Phase 
1) for screening.  Subsequent information will be added to refine wetland 
boundaries to compare the Phase 2 alternatives.  Once the preferred site is 
selected, formal wetland delineations will be conducted to determine exact 
wetland boundaries, locations surveyed, and permit applications will be prepared 
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using refined site design and field-delineated wetlands.  Other information such 
as functional assessments and ecological resources will be included. 
 

14. Are wildlife sanctuaries reviewed and considered? 
Response: Yes.  If land in the Wildlife Sanctuary was identified as a special 
wildlife habitat or critical habitat area, then that area would be considered in the 
screening analyses.  If the Wildlife Sanctuary is not designated as special or 
critical habitat, no special consideration is made 
 

15. Will any roads be relocated?  Who would pay for this? 
Response: At this stage of planning, the MTA does not anticipate the relocation of 
any local road.  As the project enters into design, there may be a need to address 
some existing roadside ditches and grading.  The MTA would incur the costs for 
such work to any public road if the work is necessitated by MTA construction.  
 

16. Will security for the York Water District Treatment Plant be compromised if the 
selected site puts the plaza in close proximity? 

Response: The treatment plant and Chases Pond are not currently fenced from 
nearby properties, but the Turnpike right-of-way is fenced.  A fence will be 
installed along the right-of-way between the toll plaza and all abutters.  Sites at 
Mile Markers 8.7 and 9.9 are the closest to the treatment plant, and based upon 
the conceptual design, it is unlikely that any additional tree clearing between the 
Turnpike and the treatment plant will be needed. 
 

17. If the water line is required to be relocated, who will pay for it? 
Response:  This is a legal question that would depend in part on the nature of the 
York Water District’s property rights in the property through which the line runs. 
The MTA would work with the York Water District to determine these rights and 
responsibilities accordingly. 
 

18. How much on-site investigation has there been?   
Response: To date, staff, engineers, planners, surveyors and scientists have 
conducted various preliminary field investigations to collect and/or verify 
publicly available data to be able to develop the conceptual plans.  As the project 
progresses there will be a need for more detailed information gathering in all of 
these areas.  Most recently in April and May 2008, environmental scientists have 
been onsite to verify wetlands and locate vernal pools. 
 

19. Is the MTA’s mapping accurate? 
Response: Mapping resources used to date for site identification and screening is 
of the accepted scale, quality and resolution to meet expectations of all review 
and permitting agencies.  As the project progresses, refined mapping and 
information will be gathered and used.  
 

20. How will all of the public input be reviewed and used before selecting the preferred 
site to rebuild the York Toll Plaza?   
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Response: The Turnpike Authority is reviewing the information and confirming 
that all data is considered and there are no substantive data gaps for making a 
site selection.  Any new information will be included in the site screening and 
permitting processes. 
 

21. Has the public said anything that would affect the MTA’s decision of rebuilding the 
York Toll Plaza at an alternative site?  

Response: The MTA received a lot of information from the April 3, 2008 meeting.  
Examples of information that the MTA will pursue further includes environmental 
impacts, land use, public infrastructure, possibility of a cemetery and the 
additional meetings with a smaller core group of York residents and officials to 
spend more time learning various items about the project and the area. 
 

22. Is it possible that all four sites could be rejected?   
Response: Any and all of the sites are subject to elimination during the course of 
the study. 

 
8) Environmental Considerations 
 
1. How is air quality going to be addressed; for example ozone non-attainment area; 

exhaust blowing to the beaches? 
Response: The Federal and State Permit process will dictate the procedures for 
analyzing air quality.  Since this area is a non-attainment area for ozone, Maine 
is required to prepare State Implementation Plans (SIP) that show how the state 
will improve the air quality to attain the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  
Both new and improvement highway projects must be contained in the area’s 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  The modeling procedures for ozone 
and NO2 require long term meteorological data and detailed area wide emission 
rates for all existing and potential sources.  This modeling is performed by the 
Maine Department of Transportation (MaineDOT) in conjunction with 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) for the region to show that 
regional emissions plus projects in the TIP are in conformance with the SIP and 
the Clean Air Act (CAA) amendments.  The Portland Area Comprehensive 
Transportation Committee (PACTS) and the Kittery Area Comprehensive 
Transportation Study (KACTS) are the two MPOs responsible for this analysis.  
Once the MaineDOT and MPOs have completed their analysis, it is forwarded to 
the FHWA for final ruling on the TIP’s conformance with the SIP and the CAA 
and its amendments.  Conformance with the SIP means that the area will be on 
schedule with complying with the CAA and its amendments throughout the state. 
 

2. How is lighting going to be addressed? 
Response: Lighting will be developed for the selected site during the preliminary 
and final design stages.  Lighting technology has improved over the years with the 
benefits being better ability to control the ‘night sky’ effect as well as better 
control of surface illumination and its reflectivity.  The design will incorporate 
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fixtures that direct light downward and are consistent with safety practices for 
highway lighting.  
 

3. How is noise going to be addressed?  
Response:  The noise levels along the project will be addressed according to the 
Maine Turnpike Authority’s Highway Traffic Noise Policy.  This policy parallels 
the Maine Department of Transportation’s Noise Policy, with both policies 
following the criteria set forth in 23 CFR 772 which is the FHWA’s highway 
traffic noise policy.  Future noise levels will be modeled according to FHWA 
procedures, impacts and potential mitigation measures will based on the Highway 
Traffic Noise Policy. 
The noise heard at a highway speed toll plaza is similar to what is heard along 
the mainline today and is less than what is heard at the existing plaza today.  A 
good portion of this is attributed to the design guidelines for locating a toll plaza 
and the implementation of highway speed tolling.  Noise will be addressed during 
the preliminary and final design stages. 

 
4. How will the groundwater supply be protected?   

Response: The toll plaza facility will be designed and constructed to meet current 
building and safety codes.  Storm water management systems will meet current 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection standards to protect groundwater 
and surface waters. 
 

5. How will adjacent streams and other waterways (that eventually lead into the ocean) 
be protected from stormwater pollution?   

Response: For a project such as the proposed toll plaza, the Turnpike is required 
by law to construct stormwater management systems that meet the State of Maine 
requirements.  Compared with older design and construction methods, new 
construction methods are vastly improved. 
 

6. How are the Priority Coastal Rivers (Cape Neddick and Josias) being evaluated, 
treated, prevented, avoided etc?   

Response: These rivers are known resources and are identified in the site 
selection and screening process.  See responses to storm water and groundwater 
above.  The Cape Neddick and Josias Rivers are not listed as Non-point Source 
Priority Watersheds, Coastal Waters or Rivers and Streams by the Department of 
Environmental Protection.  
 

7. How will pollution of water supply be prevented?   
Response: The York Public Water Supply is derived from surface water taken 
from Chases Pond.  The Turnpike and toll plaza alternatives are not in the 
watershed of Chases Pond.  The water inlet to the public system is uphill of the 
Turnpike and the distance from the nearest proposed work area for a toll plaza to 
the inlet is 1,050 feet for Site 8.7 and 900 feet for Site 9.9.  Drainage from a toll 
plaza or the roadway cannot physically enter Chases Pond.  The main water line 
crosses beneath the Turnpike similar to many other public utilities beneath roads 
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and highways.  Measures will be taken to protect the pipe during construction.  
Crossing or relocating a water main is a routine utility protection/relocation 
occurrence and should not pose any pollution threat to the water supply. 

 
9) Right-of-Way Considerations 
 
1. How will access to the toll plaza be decided? 

Response:  Site access from an identified local road for MTA employees and other 
associated parties is noted in the comparison matrix of the four alternate sites in 
the Site Identification and Screening Report and will be further analyzed for the 
preferred site. 
 

2. What is the MTA doing to consider the “human factor” when proposing a project at 
the scale of a new mainline plaza? 

Response:  The MTA is required by the regulatory permitting agencies to consider 
both human resource and natural resource impacts in the development of this 
project.   
 

3. How are homes values in a poor housing market going to be fairly established? 
Response:  It is one of the goals of the MTA not to displace anyone.  However, in 
these situations, home values, are established using generally accepted appraisal 
practices such as the use of comparable sales in the same or similar markets.  
Because all the homes in a region are under the same market conditions, the 
"market value" is a relative value that rises and falls affecting all homes equally.   
 

4. How much money has been set aside for purchase of land? 
Response:  Money has not been specifically set aside for the purchase of land.  
However, the MTA is committed to setting aside the amount of money necessary 
to assure that landowners receive fair and appropriate compensation for any land 
acquired. 

 
 
 

# # # 
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Staff Report on the Present Status of Tolling on the Maine Turnpike 

Early History 

For its first 50 years, the Maine Turnpike collected tolls by issuing a ticket to each motorist at the 

beginning of a trip and charging a cash toll at departure based on distance traveled.  At midnight on 

September 16, 1997, this ticket system was replaced by charging tolls only at plazas on the mainline or 

at entrance ramps. 

At the same time, the Turnpike introduced the option either to pay cash or to pay electronically using 

Transpass, a system that required a participating motorist to lease a transponder that sent and received 

signals to and from an overhead antenna and allowed for tolls to be calculated.  The account holder was 

required to maintain funds on deposit from which tolls were withdrawn. 

In the ensuing years, a competitor called "E-ZPass" became the dominant electronic toll system in the 

northeast after adoption by authorities in New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania.  As Transpass 

became obsolete, the Maine Turnpike responded in 2005 by switching from Transpass to E-ZPass and 

joining the E-ZPass Interagency Group (IAG) as a voting member. 

The IAG presently includes 25 tolling authorities in 15 states, from Maine west to Illinois and south to 

North Carolina.  It is the largest interoperable toll network in the world, has 25 million transponders in 

use, and processes 2.4 billion transactions per year.  All 25 members reciprocate in promptly crediting 

tolls for one another each day.  The system accounts for 70% of all tolls collected in the United States. 

Toll System Obsolescence 

Electronic components installed in 2005 to support Maine's E-ZPass toll plazas are now obsolete.  The 

computer and software systems are no longer supported and the vehicle sensors are expensive to 

maintain.  New electronics are needed to improve operations in cash as well as E-ZPass lanes. 

In 2011, the Turnpike began replacing its outmoded components with a system called "Infinity" made by 

UTS/Transcore.  The New Gloucester barrier toll was converted to the new system on April 1, 2013.  

Seven side ramps are presently being converted; and several more are in design. 

The Infinity system produces many tangible improvements for both cash and E-ZPass collections: 

 The system offers full violation and video audit capability in all lanes.  When fully installed, it 

will enable the Turnpike to reduce uncollectible tolls by about 500,000 transactions per year 

equal in value to $2.4 million. 

 For vehicle classification, the old system uses pressure sensitive treadles and in-lane laser light 

curtains that are vulnerable to physical damage.  Repairs to them cost the Turnpike 

approximately $390,000 in 2012.  The new system replaces them with components that are less 

susceptible to damage and cheaper to repair. 

 The new system employs video auditing that will greatly enhance toll collector audit functions 

and eliminate external contracts for services that currently cost approximately $90,000 per year. 

 The annual cost of contracts to maintain the new system will be reduced by about $124,000. 

Annual savings and enhanced revenue from the new components recently installed are already offsetting 

the amortized capital costs of their purchase. 

At most of the Turnpike's 19 toll sites, it is possible to install the new system as a retrofit to an existing 

plaza without changing locations.  However, at three of the barrier tolls --York, Exit 44/I-295, and West 

Gardiner/I-295 -- there is need to consider new plazas at different or modified sites.  Any alternative site 

must be chosen in a permitting process guided by federal and state agencies. 
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The new vehicle sensory systems function to a degree of reliability approaching 100% -- even at 

highway speeds -- as has recently been proven in New Gloucester where electronic tolls are collected at 

65 mph.  New Gloucester employs Open Road Tolling (ORT) in which motorists with transponders 

travel at highway speed under an overhead gantry of antennas that record the toll electronically.  

Motorists who need to pay cash, move right to a separated lane to stop and pay an attendant. 

Conditions at York 

Among the sites in need of upgrade is the 17-lane toll plaza at York, where the Turnpike collects 38% of 

its revenue.  York was constructed in 1969 near mile 7, the first point on the Maine Interstate where 

tolling is permitted.  Because federal funds were used to build or widen the highway south of mile 7, 

federal law prohibits tolls on this part even though the state requires the Turnpike to maintain it. 

The York plaza was designed to last until 1982, when bonds were to be repaid, tolls were to cease, and 

the Turnpike was to be turned over to Maine DOT for perpetual maintenance.  However, the oil shocks 

of 1973 and 1978 caused such a significant decline in gas tax revenue that the Legislature had 

inadequate funds in 1982 with which to support the general highway budget -- let alone the Turnpike.  

The Legislature directed the Turnpike to continue collecting tolls not only to maintain itself but also to 

contribute substantial sums to Maine DOT, a practice that continues to this day in reduced form under 

different statutory directives. 

The York toll plaza, now 45 years old, is beyond its useful life and suffers from numerous operational 

and structural deficiencies.  The highway in this location is built on deep compressible clays.  The plaza 

itself rests on piles, but the approach and departure pads have been sinking by nearly 1 inch per year. 

 A sensitive component of the new Infinity system is an antenna loop that is carefully set in concrete 

within the approach to each lane.  These loops are necessary to classify vehicles.  They help to 

distinguish between cars that owe a $3 toll from trucks that may owe as much as $13.50 at York, 

depending on vehicle size and the number of axles.  To work effectively over time, the loops must be set 

within a rigid pad on stable ground, a condition difficult to maintain at the present York plaza 

In addition, the curves, elevation changes, and close proximity of ramps at mile 7 make it highly 

undesirable for Open Road Tolling, which, for safety reasons, requires straight lines of sight along clear 

approach and departure zones. 

York's Procedural History 

Cognizant of the need to replace the deteriorating York plaza and to provide the public with high speed 

tolling, the Maine Turnpike Authority voted eight years ago (2006) to install Open Road Tolling in York 

at a location to be selected north of the existing plaza.  It was then anticipated that the project would be 

complete by 2010, ahead of a similar facility being planned for Hampton, New Hampshire. 

After a lengthy evaluation, the Turnpike filed a Phase I Report in November of 2009 with the Army 

Corps of Engineers (ACOE) to initiate a process for obtaining environmental and wetland permits for a 

new toll plaza location. 

Many citizens of York who opposed a new physical facility raised the following question: 

Is it feasible to collect tolls at the York plaza by means of All Electronic Tolling (AET) 

and avoid the need to build or maintain any physical facilities for the collection of cash? 

Under AET, cash collection is abandoned and all motorists proceed down the highway under the antenna 

that registers tolls for electronic customers.  For a customer without a transponder, collection is 
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attempted by taking high resolution photos of the license plate, looking up the registered owner's address 

through a back office inquiry, and mailing a bill to the owner's residence. 

Although AET had been ruled out in the Phase I report, the ACOE replied to the report on May 5, 2010, 

by seeking clarification on a number of further points about the AET option. 

As answers to these questions were being prepared, new Turnpike management took over in March of 

2011.  With support from the Board, three measures relevant to the York toll issue were initiated: 

1.  Expansion of E-ZPass.  The first initiative was to embark on an aggressive program to expand 

electronic toll collection (ETC) on the Maine Turnpike.  AET is generally implemented only on those 

toll roads where ETC has reached high percentages of traffic penetration.  Conditions for AET are most 

favorable on toll roads where daily commuters are the dominant revenue source.  The Maine Turnpike 

has fewer commuters than most toll roads, especially at York.  Nevertheless, expansion of E-ZPass in 

Maine would help to improve the Turnpike's financial condition regardless of future choices.  And if the 

decision were made to continue cash collection capacity at York, it might be done with a smaller plaza if 

more vehicles paid by E-ZPass. 

2.  Cash lane survey.  In 2012, the Turnpike initiated a license plate survey to document where vehicles 

in the cash lanes come from.  To collect tolls by mail under AET depends on the feasibility and cost of 

obtaining addresses from jurisdictions in which vehicles are registered.  This information is important 

for modeling AET losses and costs and for pursuing violators under any system. 

3.  Another Opinion on AET.  The Turnpike decided to obtain a fresh opinion on the feasibility of 

AET at York.  The study was later expanded to include West Gardiner/I-295 as well.  After a request for 

proposals was issued to five prominent toll consultants, the Turnpike chose Wilbur Smith (now CDM 

Smith) to perform a financial risk analysis based on conditions specific to Maine. 

E-ZPass Expansion 

As part of a legislative reform bill in the spring of 2011, the Turnpike obtained authority to form 

reciprocity contracts with other jurisdictions to collect tolls.  By August of 2011, Maine, New 

Hampshire, and Massachusetts became the first three states in the union to enforce collection against 

each other's citizens by suspending or holding vehicle registrations.  While collections under the 

program have been modest, it is assumed that many motorists from the tri-state area who once avoided 

tolls are now paying.  23% of traffic in Maine's cash lanes comes from these two neighboring states. 

In 2012, the IAG switched to a new E-ZPass transponder that costs only $10 rather than $25.  The 

Maine Turnpike, which sells its transponders at cost, dropped its prices accordingly on February 1, 

2012, and used the price drop to promote the opening of many new electronic accounts. 

Later in the spring of 2012, the Legislature gave the Turnpike permission to eliminate a cumbersome 

commuter discount program that had been mandated by law since 1982.  It was designed for the paper 

ticket system.  So long as the Turnpike was required to administer this outmoded program, it was nearly 

impossible to sell E-ZPass over the Internet.  On November 1, 2012, the Turnpike did away with the old 

program, adopted a new volume discount, and began selling transponders on-line.  The effort was 

extraordinarily successful.  The Internet now accounts for more than half of all E-ZPass sales. 

Also in 2012, state law was changed to permit the Turnpike to send notices of liability by ordinary mail 

rather than by certified mail, which cost $5.79 more.  This has saved the Turnpike over $50,000 per year 

within its present violation enforcement system.  The added cost of certified mail might alone have been 

fatal to any high volume toll-by-mail system like AET. 

On November 1, 2012, the Turnpike passed a 20% toll increase that greatly favors Maine E-ZPass 

account holders in two respects:  (1) Rates for cash were generally raised higher than rates for E-ZPass, 
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and (2) a new volume discount program was offered to Maine E-ZPass customers.  Under the new 

discount, the Turnpike is returning $6.5 million per year to Maine motorists in contrast to $2 million per 

year under the former commuter program. 

As the Turnpike created these incentives to adopt E-ZPass, it launched a series of successful sales 

campaigns, with a focus on drive-time radio, to promote electronic tolling. 

In addition to efforts here in Maine, both New Hampshire and Massachusetts have promoted E-ZPass.  

New Hampshire, for example, offers a 30% toll discount for its version of E-ZPass, and Massachusetts 

gives away its transponders.  Because these two states are the most prominent contributors to out of state 

traffic on Maine highways, their efforts have helped to raise the percentage of E-ZPass revenue in 

Maine; and Maine's efforts have helped them as well. 

In 2006, the electronic toll percentage on the Maine Turnpike was 40%.  By 2010, it was 59%.  As a 

product of recent initiatives, it has risen to 66% and will likely continue rising, but more slowly as the 

level reaches or exceeds 70%.  For a state like Maine with fewer commuters, it is difficult to raise the 

electronic penetration rate into ranges much beyond 75% or 80%.  This is partly because so many 

travelers, even from Maine, use the Turnpike infrequently, for only one or two round trips per month. 

Cash Survey 

From August of 2012 through June of 2013, the Turnpike sampled license plate data from 407,332 

motorists who passed through cash lanes at five locations:  York, Exit 44, New Gloucester, West 

Gardiner/I-295, and the southbound on-ramp in Gray.  The survey revealed that license plates came 

from states and provinces in the following percentages at the plazas listed: 

 Maine Massachusetts New Hampshire Canada  All other states 

All five toll plazas 55.4% 15.5% 7.5% 5.2% 16.4% 

York 37.0% 24.7% 10.5% 4.8% 22.7% 

W. Gardiner/I-295 75.0% 5.7% 2.6% 6.9% 10.1% 

 

This information helped to determine where to focus further E-ZPass sales efforts and it formed an 

important component of the model prepared by CDM Smith for the AET evaluation. 

The CDM Smith Risk Analysis of AET 

A principal purpose of the CDM Smith study is to assist the Turnpike in determining whether to install 

either Open Road Tolling (ORT) or All Electronic Tolling (AET) at the York plaza.  Because the 

Turnpike is concerned about the future of its tolling system, not just for York but for the entire road, 

CDM Smith was also asked to evaluate AET for the I-295 plaza in West Gardiner, which has a $1 toll 

that is more representative of other plazas on the road. 

Under ORT, the capacity to collect cash at each plaza is preserved.  Under AET, collection from a 

former cash customer is attempted by finding the owner's address and sending a bill by mail.  

Experience with AET from other states reveals that at least 40% of former cash tolls are likely to be lost 

for a variety of reasons including:  traffic diversion, plates obscured by snow or dirt, unwillingness of 

states or provinces to supply an address, invalid addresses, customers' failure to respond to small 

invoices, and lack of enforcement reciprocity with other jurisdictions. 

Conversion to ORT preserves cash collection at a lower operating cost, creates less risk to the Turnpike, 

and requires no change to present toll rates.  AET presents a greater risk, requires a substantial surcharge 
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to preserve revenue, and imposes heavy traffic diversion on other roads.  Bondholder approval for AET 

would require a revenue certificate based on conservative financial assumptions. 

On November 1, 2012, the Turnpike raised tolls by 20% after eight months of intense public hearings, 

studies, and deliberations.  The cash toll at York was raised from $2 to $3.  The Turnpike foresees that 

no further increase will be necessary for many years if the present toll regime is kept. 

A transition to ORT may be accomplished without changing current toll rates because ORT preserves 

cash collection in its present form.  In fact, with new electronics, maintenance costs are reduced by 

replacing old and inefficient equipment, and revenue in the cash lanes is enhanced by installing 

detection equipment to capture "run through" violators.  

The primary financial impediment to ORT at York or West Gardiner is the cost of building a new plaza.  

In other toll plazas where existing cash lanes are kept in use, ORT can be installed at relatively modest 

expense.  For example, the mainline toll in New Gloucester, the Turnpike's second largest revenue 

source, was converted to ORT for $8.5 million.  Seven side tolls are presently being converted to the 

same electronic system for an aggregate cost of $4.4 million. 

At York, however, an ORT plaza will likely need nine new cash lanes in a different location.  While the 

estimate for a new ORT plaza is $36 million, an AET facility may be built for as little as $4.8 million. 

AET also eliminates the cost of toll collectors and field cash management.  However, AET leaves at 

least 40% of the former cash tolls uncollected and adds to operating costs for back office support, 

license plate lookup fees, postage, mail preparation, accounting follow through, and penalty 

administration. 

In terms of financial risk, introducing AET at York without a toll surcharge would reduce revenue by 

$4.55 million in the first year and increase maintenance and operation costs by $2 million for a net loss 

of $6.55 million.  Because ORT would produce a net revenue gain of $.95 million, the first year's 

difference in net impact between AET and ORT would be $7.5 million.  If the difference in capital cost 

is about $31 million, the added investment for ORT could be recovered in just over four years. 

To recover losses under AET, it is necessary to increase existing tolls with a surcharge.  Doubling the 

toll to $6 for unregistered passenger vehicles (or to $24 for 5-axle trucks) and increasing it by 50% for 

those willing to register their plates with the Turnpike would raise first year's net revenue to just above 

the break even point when compared with present conditions.  However, it would still fall $.6 million 

behind an ORT system with no surcharge. 

A chief consequence of adding a $3 surcharge to the AET toll is to divert between 3,400 and 5,500 

vehicles per day onto adjoining roads like Route 1, with higher levels at peak times.  These diversions 

amount to between 30% and almost 50% of current cash traffic.  Summer traffic on Route 1 in York 

already averages 14,000 cars per day.  At Ogunquit, it averages 21,000. 

Because of conflicts in business protocols between AET and cash collection, it would likely be 

necessary to adopt AET for the entire Turnpike rather than to use it in only one location and attempt to 

run two parallel systems with different collection and violation rules. 

Therefore, to better understand the consequences of adopting AET for the entire road, the Turnpike 

engaged CDM Smith to perform an additional risk analysis for the plaza at West Gardiner/I-295.  Of all 

locations on the highway, this toll appears at first blush to be the most favorable place to implement 

AET as a pilot.  The West Gardiner plaza is on a separate spur of the Turnpike.  It can be isolated 

financially from the rest of the toll system and accounts for only 7% of total Turnpike revenue.   An 

AET toll system could be tried there with only modest risk. 
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75% of cash toll payers at West Gardiner/I-295 are from Maine -- twice what the percentage is for York.  

Addresses of Maine vehicle owners can be freely obtained from InforME, the state's data repository.  

For Maine motorists who don't pay, the Turnpike can suspend vehicle registrations.  Administration of a 

pay-by-mail system would seem easier for West Gardiner/I-295 than for York. 

However, the cash toll at West Gardiner is only $1, hardly worth the cost of mailing a letter.  Even when 

several tolls can be aggregated into a single statement, the back office cost of producing a bill, applying 

postage, and following up for collection and enforcement exceeds the value of what may be recovered. 

6.9% of the traffic through West Gardiner is from Canada.  Tolls based on plates from New Brunswick 

and Nova Scotia would be written off immediately for lack of an address to mail a bill to. 

The aggregate value of all cash tolls presently collected at West Gardiner/I-295 is $3.677 million per 

year.  Under AET without a surcharge, gross toll revenue becomes $3.692 million ($2.311 million in 

reduced tolls plus $1.381 million in collected late fees).  However, the cost to capture that revenue 

would grow from $2.68 million in the present system to $4.127 million under AET, resulting in a 

significant net loss. 

With a surcharge of 75¢, net revenue would turn positive, but at that level an estimated 9% of present 

cash traffic would divert to other roads. 

Policy Considerations 

Studies of the York and West Gardiner plazas raise the following policy issues: 

Fairness and equity.  Under AET, substantial leakage is inevitable.  Because many trips will not be 

paid for, a key issue is how to make up for the lost tolls.  A common solution is to impose a surcharge 

on the basic toll so that the burden of paying the loss falls on those who formerly paid cash.  

Unfortunately, a surcharge at York would cause substantial diversion of traffic onto other roads and 

further aggravate the revenue loss. 

Alternatively, if the loss is allocated to those who pay by E-ZPass, it will discourage people from using 

E-ZPass and motorists will question why it is fair to charge the Turnpike's best customers to subsidize 

those who pay nothing.  At hearings prior to the 2012 toll increase, many members of the public, 

including the Legislature's Transportation Committee, insisted that equity in tolling be a primary policy 

goal.  Equity is not achieved when many ride free at the expense of those who dutifully pay. 

Diversion onto state roads.  ORT creates no diversion and may even attract motorists back onto the toll 

road because of improved convenience.  Under AET, diversion depends on the level of surcharge.  If a 

surcharge is imposed at York sufficient to balance losses, it would create a 30% diversion of former cash 

traffic onto adjacent roads, where capacity is already strained.  In the absence of a surcharge, the 

resulting revenue losses would need to be absorbed inequitably by those who pay by E-ZPass. 

Customer service.  Customers using the Hampton Toll in New Hampshire and the New Gloucester Toll 

in Maine have come to appreciate the value of high speed electronic tolling.  In addition to convenience, 

it saves on fuel and cuts emissions.  One company that uses the New Gloucester toll many times a day 

estimates that it saves a quarter of a gallon of diesel fuel (worth a dollar) every time one of its trucks 

passes through the toll at 65 miles per hour rather than slowing and accelerating again. 

While this convenience is available to E-ZPass customers under either ORT or AET, there is a 

difference in other aspects of service.  For those who pay cash, there is the difference between paying on 

site at the moment of use or paying later by mail, phone, or credit card.  From a customer service 

perspective, the opportunity to pay on site seems preferable even if it requires the patron to stop. 
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Safety.  AET is clearly the safest solution and is a reason often given by other agencies for considering 

AET.  Because ORT separates cash traffic to lanes behind a protective barrier, it is far safer than 

conventional slow speed tolling but less safe than AET because ORT divides traffic into two streams 

and then integrates them again after the toll is paid similar to an interchange. 

Landowner impacts.  An AET gantry makes use of no land outside of the existing right of way except 

to bring power and communications to the site.  While most of an ORT facility at York can be 

constructed within the right of way, it also requires a support building with associated utilities and 

parking for staff.  A small strip of adjacent land would be necessary at York, but there would be no need 

to take homes or structures. 

Environmental impact.  An AET gantry can be erected with negligible environmental impacts.  A new 

ORT plaza in York would require widening of the highway in the vicinity of the plaza, some changes in 

road elevation and the filling of any small areas of wetland that are immediately adjacent to the road.  

Impacts to streams and other environmental features would depend on the site chosen. 

Consistency with existing toll plazas.  If York were converted to AET but the remaining plazas up the 

road retained their capacity to collect cash, it would set up two conflicting business protocols for non-E-

ZPass tolls.  When a vehicle passes through a conventional toll point without paying, the motorist 

becomes a violator.  If the vehicle owner is identified, a notice goes out and enforcement starts. 

If the same vehicle passes under an AET gantry, on the other hand, then the motorist is a presumptive 

customer.  If the owner can be identified, then a bill is mailed with a surcharge.  Remedies for violation 

and enforcement are deferred until time has passed without payment or response. 

It is possible under this scenario to be both a customer and a violator in the same trip.  For example, if 

only the York plaza were configured for AET, the northbound motorist would be a customer at York but 

a violator at New Gloucester and West Gardiner.  A southbound motorist who pays cash to enter in 

South Portland would incur a bill by mail when passing through York -- without knowing it and with no 

apparent choice in the matter. 

While these conflicting protocols do not rule out the possibility for using both systems on one road, they 

do create an ambiguous context in which to provide acceptable customer service.  Confusion and 

frustration are likely. 

Privacy.  A significant number of motorists refuse to set up an E-ZPass account because of privacy 

concerns or because they have no relationship to a banking institution and do not want to deposit cash in 

an E-ZPass account.  So long as participation in electronic tolling is voluntary, E-ZPass will never be 

universal.  There will continue to be an upper limit on the extent to which E-ZPass is accepted and used 

by travelers, even in a region like ours with only one dominant toll regime.  Retaining cash lanes deals 

with the issue without the privacy concerns generated by either electronic or video tolling under AET. 

Staffing and employment.  Adoption of AET at York would permit the Turnpike to reduce fare 

collection staff by about 23 full time equivalent employees (FTEs) but would require about 32 new 

employees with slightly higher salaries to support back office operations. 

At West Gardiner/I-295 the reduction in fare collection FTEs would be about 9.  The required increase 

in back office staff would be almost as large as for York because the percentage of motorists without E-

ZPass is much higher at West Gardiner and diversion would be less than at York. 

If AET were adopted for the whole road, the entire fare collection team of 117 full time employees and 

145 part timers would be let go or transferred.  On the basis of present data, it is difficult to project how 

many back office employees would be needed to manage AET for the entire road. 
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Credit.  Under the Turnpike's bond resolutions, a change to the toll structure requires an investment 

grade study by an independent consultant to certify that a new schedule will produce the revenue needed 

to keep promises to bond holders.  The bond resolutions also require that "no free vehicular passage will 

be permitted over the turnpike, or any portion thereof,  .  .  ." with narrow exceptions. 

A proposal to convert to AET would not be approved by the bond trustee without certification that tolls 

are sufficient to overcome leakage losses, pay for added collection costs, and compensate for the 

uncertainties of an AET toll environment.  A conversion to ORT, on the other hand, introduces few 

changes or uncertainties except for the capital cost of construction that can be amortized over the 

facility's service life. 

Flexibility.  The center of an ORT plaza is the functional equivalent of AET.  The essential difference 

between the two systems is that ORT preserves the opportunity to collect cash on side lanes at the 

moment of passage.  It also imposes immediate liability on those who fail to pay.  If advances in 

technology or changes in federal law bring us closer to universal collection by electronic means, then an 

ORT plaza can be converted to AET by closing the cash lanes. 

Summary of Pros & Cons.  The pros and cons of AET may be outlined as follows: 

Pros: Low capital cost Cons: Higher operating cost 

 Little environmental impact Uncollectible tolls -- leakage 

 Enhanced safety Toll surcharge & fairness issues 

  Traffic diversion caused by surcharges 

  Unsuitability to Maine's traffic mix 

 

AET is more viable for toll roads where high volumes of daily commuters pay electronically, where the 

motorists are predominantly from within the same state for ease of enforcement, where the toll is high 

enough to justify the cost of postage and back office processing, where land constraints make it difficult 

to build cash facilities next to the road, or where the capital expense of building new cash plazas 

outweighs future leakage and collection costs. 

Conclusion 

Because critical electronic components within its 19 toll plazas are becoming obsolete, the Maine 

Turnpike must move swiftly to complete necessary upgrades in cash and E-ZPass lanes. 

In the past two years, the Turnpike has converted several side tolls to the new system and has installed 

the system as an ORT plaza for the mainline toll in New Gloucester.  These conversions have yielded 

improved levels of service in a fashion that is both cost effective and free of substantial risk. 

The York plaza presents a special challenge because it is difficult to retrofit modern electronics and 

vehicle sensor systems into a deteriorating structure at a poor site unsuitable for high speed tolling. 

Over several years, the Turnpike has made substantial strides in expanding E-ZPass.  One purpose for 

this effort was to enhance the possibility of considering AET for York or West Gardiner/I-295. 

After careful study of the relative costs, financial risks, toll equities, and traffic impacts, Turnpike staff 

do not regard it as presently feasible to abandon cash collection for AET at either location. 

 

Public Hearing 

The board of the Turnpike Authority has yet to decide how to proceed at York or West Gardiner/I-295.  

The board will hold a public hearing on the AET issue at Turnpike Headquarters (Exit 46) on Thursday, 

June 19, 2014, at 6:00 PM.  Turnpike staff and authors of the CDM Smith study will be present. 
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Memorandum 

 

To:   MTA Board Members 

 

From: MTA Staff 

 

Re: Responses to comments to the MTA Board on September 3, 2015 

 

Date: November 16, 2015 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MTA will work with the Town of York and nearby residents in a fair and respectful manner 

toward the goal of replacing the York barrier toll plaza with a modern Open Road Tolling (ORT) 

plaza.   A properly placed new plaza will be safer and affordable for travelers while less 

disruptive to abutters, toll collectors, and the environment. 

 

Summarized below (in italics) are comments made by those who spoke to the MTA Board at its 

September 3, 2015, meeting  followed by MTA staff responses. 

 

The question presently before the Board is:   For the purpose of further permitting and design 

analysis, what is MTA’s preferred site for a replacement ORT plaza in York?  
 

 

Background 

 

The MTA has been studying how best to deliver the York toll plaza project to its customers and 

the people of Maine for over 10 years.  In the earlier years, analysis by HNTB supported a 

conclusion to replace the current deteriorating and substandard barrier plaza with a new Open 

Road Tolling plaza at any of several locations to the north of the current plaza, including Mile 

8.7.  (ORT allows for highway speed electronic toll collection and retains cash collection for 

those that want or need it.)  At that time, many York residents opposed those conclusions, 

arguing that All Electronic Tolling (AET) was a better alternative.  (AET eliminates point-of-

service cash collection and replaces it with license plate photo enforcement, back office 

administration, and after-service collection activity.) 

 

In 2011, MTA took a fresh look at critical project issues such as toll collection systems (ORT vs. 

AET), plaza sizing, and locations.  Regarding the ORT vs. AET question, the MTA retained 

CDM Smith, another national toll consultant, to help MTA determine whether AET was feasible.  

A detailed survey of cash paying customers at York and other plazas was conducted to determine 

their home state or country and assess collection risk.  MTA adopted several initiatives to boost 

E-ZPass use, which is a necessary predicate to any AET system.  MTA also obtained statutory 

changes and negotiated with New Hampshire and Massachusetts to improve reciprocity for out-

of-state collections. 

 

On July 24, 2014, after nearly three years of additional study, the Board accepted the 

recommendation of staff and determined that AET is not feasible on the Maine Turnpike and 
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would not be in the best interests of the MTA or Turnpike users for the foreseeable future.  

Among other reasons, it would require non E-ZPass toll rates at York to double from $3 to $6 to 

compensate for lost revenue and would cause traffic diversion estimated at an additional 3,400 to 

5,500 vehicles per day onto adjoining roads like Route 1 which is already congested. 

 

In August 2014, the MTA retained Jacobs, another experienced engineering consultant, to obtain 

more detailed environmental information, reexamine ORT plaza sizing, take a fresh look at 

options near the current plaza at Mile 7.3, and analyze other locations.  In June 2015, after a 

detailed look at the current plaza site, Jacobs recommended further evaluation of the Mile 8.8 

site because it would be safer, would cost about $20 million less, would have much less impact 

on wetland and streams, and would be less disruptive to travelers, toll collectors, and abutters. 

 

Although work to date is extensive and reliable for the purpose of alternatives analysis, it is 

important to note that the replacement plaza has not yet been fully designed; nor is it customary 

to do so at this early stage.  Work to date has been aimed at considering and narrowing a proper 

range of practicable alternatives in light of the project purpose.  In an attempt to answer as many 

questions as possible, the MTA has performed more analysis than is common for the current pre-

permitting stage.  Field mapping of wetlands, initial design of the plaza, determination of 

wetland, stream and vernal pool impacts, creature habitat reviews, and cost estimates have all 

been done in order to help the Turnpike Board and the public to make a well informed decision.  

But for all projects like this, true final design comes later.  Once a preferred site is selected, 

environmental permits have been obtained, mitigations have been negotiated, and MTA proceeds 

to final design, more refined answers will emerge. 

 

As with all MTA projects, we will continue to follow the process, respectfully engage concerned 

citizens, and base our actions on the rules, the facts, and the best expert advice.  Since the York 

plaza project was first proposed over 10 years ago, MTA staff has met with York officials and 

residents dozens of times, including about 14 times over the last year.  Since Jacobs was 

retained, York Town officials and residents have been given unparalleled access to project 

information, sometimes receiving it at the same time as MTA Board members.  Special 

workshops with MTA staff, Jacobs, and a designated team of 2 or 3 people from York were held 

to review environmental studies, plaza sizing, and engineering information.  MTA has 

maintained a detailed project website with project reports, maps, and analyses.  This has been an 

expensive and time consuming process, but one that the MTA willingly undertook to assure that 

sufficient information exists for the Board to make a sound decision, and to give concerned 

citizens ample opportunity to be heard and review the facts.   

 

MTA has a legal and fiduciary obligation to all 1.3 million Mainers and to the 62 million 

travelers who use and pay for the Turnpike every year, to look for the best site – a site that is 

safer, affordable, and less disruptive to travelers, abutters, toll collectors, and the environment.  

We look forward to working with interested persons toward that goal. 
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Sept. 3rd Comments 

and MTA Staff Responses 

 

 

1.  Randy Small, Chases Pond Road, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Mr. Small urged the MTA to “simply be honest.”  He stated that engineers working on his 

property unannounced had frightened his daughter and said that he wanted to be informed 

before people came onto his property.  

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

We agree that simple honesty is the foundation for work on public projects. 

 

Regarding notice, it is MTA protocol to notify abutters when we conduct non-emergency 

environmental or survey work on their property.   We do this even though there is no legal 

requirement in Maine for public highway officials, or even for private individuals, to give notice 

to enter un-posted open lands. 

 

Because Mr. Small's property is a mile north of the area recommended for a toll plaza, we did 

not anticipate that the consultants would enter the Small property on the day in question.  We 

now understand that they did need to map vernal pools and a wetland area near the Turnpike in 

this vicinity.  The people who did the survey work do not recall encountering any people or 

animals.  If Mr. Small's daughter was alarmed, then we apologize for that discomfort. 

 

2.  Don Rose, Whippoorwill Homeowner’s Association, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Mr. Rose stated that there was $40 million of assessed value in the Whippoorwill subdivision, 

with a market value of $50 million.  He said that according to a broker a toll booth built in the 

vicinity might decrease property values by as much as 10%, and he wondered how that would be 

considered. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

The two Whippoorwill homes closest to the Turnpike are over 900 feet from the road and a 

quarter mile from the recommended plaza site.   Most of the other homes are between 1/3 and 

2/3 of a mile.  The subdivision as a whole is closer to Route 1 than to the Turnpike. 

 

Between the Turnpike and the subdivision is rolling and densely wooded terrain.   Sound 

pressure levels from an ORT plaza a quarter mile away is not perceptibly greater than any sound 

that is presently perceived from distant highway traffic. 
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The same is true for lighting that should have no impact on this distant subdivision. 

 

Without evidence of any physical or tangible impact, property values are not at issue. 

 

As MTA moves to design of a selected site, we will work with abutters and nearby residents to 

address any of their legitimate concerns.   

 

 

3.  Emily Rose 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Ms. Rose questioned the conclusion that Mile 8.8 would be a safer location than mile 7.3, given 

that the number of accidents in the two locations was comparable (she cited 41 crashes at mile 

8.8 and 49 crashes at the current location). 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

The crash data presented in the Jacob’s Draft Technical Memorandum was based upon 

summaries provided by MaineDOT.  These are difficult to interpret.  The MaineDOT system can 

associate crashes that are anywhere from several hundred feet to well over a mile from any 

specific point. 

 

Rather than to rely on the MaineDOT system, Jacobs further analyzed the crash data and 

associated individual crash reports within a ½ mile on either side of both Mile 7.3 and 8.8.  This 

further analysis shows that for the three years from 2012 through 2014, there were 42 crashes 

associated with Mile 7.3 (within a ½ mile) and only 13 crashes associated with Mile 8.8 (within a 

½ mile).  Stated another way, there were 4 times more crashes near the existing plaza.  While this 

data by itself is not a predictor of future crashes, it does better establish the relative history which 

is a factor in site selection. 

 

For a discussion of the significance of this data in the broader engineering and safety comparison 

of sites, please see the response to Mr. Lessard’s comments under #18 below. 

 

 

4.  James O’Neil, Whippoorwill Neighborhood, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Mr. O’Neil asked if the MTA could guarantee that his neighborhood would not experience an 

increase in noise or atmospheric pollution if the toll booth were built at mile 8.8. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

Given the distance between the subdivision and the proposed plaza at Mile 8.8, and the woods 

and topography between them, there is no reason to believe that members of Whippoorwill will 
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see a change from what they experience today.  If responsible observers can suggest any adverse 

impacts, we invite them to come forward so that they may be discussed and possibly mitigated 

during final design. 

 

It is important to consider the net impacts to all York residents including those who live near the 

present plaza.  The shift to ORT at a flatter location will significantly reduce sound, air quality 

and environmental impacts as a whole. 

 

 

5.  David Loane, 275 Chases Pond Road, York 

 

Substance of Comment  

 

Mr. Loane questioned Jacobs Engineering’s use of a 1% growth rate when projecting future 

traffic.   He stated that in 2004 there were 15.5 million vehicles using York Toll while in 2014 the 

number had only been 13.9 million. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

Figures for transactions recorded at the York Toll are significantly less than for actual traffic.  

Northbound transactions for Maine E-ZPass holders are counted at the point where the patron 

leaves the Turnpike and not at the point of entrance.  Thus, transaction counts at York are always 

lower than the level of traffic.  The rate of growth in transactions is also lower than the growth in 

traffic because the number of Maine accounts for electronic tolling has steadily risen since its 

introduction in 1997. 

 

Jacobs has run their model at between 1% and 2% rates of growth because this is a likely range. 

 

Annual figures between 2008 and 2013 are low relative to historic data because of the recession.  

Traffic growth in the past two years has been robust.  Volume so far in 2015 is the highest ever, 

about 4% higher than for 2014.  Traffic for 2014 was up 3.4% over 2013.   Jacobs has run their 

most recent model using a 1.4% annual growth rate, which is a conservative estimate. 

 

No one concerned with this project would be well served if MTA had to return to York in just a 

few years for another major capital project to add high speed lanes to a relatively new plaza. 

 

Please see responses to the comments by Ms. Loane in #11 below and the second comment by 

Mr. Lessard in #18 below.  

 

 

6.  Vicki Carr, 3 Woods Run, York  

 

Substance of Comment  

 

Ms. Carr lives in the vicinity of the property purchased by the MTA from the Morrison family.   

She said that the MTA should consider the fact that the town’s selectmen had twice voted in 
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favor of not relocating the current toll plaza and that citizens of the town had voted the same way 

in a referendum.  She believes that Jacob’s Evaluation Matrix should have included a category 

for public opinion. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

The latest written communication from the Town to the MTA regarding this project is a letter of 

May 20, 2014, from the Town Selectmen recognizing that “certain technical and political 

impediments make adoption of this AET system unfeasible at this time.”  It continued that the 

York Board “remains steadfast in its belief that the current toll booth location is suitable for the 

location of an ORT system” and “encourage[d] the MTA Board of Directors to pursue 

engineering studies necessary to prove the viability of an ORT plaza at the current location”. 

 

The MTA did exactly that by hiring Jacobs in August of 2014.  After a detailed look at the 

current toll location and other sites, Jacobs recommended in June of 2015 that MTA focus on the 

Mile 8.8 alternative because it would be safer, would have much less wetland and stream impact, 

would be less disruptive to travelers, toll collectors, and abutters, and would cost about $20 

million less. 

 

All governing bodies, like the MTA and the York Selectmen, are often called upon to make 

decisions in the best interests of all of the people they are charged to serve, even when public 

opinion is divided. 

 

The primary purpose of the matrix is to assist the MTA Board and the regulatory agencies to 

select a proper location for the ORT plaza based on objective evidence.  Because of the statewide 

and interstate nature of this project, MTA and the regulatory agencies must take a broad view of 

the public interest and abide by environmental laws. 

 

Within the town of York are people who live close to the old plaza who are looking forward to 

having it closed.  Public opinion even at the local level is divided on whether the plaza should be 

moved. 

 

Opinion outside of York appears favorable to moving the plaza.  For example, on July 21, 2015, 

the Portland Press Herald published an editorial entitled “The time to move the York toll plaza is 

here”.  It read, in part, as follows. 

 

“It’s time to build an open-road tolling facility at a new location in York.  This is 

the inescapable conclusion of studies that stretch back almost a decade, including 

exhaustive attempts to work with neighbors who want to keep the tollbooth where 

it is. . . . The current toll plaza, at the bottom of a hill in the center of a curve and 

sinking into a wetland is the wrong place for the facility. . . . The Maine Turnpike 

Authority is right to consider the neighbor’s concerns, but ultimately this is an 

issue of statewide importance. 

 

Although we decline to add a column on public opinion to the matrix, we are confident that the 

MTA Board and the regulatory agencies will be aware of the positions of all interested parties. 
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7.  Joanne Rutherford, 191 Chases Pond Road, York 

 

Substance of Comment - Ms. Rutherford asked if MTA had considered the loss in property value 

experienced by people who bought property next to the Morrison’s property on Chase’s Pond 

Road before the Morrisons sold the property to the MTA. 

 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

The Morrison property consists of 32.8 acres of wooded and undisturbed land, including many 

acres of wetlands.   It is hard to understand why ownership by the Turnpike is more detrimental 

than ownership by those with plans to develop an eight lot subdivision with associated driveways 

and a road. 

 

8.  Michael Walek, 271 Chases Pond Road, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Mr. Walek asked the MTA to consider low impact lighting if and when a new toll booth was built.  

He said that the current toll booth location, in an area zoned industrial by the town, was a more 

appropriate location than mile 8.8, which was in a residential zone. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

Construction of a new plaza presents opportunities for lighting improvement as options are 

considered during final design.  The current York toll plaza uses non-cut-off fixtures and high 

pressure sodium which emits a glow.  Modern LED lighting provides a clean, focused light using 

fixtures that are fully “cut off”, i.e. directed downward to minimize light escaping into the sky.  

They also use significantly less energy.   

 

Where the lights will be located, how many and how high are matters to be determined in final 

design after a preferred site is adopted. 

 

It appears from the zoning map of York that the basic zoning along each side of the Turnpike is 

the same at both Mile 8.8 and Mile 7.3.  We see no industrial zones.   

 

 

9.  Patricia Benson, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Ms. Benson stated that she assumed there were fewer crashes on the Tobin Bridge since that 

facility went to AET and asked if the MTA had considered the safety benefits of AET vs. ORT. 
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MTA Staff Response 

 

We do not have crash data for the Tobin Bridge.  ORT has significantly greater potential to 

reduce crashes than barrier plazas, and AET has potential to reduce crashes slightly more than 

ORT.  New Hampshire has reported an 85% drop in crashes after the ORT plaza was constructed 

in Hampton. 

 

As part of the MTA’s analyses over the last 10 years, the relative safety benefits of AET and 

ORT were considered.   The MTA Board determined on July 24, 2014, that AET is not feasible 

for the foreseeable future.  If and when it does become feasible, the conceptual plaza design by 

Jacobs – with 3 ORT lanes in each direction – will allow a seamless transition to AET with few 

impacts to travelers or abutters. 

 

 

10.  Rep. Patty Hymanson (D-York) 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Rep. Hymanson represents District 4.   She thanked the MTA for providing this forum for public 

comment and urged the MTA to continue the process as an open and transparent one.   She listed 

several issues she wanted the MTA to consider: 

 

 Light Pollution 

 Property Values 

 Noise  Pollution 

 Air Pollution 

 Impact of Eminent Domain 

 Neighborhood Character 

 Ensuring that Construction allowed for Simple Transition to AET in the Future 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

Responses to each of her bulleted comments are set forth below. 

 

 Light Impacts – This issue is premature for a site selection phase as the impacts are similar 

for all plaza locations.   Construction of a new plaza presents opportunities to improve 

highway lighting with modern technology.   For further information, please see the response 

to the comment by Mr. Walek in #8 above. 

   

 Property Values – Please see the response to the comment by Mr. Don Rose in #2 above. 

 

 Noise Impacts – As noted in the response to Mr. James O’Neil in #4 above, given the 

distance between the Turnpike and the proposed plaza, and the woods and topography 

between them, we expect conditions to be similar to what is experienced today. 
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 Air Emissions – This issue is premature as the impacts are similar for all plaza locations.  

However, an ORT plaza will greatly reduce air emissions because most vehicles will be free 

to pass through at highway speeds. 

 

 Property Acquisition - The Mile 8.8 concept design shows the need for a slope on land 

owned by one abutter on the east side of the highway and for movement of a water line 

owned by York Water District on the east side.   To what extent these will be necessary 

depends on further refinements to the final design if Mile 8.8 is the selected site.   

 

 Neighborhood Character – If neighborhood character is reflected by local zoning, the zoning 

map of York indicates that zoning along each side of the Turnpike is similar at both the Mile 

8.8 and Mile 7.3 sites.  We see no industrial zones. 

 

If the type of land use is the concern, we note that on the Chases’s Pond Road, uses are 

largely residential, although the York Public Works garage is located to the south, and a 

contractor and the York Water District are located to the north. 

 

If traffic through neighborhoods is the concern, we expect no additional traffic – during 

construction or thereafter – on either side of the Turnpike.  With respect to the Chase’s Pond 

Road, we expect traffic entering or leaving a potential employee driveway will be similar to 

the traffic that would have resulted from a fully developed 8 lot subdivision that was 

approved for the Morrison property. 

 

We expect no significant changes in sound, light or air quality affecting homes because the 

nearest homes are so far from the Mile 8.8 site. 

  

 Ensuring that Construction allowed for Simple Transition to AET in the Future –  If and 

when AET becomes feasible, it will be a simple matter to convert to AET under Jacob's 

conceptual plaza design.  

 

The net impacts on all town residents and on all Maine citizens and Turnpike users are 

substantially more beneficial if an ORT plaza is built at Mile 8.8. 

 

 

11.  Kathleen Loane, 275 Chases Pond Road, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Ms. Loane asked about the basis for three ORT lanes in each direction.   She stated that HNTB 

had done a study on toll booth sizing for the Falmouth and New Gloucester ORT plazas and 

asked if a similar study had been done for York.   She said that the Hampton Toll Plaza had 40% 

more traffic than York but only two lanes in each direction. 

 

MTA Staff Response 
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At the regular MTA Board meeting on December 18, 2014, Jacobs presented its study on plaza 

sizing and justified the need for 6 ORT lanes (3 in each direction), 4 cash lanes northbound, and 

5 cash lanes southbound, for a total of 15 lanes.  Jacobs has prepared a Technical Memorandum 

documenting this analysis, which reflects the latest traffic data.  It is available online.  

 

The ORT plaza in Hampton, NH was a retrofit of an existing plaza in good condition, as opposed 

to a completely new plaza replacing one that is deteriorating and substandard.  From a design 

perspective, the projects are quite different. 

 

National design guidelines advise that new plazas (as opposed to retrofits) should have the same 

number of ORT lanes as the number of mainline approach lanes to minimize merging and 

weaving.  This plaza size is also justified by operational needs for redundancy if a lane has to be 

taken out of service due to weather, accident, or repairs. 

 

It would not be good planning to count on returning to York for another major construction 

project to add high speed lanes in a few years to a relatively new ORT plaza. 

 

Plaza sizing is a function of multiple variables including projected traffic growth and the mix of 

payment methods between E-ZPass and cash.  Other considerations include design guidelines for 

new plazas, desired customer service levels, frequency of tolerated backups, and needed 

redundancy for lanes out of service. 

 

Jacobs has run their model at between 1% and 2% rates of growth because this is a likely range.  

Annual figures between 2008 and 2013 are low relative to historic data because of the recession.  

Traffic growth in the past two years has been robust.  Volume so far in 2015 is the highest ever, 

about 4% higher than for 2014.  Traffic for 2014 was up 3.4% over 2013.  

 

Jacobs has run their most recent model using a 1.4% annual growth rate.  At an even more 

conservative 1% rate, the Jacobs model predicted that the conceptual plaza design size should 

include 6 ORT lanes (3 in each direction) by 2031, just 12 years after the new plaza would be 

completed if construction commences in 2017.  The plaza design also includes 9 cash lanes (4 

northbound and 5 southbound), for a total of 15 lanes. 

 

At a 1.4% growth rate, the Jacobs model predicts that 6 ORT lanes will be needed even earlier, 

by the year 2024, just 5 years after project completion.  For more discussion on growth rates, 

please see the responses to the comment of Mr. Loane, #5 above, and the second comment from 

Mr. Lessard, #18 below. 

 

Regarding E-ZPass usage, the current E-ZPass market share at York is approaching 70%.  As E-

ZPass rates increase, the need for ORT lanes increases.  Despite aggressive E-ZPass promotion 

efforts, the growth in this market share is slowing, and the volume of cash transactions continues 

at substantial levels for 2015.  The Jacobs model has run scenarios at 75%, 80%, and 85% E-

ZPass rates.  Six ORT lanes are justified in all of these scenarios. 

 

 

12.  Mary Collier, 195 Chases Pond Road, York 
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Substance of Comment 

 

Ms. Collier questioned the premise that construction at the mile 8.8 site would be $20 million 

less than construction at mile 7.3.  She said that she believed the cost of the Morrison property 

purchase and other items had not been included and asked the board to compile a more complete 

estimate before making a decision. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

Ms. Collier is correct that the $925,000 cost of the Morrison property was not part of the 

estimate for the site at Mile 8.8; nor were costs of acquisition considered in any of the site 

evaluations.  Such costs are often not known at the point of site evaluation and it is important to 

conduct an “apples-to-apples” comparison for purposes of site selection. 

  

 

13.  Dick Bilden, 9 Lock Lane, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Mr. Bilden said that he believed Jacobs Engineering was to approach this study with a “clean 

slate” but had instead seemingly based much of their work on possibly flawed studies previously 

done by HNTB and CDM Smith.    

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

Jacobs did approach this project with the instruction to go wherever the facts, standards, and 

environmental rules led them.  They specifically were not required to follow the previous 

recommendations of HNTB.  The fact that two expert engineering consulting firms end up with 

similar recommendations does not mean either study is flawed.  In fact, one recommendation 

would be more often viewed as confirming the other. 

 

As noted above, Mr. Bilden was a member of a designated team from York that was created to 

give York on-going access to Jacobs information.  Special workshops with MTA staff, Jacobs, 

and this York team were held to review environmental and engineering information.   They often 

got information at the same time as the Board.  During this process, we have asked for any 

existing or anticipated analyses or reports that contradict those of our expert consultants.  To 

date, we have received none.  No significant concerns regarding Jacobs’s work were raised until 

after Jacobs recommended further evaluation of the Mile 8.8 site in June of 2015. 

 

Jacobs’s work, as confirmed by others. is reliable for the purpose of selecting a preferred site. 

 

 

14.  Rev. Kari Pritchard, Chase’s Pond Road, York 

 

Substance of Comment 
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Reverend Pritchard said that CDM Smith had concluded that AET was not feasible in York “for 

the foreseeable future” but had not defined what “foreseeable future” meant. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

CDM Smith was retained by the MTA to analyze the impacts if AET were to be 

implemented.  Their report shows a forecast out to the year 2030.  Upon checking with CDM 

Smith to prepare this response, we understand that additional analyses to the year 2035 were also 

performed, and the projected impacts were not significantly different from those for 2030.  

Surcharges and diversion of traffic would still be challenges. 

 

Regarding the AET question in general, MTA cannot convert the York plaza alone to AET 

without introducing a conflict in business rules and tolling protocols.  We would need to convert 

all 19 toll plazas on the Turnpike. 

In its letter of May 20, 2014, the Town of York acknowledged that the adoption of AET was not 

feasible.  The MTA Board, which has the legal and fiduciary duty to make this judgment, also 

determined AET was not feasible on July 24, 2014.   Thus the Town and the MTA were 

essentially aligned on this question.   

Despite MTA’s extensive study of this issue, some in York continue to argue that AET should be 

adopted due to advancements in toll technology.  However, it is the nature of the York plaza, the 

Turnpike customer base, the collection challenges, and other factors – not technology -- that are 

the primary reasons why ORT is the right choice for this location.  Those issues are not predicted 

to change significantly in the foreseeable future. 

Recent developments support this determination in favor of ORT.  Cash volume at York has 

leveled off and persists at levels greater than one-third of total traffic volume; New Hampshire 

has determined that ORT is the proper solution at several locations in their state; and the AET 

experiment in Massachusetts is experiencing challenges including public pushback on toll 

penalties on the Tobin Bridge leading to their suspension. 

 

15.  Don Lawton, Whippoorwill Neighborhood, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

He said that in the worksheet compiled by Jacobs Engineering the category “Abutter Impacts” 

was “green” for mile 8.8, meaning minimal impacts, he presumed.   Mr. Lawton stated that he 

believed this category should be “red” for the mile 8.8 due to impact on abutters’ property 

values. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

See the response to Mr. Rose, #2 above. 
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15.  Suzie Lawton, Whippoorwill Neighborhood, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Mrs. Lawton asked if there had been any studies done on the sound, light or air pollution that 

would result from construction of the plaza at mile 8.8. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

Please see our responses to the comments made by Mr. O’Neil, #4 above, Mr. Walek, #8 above, 

and Rep. Hymanson, #10 above. 

 

 

16.  Dave Linney, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Mr. Linney asked if relocation of the York Water District’s water line at mile 8.8 had been 

included in the preliminary construction estimates for that site.   He asked if the cost of ledge 

removal had been included and said he felt that the amount of ledge that would have to be 

removed at that site was considerable.  Mr. Linney said that he could see the light from the 

existing toll booth at his house now, even though it was a mile away.  He asked if new 

information concerning AET that might have become available in the year since CDM Smith’s 

report had been or would be considered. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

The cost of the relocation of the water line does not have a specific line item in the cost estimate 

for Mile 8.8, but it is well within the contingency amount provided.  All sites at this phase have 

cost elements that are determined during final design after site selection. 

 

The cost of ledge removal has been included based upon conceptual quantities.  Test borings will 

further refine the estimate. 

 

Discussion of lighting is premature for a site selection phase because  the impacts are similar for 

all plaza locations.   Measures to avoid and minimize impacts will be considered as part of the 

final design process after a preferred site is selected.  Please see our response to the comments 

made by Mr. Walek, #8 above. 

 

Regarding new information concerning AET, please see our response to the comment from Rev. 

Pritchard, #14 above. 

 

 

17.  Sen. Dawn Hill (D-York) 

 

Substance of Comment 
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Senator Hill said that there was a big people factor involved.  She was very proud of her 

constituents, who she described as taxpayer, tollpayers, and Mainers who have every right to be 

listened to.  She urged the board to continue to work with them, and said this process should be 

looked at as a partnership rather than as a confrontation.  She asked how the board intended to 

document the comments received. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

We agree with Senator Hill that her constituents deserve to be listened to.  The history of this 

project demonstrates that we have done so. 

 

We also agree with Senator Hill’s sentiment to work collaboratively moving forward.  As we 

move to permitting and final design at a preferred site, we will continue to work to mitigate the 

concerns of nearby residents.  

 

This memorandum documents the comments received and MTA’s response. 

 

 

18.  Dean Lessard, York Public Works Director, York Resident 

 

Substance of Comments 

 

Mr. Lessard asked that the MTA delay its decision on moving forward until further studies could 

be done.  In particular, he said that the MTA should consider the crash reports individually, to 

get a sense of the type of accidents currently occurring, and said that he believed many of the 

accidents recorded at the present site would also occur at another location where a toll booth 

was present.   He also asked what design year the MTA was using for the new toll plaza and 

what kind of study had been done to determine projected future volumes.   Mr. Lessard proposed 

that the matrix developed by Jacobs be reconfigured, with “weighted” categories, with safety as 

the top tier, environmental and abutter impacts the second tier, and engineering considerations 

at the bottom. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

Given that Mr. Lessard was the only Town official to comment on September 3, and given that 

he asked for a delay to allow for more study, a reiteration of some process information may be 

helpful before responding to his three comments.  Mr. Lessard was a member of a designated 

team from York that was created to give York on-going access to Jacobs information.  Special 

workshops with MTA staff, Jacobs, and this York team were held to review environmental, plaza 

sizing, and engineering information.   They often got information at the same time as the Board.  

During this process, we have asked for any existing or anticipated analyses or reports prepared 

for or on the behalf of the Town of York that contradict those of our expert consultants.  To date, 

we have received none. 

 



11/16/15 Response to Questions 

15 

 

We understand that on October 19, 2015, the Town Selectmen decided to take the lead role in 

representing the local position, to ask a consultant working for the Town to complete his work, 

and to accept $13,000 in privately raised funds from Think Again to hire a lawyer. 

 

For reasons explained in our response to the comment from Rev. Pritchard, #14 above, revisiting 

the AET question is unwarranted. 

 

We again renew our request for any new written technical information that contradicts the site 

alternatives analysis work by Jacobs.  The MTA has provided the Town with virtually real time 

access to Jacobs’s information.  It is only fair to share any conflicting technical information.  We 

continue to seek a fact-based collaboration, as opposed to a legal confrontation.   

 

Responses to each of Mr. Lessard’s three comments are set forth below. 

 

First, regarding the historical crash data, the individual crash records were examined as part of 

the crash analysis.  As set forth in our response to the comment by Emily Rose, #3 above, this 

examination showed that there were 4 times more crashes near the existing plaza than near Mile 

8.8.  We acknowledge that there is no definitive means to determine the number of crashes that 

are attributable to the toll plaza or to the nearby interchange.  The safety and weaving issues at 

the existing plaza are a multi-faceted problem that is a function of several characteristics 

including its close proximity to the interchange at Exit 7, the overpass, and geometrics. 

 

To be sure, some of the crashes associated with the Mile 7.3 site are likely attributable to the 

existence of the barrier plaza, which can cause rear-end crashes.  Some of those crashes would 

“move” to any new toll plaza location.  However, the number of plaza-related crashes will drop 

significantly at a new ORT plaza because toll booths are removed for E-ZPass customers and 

cash paying customers are safely separated to the right.  The mainline plaza in New Gloucester 

had been a high crash location.  After ORT was installed, the number of toll plaza related crashes 

dropped from 6 in 2011 to 1 in 2014.  New Hampshire reported an 85% drop in crashes after the 

ORT plaza was constructed at Hampton, N.H.   Although we agree that some of the crashes will 

“move” to any new plaza, the number will be greatly reduced. 

 

More importantly with respect to site selection, there is little doubt that some of the crashes 

associated with the Mile 7.3 site were the result of weaving caused by the close proximity of the 

interchange at Exit 7, the closeness of an overpass, and other geometric deficiencies.  That is 

why design standards contain special provisions for proximity to interchanges and overpasses, 

and for horizontal and vertical geometry.  Although historical crash data alone cannot be a 

predictor of future crashes, it is relevant as a factor in the selection of a suitable site. 

 

Even if one ignored the “Historical Crash Data” column (#5) on the Jacobs Evaluation Matrix, 

the Mile 8.8 site is superior to the Mile 7.3 site, as can be seen from the following chart. 
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The Mile 7.3 site is inferior to the Mile 8.8 site based upon almost all criteria and is inferior to all 

the other sites analyzed. 

 

Regarding the design year and traffic volumes, we are using a 25 year design life for the plaza, 

given the project purpose and the fact that this is a completely new plaza replacing an aging, 

substandard plaza – not a retrofit of an existing one.  Regarding traffic growth and plaza sizing, 

please see our responses to the comments by Mr. Loane, #5 above, and by Ms. Loane, #11 

above. 

 

Regarding Mr. Lessard’s suggestion for a tiered or weighted matrix, established federal and state 

environmental processes for alternative site analyses do not support this suggestion.  The 

regulatory agencies require non-weighted and non-factored data for their consideration when 

determining practicable alternatives for permits. 

 

We agree with Mr. Lessard that public safety is a primary concern.  However, we reject his 

assertion that engineering considerations should be a lower tier criteria.  Engineering standards 

and guidelines promote public safety and efficient operations, and they are inextricably 

intertwined with the safety of the estimated 30 million people who will pass through the York 

toll plaza every year.  Although we understand that smaller projects with only local impacts can 

sometimes be tailored to meet local needs and desires, this project calls for building a new 

interstate highway toll plaza of statewide and national significance.  Accordingly, it needs to 

meet national engineering standards and guidelines to the greatest extent practicable, consistent 
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with environmental rules.  These engineering standards and guidelines can be met at the Mile 8.8 

site.  They cannot be met at Mile 7.3. 

 

Regarding engineering and safety considerations as a whole, the bottom line is this:  Professional 

Civil Engineers having substantial experience with toll facilities would agree that an ORT plaza 

located on a straight section of highway at the crest of hill away from interchanges and 

overpasses will be safer than an ORT plaza located on a curve, at the bottom of a hill, near an 

interchange and overpass -- all other factors being equal.  This conclusion also aligns with 

common sense.  More study will not change this safety calculus. 

 

In this case, we do not have a conflict between safety, the environment, and other factors.  The 

Mile 8.8 site is not only one of the safest, it also has low environmental impacts and it costs less.   

The net local impact on York residents will be reduced as well, as noted in our response to Mr. 

O’Neil, #4 above. 

 

More study is not necessary to select a preferred site. 

 

 

19.  Marshall Jarvis, York Harbor 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Mr. Jarvis stated that the vicinity of the current toll booth on the southbound side had not been 

classified as a high crash location in the last ten years. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

Please see the responses to the comments of Emily Rose, #3 above, and the first comment of 

Dean Lessard, #18 above. 

 

 

20.  Todd Bezold, Chases Pond Road, York 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Mr. Bezold said that he had been told noise and light pollution studies had not been done for the 

Mile 8.8 option.   He said that a new toll booth would add ozone in an area where ozone was 

already too high.   He stated that southbound traffic already backs up to Mile 9.2 on some 

Sundays and that putting the toll booth further north would cause the backup to stretch further 

north.  He asked how the snow from snow plowing activities would be disposed of or stored.  He 

asked about how the access road would be constructed, considering the vernal pools on the 

Morrison property.  He asked if the MTA had considered the impact that a septic system for 

employees would have. 

 

 

MTA Staff Response 
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Regarding light, noise and air impacts, please see our responses to the comments made by Mr. 

O’Neil, #4 above, Mr. Walek, #8 above, and Rep. Hymanson, #10 above. 

 

Regarding traffic backups, volumes during busy summer travel days can back up traffic.  

However, the new ORT plaza proposed by Jacobs will be much more efficient than the existing 

barrier plaza.  Backups will be significantly less.  The new plaza will not eliminate traffic delays 

caused by constraints south of the plaza including the Piscataqua River Bridge and interchanges 

in New Hampshire.  

 

Regarding snow and ice control, those maintenance activities will be performed in a manner 

similar to what is done along the entire Turnpike.  No special technical challenges are 

anticipated.  Any such issues will be fully considered as necessary during final design.   

 

Regarding the potential access road, it will avoid all wetlands and vernal pools and incorporate 

appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) to manage stormwater.  No special technical 

challenges are anticipated. 

 

The septic system will be considered in final design.  Any system will comply with the Maine 

Subsurface Wastewater Disposal Rules and all applicable inspection requirements.  No special 

technical challenges are anticipated. 

 

 

21.  Joan Jarvis, York Harbor 

 

Substance of Comment 

 

Mrs. Jarvis urged the board to delay any further decisions until it had more information and the 

questions raised today during this public comment period had been answered. 

 

MTA Staff Response 

 

This memorandum documents the comments received and MTA’s response. 

 

The last 10 years of study have generated more information to select a preferred alternative than 

decision makers normally have at this phase of a project.  That information has been consistent 

over time and between different expert consultants.  We do not know how more study or 

information would help in the selection of a preferred site. 

 

Summary of Comments at the September 3 MTA Board Meeting 

By Joan Jarvis, York Beach, Maine 
(Received By MTA Board Secretary, 9/8/15) 

 

1. Realtors are required to provide full disclosure on a property to prospective buyers.  You did 

not disclose your option to purchase the Morrison property, and at least one young couple 
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made a major financial decision to buy a home adjacent to the Morrison property without the 

knowledge of potential impacts. 

 

Regarding property values, please see our responses to Numbers 2, 4 and 7 above (all # 

references refer to the number of the MTA summary of comments above, not the numbers in 

the Jarvis summary). 

 

Years ago, the Morrisons approached MTA about purchasing their property.  Within a few 

weeks of entering into an option with them, a memorandum providing notice of it was recorded 

in the York County Registry of Deeds as a matter of public record.  The sale, three years later, 

was also a matter of record and public discussion.  

 

The Morrison property consists of 32.8 acres of wooded and undisturbed land, including many 

acres of wetlands.   It is hard to understand why ownership by the Turnpike is more detrimental 

than ownership by those with plans to develop an eight lot subdivision with associated 

driveways and a road. 

 

2. We believe that the Jacobs decision matrix fails to prioritize some of the most important 

subjects.  First should be safety, second should be abutter impacts and third should be 

engineering considerations. 

 

MTA Response – Please see our response to the third comment from Mr. Lessard, #18 above.  

We note that environmental considerations are also important to regulators.   

 

 

3. The Whippoorwill subdivision homes are assessed on the tax records at over $40 million. If 

moving the plaza to MM 8.8 reduces their values by a minimum of 10%, abutters face a $4 to 

$5 million property loss. 

 

MTA Response – Please see our response to the comment by Mr. Rose, #2 above. 

 

 

4. At the August 3rd Workshop we were told that no pollution studies have been conducted for 

air, noise and light pollution at MM8.8.  Before taking a vote to move the plaza, air, noise 

and light pollution studies should be done. 

 

MTA Response – Please see the Background section above, and our responses to the 

comments by Mr. O’Neil, #4 above, Mr. Walek, #8 above, Rep. Hymanson, #10 above, Mr. 

Linney, #16 above, and Mr. Bezold, #20 above. 

 

 

5. Before the Board makes a final decision, a study should be commissioned to show the Toll 

Plaza Sizing Analysis for the potential new York Plaza.  This Traffic Volume and Lane 

Analysis should reflect a realistic evaluation of the actual traffic growth and a realistic 

number of lanes to handle the traffic. 
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MTA Response – Please see our responses to the comments by Mr. Loane, #5 above and Ms. 

Loane, #11 above. 

 

6. At the August 3rd Workshop we were told that no pollution studies have been conducted for 

air, noise and light pollution at MM 8.8.  

 

Currently York County in 2015 has slipped from a "D" to and "F" rating for ozone level, 

according to the American Lung Association 2015 report.  York County 70 ppbv for ozone, 

borderline out of compliance. Ozone affects the quality of health for the elderly and even 

healthy people working outside, making it difficult to breath.  There is a direct affect upon 

child development with families living two kilometers from a highway.  Ozone levels are 

reduced with less traffic congestion.  With the introduction of EZ-pass ozone levels drop 

dramatically.  Open road tolling still creates highway obstructions and congestion.  All 

electronic tolling would remove congestion and reduce ozone pollution.  Today the traffic 

backs up from the tollbooth to mile 9.2.  Placing the tollbooth at 8.8 will extend this line of 

traffic further up the highway, exposing more areas to increased air pollution.  The sound of 

the highway is deafening throughout the day at mile 9.2 as trucks throttle in order to move up 

hill.  Down shift throttling to pass through the new toll booth will not reduce the current 

noise.  During the winter the current practice for snow removal is to dump the salt and 

dehydrate laden snow off the roadside and into the wetland surrounding the toll booth. 

 

MTA Response – An ORT plaza – including the 6 ORT lanes and 9 cash lanes – will reduce 

backups.  Please see our responses to the comments by Mr. O’Neil, #4 above, Mr. Walek, #8 

above, Rep. Hymanson, #10 above, and Mr. Bezold, #20 above. 

 

 

Will this also be a common practice in a new watershed that is not contaminated by road 

salts?  Will there be studies on the affects of road salt pollution with the new access roads 

built across the Morison property, where there are vernal pools present? 

 

MTA Response – Please see our response to the comment by Mr. Bezold, #20 above. 

 

 

Will the MTA abide by the septic zoning laws set forth by the town of York?  These laws are 

much stricter for the Cape Neddick River watershed.   

 

MTA Response – Please see our response to the comment by Mr. Bezold, #20 above. 

 

 

In addition to the affects of noise and particulate pollution on health, light pollution has a 

negative impact of the amphibian physical and hormonal development and maturation, as 

well as foraging activity.  Vernal pools adjacent to mile 8.8 where there are no lights could 

show a reduction in local fauna. 

 

MTA Response – All relevant site-specific environmental issues will be considered after a 

site is selected during the permitting and final design phase. 



11/16/15 Response to Questions 

21 

 

 

 

7. At the August 3rd, and previous workshops it was felt that numerous Jacobs conclusions were 

based on previous HNTB and CDM Smith summaries, which contained significant errors and 

flawed premises. 

 

MTA Response – Please see our response to the comment by Mr. Bilden, #13 above. 

 

 

8. Jacobs Engineering, which recommends MM 8.8, indicates on its Matrix, that there would be 

no abutter impact if the Plaza is built at MM 8.8.  Local real estate agents have told the 

Whippoorwill Homeowners Association they could face a 10% drop in their values.  Jacobs 

has this as green on their Matrix…This should be changed to red. 

 

MTA Response – Please see our responses to the comments by Mr. Rose, #2 above, and Mr. 

Lawton, # 15 above. 

 

 

9. You have stated that MM 8.8 will cost $20 million less than MM 7.3 to construct a new toll 

plaza.  But, we learned that such items as the Morrison property purchase were not included 

and that other items will be further studied before costs will be known.  No vote should be 

taken to proceed at MM 8.8 without a clear understanding of the total costs. 

 

MTA Response – Please see our response to the comment by Ms. Rutherford, #7 above. 

 

 

10. We learned, after the August 3rd Workshop, that the MTA was unaware that York’s water 

supply runs parallel to the turnpike at MM 8.8 and will have to be relocated.  It makes better 

sense to meet with the York Water District to identify the problems and costs before 

proceeding to vote on relocating to MM 8.8. 

 

MTA Response – Please see our response to the comment by Mr. Linney, #16 above.  The 

water line relocation does not pose any special technical challenges.   Discussions with the 

Water District will occur if the Mile 8.8 site is selected. 

 

 

11. Have you investigated using environmentally friendly low impact lighting?  In 1998 Lisbon, 

built the then largest bridge in Europe over the Tagus River.  A group of fishermen were 

going to be impacted by the bridge and its overhang. As we know, aquatic and land life are 

affected by artificial lighting.  The lighting on the Vasco da Gama was tilted on the bridge 

reducing the affects of artificial light on the foraging and spawning activity of the fish.  Once 

again are you planning to incorporate a design similar to this; so as to not impact the 

surrounding environment. 

 

MTA Response – Please see our response to the comment by Mr. Walek, #8 above.   
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York residences voted 90% against moving the toll to prevent impact on an undeveloped 

rural area of their town. 

 

MTA Response – Please see our responses to the comments by Ms. Carr, #6 above, Mr. 

Walek, #8 above, and Rep. Hymanson, #10 above. 

 

12. In looking at the traffic volume data that you provided, in 2004 the total volume was 

15,560,000 vehicles.  In 2014 the total volume had dropped to 13,860,000 vehicles.  The drop 

in volume over 10 years of 1,700,000 vehicles, or 11%. 

 

Your study began in 1998 – during those 16 years the traffic has increased from 13,490,000 

to 13,859,000 or 1/5 of 1% per year, thru 2 economic downturns.  In the material that you 

gave us – you use 1% as the annual growth rate, 5 times the actual growth. 

 

Please see our response to the comment by Mr. Loane, #5 above. 

 

 

13. According to the MDOT data that you provided, there were 41 crashes at MM 8.8 and 49 

crashes at MM 7.3.  Given that a barrier is at MM 7.3 that site may be safer that MM 8.8. 

 

MTA Response – Please see our responses to the comments by Ms. Rose, #3 above, and Mr. 

Lessard, #18 above. 

 

 

14.  It was stated at the August 3rd Workshop that public input was not included on the decision 

matrix because it cannot be measured quantitatively.  The York Board of Selectmen has twice 

voted 5 to 0 to rebuild the plaza at its current location and the May 2008 York citizens 

referendum vote of over 90% to not relocate the York Toll Plaza.  That should be included in 

the Matrix as a “red” area. 

 

MTA Response – Please see our response to the comment by Ms. Carr, #6 above. 

 

 

15.  The CDM Smith report states that AET is not feasible in the foreseeable future. 

Without being able to define the “foreseeable future”, you should not be making a decision 

on the toll Plaza. 

 

MTA Response – On July 24, 2014, the MTA Board determined that AET is not feasible on 

the Maine Turnpike or in the best interest of the MTA or Turnpike users for the foreseeable 

future.  Please see the Background section above, and our response to the comment by Rev. 

Pritchard, #14 above. 

 

 

16.  Based upon the questions that have been asked today, are you as a Board convinced that you 

have sufficient, accurate information to make a decision to proceed with Relocation of the 

York Toll Plaza to MM 8.8, and are you willing to vote on only design concepts? 
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MTA Response – The work to date is extensive and reliable for the purpose of selecting a 

preferred site.  Final design comes after site selection on all such projects.  The question of 

whether the Board needs additional information or time to select a preferred location is 

ultimately a question for the Board.   Please see the Background section above, and our 

response to the comment by Ms. Jarvis, #21 above. 

 

 

 

 

17. Senator Dawn Hill said, “Certainly there are engineering reports, but there’s a big people 

factor here, too.  The people here today are taxpayers, are toll payers but you know what? 

They are Mainers.  They have every right to speak and they have every right to be listened 

to.” 

 

Please see the Background section above, our response to the comment by Sen. Hill, #17 

above. 
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Memorandum 
 

To:   Maine Turnpike Authority:  Daniel Wathen, Chair, James Cloutier, Vice Chair, 

Gerard Conley, John Dority, Robert Stone, Freeman Goodrich, Karen Doyle, MaineDOT 

 

From: MTA Staff:  Peter Mills, Executive Director, Doug Davidson, Chief Financial Officer, 

Peter Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operating Officer, Bruce Van Note, PLS, Esq., Dir, Policy and 

Planning, Ralph Norwood, P.E., Project Manager, Sara Zografos, Planning and Permitting 

 

Re: Staff Recommendation for the Preferred Site for the New Toll Plaza in York 

 

Date: November 16, 2015 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Before the Board is the question of choosing a preferred alternative for permitting and final design 

of a replacement toll plaza at York.   Jacobs Engineering has recommended the site near Mile 8.8, 

a recommendation that is consistent with the previous analysis by HNTB, the MTA’s General 

Engineering Consultant. 

 

MTA staff recommends that the Board select the Mile 8.8 site as its preferred alternative.  It 

is one of the safest sites; it meets all applicable design standards and guidelines; it has low 

environmental impacts.  It has limited effect on very few abutters, except for those who will 

benefit from closing the existing plaza at Mile 7.3.   It will be straightforward to construct and will 

impose few challenges for travelers or toll collectors.  It will cost less to build and will minimize 

revenue losses during construction. 

 

Background 

 

The York Toll Plaza, the gateway to Maine, is one of the most important elements of 

transportation infrastructure in the State.  It generates about $56 million in tolls per year (about 

45% of all MTA revenue) and is a central reason why two-thirds of all MTA tolls are paid by out-

of-staters. 

 

The existing plaza is old and must be replaced.  Originally designed in the 1960’s as a temporary 

barrier plaza for all vehicles to stop, take tickets and pay tolls, its approaches are sinking into clay 

soils.  It has a leaking tunnel full of electrical components.  Its present suite of outdated toll 

equipment is held together with used parts.  The plaza is located on a curve at the bottom of a hill 

near an interchange and an overpass.  This raises safety concerns and contributes to an 

environment of unnecessary noise.  It is located on poor soils, surrounded by wetlands.  It does not 

provide highway speed electronic tolling that travelers and freight haulers now expect and deserve.  

The MTA has been seeking to deliver this project for over ten years.  

 

In the early phase of MTA’s studies, extensive expert analysis by HNTB supported replacing the 

current barrier plaza with a new open road toll at any of several locations north of the current 

plaza, including one at Mile 8.7. 
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In 2011, MTA decided to take a fresh look at critical project issues such as toll collection systems 

(ORT vs. AET), plaza sizing, and plaza locations.   MTA retained CDM Smith, a nationally 

known toll consultant, to analyze the impact and consequences of implementing AET. 

 

On July 24, 2014, after three years of study, the Board accepted the recommendation of staff that 

AET is not feasible on the Maine Turnpike.  Nor would it be in the best interests of Turnpike 

users.   Among other things, it would require non E-ZPass toll rates at York initially to double 

from $3 to $6 to compensate for lost revenue from toll violations and from diversion, estimated at 

3,400 to 5,500 vehicles per day.  This would further snarl already congested roads like Route 1.  

 

In August 2014, MTA retained Jacobs, another experienced engineering consultant, to obtain more 

detailed environmental information, reconsider ORT plaza sizing, take a fresh look at options near 

the current plaza at Mile 7.3, and analyze other plaza locations.  In June 2015, after a detailed look 

at the current plaza site, Jacobs recommended focusing on Mile 8.8 for further evaluation. 

 

Throughout the years, MTA staff has fully engaged the Town of York and its residents.  Since the 

project was first proposed over 10 years ago, MTA staff has met with York officials and residents 

dozens of times, including about 14 times since Jacobs was retained.  On September 3, 2015, 21 

York residents expressed concerns at the Board’s regular meeting.  In a separate Memorandum to 

the MTA Board, MTA staff has responded to each comment.  MTA will continue to listen to 

concerns arising in York, including those who will benefit from closure of the old plaza at Mile 

7.3. 

 

Although local opinions are important, MTA’s legal and fiduciary obligations extend to all 1.3 

million residents of Maine and to Turnpike customers who make 62 million Turnpike trips each 

year.   It is the Turnpike’s obligation to seek a site that is safe, affordable, and least disruptive to 
travelers, abutters, toll collectors, and the environment. 
 

Mile 8.8 is that site.  MTA staff concur with previous expert analyses and recommendations by 

Jacobs and HNTB, and recommend that the Board do so as well. 

 

 

Reasons for Recommending the Mile 8.8 Site 

 

Voluminous technical memos, reports, maps, and charts support the selection of the Mile 8.8 site 

as a preferred alternative.  Perhaps the most useful document is the final Evaluation Matrix and its 

supporting Technical Memorandum dated October 13, 2015, prepared by Jacobs. 

 

MTA staff recommends the Mile 8.8 site because it will be safe and will have low environmental 

impact with negligible effect on abutters.  It will be more straightforward to construct, will reduce 

impacts on travelers and toll collectors, and will cost less than other sites. 

 

1. Overview of All Sites.  The Evaluation Matrix and supporting Technical Memorandum 

describe commonly accepted criteria for such an alternatives analysis.  The matrix identifies 

25 evaluation criteria grouped in five categories:  (a)  Engineering/Safety, (b) Environmental, 

(c) Abutter Impacts, (d) Logistics During Construction, and (e) Cost/Financial.  Each factor is 

defined.  To provide a convenient comparison, relative ratings are color coded.  Although not 
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determinative, a summary of these site suitability rankings for each of the five sites analyzed 

by Jacobs is illustrative. 

 

 
 

 

Two observations are apparent from this chart.  First, the Mile 8.8 site has the highest number 

of green ratings (tied with one other site) and has no red ratings.  Second, the Mile 7.3 site – 

with 4 green and 8 red ratings – is inferior to any of the other four. 

2. Engineering/Safety.  Mile 8.8 is one of the safest sites for a new ORT plaza.  It meets national 

engineering standards and guidelines and is consistent with the Turnpike’s obligations under 

environmental rules.  There will be less braking, weaving, and confusion at Mile 8.8, and thus 

fewer accidents and less noise.  All lanes will be used more fully, thus easing congestion.  

Regarding engineering and safety considerations as a whole, the bottom line is this:  

Professional Civil Engineers having substantial experience with such facilities would all 

agree that an ORT plaza located on a straight section of highway at the crest of a hill away 

from interchanges and overpasses will be safer than an ORT plaza located on a curve, at the 

bottom of a hill, near an interchange and overpass, if all other factors are equal. Other sites 

also have favorable engineering or safety ratings, but they have other less desirable impacts - 

such as the displacement of a home. 

3. Environmental.  The Mile 8.8 site has low environmental impact.  Applying the conceptual 

plaza design to field mapping of wetlands and other environmental features yields anticipated 

impacts to only one acre of wetland, two vernal pools, and 80 feet of stream.  These are low 

for a project of this significance, and will likely be less after mitigation during final design.  

Environmental rules require regulators to select the least environmentally damaging 

practicable alternative (LEDPA).   MTA staff firmly believe that Mile 8.8 is that site. 

4. Abutter Impacts.  Although questions from people who live near any site are to be expected, 

the reality is that impacts to abutters and nearby residents at the Mile 8.8 site are the lowest of 
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all the five sites examined.  The site will not displace any homes.   There are only four houses 

within 1,000 feet of the project limit lines and two of these are at the outer edge of this 

perimeter.  There is one house to the east in the Whippoorwhill subdivision and three houses to 

the west on the Chase’s Pond side. 

Although questions from nearby residents are expected, it is important to consider net local 

impacts.   Moving the plaza to Mile 8.8 will lead to demolition of the existing plaza at Mile 

7.3.  Vehicles will no longer need to brake for a plaza there, nor accelerate as they depart.   An 

ORT plaza, by design, produces less noise and fewer emissions.  The result will be fewer 

impacts overall and fewer residents affected.   

5. Logistics During Construction.  The project at Mile 8.8 will be straightforward to build and 

take less time.  Like most of the sites considered – other than Mile 7.3 and possibly Mile 8.1 – 

construction phasing is easier and disruption to travelers and toll collectors will be less 

because the existing 3 lanes of highway will essentially become the ORT lanes.  Soils are more 

favorable.   Traffic from the existing toll booth will not interfere with construction. 

6. Costs / Financial.  Jacobs’s current estimate of the capital cost for Mile 8.8 is $40.8 million, 

the second lowest of the five sites considered.  That estimate includes the cost of demolishing 

the existing plaza and of narrowing the highway near Mile 7.3.  But it does not include the cost 

of property acquisition to allow “apples-to-apples” comparisons among all sites.  (The cost of 

acquiring the Morrison property was $925,000.)  Although the Turnpike must develop all 

capital projects with a sensitivity to cost, cost alone is not a primary consideration in 

recommending the site at Mile 8.8.  Even if the cost were significantly higher, its safety, 

environmental, logistical, and other benefits make it far superior to other choices. 

Mile 8.8 and all sites considered – other than Mile 7.3 - will cause minimal loss of toll revenue 

during construction.  Mile 8.8 and all the alternative sites considered – other than Mile 7.3 – 

are estimated to have similar life cycle and operational costs going forward.   

7. Mile 8.8 vs. Mile 7.3 Comparison.  Despite the weight and depth of the information outlined 

above, certain York citizens continue to advocate for building at Mile 7.3 and argue that the 

MTA Board must evaluate how the two sites compare with each other.   By any objective 

comparison Mile 7.3 is inferior to the Mile 8.8 site and to any of the other sites.  More study 

will not alter that conclusion. 
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The Mile 7.3 site is inferior in every category. 

a) Engineering/Safety.  Mile 7.3 is located at the bottom of a hill, on a curve, near an 

interchange and an overpass on poor soils surrounded by wetland.  It was built in the 

1960’s as a temporary barrier plaza at which all vehicles stopped to take tickets and 

pay tolls in cash.  At that time, high speed tolling, current design standards, and today’s 

environmental rules did not exist.  If they had, it would not have been built where it is 

today. 

 

The new site selected should meet today’s national engineering standards and 

guidelines, consistent with MTA’s obligations under environmental rules.  The Mile 

7.3 site does not do so.  The Mile 8.8 site will. 

b) Environmental.  Mile 7.3 would impact about 5 times more wetlands and streams.  The 

wetlands at Mile 7.3 have higher function and value than those at Mile 8.8.  

Environmental rules require the selection of the least environmentally damaging 

practicable alternative (LEDPA). 

c) Abutter Impacts.  There are 47 houses within 1,000 feet of the project limit of the plaza 

at Mile 7.3.  There are far fewer houses near other sites.  There are only four houses 

within 1000’ of the Mile 8.8 project limits and two of these are at the outer fringe of 

that perimeter. 
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d) Logistics During Construction.  Construction phasing, maintaining toll collection, and 

shoring of potentially unstable soils at the Mile 7.3 site would make construction 

significantly more complicated there.  It will take longer and cause more disruption of 

traffic and the surrounding terrain. 

e) Costs/Financial.  The estimated capital cost of construction at Mile 7.3 is $60.4 million, 

as much as 50% more than other alternatives.  Mile 7.3 is projected to cause toll 

revenue losses due to diversion estimated at one to two million dollars per year.  The 

long term cost of maintaining an ORT plaza at Mile 7.3 will be higher than other sites 

because some continued settlement is anticipated despite soil stabilization.  This would 

likely require more frequent re-paving cycles. 

8. All Factors Point Toward Mile 8.8.  The site alternatives analysis does not present a significant 

conflict among the factor categories as sometimes happens with other projects. Mile 8.8 is one 

of the safest alternatives and has relatively low environmental impact.  It is estimated to cost 

less and it compares well on other factors. 

For these reasons, MTA staff recommends that the Board select the Mile 8.8 site for the 

replacement ORT plaza in York for the purpose of applying for permits and moving to final 

design. 

 

 

Turnpike staff remain committed to working with all interested parties, including York officials 

and nearby residents, in a fair, open and respectful manner toward the goal of replacing the current 

deteriorating and outdated barrier toll with a modern ORT plaza that is safer, affordable, and less 

disruptive to travelers, abutters, toll collectors, and the environment. 
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Our View: The time to move the York toll plaza is 
here 
Another study confirms what previous studies have found: The plaza is in the wrong place. 

BY THE EDITORIAL BOARD 

Share ~ a .10Comments 

It's been a long trip, but we have finally ended up where we started. It's time to build 

an open-road toll facility on the Maine Turnpike at a new location in York 

This is the inescapable conclusion of studies that stretch back almost a decade, 

including exhaustive attempts to work with neighbors who want to keep the tollbooth 

where it is. The latest consultant to review it, Jacobs Engineering, has come to 

findings that should now sound familiar. 

The current toll plaza, at the bottom of a hill in the center of a curve and sinking into a 

wetland is the wrong place for the facility. Jacobs determined that a new plaza could 

be built there, but at a heavy price. 

A new to!! plaza a mile and a half north of the current facility could be built for $40 
million. Building near the current location would cost $60 million. A 50 percent 

premium might be worth the investment if the result would be a better facility, but it 

would not. The better site is also the least expensive option, which is good news for 

the people who pay tolls and the people who drive the turnpike or the bridges that 

cros~ it-even if it's not necessarily good news for all the people who live near the 

highway. 

The Maine Turnpike Authority is right to consider the neighbors' concerns, but 

ultimately this is an issue of statewide importance. 

The Maine Turnpike's York toll plaza is one of the most important pieces of 

transportation infrastructure in the state. It collects $54 million in revenue each year, 

more than 40 percent of the gross revenue of the entire highway. It is the primary 

entry point for millions of tourists who come into the state each year. 

The facility was built in 1969, when it served 5 million vehicles a year. Now it handles 

16 million, and the turnpike authority cannot take advantage of the new technology to 

keep the traffic moving while still collecting revenue. 

If you want to see how that would work, you would only need to take a short drive 

south of Maine's border with New Hampshire to the open-road toll facility in 

Hampton. There, vehicles that pay cash for tolls are diverted to the right side, where 

there are manned tollbooths. But drivers with E-ZPass accounts stay on the highway 

without slowing down. For those drivers -who include the majority of Mainers who 

use the turnpike - it's like having no tollbooth at all. 

That's the kind of system the Maine Turnpike needs. 

Studies of the York to!! plaza began in 2005. The Maine Turnpike Authority trustees 

should look at all that's been learned and finally approve a plan to move the toll plaza. 
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York Meetings 2006 - 2016 APPENDIX 1I

Date Reason for meeting Where Attendees

2006-09-26 Town Mangers meeting York Maintenance Towns of York, Ogunquit, Wells, MTA Staff

2006-10-25 Joint Select Board Meeting Ogunquit Town Hall Towns of York, Ogunquit, Wells, MTA Staff

2007-03-21 Presentation to York County Delegation York County Legislators, MTA Staff

2007-08-09 Legislative Tour and Briefing York Toll Plaza Legislators, MTA Staff

2007-08-10 Legislative Tour and Briefing York Toll Plaza Legislators, MTA Staff

2007-09-21 Legislative Tour and Briefing York Toll Plaza Legislators, MTA Staff

2007-11-29 Town Mangers meeting Tour of York Toll Towns of York, Ogunquit, Wells, MTA Staff

2007-12-10 Legislative Tour and Briefing York Toll Plaza Legislators, MTA Staff

2008-01-22 Town Mangers meeting Towns of York, Ogunquit, Wells, MTA Staff

2008-01-23 Joint Select Board Presenation Ogunquit Town Hall Towns of York, Ogunquit, Wells, MTA Staff

2008-02-15 Town Mangers meeting Towns of York, Ogunquit, Wells, MTA Staff

2008-02-27 Public Meeting York Middle School
Members of the public (about 40 signed in) MTA and 
HNTB Staff

2008-04-03 Public Meeting York Middle School
Members of the public (over 350 signed in), Think Again, 
Town of York, MTA and HNTB Staff
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2008-04-29 MTA/York Meeting MTA MTA Staff, MTA Board, York Selectmen

2008-05-15 Authority and York Selectmen meeting
York Beach Fire 
Station

MTA Staff, Think Again, HNTB, York Selectmen, Town of 
York

2009-06-19
Presentation of the York Toll Existing Site 
Feasibility Study MTA MTA Board members and Staff, York selectmen

2009-09-03

Letter to Joan Jarvis from Conrad Welzel with 
answers to questions they submittted on the 
Existing Site Evaluation

2009-09-09

Letter from Chairman Conley to York regarding 
the Resolution to accept the Recommendations 
from HNTB

2009-10-26 Second set of answers sent to Think Again

2009-11-05 Authority and York Selectmen meeting MTA
Members of the public (about 50 signed in) Think Again,  
MTA Board and Staff

2009-12-16 Abutters meeting York Middle School Abutters, MTA and HNTB Staff

2010-01-21 Public Meeting York Middle School
Members of the public, Think Again, Dawn Hill, Town of 
York, MTA and HNTB Staff

2010-02-10 York Water District meeting YWD, HNTB, MTA Staff

2012-03-08 York Water District meeting YWD YWD, HNTB, MTA Staff

2014-05-14 Think Again Meeting Norma's Sara Zografos, Peter Mills, Think Again

2014-09-15 Think Again Meeting Norma's Erin Courtney, Sara Zografos, Think Again
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2014-10-14 Workshop on wetland mapping MTA Dean Lessard, Dick Bilden, MTA Staff

2014-10-16
MTA Board Meeting-wetland mapping 
presentation MTA MTA Board and Staff, Think Again

2014-10-20 Think Again Meeting Norma's Erin Courtney, Sara Zografos, Think Again

2014-12-18 MTA Board Meeting- plaza sizing presentation MTA MTA Board and Staff, Think Again

2014-12-18 Workshop on plaza sizing MTA
Dean Lessard, Dick Bilden, David Linney, MTA Staff & 
Jacobs

2015-03-23
Pre Board Meeting Workshop on exisitng plaza 
location MTA Dean Lessard, Dick Bilden, MTA Staff

2015-03-26 MTA Board Meeting-existing site presentation MTA MTA Board and Staff, Think Again

2015-05-28 MTA Board Meeeting MTA MTA Board and Staff

2015-06-25 MTA Board Meeting- alternative site matrix MTA MTA Staff, Think Again

2015-06-25 Workshop on alternative site matrix MTA Dean Lessard, Dick Bilden, David Loane, MTA Staff

2015-07-23 MTA Board Meeting MTA MTA Board and Staff

2015-07-27 York Selectmen's Meeting York Peter Mills, Bruce Van Note, York

2015-08-03
Workshop-answer questions on the evaluation 
matrix MTA MTA Staff, Think Again, York

2015-09-03
MTA Board Meeting-public comment on the 
alternative sites matrix MTA MTA Staff and Board, Think Again, York
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2015-11-19 MTA Board Meeting MTA MTA Staff and Board 

2016-05-26 MTA Board Meeting Executive Session MTA MTA Staff and Board 

2016-06-23 MTA Board Meeting Executive Session MTA MTA Staff and Board 

2016-10-05 Public Meeting York Maintenance MTA Staff and Board, Think Again, York
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MTA INVESTMENT AND EVALUATION MATRIX 

 

The Maine Turnpike Authority began evaluating the York Toll Plaza over ten years ago, commissioning 
several consultants over the years to provide information on the condition of the Plaza.  After several 
evaluations, reports, and data collected from HNTB, CDM Smith, Jacobs Engineering Group, and Sebago 
Technics, the MTA was able to come to a decision on how best to move forward on the replacement of 
the York Toll Plaza.  The MTA has invested over 4 million dollars in the screening and scoping of this 
project in order to provide the highest quality, lowest impact, and most practicable structure possible.  
The site selection was an arduous task completed with the input of many individuals with various skill 
sets and an objective view of the project.  The following table is a depiction of the time and money spent 
in order to bring this project to fruition.   
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14. 4 
 

Report Title  Author  Date  Topic Board Activity  Cost Basis 

York Toll Plaza Replacement Study HNTB  April-02  Initial evaluation of feasible sites for relocated York Toll Plaza  $710,000.00   

One-Way Tolling  HNTB  July-05  July 2005, the MTA Board voted to cease consideration of one way tolling at the York 
Toll Plaza unless circumstances change to warrant the consideration   $100,000.00  

$50,000 was budgeted under 09009-
XW-975-024, assumed $50,000 
under 005-011 

Maine Turnpike Southern Toll Plaza Dedicated 
Electronic Toll Collection Lane Design 
Recommendations 

HNTB  July-06  
July 2006, the MTA Board voted to adopt the recommendations of the HNTB report 
ad authorized staff to proceed with the planning of the replacement of the York Toll 
Plaza in a manner which includes highway speed tolling 

 $100,000.00   

York Toll Plaza Replacement Technical Report in 
Response to Maine LD 534 HNTB  February-

08    $275,000.00  Per Bos_Me_Tpke data 

Maine Turnpike Southern Toll Plaza Initial All-
Electronic Tolling Feasibility Review HNTB  February-

09    $400,000.00   

Existing Site Evaluation  HNTB  June-09  
Joint MTA Board/York Selectmen presentation on the Existing Site Evaluation Report 
(ESE) (June 2009).  September 2009, MTA Board voted to accept the 
recommendations in the ESE Report.  

 $250,000.00   

Phase I Report  HNTB  November-
09  February 2010, the MTA Board voted to accept the recommendations of the MTA 

staff and the GEC to finalize the Phase I Report and send the  USACE for their review  $1,490,000.00   

       

Re-evaluation of the Southern Toll Plaza  HNTB  July-14    $215,000.00  per job # 57576-DS-425 

Maine Turnpike ORT/AET Impact Analysis  CDMSMITH  March-14   $325,000.00  $190K for York Evaluation- $135K 
for West Gardiner Evaluation 

MTA Board presentation on Environmental Mapping Jacobs/Sebago  October-15  Presentation to the MTA Board on the initial environmental mapping    

MTA board presentation on Plaza Sizing  Jacobs  December-
15  Jacobs presented traffic data which determines the recommended size of the proposed 

plaza    

Alternative Site Selection Memo Jacobs      

MTA Board presentation on Conceptual Design and 
Estimate for 7.3  Jacobs  March-15  Jacobs presented the conceptual design and cost estimate for location 7.3   

MTA Board presentation on Evaluation matrix for 
alternative sites Jacobs  June-15  Jacob presented the Evaluation Matrix for the 4 alternative sites.  8.8 to be advanced 

to a 10% design  $594,000.00  as of June 2015 

       

      $4,459,000.00   
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 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman     Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner    Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
John E. Dority, Augusta    Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  

  
 

September 29, 2016 
Jay L. Clement, Senior Project Manager, Maine Project Office 
Department of the Army, New England District, Corps of Engineers 
675 Western Avenue #3 
Manchester, Maine  04351 
 
Re:  Southern Toll Plaza for Maine Turnpike Authority 
 USACE No:  NAE-2007-01211 
 
Dear Mr. Clement: 
 
On behalf of the Town of York, Verrill and Dana submitted a letter on June 16 arguing that All 
Electronic Tolling (“AET”) should still be considered a practicable alternative to the Maine Turnpike 
Authority’s ORT plaza, regardless of all evidence to the contrary. 
 
This letter is our response.  Among the important components of this letter are its first two enclosures. 
 

• Enclosure 1 is a letter from Gary Quinlan of CDM Smith responding to adverse criticisms 
leveled by the Town’s hired AET consultant.   We selected CDM Smith over five years ago 
because new management at the Turnpike viewed the AET question as an opportunity to 
review the highway’s fundamental business model.  If cash collections were to be eliminated at 
York, or anywhere else on the road, we needed, above all else, a thorough analysis from a 
knowledgeable source with unimpeachable objectivity.  The attached letter from Mr. Quinlan 
confirms the wisdom of their selection. 

 
• Enclosure 2 is a study from traffic engineer Elizabeth Roberts to determine the impact on local 

roads if--as the Town proposes—AET were imposed and the toll were doubled for the 4.5 
million annual users who pay cash at York.   If a high speed, six lane interstate like the 
Turnpike diverts even a small percentage of its intense traffic onto low capacity streets and 
roads, it creates widespread (and environmentally damaging) impacts.   

 
 
 
 
We first address some responses to the Town’s letter itself. 
 

1.  The Legal Standard for Project Purpose 
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The legal standard for establishing the Basic Project Purpose is set by Sylvester v. U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, 882 F.2d 407 (9th Cir. 1989), as noted on page five of the Verrill and Dana letter.  The only 
legal point in relation to AET is that the project purpose cannot be defined so narrowly as to make the 
alternatives analysis meaningless.  All the cases cited support that general, and uncontroversial, 
position.  
 
Sylvester, which involved a golf course being constructed on 11 acres of wetlands, does not stand for 
the proposition asserted in the Verrill and Dana letter.  In Sylvester, the Corps’ decision to defer to an 
applicant’s economically driven project purpose was questioned but upheld.   The quote that Verrill & 
Dana relies on is a statement by the court that simply tempers its holding in support of the Corps’ 
decision to defer to the applicant’s economic priorities.  The quote in context is as follows: 
 

In evaluating whether a given alternative site is practicable, the Corps may legitimately consider 
such facts as cost to the applicant and logistics. See Friends of the Earth v. Hintz, 800 F.2d 822, 
833–34 (9th Cir.1986). In addition, the Corps has a duty to consider the applicant’s purpose. As 
the Fifth Circuit observed: “[T]he Corps has a duty to take into account the objectives of the 
applicant’s project.  Indeed, it would be bizarre if the Corps were to ignore the purpose for which 
the applicant seeks a permit and to substitute a purpose it deems more suitable.” Louisiana 
Wildlife Fed’n, Inc. v. York, 761 F.2d 1044, 1048 (5th Cir.1985) (per curiam) (footnote omitted). 
  
Obviously, an applicant cannot define a project in order to preclude the existence of any 
alternative sites and thus make what is practicable appear impracticable.  This court in Hintz 
quite properly suggested that the applicant’s purpose must be “legitimate.” Id. at 833.  Yet, in 
determining whether an alternate site is practicable, the Corps is not entitled to reject Perini’s 
genuine and legitimate conclusion that the type of golf course it wishes to construct is 
economically advantageous to its resort development. 
  
By contrast, an alternative site does not have to accommodate components of a project that are 
merely incidental to the applicant’s basic purpose.  For example, in Shoreline Assocs. v. Marsh, 
555 F.Supp. 169, 179 (D.Md.1983), aff’d, 725 F.2d 677 (4th Cir.1984), the Corps refused to issue 
a permit to a developer for building a number of waterfront town houses together with a boat 
storage and launching facility. The developer argued that the Corps’ proposed alternative site for 
the town houses could not accommodate the boat storage and launch area. The court upheld the 
Corps’ denial of the permit, observing that the boat facilities were merely “incidental” to the 
town house development.  Id. 
882 F.2d at 409. 

 
The Sylvester case means that economic concerns are important and that the Corps should not reject 
the applicant’s “genuine and legitimate conclusion that the type of golf course it wishes to construct is 
economically advantageous.”    
 
From all of this, Verrill and Dana somehow asserts that it would be “unlawful” to remove AET from 
the alternatives analysis because collecting $15.5 million in cash at York is merely “incidental to the 
overall purpose of the project and thus, should be excluded from the Basic Project Purpose.” 
 
Turnpike bondholders would be shocked to hear that retaining and securing the annual collection of 
$15.5 million in cash is merely “incidental” to the function of the Turnpike. 

http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1986146023&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=I414807c2971411d9bdd1cfdd544ca3a4&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_350_833&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_350_833
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1986146023&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=I414807c2971411d9bdd1cfdd544ca3a4&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_350_833&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_350_833
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1985124679&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=I414807c2971411d9bdd1cfdd544ca3a4&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_350_1048&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_350_1048
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1985124679&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=I414807c2971411d9bdd1cfdd544ca3a4&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_350_1048&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_350_1048
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1986146023&originatingDoc=I414807c2971411d9bdd1cfdd544ca3a4&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.DocLink)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1986146023&originatingDoc=I414807c2971411d9bdd1cfdd544ca3a4&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.DocLink)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1983103386&pubNum=345&originatingDoc=I414807c2971411d9bdd1cfdd544ca3a4&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_345_179&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_345_179
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1983103386&pubNum=345&originatingDoc=I414807c2971411d9bdd1cfdd544ca3a4&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_345_179&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_345_179
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1984202424&pubNum=350&originatingDoc=I414807c2971411d9bdd1cfdd544ca3a4&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.DocLink)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1983103386&originatingDoc=I414807c2971411d9bdd1cfdd544ca3a4&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.DocLink)
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The Maine Turnpike Authority has a road to run and $380 million in outstanding bonds to repay from 
its toll revenue.  Following a ten-year review process including studies by some of the nation’s leading 
experts, the Authority has reached a thoughtful and legitimate conclusion that ORT is the only 
practicable way to collect tolls at highway speeds, a conclusion that is consistent with good practice 
and experience elsewhere.  Based on successive studies, the Army Corps of Engineers has reasonably 
and appropriately accepted this conclusion. 
 

2.  The Range of Alternatives 
 

To suggest that other theoretical possibilities exist does not make them practicable or worthy to 
consider. 
 
For example, it is possible for the state to dissolve the Turnpike, raise the gas tax for support and 
radically alter how Maine’s busiest interstate highway is funded.  Regardless of whether this is 
“possible” or “feasible,” no one would suggest that this is an alternative that must be presented in a 
permit application. 
 
An intervener might also suggest that the York toll be abandoned by shifting the toll burden to other 
portions of the highway.  Although technically feasible, this suggestion is patently unfair and 
unsuitable.  No one would regard it as “practicable.” 
 
Yet, the Town of York’s present effort to tell the Turnpike how to shift costs and run its business is 
just as impracticable.  Consider the converse:  Should York selectmen be forced to spend money to 
prove to an outside citizens’ group why the town office should not be closed in order that taxes, dog 
license fees, and car registrations be collected only on line? 
 

3.  Reasons for the Lapse of Time from 2010 to 2014 
 
On page one, the attorney notes the lapse of time from 2010 until 2014 by stating:  “For reasons 
unrelated to the Corps permitting process, the MTA then tabled the tollbooth replacement project for 
several years.”  
 
In fact, the delay was highly related to the permit process.  When former DOT Commissioner Roger 
Mallar and I began managing the Turnpike in March of 2011, we immediately obtained approval from 
the Turnpike board to take a fresh look at AET, not just for York but for the highway as a whole.  
Among other initiatives, we: 
 

• issued an RFP to search for the best consultant we could find to conduct a thorough and 
independent review; 

• chose CDM Smith, a firm that has worked on toll issues with most of the agencies in North 
America and has helped many of them to implement AET at appropriate sites; 

• broadened the scope to study not only York but also the toll at West Gardiner/I-295 to enable 
us to evaluate AET at a site more representative for the rest of the road; and 

• did not ask the consultant to tell us what the Turnpike should or should not do but to explain 
thoroughly how AET could be implemented at either location and what the consequences 
would be. 
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As that work progressed, we commissioned an all season survey from August of 2012 through June of 
2013 to better understand where cash payers come from at different locations and at different times of 
year.  These findings were integrated into the consultant’s work. 
 
To expand the E-ZPass penetration rate, we: 

• eliminated from Maine law a toll protocol that had prevented the Turnpike from selling 
transponders on line; 

• dropped the price of transponders from $25 to $10; 
• restructured tolls to favor E-ZPass; 
• created a volume discount for Maine E-ZPass customers; and 
• conducted sales campaigns to promote electronic tolling. 

 
These efforts raised electronic receipts from $62.5 million in 2011 to $90.7 million in 2015.  But over 
that same period, cash tolls at York still rose from $13.5 million to $15.5 million.  A reduction in 
transactions was more than offset by the 2012 toll increase.  CDM Smith concluded that to replace the 
cash revenue at York with collections by mail would require doubling the cash toll, a premise that is 
accepted by the Town’s consultant. 
 

4. The Town’s Report by Mr. Darryl Fleming is Fundamentally Flawed 
 

Diversion by motorists away from a doubled toll will cause periodic congestion on secondary roads of 
such consequence that the AET option can be ruled out for traffic reasons alone—quite aside from 
financial losses to the Turnpike. 
 
Verrill and Dana suggests on page four that traffic diversion should simply be ignored because “neither 
CDM Smith nor the MTA has submitted any analysis or authority to support the diversion figures 
proposed.” [Emphasis in the original.] 
 
The authority for diversion comes directly from CDM Smith, one of the nation’s leading traffic 
analysts.  On page six of their 2014 report, they state:  “While estimates of traffic diversion under AET 
were calculated using well tested diversion techniques, the proportions of traffic that would actually be 
billable and collectable were based on reasonable assumptions based on experience at other AET 
facilities across the nation.”  For such reasons, diversion to Route 1 “is an important factor to be taken 
into consideration.” 
 
While it seems obvious that more traffic is bad for already congested roads, the Turnpike has recently 
commissioned a traffic analysis attached as Enclosure 2 to this letter.  The purpose of the analysis was 
to determine just where this diverted traffic would go in response to a doubled toll for former cash 
payers and what effect it would have.  As expected, roads through many municipalities will be 
significantly impacted, including State Routes 1, 4, 9, 109, and 236 as they pass through Ogunquit, 
South Berwick, Berwick, North Berwick, Kittery, Eliot, Wells, Sanford, Kennebunk, and York.   
 
If a developer were to propose a shopping center imposing traffic burdens of such magnitude, the 
impact fees and remote intersection improvements would likely kill the project; and the increased local 
congestion would diminish air quality wherever it occurs. 
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The Turnpike’s plan to adopt high speed Open Road Tolling (ORT) does the opposite.  By improving 
the convenience of using the Turnpike, by giving motorists the choice of paying electronically at high 
speed or by paying cash at the current rate, it encourages even more motorists to stay on the interstate 
where through traffic belongs—for a host of good reasons including environmental impacts as well as 
equity in the imposition of  tolls. 
 
Mr. Fleming is certainly a vigorous advocate for All Electronic Tolling.  But enthusiasm clouds his 
objectivity.  Attached as Enclosures 1 and 3 are more detailed responses to his 20 page report.* 
 

5.  The Town Proposes an Unfair Cost Shift 
 

On page three, the attorney suggests that a doubling of the toll will “minimize” loss of revenue and 
should even be regarded as a profit opportunity for the Turnpike. 
 
The doubled toll surcharge doesn’t “minimize” anything.  It imposes a penalty on every cash motorist 
who travels north of York who is either willing to pay by mail or unlucky enough to be caught by a 
registration suspension.  The new cash toll would be $6 for a car and $24 for a five axle truck.  The 
burden of paying the double toll—or, indeed, the present toll—falls on people north of York and those 
who travel to do business north of mile 7. 
 
Because so few residents of York are impacted by this unfair shift in costs, it is too easy for Think 
Again and York officials to say, “Go ahead and double it."  
 
While it is true that building only an electronic gantry array for AET is less expensive as a capital cost, 
there is nothing cheap about employing scores of back office clerks and their computer systems 
necessary to operate a toll-by-mail “boiler room” with associated violation supports. 
  
The Turnpike does not contend that AET is impossible.  In fact, the consultant we hired was tasked 
specifically to tell us how to do it.  A fair evaluation of the consequences has led both Maine and New 
Hampshire independently to conclude that the only practicable way for our states to implement high 
speed tolling is to continue collecting cash in lanes that are safely off to the side of mainline traffic. 
 
Massachusetts does not have that option.  On the Tobin Bridge, for example, there is simply no room 
to continue collecting cash on their 65-year-old congested bridge.  The same is true at a number of 
their other tolls located within or adjacent to densely developed metropolitan sites.  Maine and New 
Hampshire have no such constraints.  To impose them would unfairly shift costs to that portion of the 
population who might still pay under AET. 
    

  
 

 
 

6.  Need for High Penetration of Electronic Tolling 
 

                                                           
* As reflected in Enclosures 7 and 8, Mr. Fleming has a checkered career as a toll consultant; our purpose here is 
not to address his other failures but whether his current criticisms have merit. 
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The Verrill and Dana letter in footnote 15 argues against the assertion that a high electronic penetration 
rate is necessary to make AET succeed.  They point out that Massachusetts plans to implement AET 
with current penetration rates of between 73 and 81%. 
 
For reasons cited above, Massachusetts has little choice but to incur the inevitable losses.  Because the 
Massachusetts Turnpike went insolvent and dissolved long ago while attempting to complete the “Big 
Dig,” it is now owned by the state and has no independent bond rating to place at risk.  The losses they 
are already incurring are further discussed in Enclosures 1 and 5. 
 
In New York, the Metropolitan Transportation Authority owns seven bridges and two tunnels that 
cross the East River.  Until recently, all nine were supported by electronic and cash tolls enforced by 
gates that can be raised only by the cash attendant or by a “fare paid” signal from an E-ZPass 
transponder. 
 
When the Authority replaced the Henry Hudson Bridge in 2012, they omitted the cash tolls because 
traffic on the bridge was almost entirely from commuters and the electronic penetration rate was 94%.   
Even at that rate, they incurred substantial losses from the AET conversion as reported in the attached 
news account (Enclosure 6). 
 
Such losses from AET are inevitable. Whether to incur them is a question of scale, financial tolerance 
and physical constraints specific to each site.  For reasons that have now been studied thoroughly, an 
AET solution is not a practicable option for a state like Maine. 
 

 Conclusion 
 

As the law requires, this project is being sited and designed to minimize its effect on wetlands.  While 
AET could eliminate the few remaining wetland impacts, it would cause financial disruption to the 
Turnpike, produce unacceptable toll distortions for travelers, and increase congestion within adjoining 
communities.  
 
The reasons why AET fails to meet the purpose and need of this project are summarized as follows in 
Enclosure 4 to this letter: 

Maine Turnpike has 19 years of experience in using license plate photos to collect tolls from 
violators who pass through without paying.   There is nothing new or novel about  this process.  
Collecting from former cash customers by “All Electronic Tolling” or AET is not really so much 
“electronic” as it is an intense manual system for tolling by plate.  It requires a large staff of back 
office clerks to confirm plate numbers, find addresses, prepare invoices, and track payments and 
penalties. 

Experience with AET from other states reveals that at least 40% of former cash tolls will be lost 
for a variety of reasons including:  traffic diversion, plates obscured by snow or dirt, 
unwillingness of states or provinces to supply an address, invalid addresses, customers' failure to 
respond to small invoices, and lack of enforcement reciprocity with other jurisdictions.  When 
cash is collected, these impediments disappear. 

Providing cash lanes on site is the only affordable, effective and reliable way for Maine to collect 
from its high volume of cash paying travelers, many of whom are from out of state.  The capital 
cost of continuing to collect cash on site is a prudent and necessary investment: 
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• to preserve a significant portion of Turnpike revenue; 
• to maintain the Turnpike’s bond rating; 
• to avoid doubling the toll and gouging cash paying motorists who travel north of York; and  
• to prevent unwanted traffic diversions onto a number of secondary roads. 

 
It is doubtful that any turnpike authority in the United States has spent quite so much time and effort as 
has the Maine Turnpike in evaluating and finally rejecting AET as a proposed business model for our 
region.   The Town’s letter of June 16 creates no legal, technical or practical reason to alter the project 
purpose or to change the ORT alternatives analysis. 
 
The Corps has correctly concluded that AET is not a practicable alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 Peter Mills 
 Executive Director, Maine Turnpike Authority 
 
Enclosures: 

1.  CDM Smith’s response to the Fleming Report 
2.  Report on traffic diversion caused by doubling the toll under AET 
3.  Maine Turnpike’s brief response to the Fleming Report 
4.  Maine Turnpike circular summarizing ORT versus AET issues 
5.  Article from masslive.com of August 10, 2016, on Massachusetts Turnpike losses 
6.  Article from USA Today of March 14, 2015, on losses at the Henry Hudson Bridge 
7.  Notice of Default by eTrans from Kentucky 
8.  Insider Louisville article on eTrans default 
 

 
 
cc: Paul Mercer, Commissioner Maine DEP 
 Melanie Loyzim, Deputy Commissioner Maine DEP 

Mark Bergeron, Maine DEP 
 Attorney Scott D. Anderson of Verrill & Dana 
 Stephen H. Burns, York Town Manager 
 Robert Green, Maine DEP 
 (All with enclosures) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The York Toll Plaza was constructed in 1969 and was expected to be removed with the 
defeasance of the bonds in 1981.  Since its construction it has undergone two expansions 
and has experienced four toll collection systems.  The York toll Plaza processes 15.7 mil-
lion vehicle transactions per year.  A total of $33 million or 41 % of the Turnpike’s reve-
nue was collected at York in 2008.  Of the 15.7 million vehicles processed at York in 2008, 
roughly 12% were trucks, approximately half were from out of state and over 57% used E-
ZPass. 
 
 In 2006, the Maine Turnpike Authority voted and approved the concept that the re-
placement York Toll Plaza would be built incorporating highway speed tolling for E-
ZPass customers at the new plaza. Highway speed tolling (HST) would allow E-ZPass us-
ers to pay their tolls electronically while traveling at normal highway speed (55-65 mph).  
Cash paying customers would exit the mainline to pay their tolls. This decision was made 
after consideration of the potential benefits of HST such as:  improved safety, congestion 
relief, customer service, and capital cost savings, all weighed against some of the business 
costs associated with probable revenue leakage. 
 
As part of the alternatives analysis related to the York Toll Plaza project, HNTB was 
commissioned to review the potential for All-Electronic Tolling (AET), also known as 
cashless or full open road tolling.  AET would eliminate all cash toll payments potentially 
using two methods.  First, E-ZPass users would pay their toll as they would under HST as 
well as any former cash customers who would convert to E-ZPass as a result of the im-
plementation of AET.  Tolls would be collected from non-E-ZPass users through video 
tolling. 
 
Since 2006, a few agencies in the US have either begun implementing or have set policy 
that future replacement facilities will be AET. A handful of agencies have begun conver-
sion or have set policies that future installations will incorporate AET. A few more agen-
cies have initiated extensive formal studies to evaluate the applicability of AET. Many 
agencies are mainly waiting to see the results of these agencies activities before conduct-
ing extensive assessments. It should be noted that although some agencies have commit-
ted to convert to AET, at the time of this review, no existing cash based agency has com-
pleted a total conversion to AET. Furthermore, there is very little standardization of re-
porting of the business impacts of AET and much reluctance on the part of those agencies 
involved in AET to release documented and audited results of the business impacts.  
 
While the potential benefits of AET can be documented, the significant risk associated 
with the uncertainty behind the business costs of AET make the option of AET for the 
York Toll Plaza replacement not feasible. The following points elaborate on this risk: 
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• The ability to recover toll revenue from as much as 26 percent of the total traffic at 
York due to the lack of legislation that would compel payment from out of state 
patrons weighs significantly in this risk.  This inability has perplexed toll agencies 
for over 10 years and we believe that this issue will not be cured in the next 20 
years. 

• The traffic mix of the Maine Turnpike is such that a significant number of patrons 
are non E-ZPass users and from out of state.  The extent to which these customers 
would not migrate to E-ZPass and pre-paid video products is uncertain and these 
factors greatly influence business costs such as operating costs and revenue losses.  

• The resulting toll and fee structure for an AET system could result in actual or 
perceived unfair distribution of payments between Maine and out of state cus-
tomers. This results when out of state violators do not pay because there is no sig-
nificant enforcement capability and the structure is set up or perceived to be set 
up to offset these losses by paying in-state patrons further compelled to pay be-
cause of threat of registration hold. 

• Difficulties attributed to the duplicate license plate numbering system and the 
ability of video systems to recognize the myriad of different plate types present 
minor operational challenges.  

• The current lack of industry data for similar roadways already implementing AET 
limits the ability to compare potential MTA outcomes makes forecasting difficult 
to calibrate.  

• The uncertainty relative to how customers will respond to the changes in payment 
methods and the uncertainty relative to revenue recovery potential for violations 
pose too broad a range of potential outcomes. These include potentially signifi-
cant risks to net revenue required to operate the roadway. 

• The MTA may be limited in its ability to allow for certain types of post payment 
options typical for AET systems. For example, post payments of video tolls by cus-
tomers are considered an extension of credit and any restrictions on how the 
MTA operates under these situations would need to be considered. 

 
Greater certainty around the potential impacts to toll operating costs and revenue im-
pacts resulting from AET would be necessary to determine if the range of risks can poten-
tially be mitigated to an acceptable level or if the risks are insurmountable. Based on the 
cost analyses conducted, the range of risk to the MTA resulting from uncertainties related 
to AET over 20 years could be as high as $400 million. Therefore, given the revenue risk 
associated with the stated uncertainties, HNTB does not recommend AET for the York 
Toll Plaza at this point in time, nor do we anticipate, given the significant concerns de-
scribed herein, that AET would be prudent for York Toll within the next 20 years. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
In 2006, the Maine Turnpike Authority voted and approved the concept that the re-
placement York Toll Plaza would incorporate highway speed tolling for E-ZPass custom-
ers at the new plaza. Highway speed tolling (HST) would allow E-ZPass users to pay their 
tolls electronically while traveling at normal highway speed (55-65 mph) by simply pass-
ing beneath sensors on the mainline of the highway.  Cash paying customers would 
briefly exit the mainline of the highway to pay their tolls at a more traditional plaza. This 
decision was made after consideration of the potential benefits such as improved safety, 
congestion relief, customer service, and capital cost savings, all weighed against potential 
business costs associated with probable revenue leakage. 
 
As part of the alternatives analysis related to the project, HNTB was commissioned to re-
view the potential for All-Electronic Tolling (AET), also known as cashless or full open 
road tolling, as an alternative to the currently planned highway speed and cash collection 
plaza. An AET option would eliminate all cash toll payments at the toll plaza.  Turnpike 
customers originally with E-ZPass would continue to pay as they would under HST as 
well as any former cash customers who would convert to E-ZPass as a result of the im-
plementation of AET.  Tolls would be collected from non-E-ZPass users by capturing an 
image of their license plate, using their license plate number to either match pre-paid li-
cense plate accounts or identify the registered owner’s address to send them a bill. 
 
Since 2006, a few agencies in the US have either begun implementing or have set policy 
that future replacement facilities will be AET. Some of these agencies are start-up or 
“greenfield” toll roads while others are existing “brownfield facilities with established toll 
roads and customers. A handful of agencies have begun conversion or have set policies 
that future installations will incorporate AET. A few more agencies have initiated exten-
sive formal studies to evaluate the applicability of AET. Many agencies are mainly waiting 
to see the results of these agencies activities before conducting extensive assessments. It 
should be noted that although some agencies have committed to convert to AET, at the 
time of this review, no existing cash based agency has completed a total conversion to 
AET and therefore there is little to no available information to assist other agencies with 
forecasting the applicability of AET for their own roadways. Furthermore, there is very 
little standardization of reporting of the business impacts of AET and much reluctance on 
the part of those agencies involved in AET to release documented and audited results of 
the business impacts. Considering the lack of information plus the broad range of local 
factors and the unique characteristics of each facility, a decision regarding AET cannot be 
based solely on what other agencies may be doing, but must consider the individual 
agency case in order to appropriately determine feasibility. 
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TOLL TECHNOLOGY BACKGROUND 
 
Electronic toll collection (ETC) technology has been in use on major toll roads since 1988 
and has grown significantly due to its convenience for the consumer/customer.  Nearly 
every toll agency that has implemented ETC has shown positive impacts on vehicular 
throughput and customer service for toll collection.  The development and public accep-
tance of ETC technologies have allowed toll agencies to rely less on cash collection and 
more on non-stop electronic toll collection.  Initially in the 1990’s there were some pre-
dictions of an eventual national interoperability standard that would unite ETC systems 
across the country by the turn of the century. In practice, there are several regional 
groups within the United States that have adopted interoperability requirements so that a 
single transponder can be used on any of the facilities that are part of that group but there 
is no national interoperability at this stage.  The Federal Highway Administration along 
with several other coalitions and industry groups continue to pursue the development of 
a national standard that would tie into an overall vehicle to vehicle and vehicle to infra-
structure communication system, but this schedule continues to be uncertain. Instead, 
regional interoperability has grown and the result has encouraged ETC use to continue to 
grow steadily while cash payments have declined.  
 
The Maine Turnpike has used electronic toll collection since 1997, when Transpass, the 
first system in New England, was put into operation.  In 2005, the Authority converted 
their electronic toll collection system to E-ZPass, allowing Maine and any customer of the 
11 state Inter-Agency Group (IAG) to pay tolls electronically on the Maine Turnpike.  
This system provides the Maine Turnpike with a far-reaching E-ZPass user base and pro-
vides interoperability and a regional transponder distribution network that extends 
throughout the Northeast.  The IAG has issued over 17.5 million active E-ZPass trans-
ponders throughout the northeast. 
 
In addition to transponder based electronic toll collection, several agencies (such as agen-
cies in Texas, Florida and North Carolina) have or are planning to implement some form 
of “video tolling” as an additional payment option for patrons. Video tolling represents 
the option for a customer to pay for the toll based on the capture of their license plate by a 
roadside camera at the toll plaza rather than purchasing a transponder. Video toll ac-
counts are typically designed for less frequent customers who cannot justify the cost of a 
transponder based on the frequency of their trips to benefit from the lower cost per toll 
for ETC.  
 
The variety of video toll accounts types typically fall into two categories, “pre-paid” and 
“post-paid”. In the “pre-paid” account option, the customer would sign up for an ac-
count, much like an E-ZPass account, but instead of a transponder assigned, the customer 
provides a license plate number for the account. Pre-paid accounts could include the 
same options as the current ETC accounts, including debit or commuter plans, but they 
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can also include features such as period passes that allow unlimited travel within a win-
dow of time. However the account is set up, the cost of tolls (or fees associated with the 
toll) for pre-paid video accounts is typically higher than ETC rates to first cover the cost 
to review the images and any other appropriated operational costs (such as a percentage 
of unreadable image costs). Second, some agencies consider pricing the video toll transac-
tion to encourage ETC participation to improve operating efficiencies, weighing fre-
quency of travel with operating costs. “Post-paid” accounts can take on different forms 
also, including those similar to the pre-paid options, only handled after the travel occurs. 
For example, the customer could contact the MTA post-travel to pay the toll, set up a 
debit and/or commuter account, or purchase a period pass covering the timeframe. The 
primary consideration is “when” the post payment occurs. Options for post payment 
within a time window (such as 72 hours or one week) after travel via a phone call or web-
site would present one option. The next would be post-payment upon receipt of an in-
voice for travel. Toll rates or associated fees are typically set to cover costs for each sce-
nario, similar to the pre-paid cost structures. 
 
Most toll plazas designed and constructed within the last 10 years in the United States 
have incorporated dedicated ETC lanes as part of the toll plazas.  These lanes are dedi-
cated solely to ETC patrons and are designed as either slow speed or highway-speed dedi-
cated electronic toll collection.  A detailed description of slow speed and highway speed 
dedicated ETC technology is presented in the HNTB report entitled, “Maine Turnpike 
Southern Toll Plaza Dedicated Electronic Toll Collection Lane Design Recommendations” 
dated July 27, 2006. As noted, the MTA is currently planning to incorporate highway 
speed tolling at the replacement York plaza. This decision was in part based on the refer-
enced report. 
 
All-Electronic Tolling (AET) 
 
It is possible that All-Electronic-Toll collection (AET) will be employed on a number of 
toll highways in the future.  The concept of AET, also termed “Full Open Road Tolling”, 
“Full ORT” or “cashless” tolling has been incorporated in the long range plans of a num-
ber of toll agencies.  AET is a concept where 100% of all tolls are collected electronically 
without the need for a conventional toll plaza.  While the technology to implement cash-
less, AET toll collection currently exists, the conversion from a cash or cash/ETC-based 
toll collection system to AET requires the resolution of many difficult issues, most of 
which are non-technical. 
 
Since the 2006 report, the number of toll agencies studying AET and in the process of 
opening, planning to open or converting existing systems to AET has increased. The 
common characteristics among the majority of these installations remains that the facili-
ties are: 

• Primarily commuter roadways  
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• Primarily in-state user based  
• Primarily ETC driven or ETC will be required of all users 
• Heavily congested toll plazas  

 
In addition to the above characteristics, another important factor is whether or not the 
project is part of an existing toll road (“brownfield” project), or part of a completely new 
toll road (“greenfield” project). For example, the conversion of existing toll roads in Texas 
and Florida to AET are all considered brownfield projects. New toll roads such as projects 
in North Carolina and Virginia are greenfield projects. Brownfield projects are faced with 
the additional challenges such as established cash payment options, driver expectations, 
and existing labor agreements and employees. Greenfield projects have the benefit of be-
ing designed from the beginning to incorporate AET based on understanding of the cus-
tomer market, planning for operations and infrastructure, and setting local expectations 
early. For example, if the Maine Turnpike were considering a new roadway as part of 
their network and this roadway met the appropriate characteristics, this would likely rep-
resent a better candidate for AET than a brownfield portion of the existing system. 
 
The Maine Turnpike currently does not share any of the characteristics common to agen-
cies considering AET . By comparison, the Maine Turnpike is not a commuter roadway 
and approximately 50% of the vehicles entering the York Toll plaza and the Turnpike are 
from out of state. ETC penetration on the Maine Turnpike is only 50%. While this value 
is expected to grow towards the 80% range in the next 20 years full AET applications are 
expected to be higher still. Congestion levels are not significant with the exception of peak 
summer weekends in York and isolated ramp plaza locations during certain commuter 
hours. 
 
The reason behind these common characteristics is risk.  AET presents far greater risk in 
the collection of revenue.  This is due to the fact that AET presents no restriction regard-
ing who may use the roadway.  As a result, the system is reliant upon video capture of suf-
ficient information to assess the toll.   The risks of this system include: correct video cap-
ture, availability of information regarding the vehicle and the legal ability to assess the toll 
and penalties in the instances of non payment.  Three of the common characteristics 
listed above serve to significantly reduce this risk because of the consistent and /or known 
identity of the users.  Even in the instance of the facility being a high commuter roadway 
with high ETC tag penetration the system can fail.  The 407 ETR in Canada was the first 
full AET roadway.  The 407 ETR meets the first two conditions listed with the roadway 
being the commuter roadway into Toronto and having in excess of 80% toll tag (ETC) 
utilization and 98.5% of the users being in province with no duplicate plate numbers be-
tween plate types.  407 ETR requires “heavy vehicles” (large commercial trucks) to use a 
transponder while passenger cars and light commercial vehicles have the option to pay by 
video tolling. Video represents about 20% of the transactions on 407 ETR. Currently, 
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there is a significant issue regarding toll collection of non toll tag users such that there is a 
severe revenue shortfall.    
 
With regards to agency efforts to increase ETC percentages, a number of approaches have 
been tested or implemented by other agencies. In some cases, agencies (by direct action or 
through required construction) have limited the available cash payment lanes, resulting 
in delays to cash customers to encourage ETC participation. This approach must be care-
fully calculated as the resulting backups must be considered for potential safety conflicts 
with other traffic patterns, such as blocking through traffic on ramps or ramp access onto 
a facility. These methods of increasing ETC participation have not shown success.   
 
The following page summarizes the toll agencies that have or will likely be utilizing AET. 
Note that the information available produces mainly high level characterizations of these 
facilities. In practice, the details behind certain types of data, such as net violations and 
recovery, are not readily available. Where applicable, HNTB is able to apply some experi-
ence with other agencies but only indirectly as an industry observation. 
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The toll lane level technology involved for AET is very similar if not the same as toll tech-
nology used for highway speed dedicated ETC lanes already approved for the replacement 
York Toll Plaza. The system would include overhead structures to support the placement 
of antennas and cameras to identify vehicles passing through the toll point. Other sensors 
would detect and classify vehicles to assign the appropriate toll point and these could be a 
combination of overhead mounted and pavement surface sensors. 
 
While the benefits and cost considerations for AET are very similar to the decision to in-
corporate the option of HST, one fundamental difference exists.  HST maintains an op-
tion for non-ETC customers preferring to use a stop condition form of payment, such as 
cash.  AET is entirely electronic and eliminates the option to stop and pay by cash at the 
plaza. This distinction provides both benefits and costs worthy of careful consideration:   

 
In conjunction with a decision to incorporate AET at future toll plazas, the Maine Turn-
pike Authority must also consider the following negative impacts: 
 

1. AET will measurably increase operational costs for back office and the customer 
service center due to initial and ongoing customer education, additional post 
processing of transactions and increased violation image and notice processing.  

 
2. Non-payment events at an AET plaza will likely increase due to patron confusion, 

technology limitations and increased scofflaws. Other toll agencies who have in-
stalled highway speed lanes or AET have typically experienced increases after con-
version that lessens over time as a result of familiarization and enforcement. The 
issue of revenue collection has been discussed previously regarding scofflaws.  The 
issue of collecting from patrons who infrequently use the roadway must also be 
considered as the cost to collect for one or two trips must be weighed against the 
available tolls and fees that could be charged.   

 
3. Current limitations or lack of interstate agreements to enforce out of state toll vio-

lators limit the options for penalizing these violators. Without these agreements 
or laws, the Turnpike has few options to try to compel these violators to pay. 

 
4. Improperly structured AET programs could result in a real or perceived subsidi-

zation of revenue by certain customers (for example, in-state patrons paying for 
out of state violators who do not pay). An AET program would need to be struc-
tured to minimize subsidization of tolls by certain groups of paying patrons at dif-
ferent points in the payment stream. For example, rates/fees/penalties associated 
with violations would need to be appropriately assigned to cover losses in that 
category due to lost revenue rather than having ETC or video rates set to offset a 
portion of losses due to violations. Global inefficiencies such as unreadable images 
would need to be distributed given an appropriate traffic assumptions. 
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5. Privacy concerns may emerge given that AET reduces the anonymous options for 

driver payments. Currently cash is exchanged with no record of the driver. An 
AET system may require anonymous account options to satisfy a portion of this 
concern. However, patrons who do not prepay with an account would be subject 
to identification via license plate lookup. The actual level of this concern is un-
known and would need to be the subject of further understanding of patrons. 

 
 

6. Regardless of the result of capital, operating maintenance and revenue impact 
costs and savings comparisons, consideration must be given for the potential eq-
uity or ethical concerns that could arise from the initial or sustained increases in 
non-payments expected under AET. The business case of cost savings would have 
to be weighed against the policy decision to accept that the potential that fewer 
patrons will ultimately pay the toll. More specifically, a system that allows higher 
revenue leakage but results in a net positive revenue over previous tolling regimes 
could still be viewed as inequitable or unethical since a larger portion of patrons 
are not actually paying the toll.  

 
7. The capacity of local judicial processes is a potential concern if the judicial system 

is not set up to handle the additional cases resulting from AET. Advanced plan-
ning and coordination with the appropriate agencies would be necessary to de-
termine costs and considerations needed as part of AET planning and implemen-
tation. 

 
8. Unbanked customers (those without bank or credit card accounts) that prefer to 

pay cash at the point of tolling will find the cash option of pre or post paying with 
cash offsite as a burden. 

 
9. AET may result in revenue decreases from increased diversion to local roads 

(some of which are already congested) as some patrons who perceive a lack of op-
tions to pay the toll that suits their preferences, seek alternate routes.  

 
10. AET will require additional costs to increase transponder use, develop, market 

and implement new tolling products, as well as implement a significant public re-
lations campaign to inform the public of the changes initially and ongoing educa-
tion of future customers. The introduction of video tolling products and the re-
moval of cash payment on the roadway will require significant public communi-
cation. Other products may include anonymous accounts to satisfy privacy 
concerns by some patrons. 
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11. Weather impacts to equipment are magnified with increasing reliance on video 
technologies. Significant snow or similar conditions may reduce the quality of im-
ages resulting in higher volumes of image rejections resulting in direct revenue 
losses. 

 
12. AET may violate restrictions associated with existing bond covenants, trust inden-

tures or similar agreements associated with the financing of the Maine Turnpike. 
For example, where bonds require toll revenues to meet certain thresholds, a 
higher amount of revenue loss under AET may require higher toll rates either ini-
tially or over a sustained period.  

 
13. Consideration for labor agreements and the impact regarding AET implementa-

tion. 
 
14. In some cases, the location for the construction of an AET plaza may not be con-

ducive for the construction of a cash plus highway speed toll plaza given the dif-
ferent site requirements. If for some reason the plaza needed to be converted to 
add cash collection in the future, some AET plaza sites may restrict this option. 

 
15. The conversion of only one location on the Maine Turnpike to AET while main-

taining cash options at others may present confusion among patrons with regards 
to where payments options are available. Since cash lanes on the Maine Turnpike 
do not have enforcement cameras, if patrons assuming AET payment options pass 
through these lanes without stopping to pay, the Maine Turnpike would not real-
ize this revenue. 

 
16. Without fare collection staff at toll plazas, the Maine Turnpike will need to con-

sider alternatives to handling wide load permits, which are currently a function 
served by fare collection staff. 

 
 

With the challenges understood, the following beneficial impacts associated with AET 
include: 
 

1. An AET toll plaza has the potential for greater safety due to the removal of any 
decisions required of the patron at the toll point.  The goal of AET is a transparent 
roadway that reduces or eliminates any change to the driver’s environment than 
what is typically encountered on other parts of the facility. 

 
2. Under AET, all customers of the facility benefit from the convenience of not hav-

ing to stop to pay the toll. Customers can either sign up for a transponder or opt 
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for other products such as pre-paid or post-paid video tolling options that could 
be offered by the agency. 

 
3. AET toll plaza configurations minimize plaza construction capital cost by elimi-

nating the need for toll booths that may require wider right of way and additional 
infrastructure. . 

 
4. AET toll plazas typically require less long term maintenance, since an AET plaza 

includes significantly less infrastructure.  
 

5. AET eliminates the cost of fare collection staffing and support at the toll plaza.  
 

6. Additional environmental benefits are possible with an AET plaza. By increasing 
the average speed of vehicles passing through the plaza, the average fuel economy 
of vehicles will increase. This quantifiable reduction in the use of fuel will not only 
provide financial benefits to the patrons, but reduce the consumption of non-
renewable resources. 

 
An AET plaza would require patrons to either sign up for an E-ZPass account or pay via a 
pre-paid or post-paid video toll account. The MTA would need to consider pricing of 
such options would be matched to the frequency of the trip by the customer and cover 
administrative costs for each product. Pricing considerations can also go further to influ-
ence patrons to utilize more cost efficient products. Infrequent users who cannot justify 
the cost of a transponder would have the option to pay a video toll at a higher rate than 
the transponder rate but less than the cost of a transponder. Depending on the magnitude 
of the rate adjustment, larger portions of infrequent users would find the transponder op-
tion more financially practical.  It may be expected that this adjustment may be as high 
three or more times the existing transponder rate in cases where patrons delay payment  
until an invoice or notice is received.  While having the positive impact of driving patrons 
towards more cost efficient pre-payment options, this would likely have significant nega-
tive public acceptance issues. 
 
  



 

 - 11 - 

DETAILED COST FACTOR DISCUSSION FOR ALL-ELECTRONIC TOLLING 
 
As noted, the current direction of both industry technology and agency decision-making 
is to allow for the possibility of migration to AET under the right conditions. Some agen-
cies are implementing AET on current projects or as in the case of the Maine Turnpike, 
considering this a future possibility in strategic planning activities. In addition to plan-
ning for the York Toll Plaza, other barrier toll plaza projects are under consideration in 
long range planning that will also consider HST and AET options. Each agency is faced 
with unique user and traffic features which will impact the consideration and viability of 
AET. The following discussion presents the benefits and costs in the context of the deci-
sion process for planning for AET. 
 
Capital Cost Considerations 
 
Plazas that incorporate staffed and/or cash collection along with considerations for ETC 
customers either through dedicated or highway speed lanes require greater infrastructure 
than those plazas that do not. The plazas require a larger right of way for pavement to 
support the widening for toll booths and traffic splits, as well as utilities, access and build-
ings to support the plaza staff. By comparison, an AET facility requires basically the same 
infrastructure as the highway speed tolling lanes of an HST toll plaza. At the center of the 
proposed HST plaza would contain a set of toll gantries over a section of roadway con-
tinuous with the mainline alignment. These gantries and equipment would be very simi-
lar to an AET toll point. The overhead structures, pavement footprint and toll equipment 
are basically the same. The state of the practice in the industry is to construct the highway 
speed lanes to match the approaching mainline configuration, allowing simpler transition 
to AET in the future although this may be modified dependent upon ETC utilization. 
 
Based on the condition of the existing plaza, a capital cost estimate has also been per-
formed to determine the amount of investment needed to refurbish the existing toll plaza. 
The following provides an initial estimate and comparison of the capital costs for each 
option. Both represent an average estimated cost for a new plaza location. 
 

Capital Construction Cost Estimates for Plaza Options 
 

 Existing Highway Speed AET 
Existing Plaza Demo n/a $           2,500,000 $       2,500,000 
New Construction $          14,300,000 $          28,900,000 $       4,400,000 
 $          14,300,000 $          31,400,000   $       6,900,000 

 
While the toll equipment and system for transponder users is essentially the same be-
tween the AET and highway speed systems, the development of and related system up-
grades in order to support any new products such as pre-paid or post-paid video tolling 
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would be an additional cost to the AET system for the back office. These additional costs 
are not captured here.  
 
Maintenance Cost Considerations 
 
Because the highway speed plaza involves cash collection lanes as well as the dedicated 
ETC lanes, the annual maintenance costs will likely be higher.  The life cycle costs require 
significant review as over time part of the cash collection infrastructure may morph into 
part of the ETC system. Annual maintenance includes additional building, plaza and 
roadway maintenance. Building maintenance would include items such as custodial, 
lighting, HVAC and other regular maintenances. Roadway maintenance would include 
snow and ice control for the additional plaza area as well as annual routine maintenance 
of pavements, plaza structures and plaza grounds.  
 
In addition to routine maintenance, the non-routine (also known as reserve maintenance 
or renewal and replacement costs) items such as pavement rehabilitation, plaza area con-
crete maintenance and booth maintenance require budgeting in the later years of the fa-
cility. By contrast, the AET plaza does not require these additional costs because it does 
not include the cash plaza infrastructure. Both options require maintenance of the toll 
equipment. The highway speed option contains a larger amount of toll equipment be-
cause of the additional cash equipment, where as the AET system would require more 
maintenance of the backhouse operation, potentially involving more technical staff or 
expansion of contracted maintenance services.  
 
The following estimates the maintenance requirements for both options. The cost of toll 
equipment maintenance for AET assumes a highest cost option, which would involve a 
separate vendor with full time on-site support. In practice, the use of the same vendor as 
the rest of the system or limited on-site availability could yield lower costs. 
 

Estimated Annual Routine Maintenance Costs for York Plaza Options 
 
 Current Plaza Highway Speed AET 
Cash Plaza Maintenance $ 345,000 $ 345,000 $ - 
Toll Equipment Maintenance $ 204,000 $ 180,000 $ 187,000 
 $ 549,000 $ 525,000 $ 187,000 
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Non-routine Maintenance Cost for Plazas with Cash Collection Infrastructure 
 

Activity Cost Frequency 
Concrete islands, slab and other surface sealing $106,000 Every 5 years 
Approach pavement crack sealing $12,300 Every 8 years 
Canopy roof sealing $53,000 Every 15 years 
Complete approach pavement overlay $2.8 million Every 15 years 
Tunnel and slab rehabilitation $740,000 Every 20 years 

 
 
Operations Cost Considerations 
 
The cost to operate toll plazas for the purposes of this report includes the cost to staff the 
plaza and the cost of customer service and violations processing related to the plaza. Since 
the highway speed plaza sizing and staffing has not been finalized and ultimate impacts to 
overall MTA staff costs will be an MTA policy decision, this study starts by assuming a 
percentage reduction in staffing costs based on the most recent reduced number of cash 
lanes in the highway speed plaza compared to the current plaza. Since the AET plaza re-
quires no on-site cash collection, the AET option is assumed have no on-site fare collec-
tion staffing costs. Depending on the capacity of current MTA back office staff, additional 
technical staff associated with the new toll system may be required offsite. It must be 
noted that the functions of toll collection are primarily transferred to the customer service 
and violations processing centers. 
 
Both highway speed tolling and an AET option will increase the load on the customer ser-
vice and violations processing costs to the MTA. Highway speed tolling is projected to 
have far less of an effect since a cash option will remain. The challenge with estimating 
the impact under the AET scenario is projecting the migration of the cash customers. 
Without any similar industry examples to compare to and without quantifiable informa-
tion about the attitudes and willingness of MTA cash customers to migrate to certain 
products, the projection of operating costs carries the potential for significant variation 
and therefore risk.  The risk in the case of the MTA is much higher since the characteris-
tics of the roadways are so different.  The other agencies share the benefits of high com-
muter usage, high ETC penetration rates and high instate constituency.  The largest 
agency contemplating this change is the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 
(PANYNJ).  The risk for this agency is likely smaller than may be contemplated.  The fa-
cilities of PANYNJ fit the common characteristics previously discussed with one other 
benefit.  For example, the PANYNJ enjoys up to 80% market share (peak), and over 85% 
of plates are within jurisdiction. Being a duel state agency, PANYNJ has jurisdiction in 
both New York and New Jersey.  This means they can assess fines for the largest amount 
of their users, all of the two states mentioned. 
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In order to estimate the range of this risk for the MTA given the limited information, two 
scenarios were considered. The first involves using limited MTA traffic pattern informa-
tion (origin and destination studies or O&D) to estimate how cash patrons might migrate 
to certain products based on their frequency of use. This first “optimistic” scenario as-
sumes that a significant portion of the transactions (but not patrons) will be handled as E-
ZPass or video transactions under an all AET configuration. The second scenario pre-
sents a significantly more negative scenario in which all of the cash customers at the plaza 
migrate to the violation category. In other words, under this “pessimistic” scenario, none 
of the cash customers at the York plaza choose to sign up for E-ZPass or video tolling 
(pre-paid or post-payment before invoicing). This presents somewhat of a worst case and 
places a high end on the risk assessment. 
 
The following represents the four categories of customers likely under AET: 

1. E-ZPass customer (lowest risk of not collecting) 
2. Registered video account (mild risk) 
3. Unregistered video (more risk) 
4. Violation (maximum risk) 

 
Under the “optimistic” scenario, cash customer migration to ETC or video is based on 
trip frequency estimated from O&D study information. Current cash customers who use 
the Turnpike with greater frequency are assumed to migrate to one of these products for 
cost benefit reasons. The result of an evaluation of O&D data and estimates of patron trip 
frequency suggests that approximately 600,000-700,000 unique patrons use the Maine 
Turnpike. Based on trip frequencies of different patrons and based on payment type, it is 
estimated that approximately 225,000 unique patrons pay using E-ZPass, 350,000 pay 
with cash, and depending on the frequency of violations, 20,000-80,000 unique patrons 
violate. The cash users are further broken down in two groups, frequent and infrequent 
users. Based on the O&D data, it is estimated that roughly two out of three unique pa-
trons travel less than once per week but at most six times per year. Because of their infre-
quent use, these individuals would represent approximately 10% of the cash transactions 
on the Turnpike. So for the purposes of estimating the increased volume of violation 
transactions to be processed by the violations processing center, this study conservatively 
assumes that 10% of the cash transactions at York (or 2 out of 3 current cash customers, 
not transactions, but unique customers of the Turnpike, based on estimated frequency of 
travel) will become violations. So the “optimistic” scenario assumes that 2 out of 3 unique 
cash customers on the Turnpike would choose to not pay the toll before receiving a viola-
tion notice. This would represent an approximate 150% increase in total non-payments at 
the toll plaza and an overall gross violation rate of 6.4%. This translates into additional 
staff required for the violations processing center to handle the additional volume of im-
ages from the system and process notices. 
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It is assumed that the majority of the rest of patrons (diversions are addressed later in the 
report), based on their estimated trip frequencies, will join E-ZPass, prepaid video tolling 
or post paid video tolling either via paying by phone or website within a certain window 
of time after traveling or by paying an invoice. These would include the one out of three 
unique cash patrons noted in the O&D observations above. These represent 90% of the 
cash transactions at York. Based on estimated trips per account, this additional volume 
would require additional customer service staff to manage the higher volume of E-ZPass 
or video accounts. 
 
Under the “pessimistic” scenario, all cash customers (and their corresponding transac-
tions) are assumed to migrate to the violation category. This results in a more straight-
forward calculation of the operating and revenue cost impacts, because the larger volume 
is simply applied to the current cost and recovery rates for the Maine Turnpike violations 
processing center.  What is not assessed is the potential for increased violations due to the 
“their not paying why so I” scenario. 
 
The following summarizes the additional staff estimated for each option to cover the ad-
ditional costs of ETC, video tolling and violation processing followed by the additional 
costs for these increases in staffing. 
 

Estimated Additional CSC/VPC Staff 
 

 
Highway Speed 

AET  
Optimistic 

AET  
Pessimistic 

Customer Service Reps 1 12 2 
Image Reviewers 1 3 25 
Notice Processors 1 4 48 
Clerical Staff 1 2 24 
Total Additional Staff 4 21 99 

 
The following summarizes the estimated total annual operating costs for the York plaza 
under each configuration. This includes the additional staff costs as well as direct costs. 
Direct costs include costs such as rent, utilities, postage, printing and credit card fees. 
 

York Plaza Annual Operating Costs by Plaza Type 
 
 

Current 
Highway 
Speed Option 

AET 
“Optimistic” 

AET 
“Pessimistic” 

Fare Collection  $ 3,750,000   $ 3,150,000   $       -     $       -    
Base CSC Cost  $ 507,000   $ 507,000   $ 507,000   $ 507,000  
Additional CSC Costs  $          -     $ 84,000   $ 1,210,000  $ 165,000 
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Base VPC Costs  $ 137,000   $ 137,000   $ 137,000   $ 137,000  
Additional VPC Costs  $          -     $ 255,000   $ 762,000  $ 8,378,000 
Total  Annual Costs $ 4,394,000 $ 4,133,000 $ 2,616,000 $ 9,187,000 
 
Revenue Impacts 
 
In order to estimate the revenue impacts of AET at the York plaza, an analysis of the cur-
rent system-wide and York plaza leakage was developed. The current estimate was then 
used as a baseline for estimating the revenue impacts of highway speed tolling at York 
and AET (optimistic and pessimistic) at York. Since the analysis is based on the system-
wide observations to develop the York portion, an estimate of the total system leakage for 
a system-wide AET deployment also results.  
 
With the E-ZPass system-wide conversion in 2005 and with recent augmentations to the 
VPC process, the MTA has a robustly capable enforcement system with revenue recovery 
methods for the ETC lanes at the York Toll Plaza, in addition to the rest of the ETC and 
coin lanes throughout the MTA system for both in-state and out of state violators. Addi-
tionally, roughly half of the images captured are used to collect revenue from E-ZPass 
customers who, for a variety of reasons that are mostly due to patron behavior, are not 
captured via valid transponder transaction. The MTA is also currently pursuing in and 
out of state violations that meet MTA policy and thresholds. 
 
Revenue leakage is defined for this effort by the transactions that ultimately do not result 
in a collected toll. A variety of factors can be attributed to revenue leakage and this effort 
focuses on where the leakage is occurring in the system and what impact the new toll col-
lection methods will have. 

 
Potential sources of revenue leakage on the Maine Turnpike 

 
Lane Type Leakage Notes 
ETC lane Unreadable image – 

system 
Cannot pursue vehicles that cannot be identi-
fied due to equipment error 

 Unreadable image – 
patron 

Cannot pursue vehicles that cannot be identi-
fied due to patron action 

 Rejected image Some images are rejected based on non-
revenue vehicles such as state police cars 

 Non-pursued trans-
actions 

The MTA does not pursue certain transac-
tions based on cost effectiveness thresholds or 
policies.  

 In-state suspended or 
waived violation 

In-state violators who do not pay violation 
notices are moved to suspension and are not 
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collected from. In practice, most of this cate-
gory is recaptured but due to data limitations, 
this category is conservative included as loss. 

 Out of state sus-
pended or waived 
violation 

Out of state violators who do not pay viola-
tion notices are moved to suspension and are 
not collected from. This means the driver’s 
right to operate in Maine is suspended how-
ever, this is not enforceable in other states and 
therefore provides minimal leverage. 

 Select out of state and 
out of country viola-
tors 

Due to limitations in some direct DMV ac-
cess, the MTA has limited options to cost ef-
fectively pursue some violators. In some of 
these cases, MTA utilizes access to data via 
State Police for these violators. For the pur-
poses of this analysis, these are considered 
losses due to the lack of data history. In prac-
tice, the MTA is actively seeking the majority 
of this revenue with some initial returns. 

Manual Lane Non-payments Revenue not realized in manual lanes. 
 
The current system leakage is estimated at the following based on MTA data and applied 
average toll rates. Note these are only approximate initial estimates based on average toll 
rates. Some variation could be expected due to higher volumes of trucks in one category 
or another, but this does provide an order of magnitude estimate at a minimum.  

 
Current Estimated System-wide and York Plaza Revenue Leakage 

 
 System-wide York Plaza 
Total net leakage as % of transactions 1.7% $1,500,000 $560,000 
Manual lane non-payments 1.1% $1,000,000 $328,000 
Non-pursued transactions 0.4% $330,000 $138,000 
Unreadable or reject images 0.1% $110,000 $89,000 
New Hampshire <0.01% <$10,000 <$5,000 
Pennsylvania <0.01% <$1000 <$1000 
New Brunswick <0.01% <$5,000 <$1000 
In-state suspended or waived <0.01% <$1000 <$1000 
Out of state suspended or waived <0.01% <$1000 <$1000 

 
As the patrons shift as discussed in the Operations costs section, this also impacts the 
revenue leakage estimates. The following presents revenue leakage for the highway speed 
and AET options. Note that system-wide highway speed is not applicable at this stage 
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given not all locations would facilitate highway speed tolling and therefore the leakage 
factors would not apply to all locations. 
 

Highway Speed York Plaza Revenue Leakage for York Plaza 
 

 York Plaza 
Total net leakage $850,000 
Manual lane non-payments $312,000 
Non-pursued transactions $429,000 
Unreadable or reject images $89,000 
New Hampshire <$10,000 
Pennsylvania <$1000 
New Brunswick <$5,000 
In-state suspended or waived <$1000 
Out of state suspended or waived <$5000 
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Estimated System-wide and York Plaza Revenue Leakage  
Under “Optimistic” AET Scenario 

 
 System-wide York Plaza 
Total net leakage as % of transactions 4.2% $3,300,000 $1,500,000 
Manual lane non-payments 0% $0 $0 
Non-pursued transactions 3.5% $2,700,000 $1,000,000 
Unreadable or reject images 0.6% $500,000 $400,000 
New Hampshire 0.04% $46,000 $25,000 
Pennsylvania <0.01% <$5000 <$5000 
New Brunswick <0.02% $18,000 $10,000 
In-state suspended or waived <0.01% <$5000 <$5000 
Out of state suspended or waived 0.05% $55,000 $23,000 

 
 

Estimated System-wide and York Plaza Revenue Leakage  
Under “Pessimistic” AET Scenario 

 
 System-wide York Plaza 
Total net leakage as % of transactions 45.6% $36,000,000 $17,100,000
Manual lane non-payments 0% $0 $0 
Non-pursued transactions 38.8% $30,200,000 $13,000,000 
Unreadable or reject images 5.6% $4,300,000 $3,400,000 
New Hampshire 0.4% $520,000 $277,000 
Pennsylvania 0.04% $43,000 $21,000 
New Brunswick 0.17% $202,000 $105,000 
In-state suspended or waived 0.1% $61,000 $19,000 
Out of state suspended or waived 0. 5% $620,000 $254,000 

 
Comparison of York Plaza Total Revenue Leakage under Each Scenario 

 
 Current Highway Speed AET 

“Optimistic”
AET 
“Pessimistic” 

Total Leakage $560,000 $850,000 $1,500,000 $17,100,000 
 
In addition to the revenue impacts due to leakage, the estimates should also recognize a 
level of diversion from the toll plaza under the AET scenario. There were no significant 
estimates of diversion for this scenario, but as a point of reference, if 2.5% of the current 
cash customers at the York plaza choose to divert under AET, this would represent about 
$400,000 in lost revenue.  In addition, privacy concerns, technology aversion, and prefer-
ence to pay cash are factors that must be considered as they will impact the outcome of 
diversion.   
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While leakage and diversion negatively impact revenue, the collection of tolls, fees and 
penalties under the violation process are also recognized. The following estimates the 
revenue recovery by the violations processing center. 
 

York Plaza Total Annual VPC Revenue Recovery 
 

 Current Highway Speed AET 
“Optimistic”

AET 
“Pessimistic”

Annual Recovery $12,000 $38,000 $200,000 $2,300,000 
 
An AET plaza would require these patrons to either sign up for an E-ZPass account or 
pay via a pre-paid or post-paid video toll account. From an operating cost recovery per-
spective, the MTA would need to consider pricing of such options would be matched to 
the frequency of the trip by the customer and cover operating costs for each product. 
Pricing considerations can also go further to influence patrons to utilize more cost effi-
cient products. So infrequent users who cannot justify the cost of a transponder would 
have the option to pay a video toll at a higher rate than the transponder rate but less than 
the cost of a transponder based on the infrequency of use. Depending on the magnitude 
of the rate adjustment, larger portions of infrequent users would find the transponder op-
tion more financially practical.  
 
Note that specific toll revenue projections or revised rate structures are not part of the 
scope of this report. This report does assume, as a starting point of reference, that there 
will be some balance of cost recovery with the increased cost to process the customer op-
tions above. In other words (and subject to further discussion), pre and post paid video 
billing is assumed (for initial estimates) to be structured such that the net operating cost 
to the MTA is the same as processing ETC customers. So for the one in three cash cus-
tomers identified as “frequent” users, the net cost to handle them will require the same 
staffing and direct costs as handling current ETC accounts.  This introduces further dis-
cussions that will be needed relative to overall pricing of toll products, how each recovers 
costs to operate and how the pricing structure might be set to direct customers towards 
more cost efficient products (namely transponder based accounts).  



 

 - 21 - 

 
 
The following summarizes the entire cost analysis for the options at the York plaza. 
 

Total 20-Year Cost Summary for York Plaza ($2008)* 
 

Current  $     132 million  
Highway Speed  $     152 million  
AET “Optimistic”  $       94 million  
AET “Pessimistic”  $     494 million  

 
*Capital costs assume 20-year bonds at 4.75%. O&M costs fac-
tored in on annual or scheduled as needed basis. No cost infla-
tion, changes in traffic volume, ETC penetration, violation 
rates assumed as this stage.  

 
Other Considerations 
 
In addition to the business costs, the Authority will also need to consider the other less 
tangible impacts that would result from the implementation of AET: 
 

1. Regardless of business case, consideration may be needed for the potential equity 
or ethical concerns that could arise from the initial or sustained increases in non-
payments anticipated under AET. For example, the current toll plaza does not col-
lect approximately $0.6 million due to revenue leakage. Under the “optimistic” 
AET scenario, this would potentially increase to $1.5 million in uncollected tolls. 
The Maine Turnpike would be accepting an additional loss of approximately $1 
million annually to realize the one time savings of at least $20 million in capital 
costs and maintenance and operating cost savings of up to $2.1 million annually.  
Under the “pessimistic” AET scenario a substantial amount of the MTA revenue 
would be at risk.  The business case of cost savings would have to be weighed 
against the policy decision to accept that fewer patrons will initially and ultimately 
pay the toll regardless of recovery efforts. 

2. Consideration for any restrictions associated with existing bond covenants, trust 
indentures or similar agreements associated with the financing of the Maine 
Turnpike.  

3. Consideration for current labor agreements and the impact to the timing of an 
AET implementation 

4. Possible environmental credits for reducing emissions at toll plazas. 
5. Safety benefits due to reduce conflict potential on the roadway. 

 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
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The reality of the circumstance is that it is very unlikely that the optimistic or the pessi-
mistic scenario will occur.  It is more likely that revenue leakage will be somewhere in the 
middle.  This value however is significant and poses a grave threat to the Maine Turnpike.    
 
While there may be theoretical benefits of converting a cash & ETC facility to AET, the 
significant uncertainty behind the business costs associated with AET coupled with the 
unique and quantified characteristics of the Maine Turnpike make the consideration of 
AET for the York Toll Plaza replacement not a feasible option at this point in time or in 
the 20 year planning horizon. The lack of industry data for similar roadways, the uncer-
tainty relative to how customers will respond to the changes in payment methods and the 
uncertainty relative to revenue recovery potential for violations pose too broad a range of 
potential outcomes. These include significant risks to net revenue required to operate the 
roadway. Greater certainty around the potential impacts to toll operating costs and reve-
nue impacts would be necessary to reduce the range of risks to an acceptable level for the 
further consideration of AET. Therefore, given the lack of comparable industry informa-
tion to date and the revenue risk associated with uncertainties with patron behavior, 
HNTB does not recommend AET for the York Toll Plaza at this time, nor do we antici-
pate, given the significant risk described herein, that AET would not be prudent for York 
Toll within the next 20 years. 
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Financial Impacts of AET 
 

By 
Douglass D. Davidson 

Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Maine Turnpike Authority 

 
I.  Introduction 

 
As is more fully set forth elsewhere, the July 24, 2014 decision by the Maine Turnpike Authority 
(MTA) Board of Directors to pursue Open Road Tolling (ORT)1 after determining that All 
Electronic Tolling (AET)2 is not feasible was made after many years of detailed project-specific 
analyses by multiple experts, extensive public input, and careful consideration.  This decision is 
consistent with two previous votes by two other MTA Boards in 2006 and 2010.  In accordance 
with those votes, ORT is under development throughout the existing Turnpike. 

As the Chief Financial Officer of the MTA, I am required to monitor the financial condition of 
the MTA and externally disclose issues that have a significant potential impact on MTA 
finances.3  Any requirement that would force the MTA to implement AET at York would clearly 
qualify as such an impact.  Thankfully, no such disclosure has been required as the Army Corps 
of Engineers (ACOE) has indicated to date that the MTA has thoroughly considered AET and 
properly determined that it is not a practicable alternative.4   
 
The purpose of this Appendix is to outline the legal and financial structure that governs MTA 
financial decision making, and to set forth the immediate and broader financial impacts of 
requiring the MTA to implement AET as part of this project.    
 
As will be seen below, imposing AET would cause substantial near-term financial impacts at 
York including reduced revenue or toll increases, and high rates of uncollectable transactions 

                                                           
1 ORT has highway speed center lanes, and preserves the option to pay cash for those that want or need it at 
staffed toll booths to the right.  Nearby completed examples include I-95 in Hampton, New Hampshire and New 
Gloucester, Maine.  Other MTA ORT plazas are under construction in West Gardiner, Maine and on the Falmouth 
spur, and are in design in York and in Scarborough off Exit 44 on the southerly end of I-295. 
2  AET eliminates cash collection at the point of service and replaces it with a toll increases on non-E-ZPass 
customers to cover uncollectable transactions and diversion, photos of the license plates, looking up the registered 
owner's address through data bases (if available), mailing a bill to the vehicle owner's residence, and if necessary, 
significant administrative add-on fees and the possible suspension of motor vehicle registrations depending the 
state where the vehicle is registered. 
3 The Turnpike is subject to multiple layers of financial oversight including reviews by the MTA Board and staff, the 
General Engineering Consultant, the Bond Trustee, bond rating agencies, auditors, and the Maine Legislature.   See 
Exhibit A to this white paper for more information on financial oversight. 
4 The ACOE approved a project purpose statement that called for an ORT plaza, complimented the MTA on the 
“thoroughness” of the MTA’s response to ACOE questions, “particularly concerning the subject of All Electronic 
Tolling (AET)”, and preliminarily concluded that “AET does not presently appear to be economically practicable”.  
See section 2.1.3 of Attachment 2. 
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especially by out-of-staters.  More broadly, these near-term impacts would undermine 
confidence in the MTA’s toll collection system, jeopardize bond ratings, increase borrowing 
costs, and increase tolls throughout the Turnpike.  Moreover, the imposition of AET by the 
ACOE or any other environmental permitting agency would threaten the MTA’s independent 
legal ability to design and set tolls and would send a shock wave to toll agencies, bond ratings 
firms, and bond investors nationally. 
 
The Town of York is asking environmental agencies to ignore the MTA’s legitimate and genuine 
business decision to collect tolls using ORT plazas, and require the MTA to adopt AET or 
require more analysis and process.5  This is despite the fact that in 2014, the Town of York 
recognized that AET is “unfeasible”6  The Town later reversed course and now has argues that 
AET is practicable after it became apparent during the required site alternatives analysis that the 
Mile 8.8 ORT site will be safer, complies with engineering guidelines, has less environmental 
impact, has less abutter impact, and is more cost effective. 
 
As is more fully set forth in elsewhere in these permit documents, these Town arguments do not 
raise any significant new substantive concerns or additional information that should impact the 
ACOE’s conclusion that AET is not practicable alternative in this case.  However, to further 
document full consideration of AET, the MTA is submitting this Appendix and other information 
related to the ORT vs. AET question. 
 

II.  The Legal and Financial Structure That Governs MTA Finances 
 
A. Statutory Framework 
 
The MTA is an independent toll agency created by Maine statute7 that is solely funded from the 
revenue it generates.  Unlike some other toll agencies - like those in New Hampshire and 
Massachusetts8 - the MTA is not part of state government and receives no state or federal 
funding.  About 95% of MTA revenue is derived from tolls, with the remainder being from 
concessions at its service plazas, investment income, etc. 
 
The Maine statute that governs the MTA has always made clear that tolling setting and bonding 
decisions are to be made by the MTA.  For example, 23 MRSA §1965(1)(H) and (M) provides 

                                                           
5 See letter from Scott D. Anderson, Esq. to Jay Clement, ACOE, dated June 16, 2016. 
6 By letter of May 20, 2014, copy attached as Appendix 2-_, the York Board of Selectman, after asserting that AET 
“should be the ultimate policy goal for an integrated interstate toll collection system”, recognized that “certain 
technical and political impediments make adoption of this AET system unfeasible at present”.  (Emphasis added.)  
The letter continued: “The York BOS encourages the MTA Board of Directors to pursue the engineering studies 
necessary to prove the viability of an ORT plaza at the current location of the York Toll Plaza,” warning that “[a]ll 
other options will be strenuously opposed by the Town of York.” 
7 See 23 MRSA §§1961, et. seq. 
8 The New Hampshire Bureau of Turnpikes and E-ZPass MA, the Massachusetts toll collection program, are both part 
of the their state departments of transportation. 
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that the MTA has the power to “charge and collect fees, fares and tolls for the use of the turnpike 
and other services made available in connection with the turnpike … subject to and in 
accordance with such agreement with bondholders” and to “issue … bonds and other evidences 
of indebtedness or obligations of the authority … and secure the payment … by pledge of … 
operating revenues of the turnpike.” 
 
The powers of the MTA to assure revenue and issue its own bonds are fundamental and 
existential, and distinguishes the MTA from toll agencies that rely on state funding and pledges.  
Unlike State general obligation bonds that are backed by the full faith and credit of the State, 
MTA bonds are backed solely by a pledge of MTA revenue.  In case of default, MTA bond 
holders have no right to petition the State of Maine or any other government, and have no claim 
against Turnpike assets.   That is, they cannot “foreclose” and take possession of Turnpike assets.  
Their only collateral is MTA revenue. 
 
B. Bond Requirements 
 
Accordingly, the contractual terms that protect MTA investors and by which the bonds are 
issued, known as the Bond Resolution9, are designed to assure bond holders that the MTA 
revenue stream is secure, which in turn makes MTA bonds credit worthy and govern borrowing 
costs.  Currently, the MTA has about $386 million in outstanding bond indebtedness, most of 
them issued with 30 year terms.  Complying with these investor obligations is a fundamental, 
long-term requirement for the MTA. 
 
There are several sections of the Bond Resolution that would govern any requirement that the 
MTA adopt AET in York.   

• Bond Resolution Section 501 A, “The pledges effected by this resolution”.  This section 
pledges all revenues and cash of the Authority to the payment of the principal and interest 
to the bond holders. 

• Bond Resolution Section 706, “No impairment of bond holder rights under the 
resolution”. This section requires that the MTA can only use its revenues in accordance 
with the resolution and may not take actions that might impair bond holders’ rights. 

• Bond Resolution Section 802 a provides that "no free vehicular passage will be permitted 
over the turnpike, or any portion thereof, . . ." with narrow exceptions. 

• Bond Resolution Section 802A thru F, “Toll schedules and revisions”.  This section 
spells out the steps that the MTA must follow when changing toll rates, schedules, 
classifications, and methodologies. The MTA must have a traffic consultant perform a 
study and present a report that shows that the authority will meet the “net revenue 
requirement” in the fiscal year of the requested toll change and in the subsequent five 

                                                           
9 See General Turnpike Revenue Bond Resolution dated April 18, 1991, consisting thirteen Articles, about 100 
Sections, over 91 single spaced pages.  Although the terms in the Bond Resolution have been amended slightly 
over the years, its fundamental requirements have remained unchanged.   
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years.  Approvals by the General Engineer Consultant and Bond Trustee are required.  
This section also covers ramifications if toll revenues and/or fee revenues are insufficient 
to meet the requirements. 

III.  Financial Consequences of AET 
 
A. Near-term Impacts from AET at York 
 
As is more fully set forth elsewhere, the MTA with a new Executive Director and Board 
members took a fresh look at AET from 2011-2014 with new expert engineering and tolling 
consultants.  A resulting report by CDM Smith10 identified numerous financial impacts of AET 
at York.  The root cause of most of them is the percentage of formerly cash transactions that will 
become uncollectable. 
 

• Overall, 42% of all non E-ZPass transactions will be uncollectable. 

• The uncollectable rate for Maine vehicles is lowest at 29%. 

• The uncollectable rate for NH and MA vehicles is 39%, due to reciprocity agreements. 

• The uncollectable rates for all other states / countries is 64%.11 

• Even when one considers E-ZPass customers too, the percentage of uncollectable 
transactions is very substantial:  being almost 10%.12  That is, 1 in 10 of all 
transactions in York will be uncollectable. 

 
These uncollectable rates have potentially huge policy implications including the eventual 
erosion of public trust in the MTA’s toll system. 
 
As the CDM Smith Report outlines, AET would cost the MTA an estimated $6.5 million in Year 
1 and $43 M over 10 years if no surcharge was levied.13  The $6.5 M loss in Year 1 would 
represent about 17% of revenue at York and 4% of all Turnpike revenue. 
 
By comparison, ORT would produce a net revenue gain of almost $ 1 million in Year 1.14  Thus 
the net impact between AET and ORT would be $7.5 million in Year 1. 
 
As the CDM Smith report sets forth, to avoid such losses the MTA would need to raise tolls 
including a surcharge on non E-ZPass customers at York.  To mitigate most of the financial hit 
from AET, the MTA would initially need to DOUBLE the non E-ZPass rate at York from $3 to 

                                                           
10 “Maine Turnpike ORT / AET Impact Analysis” by CDM Smith released March 18, 2014 and FINAL on April 14, 
2014, copy attached as Appendix 2_. 
11 Ibid, Table 1 at 14. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid, Table 4 at 17. 
14 Ibid, Table 6 at 23. 
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$6.  Even with this increase, the revenue is estimated to decrease about $1.0 million in Year 1.15  
This toll hike would impact more than MTA finances, as it would cause diversion and significant 
traffic impacts in up to ten southern Maine towns.16 
 
B. Broader Financial Consequences 
 
As set forth in Section II above, the MTA cannot simply accept annual losses.  Turnpike revenue 
is pledged, and the AET losses would trigger a disclosure, the need to redesign the toll system, 
traffic and revenue analysis, a downgrade of Turnpike bond rating, higher future borrowing cost, 
higher tolls, and depending upon the result of the new toll structure, a scaling back of capital 
projects in the MTA’s 30-year plan. 
 
More specifically, these broader financial consequences include the following.   
 

• AET would require an extensive and expensive traffic and revenue analysis.  All 
investment grade analyses cost over $100,000 even when there is no change in the toll 
rates or structure.  Analyses that include changes to toll rates often cost in the $250,000 
range.  An analysis that includes a dramatic change to toll methodology - like AET, 
which would need to be implemented throughout the existing Turnpike (not just at York) 
and which has inherently higher risk – would likely be in the $500,000 range. 

• AET carries inherently higher risk which would likely trigger a downgrade of the ratings 
on MTA bonds.  A downgrade of two levels could be reasonably expected. 

• This downgrade would increase borrowing costs.  An increase in 125 basis points, or 
1.25%, could be reasonably expected. 

• The MTA’s 30-year plan currently calls for $ 410 million in proposed borrowing.  The 
increase in interest rates estimated above could cost the MTA an estimated $ 85 to 125 
million in additional costs over the life of those proposed bonds. 

• These additional costs would need to be covered.  Under the Bond Resolution, the MTA 
cannot simply stop maintaining its facilities as doing impacts revenue.  Therefore, AET 
would drive future toll increases on all MTA customers, not just those in York.  The 
MTA 30-year financial plan does not currently call for any toll increases until 2031.  This 
would likely move that timetable up by several years, perhaps as early as 2022. 

• This would increase transportation costs for Maine businesses and citizens, which would 
have negatively impact Maine’s overall economy.   

                                                           
15 Ibid, Table 5 at 21. 
16 The CDM Smith reports estimates diversion to be between 3,400 and 5,500 vehicles per day.  Ibid at 47. This 
would cause significant traffic impacts in 10 southern Maine municipalities: Ogunquit, York, Kittery, Eliot, Wells, 
South Berwick, Berwick, North Berwick, Sanford, and Kennebunk.  See “Analysis of Traffic Impacts from AET in 
York” by Elizabeth Roberts, P.E. of HNTB dated July _, 2016 and attached as Appendix 2_. 



Appendix 2-_ 
DRAFT-August 24, 2016 

6 
 

• Moreover, the precedent that environmental permitting agencies can require toll agencies 
to adopt toll collection methodologies advocated by project opponents as part of a project 
permitting process, and thus essentially dictate how toll agencies collect tolls and at what 
rates, would be fundamental new risk and send a shock wave to toll agencies, bond rating 
firms, and bond investors nationally.  This would likely trigger interest by policymakers. 
 

IV.  Conclusions 

The MTA’s decision to pursue Open Road Tolling (ORT) was a prudent business decision made 
by the entity that has the authority, responsibility, and expertise to make it after many years of 
detailed project-specific analyses by multiple experts, extensive public input, and careful 
consideration. 

Near-term financial impacts of imposing AET at York include: 

• 42% of all non E-ZPass transactions at York will be uncollectable, with out-of-sate 
uncollectable rates being up to 64%.  Even when one considers E-ZPass customers, 1 in 
10 of all transactions in York will be uncollectable. 

• AET at York would cost the MTA an estimated $6.5 million in Year 1 and $43 M over 
10 years if no surcharge was levied. 

• To mitigate such AET losses, the non E-ZPass rate at York would need to DOUBLE the 
from $3 to $6. 

 
Broader financial consequences of imposing AET include: 
 

• A traffic and revenue study costing up to $500,000 would be necessary to attempt to 
adopt AET throughout the entire existing Turnpike. 

• Potential reductions of the MTA’s capital plan. 

• Downgrading of MTA bonds and higher borrowing costs, which could cost the MTA $85 
to 125 million over the terms of bonds currently contemplated. 

• Higher tolls for all Turnpike customers, not just at York. 

• A precedent that environmental permitting agencies can overrule decisions of toll 
agencies on how to design and set tolls, which would send a huge shock wave to toll 
agencies, bond ratings agencies, and bond investors nationally. 
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Exhibit A 

Financial Oversight and Accountability at the MTA 

There are multiple layers of oversight and disclosure to assure financial accountability at the 
Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA).  Some of them are described below. 
 

1.  The MTA Board 
 
The seven member MTA Board members meet monthly throughout the year and receive 

detailed financial reports.  Further, the Board formed three subcommittees to allow for more 
detailed discussions: Finance & Audit, Personnel, and Long Range Planning.  By statute, six of 
the seven Board members are appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate; the 
seventh member is ex-officio and is the MaineDOT Commissioner or his/her designee.  The 
current Board Chair is a past Chief Justice of the Maine Supreme Judicial Court.  Other members 
include a banker, lawyer, businessman, engineer, and a public chief financial officer.  These are 
accomplished and serious people. 

 
2. MTA Executive Director 

 
The MTA staff is led by an Executive Director who is appointed by the MTA Board and 

is also confirmed by the Senate.  (Senate confirmation was part of the 2011 legislative Turnpike 
reforms.)  Peter Mills became the Executive Director in 2011.  He is a lawyer, former legislator, 
member of countless public boards, and is generally considered one of the best policy minds in 
Maine.  Just as important, he has a well-earned reputation for integrity, openness, fairness, and 
good government. 
 

3. Chief Financial Officer 
 

The Chief Financial Officer (CFO) at the MTA is responsible for financial oversight and 
personally executes many certified disclosures to auditors, bond rating agencies, the Trustee, the 
Internal Revenue Service, the Securities and Exchange commission, and insurers.  He takes 
execution of those duties very seriously.  Also, as part of the 2011 changes, the CFO has a direct 
line of communication to the MTA Board concerning matters of financial integrity.   

 
4. Other MTA Staff 

 
Working under the supervision of the Executive Director, CFO and the Chief Operating 

Officer, the MTA has established and implemented numerous administrative checks and 
balances to assure that all expenditures are properly accounted for.  Although the events of 2011 
were not caused by them, the MTA staff know that they need to do things better than ever to 
regain the trust they deserve.  
 

5. General Consulting Engineer (GEC) 
 

Obligations to investors contained in contractual bond terms call for an outside General 
Engineering Consultant (GEC) to, among other things, inspect the Turnpike assets, recommend 
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capital spending levels that assure that the Turnpike is maintained properly, and review and 
recommend bid awards. 
 

6. Bondholder’s Trustee 
 
Obligations to bond investors also establish a Trustee to oversee the finances of the MTA 

to protect bondholders.  The Trustee is not like your home mortgage banker who is satisfied as 
long as periodic payments are made.  Because these 30-year bonds are repaid only through future 
MTA revenue streams (and not by a claim against any physical asset), this Trustee asks for 
updates and information on an on-going basis regarding anything that could affect revenue over 
the long-term.  Ultimately, the Trustee has the power to assume operational control of the 
Turnpike if it deems it necessary to protect bondholders.  Trustee questions can include changes 
in traffic, accidents, and news articles on tolling nationally, Legislative bills and debates, project 
costs, and other matters.  Again, this is because the Trustee has a duty to assure that MTA 
finances will allow bond repayment over the long term. 

 
7. Audits 

 
Pursuant to state law and contractual bond terms, the MTA performs quarterly and annual 

audits and reports.  Reports are sent to the Office of Program Evaluation and Review (OPEGA) 
and the Transportation Committee.  Outside audits are performed every year and presented to the 
Board. 
 

8. Bond Rating Agencies 
 

As anyone who involved in bonding knows, Wall Street bond rating agencies require 
extensive disclosures and process.  Further, level of review by rating agencies has been higher 
since the economic collapse of 2008 and the subsequent reviews and critiques of Wall Street 
processes. 

 
9. Insurer Disclosures 

 
The MTA is required to have a full complement of insurances including commercial, 

auto, general liability, comprehensive crime, public officials and employee liability, fiduciary 
responsibility, privacy and network liability and excess cyber liability.  These insurers require 
periodic disclosures as well. 
 

10. Legislative Review of Operating Budget 
 
Further, state law requires that the MTA Operating Budget be presented annually for 

legislative review and approval.  23 MRSA §1961(6).  Although such review is very rare for toll 
agencies that have no state funding and that have independent bonding capacity, the MTA 
welcomes the opportunity to show the Transportation Committee what it does, how it does it, 
and why it is good for Turnpike travelers, our transportation system, and the Maine economy.  
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Executive Summary  

Maine Turnpike ORT/AET Impact Analysis 
 

This report summarizes the results of CDM Smith’s independent impact assessment for possible 

conversion to Open Road Tolling (ORT) or All Electronic Tolling (AET) at two toll plazas on the Maine 

Turnpike.  The Turnpike is faced with a number of challenges in the future regarding many of its 

existing toll collection facilities.   Perhaps most urgent among these is the need for possible 

reconstruction of the York Toll Plaza, the southernmost barrier on the Maine Turnpike.  That facility is 

decades old, and was constructed in a location in which subsurface conditions may preclude 

reconstruction.  Consideration is being given to reconstruction of the plaza at an alternative location, 

but at a significant additional capital cost. 

The Turnpike also anticipates the need to replace its northernmost toll plaza, at the I-295 connection 

in Gardiner.  That facility, which was constructed immediately below the roadway overpass, which is 

no longer in use, must be slightly relocated and reconstructed in the future.   

The toll industry is moving toward automating the toll collection process, using either ORT or AET.  

ORT would allow for high-speed, non-stop, collection of tolls from vehicles equipped with E-ZPass 

transponders, while retaining a limited number of cash collection lanes in each direction.  AET would 

feature the elimination of cash collection altogether, and require only the construction of high-speed 

gantries across the mainline roadway, significantly reducing capital cost but requiring new methods 

and costs to handle vehicles without electronic transponders. Under AET, a license plate image is 

taken of customers without E-ZPass; those video transactions are sent to the customer by mail. This 

introduces considerable collection risk due to some video transactions being unbillable and others 

uncollectable.  

Model Overview 
CDM Smith developed a model to analyze the potential net revenue impacts of both AET and ORT. The 

model takes into account diversion to alternative routes (due to video toll surcharges or for those not 

comfortable with the technological aspects of AET), unreadable video images, lack of Department of 

Motor Vehicle (DMV) address information, and out of date DVM information. All of these result in 

unbillable video transactions. The model also takes into account payment billing collection rates and 

assumed uncollectable transactions. Both unbillable and uncollectable transactions result in toll 

revenue leakage.  

A key component of the analysis was to track potential toll revenue leakage under both AET and ORT. 

ORT operates most similarly to the existing condition in that both E-ZPass and cash are still accepted. 

Under this scenario there is relatively little opportunity for revenue leakage compared to how the 

system currently operates. Experience on other facilities that have converted to ORT has confirmed 

that there is very little impact on net revenue collection. Under AET, however, all non-E-ZPass 

transactions must be invoiced. The need to invoice video transactions is where both the increased risk 

of revenue leakage and the higher costs of toll collection occur.  

In addition, the model also takes into account the maintenance and operating (M&O) costs associated 

with collecting tolls under both AET and ORT scenarios. Thus, costs associated with video image 
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review, DMV look up, invoice mailing, and fare collection/administration are all tracked in the model. 

In the end, M&O costs are subtracted from gross toll revenue impacts to develop the net toll revenue 

associated with AET and ORT. These are then compared to estimated existing condition net toll 

revenue at York and Gardiner. Annual net toll revenue impacts were developed over the forecast 

period from 2015 through 2030. 

A final component of the analysis incorporated the capital costs of converting York and Gardiner to 

either AET or ORT. All capital cost estimates were provided by HNTB Corporation. A final measure of 

comparison was developed by taking into account both the 10-year net present value of the net toll 

revenue impacts and the estimated capital cost impacts associated with AET and ORT.  

The following summarizes CDM Smith’s net revenue impact analysis of converting the York and 

Gardiner toll facilities to either AET or ORT. 

York Toll Plaza 
E-ZPass currently accounts for about 64 percent of York transactions. Of the remaining 36 percent of 

cash paying customers, only about 37 percent are Maine residents. Under AET, the majority of cash 

customers become video customers. As a result of this cash/E-ZPass mix and the relatively low 

percent of in-state cash paying customers, estimates of potential toll revenue leakage amount to 

almost 10 percent of total toll transactions at York. This amounts to about 42 percent of the potential 

video transaction component. This toll revenue leakage necessitated the need for revenue 

enhancements in the form of video toll surcharges (even after taking into account the estimated AET 

impacts on M&O costs) in order to maintain net revenue neutrality with the existing condition. 

A range of AET unregistered video surcharges was tested ranging from $0.00 to $4.00 for a passenger 

car. Both 5 and 10-year cumulative net revenue impacts were developed for each surcharge level 

tested. The model assumed that video customers could choose between two video options: registered 

and unregistered. Registered video customers would pre-register their plates and set up an account 

with a minimum balance required. Tolls would be automatically deducted from their account once 

successfully identified in the image review process. Due to the lower costs associated with this type of 

transaction, their surcharge level was assumed to be half that for unregistered video customers. 

Experience on other AET facilities shows that, when offered, registered video participation is very low, 

generally ranging between 0 and 5 percent. For purposes of this study, CDM Smith assumed 5 percent 

of video transactions would be registered. 

The analysis indicated that an unregistered video surcharge of about $3.00 (passenger car) would be 

required to maintain net revenue neutrality under AET at York over a 10-year time horizon. This is in 

addition to the current $3.00 cash toll at this location. The most recent toll increase at York took place 

on November 1, 2012 (from $2.00 to $3.00) and the Authority foresees that, under the existing 

condition, no further increases would be needed for 15-20 years. The imposition of the $3.00 video 

surcharge is also estimated to result in diversion to US Route 1 ranging from 3,400 to 5,500 per day. 

Because ORT operations are very similar to current operations, no net revenue leakage is estimated to 

occur at the York Toll Plaza. Under this scenario, therefore, the current cash and E-ZPass rates would 

be maintained (i.e., no cash surcharge would be required).  

A 10-year net present value comparison was conducted for both AET and ORT. HNTB estimates the 

capital costs to maintain the existing York Toll Plaza to be about $22.1 million. Costs for ORT 

conversion amount to $36.0 million, or about $13.9 million greater than the existing condition costs. 
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AET capital costs are estimated at about $4.8 million or about $17.3 million less than the existing 

condition.  

When the capital cost impacts are taken into consideration along with the 10-year net present value of 

the estimated AET toll revenue impacts, a net positive $18.7 million is generated. However, it must be 

remembered that this is assuming a $3.00 unregistered video surcharge and the accompanying toll 

diversion to US Route 1. Under ORT, the resulting combination of capital cost impacts and 10-year net 

present toll revenue impact is negative $5.3 million.  

Gardiner Toll Plaza 
E-ZPass currently accounts for about 55 percent of Gardiner transactions. Of the remaining 45 percent 

of cash paying customers, about 75 percent are Maine residents. Under AET, the majority of cash 

customers become video customers. As a result of this cash/E-ZPass mix and the mix of in-state/out-

of-state cash paying customers, estimates of potential toll revenue leakage amount to about 12 

percent of total toll transactions at Gardiner. This amounts to about 36 percent of the potential video 

transaction component. This toll revenue leakage necessitated the need for revenue enhancements in 

the form of video toll surcharges (even after taking into account the estimated AET impacts on M&O 

costs) in order to maintain net revenue neutrality with the existing condition. 

A range of AET unregistered video surcharges was tested ranging from $0.00 to $1.00 for a passenger 

car. Both 5 and 10-year cumulative net revenue impacts were developed for each surcharge level 

tested. Just as for the York analysis, the model assumed that video customers could choose between 

two video options: registered and unregistered. For purposes of this study, CDM Smith assumed 5 

percent of video transactions would be registered at Gardiner. 

The analysis indicated that an unregistered video surcharge of about $0.75 would be required to 

maintain net revenue neutrality under AET at Gardiner over a 10-year time horizon. This is in addition 

to the current $1.00 cash toll at this location. The Authority foresees that, under the existing condition, 

no further increases would be needed for 15-20 years. The imposition of the $0.75 video surcharge is 

also estimated to result in diversion to alternative routes ranging from 800 to 1,400 per day. 

As with York Toll Plaza, because ORT operations are very similar to current operations, no net 

revenue leakage is estimated to occur at the Gardiner Toll Plaza. Under this scenario, therefore, the 

current cash and E-ZPass rates would be maintained (i.e., no cash surcharge would be required).  

A 10-year net present value comparison was conducted for both AET and ORT. HNTB estimates the 

capital costs to maintain the existing Gardiner Toll Plaza to be about $7.0 million. Costs for ORT 

conversion amount to $14.4 million, or about $7.4 million greater than the existing condition costs. 

AET capital costs are estimated at about $3.8 million or about $3.2 million less than the existing 

condition.  

When the capital cost impacts are taken into consideration along with the 10-year net present value of 

the estimated AET toll revenue impacts, a net positive $6.7 million is generated. However, it must be 

remembered that this is assuming a $0.75 unregistered video surcharge and the accompanying toll 

diversion to local roads. Under ORT, the resulting combination of capital cost impacts and 10-year net 

present toll revenue impact is negative $4.5 million.  
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Summary  
Various impacts and implications of implementing either ORT or AET at the York and Gardiner Toll 

Plazas have been presented in this report.  The study compared traffic, toll rates, operating costs, net 

revenue over a 10-year period, and capital costs to a hypothetical continuation of the current cash 

collection of tolls.  The analysis was conducted over a 10-year interval for each condition.   

Both AET and ORT can be financially feasible options at York and Gardiner. AET offers free flow travel 

for all motorists with lower overall capital costs, but requires substantial video surcharges and results 

in traffic diversion to alternative routes. Because AET requires license plate image capture and mailed 

invoices for non-E-ZPass motorists, it also involves substantially more risk associated with being able 

to bill and collect on a substantial portion of transactions. 

Conversion to ORT preserves cash collection at a lower operating cost, creates less risk to the 

Turnpike and requires no change to present toll rates. Cash paying motorists, however, would still be 

required to stop and pay their toll. And while the 10-year net toll revenue impact is positive, ORT 

capital costs are substantially higher than those for either the existing condition or for AET. 
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Technical Memorandum   

Maine Turnpike ORT/AET Impact Analysis 
 

This report summarizes the results of CDM Smith’s independent impact assessment for possible 

conversion to Open Road Tolling (ORT) or All Electronic Tolling (AET) at one or more toll plazas on 

the Maine Turnpike.  The Turnpike is faced with a number of challenges in the future regarding many 

of its existing toll collection facilities.   Perhaps most urgent among these is the need for possible 

reconstruction of the York Toll Plaza, the southernmost barrier on the Maine Turnpike.  That facility is 

decades old, and was constructed in a location in which subsurface conditions may preclude 

reconstruction.  Consideration is being given to reconstruction of the plaza at an alternative location, 

but at a significant additional capital cost. 

The Turnpike also anticipates the need to replace its northernmost toll plaza, at the I-295 connection 

in Gardiner.  That facility, which was constructed immediately below the roadway overpass which is 

no longer in use, must be slightly relocated and reconstructed in the future.   

The toll industry is moving toward automating the toll collection process, using either ORT or AET.  

While described in more detailed below, ORT would allow for high-speed, non-stop collection of tolls 

from vehicles equipped with E-ZPass transponders, while retaining a limited number of cash 

collection lanes in each direction.  All electronic tolls would feature the elimination of cash collection 

altogether, and require only the construction of high-speed gantries across the mainline roadway, 

significantly reducing capital cost but requiring new methods and costs to handle vehicles without 

electronic transponders. In order to account for estimated toll revenue leakage resulting from AET 

implementation, some level of toll surcharge on non-E-ZPass transactions would also be required. 

With ORT, such surcharges would not be needed for current cash customers. 

As the Turnpike Authority finalizes plans for replacement of these two critical plazas, it engaged the 

services of CDM Smith to provide an independent assessment of potential traffic, revenue and 

operating cost impacts associated with the ORT and/or AET options at each location.  Our firm was 

initially contracted to perform the assessment at the York Plaza only; the Gardiner Plaza was added to 

the study subsequently.  The Maine Turnpike Authority may ultimately consider all electronic tolling 

on the full system in the future, but this analysis only addressed the potential pilot implementation of 

AET or ORT at the York and/or Gardiner facilities. 

Project Background 
Preliminary estimates of capital cost to replace the York Toll Plaza range from $26-$45 million, for an 

open road tolling configuration, as compared to about $5 million for all electronic tolling.  However, 

the York Toll Plaza accounts for over 38 percent of Turnpike revenue; and a sizable portion of non-

ETC traffic at that location is from out of state.  All electronic tolling generally relies on video 

identification of vehicle license plates and a “pay by mail” system.  Not only does this significantly 

increase collection complexity for previous cash-paying vehicles; it also increases collection risk, 

especially from out-of-state motorists. 
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In essence, AET offers the promise of significant capital cost savings, as compared to plaza 

reconstruction in an ORT configuration, but at the likely cost of increased tolls for non-E-Zpass 

customers.  In addition, AET also presents considerable additional uncertainty regarding future 

operating costs and collection risk for motorists without electronic tolls.  Clearly a detailed evaluation 

of the revenue and cost implications needs to be considered, in addition to the significant capital cost 

differential when making final decisions on how to proceed with a new toll collection solution at two 

critical toll plazas.   

Open Road Tolling 

Open road tolling involves the provision of high-speed, non-stop toll collection for vehicles equipped 

with electronic toll transponders, while retaining cash booths for collection from non-ETC traffic.  An 

example of this is shown in Figure 1, an overhead photo depicting the relatively new ORT plaza at the 

Hampton tolling point on the New Hampshire Turnpike.  In this case, two high-speed lanes are 

provided for ETC vehicles in each travel direction while six cash lanes are retained to the outside.  

Because electronic toll traffic continues to operate at full highway speeds, the cash and ETC express 

lanes are physically barrier separated, with the roadways rejoining north and south of the toll plaza.   

From a collection standpoint, conversion to open road tolling is relatively low risk, and has been in 

successful operation for several years at dozens of mainline plazas throughout the U.S.  The primary 

risk associated with the use of ORT express lanes is typically a small increase in violations through the 

ETC lanes; some intentional and some unintentional by motorists who may enter the express lanes in 

error.  Even at high speeds, today’s video imaging technology provides a reliable violation 

enforcement system and, in general, a relatively high percentage of revenue is retained.  As 

importantly, motorists without ETC may continue to pay tolls by using cash as they do today, 

regardless of state of vehicle registration.  It should be noted that no increase in violations has been 

observed at the New Gloucester toll plaza since ORT operation began April 1, 2013.  To the contrary, 

implementation of violations enforcement systems (VES) on the cash lanes is bringing enforcement to 

“run-through” violations.  

Figure 1 

Typical ORT Mainline Plaza 

Hampton Plaza, New Hampshire Turnpike 
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All Electronic Tolling 

Examples of all electronic toll collection system gantries are shown in Figure 2.  In this case, single (or 

in some cases twin) consecutive gantries are constructed across the roadway.  The gantries are 

mounted with antennas and readers for identifying vehicles equipped with E-ZPass.  Motorists not so 

equipped are charged a toll by high resolution cameras which capture images of license plates.   

Figure 2 

Typical AET Toll Zones 

SH 121 Tollway (Dallas) and Melbourne Citylink (Australia) 

 

Cash is no longer collected at AET plazas, and therefore the plaza reconstruction cost is greatly 

reduced.  As importantly, there is essentially no additional right-of-way typically required, since the 

gantries are constructed across existing roadways only.  AET also has the benefit of virtually 

eliminating accident risk at toll plaza locations; toll plazas typically represent high accident locations 

on toll roads across the country. 

The biggest challenge, of course, with conversion to AET, is how vehicles without transponders are 

handled. Video tolling, while not new, contains inherent risks associated with various steps in the toll 

collection process.  For example, it is possible that some plates may not be properly read, or vehicle 

owner address information with DMV records is incomplete.  There are some limitations on the ability 

to obtain vehicle owner information from some states, and particular uncertainties regarding the 

ability to obtain address information from vehicles registered in Canada, who represent a notable 

proportion of traffic on the Maine Turnpike. 

Under a pay-by-mail system, there is also an inherent collection risk itself; motorists who simply don’t 

“pay the bill”.  There is a fairly complex process of multiple statements, and fees for non-payment 

which may be included.  However, overall, the video tolling approach typically results in raw 

uncollectable tolls to the range of 10-20 percent or more. 

Typically, agencies converting to all electronic tolling establish a “surcharge” for video users.  This 

increase in the toll charge has three objectives: 

� To encourage motorists to enroll in the ETC program which results in lower costs and higher 

collection to the toll agency; 
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� To cover the additional operating cost associated with collection (as compared with ETC) for 

image recognition, mailing and follow-ups; and 

� To cover the inherent “leakage” (from uncollected tolls) from the prior cash population. 

Our study tested a number of alternative surcharge levels at both toll plazas evaluated.  Any surcharge 

represents an increase in cost to the driving public, and therefore has the potential to result in traffic 

diversions off the Turnpike to alternative routes. 

Plazas Evaluated 

As noted above, this analysis was undertaken with respect to both the York Toll Plaza and the 

Gardiner Toll Plaza, generally at opposite ends of the Maine Turnpike.  Both locations are in need of 

plaza replacement, but each location represents a significantly different traffic profile and level of risk.  

Existing conditions at the two toll plazas are summarized in Figure 3.  The York Plaza accounts for 38 

percent of total Turnpike revenue, while the Gardiner toll Plaza accounts for just 7 percent of 

Turnpike revenue, even though it covers traffic on the northern end of I-295.  By contrast, the York 

Plaza currently has 64 percent of its traffic using one form or another of the E-ZPass electronic toll 

system.  This component of traffic represents a very low risk under ORT or AET.  E-ZPass at the 

Gardiner Plaza represents only 55 percent of transactions.  On the other hand, at Gardiner, 75 percent 

of the cash traffic is typically represented by vehicles registered in the state of Maine.  These represent 

the lowest collection risk for video tolling.  At the York Plaza, which is near the New Hampshire state 

line, Maine-registered vehicles represent just 37 percent of current cash traffic.   

 

Figure 3 

Current York and Gardiner Characteristics 
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The states of Maine, New Hampshire and Massachusetts are the only three states in the U.S. to enter 

into reciprocity agreements for electronic toll enforcement.  Under this program, subject to certain 

limitations, any of the states may deny registration renewal if a minimum threshold of violations (or 

presumably valid video toll transactions) remain unpaid in any of the three states.  This is 

considerably important in terms of reducing collection risk.  Hence, as noted later in this report, 

current cash vehicles with registrations in Massachusetts and New Hampshire are treated separately 

from all other states and Canada.   Massachusetts/New Hampshire cash traffic represents 36 percent 

total at York but just 8 percent at Gardiner.   

Study Objectives 
The primary objectives of this study are to estimate the net revenue impact associated with converting 

to either open road tolling or all electronic tolling at the York and/or Gardiner Toll Plazas.  This impact 

assessment was conducted in comparison to the base current system configurations at each location.  

The net revenue impact was determined by estimating: 

� Impacts on toll revenue collections; 

� Impacts on operating cost; and 

� Potential revenue from administrative fees associated with possible non-payments under 

AET. 

The net revenue impacts were evaluated at each location, under various scenarios, over a 10-year 

forecast period, generally extending from 2015-2024.  The net present value of the 10-year net 

revenue potential for each scenario was then related to the hypothetical continuation of current toll 

operations.  The discounted net impacts could then be related to alternative capital costs associated 

with the ORT vs. AET options at each location by the Authority. 

Finally, recognizing the inherent uncertainties associated with the video tolling portion of the AET 

option, a risk analysis was undertaken.  This involved testing a range of assumptions regarding 

customer payments, image recognition and various other factors, with a goal of establishing a net 

revenue forecast at 90 and 95 percent confidence levels.  While this is most critical with respect to 

AET, a nominal risk assessment was also undertaken for ORT.   

Overview of Study Approach 
A detailed assessment of existing conditions at each toll plaza was made at the outset of the study.  

Historical data regarding the traffic mix at each location was obtained, and seasonal observations 

were made of the state distribution of cash traffic at each location for various times of year.  CDM 

Smith also evaluated historical trends, such as the increasing share of E-ZPass traffic over time.  It was 

also important to identify the distribution of ETC traffic itself; since a differential mechanism and rates 

are used for motorists who enroll in E-ZPass through the Maine Turnpike as opposed to other 

interoperable states.   

The CDM Smith team also identified alternative routes for vehicles that might choose to divert off the 

Turnpike in the event of video surcharges (primarily under the AET option).  In addition, data from 
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the Turnpike and HNTB was used to estimate the proportion of traffic at the York Plaza which 

entered/exited at each of the next several ramp locations; critical in the traffic diversion assessment. 

The potential behavioral options for drivers under each alternative were then established.  For 

example, under ORT, motorists can choose to remain in their current mode of collection, using either 

E-ZPass or cash.  However, the implementation of high-speed, non-stop collection for E-ZPass 

provides an appealing incentive for some cash motorists to switch to ETC.  It was ultimately 

determined that no ORT cash surcharge would be needed between cash and non-Maine issued E-ZPass 

vehicles; hence, there was little or no motivation for traffic to leave the Turnpike for alternative routes 

under the ORT option. 

The options under AET were considerably more numerous.  The elimination of the ability to pay cash 

would encourage some current customers to shift to ETC.  However, it may also cause a small 

proportion to simply leave the Turnpike due to a technology aversion or privacy concerns.  More 

importantly, since AET would inevitably require establishment of a video toll surcharge to overcome 

leakage and increased operating cost, a portion of cash traffic would be expected to shift to alternative 

routes.  This diversion to US Route 1 could be significant if sufficiently high surcharges were required; 

and is an important factor to be taken into consideration. 

Those motorists choosing to continue to use the Turnpike without a transponder would ultimately be 

billed for their trip.  This would trigger a complex set of possibilities regarding the ultimate collection 

of the toll, as described in more detail below. 

While estimates of traffic diversions under AET were calculated using well tested diversion 

techniques, the proportions of traffic that would actually be billable and collectable were based on 

reasonable assumptions based on experience at other AET facilities across the nation.  While several 

facilities have converted to AET, there are still limitations on detailed performance information at 

several of these agencies; agencies are often reluctant to provide detailed data due to security 

considerations.  However, reasonable expectations for collection rates and other factors were used.  

Since these assumptions are critical to the analysis, the risk analysis tested a wide range of 

“percentages” to help identify minimum levels of net revenue potential at strategic confidence 

intervals.   

Finally, the study provides a “bottom line” cost-effectiveness assessment for each plaza, comparing 

performance for ORT and AET, under various scenarios, with the current base condition.  The net 

impacts, over a 10-year horizon, are then related to the net differences in capital investment costs, as 

provided by HNTB.   

ORT Analytical Methodology 

The ORT impact assessments were relatively straightforward.  No changes were assumed for current 

E-ZPass traffic, be they Maine-issued E-ZPass or accounts issued in other states.  Toll rates were 

assumed to be the same. 

The analysis estimated a small proportion of cash vehicles which would choose to shift to E-ZPass 

based on the more convenient, uncongested toll collection opportunities provided by the new express 

lanes.  The study also looked at actual experience on other ORT facilities, and estimated an increase in 
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the violation portion for vehicles passing through the express lanes without transponders.  As 

previously discussed, no increase in violations has been observed at the New Gloucester toll plaza 

since ORT operation began April 1, 2013.  While this provides some indication that the increase in 

violations may not occur at the York and Gardiner toll plazas under ORT operation, the potential risk 

remains and the experience at New Gloucester was not factored into the estimated slight increase in 

ORT lane violations at York and Gardiner.  No diversions to alternative routes were estimated under 

the ORT configuration. 

Operating cost impacts were estimated for ORT, based on the reduced number of cash collection 

facilities which will be required.  Increased violation enforcement costs, as well as violation 

enforcement fees, were also prepared.  Ten-year net revenue estimates were developed for each plaza 

under the ORT configuration, and ultimately formatted for direct comparison of capital cost. 

A detailed spreadsheet model was developed for estimating traffic, revenue and operating cost 

impacts.  A simplified version of this was used in the ORT analysis itself.   A much more complex 

version, referred to as the CDM Smith Waterfall model, was used for the AET analysis, as described 

below.   

AET Analytical Methodology 

The AET impact assessments were much more complex.  This involved assessing the redistribution of 

current cash traffic, assessing payment cost implications and bringing these together in development 

of ten-year net revenue estimates.  A range of scenarios were tested at each location, including a range 

of surcharge levels to offset possible revenue leakage and higher cost of collection.   

Assessing Redistribution of Current Cash Traffic 

Figure 4 graphically summarizes the analysis used in assessing the redistribution of current cash 

traffic, and potential collection risks.  At each location, traffic is currently made up of E-ZPass and cash.  

The E-ZPass traffic represents 55 percent of the total at Gardiner and 64 percent at York.   

Since cash would no longer be available under the AET option, the first step in the process was to 

estimate the redistribution of current cash vehicles into ETC, video or “off the road”.  A relatively small 

proportion was assumed to shift to ETC, based in part on the magnitude of surcharge applied to video 

cost transactions.  The portion of the traffic estimated to divert to alternative routes is also directly 

related to the surcharge level, and involves a review of the best alternative routes for most typical 

movements, travel time differential and distance differences and the net increase in toll associated 

with the surcharge.  Former cash traffic diverted off the Turnpike was no longer available to pay tolls 

and was all treated as lost revenue.  The remaining portion of former cash vehicles, shown in orange in 

the center bar of Figure 4, was assumed to remain on the Turnpike.  Their tolls, under AET, would be 

collected by means of captured license plate information.  This data would then be subjected to a DMV 

lookup for owner name and address.   
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Figure 4 
Redistribution of Former Cash Traffic Under AET 

 

Of the total vehicles without transponders passing under the toll gantry (the “video” traffic), a certain 

portion was assumed to be unreadable based upon weather, license plate physical limitations, trailer 

hitch blockages and more.  Another portion of the traffic was assumed to be “unbillable”; primarily 

cases where information on vehicle owner address could not be obtained or proved to be faulty.  Both 

of these conditions exist under current AET operations throughout the U.S. and Canada.  The light blue 

and dark blue portions of the right bar represent motorists who are actually billed for the trip(s) made 

within a billing period.  A percentage of those are assumed to be paid, while another percentage 

remains unpaid, sometimes after multiple invoices. 

Assessing Payment and Cost Implications 

The distribution of video transactions into unreadable, unbillable and billable transactions was 

handled in this step using the Waterfall model described below.  In addition, the proportion of 

invoices paid on the first invoice, second invoice or later was also an important input into the 

modeling process.  This is somewhat uncertain and was heavily tested in the risk analysis.  

Cost implications were also estimated in the detailed model, based on unit costs provided primarily by 

Maine Turnpike orations staff based, in turn, on the Agency’s historical experience with violation 

processing.  In practice, this resulted in a fairly conservative estimate of back office operating costs 

associated with video collection; since under AET there would be a significant increase in the number 

of billings and amount of collections, it is not unlikely that certain cost efficiencies could be introduced 

into the process.  However, for purposes of this analysis, the same conservative unit costs for each 

step of the process was coded into the study model. 

The CDM Smith AET Waterfall Model is a spreadsheet-based series of calculations that closely mimics 

the processes through which AET transactions would be handled. In the absence of a formal MTA AET 

business rules document, assumptions regarding AET business rules for use in the model were 
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developed in close cooperation with the MTA. Figure 5 depicts how transactions and revenues flow 

through the system and end up as either lost revenue or collected toll revenue.  

This model begins with existing condition gross transactions and toll revenue and applies a series of 

parameters and decision points that collectively determine whether revenue is collected for each 

transaction, the method under which that revenue is collected, and at what rate. The model processes 

transactions and revenue for passenger vehicles separately from commercial vehicles. The model also 

distinguishes between vehicles registered in Maine, Massachusetts/New Hampshire, all other states 

and Canada.   

Additionally, a simplified version of the AET Waterfall Model was developed to simulate ORT 

operation. While ORT utilizes similar toll collection procedures as currently seen on the Maine 

Turnpike, the Waterfall Model is needed to estimate the traffic and revenue impacts of the 

implementation of high-speed E-ZPass lanes, a cash toll collection surcharge, and improved violations 

enforcement within cash lanes.  

AET Waterfall Model Overview 

The following list provides descriptions for key elements and decision points presented in Figure 5: 

1. Existing condition transactions are composed of two groups: E-ZPass and cash transactions. 

2. E-ZPass users with valid accounts pass through the AET model with no further consideration. 

Revenue is added directly to the final revenue calculations.  

3. E-ZPass users with an invalid account (e.g. expired or declined credit card associated with the 

account) go through an invoicing/violations process... An assumed payment rate is applied to 

the initial invoice. Additional payment rates are then applied to the portion of each subsequent 

attempt at collecting the toll and associated fees assumed to remain unpaid. This process 

includes a Notice of Violation (NOV) and Notice of Liability (NOL).The portion of violations 

remaining unpaid after the entire process is considered lost revenue. 

4. A technology diversion percent is applied to those existing cash customers unwilling to either 

join E-ZPass or become a video customer. They choose to not use the facility under AET for 

various reasons, including the desire not to be tracked, the belief that this technology will be 

used to catch speeders, they simply do not understand how it works, etc.  

5. Following the application of technology diversion, a calculation is applied to account for the 

portion of current cash customers that will obtain an E-ZPass account due to implementation of 

AET.  These new E-ZPass account holders are then added to the total E-ZPass population.  

6. The remaining cash customers (i.e., after toll technology shift and shift to E-Z Pass), become 

potential video customers.  Some small proportion (5 percent in the base case AET model) are 

assumed to become registered video customers.  The remaining become potential unregistered 

video customers and the model is set up to deal with in-state and out-of-state motorists 

separately. 

7. Once the registered and unregistered video customer mix has been identified, toll diversion is 

estimated based on the amount of the video surcharge amounts. These are effectively toll 

increases for these customers. For purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that registered 
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video toll surcharges would be 50 percent of the unregistered surcharge amount. As shown in 

Figure 5, all toll diversion revenue flows to the right side of the figure as lost revenue. 

 

Figure 5 

AET Waterfall Model Flow 

 
 

  



Technical Memorandum  •  Maine Turnpike ORT/AET Impact Analysis 

 

  11 
FINAL April 14, 2014 

8. The same first steps of OCR and manual image review take place for unregistered video 

transactions as they do for registered video transactions. As shown in Figure 5, unreadable 

images represent lost revenue, while readable images then go through the in-state and out-of-

state department of motor vehicle look-up process. 

9. Registered video transactions would be identified upon being successfully read by an optical 

character reader (OCR). Their license plate would match that set up by the account holder and 

the appropriate toll would be deducted from their account. In the event the plate is not 

successfully read, it would go through a manual image review process. If successfully identified 

there, the appropriate amount would be deducted from their account. If readable after the 

manual review process, the toll amount would be considered lost revenue. In the event that 

license is identified, but the account is found to be invalid (e.g. expired or declined credit card 

associated with the account), the same invoice/violation process would be followed as for E-

ZPass accounts. All DMV lookup success rates are then applied to in-state and out-of-state video 

transactions. Invoices are then mailed to the addresses returned from the DMV lookup process. 

Some of these will be undeliverable, resulting in return mail. These are considered lost revenue.  

Historically, MTA has not been able to obtain plate data from the eastern provinces of Canada.  

Although recent overtures to Quebec and New Brunswick may yield some plate data recovery, 

for present purposes no recovery is assumed. 

10. Payment rates are then applied to the video toll invoices successfully mailed to patrons. 

Additional payment rates are then applied to the portion of each subsequent attempt at 

collecting the toll and associated fees assumed to remain unpaid. Any remaining unpaid notices 

are considered losses.  

11. Any remaining unpaid notices for in-state video transactions are subject to suspension of 

vehicle registration (notice of suspension or NOS). Only the remaining unpaid notices for out-of-

state video transactions are subject to the NOS action, as the model assumes MTA will lack the 

authority to suspend out-of-state registrations. For purposes of this model, the mailing costs 

associated with NOS is assumed, but due to the very low assumed collection level at this stage, 

no toll revenue collection is assumed.  

Key Model Variables 

The following section presents descriptions of those variables that have the greatest influence on the 

AET modeling process. The values used for these variables in the Waterfall Model were developed in 

close cooperation with the MTA. Wherever possible, the values used in the Waterfall Model are based 

on data provided by MTA based on current Turnpike experience. Where existing MTA data did not 

provide sufficient basis for model inputs, values were developed based on data collected through 

interviews with toll agencies that have implemented AET. Facility characteristics such as location, user 

profile, tolling policy, and enforcement measures were taken into account when considering whether 

agency interview data was applicable to the Turnpike for the purposes of this study. This section 

includes only those variables that CDM Smith believes to be critical to the understanding of the AET 

model and not all variables are presented here.  

Technology Diversion  

Upon implementation of AET, a certain percentage of Turnpike patrons who currently pay cash will 

neither enroll in E-ZPass, nor will they participate in video tolling. The only remaining option for these 
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patrons is to leave the facility entirely. Based on the experience of CDM Smith, having observed 

several US facilities that have converted to AET, it is expected that only a small percentage of 

customers would actually divert from the road for this reason. CDM Smith estimates technology 

diversion at 3.0 percent for both passenger vehicles and commercial vehicles. Technology diversion is 

not applicable to ORT as customers continue to have the option to pay tolls using cash. 

Video/Cash Surcharge 

In addition to the technology diversion, diversion will occur due to the de-facto rate increase for video 

toll users under AET and for cash users under ORT. Under AET or ORT operation customers without 

an E-ZPass account may pay more than E-ZPass users for the same trip. Surcharge rates being 

evaluated in this study will cause some current Turnpike cash customers to divert to an alternate 

route. Surcharges ranging from $0.00 to $5.00 were tested for the York toll Plaza. Surcharges ranging 

from $0.00 to $2.00 were tested for the Gardiner toll Plaza.  

Shift from Cash to E-ZPass  

This input represents the assumed percentage of cash customers—remaining following Technology 

Diversion—that would shift to E-ZPass as a result of AET or ORT implementation. The volume of this 

potential shift is largely based on the perceived and actual benefits of obtaining an E-ZPass account. 

The primary benefit of E-ZPass under AET is the cost savings related to not being subject to the video 

surcharge. As the surcharge increases in relation to the existing toll, the number of patrons willing to 

obtain an E-ZPass account is also expected to increase. Within the AET and ORT models, the 

percentage of cash customers estimated to shift to E-ZPass ranged from 3 percent to 23 percent.  The 

standard discount afforded to motorists using a Maine issued E-ZPass was accounted for in the toll 

differential when calculating the percentage of cash customers who are expected to shift to E-ZPass. 

Because cash customers are predominantly infrequent users, the Maine E-ZPass frequent-user 

discount program was assumed to have a minimal impact and was not factored into the toll 

differential when estimating shift.  

Under ORT, it is expected that a smaller percentage of Turnpike customers will shift to  E-ZPass based 

solely on the convenience and perceived time savings of the high-speed E-ZPass lanes.  

Registered Video Accounts  

Registered video accounts represent an additional option for current Turnpike cash customers to 

avoid the full AET video surcharge. A Registered Video user is someone who has contacted the 

Turnpike and has guaranteed payment of the toll, in some manner such as a credit card, pre-paid cash 

balance, or post-pay agreement.  This agreement minimizes the risk of leakage due to non-payment. It 

has the added benefits of minimizing costs associated with identification and mailing. Increased 

payment rates and decreased costs associated with registered video accounts allow agencies to reduce 

video surcharges for registered video users. In turn, the lower video surcharge incentivizes video 

customers to register. Where offered, participation in registered video discount programs on existing 

AET facilities has been demonstrated to be low. Thus, in the AET model, 5 percent of potential video 

transactions are assumed to shift into registered video accounts. 

Normal E-ZPass Growth  

This is the growth in E-ZPass penetration that would occur independently of AET conversion. It is 

based on historical growth and has been incorporated into this analysis. The “shift from cash to E-
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ZPass” discussed above, would reflect the impact of AET and would be added to the normal E-ZPass 

growth that would occur over time. 

Identifiable License Plate Images  

This input represents the assumed percentage of successful license plate images identification, either 

through the OCR or manual identification process. This is an important metric for AET as 

unidentifiable images result in unbillable toll transactions. Image review success rates can be 

influenced by tolling equipment, inclement weather, obscured plates, and vehicle mix among others. 

For the purposes of this study, successful image identification rates used in the model were assumed 

to be the same as current MTA violation enforcement experience. Values used in the model for this 

variable can be seen in Tables 1 and 2.  

Successful DMV Lookup  

As previously discussed, once the license plate of a non-E-ZPass patron is recorded, it must be 

matched to a name and address for billing purposes. The rate at which MTA is able to obtain matching 

billing information is a critically important variable. For every plate that goes unmatched, MTA loses a 

would-be source of revenue.  

The figures used in the model for this input were based on current MTA successful DMV look-up rates 

for in-state and out-of-state vehicles. DMV look-ups are currently conducted through the Maine DMV 

for in-state vehicles, the New Hampshire DMV for New Hampshire Vehicles, and through Duncan 

Solutions for all other out-of-state vehicles. Values used in the model for this variable can be seen in 

Tables 1 and 2. Since it is currently difficult for MTA to obtain Canadian DMV plate data, all 

unregistered Canadian video transactions are considered losses from a toll revenue standpoint. 

Returned Mail 

A portion of invoices mailed to MTA video toll patrons are expected to be returned as invalid 

addresses. In these cases, MTA has little recourse to correct this, as methods of obtaining a correct 

address would not be cost effective. The figures used in the model for this input were based on current 

MTA return mail rates. Values used in the model for this variable can be seen in Tables 1 and 2. 

Payment on Video Invoice and Notices  

One of the most critical variables in the AET analysis is the proportion of patrons who will pay at the 

various levels of invoicing. When customers fail to pay the 1st invoice, the cost to mail subsequent 

notices increases and offsets portions of the toll revenue being collected.  It is expected that payment 

rates decrease with each successive mailing resulting in a percentage of video toll transactions that go 

unpaid. This results in a negative impact on net revenue as a high collection cost is incurred in 

conjunction with no toll revenue being collected.  

AET Model assumptions relating to video tolling at the York and Gardiner toll plazas are presented in 

Tables 1 (York) and 2 (Gardiner). Included are percentages for unsuccessful image capture, invalid 

DMV data, return mail and video billing payments for ME, MA/NH and other out-of-state cash 

customers. The percentages are applied to each group of cash customers in succession to estimate the 

percentage of potential video transactions that go unpaid. At the York plaza, cash customers are split 

fairly evenly between Maine, Massachusetts and New Hampshire, and other out of state roadway 

users. As shown, the “Other” category, which represents 27.4 percent of all video transactions, has the 
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highest uncollected rate (64.2 percent). This is largely due to the very low assumed invoice payment 

rates for these motorists. Under the current assumptions for identification and payment rates, this 

results in approximately 42 percent of total video transactions being uncollected. This represents 

about 9.6 percent of total transactions (E-ZPass and video) at York.  

Table 1 
York Toll Plaza AET Video Toll Payment Assumptions 

 

Table 2 shows the same information for Gardiner. In this case, because Maine registered vehicles 

make up a very large (75 percent) proportion of video transactions, the overall amount of uncollected 

video transactions amounts to 35.9 percent. But, because video transactions make up a larger share of 

total transactions at Gardiner, the number of uncollected video transactions represents about 12 

percent of total transactions (E-ZPass and video). 

Table 2 
Gardiner Toll Plaza AET Video Toll Payment Assumptions 

Weighted

Item Maine MA/NH Other Average

Percent Cash Distribution 37.0% 35.6% 27.4% 100.0%

Percent No Image Capture 1.5% 15.0% 15.0% 10.0%

Percent No DMV Record/Returned Mail 17.2% 5.1% 8.5% 10.9%

Billable Video Transactions

    % Pay 1st Invoice 55.0% 50.0% 25.0% 45.0%

    % Pay NOV 55.0% 40.0% 20.0% 40.1%

    % Pay NOL 35.0% 20.0% 10.0% 22.8%

    Total % Pay Invoice 86.8% 76.0% 46.0% 72.1%

    Total % Unpaid Invoice 13.2% 24.0% 54.0% 27.9%

Total Percent Video Uncollected 29.2% 38.7% 64.2% 42.2%

Total Percent Uncollected (ETC + Video) 9.6%

Weighted

Item Maine MA/NH Other Average

Percent Cash Distribution 75.0% 8.2% 16.8% 100.0%

Percent No Image Capture 1.5% 15.0% 15.0% 4.9%

Percent No DMV Record/Returned Mail 17.2% 5.1% 8.5% 15.0%

Billable Video Transactions

    % Pay 1st Invoice 55.0% 50.0% 25.0% 49.6%

    % Pay NOV 55.0% 40.0% 20.0% 47.9%

    % Pay NOL 35.0% 20.0% 10.0% 29.6%

    Total % Pay Invoice 86.8% 76.0% 46.0% 79.3%

    Total % Unpaid Invoice 13.2% 24.0% 54.0% 20.7%

Total Percent Video Uncollected 29.2% 38.7% 64.2% 35.9%

Total Percent Uncollected (ETC + Video) 12.0%
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Cost Assumptions  

Operations and maintenance costs are very important to the AET analysis. It is known that a certain 

percentage of present toll transactions will be lost under AET. As described above, this will be due to 

technology and surcharge diversion, unreadable license plate images, unsuccessful DMV lookups, 

returned mail and uncollectable tolls. Generally, the costs of operations and maintenance of an AET 

system are expected to be less than the costs associated with a conventional cash and ETC system. 

There will be fewer personnel needed. This will result in a reduction in cost for labor, benefits, 

insurance and administration. The costs of operating and maintaining the toll plazas will be 

eliminated. There will be no costs for handling and securing large amounts of cash. On the other side, 

under AET, there will be increased back office costs, mailing costs, maintenance of expensive camera 

equipment, costs for image reviews and DMV lookups. Reduced costs of operations and maintenance 

under AET may offset some of the loss of toll revenue associated with traffic diversion and 

uncollectable tolls. 

The AET model utilizes a series of cost-related components to determine the costs associated with 

AET operations. These were developed in close cooperation with MTA. The assumptions developed 

were based upon current toll collection cost data provided by MTA, when available. Assumptions were 

also influenced by CDM Smith experience in previous projects and staff participation in industry 

surveys supporting other AET conversions. Table 3 presents some of the key per-unit costs used in the 

AET and ORT models.  

Table 3 
Per Unit Cost Summary 

2013-2030 

 

Findings 
This section summarizes the study team’s use of the AET and ORT models to estimate AET traffic, toll 

revenue, and M&O costs for a range of surcharge levels over the forecast period from 2015 to 2030. 

With this information, total net AET and ORT toll revenue is developed and compared to the estimated 

net revenue values for the existing condition. The result of this comparison is then used to identify the 

optimum AET video toll and ORT cash toll surcharge levels. The optimal surcharge level is identified 

Cost Component 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018-2030

Per Unit Cost

Base CSC Per Transaction Cost $0.04 3.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

Cost Per Manual Image Review $0.16 3.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

Notices Stuffed & Mailed $0.54 3.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

1st Notice (30 days) $1.71 3.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

Mailing NOV $1.71 3.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

Mailing NOL $2.00 3.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

Mailing NOS $1.94 3.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

In-State Lookup $0.13 3.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

Out-of-State DMV lookup $1.87 3.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

2013 AET/ORT 

Model Value

Annual Rate of Inflation
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as the lowest surcharge at which a given scenario becomes net revenue neutral. This is the point at 

which surcharge revenue is sufficient to offset changes in toll collection costs and revenue leakage due 

to the implementation of AET or ORT. Once the selected surcharge value is determined and the net 

revenue values estimated, a further analysis is conducted taking into account the estimated capital 

costs associated with both AET and ORT. As will be discussed in more detail below, toll surcharges 

were only deemed necessary under AET; ORT implementation was financially feasible without an 

additional cash toll surcharge. 

As described in the AET model description, the existing condition traffic and revenue estimates form 

the starting point for the AET analysis. All of the assumed AET shifts and diversions shown in Figure 5 

are applied to existing condition traffic and revenue estimates. 

As it relates to the current study, the most important analysis is the estimated net revenue impact of 

converting to AET or ORT (compared to the existing condition) and not overall net revenue figures. 

Thus, if a certain AET or ORT scenario has a net positive impact compared to the existing condition, it 

will continue to have a similar net positive impact in the event new existing condition forecasts are 

developed. 

Please note that CDM Smith has chosen to report toll revenue and fee revenue separately. The fee 

revenues should not necessarily be considered in whole as this revenue is not always collected. Very 

often agencies will wave outstanding fees if the base toll debt is paid or will engage in other programs 

designed to incentivize patrons to pay past-due balances. Thus, for purposes of this study, it was 

decided that only 30 percent of total potential fee revenue would be collected.  

York Toll Plaza 
The following section presents estimated traffic and revenue for the York Toll Plaza under AET and 

ORT conditions. The results of surcharge sensitivity tests are discussed, including the estimated 

annual net revenue forecasts associated with various surcharge levels. Estimated annual traffic and 

toll revenue impacts are presented assuming the optimal surcharge level. 

York Toll Plaza Assuming AET  

The results of the AET surcharge sensitivity tests are presented in Table 4. These were conducted at 

estimated2015 levels, the assumed opening year. Surcharge rates were tested at $0.00, $1.00, $2.00, 

$3.00 and $4.00. These are the assumed passenger-car video toll surcharges that would be assessed to 

unregistered video transactions in addition to the to the $3.00 cash toll. Registered video transaction 

surcharges were assessed at 50 percent of the unregistered video surcharge. Data shown in Table 4 

includes estimated toll transactions, no contact/uncollectable transactions, gross toll and fee revenue, 

M&O costs, and net revenue impacts associated with each surcharge levels.  

Estimated annual transactions are provided for the existing condition for both cash and E-ZPass 

(including violations). These existing condition transactions do not change across the various 

surcharge levels since this assumes no AET. In total, an estimated 13,965,000 transactions are 

anticipated to occur in 2015 under existing conditions. If AET is implemented, total toll transactions 

are expected to decrease compared to the existing condition. At $0.00 surcharge, a reduction of 

1,756,000 transactions is anticipated, an approximately 12.6 percent reduction compared to the 

existing condition. The “lost” 1,756,000 transactions are identified in the table under the header No  
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Table 4 

Estimated 2015 York Toll Plaza AET Surcharge Sensitivity Summary (1) 
All Values in Thousands 

 
  

Toll Transactions $0.00 $1.00 $2.00 $3.00 $4.00

Existing Condition Toll Transactions: Cash 4,213 4,213 4,213 4,213 4,213

Existing Condition Toll Transactions: E-ZPass 9,752 9,752 9,752 9,752 9,752

Total Existing Condition Toll Transactions+Violations 13,965 13,965 13,965 13,965 13,965

AET Toll Transactions: Video 2,359 2,096 1,785 1,414 995

AET Toll Transactions: E-ZPass 9,850 10,013 10,176 10,341 10,507

Total AET Toll Transactions 12,209 12,109 11,961 11,755 11,501

AET Transaction Impacts -1,756 -1,856 -2,003 -2,209 -2,463

No Contact/Uncollectable Transactions

Toll and Technology Diversion 119 410 783 1,259 1,818

Unreadable Plates and DMV No Hits 374 331 279 217 147

Unsuccessful Collection 1,344 1,196 1,022 815 580

Total AET No Contact/Uncollectable 1,837 1,937 2,084 2,290 2,545

Existing Condition Violations 81 81 81 81 81

AET Transaction Loss Impact 1,756 1,856 2,003 2,209 2,463

Gross Toll and Fee Revenue

Existing Condition Gross Toll Revenue: Cash $14,776 $14,776 $14,776 $14,776 $14,776

Existing Condition Gross Toll Revenue: E-ZPass 40,710 40,710 40,710 40,710 40,710

Existing Condition Fee Revenue 189 189 189 189 189

Total Existing Condition Gross Toll+Fee Revenue $55,675 $55,675 $55,675 $55,675 $55,675

AET Gross Toll Revenue: Video $8,359 $10,074 $10,965 $10,792 $9,413

AET Gross Toll Revenue: E-ZPass 40,970 41,455 41,942 42,432 42,926

AET Collected Fee Revenue (30% of Maximum) 1,794 1,589 1,344 1,051 718

Total AET Gross Toll+Discounted Fee Revenue $51,123 $53,118 $54,251 $54,275 $53,057

Total AET Gross Toll Revenue Impact -$4,552 -$2,557 -$1,424 -$1,400 -$2,619

Summary of Existing Condition M&O Costs

Image Review $159 $159 $159 $159 $159

DMV Lookup 16 16 16 16 16

Mailing 59 59 59 59 59

Fare Collection/Administration 5,832 5,832 5,832 5,832 5,832

Total Annual Existing Condition M&O Costs $6,067 $6,067 $6,067 $6,067 $6,067

Summary of AET M&O Costs

Image Review $682 $607 $518 $411 $290

DMV Lookup 1,652 1,461 1,233 959 647

Mailing 3,303 2,923 2,472 1,929 1,313

Fare Collection/Administration 2,415 2,428 2,431 2,419 2,394

Total Annual AET M&O Cost $8,052 $7,420 $6,653 $5,719 $4,644

AET Cost Savings -$1,985 -$1,352 -$586 $348 $1,423

Net Revenue Impacts (3)

Total Net Existing Condition Toll+Fee Revenue $49,608 $49,608 $49,608 $49,608 $49,608

Total Net AET Toll Revenue 43,071 45,698 47,598 48,556 48,412

Total Net AET Toll Revenue Impact -$6,537 -$3,910 -$2,010 -$1,052 -$1,196

5-yr Cumulative AET Net Revenue Impact -$27,350 -$15,312 -$6,609 -$2,150 -$2,591

10-yr Cumulative AET Net Revenue Impact -$42,993 -$21,109 -$5,305 $2,910 $2,521

(1) Per MTA, it is assumed that no billing information can be obtained for vehicles with Canadian license plates.

(3) Net revenue is calculated by subtracting maintenance and operations costs from gross toll+fee revenue.

Unregistered Video Surcharge (2)

  (2) These are the assumed passenger car video toll surcharge amounts that would be assessed to 

        unregistered video transactions in addition to the $3.00 cash toll. Registered video transaction 

        surcharges were assessed at 50 percent of the unregistered video surcharge. 
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Contact/Uncollectable Transactions. At the $0.00 level surcharge, it is estimated that a total of 

1,837,000 transactions would be lost in 2015 due to: 

� 119,000 transactions lost due to diversion (both toll diversion and technology diversion); 

� 374,000 transactions lost due to unreadable plates or no DMV match; and 

� 1,344,000 transactions lost due to unsuccessful collection. 

The estimated leakage of toll transactions increases as the unregistered video surcharge increases 

from $0.00 to $4.00 (again, registered video rates are increasing at 50 percent of these rates). The 

increase is primarily due to increasing levels of diversion associated with the increased video toll rate. 

Negative impacts on the other two categories actually decrease since the pool of video customers 

decreases (due to diversion and greater assumed shifts to E-ZPass) at increasingly higher video 

surcharge levels. But, the overall net impact is increasing losses as surcharge levels increase. 

Estimates of toll and fee revenue are provided for the existing condition and for the various surcharge 

levels under AET. The total estimated AET gross toll revenue impact is negative in 2015 at all tested 

surcharge levels. The impact is smallest at the $3.00 surcharge, totaling a negative impact of 

$1,400,000 compared to the existing condition. The toll revenue impact includes the video and E-

ZPass gross toll revenue and the anticipated fee revenue. Beyond that, the video surcharge levels are 

so great that the negative effects of toll diversion outweigh the positive impacts of the toll increase.  

Maintenance and operation costs, both existing and under AET are shown for the surcharge levels. The 

existing M&O does not change, and the estimated annual AET M&O costs decrease continuously from 

the $0.00 to the $4.00 surcharge. The decreasing AET M&O costs are largely due to the diminishing 

number of video toll transactions thus reducing transaction related processing costs such as image 

review, DMV lookup and mailings.  The total AET cost savings turns positive at the $3.00 surcharge 

level. At lower surcharge levels, the combination of high license plate look-up costs (especially for out-

of-state motorists) and mailing costs more than offset the other personnel and administrative savings 

afforded by AET. 

Total AET M&O costs are greater at the $0.00 through $2.00 surcharge levels compared to those for 

the existing condition. Beginning at the $3.00 rate, total AET M&O costs are estimated to be lower than 

those for the existing condition. It is interesting to note, however, that at all surcharge levels, the Fare 

Collection/Administration cost component under AET is always less than half those for the existing 

condition. This is largely due to the elimination of toll collector costs. What drives the total AET M&O 

costs up are the additional costs incurred by the other three cost components: Image Review, DMV 

Lookup, and Mailing. These three components increase dramatically over the existing condition as 

cash customers become video customers, each of whom needs to be identified and sent an invoice (or 

multiple invoices). 

The net revenue impacts (gross toll and fee revenue minus M&O costs) are shown for AET compared 

to the existing condition. In 2015, the net toll revenue impact is always negative for all surcharge 

levels, although it is minimized at the $3.00 surcharge. At the $4.00 surcharge, gross toll revenue 

starts to decrease due to the levels of toll diversion and conversion to E-ZPass. In 2015 it is estimated 

that the net toll revenue impact of AET is negative $1,052,000 at the $3.00 surcharge level. The five-
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year cumulative AET net revenue impact with a $3.00 surcharge totals a negative $2,150,000. The ten-

year cumulative impact at the $3.00 level turns positive, totaling an estimated $2,910,000 in 2015. 

A graphical summary of the estimated annual net toll revenue from 2015 through 2030 at the various 

unregistered video surcharge levels and for the existing condition (Base Case) is shown in Figure 6. 

The net revenue curve for the $3.00 and $4.00 curve are so similar at this scale that they appear as one 

line. All the AET estimated net toll revenues fall short of the Base Case in 2015. The estimated AET toll 

revenue streams associated with the $2.00, $3.00 and $4.00 video surcharges exceed the Base Case 

toll revenue in future years while the estimated annual toll revenue associated with the $0.00 and 

$1.00 surcharge never equals or exceeds the Base Case forecast. The $3.00 and $4.00 surcharges result 

in annual gross toll revenues that exceed the Base Condition by about 2019. The annual gross toll 

revenue at the $2.00 surcharge exceeds the Base Condition toll revenue in about 2021.   

 
 

Figure 6 

Estimated York Toll Plaza AET Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7 shows the estimated ten-year cumulative toll revenue comparison assuming AET at York 

Plaza for the tested video surcharge levels. The revenue for each surcharge level is shown for the gross 

toll revenue, the gross toll revenue plus the fee revenue, and the net toll revenue plus the fee revenue. 

The gross toll revenue plus fee revenue and the net toll revenue plus fee revenue for the existing 

condition are shown as horizontal lines. The estimated, cumulative 10-year net toll revenue plus fee 

revenue meets or exceeds the existing condition net plus fee revenue only at the $3.00 and $4.00 

surcharge level. 

Detailed traffic and toll revenue estimated impacts are shown in Table 5 for the York Toll Plaza at a 

$3.00 video surcharge from 2015 through 2030. This table shows the estimated trends over time in 

toll transactions, leakage (uncollectible transactions), gross toll and fee revenue, and M&O costs for 
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both the existing condition and the AET condition. Also shown are the impacts between the existing 

and AET conditions for each year and cumulatively through the forecast period.  

The leakage due to implementation of AET decreases from 2015 through 2025 primarily due to an 

increasing market share of E-ZPass vehicles, decreasing the number of video transactions. The leakage 

gradually increases from 2026 through 2030. The increase is caused by the saturation of the E-ZPass 

market and normal growth slowly increases the number of video transactions. 

 
Figure 7 

Estimated York Toll Plaza AET Ten Year Cumulative Revenue Comparison 

The AET gross toll revenue impact is negative throughout the forecast period, but the size of the 

decrease in gross toll revenue diminishes over the years. The impact ranges from negative $1,400,000 

in 2015 to negative $970,000 in 2030. This decrease is associated with the increasing E-ZPass market 

share and the decrease in video transaction toll revenue leakage. 

Savings in M&O costs are estimated to be positive from 2015 through 2030, ranging from $348,000 to 

$2,912,000, respectively. While it is anticipated that the existing condition M&O costs continually 

increase through the forecast period, the M&O costs for the AET scenario are forecast to decrease 

through 2024 due to the decreasing video transaction market share. As video transaction market 

share decreases over time, fewer image reviews, DMV lookups and mailings will be required. As a 

result, fewer staff will be required to perform these processes. Additionally, this will lead to 

proportionate decreases in direct costs related to out-of-state DMV lookups and mailings.  Total AET 

M&O costs are forecast to start increasing around 2025 due to the saturation of the E-ZPass market.  

When that saturation point is reached, the number of video transactions and related costs are  
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estimated to increase at a nominal annual growth rate without any further shift to E-ZPass. AET is 

expected to have a net positive impact on total M&O costs compared to the existing condition 

throughout the forecast period at the $3.00 surcharge level. 

The total impact on net toll revenue at the $3.00 surcharge level is negative from 2015 (-$1,052,000) 

through 2018 (-$119,000). The net toll revenue impact goes positive in 2019, totaling about $175,000. 

The net revenue impact reaches $1,943,000 in 2030. Cumulatively, the net toll revenue impact 

becomes positive in year 2022. 

York Toll Plaza ORT 

While it is the current MTA policy not to implement a cash surcharge for cash transactions under ORT, 

CDM Smith initially thought it best to test various surcharge levels (including no surcharge) to see 

what impact they had on net toll revenue. This decision stemmed from the potential risk to net 

revenue posed by an anticipated increase in violations in the ORT lanes. Because the $0.00 surcharge 

had a substantial positive impact on net toll revenue, the forecasts for the greater than $0.00 

surcharges were not included in this report. 

Detailed traffic and toll revenue impacts are shown in Table 6 for the York Toll Plaza with no cash 

surcharge from 2015 through 2030. This table shows trends over time in estimated toll transactions, 

gross toll and fee revenue, and M&O costs for both the existing condition and the ORT condition. Also 

shown are the net impacts between the existing and ORT conditions for each year and cumulatively 

through the forecast period.  

If ORT is implemented, total toll transactions are estimated to increase by 19,000 compared to the 

existing condition. The increase in toll transactions is primarily based on the assumption that video 

enforcement of cash toll violations (run-throughs) will be introduced to the cash lanes upon 

construction of an ORT plaza (they do not currently exist).  By 2030, total annual ORT transactions are 

expected to exceed existing condition projections by 57,000.  Under ORT, no technology diversion is 

assumed since the cash option still remains. 

In 2015 ORT has an estimated positive gross revenue impact of $177,000, representing a 0.3% 

increase over the existing condition forecast. This positive impact increases proportionately with 

forecast existing condition gross toll revenue throughout the forecast period.   

York Toll Plaza 2015 ORT M&O costs are estimated to be $775,000, or 12.8%, lower than those 

projected for existing condition. By 2030 ORT M&O cost savings are estimated to increase to 

$1,472,000. As a percent of total annual existing condition M&O costs, this represents a savings of 

16.4%.  This savings is due primarily to the replacement of legacy system toll equipment that is costly 

to maintain, with some parts requiring frequent replacement.   

Unlike under the AET alternative, existing condition and ORT costs are relatively similar across all cost 

categories. The differences that do occur are in the Fare Collection/Administration category. As 

mentioned above, ORT costs are slightly lower due to the replacement of the legacy toll equipment. All 

other cost categories are very similar between the existing condition and the ORT alternative. 

Net revenue impacts are also shown for ORT compared to the existing condition. In 2015 it is 

estimated that ORT has a positive net toll revenue impact of $952,000 without a cash surcharge. The  
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five-year cumulative ORT net revenue impact at the $0.00 surcharge totals a $5,129,000. The ten-year 

cumulative impact totals an estimated $11,288,000. 

A graphical summary of the estimated annual net toll revenue from 2015 through 2030 is shown for 

$0.00 cash surcharge and for the existing condition in Figure 8. 

 

Figure 8 

Estimated York Toll Plaza ORT Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 

 

Gardiner Toll Plaza 
The following section presents estimated traffic and revenue for the Gardiner Toll Plaza under AET 

and ORT conditions. The results of surcharge sensitivity tests include the estimated annual net 

revenue forecasts associated with various surcharge levels. Estimated annual traffic and toll revenue 

impacts are presented assuming the optimal surcharge level. 

Gardiner Toll Plaza AET  

The results of the Gardiner AET surcharge sensitivity tests are presented in Table 7. These were also 

conducted at 2015 levels, the assumed opening year. Passenger-car unregistered video surcharge 

rates were tested at $0.00, $0.25, $0.50, $0.75 and $1.00. These would be in addition to the existing 

$1.00 cash toll. Registered video transaction surcharges were assessed at 50 percent of the 

unregistered video surcharge. Table 7 includes estimated toll transactions, no contact/uncollectable 

transactions, gross toll and fee revenue, M&O costs, and net revenue impacts associated with each of 

the video surcharge levels.  

Estimated annual transactions are provided for the existing condition for both cash and E-ZPass 

(including violations). The number of uncollectible transactions due to AET is estimated to total  
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Table 7 
Estimated 2015 Gardiner Toll Plaza AET Surcharge Sensitivity Summary (1) 

All Values in Thousands 

 
  

Toll Transactions $0.00 $0.25 $0.50 $0.75 $1.00

Existing Condition Toll Transactions: Cash 3,294 3,294 3,294 3,294 3,294

Existing Condition Toll Transactions: E-ZPass 5,152 5,152 5,152 5,152 5,152

Total Existing Condition Toll Transactions+Violations 8,446 8,446 8,446 8,446 8,446

AET Toll Transactions: Video 2,002 1,897 1,837 1,758 1,680

AET Toll Transactions: E-ZPass 5,249 5,354 5,389 5,424 5,460

Total AET Toll Transactions 7,251 7,251 7,226 7,182 7,140

AET Transaction Impacts -1,195 -1,195 -1,220 -1,264 -1,306

No Contact/Uncollectable Transactions

Toll and Technology Diversion 92 151 210 297 383

Unreadable Plates and DMV No Hits 117 110 106 101 95

Unsuccessful Collection 1,034 981 952 913 876

Total AET No Contact/Uncollectable 1,243 1,243 1,268 1,312 1,354

Existing Condition Violations 48 48 48 48 48

AET Transaction Loss Impact 1,195 1,195 1,220 1,264 1,306

Gross Toll and Fee Revenue

Existing Condition Gross Toll Revenue: Cash $3,677 $3,677 $3,677 $3,677 $3,677

Existing Condition Gross Toll Revenue: E-ZPass 4,683 4,683 4,683 4,683 4,683

Existing Condition Fee Revenue 135 135 135 135 135

Total Existing Condition Gross Toll+Fee Revenue $8,495 $8,495 $8,495 $8,495 $8,495

AET Gross Toll Revenue: Video $2,311 $2,764 $3,232 $3,655 $4,034

AET Gross Toll Revenue: E-ZPass 4,733 4,792 4,812 4,832 4,852

AET Collected Fee Revenue (30% of Maximum) 1,381 1,308 1,265 1,208 1,151

Total AET Gross Toll+Discounted Fee Revenue $8,425 $8,865 $9,309 $9,694 $10,036

Total AET Gross Toll Revenue Impact -$69 $370 $814 $1,199 $1,542

Summary of Existing Condition M&O Costs

Image Review $76 $76 $76 $76 $76

DMV Lookup 11 11 11 11 11

Mailing 41 41 41 41 41

Fare Collection/Administration 2,552 2,552 2,552 2,552 2,552

Total Annual Existing Condition M&O Costs $2,680 $2,680 $2,680 $2,680 $2,680

Summary of AET M&O Costs

Image Review $522 $496 $480 $460 $439

DMV Lookup 481 453 436 413 390

Mailing 2,258 2,139 2,067 1,972 1,878

Fare Collection/Administration 866 868 870 870 869

Total Annual AET M&O Cost $4,127 $3,956 $3,853 $3,714 $3,577

AET Cost Savings -$1,447 -$1,276 -$1,173 -$1,034 -$897

Net Revenue Impacts (3)

Total Net Existing Condition Toll+Fee Revenue $5,815 $5,815 $5,815 $5,815 $5,815

Total Net AET Toll Revenue 4,299 4,908 5,456 5,980 6,459

Total Net AET Toll Revenue Impact -$1,516 -$907 -$359 $165 $644

5-yr Cumulative AET Net Revenue Impact -$6,507 -$3,607 -$1,028 $1,441 $3,698

10-yr Cumulative AET Net Revenue Impact -$9,808 -$4,405 $329 $4,863 $8,998

(1) Per MTA, it is assumed that no billing information can be obtained for vehicles with Canadian license plates.

(3) Net revenue is calculated by subtracting maintenance and operations costs from gross toll+fee revenue.

Unregistered Video Surcharge (2)

 (2) These are the assumed passenger car video toll surcharge amounts that would be assessed to 

       unregistered video transactions in addition to the $1.00 cash toll. Registered video transaction 

       surcharges were assessed at 50 percent of the unregistered video surcharge. 
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1,195,000 in 2015 for the $0.00 surcharge level. Uncollectible transactions increase as the 

unregistered video surcharge increases, totaling 1,306,000 at the $1.00 surcharge in 2015. 

The estimated AET gross toll revenue impact is negative $69,000 at the $0.00 surcharge and positive 

$370,000 at the $0.25 surcharge. At the $1.00 surcharge, the estimated toll revenue impact of AET is a 

positive $1,542,000. This toll revenue impact takes into account both the gross toll revenue and the 

discounted fee revenue. Similar to the York Toll Plaza analysis, it is assumed that only 30 percent of 

the eligible fee revenue is actually collected. This is because fee revenue is often discounted or entirely 

forgiven. 

Maintenance and operation costs decrease under AET as the surcharge level increases. This is largely 

due to the decreasing numbers of video transactions. There are no AET M&O cost savings at any of the 

tested surcharge levels compared to the existing condition. The impacts on M&O range from a 

negative $1,447,000 at $0.00 surcharge to negative $897,000 at the $1.00 surcharge. The reason there 

are no positive AET M&O cost savings is twofold. First, the license plate lookup and mailing costs 

associated with invoicing, NOV, NOL, etc. are much larger compared to the existing $1.00 cash toll at 

Gardiner. At York, these costs were expended in order to collect a $3.00 cash toll. And second, there is 

a higher proportion of cash (and therefore video) transactions at Gardiner compared to York. This 

means that there are relatively higher costs associated with collecting a higher number of transactions 

at Gardiner compared to York.  

The same general pattern between existing condition and the AET alternative M&O costs exists at 

Gardiner as it did at York. Under AET, the Fare Collection/Administration costs fall dramatically and 

only represent a fraction of those under the existing condition due to the elimination of manual toll 

collectors. However, as at York, back office costs associated with processing video transactions (Image 

Review, DMV Lookup, and Mailings) are significantly higher under AET. 

The total net revenue impacts are negative in 2015 for the $0.00, $0.25, and $0.50 surcharges. At the 

$0.75 surcharge the net toll revenue impact becomes positive, totaling $165,000. At the $1.00 

surcharge, the net toll revenue impact totals $644,000. The five-year cumulative AET net revenue 

impact totals an estimated $1,441,000 at the $0.75 surcharge, while the ten-year cumulative impact is 

estimated to total $4,863,000 at the same surcharge. 

A graphical summary of the estimated annual net toll revenue from 2015 through 2030 at the various 

video surcharge levels and for the existing condition is shown in Figure 9. The net revenue forecasts at 

the $0.75 and $1.00 surcharges are always above the net toll revenue forecast for the existing 

condition.  

Figure 10 shows the estimated ten-year cumulative toll revenue comparison assuming AET at 

Gardiner Toll Plaza for each tested video surcharge level. For each surcharge, the forecast cumulative 

gross toll revenue, gross toll revenue plus fee revenue, and net toll revenue plus the fee revenue are 

shown. The gross toll revenue plus fee revenue and the net toll revenue plus fee revenue for the 

existing condition are shown as horizontal lines. The estimated cumulative 10-year net toll revenue 

plus fee revenue meets or exceeds the existing condition net plus fee revenue at the $0.50, $0.75 and 

$1.00  surcharge levels. 
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Figure 9 

Estimated Gardiner Toll Plaza AET Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 
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Figure 10 
Estimated Gardiner Toll Plaza AET Ten Year Cumulative Revenue Comparison 
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Detailed estimated traffic and toll revenue impacts are shown in Table 8 for the Gardiner Toll Plaza at 

a $0.75 video surcharge from 2015 through 2030. This rate was selected for presentation here 

because it generates positive net toll revenue over both the five and ten year cumulative periods. This 

table shows the estimated trends over time in toll transactions, leakage (uncollectible transactions), 

gross toll and fee revenue, and M&O costs for both the existing condition and the AET condition. Also 

shown are the impacts between the existing and AET conditions for each year and cumulatively 

through the forecast period.  

Leakage due to implementation of AET decreases from 2015 through 2025 primarily due to an 

increasing market share of E-ZPass vehicles, thus decreasing the number of video transactions. The 

leakage gradually increases from 2026 through 2030, caused by the saturation of the E-ZPass market 

and the normal growth of video transactions. 

The AET gross toll revenue impact is positive throughout the forecast period. The size of the positive 

impact decreases slightly from 2015 through 2030, but ranges from positive $1,199,000 in 2015 to 

positive $741,000 in 2030. 

Savings in M&O costs are estimated to be positive from about 2023 through 2030, ranging from 

$24,000 to $130,000, respectively.  While it is anticipated that the existing condition M&O costs 

continually increase through the forecast period, the M&O costs for the AET scenario are forecast to 

decrease through 2024 due to the decreasing market share of video transactions. As discussed 

previously in relation to AET M&O costs at York, decreases in video toll transactions will result in 

fewer image reviews, DMV lookups and mailings. As a result, fewer staff will be required to perform 

these processes. Additionally, this will lead to proportionate decreases in direct costs related to out-

of-state DMV lookups and mailings. Total AET M&O costs are forecast to start increasing around 2025 

due to the saturation of the E-ZPass market. .Again, when that saturation point is reached, the number 

of video transactions and related costs are estimated to increase at a nominal annual growth rate 

without any further shift to E-ZPass. AET is expected to have a net positive impact on total M&O costs 

compared to the existing condition throughout the forecast period. 

The total impact on net toll revenue at the $0.75 surcharge level is positive from 2015 ($165,000) 

through 2030 ($870,000). Cumulatively, the net toll revenue impact ranges from $165,000 in 2015 to 

$10,195,000 in 2030. 

Gardiner Toll Plaza ORT 

As was mentioned earlier, we understand that ORT cash surcharges are not in the current business 

rules for MTA operations. They were tested here, however, in order to see if they were needed, and if 

so, at what level to achieve toll revenue neutrality.  Similar to York, $0.00 surcharge had a substantial 

positive impact on net toll revenue, so the forecasts for the greater than $0.00 surcharges were not 

included in this report. 

Detailed traffic and toll revenue estimated impacts are shown in Table 9 for the Gardiner Toll Plaza at 

a $0.00 cash surcharge from 2015 through 2030. This table shows the estimated trends over time in 

toll transactions, gross toll and fee revenue, and M&O costs for both the existing condition and the 

ORT condition. 
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Under ORT, total toll transactions are expected to increase compared to the existing condition at the 

$0.00 surcharge level. In 2015, an increase of 45,000 toll transactions is anticipated compared to the 

existing condition. The increase is due to the assumption that video enforcement of cash toll violations 

(run-throughs) will be introduced to the cash lanes upon construction of an ORT plaza. Since ORT 

maintains a cash payment option for MTA customers, the model does not assume any technology 

diversion.  

ORT gross toll and fee revenue is estimated to be $128,000 higher than the existing condition in 2015. 

Estimated future year gross plus fee revenue impacts remain positive throughout the forecasts period. 

By 2030 the ORT impact is estimated to be about $91,000 greater than the existing condition. 

Variations in the impact occur due to the varying mix of cash and E-ZPass transactions and due to the 

particular mix of in-state versus out-of-state cash users over time. 

Gardiner Toll Plaza 2015 ORT M&O costs are estimated to be $179,000 lower than those projected 

under the existing condition; reflecting about a 6.7 percent decrease. By 2030 ORT M&O cost savings 

are estimated to increase to $513,000. As a percent of total annual existing condition M&O costs, this 

represents a savings of 12.4%.  As described previously, this savings is due primarily to the 

replacement of legacy system toll equipment that is costly to maintain, with some parts requiring 

frequent replacement. 

Just as was shown at York, under the AET alternative, existing condition and ORT costs are relatively 

similar across all cost categories. The differences that do occur are in the Fare 

Collection/Administration category. As mentioned above, ORT costs are slightly lower due to the 

replacement of the legacy toll equipment. All other cost categories are very similar between the 

existing condition and the ORT alternative. 

Also shown are the impacts between the existing and ORT conditions for each year and cumulatively 

through the forecast period. As shown, the total estimated net revenue impact increases from 

$307,000 in 2015 and increases to $604,000 by 2030. The cumulative net revenue impact over that 

period amounts to $7,158,000. 

A graphical summary of the estimated annual net toll revenue from 2015 through 2030 is shown for 

the $0.00 cash surcharge and for the existing condition in Figure 11. Due to the degree to which the 

$0.00 surcharge scenario had a positive net revenue impact, net revenue forecast for surcharges 

greater than $0.00 were not included in this figure.  
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Figure 11 

Estimated Gardiner Toll Plaza ORT Annual Net Revenue Forecasts  
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Risk Analysis 
Methodology 

The risk analysis was performed in order to test the sensitivity of the AET and ORT waterfall models 

by applying a Monte Carlo Simulation directly to the model. This process involved generating random 

variables in order to test a large number of combinations of possible variable values, ultimately 

generating a distribution of possible revenue generation in the model. The process itself consisted of 

four major steps:  

� Variable and range selection; 

� Distribution fitting; 

� Random variable generation; and 

� Multivariate risk simulation within the waterfall model. 

Variable and Range Selection  

Tables 10 through 12 list variables that were selected for sensitivity testing within the risk analysis 

framework. Variables were selected based on their significance in affecting the outcome of the model 

results as well as the relative unpredictability of the variable in future years. Each selected variable 

was given a range based on reasonable upper and lower extreme values that were reasonable in 

practical application.  

Distribution Fitting  

Figure 12 provides a sample of a variable with a fitted distribution. Once models and ranges were 

selected, distributions were fitted to each variable, applying a symmetrical bell curve to the assumed 

data range. Variables were fit so that roughly 95 percent of the data would be between the upper and 

lower bounds, and that the base model input would be the 50th percentile value for the distribution.  

Random Variable Generation  

Random variable generation was performed using the random generation procedures within the R 

Statistical Software package, and supplemented with the random generation feature within Excel, 

where applicable. Three thousand randomly generated values were obtained for each of the variables 

in order to ensure adequate sampling of every distribution. Figure 13 shows examples of these 

randomly-generated variables plotted against their underlying distributions.  
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Table 10 
York AET Risk Analysis Variable Ranges 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Variable Low Expected High

%Tech Diversion 0% 3% 10%

%In State ID'd in Initial Process 77% 96% 100%

%in state ID'd in second manual process 80% 85% 90%

%Fees Waived 48% 70% 88%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $2 Surcharge 4% 11% 20%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $2.50 Surcharge 5% 13% 23%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $3 Surcharge 6% 15% 26%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $3.50 Surcharge 8% 17% 30%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $4 Surcharge 9% 19% 31%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $4.50 Surcharge 11% 21% 33%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $2 Surcharge 69% 80% 89%

RVA %Paid 1st invoice 64% 75% 84%

RVA %Paid NOL 30% 50% 70%

Maine UVA %Paid 1st invoice 19% 55% 75%

Maine UVA %Paid NOV 19% 55% 75%

Maine UVA %paid NOL 10% 35% 45%

Massachusetts/New Hampshire  UVA %paid 1st Invoice 20% 50% 60%

Massachusetts/New Hampshire  UVA %Paid NOV 15% 40% 51%

Massachusetts/New Hampshire  UVA %paid NOL 10% 20% 25%

Other UVA %paid 1st Invoice 10% 25% 41%

Other UVA %Paid NOV 5% 20% 31%

Other UVA %paid NOL 4% 9% 17%

Toll Diversion Multiplier 0.5 1 1.5

Additional PC Shift Rate (E-ZPass to Cash) 0.95 1 1.05

Additional CV Shift Rate (E-ZPass to Cash) 0.95 1 1.05
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Table 11 
Gardiner AET Risk Analysis Variable Ranges 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Variable Low Expected High

%Tech Diversion 1% 3% 5%

%In State ID'd in Initial Process 77% 96% 100%

%in state ID'd in second manual process 80% 85% 90%

%Fees Waived 48% 70% 88%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $0 Surcharge 2% 6% 12%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $0.25 Surcharge 2% 7% 14%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $0.5 Surcharge 3% 8% 16%

% IN-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash, $0.75 Surcharge 3% 9% 17%

RVA %paid 1st reminder 69% 80% 89%

RVA %paid NOV 64% 75% 84%

RVA %Paid NOL 30% 50% 70%

Maine UVA %Paid 1st invoice 19% 55% 75%

Maine UVA %Paid NOV 19% 55% 75%

Maine UVA %paid NOL 10% 35% 45%

Massachusetts/New Hampshire  UVA %paid 1st Invoice 20% 50% 60%

Massachusetts/New Hampshire  UVA %Paid NOV 15% 40% 51%

Massachusetts/New Hampshire  UVA %paid NOL 10% 20% 25%

Other UVA %paid 1st Invoice 10% 25% 41%

Other UVA %Paid NOV 5% 20% 31%

Other UVA %paid NOL 4% 9% 17%

Toll Diversion Multiplier 0.5 1 1.5

Additional PC Shift Rate (E-ZPass to Cash) 0.96 1 1.04

Additional CV Shift Rate (E-ZPass to Cash) 0.96 1 1.04
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Table 12 

York & Gardiner ORT Risk Analysis Variable Ranges 

 

 
 

Figure 12 

Sample Variable Range with Fitted Distribution 

Variable Low Expected High

% In-State Shift to E-ZPass from Cash 1% 2% 5%

%Fees Waived 48% 70% 88%

%In-state Violators 1% 2% 5%

%Out of State Violators 1% 3% 5%

%Canadian Violators 2% 4% 7%

% In-state ID'd in initial process 77% 96% 100%

% In-state ID'd in second manual process 80% 85% 90%

%Pay 1st notice In-state 21% 40% 61%

%pay 1st notice out of state 11% 20% 31%

%pay NOV in-state 21% 40% 61%

%pay NOV out of state 11% 20% 31%

%pay NOL in-state 30% 50% 70%

%pay NOL out of state 6% 15% 26%

Toll Diversion Multiplier 0.5 1 1.5

Additional PC Shift Rate (E-ZPass to Cash) 0.95 1 1.05

Additional CV Shift Rate (E-ZPass to Cash) 0.95 1 1.05
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Table 12 

York & Gardiner ORT Risk Analysis Variable Ranges 
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%pay 1st notice out of state 11% 20% 31%

%pay NOV in-state 21% 40% 61%

%pay NOV out of state 11% 20% 31%

%pay NOL in-state 30% 50% 70%

%pay NOL out of state 6% 15% 26%
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Figure 13 

Sample Distribution with Randomly Generated Data 

 
Multivariate Risk Simulation  

The Monte Carlo simulation itself was performed by using each of the 3,000 randomly generated sets 

of variables as model inputs. Typically, simulation will employ a general process or mathematically-

derived relationship between input and output variables. In this case, the model itself was used due to 

relatively low run times. From the distribution of the output values, we can determine an expected 

range of revenue generation, an example of which is shown in Figure 14. The values for the 10th and 

5th percentiles of the data were selected as benchmark values for risk sensitivity. At the 10th 

percentile, for example, 300 of the 3,000 output values are less than this value, with 2,700 output 

values generating a greater level of revenue, translating into a 90 percent level of confidence that 

actual revenue values will meet or exceed this amount. 

Risk Analysis Output 

Risk models were run for the AET and ORT models for both the York and Gardiner plazas. Optimal 

surcharge levels were selected for each scenario and results were tabulated for the net toll plus fee 

revenue for future years between 2015 and 2030. 
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Figure 14 

Sample Monte Carlo Output Distribution 

Figures 15 through 18 show yearly net plus fee revenue for the York and Gardiner AET and ORT 

models for the selected surcharge level , expected model output, and the 90 and 95 percent confidence 

levels from the risk analysis. In general, the AET risk analysis shows a much greater variation between 

expected value and lower risk bound than its ORT counterpart. This would be the expected outcome, 

given the higher level of certainty associated with ORT (given its similarities with current operations) 

compared to AET. 

Figure 15 

Estimated York Toll Plaza AET Risk Analysis Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 
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Figure 16 

Estimated York Toll Plaza ORT Risk Analysis  

Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 

 
Figure 17 

Estimated Gardiner Toll Plaza AET Risk Analysis  

Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 
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Figure 18 

Estimated Gardiner Toll Plaza ORT Risk Analysis  

Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 

York Plaza  

The York AET model (Figure 15) shows approximately a 5 percent drop in revenue between the 

expected scenario and the 90 percent confidence level, with approximately a 6 percent drop between 

the expected and the 95 percent level at 2015. The percent differences between expected and risk-

generated revenue decrease slightly in the outer model years, to about 4 percent and 5 percent for the 

90 and 95 percent levels, respectively. While the expected revenue generated for this model exceeds 

the annual revenue of the base case after 2019, the 90 and 95 percent confidence levels for revenue 

generation do not exceed the base case for any model year. 

The risk results for the York ORT model (Figure 16) show very minimal difference between the 

expected revenue and the 90 and 95 percent confidence levels. Annual revenue for both expected 

revenue and 90 and 95 percent levels exceed base case revenue for all model years. 

Gardiner Plaza  

Gardiner AET (Figure 17) shows a significant difference between the expected values and the 90 and 

95 percent confidence levels, with a 29 percent decrease between the expected value and 90 percent 

level for 2015 and a 42 percent decrease between the expected revenue and the 95 percent level. The 

expected annual revenue for Gardiner AET remains above the base case revenue for every year. The 

bigger divergence between expected and the 90 and 95 percent confidence level at Gardiner is 

attributable to the higher video market share at Gardiner (compared to York) and the bigger impact of 

relatively high collection costs at Gardiner (i.e., the cost of collecting a $1.00 toll at Gardiner versus the 

cost of collecting a $3.00 toll at York). 

The ORT results for Gardiner (Figure 18) show relatively modest reductions between the expected 

revenue and the 90 and 95 percent levels, with a reduction between 4 and 1 percent for the 90 
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percent level and a reduction between 5 and 1 percent for the 95 percent level. In this case, both the 

90 and 95 percent confidence levels for annual net toll plus fee revenue are higher than annual base 

case revenue throughout the entire forecast period. 

Sensitivity Tests 
The risk analysis described above was intended to demonstrate the range of outcomes in net revenue 

under a change in a variety of assumptions over which MTA may have little control.  The potential 

impacts with respect to three other discrete conditions were also tested, in the forms of sensitivity 

tests, outside the risk analysis above.  To an extent, MTA might be able to influence these uncertainty 

factors, either through strategic marketing initiatives or decisions regarding the enforcement of fee 

collection.  Three issues were subjected to sensitivity testing: 

� The proportion of “pre-registered” video transactions;  

� The potential availability of Canadian plate data; and 

� Fee revenue realization rate. 

Pre-Registered Video Transactions 

Many agencies now shifting to AET offer the option of one-time vehicle plate registration.  This can be 

incentivized by allowing for significant reductions in the video surcharge and by providing convenient 

mechanisms for plate pre-registration, such as kiosks in former cash collection lanes and service 

areas, on line or telephone registration systems, etc.  The concept of pre-registration typically involves 

the motorist registering their own license plate, without even the need to provide any vehicle 

ownership or other identification information.  Pre-paid accounts can then be established for that 

particular license plate, regardless of state or province of registration.  Lists are maintained of pre-

registered plates and tolls due when that particular plate is encountered are simply deducted from the 

pre-paid account. 

The pre-registration of accounts has very significant positive benefits for agencies operating AET 

facilities.  There is no need to look up vehicle owner information, no need to send a bill, and no 

collection risks associated with post payment.  In essence, for each vehicle with a pre-registered 

license plate, the video transaction functions essentially the same as an E-ZPass transaction, except 

that the vehicle is identified by video imaging of the plate rather than reading an electronic toll 

transponder. 

In the base analysis, CDM Smith assumed that the surcharge applied to pre-registered plates would be 

50 percent of that applied to unregistered plates.  The base analysis assumed just 5 percent of video 

transactions would be made by vehicles with pre-registered plates, based on actual experience in 

other toll facilities.   
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This sensitivity analysis tested the potential net revenue implications of a progressively higher share 

of video users choosing to pre-register their plates.  As shown in Figure 19, 10-year net revenue at the 

York Plaza would actually increase slightly as the proportion of pre-registered video users increased, 

notwithstanding the lower toll surcharge being applied as compared to unregistered vehicles.  As 

shown in the right half of Figure 19, since the surcharge applied to those pre-registered video users 

was half as high, the lower the traffic diversion to the alternative route, primarily US 1.  Specifically, in 

the base forecast, with a $3.00 unregistered surcharge and assuming a $1.50 surcharge for registered 

vehicles, if only 5 percent of non-E-ZPass traffic pre-registered their plates, approximately 3,500 

vehicles per day would shift to US 1.  If 25 percent of non-ETC traffic pre-registered their plates, the 

diversions would be lowered to an estimated 2,800 and less than 2,500 if about one-third of all non-

ETC traffic registered their plates. 

Similar results are shown for the Gardiner Toll Plaza in Figure 20.  Net revenue would be higher, and 

traffic diversions off the Turnpike would be lower, the higher the percentage of pre-registered plates. 

This is an important finding of the study, and suggests that if AET was ultimately implemented across 

the Maine Turnpike, maximum incentive should be provided for motorists to pre-register plates.  This 

might include providing automated kiosks in some of the former cash collection lanes, and at Turnpike 

service areas, where motorists can simply register their plate, one time, and qualify for the lower 

surcharge rate as long as a balance is maintained in the account.  Since many agencies across the U.S. 

are faced with the same situation, it is not unlikely that third party national plate registry providers 

may emerge in the future to operate pre-registration kiosks and maintain pre-paid balances which 

may be usable at AET toll facilities nationwide.   

Figure 19 
Registered Video Account Participation Sensitivity 

York Toll Plaza 
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Figure 20 

Registered Video Account Participation Sensitivity 
Gardiner Toll Plaza 

Canadian Vehicle Owner Data Availability 

As previously discussed, there is considerable uncertainty as to the ability to obtain vehicle owner 

information for Canadian registered vehicles.  Just before the conclusion of our study, CDM Smith was 

advised that data may become available in the near future for some provinces.  As such, we tested the 

potential implications of Canadian plate data becoming available. 

Table 13 shows the relatively small impact that Canadian plate data would have on net revenues over 

the 10-year analysis period, at the range of video surcharges tested.  In general, the net revenue 

impact of recovering all Canadian plates would be less than 1 percent, at the levels of surcharge being 

considered in this study.   

The ability to obtain Canadian registrations is a significant policy consideration, but not one which 

would have very heavy impacts on net revenue.  This is largely due to the fact that Canadian traffic 

generally represents 4 to 7 percent of cash vehicles, and cash traffic itself accounts for a minority of 

revenue collected.  Further, the collection of revenue from video customers from “other states” has a 

relatively low yield, since high levels of repeat billings are assumed and a much higher level of 

collection risk is included in the analysis.   
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Table 13 
Estimated 10-Year Net Revenue Impacts of Canadian Plate Data Availability 

 

Fee Revenue Realization Rate 

As previously discussed, for the purposes of this study only 30 percent of potential fee revenue was 

assumed to be collected. The actual percent of fee revenue realized by MTA under AET toll operations 

could vary significantly from this assumption. Table 14 presents estimated AET fee revenue at the 

York toll plaza for fee collection rates ranging from 10 percent to 100 percent for years 2015 and 

2020. Estimates are also shown as a percent of annual net AET toll + fee revenue. At the assumed fee 

collection rate of 30 percent, fee revenue constitutes 2.8 percent of estimated annual net AET toll + fee 

revenue in 2015. Since fee revenue stems primarily from unpaid video toll invoices, projected 

increases in E-ZPass participation rates result in that share decreasing to 1.9 percent by 2020. 

Table 15 presents estimated AET fee revenue at the Gardiner toll plaza for fee collection rates ranging 

from 10 percent to 100 percent for years 2015 and 2020. At the assumed fee collection rate of 30 

percent, fee revenue constitutes 21.2 percent of estimated annual net AET toll + fee revenue in 2015. 

Projected increases in E-ZPass participation rates result in that share decreasing to 14.4 percent by 

2020.  

 

 
  

Scenario $1.00 $1.50 $2.00 $2.50 $3.00

No Canadian Data Available $511,987 $519,954 $525,960 $529,848 $531,461

Canadian Plate Data Available 514,241 522,556 528,887 533,077 534,969

Percent Revenue Change 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7%

Scenario $0.25 $0.50 $0.75 $1.00 $1.25

No Canadian Data Available $57,125 $61,834 $66,318 $70,390 $73,936

Canadian Plate Data Available 57,064 61,999 66,702 70,987 74,728

Percent Revenue Change -0.1% 0.3% 0.6% 0.8% 1.1%

Note: a l l  revenue va lues  in 000s

York Toll Plaza

Gardiner Toll Plaza

Unregistered Video Surcharge

Unregistered Video Surcharge
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Table 14 

Estimated Annual AET Fee Revenue by Collection Rate 

 

 
Table 15 

Estimated Annual AET Fee Revenue by Collection Rate 

Gardiner Toll Plaza  

All Revenues in Thousands 

 

  

10% $460 1.0% $330 0.6%

20% $920 1.9% $660 1.3%

30% $1,380 2.8% $990 1.9%

40% $1,840 3.7% $1,320 2.5%

50% $2,300 4.6% $1,650 3.1%

75% $3,450 6.8% $2,480 4.5%

100% $4,600 8.9% $3,300 6.0%

Fee Collection 

Rate

Fees as a Percent 

of Net AET Toll + 

Fee Revenue

Estimated Fee 

Revenue

2015 2020

Estimated Fee 

Revenue

Fees as a Percent 

of Net AET Toll + 

Fee Revenue

10% $410 8.3% $320 5.2%

20% $810 15.1% $650 10.1%

30% $1,220 21.2% $970 14.4%

40% $1,630 26.4% $1,290 18.3%

50% $2,040 31.0% $1,620 21.9%

75% $3,050 40.2% $2,420 29.5%

100% $4,070 47.3% $3,230 35.9%

Fee Collection 

Rate

2015 2020

Estimated Fee 

Revenue

Fees as a Percent 

of Net AET Toll + 

Fee Revenue

Estimated Fee 

Revenue

Fees as a Percent 

of Net AET Toll + 

Fee Revenue
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Summary and Conclusions 
Various impacts and implications of implementing either ORT or AET at the York and/or Gardiner Toll 

Plazas have been presented in this report.  The study compared traffic, toll rates, operating costs and 

net revenue over a 10-year forecast period to a hypothetical continuation of the current cash 

collection of tolls.  The analysis was conducted over a 10-year interval for each condition.  This section 

provides a useful “bottom line” summary of the ORT and AET scenarios for each plaza studied, to aid 

in informed decision making by the Authority. 

York Toll Plaza 

Table 16 provides the bottom line summary for both AET and ORT at the York Toll Plaza.  For each 

operational alternative, the base estimates as well as estimates at the 90 percent confidence interval 

are provided.  These are all compared to current conditions, assuming cash collection would continue, 

without assuming any change in toll rates. 

If (hypothetically) cash collection could continue at a reconstructed York Toll Plaza, the average toll 

rate for Maine-issued E-ZPass accounts would be $2.41, consistent with current levels.  Other E-ZPass 

cars would pay a toll of $3.00, as would passenger car motorists using cash.  Average daily traffic at 

this plaza is 38,500 (at estimated 2015 levels), although it increases significantly during peak summer 

weekends and holiday conditions. 

Over the 10-year analysis period, cumulative net revenue is estimated at $520,083,000.  On a net 

present value basis, with a nominal discount rate of 5 percent, this is equivalent to $399,965,000. 

HNTB estimates that a total capital investment of about $22.1 million would be required to restore 

and maintain cash operations at York.  When related to the 10-year NPV under the base case, this 

provides a 10-year net total, for comparison purposes, of $377,865,000.  This is the estimated amount 

of total revenue, less all operating cost and the capital investment cost to restore the current plaza, 

between 2015 and 2024. 

Similar information is provided for the ORT case, under both the base forecast and 90 percent 

confidence interval.  The same toll rates are assumed and no traffic diversions are anticipated.  The 

10-year net revenue NPV is slightly higher under ORT, largely due to reductions in operating cost.  

However, a capital cost of $36 million is estimated to replace the current plaza with an ORT facility, 

resulting in a 10-year net total NPV of $372.5 million, or about $5.3 million lower than continuation of 

the current base.  At the 90 percent confidence interval, the 10-year total is only slightly different.   

Under AET, toll rates for E-ZPass users are also assumed to remain the same.  However, to overcome 

the potential revenue leakage and the higher cost of back office collection, a significant surcharge is 

required for video users.  Non-E-ZPass traffic which chooses to pre-register the plate would be 

charged a $1.50 surcharge, for a total toll of $4.50.  Unregistered video users, which would make up 

the majority of non-E-ZPass traffic, would be charged a surcharge of $3.00 for a total toll of $6.00. 
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Table 16 

York Toll Plaza AET& ORT Bottom Line 

 

 
 

 

Because of the significantly higher toll, CDM Smith estimates a shift of approximately 3,400 vehicles 

off the Turnpike.  While less than 10 percent of the total traffic, it is a much higher proportion of the 

cash traffic, recognizing that E-ZPass vehicles are not subjected to an increase and would not divert.  

Under the 90 percent confidence estimate, where higher diversion percentages were tested, the 

estimated shift to US 1 would be 5,500 vehicles per day. 

Under the base estimate, the 10-year cumulative net revenue is estimated at just under $523 million, 

slightly higher than the continuation of the current system, but lower than under an ORT case.  The 

cumulative 10-year NPV is estimated at $401.3 million, or about $1.4 million above the hypothetical 

continuation of current operations.  With the 90 percent confidence level, a somewhat lower $384.2 

million NPV of cumulative net revenue, more than $15.7 less than a continuation of cash. 

The HNTB estimate for capital costs associated with implementing AET at York is $4.8 million; some 

$17.3 million less than the current cost to keep the plaza running and than $31.2 million less than 

building an ORT facility.  When the capital cost is subtracted from the 10-year net present value, AET 

with a $3.00 unregistered video surcharge is shown to produce a 10-year net total of $396.5 million, 

some $18.7 million greater than the 10-year total of maintaining the current plaza and about $24 

"Current" ORT Scenario AET Scenario (1)

Base Base 90% Conf. Base 90% Conf.

Item Case Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate

Toll Rate (cars)

Maine E-Zpass $2.41 $2.41 $2.41 $2.41 $2.41

Other E-ZPass $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00

Cash $3.00 $3.00 $3.00   -   -

Registered Video    -    -    - $4.50 $4.50

Unregistered Video    -    -    - $6.00 $6.00

Average Daily Traffic (2015) 38,500 38,500 38,500 35,100 33,000

Net Traffic Diversion  -  -  - (3,400) (5,500)

10-Year Net Revenue (000)

Cumulative Estimate $520,083 $531,370 $529,759 $522,993 $500,962

Cum Estimate NPV (5%) $399,965 $408,554 $407,315 $401,317 $384,222

Net NPV Impact  - $8,589 $7,350 $1,352 ($15,743)

Capital Cost (HNTB) (000) $22,100 $36,000 $36,000 $4,800 $4,800

Cost Impact vs Current    - $13,900 $13,900 ($17,300) ($17,300)

10 Year Net Total (000) (2) $377,865 $372,554 $371,315 $396,517 $379,422

Net Difference from Base ($5,311) ($6,550) $18,652 $1,557

 (1) Assumes unregistered passenger car video surcharge is $3.00 and the registered video surcharge is $1.50.

 (2) 10 year net total equals NPV of 10 year net revenue less capital cost.
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million greater than implementing ORT. Even at the 90 percent confidence level, the net AET revenue 

impact remains positive. 

The above AET scenario is net revenue positive, however, only by imposing a$3.00 video surcharge on 

unregistered customers. Toll diversion levels of between 3,400 and 5,500 per day would also result 

under this AET scenario as a result of the video surcharges.  

In considering the optimum solution at York, several factors should be taken into consideration: 

� The best 10-year net total revenue, after recognizing both operating and capital investment 

cost, would come from AET (assuming a significant video surcharge);  

� However, this would be achieved through a significant increase in charges assessed to both 

registered and unregistered video vehicles, with a surcharge of as much as $3.00; and 

� As a result of the surcharge, there would be significant diversions of traffic to US 1 estimated 

to range from 3,400 to 5,500 per day (with higher amounts under peak weekend conditions). 

Gardiner Toll Plaza 

A similar bottom line analysis is presented in Table 17 for the Gardiner Toll Plaza.  In this case, both 

toll rates and 10-year net revenue implications are much lower.  As a result, there is considerably less 

overall risk associated with testing AET at the Gardiner location. 

As shown in Table 17, the 10-year cumulative net revenue estimate if operations were to continue in 

their current mode is $60.7 million.  After adjusting for net present value, this is reduced to $46.8 

million; again representing a cumulative 10-year total.  According to HNTB, the capital cost of 

restoring and preserving current operations (not recommended) is estimated at $7 million.  After 

subtracting this, a 10-year net total of $39.8 million is shown for the Gardiner Plaza under current 

operations. 

In the case of ORT, cumulative net revenue would be slightly increased, primarily due to the increased 

share of E-ZPass users and a reduction in the cost associated with cash collection.  However, 

rebuilding the plaza as a full ORT facility is estimated at $14.4 million, some $7.4 million higher than 

simply maintaining it in its current location.  After subtracting the additional capital cost, the 10-year 

bottom line total for ORT is estimated between $34.0 and $35.3 million, or generally around $5-6 

million less than continuing current operations.   

Under the AET condition, HNTB estimates that the entire plaza could be replaced for $3.8 million, 

about $3.2 million less than simply trying to restore the plaza at its current location.  However, 

motorists without E-ZPass would be required to pay a higher toll; unregistered plate vehicles would 

be assessed a surcharge of $0.75, bringing the per transaction toll for cars to $1.75.  This would be 

expected to divertbetween 800 and 1,400 vehicles per day, spread over several routes.   
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Table 17 

Gardiner Toll Plaza AET& ORT Bottom Line 

 

The NPV of the cumulative net revenue under the AET base case (assuming a $0.75 unregistered video 

surcharge) is estimated at $50.3 million or about $3.5 million greater than if the current operations 

were retained.  However, at the 90 percent confidence level, the NPV of net revenue drops to just 

$37.8 million (there is a greater range of risk at the Gardiner Toll Plaza since E-ZPass represents a 

lower share of transactions).  When compared with the lower capital cost of AET, the 10-year net total 

under the AET base case forecast is $46.5 million (about $6.7 million better than the “do nothing” 

scenario).  However, at the 90 percent confidence level, the 10-year total NPV is estimated at $34.0 

million, almost $6 million less than if current operations are retained. 

A review of the bottom line assessment for the Gardiner Toll Plaza suggests: 

� AET would generate about $6.7 million more in 10-year NPV revenue, after recognizing capital 

cost, compared to the continuation of current operations and assuming a $0.75 unregistered 

video surcharge; 

� There is considerably higher risk associated with AET at the Gardiner Plaza (in percentage 

terms).  But in dollar terms, the net risk is smaller.  Even at the 90 percent confidence interval, 

"Current" ORT Scenario AET Scenario (1)

Base Base 90% Conf. Base 90% Conf.

Item Case Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate

Toll Rate (cars)

Maine E-Zpass $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50

Other E-ZPass $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00

Cash $1.00 $1.00 $1.00   -   -

Registered Video    -    -    - $1.38 $1.38

Unregistered Video    -    -    - $1.75 $1.75

Average Daily Traffic (2015) 23,300 23,300 23,300 22,500 21,900

Net Traffic Diversion  -  -  - (800) (1,400)

10-Year Net Revenue (000)

Cumulative Estimate $60,710 $64,562 $62,922 $65,573 $49,514

Cum Estimate NPV (5%) $46,757 $49,678 $48,417 $50,270 $37,807

Net NPV Impact  - $2,921 $1,660 $3,513 ($8,950)

Capital Cost (HNTB) (000) $7,000 $14,400 $14,400 $3,800 $3,800

Cost Impact vs Current    - $7,400 $7,400 ($3,200) ($3,200)

10 Year Net Total (000) (2) $39,757 $35,278 $34,017 $46,470 $34,007

Net Difference from Base ($4,479) ($5,740) $6,713 ($5,750)

 (1) Assumes unregistered passenger car video surcharge is $0.75 and the registered video surcharge is $0.38.

 (2) 10 year net total equals NPV of 10 year net revenue less capital cost.
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where AET would generate $5.7 million less than the simple continuation of current 

operations, this is only slightly less than the 10-year net total for ORT;  

� In essence, AET has the potential to improve net revenue, after capital costs, while shifting to 

ORT would likely reduce the 10-year net total, based on the $14.4 million capital costs. 

Though it must be recognized that no cash surcharge is assumed for ORT while a $0.75 

unregistered video surcharge is assumed for AET; and 

� Higher toll rates would have to be charged to video users at the Gardiner Plaza, but the 

surcharge would be considerably lower than that required at York. 

In reviewing these bottom line conclusions, it should be recognized that the AET condition assumed 

only a very small percentage (5 percent) of former cash traffic would choose to register plates.  If MTA 

considers implementation of AET in the future, it should more thoroughly investigate opportunities to 

encourage pre-registration of plates, as this would likely reduce traffic diversions and slightly improve 

net revenue performance.  The Maine traveler market may be well adapted to this, since there are a 

large number of seasonal visitors which may not find it worthwhile to invest in electronic toll 

transponders, but who may make a sufficient number of trips (over a typical one to two week vacation 

period) to take advantage of the one-time registration of license plates. 
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Figure 13 

Sample Distribution with Randomly Generated Data 

 
Multivariate Risk Simulation  

The Monte Carlo simulation itself was performed by using each of the 3,000 randomly generated sets 

of variables as model inputs. Typically, simulation will employ a general process or mathematically-

derived relationship between input and output variables. In this case, the model itself was used due to 

relatively low run times. From the distribution of the output values, we can determine an expected 

range of revenue generation, an example of which is shown in Figure 14. The values for the 10th and 

5th percentiles of the data were selected as benchmark values for risk sensitivity. At the 10th 

percentile, for example, 300 of the 3,000 output values are less than this value, with 2,700 output 

values generating a greater level of revenue, translating into a 90 percent level of confidence that 

actual revenue values will meet or exceed this amount. 

Risk Analysis Output 

Risk models were run for the AET and ORT models for both the York and Gardiner plazas. Optimal 

surcharge levels were selected for each scenario and results were tabulated for the net toll plus fee 

revenue for future years between 2015 and 2030. 
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Figure 14 

Sample Monte Carlo Output Distribution 

Figures 15 through 18 show yearly net plus fee revenue for the York and Gardiner AET and ORT 

models for the selected surcharge level , expected model output, and the 90 and 95 percent confidence 

levels from the risk analysis. In general, the AET risk analysis shows a much greater variation between 

expected value and lower risk bound than its ORT counterpart. This would be the expected outcome, 

given the higher level of certainty associated with ORT (given its similarities with current operations) 

compared to AET. 

Figure 15 

Estimated York Toll Plaza AET Risk Analysis Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 
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Figure 16 

Estimated York Toll Plaza ORT Risk Analysis  

Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 

 
Figure 17 

Estimated Gardiner Toll Plaza AET Risk Analysis  

Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 
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Figure 18 

Estimated Gardiner Toll Plaza ORT Risk Analysis  

Annual Net Revenue Forecasts 

York Plaza  

The York AET model (Figure 15) shows approximately a 5 percent drop in revenue between the 

expected scenario and the 90 percent confidence level, with approximately a 6 percent drop between 

the expected and the 95 percent level at 2015. The percent differences between expected and risk-

generated revenue decrease slightly in the outer model years, to about 4 percent and 5 percent for the 

90 and 95 percent levels, respectively. While the expected revenue generated for this model exceeds 

the annual revenue of the base case after 2019, the 90 and 95 percent confidence levels for revenue 

generation do not exceed the base case for any model year. 

The risk results for the York ORT model (Figure 16) show very minimal difference between the 

expected revenue and the 90 and 95 percent confidence levels. Annual revenue for both expected 

revenue and 90 and 95 percent levels exceed base case revenue for all model years. 

Gardiner Plaza  

Gardiner AET (Figure 17) shows a significant difference between the expected values and the 90 and 

95 percent confidence levels, with a 29 percent decrease between the expected value and 90 percent 

level for 2015 and a 42 percent decrease between the expected revenue and the 95 percent level. The 

expected annual revenue for Gardiner AET remains above the base case revenue for every year. The 

bigger divergence between expected and the 90 and 95 percent confidence level at Gardiner is 

attributable to the higher video market share at Gardiner (compared to York) and the bigger impact of 

relatively high collection costs at Gardiner (i.e., the cost of collecting a $1.00 toll at Gardiner versus the 

cost of collecting a $3.00 toll at York). 

The ORT results for Gardiner (Figure 18) show relatively modest reductions between the expected 

revenue and the 90 and 95 percent levels, with a reduction between 4 and 1 percent for the 90 
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percent level and a reduction between 5 and 1 percent for the 95 percent level. In this case, both the 

90 and 95 percent confidence levels for annual net toll plus fee revenue are higher than annual base 

case revenue throughout the entire forecast period. 

Sensitivity Tests 
The risk analysis described above was intended to demonstrate the range of outcomes in net revenue 

under a change in a variety of assumptions over which MTA may have little control.  The potential 

impacts with respect to three other discrete conditions were also tested, in the forms of sensitivity 

tests, outside the risk analysis above.  To an extent, MTA might be able to influence these uncertainty 

factors, either through strategic marketing initiatives or decisions regarding the enforcement of fee 

collection.  Three issues were subjected to sensitivity testing: 

� The proportion of “pre-registered” video transactions;  

� The potential availability of Canadian plate data; and 

� Fee revenue realization rate. 

Pre-Registered Video Transactions 

Many agencies now shifting to AET offer the option of one-time vehicle plate registration.  This can be 

incentivized by allowing for significant reductions in the video surcharge and by providing convenient 

mechanisms for plate pre-registration, such as kiosks in former cash collection lanes and service 

areas, on line or telephone registration systems, etc.  The concept of pre-registration typically involves 

the motorist registering their own license plate, without even the need to provide any vehicle 

ownership or other identification information.  Pre-paid accounts can then be established for that 

particular license plate, regardless of state or province of registration.  Lists are maintained of pre-

registered plates and tolls due when that particular plate is encountered are simply deducted from the 

pre-paid account. 

The pre-registration of accounts has very significant positive benefits for agencies operating AET 

facilities.  There is no need to look up vehicle owner information, no need to send a bill, and no 

collection risks associated with post payment.  In essence, for each vehicle with a pre-registered 

license plate, the video transaction functions essentially the same as an E-ZPass transaction, except 

that the vehicle is identified by video imaging of the plate rather than reading an electronic toll 

transponder. 

In the base analysis, CDM Smith assumed that the surcharge applied to pre-registered plates would be 

50 percent of that applied to unregistered plates.  The base analysis assumed just 5 percent of video 

transactions would be made by vehicles with pre-registered plates, based on actual experience in 

other toll facilities.   
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This sensitivity analysis tested the potential net revenue implications of a progressively higher share 

of video users choosing to pre-register their plates.  As shown in Figure 19, 10-year net revenue at the 

York Plaza would actually increase slightly as the proportion of pre-registered video users increased, 

notwithstanding the lower toll surcharge being applied as compared to unregistered vehicles.  As 

shown in the right half of Figure 19, since the surcharge applied to those pre-registered video users 

was half as high, the lower the traffic diversion to the alternative route, primarily US 1.  Specifically, in 

the base forecast, with a $3.00 unregistered surcharge and assuming a $1.50 surcharge for registered 

vehicles, if only 5 percent of non-E-ZPass traffic pre-registered their plates, approximately 3,500 

vehicles per day would shift to US 1.  If 25 percent of non-ETC traffic pre-registered their plates, the 

diversions would be lowered to an estimated 2,800 and less than 2,500 if about one-third of all non-

ETC traffic registered their plates. 

Similar results are shown for the Gardiner Toll Plaza in Figure 20.  Net revenue would be higher, and 

traffic diversions off the Turnpike would be lower, the higher the percentage of pre-registered plates. 

This is an important finding of the study, and suggests that if AET was ultimately implemented across 

the Maine Turnpike, maximum incentive should be provided for motorists to pre-register plates.  This 

might include providing automated kiosks in some of the former cash collection lanes, and at Turnpike 

service areas, where motorists can simply register their plate, one time, and qualify for the lower 

surcharge rate as long as a balance is maintained in the account.  Since many agencies across the U.S. 

are faced with the same situation, it is not unlikely that third party national plate registry providers 

may emerge in the future to operate pre-registration kiosks and maintain pre-paid balances which 

may be usable at AET toll facilities nationwide.   

Figure 19 
Registered Video Account Participation Sensitivity 

York Toll Plaza 
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Figure 20 

Registered Video Account Participation Sensitivity 
Gardiner Toll Plaza 

Canadian Vehicle Owner Data Availability 

As previously discussed, there is considerable uncertainty as to the ability to obtain vehicle owner 

information for Canadian registered vehicles.  Just before the conclusion of our study, CDM Smith was 

advised that data may become available in the near future for some provinces.  As such, we tested the 

potential implications of Canadian plate data becoming available. 

Table 13 shows the relatively small impact that Canadian plate data would have on net revenues over 

the 10-year analysis period, at the range of video surcharges tested.  In general, the net revenue 

impact of recovering all Canadian plates would be less than 1 percent, at the levels of surcharge being 

considered in this study.   

The ability to obtain Canadian registrations is a significant policy consideration, but not one which 

would have very heavy impacts on net revenue.  This is largely due to the fact that Canadian traffic 

generally represents 4 to 7 percent of cash vehicles, and cash traffic itself accounts for a minority of 

revenue collected.  Further, the collection of revenue from video customers from “other states” has a 

relatively low yield, since high levels of repeat billings are assumed and a much higher level of 

collection risk is included in the analysis.   
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Table 13 
Estimated 10-Year Net Revenue Impacts of Canadian Plate Data Availability 

 

Fee Revenue Realization Rate 

As previously discussed, for the purposes of this study only 30 percent of potential fee revenue was 

assumed to be collected. The actual percent of fee revenue realized by MTA under AET toll operations 

could vary significantly from this assumption. Table 14 presents estimated AET fee revenue at the 

York toll plaza for fee collection rates ranging from 10 percent to 100 percent for years 2015 and 

2020. Estimates are also shown as a percent of annual net AET toll + fee revenue. At the assumed fee 

collection rate of 30 percent, fee revenue constitutes 2.8 percent of estimated annual net AET toll + fee 

revenue in 2015. Since fee revenue stems primarily from unpaid video toll invoices, projected 

increases in E-ZPass participation rates result in that share decreasing to 1.9 percent by 2020. 

Table 15 presents estimated AET fee revenue at the Gardiner toll plaza for fee collection rates ranging 

from 10 percent to 100 percent for years 2015 and 2020. At the assumed fee collection rate of 30 

percent, fee revenue constitutes 21.2 percent of estimated annual net AET toll + fee revenue in 2015. 

Projected increases in E-ZPass participation rates result in that share decreasing to 14.4 percent by 

2020.  

 

 
  

Scenario $1.00 $1.50 $2.00 $2.50 $3.00

No Canadian Data Available $511,987 $519,954 $525,960 $529,848 $531,461

Canadian Plate Data Available 514,241 522,556 528,887 533,077 534,969

Percent Revenue Change 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7%

Scenario $0.25 $0.50 $0.75 $1.00 $1.25

No Canadian Data Available $57,125 $61,834 $66,318 $70,390 $73,936

Canadian Plate Data Available 57,064 61,999 66,702 70,987 74,728

Percent Revenue Change -0.1% 0.3% 0.6% 0.8% 1.1%

Note: a l l  revenue va lues  in 000s

York Toll Plaza

Gardiner Toll Plaza

Unregistered Video Surcharge

Unregistered Video Surcharge
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Table 14 

Estimated Annual AET Fee Revenue by Collection Rate 

 

 
Table 15 

Estimated Annual AET Fee Revenue by Collection Rate 

Gardiner Toll Plaza  

All Revenues in Thousands 

 

  

10% $460 1.0% $330 0.6%

20% $920 1.9% $660 1.3%

30% $1,380 2.8% $990 1.9%

40% $1,840 3.7% $1,320 2.5%

50% $2,300 4.6% $1,650 3.1%

75% $3,450 6.8% $2,480 4.5%

100% $4,600 8.9% $3,300 6.0%

Fee Collection 

Rate

Fees as a Percent 

of Net AET Toll + 

Fee Revenue

Estimated Fee 

Revenue

2015 2020

Estimated Fee 

Revenue

Fees as a Percent 

of Net AET Toll + 

Fee Revenue

10% $410 8.3% $320 5.2%

20% $810 15.1% $650 10.1%

30% $1,220 21.2% $970 14.4%

40% $1,630 26.4% $1,290 18.3%

50% $2,040 31.0% $1,620 21.9%

75% $3,050 40.2% $2,420 29.5%

100% $4,070 47.3% $3,230 35.9%

Fee Collection 

Rate

2015 2020

Estimated Fee 

Revenue

Fees as a Percent 

of Net AET Toll + 

Fee Revenue

Estimated Fee 

Revenue

Fees as a Percent 

of Net AET Toll + 

Fee Revenue
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Summary and Conclusions 
Various impacts and implications of implementing either ORT or AET at the York and/or Gardiner Toll 

Plazas have been presented in this report.  The study compared traffic, toll rates, operating costs and 

net revenue over a 10-year forecast period to a hypothetical continuation of the current cash 

collection of tolls.  The analysis was conducted over a 10-year interval for each condition.  This section 

provides a useful “bottom line” summary of the ORT and AET scenarios for each plaza studied, to aid 

in informed decision making by the Authority. 

York Toll Plaza 

Table 16 provides the bottom line summary for both AET and ORT at the York Toll Plaza.  For each 

operational alternative, the base estimates as well as estimates at the 90 percent confidence interval 

are provided.  These are all compared to current conditions, assuming cash collection would continue, 

without assuming any change in toll rates. 

If (hypothetically) cash collection could continue at a reconstructed York Toll Plaza, the average toll 

rate for Maine-issued E-ZPass accounts would be $2.41, consistent with current levels.  Other E-ZPass 

cars would pay a toll of $3.00, as would passenger car motorists using cash.  Average daily traffic at 

this plaza is 38,500 (at estimated 2015 levels), although it increases significantly during peak summer 

weekends and holiday conditions. 

Over the 10-year analysis period, cumulative net revenue is estimated at $520,083,000.  On a net 

present value basis, with a nominal discount rate of 5 percent, this is equivalent to $399,965,000. 

HNTB estimates that a total capital investment of about $22.1 million would be required to restore 

and maintain cash operations at York.  When related to the 10-year NPV under the base case, this 

provides a 10-year net total, for comparison purposes, of $377,865,000.  This is the estimated amount 

of total revenue, less all operating cost and the capital investment cost to restore the current plaza, 

between 2015 and 2024. 

Similar information is provided for the ORT case, under both the base forecast and 90 percent 

confidence interval.  The same toll rates are assumed and no traffic diversions are anticipated.  The 

10-year net revenue NPV is slightly higher under ORT, largely due to reductions in operating cost.  

However, a capital cost of $36 million is estimated to replace the current plaza with an ORT facility, 

resulting in a 10-year net total NPV of $372.5 million, or about $5.3 million lower than continuation of 

the current base.  At the 90 percent confidence interval, the 10-year total is only slightly different.   

Under AET, toll rates for E-ZPass users are also assumed to remain the same.  However, to overcome 

the potential revenue leakage and the higher cost of back office collection, a significant surcharge is 

required for video users.  Non-E-ZPass traffic which chooses to pre-register the plate would be 

charged a $1.50 surcharge, for a total toll of $4.50.  Unregistered video users, which would make up 

the majority of non-E-ZPass traffic, would be charged a surcharge of $3.00 for a total toll of $6.00. 
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Table 16 

York Toll Plaza AET& ORT Bottom Line 

 

 
 

 

Because of the significantly higher toll, CDM Smith estimates a shift of approximately 3,400 vehicles 

off the Turnpike.  While less than 10 percent of the total traffic, it is a much higher proportion of the 

cash traffic, recognizing that E-ZPass vehicles are not subjected to an increase and would not divert.  

Under the 90 percent confidence estimate, where higher diversion percentages were tested, the 

estimated shift to US 1 would be 5,500 vehicles per day. 

Under the base estimate, the 10-year cumulative net revenue is estimated at just under $523 million, 

slightly higher than the continuation of the current system, but lower than under an ORT case.  The 

cumulative 10-year NPV is estimated at $401.3 million, or about $1.4 million above the hypothetical 

continuation of current operations.  With the 90 percent confidence level, a somewhat lower $384.2 

million NPV of cumulative net revenue, more than $15.7 less than a continuation of cash. 

The HNTB estimate for capital costs associated with implementing AET at York is $4.8 million; some 

$17.3 million less than the current cost to keep the plaza running and than $31.2 million less than 

building an ORT facility.  When the capital cost is subtracted from the 10-year net present value, AET 

with a $3.00 unregistered video surcharge is shown to produce a 10-year net total of $396.5 million, 

some $18.7 million greater than the 10-year total of maintaining the current plaza and about $24 

"Current" ORT Scenario AET Scenario (1)

Base Base 90% Conf. Base 90% Conf.

Item Case Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate

Toll Rate (cars)

Maine E-Zpass $2.41 $2.41 $2.41 $2.41 $2.41

Other E-ZPass $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00

Cash $3.00 $3.00 $3.00   -   -

Registered Video    -    -    - $4.50 $4.50

Unregistered Video    -    -    - $6.00 $6.00

Average Daily Traffic (2015) 38,500 38,500 38,500 35,100 33,000

Net Traffic Diversion  -  -  - (3,400) (5,500)

10-Year Net Revenue (000)

Cumulative Estimate $520,083 $531,370 $529,759 $522,993 $500,962

Cum Estimate NPV (5%) $399,965 $408,554 $407,315 $401,317 $384,222

Net NPV Impact  - $8,589 $7,350 $1,352 ($15,743)

Capital Cost (HNTB) (000) $22,100 $36,000 $36,000 $4,800 $4,800

Cost Impact vs Current    - $13,900 $13,900 ($17,300) ($17,300)

10 Year Net Total (000) (2) $377,865 $372,554 $371,315 $396,517 $379,422

Net Difference from Base ($5,311) ($6,550) $18,652 $1,557

 (1) Assumes unregistered passenger car video surcharge is $3.00 and the registered video surcharge is $1.50.

 (2) 10 year net total equals NPV of 10 year net revenue less capital cost.
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million greater than implementing ORT. Even at the 90 percent confidence level, the net AET revenue 

impact remains positive. 

The above AET scenario is net revenue positive, however, only by imposing a$3.00 video surcharge on 

unregistered customers. Toll diversion levels of between 3,400 and 5,500 per day would also result 

under this AET scenario as a result of the video surcharges.  

In considering the optimum solution at York, several factors should be taken into consideration: 

� The best 10-year net total revenue, after recognizing both operating and capital investment 

cost, would come from AET (assuming a significant video surcharge);  

� However, this would be achieved through a significant increase in charges assessed to both 

registered and unregistered video vehicles, with a surcharge of as much as $3.00; and 

� As a result of the surcharge, there would be significant diversions of traffic to US 1 estimated 

to range from 3,400 to 5,500 per day (with higher amounts under peak weekend conditions). 

Gardiner Toll Plaza 

A similar bottom line analysis is presented in Table 17 for the Gardiner Toll Plaza.  In this case, both 

toll rates and 10-year net revenue implications are much lower.  As a result, there is considerably less 

overall risk associated with testing AET at the Gardiner location. 

As shown in Table 17, the 10-year cumulative net revenue estimate if operations were to continue in 

their current mode is $60.7 million.  After adjusting for net present value, this is reduced to $46.8 

million; again representing a cumulative 10-year total.  According to HNTB, the capital cost of 

restoring and preserving current operations (not recommended) is estimated at $7 million.  After 

subtracting this, a 10-year net total of $39.8 million is shown for the Gardiner Plaza under current 

operations. 

In the case of ORT, cumulative net revenue would be slightly increased, primarily due to the increased 

share of E-ZPass users and a reduction in the cost associated with cash collection.  However, 

rebuilding the plaza as a full ORT facility is estimated at $14.4 million, some $7.4 million higher than 

simply maintaining it in its current location.  After subtracting the additional capital cost, the 10-year 

bottom line total for ORT is estimated between $34.0 and $35.3 million, or generally around $5-6 

million less than continuing current operations.   

Under the AET condition, HNTB estimates that the entire plaza could be replaced for $3.8 million, 

about $3.2 million less than simply trying to restore the plaza at its current location.  However, 

motorists without E-ZPass would be required to pay a higher toll; unregistered plate vehicles would 

be assessed a surcharge of $0.75, bringing the per transaction toll for cars to $1.75.  This would be 

expected to divertbetween 800 and 1,400 vehicles per day, spread over several routes.   
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Table 17 

Gardiner Toll Plaza AET& ORT Bottom Line 

 

The NPV of the cumulative net revenue under the AET base case (assuming a $0.75 unregistered video 

surcharge) is estimated at $50.3 million or about $3.5 million greater than if the current operations 

were retained.  However, at the 90 percent confidence level, the NPV of net revenue drops to just 

$37.8 million (there is a greater range of risk at the Gardiner Toll Plaza since E-ZPass represents a 

lower share of transactions).  When compared with the lower capital cost of AET, the 10-year net total 

under the AET base case forecast is $46.5 million (about $6.7 million better than the “do nothing” 

scenario).  However, at the 90 percent confidence level, the 10-year total NPV is estimated at $34.0 

million, almost $6 million less than if current operations are retained. 

A review of the bottom line assessment for the Gardiner Toll Plaza suggests: 

� AET would generate about $6.7 million more in 10-year NPV revenue, after recognizing capital 

cost, compared to the continuation of current operations and assuming a $0.75 unregistered 

video surcharge; 

� There is considerably higher risk associated with AET at the Gardiner Plaza (in percentage 

terms).  But in dollar terms, the net risk is smaller.  Even at the 90 percent confidence interval, 

"Current" ORT Scenario AET Scenario (1)

Base Base 90% Conf. Base 90% Conf.

Item Case Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate

Toll Rate (cars)

Maine E-Zpass $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50

Other E-ZPass $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00

Cash $1.00 $1.00 $1.00   -   -

Registered Video    -    -    - $1.38 $1.38

Unregistered Video    -    -    - $1.75 $1.75

Average Daily Traffic (2015) 23,300 23,300 23,300 22,500 21,900

Net Traffic Diversion  -  -  - (800) (1,400)

10-Year Net Revenue (000)

Cumulative Estimate $60,710 $64,562 $62,922 $65,573 $49,514

Cum Estimate NPV (5%) $46,757 $49,678 $48,417 $50,270 $37,807

Net NPV Impact  - $2,921 $1,660 $3,513 ($8,950)

Capital Cost (HNTB) (000) $7,000 $14,400 $14,400 $3,800 $3,800

Cost Impact vs Current    - $7,400 $7,400 ($3,200) ($3,200)

10 Year Net Total (000) (2) $39,757 $35,278 $34,017 $46,470 $34,007

Net Difference from Base ($4,479) ($5,740) $6,713 ($5,750)

 (1) Assumes unregistered passenger car video surcharge is $0.75 and the registered video surcharge is $0.38.

 (2) 10 year net total equals NPV of 10 year net revenue less capital cost.
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where AET would generate $5.7 million less than the simple continuation of current 

operations, this is only slightly less than the 10-year net total for ORT;  

� In essence, AET has the potential to improve net revenue, after capital costs, while shifting to 

ORT would likely reduce the 10-year net total, based on the $14.4 million capital costs. 

Though it must be recognized that no cash surcharge is assumed for ORT while a $0.75 

unregistered video surcharge is assumed for AET; and 

� Higher toll rates would have to be charged to video users at the Gardiner Plaza, but the 

surcharge would be considerably lower than that required at York. 

In reviewing these bottom line conclusions, it should be recognized that the AET condition assumed 

only a very small percentage (5 percent) of former cash traffic would choose to register plates.  If MTA 

considers implementation of AET in the future, it should more thoroughly investigate opportunities to 

encourage pre-registration of plates, as this would likely reduce traffic diversions and slightly improve 

net revenue performance.  The Maine traveler market may be well adapted to this, since there are a 

large number of seasonal visitors which may not find it worthwhile to invest in electronic toll 

transponders, but who may make a sufficient number of trips (over a typical one to two week vacation 

period) to take advantage of the one-time registration of license plates. 
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Executive Summary 
A study produced by CDM Smith in April 2014 estimated that 3,400 to 5,500 vehicles per day would 
divert away from the York Toll Plaza if the plaza was converted to All Electronic Tolling (AET). This 
study analyzed the traffic impacts of the expected traffic diversion to non-interstate highways if the York 
Toll Plaza is converted to AET.  Data from the CDM Smith study was utilized to assess the impacts of 
this estimated diversion on US Route 1, State Route 236, and other area roadways.   

TWO METHODS OF ANALYSIS 
The traffic impacts of the diversion were analyzed for two different time periods – an average summer 
weekday and the peak hour of an average day (non-summer day) using two different methodologies due 
to the different characteristics of each. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Both analyses identified that traffic would increase on non-interstate highways and depending upon the 
time of year, the following municipalities would experience significant impacts to key roadways and 
intersections: 

• Ogunquit 
• York 
• Kittery 
• Eliot 
• Wells 
• South Berwick 
• Berwick 
• North Berwick 
• Sanford 
• Kennebunk 

 
Summer Analysis 
To analyze an average summer weekday, data from the Maine Department of Transportation’s 
(MaineDOT’s) travel demand model was used in collaboration with MaineDOT staff.  MaineDOT’s 
travel demand model provides forecasted traffic volumes that reflect an average summer weekday.  The 
travel demand model is a planning tool that looks at travel times and toll costs to determine the most 
likely routes of travelers. The MaineDOT’s travel demand model covers the entire state and includes 
some of the routes in New Hampshire near the border.  The travel demand model provides measures of 
effectiveness regionally and statewide.  The results capture the impacts not only during peak travel hours 
but also the off-peak travel hours of the day. 
 
The average summer weekday analysis showed that traffic impacts from installing AET at York Toll 
Plaza would increase traffic on non-interstate highways. Increases in daily summer traffic volumes are 
expected along US Route 1, with much higher increases in traffic on other non-interstate roadways in 
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York County such as State Route 236, State Route 109/9 between Exit 19 and US Route 1, and State 
Route 4 through the Berwicks.  Several roadways would see increases of daily summer traffic volumes of 
5-50%.  Travelers on these inland corridors will experience more delays at intersections already identified 
by MaineDOT as having a relatively poor level of service. Such intersections include the State Route 
236/Depot Road intersection in Eliot and intersections in downtown South Berwick where State Routes 4 
and 236 overlap.1   
 
Traffic impacts from installing AET at York Toll Plaza could result in an additional 10,715-19,982 
additional vehicle hours of travel in York County per summer day.  Peak summer traffic lasts about 10 
weeks.  This would result in an additional 750,000 – 1,400,000 vehicle-hours of travel (and corresponding 
additional vehicle emissions) per summer.    
 
Non-Summer Analysis 
A peak hour of an average day in Maine is the hour with the highest amount of traffic during a day where 
there is an average amount of traffic like May, September, or October.  During average traffic months, 
traffic volumes on US Route 1 are lighter and therefore it is expected that US Route 1 would be the 
roadway to attract most of the diverting traffic. The average day peak hour analysis focused on the peak 
hour impacts to key intersections affected by the diversion to the York Toll Plaza. 
 
The MaineDOT Statewide model was not used for the peak hour analysis as it is set up to model a 
summer weekday and it provides daily traffic volume results.  For this analysis, we used an industry 
accepted traffic analysis software tool – Synchro, results of a 2010 Origin and Destination Study, and 
travel time information from Google Maps.  
 
The peak hour analysis of an average day showed that two intersections in the study area that already 
operate at a LOS F would see expected delays triple.   At the intersection of US Route 1 at Shore Road 
and Beach Street in Ogunquit, average delays for Shore Road and Beach Street would increase from 73 
seconds (1.2 minutes) to 202-326 seconds (3.4-5.4 minutes). At the intersection of the Turnpike 
Connector and the SB Turnpike ramps in York, average delays for the southbound off-ramp would 
increase from 120 seconds (2 minutes) to 253-376 seconds (4.2-6.3 minutes).  Converting the York Toll 
Plaza to AET could triple the delays at the intersection of US Route 1 at Shore Road and Beach Street in 
Ogunquit and at the SB Turnpike ramps in York during a peak hour of an average day. 
 
A potential conversion of the York Toll Plaza to AET would cause the northbound direction of US Route 
1 in Ogunquit to operate over capacity and would cause the southbound direction to operate at 76-86% of 
its capacity during an average peak hour in May (which was analyzed as it represents a peak hour of an 
average day).  In other words, traffic backups and congestion would happen during peak hours of average 
traffic months if the York Toll Plaza is converted to AET. 
 
If the York Toll Plaza is converted to AET, there would be an increase in the number of hours during the 
year when traffic on US Route 1 would be congested in other words stop-and-go conditions. Traffic 
conditions on US Route 1 that are currently experienced in July and August would occur on the shoulder 
seasons. Significant traffic volume growth will occur in the months of May, June, September, and 
October. Stated more simply, summer-like traffic will expand into the Spring and Fall. 
 
During the summer, traffic volumes and corresponding emissions would increase on other non-interstate 
roads in York County.  Daily traffic volumes on some of the major non-interstate roadways in York 
County could increase by 5-50%, while traffic volumes on the Maine Turnpike decreases. What does this 

1 Maine Department of Transportation Bureau of Transportation Systems Planning. Route 236 Corridor Study Kittery – Eliot – S. Berwick: 
October 2008. 
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mean for the non-interstate roads?  Traffic at unsignalized intersections on impacted roadways would see 
more delay. The need for signals and intersection improvements at several unsignalized intersections 
would be accelerated. In contrast, the Maine Turnpike would see a proportionately small decrease in 
traffic. 
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Purpose 
A study produced by CDM Smith in April 2014 estimated that 3,400 to 5,500 vehicles per day would 
divert away from the York Toll Plaza if the plaza was converted to all electronic tolling (AET). This 
study analyzed the traffic impacts of the expected traffic diversion to non-interstate highways if the York 
Toll Plaza is converted to AET.  Data from the CDM Smith study was utilized to assess the impacts of 
this estimated diversion on US Route 1, State Route 236, and other area roadways.   
 

Detailed Analyses 
The estimate of diversion provided by CDM Smith represents the expected number of vehicles that would 
divert to non-interstate highways during an average day in the year 2015 due to a tolling surcharge for 
non-E-ZPass vehicles.   However, since the anticipated opening year for the AET project in York is now 
2019, the traffic analysis of this study focuses on 2019. 

2019 TRAFFIC DIVERSION ESTIMATES 
The range of values given by CDM Smith represents an average value of 3,400 vehicles and a 90th 
percentile confidence interval value of 5,500 vehicles.  A 90th percentile confidence interval value is the 
value at which there is a 90% chance of the actual value being lower than the estimate, or a 10% chance 
of the actual value being higher than the estimate.  Evaluating a range of estimates for diverting traffic 
gives a reasonable range of possible outcomes to assess risk. 
 
The values for 2019 were calculated from information provided in the CDM Smith report and in 
collaboration with CDM Smith.  The estimate of diversion from CDM Smith’s report for 2019 is 918,000 
vehicles per year, which would result in an average of 2,515 vehicles per day. CDM Smith also developed 
a 90th percentile confidence estimate for diversion in 2019 of 4,700 vehicles per day2.  

ANALYSIS TIME PERIODS 
The impacts of the diverting traffic were analyzed for the following time periods: 

1) An average summer weekday 
2) The peak hour of an average day   

 
These two time periods were selected because motorists are expected to act differently during these 
periods.  During an average summer weekday, traffic along the route parallel to the Maine Turnpike – US 
Route 1 is very congested and is therefore not very attractive for traffic diversion.  Traffic along US 
Route 1 is heavy for several hours of a typical summer weekday.  Therefore, it is important to understand 
the impacts of diverting traffic over an entire day during the peak summer traffic months.   The results of 
the analysis of an average summer day was measured in traffic volume increase or decrease, vehicle-
miles-traveled (VMT), vehicle-hours-traveled (VHT) and average speeds for all of York County. 
 
During months outside of the summer that are considered average, like May, September, or October, 
traffic can be expected to behave differently.  During average traffic months, traffic conditions on US 
Route 1 are lighter and therefore it is expected that US Route 1 would be the roadway to attract most of 
the diverting traffic.  To analyze this average condition, only the peak hour of the average day is 
analyzed. The results of the analysis of the peak hour of an average day was measured in traffic volume 
increase or decrease, level-of-service (LOS) and vehicle delays. 

2 Email from CDM Smith, February 26, 2016. The 90th percentile confidence estimate is an estimate of diversion that would not be exceeded 90% 
of the time. 
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Analysis of Average Summer Weekday 
An average summer weekday is a weekday (Monday through Thursday) during the months of July and 
August, and the last week of June.  To analyze an average summer weekday, data from the Maine 
Department of Transportation’s (MaineDOT’s) travel demand model was used in collaboration with 
MaineDOT staff.  MaineDOT’s travel demand model provides forecasted traffic volumes that reflect an 
average summer weekday.  The travel demand model is a planning tool that looks at travel times and toll 
costs to determine the most likely routes of travelers. The MaineDOT’s travel demand model covers the 
entire state and includes some of the routes in New Hampshire near the border.  The travel demand model 
provides measures of effectiveness regionally and statewide.  The results capture 24-hour impacts rather 
than peak hour impacts. 
 
The 2019 estimate of diversion (from the previous section) is 2,515 vehicles per day.  These diversion 
estimates represent diversion for an average day. But MaineDOT’s travel demand model represents a 
summer weekday, not an average day.  In coordination with CDM Smith, an estimate for summer 
weekday diversion was developed to check if the summer weekday diversion would be less than the 
average weekday diversion. 
 
A summer day has more traffic, but travelers are less likely to divert at the same rate as an average day 
because of the congestion on the parallel route – US Route 1.  It was estimated that the summer weekday 
diversion for 2019 would be higher than the average day estimates from the CDM Smith report. 
Therefore, the average day estimates developed by CDM Smith could be used for the analysis of a 
summer weekday.  
 
So, MaineDOT’s travel demand model was run with the input of the average diversion from the Maine 
Turnpike at York of 2,515 vehicles for a summer weekday. MaineDOT’s travel demand model was also 
run with the input for the 90th percentile diversion of an average day of 4,700 vehicles per day (from the 
previous section), in order to provide a range of values for diversion impacts. The results of the travel 
demand model for York County are summarized in Table 1. 
 

Table 1 –Traffic Impacts in York County due to AET, Summer Weekday 
 2019 Traffic 

Results without 
Diversion 

Increase due to 
Average Expected 
Diversion 

% Change from 
Expected 

Increase due 
to 90th 
Percentile  
Expected 
Diversion 

% Change 
from 
Expected 

Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) 

7,419,588 94,436 1% 202,692 3% 

Vehicle Hours 
Traveled (VHT) 

164,649 10,715 7% 19,982 12% 

Average Speeds 
(mph) 

45.1 -2.3 -5% -3.8 -8% 

 
The results of the travel demand model show that a toll surcharge  for non-E-ZPass users at the York Toll 
Plaza would increase the overall VMT and VHT in York County as vehicles divert from the Maine 
Turnpike to non-interstate highways – requiring additional travel time and distance.  The increase in VHT 
corresponds with a reduction in average speeds.  As vehicles leave the Maine Turnpike and use alternate 
routes, the distance that they travel becomes longer and this shows as an increase in VMT.  As the non-
interstate highways become more congested, the total time vehicles spend on the roads increases, which 
shows as an increase in VHT, and the speeds decrease.   
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As can be seen from Table 1, traffic impacts from installing AET at York Toll Plaza could result in an 
additional 10,715-19,982 additional vehicle hours of travel in York County per summer day.  Peak 
summer traffic lasts about 10 weeks.  This would result in an additional 750,000 – 1,400,000 vehicle-
hours of travel (and corresponding additional vehicle emissions) per summer.    
 
Some of the area roadways would be impacted more than others.  Depending on origins and destinations 
of travelers, some roads would be more attractive to those diverting travelers. Figures 1-4 show the 
increases and percentage increases of daily vehicles on non-interstate highways. 
 
As can be seen from Figures 1 and 3, increases in traffic volumes are expected along US Route 1, but not 
as much as other roadways such as State Route 236, State Route 109/9, and State Route 4.  Figures 2 and 
4 show that several roadways would see increases of daily traffic volumes of 5-50%.  Tables 2 and 3 
show the changes in traffic volumes for the major roads in the study area3. 
 
Table 2 – Average Daily Traffic Changes on Highways with York AET during Summer 
Roadway  Existing Traffic 

Volume 
Traffic Volume 
Change 

% Change 

Maine Turnpike 
North of the York 
Toll Plaza 

67,790 -2,515 -3.7% 

Route 1 11,973 777 6.5% 
Route 236 6,890 2,127 30.9% 
Route 109/9 6,153 1,062 17.3% 
Route 4 3,967 2,085 52.6% 
 
Table 3 – 90th Percentile Daily Traffic Changes on Highways with York AET during Summer 
Roadway  Existing Traffic 

Volume 
Traffic Volume 
Change 

% Change 

I-95 North of the 
York Toll Plaza 

67,790 -4,700 -6.9% 

Route 1 11,973 979 8.2% 
Route 236 6,890 2,116 30.7% 
Route 109/9 6,153 1,556 25.3% 
Route 4 3,967 1,878 47.3% 
 
As can be seen from Tables 2 and 3, only 3.7 to 6.9% of the traffic on the Maine Turnpike is expected to 
divert.  However, this traffic would divert to non-interstate highways where the increase in traffic can be 
5-50% over existing levels.  In other words, what would be a proportionately small decrease in traffic 
volumes for the Maine Turnpike will be a proportionately large increase for the non-interstate highways. 
 
As US Route 1 is already over capacity for several hours of a typical summer day, traffic shifts to other 
non-interstate highways in York County. The sum of the traffic volume changes shown in Tables 2 and 3 
does not equal zero because as non-interstate highways become congested, existing travelers of those 
highways change their routes (secondary shifts).  
 
  

3 The MaineDOT’s travel demand model loads traffic to the network at a limited number of points, which can have an effect on the appearance of 
the results. However, the order of magnitude of traffic changes are valid. 
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Analysis of Non-Summer Traffic 
A peak hour of an average day in Maine is the hour with the highest amount of traffic during a day where 
there is an average amount of traffic like May, September, or October.  During average traffic months, 
traffic volumes on US Route 1 are lighter and therefore it is expected that US Route 1 would be the 
roadway to attract most of the diverting traffic. The average day peak hour analysis focused on the peak 
hour impacts to key intersections affected by the diversion to the York Toll Plaza. 
 
The MaineDOT Statewide model was not used for the peak hour analysis as it is set up to model a 
summer weekday and it provides daily traffic results.  For this analysis, we used an industry accepted 
traffic analysis software tool – Synchro, results of a 2010 Origin and Destination Study, and travel time 
information from Google Maps.  
 
The process to analyze the peak hour of an average day was accomplished in the following steps each of 
which is described in more detail below: 

• Develop peak hour diversion estimates from CDM Smith’s daily estimates 
• Distribute the diverted trips onto the roadway network 
• Develop a study area based on the amounts of traffic diverted to the non-interstate highways 
• Perform a traffic capacity analysis for the intersections for a no-build and a build scenario 
• Perform a critical roadway link capacity analysis 

  
As identified previously, the estimated average diversion for 2019 is 2,515 vehicles per day and the 90th 
percentile confidence estimate is 4,700 trips per day. In order to determine the peak hour diversion of an 
average day, a K factor was developed. A K factor is the peak hour traffic volume divided by the daily 
traffic volume.  Data from the York Toll Plaza for a weekday in May from the most recent year data 
available was used to determine the K factor. A weekday in May corresponds to an average day on US 
Route 1.  A K factor of 0.078 was calculated from the York Toll Plaza data, which results in an expected 
peak hour diversion of 196 to 366 vehicles. 

TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
To create a traffic model for the analysis of a peak hour of an average day, a study area was established.  
Since traffic on US Route 1 is lighter on an average day, it was assumed that the majority of diverting 
traffic would not be influenced by roadway congestion and would choose either US Route 1 or another 
route such as State Route 236 depending on the traveler’s origin or destination.  Data from the Maine 
Turnpike Authority’s 2010 Origin and Destination Study was used to determine what percentage of the 
diverting vehicles would use US Route 1 or another route.  
   
In 2010, an origin and destination survey was conducted for the Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA).  A 
total of 61,500 surveys were distributed to Maine Turnpike patrons, with 21.3% or 13,095 surveys of 
those returned. This was a statistically valid number of responses that was received and yielded a 
confidence level of 95%.  It is reasonable to assume that the data collected in the 2010 origin and 
destination survey is representative of the current pool of Maine Turnpike patrons.  Therefore, this data 
was used to distribute diverting trips if the York Toll were converted to AET. 
 
The first step in developing the distribution of the diverting trips was to apply a series of filters to the 
13,095 surveys received and only consider those that were considered “valid” for the purposes of 
evaluating diversion at the York Toll Plaza.  The following is a breakout of the filters used and the total 
number of surveys remaining after that filter was applied. 
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Trips passing through the York Toll (4,068 surveys) 
This filter was used to extract only those surveys that reported a trip passing through the York Toll Plaza 
(i.e. northbound trips entering the Maine Turnpike at or south of Exit 7 and exiting north of Exit 7 and 
southbound trips entering the Maine Turnpike north of Exit 7 and exiting at or south of Exit 7). 
 
Cash Trips (1,228 surveys) 
This filter was used to extract only those surveys that reported paying tolls via cash.  This filter was 
applied because HNTB assumes that all patrons who currently use the York Toll and pay using E-ZPass 
would continue to use the York Toll if it were converted to AET. 
 
Trips not willing to convert to ETC (853 surveys) 
Survey participants were asked, in 2010, if they would be willing to convert from cash to E-ZPass if the 
York Toll were converted from a conventional toll plaza to an Open Road Tolling (ORT) facility.  HNTB 
assumes that if a patron would be willing to convert to E-ZPass if the York Toll were converted to an 
ORT facility then they would also be willing to convert to E-ZPass if it were converted to an AET facility 
as well.  As a result, patrons that responded positively to this question were removed from further 
consideration. 
 
Valid Trips (843 surveys) 
An additional 10 surveys were determined to contain inaccurate and/or missing information that would be 
required for the analysis (i.e. a northbound trip reporting with an end destination of New York).  These 
were also removed from consideration. 
 
The remaining 843 surveys are representative of patrons who use the York toll plaza, use cash to pay 
tolls, and would not be willing to convert to E-ZPass if the York Toll were converted to AET.  Moreover, 
these surveys are representative of the patrons that would likely divert to avoid the York Toll. 
 
The next step was to determine what percentage of traffic would use US Route 1 to avoid the York Toll.  
It is reasonable to assume that patrons would either A) avoid the York toll by using US Route 1 between 
the York (Exit 7) and Wells (Exit 19) interchanges or B) completely divert from the Maine Turnpike.  To 
do this, Google maps was used to first estimate the travel time using the Maine Turnpike and then 
estimate the travel time to completely divert the Maine Turnpike by using the “Avoid Tolls” toggle.  To 
develop a travel time for a trip that would divert from the Maine Turnpike using US Route 1 between 
York and Wells, 13 minutes was added to the trip time given by Google Maps that could have been made 
by staying on the Turnpike. The travel times to divert using US Route 1 between York and Wells were 
then compared to the travel times to completely divert from the Maine Turnpike.  All trips whose travel 
time was greater than 15 minutes to avoid US Route 1, were assumed to avoid the York Toll using US 
Route 1 between the York and Wells interchanges.  Note that HNTB assumed that all northbound trips 
ending in or southbound trips originating from a town that was either bisected by or located east of I-95 
would divert using US Route 1. Figure 5 shows the destination towns of the non-E-ZPass users from the 
origin and destination survey. 
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As shown in Figure 5, all trips with either a northbound destination or a southbound origin located in a 
town that is shaded in gray are assumed to divert the York toll using roads other than US Route 1.  Of the 
843 surveys considered, a total 75 surveys (or 8.9%) reported one of these trips. Therefore, it can be 
expected that only 8.9% of the traffic diverting the York Toll would divert using roads other than US 
Route 1 during an average day. 

STUDY AREA 
The study area for the peak hour of an average day analysis, includes the two interchanges on either side 
of the York Toll Plaza – Exits 7 and 19, the parallel arterial (US Route 1), and arterial roads that provide 
access to Exits 7 and 19 – the Turnpike Connector in York, and State Route 9/109 in Wells. Other roads 
were not included in this analysis as the MTA origin and destination survey data indicates that 9% of the 
trips would not use US Route 1.  The intersections that were chosen include those that are expected to 
have increased turning traffic volumes as well as the intersection of US Route 1 and Beach Street/Shore 
Road in Ogunquit due to the complexity of that intersection.  
 
The study area contains the following three signalized intersections:  

• State Route 109/9 and the Exit 19 ramps 
• State Route 109/9 and US Route 1 
• US Route 1 and the Turnpike Connector/Stonewall Lane 

 
The remaining three intersections analyzed are unsignalized. They are the following: 

• Exit 7 NB ramps and the Turnpike Connector (stop controlled) 
• Exit 7 SB ramps and the Turnpike Connector (stop controlled) 
• US Route 1 and Beach Street and Shore Road (stop controlled) 

TRAFFIC DATA COLLECTION 
In order to gain a better understanding of the existing traffic conditions in the study area, traffic data was 
gathered from available sources. The data collected was used in performing traffic capacity analysis, 
which estimates traffic congestion and delay.  The traffic data that was gathered included 24 hour traffic 
data as well as hourly turning movement counts. 
 
Twenty-four hour traffic data was gathered from available sources.  The most recent data available for an 
entire year was gathered for the following locations: 

• US Route 1 in Ogunquit at the location of MaineDOT’s permanent count station,  
• York Toll Plaza  

 
Existing hourly turning movement data were collected for the study area intersections from various 
sources. The turning movement data that was collected was taken during average traffic months (May, 
September, and October). 

PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CAPACITY ANALYSIS DESCRIPTION 
An industry accepted traffic analysis software, Synchro, was used to analyze study area intersections.  
Synchro is a microsimulation traffic model whose methods are based on the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM)4.  The HCM is an industry-accepted manual that sets forth a methodology to determine the level 
of service at which traffic operates.   
 
Level of Service (LOS) is a qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream.  
LOS is based on service measures such as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic 
interruptions, comfort and convenience.  Letters designate each level ranging from A to F, where a LOS 

4Transportation Research Board.  Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, D.C.: 2000. 
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of A represents free flow operating conditions and LOS F represents a stop-and-go congested condition.  
Descriptions of each LOS designation are as follows: 

• LOS A represents free flow.  The general level of comfort and convenience to the motorist is 
excellent. 

• LOS B is in the range of stable flow but the level of comfort and convenience is somewhat less 
than at LOS A. 

• LOS C is in the range of stable flow, but marks the beginning of the range of flow in which the 
operation of the individual users becomes significantly affected by the presence of other 
motorists.  The general level of comfort and convenience declines is noticeable at this level. 

• LOS D represents high density but stable flow.  The motorists experience a generally poor level 
of comfort and convenience.  Small increases in traffic flow will generally cause operations 
problems at this level. 

• LOS E represents operating conditions at or near the capacity level.  Comfort and convenience 
levels are extremely poor.  Operations at this level are usually unstable because small increases in 
flow or minor perturbations within the traffic stream will cause breakdowns. 

• LOS F represents a stop-and-go condition.  More vehicles are on the roadway than can be 
accommodated. 

 
Generally, most agencies consider a LOS D or better to be an acceptable design standard.  Tables 3 and 4 
summarize the relationship between delay and LOS for unsignalized intersections and signalized 
intersections, respectively. 
 

Table 3- LOS Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections 
Level of Service Delay per Vehicle (sec) 

A 0.0 to 10.0 
B 10.1 to 15.0 
C 15.0 to 25.0 
D 25.1 to 35.0 
E 35.1 to 50.0 
F Greater than 50.0 

 

Table 4 - LOS Criteria for Signalized Intersections 
Level of Service Delay per Vehicle (sec) 

A 0.0 to 10.0 
B 10.1 to 20.0 
C 20.1 to 35.0 
D 35.1 to 55.0 
E 55.1 to 80.0 
F Greater than 80.0 

 
The traffic analysis model Synchro was used to analyze traffic conditions in the study area for 2019 No-
Build and 2019 Build conditions.   

 2019 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 
The process of analyzing traffic within the study area involved starting with peak hour of traffic that 
represents a peak hour for an average day.  The hour 3:00-4:00 was found to be the highest hour of a 
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typical May weekday for the York Toll Plaza and the count station on US Route 1 in Ogunquit. As such, 
the hour of 3:00-4:00 would yield the peak hour of the study area.  
 
A traffic network was set up from the traffic data that was gathered.  The peak hour traffic volumes were 
assumed to grow at a rate of 1.1% per year to the opening year of 2019. The peak hour growth rate is 
consistent with the historic growth rate measured on US Route 1 in Ogunquit during May in the study 
area.  
 
2019 No-Build traffic congestion and delays were analyzed using the methods described in the previous 
section. The traffic volumes were input into the traffic capacity model and analyzed.  The delay and LOS 
ratings for each of the nine study area intersections are illustrated in Table 6.  
 

Table 6 – 2019 No-Build Delay & LOS Summary 
Intersection Description Control Delay (s) LOS 

Route 1 at Turnpike Connector/Stonewall 
Lane in York Signal 18.3 B 

Route 1 at Route 9/109 in Wells Signal 12.1 A 
Route 1 at Shore Road and Beach Street in 
Ogunquit Stop 73.3 F 

Turnpike Connector and the NB Turnpike 
ramps in York Stop 6.6 A 

Turnpike Connector and the SB Turnpike 
ramps in York Stop 120.3 F 

Route 9 and the Turnpike ramps in Wells Signal 16.6 B 
 
The level of service results for unsignalized intersections reflects the average delay on the stop controlled 
approaches to the intersection.  The level of service results for signalized intersections reflects the overall 
delay for the entire intersection.  As shown, two of the intersections in the study area are not expected to 
operate at an acceptable level of service in 2019:   

• Route 1 at Shore Road and Beach Street in Ogunquit 
• Turnpike Connector and the SB Turnpike ramps in York 

 

2019 BUILD TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 
The average traffic diversion and 90th percentile confidence traffic diversion estimates were distributed 
onto the 2019 study area roadway network based on current traffic distribution at the York Toll Plaza. 
These Build condition traffic volumes were input into the traffic capacity model and analyzed.  The delay 
and LOS ratings for each of the nine study area intersections are illustrated in Table 7.  
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Table 7 – 2019 Delay & LOS Summary 

  2019 No Build 

2019 Avereage 
Diversion with 

AET 

2019 90th 
Percentile 

Diversion with 
AET 

Intersection Description 
Traffic 
Control Delay (s) LOS Delay (s) LOS Delay (s) LOS 

Route 1 at Turnpike Connector/Stonewall 
Lane in York Signal 18.3 B 20.1 C 24.9 C 

Route 1 at Route 9/109 in Wells Signal 14.6 B 17.7 B 20.1 C 
Route 1 at Shore Road and Beach Street in 
Ogunquit Stop 73.3 F 202.4 F 326.2 F 

Turnpike Connector and the NB Turnpike 
ramps in York Stop 6.6 A 6.6 A 7.3 A 

Turnpike Connector and the SB Turnpike 
ramps in York Stop 120.3 F 253.1 F 375.8 F 

Route 9 and the Turnpike ramps in Wells Signal 13.9 B 15.8 B 17.3 B 
 
As shown, all intersections analyzed would worsen with AET.  Some experience moderate increases in 
delay, while others would see significant increases in the amount of time it would take to travel through 
these intersections.  The two intersections in the study area that are not expected to operate at an 
acceptable level of service in 2019 would worsen significantly with additional diversion.  At the 
intersection of US Route 1 at Shore Road and Beach Street in Ogunquit, average delays for Shore Road 
and Beach Street would increase from 73 seconds (1.2 minutes) to 202-326 seconds (3.4-5.4 minutes). At 
the intersection of the Turnpike Connector and the SB Turnpike ramps in York, average delays for the 
southbound off-ramp would increase from 120 seconds (2 minutes) to 253-376 seconds (4.2-6.3 minutes).  
Converting the York Toll Plaza to AET could triple the delays at the intersection of US Route 1 at Shore 
Road and Beach Street in Ogunquit and at the intersection of the SB Turnpike ramps and the Turnpike 
Connector in York during a peak hour of an average day. 
 

CRITICAL ROADWAY LINK CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
In addition to the intersection analysis, a roadway link capacity analysis was also performed.  Hourly 
traffic volumes are required to conduct this analysis.  The MaineDOT maintains a permanent count 
station in Ogunquit located just north of Captain Thomas Road.  Figure 1 shows the hourly traffic 
volumes that occurred on an average weekday in August 2014 on US Route 1 Southbound.   
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Figure 6 – Hourly Traffic on US Route 1 Southbound in Ogunquit during August 2014 Weekdays 

 
 
 
As can be seen from Figure 6, traffic volumes on US Route 1 southbound peaks around 10:00 a.m. and 
falls slightly and remains steady at around 700 vehicles per hour for seven hours.  The pattern that this 
graphic shows is that there is more traffic demand than available roadway capacity.  The capacity for the 
roadway is the amount traffic that gets through the count station on US Route 1 every hour during the 
plateau – about 700 vehicles per hour.  Therefore, whenever traffic on US Route 1 in Ogunquit reaches 
700 vehicles per hour per direction, traffic conditions become congested.  
 
According to the traffic count data on US Route 1 for an average weekday in May, there were 428 
southbound vehicles and 515 northbound vehicles during 2014. If peak hour traffic grows at the rate of 
1.1%, then the expected peak hour traffic volumes for 2019 would be 450 southbound vehicles and 541 
northbound vehicles. Table 8 shows the expected 2019 traffic volumes with diverted traffic. 
 

Table 8 – 2019 Average Day Peak Hour Traffic on US Route 1 in Ogunquit 
 2019 Traffic 

without 
Diversion 

Traffic 
Volume/ 
Capacity 

Average 
Diversion plus 
2019 Traffic 

Traffic 
Volume/ 
Capacity 

90th Percentile 
Diversion plus 
2019 Traffic 

Traffic 
Volume/ 
Capacity 

Northbound 541 0.77 637 0.91 721 1.03 
Southbound 450 0.64 532 0.76 603 0.86 
 
As can be seen from Table 8, a potential conversion of the York Toll Plaza to AET would cause the 
northbound direction of US Route 1 in Ogunquit to operate at 91-103% of its capacity and would cause 
the southbound direction to operate at 76-86% of its capacity.  If a roadway operates at or over capacity, 
then the amount of traffic that wants to use the roadway cannot be accommodated. Traffic conditions 
become congested with stop-and-go traffic. The traffic demand would spill into the next hour which 
affects traffic conditions in that hour.   
 
Traffic backups and congestion would likely occur in the northbound direction during peak hours in May 
(an average traffic month) if the York Toll Plaza is converted to AET. The southbound direction would 
also experience additional delays due to the increased volume to capacity ratio.  The months of June, 
September, and October typically have more traffic than May and therefore, traffic backups and 
congestion would occur during peak hours of these months, as well.  Table 9 shows an analysis of hourly 
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traffic count data for May, June, September, and October.  As can be seen from Table 9, there could be 2 
– 3 times as many hours of traffic congestion on US Route 1 during average traffic months if the York 
Toll Plaza is converted to AET. 
 

Table 9 – 2019 Hours of Congested Traffic on US Route 1 in Ogunquit 
Month Total Number of Congested Traffic 

Hours during Month   
Total Number of Congested Traffic 
Hours during Month with Average 
Diversion 

May 22 62 
June 77 164 
September 97 193 
October 33 94 

Conclusions 
This study analyzed the traffic impacts of the expected traffic diversion if the York Toll Plaza is 
converted to AET. The traffic impacts of the diversion were analyzed for two different time periods – an 
average summer weekday and the peak hour of an average day due to the different characteristics of each. 
 
Both analyses identified that traffic would increase on non-interstate highways and depending upon the 
time of year, the following municipalities would experience significant impacts to key roadways and 
intersections: 

• Ogunquit 
• York 
• Kittery 
• Eliot 
• Wells 
• South Berwick 
• Berwick 
• North Berwick 
• Sanford 
• Kennebunk 

 
The average summer weekday analysis showed that traffic impacts from installing AET at York Toll 
Plaza would increase traffic on the non-interstate highways. Increases in daily summer traffic volumes are 
expected along US Route 1, with much higher increases in traffic volumes on other non-interstate 
highways in York County such as State Route 236, State Route 109/9, and State Route 4.  Several 
roadways would see increases of daily summer traffic volumes of 5-50%.  Travelers on these inland 
corridors will experience more delays at intersections already identified by MaineDOT as having a 
relatively poor level of service. Such intersections include the State Route 236/Depot Road intersection in 
Eliot and intersections in downtown South Berwick where State Routes 4 and 236 overlap5. 
 
The peak hour analysis of an average summer day showed that two intersections in the study area that 
already operate at a LOS F would see expected delays triple.   At the intersection of US Route 1 at Shore 
Road and Beach Street in Ogunquit, average delays for Shore Road and Beach Street would increase from 
73 seconds (1.2 minutes) to 202-326 seconds (3.4-5.4 minutes). At the intersection of the Turnpike 
Connector and the SB Turnpike ramps in York, average delays for the southbound off-ramp would 
increase from 120 seconds (2 minutes) to 253-376 seconds (4.2-6.3 minutes).  Converting the York Toll 

5 Maine Department of Transportation Bureau of Transportation Systems Planning. Route 236 Corridor Study Kittery – Eliot – S. Berwick: 
October 2008. 
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Plaza to AET could triple the delays at the intersection of US Route 1 at Shore Road and Beach Street in 
Ogunquit and at the SB Turnpike ramps in York during a peak hour of an average day. 
 
A potential conversion of the York Toll Plaza to AET would cause the northbound direction of US Route 
1 in Ogunquit to operate over capacity and would cause the southbound direction to operate at 76-86% of 
its capacity during an average peak hour in May (which was analyzed as it represents a peak hour of an 
average day).  In other words, traffic backups and congestion would happen during peak hours of average 
traffic months if the York Toll Plaza is converted to AET. 
 
If the York Toll Plaza is converted to AET, there would be an increase in the number of hours during the 
year when traffic on US Route 1 will be congested in other words stop-and-go conditions.  Traffic 
conditions on US Route 1 that are currently experienced in July and August would occur on the shoulder 
seasons. Significant traffic volume growth will occur in the months of May, June, September, and 
October. Stated more simply, summer-like traffic will expand into the Spring and Fall. 
 
 
During the summer, traffic and corresponding emissions would increase on other non-interstate highways 
in York County.  Daily traffic volumes on some of the non-interstate highways in York County could 
increase by 5-50%, while traffic volumes on the Maine Turnpike decreases. What does this mean for the 
non-interstate roads?  Traffic at unsignalized intersections on impacted roadways would see more delay. 
The need for signals and intersection improvements at several unsignalized intersections would be 
accelerated. In contrast, the Maine Turnpike would see a proportionately small decrease in traffic 
volumes. 
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195 Church Street, Suite 7A 

New Haven, CT  06510 

tel: 203 865-2191 

fax: 203 624-0484 

 

July 22, 2016           
 
Mr. Peter Mills 
Executive Director 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 
Portland, ME 04102 

 

Subject: Comments on Final eTrans Report “Shortfalls in MTA’s Response to the 
Army Corp of Engineers (March 30, 2016)” 

 
 

Dear Peter: 

As requested, CDM Smith has reviewed the final eTrans Report “Shortfalls in MTA’s Response to 
the Army Corp of Engineers (March 30, 2016)”. This report summarizes our findings in light of 
the specific work we did regarding the York Mainline conversion to either AET or ORT and in 
light of our experience on other similar work throughout the United States. 
 

Introduction 
CDM Smith was (and still is in most cases) the traffic engineering consultant to a number of the 
agencies mentioned in the eTrans report where AET has been implemented, including for the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission, the Central Florida Expressway Authority, and for Highway 
407 in Toronto (the first AET facility in North America). In addition, the Florida Turnpike, the 
Maryland Transportation Authority, the E-470 Public Highway Authority (Colorado), the Harris 
County Toll Road Authority (Texas), and many more have deployed AET based on CDM Smith 
traffic and revenue studies. The same approach and considerations for those studies were taken 
into account as part of our analysis of AET and ORT impacts at the York Toll Plaza. 
 
The CDM Smith Study for the Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) was conducted without bias for 
either AET or ORT, but rather on the mix of variables specific to the York (and Gardiner) toll 
plaza. These variables are unique for each and every toll facility. The mix of in-state versus out-
of-state cash customers, overall cash market share, license plate successful read rate, valid 
department of motor vehicle address records, toll diversion, and more, are all location specific. 
They determine the potential levels of revenue leakage under AET and ORT, as well as the level 
of video or cash surcharges required to make up any toll revenue shortfalls.  
 
In the end, we did not recommend either AET or ORT, but rather only the measures required to 
ensure net revenue neutrality for both. Based upon the impacts of these measures, previous 
professional tolling recommendations, and an MTA staff recommendation, the MTA Board of 
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Directors selected ORT.  Based on our national experience and a number of technical project-
specific risk factors including the percentage of MTA income at risk at York, the mix of out-of-
state and Canadian traffic, the cash market share, the toll surcharge, and traffic diversion, it is 
our professional opinion that the MTA decision was prudent and consistent with good tolling 
practice nationally. 
 
Following are responses to each section of the eTrans report, as they apply to the work conducted 
by CDM Smith and summarized in our “Maine Turnpike ORT/AET Impact Analysis (March 18, 
2014)”. 
 

Response to eTrans Report:  Cover Page 
The cover page of the eTrans report provides a table which contrasts ORT versus AET on several 
key elements. All ORT characteristics are labeled as “marginal” or “poor”, while those for AET are 
all labeled as “best”. It is odd that a “toll cost to customer” category has not been included since 
this is the aspect of any toll road that most directly affects all users. If “toll cost to customer” were 
to be considered, ORT would be labeled as “best” since no changes would be required for cash or 
E-ZPass customers (compared to existing rates). AET would likely merit a “worst” label since a 
substantial $3.00 surcharge would be required for video (current cash) customers in order to 
maintain net toll revenue neutrality.  
 
It is also misleading for the author to show the “Life-cycle Costs/Retained Revenue” to be “best” 
under AET and “poor” for ORT. The only reason for the net positive result under AET is due to 
the $3.00 video surcharge needed to recover lost revenue. Later in the eTrans report (see Section 
3.3.d, page 17) the author says the $3.00 video surcharge is “significantly greater than those likely 
to occur”. Without that level of video surcharge, net toll revenue losses would be significant under 
AET (based on our analysis). 
 
While the CDM Smith study did not analyze the other components this table ranks, I would take 
exception to the “poor” ranking under ORT for “Safety” and “Customer Service”. Numerous 
studies (including experience at MTA’s converted ORT facilities, as well as those in neighboring 
New Hampshire) have shown that ORT dramatically reduces accidents compared to traditional 
mixed use (cash and E-ZPass) toll plazas.  Regarding “Customer Service”, some of the top focus 
group responses we have had for those opposing AET is the loss of customer service via the toll 
attendants. Those motorists indicated that they liked the option to pay cash and ask toll 
attendants for directions or for help in case of emergencies. These are certainly not reasons to 
maintain toll collectors, but it does provide ORT with a heightened customer service option not 
available with AET. 
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Response to eTrans Report:  Section 1.0 (Executive Summary) 
In Section 1.0, the author takes issue with the level of traffic diversion CDM Smith estimated 
under AET. He makes two arguments. First, the CDM Smith estimates of 3,400 to 5,500 daily trips 
diverting to alternative routes is far too high. And, second, that these levels of diversion are 
“assumed to be realized over the long term.”  
 
The 3,400 daily diversion value is CDM Smith’s base case estimate for diversion assuming AET 
was implemented in 2015. The 5,500 daily diversion level is based on CDM Smith’s financial risk 
analysis assuming a 90 percent confidence level. Risk analyses are often performed in order to 
provide the financial community (rating agencies, bond insurers, and investors) with some level 
of assurance that a toll authority’s financial obligations can be met. A detailed description of CDM 
Smith’s risk analysis is provided in our Study Report.  
 
The eTrans author seems to imply that there is no alternative road way capacity to absorb this 
level of diversion. Travel in the southern coastline area of Maine is highly seasonal. As shown in 
the table below, July and August traffic levels greatly exceed those in other months. Traffic 
volumes and congestion can be severe during these two peak summer months. Relatively little 
diversion would occur during these two months (though not necessarily during off peak night 
time periods). However, for half the year, traffic volumes are about half those during the two peak 
summer months. During these periods the alternative routes would have ample capacity to 
absorb significant levels of diversion to avoid a doubling of the video toll at York. 
 

 

York Toll Plaza 2015

Monthly Traffic Variations

Monthly

Month Variation

January 64.3 %

February 63.9

March 75.1

April 85.1

May 102.2

June 114.2

July 147.9

August 152.3

September 116.8

October 103.7

November 88.9

December 82.3

Average 100.0
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The eTrans author’s second comment regarding diversion, that these levels of diversion are 
“assumed to be realized over the long term,” is simply untrue. Table 5 (page 21) of the CDM Smith 
report provides the information summarized in the table below. As shown, CDM Smith base case 
diversion levels decrease from 3,449 per day in 2015 to less than half that level by 2025 (at 1,627 
per day). These decreases in diversion are largely the result of the assumed continued shift from 
video transactions to E-ZPass (which has no AET toll surcharge) over time. 
 

 
 
In an attempt to support his statements regarding CDM Smith’s high diversion levels, the author 
then uses experience on the Tobin Bridge (formally known as the Mystic River Bridge), which 
recently converted to AET. 
 
In an attempt to demonstrate that the diversion rates we estimated at the York Toll Plaza are too 
high when AET is assumed, the eTrans report cites the fact that traffic volumes on the Tobin 
Bridge actually increased for the five month period including August through December 2015 
compared to the same five month period in 2014. Over this period, traffic increased by 7.4 percent. 
His conclusion, therefore, is that AET does not result in toll diversion. 
 
This example does not make any sense for three reasons. First, conversion to AET at the Tobin 
Bridge took place in July 2014. Thus, AET was operational during both of the time periods they 
analyzed. So, the growth rate they show really only reflects normal background growth or growth 

CDM Smith Estimated Annual

Diversion at York Toll Plaza

Assuming Conversion to AET

Estimated Estimated

Annual Daily

Year Diversion Diversion

2015 1,259,000 3,449

2016 1,164,000 3,189

2017 1,076,000 2,948

2018 994,000 2,723

2019 918,000 2,515

2020 847,000 2,321

2021 782,000 2,142

2022 721,000 1,975

2023 664,000 1,819

2024 611,000 1,674

2025 594,000 1,627
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from other non-AET related sources. For this comparison to be meaningful, they would need to 
have compared August through December 2013, when there was no AET, versus August through 
December 2014, when there was AET. 
 
Secondly, the toll diversion rates developed in the CDM Smith report are based on the $3.00 
(passenger car) toll increase that would be incurred by video customers under AET. This would 
be double the current cash toll rates. Toll rates on the Tobin Bridge were $3.00 for cash and $2.50 
for E-ZPass (car rates) prior to conversion to AET. Upon conversion to AET, the rates remained 
unchanged at $3.00 for video (also referred to as toll-by-plate) and $2.50 for E-ZPass. So, even if 
the author had chosen the correct time periods to compare, we would not have expected any toll 
diversion to occur at the Tobin Bridge because there was no additional video toll surcharge. 
 
Thirdly, even if the author had selected the correct time periods to compare and a similar toll 
increase had occurred at the Tobin Bridge, it is impossible to know, without careful analysis, what 
level of toll diversion would be expected at this highly urban location. Simply using this as an 
example because it converted to AET is not sufficient to say that diversion rates should also be 
similar those in the York corridor. 
 
What is most important regarding the AET conversion at the Tobin Bridge is the actual impact it 
has had on toll revenue collection. The eTrans report does not mention the fact that video 
payment violations rates have been very high at this location. An April 1, 2015 article in the New 
Salem News (http://www.salemnews.com/news/local_news/motorists-racking-up-hefty-fines-
for-unpaid-cashless-tolls/article_23bb90f3-ed93-5940-ae1b-7ff8aea11ed1.html) wrote the 
following: 
 

“Figures from the state Department of Transportation reveal that from mid-July 
to Dec. 31 the state collected less than half of the $2.7 million in pay-by-plate tolls 
billed to motorists crossing the Tobin during that time.  
 
[M]otorists who didn’t pay up after getting bills in the mail have been hit with 
more than $3.2 million in late fees and other charges, with MassDOT collecting 
only $600,000 of that by the end of the year.” 
 

As a result of such high violation rates, MassDOT felt it necessary to forgive tolls through an 
amnesty program.  Specifically, MassDOT issued the following notice on this subject: 
(https://www.paybyplatema.com/pbp/Desktop/Default.aspx): 
 

http://www.salemnews.com/news/local_news/motorists-racking-up-hefty-fines-for-unpaid-cashless-tolls/article_23bb90f3-ed93-5940-ae1b-7ff8aea11ed1.html
http://www.salemnews.com/news/local_news/motorists-racking-up-hefty-fines-for-unpaid-cashless-tolls/article_23bb90f3-ed93-5940-ae1b-7ff8aea11ed1.html
https://www.paybyplatema.com/pbp/Desktop/Default.aspx
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“Important Notice: Effective June 1st, 2015 all current delinquent customers will be 
offered an amnesty settlement. All Pay By Plate fees will be waived and all Registry 
of Motor Vehicles (RMV) holds will be removed. Only outstanding tolls will need 
to be paid in full. This amnesty program is for Tobin Bridge outstanding fees only.” 
 

Violation fees are meant to both deter motorists from not paying the toll and to help make up for 
lost toll revenue from those who do violate and never pay. So, while this amnesty program may 
help in collecting some lost toll revenue, the loss of fee revenue will result in continued net 
revenue losses.  
 
For comparative purposes, the total video uncollectible rate assumed by CDM Smith for the York 
Toll Plaza is 42.2 percent (Table 1, page 14). This includes losses from both unbillable transactions 
and uncollectible transactions. In spite of the slightly lower video collection assumptions CDM 
Smith developed for the York Toll Plaza, the revenue risk is much higher compared to that for 
the Tobin Bridge. 
 
In the case of the Tobin Bridge, video transactions account for only about 15 percent of total 
transactions. This means that a 50 percent video loss rate results in revenue leakage of only about 
7.5 percent. In addition, the Tobin Bridge only accounts for about 7.7 percent of total MassDOT 
Turnpike System toll revenue. The situation at York, however, is quite different. At York, about 
30 percent of current transactions are cash (versus 15 percent at Tobin Bridge), thus putting twice 
the revenue at this location at risk. In addition, the York Toll Plaza is the single highest revenue 
generating location on the Maine Turnpike accounting for just over 40 percent of total system 
revenue in 2015 (versus 7.7 percent for Tobin Bridge).  
 
It is also almost comical that the eTrans report uses an example 60 miles south of the York Toll 
Plaza (on an entirely different road and in a different type of area) when the closest example of a 
successful toll conversion can be found just a 15 minute drive south of the York Toll Plaza on I-
95 in Hampton, New Hampshire. The New Hampshire DOT converted the traditional mixed use 
(cash and E-ZPass) barrier toll plaza in Hampton to ORT in 2010. Following its success, they 
converted the Hooksett Mainline Toll Plaza in 2013. Current plans are for the conversion of the 
Dover and Rochester plazas by the 2021-2022 time period. 
 
In 2011 Hampton Toll Plaza on Interstate 95 was selected as one of the top ten transportation 
projects in the country in that year's competition based upon judging in three categories: "on 
time", "under budget", and "innovative management". The competition was sponsored by the 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), AAA, and the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce (https://www.nh.gov/dot/media/nr2011/nr090111i95.htm). 

https://www.nh.gov/dot/media/nr2011/nr090111i95.htm
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And upon conversion of the Hooksett Toll Plaza, NHDOT Turnpikes Administrator Chris 
Waszczuk noted that the benefits of implementing ORT at the Hooksett Tolls include 
(https://www.nh.gov/dot/media/nr2013/20130522-open-road-tolling.htm): 

 Improved customer convenience 
 Reduced travel time – 270,000 hours annually 
 No lines or stopping to pay tolls 
 Reduced fuel consumption – 465,000 gallons annually 
 Improved air quality – less vehicle idling and delays 
 Safer – no lane changing or slowing down 
 30% discount for E-ZPass "passenger type" vehicles 

The author of the eTrans report seems to be so focused on promoting AET at all costs, that he 
neglects to see (or look for) any benefits afforded by ORT. The New Hampshire example is but 
one of many successful ORT conversions throughout the country. Other examples include the 
New Jersey Turnpike and Garden State Parkway (NJ), Pennsylvania Turnpike, Central Florida 
Expressway, and many more. 

 
Response to eTrans Report:  Section 2.0 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Observations/Requests and MTA’s Response) 
 
In Section 2.2 of the eTrans report the author states that toll revenue leakage under ORT has been 
underestimated, thus making it look more favorable versus AET. It is true, that intentional toll 
cheats would be able to use the E-ZPass lanes under ORT. But, the same is true with conventional 
toll plazas with dedicated E-ZPass lanes (which there are at the York Toll Plaza). Thus, conversion 
to ORT would not result in any (or only minimally more for those who mistakenly get in the 
express E-ZPass ORT lanes) additional revenue leakage compared to conventional toll plazas. 
Under AET, revenue leakage occurs when cameras do not take a clear image of the plate, when 
the department of motor vehicles has incorrect address information, or when motorists do not 
pay invoices. 
 
Regardless of what the author says on this point, actual experience of ORT revenue collection on 
the Maine Turnpike at the converted New Gloucester Toll Plaza has shown that there is negligible 
revenue loss. CDM Smith is the traffic engineering consultant to the Pennsylvania Turnpike, the 
New Jersey Turnpike, and the Garden State Parkway (NJ). Toll revenue leakage at locations where 
ORT has been implemented has not been an issue. The same can be said for experience at the 
Hampton and Hooksett Toll Plazas in New Hampshire. 
 

https://www.nh.gov/dot/media/nr2013/20130522-open-road-tolling.htm
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For some reason, the eTrans report notes the following, which is totally irrelevant to their 
argument regarding increased ORT revenue leakage (page 5): 
 

“In addition, E-ZPass lane violations are not limited to just open road lanes in 

ORT operations.  For example, the E-ZPass lanes on the Pennsylvania 

Turnpike (gate-free lanes in the toll plazas) have been subject to such fraud 

and abuse that:  

 

“When the Pennsylvania Turnpike’s fiscal year ended in May 

(2015), there were $33.3 million still outstanding in unpaid tolls.”xxi 

 
Therefore, for this study to assume only modest violations in ORT lanes at the 
York Toll Plaza is overly optimistic and biases the results against AET.” 

 
Citing this experience in Pennsylvania is irrelevant and misleading for several reasons.  First, if, 
as the author asserts, this $33.3 million in revenue loss is not attributable to ORT, but rather to 
gate free E-ZPass only lanes (referred to as “slip ramps” by the Pennsylvania Turnpike 
Commission), then it is plainly clear this has nothing to do with ORT. Secondly, had the author 
correctly understood what the $33.3 million outstanding tolls referred to, he would not have made 
this argument at all. In fact, the $33.3 million referred to represents unpaid tolls for the entire 
system, including ORT plazas, slip ramps, and conventional toll plazas (which form the vast 
majority of the Pennsylvania Turnpike toll system). They also represent the cumulative two-year 
total in unpaid tolls. It should also be noted that while $33.3 million sounds like a substantial 
amount, given the total two-year revenue collection on the Pennsylvania Turnpike, this amounts 
to only a little more than 1.5 percent of systemwide toll revenue. But, again, the bigger point here 
is that the $33.3 million dollar unpaid tolls referenced has nothing to do with ORT revenue loss 
(either on the Pennsylvania Turnpike or on the Maine Turnpike). 
 
Further, if eTrans had read down a little farther in the Pennsylvania Turnpike article from which 
it quoted, it would have seen that Turnpike Commission Chair Sean Logan said his “concern is 
the level of unpaid and uncollected tolls will increase dramatically if the turnpike continues down 
the road to all electronic tolling without the authority to go after violators with an enforcement 
mechanism that gets drivers attention”. 
 
In Section 2.4 the eTrans report again uses incomplete and misleading information from another 
real world example of AET conversion to argue that AET is good and ORT is bad. Unfortunately, 
this fails as well. They cite the Central Florida Expressway (CFX) Authority as having “recently 
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studied AET deployment throughout the U.S. and Canada and elected to move forward with AET 
deployment…” CDM Smith is the traffic engineering consultant to the CFX Authority and 
conducted the traffic and revenue studies leading to their recent decision to implement AET.  
 
Based on the eTrans report, one would be forgiven for interpreting this statement to mean that 
the CFX Authority decided to convert its entire system to AET. In fact, that is not the case. AET, 
in this case, will be implemented on a new expansion project as part of a western beltway around 
Orlando, FL. Total toll revenue on the new AET segment is estimated to amount to $1.2 million 
after one year of operation. Total CFX toll revenue in that same year is estimated to amount to 
$451.5 million; thus, AET revenue will account for 0.3 percent of total system toll revenue (revenue 
forecasts for the AET segment and total system are from the Central Florida Expressway Authority 
FY 2015 General Traffic and Earnings Consultant’s Annual Report, CDM Smith, February 2016).  
 
This proposed toll segment is, in many ways, a good candidate for AET. It will serve a highly 
commuter oriented market and is expected to have more than 80 percent SunPass (Florida’s 
equivalent to E-ZPass) participation. In addition, it will serve as an ideal pilot program for any 
further expansion projects since any losses at this location would not present a revenue risk to 
the CFX Authority. None of these conditions are true of the York Toll Plaza. Finally, the eTrans 
author does not mention that all of the current CFX Authority toll system was converted from 
traditional toll collection to ORT several years ago; they have no plans to convert any of the 
existing ORT plazas to AET. 
 

Response to eTrans Report:  Section 3.0 (Environmental, Safety and Financial 
Issues Not Properly Addressed in MTA’s Analysis) 
 
Section 3.3 specifically deals with “Shortfalls in the MTA’s Financial Analyses”. The eTrans 
assertions here fall into the following categories: 
 

1. The CDM Smith report should have considered a life-cycle cost analysis instead of a net 
revenue analysis. 

2. The CDM Smith report limited its analysis to a 10-year time frame. 
3. The CDM Smith report focused on a worst case scenario instead of a most likely scenario. 
4. The AET video surcharge amounts are higher than those for other AET facilities and 

inconsistent with “Good Industry Practices”. 
5. CDM Smith estimates of toll diversion are too high. 
6. CDM Smith underestimated cash revenue leakage rates under ORT. 
7. CDM Smith assumed different business rules for AET than they did for ORT. 
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Items #1 and #2 – These two are related. We provided net AET and ORT traffic and revenue 
impacts over a 16-year period from 2015 through 2030 (see CDM Smith report Tables 5 and 6). 
We also conducted a net present value analysis of the revenue impacts along with estimated 
capital costs for both AET and ORT over a ten-year period. CDM Smith did not recommend either 
AET or ORT based on this analysis, but rather provided technical analysis and a professional 
measurement of impacts, and left that decision up to the MTA.  
 
The structure of the analysis, however, is consistent with studies CDM Smith has conducted for 
numerous other toll authorities. Furthermore, this is the type of information that is requested by 
the financial industry (rating agencies, bond insurers, and investors). Maximum focus, from their 
point of view, is on the risk to toll revenue and the ability of a toll agency to maintain minimum 
debt service coverage ratios. In this case, AET introduces more revenue risk than does ORT, thus 
the need for the $3.00 video surcharge. Capital costs related to construction of a new toll plaza 
(be it AET or ORT) is substantially less risky. Cost incurred in construction are well established 
and represent a one-time expenditure. Revenue losses, on the other hand, can occur on an annual 
basis. Consistent with other tolling agency practices nationally, I would think that the MTA 
would be much more concerned with preservation of its long term revenue stream, when 
compared to the one time capital cost to construct a new toll facility. 
 
Item #3 – This is simply not the case. CDM Smith’s base case (see Tables 5 and 6 of the CDM 
Smith report) reflects “a most likely scenario”. We incorporated actual experience at MTA 
regarding nearly every variable considered in the analysis. Table 1 of CDM Smith’s report 
highlights several of the key assumptions in the model that MTA staff provided based on actual 
experience. The same is true on the cost side of the equation (image review costs, mailing costs, 
etc.). The author of the eTrans report may think these variables are too high or that they will 
change in the future. In order to maintain a strong bond rating, we must base our analysis on 
current operations. Rating agencies are not interested in “up-side” forecasts and do not rate toll 
agencies on what might happen in the future. If anything, they are much more interested in the 
“down-side”. Thus, the CDM Smith report also conducted a risk analysis at both a 90 percent and 
95 percent confidence level in order to provide the MTA (as well as rating agencies and others, if 
needed) some measure of confidence that debt service coverage levels could be maintained with 
either 90 percent or 95 percent confidence. 
 
Item #4 – This is an odd statement. No toll rates (whether cash, E-ZPass, or video) are set based 
on “Industry Standards”. Rates are set to meet operating, capital, and debt service needs. The 
video surcharges estimated for the York Toll Plaza are based on factors unique to this location, 
including a majority of out-of-state travelers (including a significant number of Canadian 
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customers), high cash paying market share (which would be video under AET), a high number of 
invalid department of motor vehicle addresses, current violation payment experience, etc.  
 

Item #5 – Diversion levels developed in the CDM Smith study were discussed above in detail. 
 

Item #6 – The eTrans author again questions CDM Smith leakage rates for ORT, arguing they 
should be much higher. This, too, was discussed above in detail. 
 

Item #7 – The CDM Smith analysis assumed the same business rules for both AET and ORT. The 
eTrans report does not give any examples of where different business rules were used, so it is 
difficult to respond beyond this. Perhaps they are conflating assumed cash leakage rate 
assumptions under ORT versus those assumed under AET as being based on business rules. Those 
types of assumptions are not business rules, but rather actual operating characteristics based on 
MTA’s own experience and on the experience of other ORT facilities such as those in New 
Hampshire, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and elsewhere. 
 

Response to eTrans Report:  Section 4.0 (Summary)   
 

CDM Smith has no comments on this section. 
 

To repeat what was said in the Introduction, CDM Smith entered into this assignment without a 
bias toward AET or ORT. We have conducted many studies where the preferred outcome was for 
conversion to, or the introduction of, AET. As clearly stated in our report, AET is not infeasible, 
but rather must be accompanied by a substantial video surcharge in order to maintain net toll 
revenue neutrality. ORT at York, on the other hand, would not require any additional toll 
surcharges to maintain revenue neutrality on MTA’s system. The MTA selected ORT.  Based on 
our national experience and a number of technical project-specific risk factors including the toll 
surcharge, the percentage of MTA income at risk at York, the mix of out-of-state and Canadian 
traffic, the cash market share, and traffic diversion, it is our professional opinion that the MTA 
decision was and remains prudent. 
 

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at your convenience.   
 

Very truly yours, 

 
 
Gary T. Quinlin 
Project Manager 
CDM Smith, Inc. 
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Shortfalls in MTA's Response 

to the 
 

Army Corp of Engineers 
 

 

Anticipated Environmental and Other Impacts 
at York Toll Plaza for  

MTA Recommended Option vs. All Electronic Tolling (AET) 
 

Estimated Impacts \ Option 
ORT/Cash@ 

MM 8.8 
AET @MM 

6.7 

NRCS Wetland (Ac) 1.01 0 
Stream (ft) 801 0 

Vernal Pools 21 0 

FEMA Flood Plain (Ac) 0.31 0 

Threatened/Endangered Species 
Habitat 

31 0 

Right-of-Way 0.31,3 0 
Net Environmental Gain No Yes 

Meets Engineering Requirements Some1 Yes 

Safety (Toll collectors and public) Poor Best 

Satisfies Purpose & Need Marginally Best 
Customer Service Poor Best 

Estimated Construction $ $ 40.8 M2 $ 3.8 M2 

Life-cycle Costs/Retained Revenue Poor Best 

 
Acceptability:     Best  Marginal  Worst 

 

 

Prepared 

by 

The eTrans Group, Inc. 
 

for 
 

The Town of York, Maine 
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1.0    Executive Summary 
 

The Maine Turnpike Authority's (MTA) recent recommendation for replacing the existing York 

Toll Plaza with a new, hybrid toll plaza at Milepost 8.8 that offers cash and open road toll (ORT) 

options is inconsistent with its own findings.  

On March 17, 2010, after studying options for the York Toll Plaza for several years, the Maine 

Turnpike Authority (MTA) submitted a Draft Phase I reporti for the environmental review 

process by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE).  In its May 5, 2010 responseii to the MTA's 

initial submittal, the ACOE noted that the MTA: 

 did not properly consider safety issues associated with conventional (cash) toll 

collection; iii and,  

 

 dismissed one-wayiv and all electronic tolling (AET)v options inconsistent with Federal 

Highway Administration Guidelines for environmental review per Section 404 (b)(1) of 

the Clean Water Act (hereafter referred to as Guidelines).  

 

The MTA commissioned CDM Smith to conduct "an impact assessment for possible conversion 

to Open Road Tolling (ORT) or All Electronic Tolling (AET) at two toll plazas on the Maine 

Turnpike." vi  However, this study (Final Draft released on March 18, 2014) does not respond to 

several ACOE requests. It is also fraught with significant structural and other issues that bias its 

results against AET.  (e.g. Under the direction of the MTA, the CDM Smith study only considered 

an AET pilot program at these two plazas).vii  Nevertheless, even with significant bias in their 

results, after "considering traffic, toll rates, operating costs, net revenue over a 10-year period, 

and capital costs to a hypothetical continuation of the current cash collection of tolls" viii: 

   The CDM Smith study found AET to be a   

            "financially feasible option" at the York Toll Plaza.ix 

CDM Smith also noted that: "AET offers free flow travel for all motorists with lower overall 

capital costs."x   
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However, limitations of scope of this study result in biases in the results, including an 

estimated  $3.00 (passenger car) surcharge xi would be required for those customers not 

actively enrolled in the ETC program (up to 20% of ALL customers).  The author is unaware of 

any MTA policy this would violate,  though a $3.00 surcharge is rarely required. A significant 

surcharge is normally charged AET customers who use the license plate toll option and do not 

pre-enroll in the AET program.  This is done to avoid those actively enrolling in the AET program 

from cross-subsidizing the costs of those that do not actively enroll.  This is the fair and 

equitable approach.  

This  study also stated that: "The imposition of a $3.00 video surcharge is also estimated to 

result in diversion of traffic to US Route 1 from 3,400 to 5,500 per day." xii  Further, it appears  

that traffic diversions from 3,400 to 5,800  per day were assumed to be realized over the long 

term. This is not likely as these levels of traffic diversion would be a major portion of that traffic 

assumed not actively enrolled in the AET program.  And, even if traffic diversions at these levels 

did occur initially, the congestion the diverted traffic would encounter on US Route 1 would be 

so bad that few motorists would leave the MTA mainline a second time and word about the 

anticipated congestion on the alternative route would be quickly spread amongst the motoring 

public.  i.e. The problem would be self-regulating and not occur over the long term. Further, 

traffic diversions at these levels have not been experienced elsewhere.  

The Mystic River Bridge (60 miles south of the York Toll Plaza) converted to all AET in July, 2014.  

While highway engineers argued that there would be significant traffic diversion, there was no 

drop in traffic after AET was installed.  In fact, traffic increased by over 7%.  (See data below.) 

Total Transactions - Mystic River Bridge  

AET Implemented in July 2014 

Month / 
Year Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Year Total 

2014 1,029,823 996,819 1,022,968 931,389 959,549 10,677,868 

2015 1,122,826 1,056,865 1,102,529 1,003,845 1,022,756 11,023,092 
Change 93,003 60,046 79,561 72,456 63,207 345,224 

Increase 9.03% 6.02% 7.78% 7.78% 6.59% 7.44% 

  Source:  Massachusetts Turnpike Authority 
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This is particularly significant because drivers using this facility have three options to avoid AET:  

US Route 93 (no tolls), the Ted Williams Tunnel (ORT), or the Callahan Tunnel (ORT).  

Even though an abnormally high level of traffic diversion was assumed upon the 

conversion to AET, CDM Smith found the AET option at the York Toll Plaza financially 

feasible in spite of the fact that this study suffers from several major shortfalls which 

bias the results of this work against the AET option at the York Toll Plaza. 

CDM Smith study also noted that  

"the plaza reconstruction cost <of AET> is greatly reduced.  As importantly, there is 

essentially no additional right-of-way typically required, since the gantries are 

constructed across existing roadways only.  AET also has the benefit of virtually 

eliminating accident risk at toll plaza locations; toll plazas typically represent high 

accident locations on toll roads across the country." 
 
xiii 

On July 23, 2015 the MTA released the results of a Jacob's Engineering study that reviewed the 

safety and environmental impacts of five alternative solutions for the York Toll Plaza.xiv  

However, even though CDM Smith found AET financially feasible, an AET alternative was not 

considered for the York Toll Plaza in these analyses. Therefore, the significant environmental 

and safety benefits of the AET option were not considered.  In summary, 

The MTA eliminated the AET option from the York Toll Plaza analyses even though 

its own advisors found it to be economically feasible.   

This report provides a summary of the information requested by the ACOE and the MTA's 

response to these requests. Environmental, safety and financial issues not properly addressed 

by the MTA in its alternatives analyses are also presented.  

This report demonstrates that the AET option is, by far, the most environmentally friendly 

option.  It also demonstrates that the AET option eliminates all of the safety issues associated 

with collection of tolls at the roadside, as well as the costs and risks associated with this type of 

toll operation.  Consideration of all such costs, as well as realistic estimates of net retained 

revenue, in a life-cycle cost analysis should also demonstrate that AET is the most financially 

feasible alternative for the York Toll Plaza. 
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2.0     U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Observations/Requests and 
the MTA's Response 
 

2.1  Major Oversights in the MTA Submittal 
 

In its May 5, 2010 responsexv to the MTA's initial submittal, the ACOE noted that the MTA's 

analyses: 

 did not properly consider safety issues associated with conventional (cash) toll 

collection; xvi and, 

 

 dismissed one-wayxvii and all electronic tolling (AET)xviii options inconsistent with 

Federal Highway Administration Guidelines for environmental review per Section 

404 (b)(1) of the Clean Water Act (hereafter referred to as Guidelines). 

 

The MTA has yet to appropriately respond to these concerns. 

 

2.2  Other Issues the ACOE Requested the MTA Investigate 
 

The ACOE asked the MTA to investigate: 

 

1) "available and practicable strategies <that> exist to address out of state/country toll 

collection"; xix and, 

 

2)  "the percent loss in revenue with high speed electronic toll collection within the 

context of a mixed tolling arrangement" <including> other state's experiences with 

this option". xx 

 

However, the MTA has yet to appropriately respond to these requests. 

A number of commercial options are available to increase the effectiveness of collecting tolls 
from out of state vehicles, including: 

http://bestpass.com   and   https://platepass.com 

https://platepass.com/locations/
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There have also been several mobile apps introduced to help resolve this issue, including: 

https://www.bancpass.com/ptoll/    and    http://www.paytollo.com/ 

There is also at least one company currently offering to provide toll payment services through 

cell phones.  Other commercial solutions will also likely be introduced.  Collectively, these and 

other commercial solutions will likely have a significant impact on the ability of the MTA and 

others to collect out of state tolls. 

The CDM Smith Study commissioned and managed by the MTA also assumed a slight increase 

in Open Road Toll (ORT) violations at the York Toll Plaza - citing no observed increase in 

violations at the New Gloucester Toll Plaza since introduction of ORT as justification for this.  

However, though not routinely reported for several reasons, toll authorities throughout North 

America have been wrestling with escalating ORT violations.  In addition, E-ZPass lane violations 

are not limited to just open road lanes in ORT operations.  For example, the E-ZPass lanes on 

the Pennsylvania Turnpike (gate-free lanes in the toll plazas) have been subject to such fraud 

and abuse that:  

"When the Pennsylvania Turnpike’s fiscal year ended in May <2015>, there were 

$33.3 million still outstanding in unpaid tolls."xxi 

Therefore, for this study to assume only modest violations in ORT lanes at the York Toll 

Plaza is overly optimistic and biases the results against AET.  

 

In response to the MTA's initial submittal, the ACOE also asked the MTA to: 

 

      3)  provide a technical response to York's recommendation to carry the AET option 

forward into Phase II of the Highway Methodology process that addresses: xxii 

 

a) how losses in toll revenue under the AET toll option might be mitigated 

b) how revenue risks can be reduced to a practicable level, and 

c) the availability and practicability of  "innovative enforcement programs". 

 

The MTA has yet to appropriately respond to these requests. 

 

The ACOE also asked the MTA to 

 

     4)  provide a technical response to the Whippoorwill Home Owners Association's 

(WHOA): xxiii 
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"compelling arguments that AET is in fact, economically practicable, particularly if the 

high costs of new toll plaza construction, long-term maintenance costs of a new toll 

plaza, and employee salaries are eliminated. Equally compelling is their position that the 

AET would meet the majority of project goals." 

  

The MTA has yet to appropriately respond to this request. 

 

The ACOE also asked the MTA to: 

 

       5)   "consider an AET option but with a design that enabled conversion/expansion in the 

event that "leakage" could not be addressed or exceeded acceptable thresholds." xxiv  

 

The MTA has yet to appropriately respond to this request. 

 

2.3  MTA's Response to ACOE Requests - A Quick Summary 
 

Of the ACOE requests (above) in response to MTA's initial submittal: 

 

#1) and #2) were given only cursory review; xxv  

#3 a), b) and c) do not appear to have been addressed; 

#4) was not given adequate consideration in the study commissioned by the MTA; 
xxvi and,  

#5) was dismissed though no defensive reason was presented. xxvii  

 

On March 18, 2014 the MTA released the results of a CDM Smith studyxxviii it had 

commissioned to conduct an independent assessment of conversion to ORT versus pilot AET 

operations at the York and the Gardiner toll plazas on the Maine Turnpike. CDM Smith 

developed a detailed model to analyze the potential net revenue impacts of both AET and 

ORT at each toll plaza. That effort included a waterfall algorithm to estimate revenue 

recovery rates at different stages in the process and a detailed sensitivity analyses of the 

impacts of variations in their major assumptions (e.g. the potential impacts of speculative 

AET pricing surcharges).   

 

Primary objectives of this study commissioned by the MTA and major assumptions in the 

analyses resulted in the retention of significant bias against AET in the MTA's recent 

evaluation of alternative solutions for the York Toll Plaza.  For example, the MTA study 

never considered full deployment of AET: 
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"The Maine Turnpike Authority may ultimately consider all electronic tolling on the full 
system in the future, but this analysis only addressed the potential pilot implementation 
of AET or ORT at the York and/or Gardiner facilities." xxix   
 

Therefore, under the direction of the MTA, the CDM Smith study only evaluated the 

benefits of an AET pilot program at two of the 18 (eighteen) toll plazas operated by the 

MTA. This resulted in many of the costs associated with the ORT option and benefits of the 

AET option being overlooked. (The impacts of how this assumption biased the MTA's 

analyses are explained in further detail in the summary of Safety and Financial Analyses 

below.) Therefore, the results of this studyxxx are subject to many of the same limitations as 

the MTA's previous alternative evaluation efforts that were biased against AET. xxxi  

 

Further, on July 23, 2015 the MTA released the results of a Jacob's Engineering study to review 

the safety and environmental impacts of five alternative solutions for the York Toll Plaza.xxxii 

However, under the direction of the MTA, an AET option was not considered for the York Toll 

Plaza in these analyses. Therefore, the significant environmental and safety benefits of AET 

were not considered; and, as a result, all electronic tolling (AET), a technology successfully 

introduced on the Highway 407 ETR in Toronto, Ontario, in 1997, and successfully implemented 

at dozens of toll facilities throughout the world since then, has been overlooked in the final 

options for the York Toll Plaza to be reviewed in detail. 

 

2.4  The MTA Dismissed AET - the Most Viable Option for the York Toll Plaza  
 

Twenty five toll authorities are currently operating AET successfully in the U.S. and Canada, and 

several more authorities are planning for the implementation of AET in the near future.  There 

are also several AET operations in South America (Chile, Brazil), Europe , Scandinavia, Japan and 

Australia, and AET has been recently deployed in the Caribbean and South Africa. Many of 

these operations have been operating AET successfully for over a decade. These AET operations 

also span a wide variety of operating conditions, from deploying AET on green-field facilities 

where the initial transponder penetration was in the low teens when toll collection started (e.g. 

H407 ETR in Toronto), to successfully collecting tolls from large percentages of vehicles from 

outside of the country including several operations in Europe.   
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 Source: Central Florida Expressway Authority, February 2016 
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The Central Florida Expressway Authority, which serves large volumes of out of state travelers, 

recently studied AET deployments throughout the U.S. and Canada and elected to move 

forward with AET deployment because AET.xxxiii 

a) greatly reduces the environmental impacts of toll collection 

b) reduces capital, operations and maintenance costs 

c) requires less right-of-way  

d) offers increased traffic throughput, 

e) eliminates the safety issues with toll plazas, and  

f) leads to less driver confusion.   

Nevertheless, the MTA has dismissed AET again even though the AET option for the York Toll 

Plaza: 

 

a) has essentially no environmental impacts (AET actually enables reclamation of 

several acres of wetlands resulting in a net environmental gain), 

  

b) eliminates the safety risks (and costs of crashes) of collecting cash tolls at the 

roadside,  

 

c) is the better option financially (once all anticipated capital and operating costs and 

net revenue are considered in a life-cycle cost analysis), 

 

d) avoids the congestion (and its commensurate environmental impacts) associated 

with collecting cash tolls at the roadside, and  

 

e) provides those using the Turnpike with a level of service significantly better than 

other options.  

 

According to the ACOE:  

 

"An alternative can only be dismissed if it is not available, not practicable (after 

considering cost, logistics, and available technology), or more environmentally 

damaging." xxxiv 

Since AET is clearly available, the MTA has not demonstrated that AET is not practicable, 

considering costs, logistics and available technology, and the AET option offers a net positive 

environmental impact, the AET option should not have been dismissed.  
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3.0     Environmental, Safety and Financial Issues Not Properly Addressed 
in MTA's Analyses 
 

Several environmental impacts have been identified with the hybrid toll plaza proposed for 

Mile Marker 8.8 (refer to summary above), not the least of which is possible intrusion on 

nearby homes (noise, light and groundwater impacts).  The AET solution for upgrade of the York 

Toll Plaza imposes none of these impacts on the community. Additional details on the 

environmental and safety benefits of the AET option are presented below.   

Residences Near Proposed Location of Relocated York Toll Plaza 

 

  Source:  Town of York Maine 
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3.1  Environmental Benefits of an AET Solution for the York Toll Plaza 

An AET toll gateway has been proposed immediately North of the Connector at MM 6.7.   

 
 

 All Electronic Tolling Footprint at Mile Marker 6.7 is the  
Best Solution 

from an Environmental Perspective xxxv 

 

The net aquatic and wetlands environmental impacts of an AET toll gateway at 

this location are positive. 

 

An AET toll gateway at this location allows the reclamation of several acres of wetlands once 

the existing toll plaza footprint outside of the mainline R/W can be abandoned - without 

transferring the environmental problems at the existing toll plaza to a new location such as the 

pristine environment that currently exists at MM 8.8.   

An AET toll gateway at MM 6.7 avoids negative impacts to housing. 

The AET option eliminates the need to spread additional salt on the roadway at the toll gateway 

during inclement cold weather to improve the safety of both vehicles and pedestrians at a 

barrier toll plaza. The impacts of oil, brake, radiator fluid and other contaminates that, like salt, 

can leach into the groundwater are also minimized by the AET option because vehicles are not 

required to stop to pay a toll. Since many of the homes along the MTA corridor in this area are 

served by groundwater wells, this is a significant environmental benefit of the AET option.  

Though the recommended location for the new York Toll Plaza at MM 8.8 is not expected to 

displace existing residences, homes in the area could be significantly impacted by other 
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environmental impacts such as noise, vehicle emissions and light intrusion should a new hybrid 

toll plaza be built at that location.  

By negating the need to stop and queue vehicles on the corridor, the AET option avoids the 

heavy vehicle braking and acceleration noise and increased vehicle missions associated with 

imposing a stop and go environment on through traffic.  The AET option also offers a 

commensurate reduction in fuel consumption for roadway users. Also, unlike the 

recommended hybrid toll plaza at MM 8.8, the AET solution at MM 6.7 would not impose visual 

blight on the corridor, or introduce additional impacts from vehicular noise and emissions.  

Further, although  nighttime lighting would be required at the AET toll gateway, the impacts of 

this lighting on housing along the MTA corridor at MM 6.7 would be significantly less than the 

impact of lighting for an ORT and cash toll plaza at MM 8.8 since the interchange immediately 

south of the proposed AET toll gateway at MM 6.7 is already artificially lit. 

3.2 Safety Benefits of an AET Solution for the York Toll Plaza 
 

An AET toll gateway immediately North of the Connector at Mile 

Marker 6.7 is the best solution from a safety perspective. 

The MTA and its advisors repeatedly identify safety as a primary concern in their alternative 

evaluations for the York Toll Plaza, including providing comparative safety issues between 

options being investigated. However, the AET option was inappropriately dismissed early in the 

original analysis (July 2006), xxxvi and eliminated from the list of viable options by the MTA 

during its recent review. Therefore, the significant safety benefits of the AET option have not 

been given adequate consideration.    

The York Toll Plaza is currently identified as a High Crash Location (HCL) by the Maine DOT.xxxvii  

A summary of Jacob's efforts to review crash data on the Turnpike identifies possible roadway 

alignment or other geometric issues that could be problematic for location of a toll plaza.xxxviii  

However, no estimates appear to have been made regarding the possible increase in crashes 

that will occur from introducing a toll plaza at the alternative locations investigated.  Cash toll 

collection at the roadside requires placement of a physical barrier across the roadway to stop 

vehicles paying the toll. Therefore, the ORT solution proposed by the MTA introduces several 

major conflicts into the traffic flow.  In addition to the physical barriers - the toll booths and 

safety appurtenances around them, the ORT solution requires vehicles to merge from traffic, 

slow, get in queue with other vehicles, stop to pay the toll, then accelerate and safely merge 

back into traffic as they approach mainline speeds.  In addition, though a tunnel under the toll 

plaza can help reduce pedestrian safety issues, pedestrian traffic within the immediate confines 

of the toll plaza will invariably occur and introduce additional conflict.  
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Introducing a toll plaza to a mainline corridor creates an inherently dangerous situation where 

one may not have existed - a phenomenon that is well documented in the literature.  

Relocating an ORT solution for the York Toll Plaza to a "safer" 

location only relocates the inherent problems associated with 

the toll plaza environment to the new location. 

A hybrid solution like that being proposed (ORT and cash toll collection) reduces the safety 

issues somewhat. However, the fact that a barrier toll plaza is proposed where a significant 

portion of mainline traffic will be required to merge from traffic, successfully navigate through 

the toll plaza, pay the toll, then merge back with mainline traffic, will cause accidents.  

The AET option for the York Toll Plaza reintroduces free-flow traffic 

operations on the  Maine Turnpike at this location and avoids all of the 

safety issues associated with a toll plaza in their entirety. 

 

Source: Central Florida Expressway Authority, February 2016 
  

A recent study funded by SAFER-SIM and the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 

evaluated the safety effectiveness of converting from traditional mainline toll plazas (TMTP) 

and Hybrid Mainline Toll Plazas (HMTP) to All-Electronic Toll (AET) collection.xxxix  (Attached)  

Before and after data were collected from one hundred mainline toll plazas on more than 750 

miles of toll roads in Florida.  The data indicate that converting from a TMTP to an AET 

operation resulted in an average reductions of 77, 76, and 67 percent for total, fatal-and-injury 
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and Property Damage Only (PDO) crashes, respectively. The safety benefits of converting from a 

HMTP to an AET operation resulted in reductions of 23, 29 and 19 percent for total, fatal-and-

injury, and PDO crashes respectively. xl The results of this work demonstrate that converting to 

an AET operation significantly improves traffic safety for all crash categories, especially, 

fatalities.  Such conversions also change tolling points from amongst the highest risk locations 

on expressways to posing safety risks associated with routine expressway segments. 

  

The significance of the risk of fatalities at conventional barrier toll plazas is exemplified by the 

fact that there have been several fatal crashes at toll plazas in the region in recent years. 

These include two fatal crashes at the Hampton Toll Plaza on I-95 in New Hampshire, which is 

essentially an extension of the Maine Turnpike.  Two fatal crashes have also occurred at toll 

plazas in Massachusetts and New Jersey. 

  
I-95 (New Hampshire) Hampton Toll Plaza October 2010 
I-95 (New Hampshire) Hampton Toll Plaza May 2015 

 

 New Hampshire Turnpike Merrimack Toll Plaza August 2015 
 Massachusetts Turnpike Auburn Toll Plaza  July 2015               

  
Garden State Parkway Paramus Toll Plaza  October 2015 
Atlantic City Expressway Egg Harbor Toll Plaza November 2015 

 

Note that five of these fatal crashes were within the last year! 
  
Further, although there were no fatalities, in March 2016 six people were injured when a 

vehicle struck two toll booths at the Newark Toll Plaza on I-95 in Delaware, and four people 

were injured when a car failed to stop at the Delaware Toll Plaza just outside of Newark. 

 

Crashes involving personal injury are far more frequent and can be catastrophic. Though not a 

fatal crash, the following video of a tractor trailer crashing through a Dover Toll Booth on the 

Spaulding Turnpike in May 2015 demonstrates the major risks of collecting cash at the 

roadside.   

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pE_83KbHp7g 

 

Treacherous winter driving conditions that frequent this region greatly increase the risk of a 

serious incident at this location. The fact that a significant share of the motorists using the York 

Toll Plaza are from out of State, many of whom are unfamiliar with the area and the Toll Plaza , 

further increases the likelihood of a major incident at this location.  

As long as a physical barrier is used to collect tolls at the York Toll Plaza,  

a major vehicular crash (whether it is at its current location or a new location)  

is not a matter of IF, but WHEN. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pE_83KbHp7g


 

The eTrans Group, Inc. Page 15 March 30, 2016 

Estimates of the costs of all such crashes should be included in the life-cycle cost analyses 

conducted for the alternatives analyses reviewing options for the York Toll Plaza.  As with other 

costs of AET conversion, these costs should be estimated on a systems-wide basis. 

 

Thefts at roadside toll collection points are a safety issue that also appear to 

have been overlooked by the MTA. 

Theft at roadside toll collection points pose significant risk to MTA personnel and the public - 

exemplified by two recent robberies at toll plazas in the North East. On Sunday afternoon, January 10, 

2016, at an East Orange tollbooth on the Parkway. The perpetrator  

"leaned into the tollbooth, pushed the attendant out of the way and took money from 

the drawer before he drove away," xli  

Though revenue loss from this incident was likely limited by cash drawer management policies 

established by the authority, collecting cash at the roadside poses a significant risk to life and 

limb for both MTA personnel and the public at large during such robberies.  These events 

exemplify the risks of armed robbery where cash is collected at the roadside - a risk that can be 

more effectively managed in a customer service center environment through the 

implementation of AET. 

3.3 Shortfalls in the MTA's Financial Analyses 

Good industry practice suggests that a financial analyses of alternative options for a project of 

this magnitude (refurbishing or relocating the York Toll Plaza) consist of a review of the life-

cycle costs of the most-likely operating scenario for each option being considered, as well as a 

sensitivity analysis of the possible impact on the results of variations in major assumptions. 

However, the MTA's financial analysis falls significantly short of expectations.  

Structurally, there are three significant oversights in the financial analyses of the AET option: 

a) Estimates were developed of retained revenue (vs. life-cycle costs that consider 

net revenue). The MTA commissioned study also appeared to focus on a worst case 

(assuming estimated worst case conditions) instead of estimating the results of the 

most likely scenario.  This appears to have included assuming that significant 

revenue losses and diverted traffic would be sustained throughout the 10 year study 

period instead of the most likely scenario.  This suggests that MTA management 

would do nothing to manage toll operations to improve revenue collections, reduce 

violation activity and minimize diversion over time.  One has to assume that this 

would not be the case.  
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b) The study commissioned by the MTA only considered deployment of a pilot AET 

toll operation at the York and Gardner toll plazas. The remainder of the MTA 

operation was assumed to operate "as is", which is mostly in conventional (cash) toll 

collection mode. Therefore, cost savings from AET operations at the 16 (sixteen) 

remaining toll plazas on the Turnpike - locations not affected by  out-of-state traffic 

and the challenges associated with collecting these tolls as the York Toll Plaza 

location - were not considered. 

When analyzing AET, economies of scale must also be considered. Amortizing the fixed 

costs of back office operations of AET over all 18 locations is a key component of the 

total cost savings. As part of their AET conversion plan, the Massachusetts Department 

of Transportation will be computerizing the reading and, upon conversion, invoicing all 

cash users throughout their system. Each license plate becomes an account that can be 

invoiced on a scheduled basis. Because the single largest group of cash payers on the 

Maine Turnpike are Mainers, it is easier to enforce the collection of non-cash tolls on 

these customers.  

c) The study commissioned by the MTA only considered a 10 year study period. 

Since the analysis compared the AET option with a hybrid toll plaza offering ORT and 

conventional cash toll collection, xlii limiting the study to only 10 years did not 

require consideration of the significant costs of maintaining the conventional toll 

operation facilities in the out-years, as well as the salaries of the staff required to 

sustain conventional toll operations at the roadside on a 24/7 basis - nor did it 

consider the significant cost savings that would be realized by AET during this period.  

Some of the greatest savings in labor expenses can be achieved by converting to AET 

at the less traveled toll plazas because all 18 locations are currently manned 24 

hours per day, 7 days a week in both directions. 

These structural anomalies are significant and bias the results of this evaluation effort against 

AET.  A number of other anomalies also bias the results of these analyses against AET.  The 

more significant of these include: 

a) Estimates of the more significant benefits of converting to an AET operation (including 

significant enhancements in both environmental and safety conditions) are not 

considered in the financial analyses. 

 

b) AET toll surcharges and fees assumed are inconsistent (higher) than those typically 

encountered on AET operations, and the reasons for establishing these surcharges are 

inconsistent with Good Industry Practice  for pricing AET operations. xliii  
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c) HNTB's estimate for the capital costs  of ORT conversion at the existing toll plaza ($36.0 

million) was used. xliv  However, Jacobs' recent report (16 Nov 2015) estimates 

relocation costs to MM 8.8 at $40.8 million. xlv  The cost analyses should be updated to 

include current estimates of costs associated with providing ORT at the recommended 

York Toll Plaza relocation site. 

 

d) Traffic diversion estimates are based on surcharges significantly greater than those likely 

to occur - and it appears that these traffic diversion estimates are assumed to occur 

through the entire ten year financial analysis.  Should such levels of traffic diversions 

occur, especially over an extended period of time, action would certainly be taken to 

effectively reduce these diversions. 

 

e) Toll revenue shrinkage in cash toll operations do not appear to have been adequately 

considered in the financial analyses.  Revenue leakage in cash toll operations is typically 

significant and admittedly a problem at the MTA based on observed reduced "run-

through violation rates" at the New Gloucester Toll Plaza after violation enforcement 

systems were installed in the conventional lanes. xlvi  Run-through violation rates are just 

one of many sources of "leakage" (revenue losses) in cash toll lanes - all which should 

have been addressed in the MTA's alternatives analyses. 

 

f) The business rules for ORT operations associated with license plate tolling and violations 

enforcement were assumed to be significantly different than those assumed for AET 

operations. However,  the business rules for managing these issues in both operations 

need to be similar to sustain viability of toll operations in each mode over the long-term. 
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4.0     Summary 
 

The proper review and evaluation of options for the York Toll Plaza requires an investigative 

effort that responds to observations and requests of the ACOE, and includes an unbiased 

review and consideration of all options, issues and risks so that a prudent and responsible 

decision can be made.  This measure of care and responsibility, commonly referred to as due 

diligence, is especially critical when public expenditures and safety risks as significant as those 

encountered at conventional mainline barrier toll plazas are being considered.  Conducting such 

a review requires a thorough assessment of all aspects of the project, environmental, technical, 

financial and socio-political, to ensure that the best decision is made.   

From an environmental perspective, an unbiased review clearly denotes the benefits of AET 

when compared to the MTA's preferred option. (A summary of anticipated environmental and 

other impacts for both options is provided below.)  Of particular note is the fact that the AET 

option (even if implemented system-wide) requires no additional right-of-way beyond the 

existing footprint of the Maine Turnpike - versus projected right-of-way impacts of relocating 

just the existing York Toll Plaza at MM 8.8 of 0.3 acres (an estimate that is misleading because it 

does not include land already purchased by the MTA, or land that may be required to build an 

access road to the new administration building).   

In fact, in addition to offering NO additional environment damage, NO vehicles stopping and 

creating pollution, and less heavy salting, the AET solution enables reclamation of several 

acres of wetlands that have been damaged.  The environmental footprint of the Maine 

Turnpike also becomes significantly smaller when AET is implemented throughout the 

entire system. 

The MTA's analysis of options for this project does not adequately consider some critical issues, 

while giving inappropriate credence to others. This has resulted in the MTA offering a short-list 

of options for public review and comment that do not pass the scrutiny of an independent 

assessment.  The MTA's review of alternatives for the York Toll Plaza is based on faulty logic and 

reasoning.  A more thorough and current review of the facts is necessary to ensure that an 

appropriate decision is made on the best way to resolve the York Toll Plaza relocation issue. 

 

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/prudence.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/responsibility.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/diligence.html
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Anticipated Environmental and Other Impacts 
at York Toll Plaza for  

MTA Recommended Option vs. All Electronic Tolling (AET) 
 

Estimated Impacts \ Option 
ORT/Cash@ 

MM 8.8 
AET @ 

MM 6.7 
NRCS Wetland (Ac) 1.01 0 

Stream (ft) 801 0 

Vernal Pools 21 0 

FEMA Flood Plain (Ac) 0.31 0 
Threatened/Endangered Species 
Habitat 

31 0 

Right-of-Way 0.31,3 0 

Net Environmental Gain No Yes 

Meets Engineering Requirements Some1 Yes 

Safety (Toll collectors and public) Poor Best 
Satisfies Purpose & Need Marginally Best 

Customer Service Poor Best 

Estimated Construction $ $ 40.8 M2 $ 3.8 M2 

Life-cycle Costs/Retained Revenue Poor Best 
 

Acceptability:     Best  Marginal  Worst 

1) "Southern Toll Plaza, Technical Memorandum on Alternatives Analysis (draft)", 
Jacobs Engineering, Evaluation Matrix, July 23, 2015. 
2) "Maine Turnpike ORT/AET Analysis (Final Draft)", CDM Smith, March 18, 2014, 
pg. ES-3. 
3)  Potential Right-of-Way Impacts includes only land that would need to be 
acquired and used as a right-of-way for the new toll facility.  Land already 
purchased by the MTA and  land that may be required to build an access road to 
the new administration building is not included in this estimate. 
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SECTION 3 - EXISTING CONDITIONS AT THE YORK TOLL PLAZA 
 
The following is a detailed analysis of the existing conditions at the York Toll Plaza based on the 
investigation and report titled, Response to LD534, presented to the Maine Legislature‟s Joint 
Standing Committee on Transportation in February 2008 along with updates to some of these 
conditions. 
 
It is noteworthy to begin this discussion by reiterating the following:  the location of the existing 
York Toll Plaza was not selected by HNTB or the MTA, nor was its location based upon 
engineering criteria or Best Practices.  Its location was primarily determined by political 
negotiations between state and federal transportation officials surrounding the construction of the 
Piscataqua River Bridge and the new section of highway connecting the bridge with the Maine 
Turnpike.  Both HNTB and the MTA opposed the decision at the time.  Knowledge of this 
history and its long-term consequences, with which we are now addressing, serve as a reminder 
as to why engineering and environmental Best Practices should factor heavily into long-term 
transportation investment decisions. Fortunately, the strengthening of the environmental 
permitting process over the last 40 years, in particular the USACE Highway Methodology, 
combined with the recent development of FHWA guidelines for toll plazas, requires a more 
deliberative and accountable decision-making process for today‟s significant capital projects.  
From an engineering perspective, the plaza was built with approximately a 25 year design life.  
Now 40 years old, the plaza is not only failing functionally, but also structurally.  The age of the 
plaza, the outmoded conditions of the existing tollbooths, canopy, and tunnel, and the poor soil 
conditions all contribute to the overall poor condition and performance of the plaza.  The 
proximity to the Exit 7 Interchange and roadway geometry that does not meet engineering 
standards, compromise staff and motorist safety, and further renders the existing facility 
inadequate.  A summary of these deficiencies is presented.  Details on the Standards and Best 
Practices, against which these conditions and/or deficiencies are evaluated, are presented in Part 
2 – Existing Site Evaluation in the section on Design Guidelines.  
 
1. Proximity to Interchange 
 

The proximity of the Chase‟s Pond Road Interchange (Exit 7), located immediately south 
of the York Toll Plaza, introduces potentially unsafe and undesirable operational 
conditions due to excessive and forced traffic weaving and poor sight distance (Figure 
1.1).  The FHWA‟s recently published “State of the Practice and Recommendations on 
Traffic Control Strategies at Toll Plazas,” recommends a one (1) mile separation between 
toll plazas and interchanges.  The location of the existing toll plaza does not meet this 
recommendation.  Exit 7‟s southbound off-ramp is less than 1,000 feet from the plaza and 
the northbound on-ramp is less than 500 feet from the plaza.  The close proximity of 
these interchange ramps to the plaza create unsafe traffic weaving, signing difficulty, and 
driver confusion for all travelers.  Traffic weaving occurs, for example, when Exit 7 
northbound traffic merges into mainline traffic and changes lanes to access one of the 
center lanes, while mainline truck traffic shifts to the right to access wide load and 
dedicated E-ZPass lanes.  As described here, there is a very short distance for a driver to 
interpret conditions, make decisions, and take the appropriate action.  Adding to driver 
confusion is the fact that typical highway sign spacing cannot be appropriately 
accommodated within this short distance.  Sign spacing is therefore very compressed 
which requires drivers to interpret, decide, and act much quicker than is normally 



Part 1 Draft 5 

required.  As a result of these conditions there have been numerous crashes over the 
years.  In fact, the MaineDOT has classified the York Toll Plaza as a High Crash 
Location (HCL) consistently for the past ten years.  Recent data shows an excessive 
number of crashes occurring at the plaza in both the northbound and southbound 
directions.  The most recent HCL data reporting period 2006-2008, continues to 
document this trend with an above average number of crashes occurring on the 
northbound length of the turnpike between Exit 7 and the plaza.  Over the last four years 
the number of crashes occurring southbound between the plaza and Exit 7 has increased 
to a point where this length of turnpike is now also classified as a High Crash Location.  
The overall trend is that both the north and southbound lanes at the York Toll Plaza are 
High Crash Locations and continue to grow worse over time.  More HCL data including 
MaineDOT‟s Crash Summary Report‟s can be found in Appendix G.  Given these results, 
the existing plaza is in an undesirable location. 
 

 

 
2. Sight Distance 
 

Sight distance to the toll plaza is compromised by bridges, curves, and hills.  The FHWA 
Guidelines recommend that toll plazas should be sited such that motorists will be able to 
see the plaza while driving at posted speeds with adequate stopping and decision sight 
distance.  Bridges, curves, and hills negatively impact the sight distance.  At the York 
Toll Plaza there are two crest vertical curves and a horizontal curve that limit decision 
sight distance to the plaza for southbound traffic; and the Chase‟s Pond Road Bridge 
limits these distances for northbound traffic.  As noted earlier, limiting sight distance 
affects the decisions drivers make as well as forces them to make those decisions in a 
much quicker time.  During high volume periods, less informed decisions can lead to 
poor operation and an increased risk of crashes.  These and the following conditions 
make the current plaza location unsafe and undesirable. 
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3. Proximity to Overhead Structures - Bridges 
 

The proximity of the plaza to the Chase‟s Pond Road Bridge, being 2,200 feet from the 
existing plaza, limits the available sight distance as seen in Figure 1.2 above.  Note, that 
the bridge pier, bridge deck (and beams) hide some of the plaza from view.  Further, the 
bridge abutment hides the Exit 7 northbound on-ramp from view.  The limited view 
caused by the bridge creates safety risks to motorists as well as operational concerns from 
hurried decision making.  Desirably, there should be a 3,500 foot separation between the 
plaza and overhead structures such as bridges.  A clear view of the toll plaza, including 
all available lanes allows drivers to make timely, informed decisions on speed and path.  
While the view of the toll plaza is only partially obstructed, the overall decision sight 
distance criteria is compromised from the blocked view of the interchange ramps 
(typically not an issue because they should be one mile away).  The close proximity of 
this bridge is an undesirable characteristic of the existing toll plaza location. 

 
4. Horizontal Geometry 
 

The York Toll Plaza was built on a horizontal curve.  The FHWA Guidelines state that a 
toll plaza should be located on a straight section of roadway and not on a horizontal 
curve.  As detailed in the discussion of Sight Distance, the combination of the existing 
horizontal and vertical curves reduces the available sight distance to the plaza.  Limiting 
sight distance in this way affects the lane choice decision a driver must make and forces 
the driver to make that decision in a much shorter period of time.  This becomes critical 
in high volume periods when lane distribution plays a larger role in overall plaza 
capacity.  The horizontal curve also reduces the ability of this location to support 
highway speed tolling.  This will be discussed in more detail later in the report.  The 
curved roadway also has an operational impact on the plaza, specifically in the 
southbound direction. Vehicles approaching southbound make a sweeping right turn 
approaching the plaza.  This movement creates a tendency for southbound vehicles to 
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travel through toll lanes on the outside of the curve (interior of the plaza) and reduces 
utilization of the tollbooths on the inside of the curve.  Traffic that is not uniformly 
distributed in the plaza reduces operational efficiency, with some lanes over-utilized and 
some underutilized.  While a certain amount of non-uniform usage is common at plazas, 
the existing roadway curve exacerbates the skewed distribution and therefore results in an 
undesirable condition.   

 
5. Vertical Geometry 
 

The existing York Toll Plaza is located at the low point of a hill that begins just north of 
the plaza (Figure 1.3).  The FHWA Guidelines recommend toll plazas be located at the 
crest of a vertical curve.  Locating the plaza on a high point will increase sight distance 
and provide operational benefits, as the approach up-grade will aide in slowing vehicles 
and the departure down-grade will aide in accelerating vehicles.  The existing vertical 
geometry presents undesirable conditions for traffic departing northbound and 
approaching southbound.  The northbound impact is primarily operational in nature, since 
the roadway north of the plaza includes a significant grade of 4.72% that impacts 
acceleration for departing vehicles, particularly heavy acceleration and the associated 
noise from trucks.  There is currently a truck climbing lane in this area to mitigate this 
condition.  Noteworthy is the fact that this is the only climbing lane on the Maine 
Turnpike and is required because of the requirement of heavy vehicles to stop or slow at 
the base of the hill. The southbound approach represents a concern from a safety 
perspective since it is on the downgrade of 4.72%.  This creates a condition where 
vehicles (especially trucks) must brake sooner to compensate for the downgrade in 
addition to the significant speed reduction required in the plaza area.  While the Maine 
Turnpike has a rule prohibiting excessive noises, this condition also contributes to some 
truck drivers using noisy engine brakes to assist with the deceleration.  An additional 
safety concern associated with this down grade is the potential for vehicles which have 
lost their brakes to strike the plaza.   The existing plaza location, as it relates to hills, is in 
a poor location from an operational perspective as well as from a safety perspective.   
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6. Toll Booths and Safety Bumpers 
 

The original tollbooth structures were designed in the 1960s and are considered deficient 
by today‟s standards from a space, layout, protection, and systems perspective.  The 
original design did not anticipate the need for additional equipment required by modern 
technology such as computers and ETC systems.  The current booths have limited space 
for collector activities and become extremely crowded during peak periods when all lanes 
are open, requiring one booth to have two attendants serving both directions (Figure 1.4).  
Current toll islands are designed for these smaller booths and will not accommodate the 
larger, modern booths as installed at other locations on the Maine Turnpike.  Existing 
heating systems are outdated, take-up more space than modern components, and only 
provide a minimum amount of comfort.  Modern booths are assembled with the latest 
heating and ventilating systems to provide better comfort.  For additional information on 
toll booths, safety bumpers, and other toll plaza components, refer to Appendix C, What 
is a Toll Plaza? 
 

 

 
Current standards for toll booths incorporate a double concrete bumper to provide safety 
for the toll collector and to redirect an errant vehicle into its lane.  The present bumpers 
are nearly non-existent as shown in Figure 1.5 compared to a newer bumper shown in 
Figure 1.6 on the following page.  This is due to poor soil conditions in the area which is 
allowing these bumpers to settle.  Soil settlement is discussed in more detail in 
Subsection 9 (Soil Conditions) of this section of the report. 
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7. Tunnel 
 

A narrow tunnel is located under the York Toll Plaza to serve as the main passageway for 
employees to safely access the toll booths and as a utility corridor to and from the 
individual booths.  The tunnel is in poor condition and in need of rehabilitation.  The 
tunnel is located in an area of high groundwater and experiences significant water 
infiltration.  The tunnel ceiling has numerous cracks and utility penetrations which also 
allow for the infiltration of surface water into the tunnel.  From a safety perspective, 
having water in the tunnel is undesirable due to the electrical and communication utilities 
present, as well as for the turnpike employees using the tunnel.  Figure 1.7 illustrates 
water seepage and staining of the concrete in addition to the significant corrosion to the 
utilities.  The majority of these utilities were added to accommodate electronic tolling.  
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These additions have reduced the passage width as well as increased the leaks and safety 
concerns.   
 

 

 
Figure 1.8 illustrates the numerous utilities in the tunnel along with staining of the floor 
due to leaks in the tunnel.  Many repairs have been completed in the tunnel to mitigate 
the water infiltration but it remains an ongoing maintenance concern.   
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Figure 1.9 demonstrates the narrow width of York‟s tunnel compared to the wider tunnel 
at the New Gloucester Toll Plaza shown in Figure 1.10.  The extensive costs associated 
with a comprehensive tunnel repair are comparable to the costs for a new tunnel.   
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8. Canopy 
 

A canopy is located over the toll lanes as seen in Figure 1.11.  The structural supports for 
the existing canopy are at capacity due to the signage that has been placed on the 
structure over time.  Typically the placement of electronic variable messages signs on the 
canopy allows staff to change messages such as “Any Vehicle”, “E-ZPass”, and “Lane 
Closed”.  However, the installation of these larger and heavier signs is not feasible due 
the condition of the existing canopy.  

 

 

 
9. Soil Conditions 
 

The existing plaza was built in an area with poor subsurface soil conditions, mainly 
consisting of compressible clay.  With this site condition recognized in the design, the 
plaza tunnel, booths, and canopy were constructed on foundation piers to prevent 
settlement of the entire structure due to consolidation of the clay soils.  However, the 
roadway approaches to the plaza were not pier-supported.  As a result, the approaches 
have and continue to settle as the clay soil consolidates.  In an effort to mitigate the 
ongoing settlement of the roadway approaches, pavement overlays and shim courses have 
been added routinely thus minimizing the steep approach grade to the plaza.  Even with 
the pavement shimming work, the plaza has a noticeable slope approaching and leaving 
the plaza, with the roadways settling away from the pier-supported plaza.  This can be 
seen in Figure 1.12 and depicted in Figure 1.13 Settlement Schematic.  This approach 
settlement has created a range of adverse conditions, from low bed tractor trailers striking 
the concrete slab (See Figure 1.13) to excessive settlement of the approach slabs and 
concrete safety bumpers (shown in Figures 1.5 and 1.6).  Low bed tractor-trailers that 
strike the concrete roadway slab with their trailer bottoms often get stuck and increase 
potential for vehicle accidents, and settlement of the approach slab and concrete bumpers 
reduces the ability of the bumpers to absorb vehicle collisions increasing risk to toll plaza 
staff and patrons.  Both conditions result in safety concerns. 
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10. Summary of Existing Conditions 
 

In summary, the existing plaza - considering both infrastructure and location - is 
functionally obsolete.  The facility is nearly 40 years old and not conducive to safe 
operation with today‟s traffic volumes and speeds.  With respect to the FHWA‟s current 
Design Guidelines and Best Practices, the plaza‟s layout and location are non-conforming 
to many standards.  The plaza is too close to an interchange; located on a curve, which 
does not provide adequate sight distance from the north or south; and, is too close to the 
Chase‟s Pond Road bridge, further limiting decision sight distance.  In combination, these 
deficiencies lead to the plaza being rated as the 11th highest crash location in the state.  
 
The plaza is at the bottom of a hill requiring heavy acceleration noise and engine braking. 
In addition, the plaza is located in an area where excessive differential soil settlement is 
causing some low-bed tractor trailers to strike the concrete slab while paying tolls and 
often getting stuck on the slab.  With respect to the plaza, the toll booths and lanes are too 
narrow; the canopy is reaching its structural carrying capacity; and, the employee access 
tunnel is narrow, leaking, and unsafe. All of these current deficiencies (which are 
expected to continue to worsen with time) impact the safety of turnpike staff and patrons, 
as well as increases overall operation and maintenance costs.  Additional information on 
maintenance costs can be found in Appendix H, Renewal & Replacement – Maintenance 
Program. 
 
Based on these findings, it is prudent to complete an evaluation of the existing site in the 
form of upgrade options addressing the multitude of physical and operational 
deficiencies.  These upgrade options are presented in Part 2 of this report, Existing Site 
Evaluation.  Similar evaluations of potential new plaza locations are presented in Part 3, 
Alternate Site Evaluation. 
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Technical Memorandum
2 Penn Plaza, Suite 603
New York, NY 10121 U.S.A.
1.212.944.2000 Fax 1.212.302.4645

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.

Date: October 13, 2015

To: Maine Turnpike Authority

From: Rick Gobeille, P.E.

Subject: York Toll Plaza Replacement Project
Toll Plaza Lane Analysis

PURPOSE

This study was conducted to determine the number of toll lanes that would be required for the
design of the York Toll Plaza Replacement Project. During the course of this analysis,
considerations were made for a range of parameters, including multiple annual growth rates of
traffic, a range of E-ZPass Transponder market shares and an analysis of lane needs during the
construction phasing for the project. The toll plaza lane analysis provided in this technical
memorandum was first presented to the Maine Turnpike Authority Board on December 18,
2014. This memorandum updates our analysis to include the last full year of data.

METHODOLGY

Jacobs developed a static spreadsheet-based model of the York Toll Plaza. The model utilizes
the traffic data collected, toll transaction processing rates appropriate for the various methods of
payment, designation of staffed lanes and open road toll lanes (ORT) and the effects queueing
has on traffic.

We first requested detailed toll transactions for a full year from September 1, 2014 through
August 31, 2015. Data was provided that segmented traffic by hour, by lane, by vehicle class
and by method of payment. Our modeling considers traffic on a continuous 24 hour basis
because queues occur over time. A queue resulting from one hour of very high traffic volume
that exceeds capacity can recover quickly if subsequent hours have lower traffic volumes.
Morning and afternoon rush hours are typical of this. Conversely, extended periods of traffic that
exceed capacity by smaller amounts may generate significantly longer queues in both duration
and length. Thanksgiving and major holiday weekends are examples of this.

With the adoption of E-ZPass, the key element in the sizing of toll facility lane requirements is
the volume of cash-paying traffic. A plaza should be designed to accommodate periods of
highest total, E-ZPass and cash paying traffic volumes. Highest cash-paying traffic volumes
often occur during holiday and weekend peaks when the percentage of cash-paying traffic is
highest. The Jacobs model addresses each of these conditions.

As presented to the Turnpike and agreed to, we utilized the 15th highest days for total traffic and
cash paying traffic as the baseline threshold for establishing lane requirements. In the design
year, there should be no significant queues for the 15th and each subsequent day for the
balance of the year.
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SUMMARY OF DATA COLLECTED

As part of the analysis, daily traffic volumes were ranked by total daily volume and total cash
volume. As expected, the highest traffic volumes are clustered around the major holidays and
summer weekends. High volume and high cash paying traffic days do not always align. Outside
of those 20 to 25 highest volume and cash paying traffic days (with total traffic well above
35,000 vehicles per direction), total volumes quickly level off at levels between 15,000 and
35,000 vehicles per direction. Figures 1 and 2 show the E-ZPass and total volumes ranked
highest to lowest by day for southbound and northbound traffic. Tables 1 and 2 list selected
dates ranked for both total and cash paying traffic.

    Figure 1  Figure 2

Table 1
Southbound Traffic Volume Ranks

Highest Total Traffic Highest Cash Paying Day
Date Total Volume Date Cash Volume

1st Highest Day July 5, 2015 54,272 July 5, 2015 17,113
5th Highest Day July 19, 2015 46,586 July 19, 2015 14,198
10th Highest Day August 30, 2015 44,502 August 8, 2015 13,594
15th Highest Day August 1, 2015 39,510 August 23, 2015 12,715
20th Highest Day August 22, 2015 37,443 August 14, 2015 11,273

Table 2
Northbound Traffic Volume Ranks

Highest Total Traffic Highest Cash Paying Day
Date Total Volume Date Cash Volume

1st Highest Day July 2, 2015 53,875 July 3, 2015 15,678
5th Highest Day July 3, 2015 48,957 July 31, 2015 14,252
10th Highest Day July 10, 2015 44,635 July 2, 2015 13,520
15th Highest Day August 21, 2015 43,319 August 21, 2015 11,866
20th Highest Day July 11, 2015 39,682 August 16, 2015 11,526

DESCRIPTION OF MODEL

Jacobs has modeled the York Toll Plaza utilizing our internally developed static toll plaza model.
The model operates in two basic modes. The first mode works in an unconstrained manner and
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is used to identify the number and type of lanes required for a toll plaza to have no vehicle
queueing. The second mode constrains the number of toll plaza lanes and estimates the
duration and length of vehicle queues for a specific volume and mix of approaching traffic.

The basic model utilizes traffic data that is segmented by time of day (hourly), vehicle type (car
or truck), and the method of toll payment (cash and E-ZPass). Other primary inputs used by the
model include lane type (staffed and E-ZPass), vehicle processing rates (staffed lane, E-ZPass
ORT lane), and reduced processing rates for the various lane types when traffic becomes
congested.
The model also considers annual growth of traffic and future changes in the mix of payment
methods. For future estimating growth rates and payment method changes, traffic is further
segmented into three periods (peak, off-peak and shoulder). The periods are used to better
represent changes in E-ZPass rates and traffic volume growth rates. Table 3 represents the
northbound hourly segmentation of traffic and the changes in method of payment forecasted for
the 15th highest traffic day of the opening year (2018) of the analysis. Looking at the “E-ZPass
Market Share” column differences in the percentage of E-ZPass by hour can easily be seen
ranging over the 24 hour period from a minimum of 54.81 percent to a maximum of 78.25
percent for cars. For all vehicles, E-ZPass market share ranged from a low of 68.37 percent to a
maximum of 82.91 percent in this analysis.

Table 3
Toll Plaza Model Hourly Traffic Segmentation

Opening Year, 15th Highest Traffic Day in Northbound Lanes

Car Volume Truck Volume E-ZPass
Market Share

Time Time of
Day

Weekly
Volume

Staffed
/ Cash E-ZPass Staffed

/ Cash E-ZPass Car Total

12 am - 1 am Off Peak 343 74 185 9 75 71.37% 75.79%
1 - 2 Off Peak 252 44 110 11 87 71.47% 78.19%
2 - 3 Off Peak 199 28 74 9 88 72.59% 81.41%
3 - 4 Off Peak 279 65 79 16 120 54.81% 71.00%
4 - 5 Off Peak 272 46 67 18 142 59.13% 76.47%
5 - 6 Off Peak 439 57 163 18 201 74.08% 82.91%
6 - 7 Off Peak 748 118 392 29 209 76.85% 80.33%
7 - 8 Off Peak 1,250 221 795 32 202 78.25% 79.75%
8 - 9 Off Peak 1,442 311 904 35 192 74.39% 76.00%
9 - 10 Off Peak 1,715 394 1,086 28 207 73.38% 75.39%
10 - 11 Shoulder 2,359 572 1,511 46 230 72.53% 73.80%
11 - 12 pm Shoulder 2,921 745 1,875 44 257 71.55% 72.98%
12 pm - 1 pm Shoulder 3,332 877 2,124 71 259 70.77% 71.54%
1 - 2 Shoulder 3,551 924 2,315 68 244 71.47% 72.05%
2 - 3 Peak 4,007 1,002 2,718 62 225 73.06% 73.44%
3 - 4 Peak 3,953 1,014 2,714 35 190 72.80% 73.46%
4 - 5 Shoulder 3,630 874 2,562 50 144 74.56% 74.54%
5 - 6 Shoulder 3,477 796 2,506 38 137 75.88% 76.01%
6 - 7 Shoulder 2,622 697 1,778 27 120 71.83% 72.38%
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7 - 8 Shoulder 2,909 729 1,994 41 145 73.22% 73.52%
8 - 9 Shoulder 2,227 593 1,523 26 85 71.97% 72.19%
9 - 10 Off Peak 1,585 448 1,011 20 105 69.30% 70.46%
10 - 11 Off Peak 981 269 632 22 58 70.13% 70.33%
11 - 12 pm Off Peak 661 200 378 9 74 65.36% 68.37%
Total 45,155 11,102 29,494 764 3,795 72.65% 73.72%

There are three other significant aspects of the toll plaza queuing model. All calculations for
trucks are made using passenger car equivalents. For our analysis of the York Toll Plaza we
considered single truck processing rates to be equivalent to the processing rate of two
passenger vehicles. The model also is designed to address the restrictions on plaza throughput
when queue lengths extend back to the main travel lanes of the divided highway. Based on the
proposed plaza layouts, the model first limits vehicle processing rates when there was a total of
approximately 4,000 linear feet of queue or about 114 vehicles, and then constrains processing
rates at 8,000 linear feet or 228 vehicles. The model cumulatively addresses queueing. Any
unprocessed traffic in the constrained model is added to the demand volume in the next hour.
The model would then correctly forecast extended periods of vehicle demand exceeding
capacity.

The outputs of the model will recommend lane type configurations for a number of
configurations and time periods as well as queue lengths and durations when the configurations
of the plaza lanes are specifically defined.

MODEL PARAMETERS

Several parameters in addition to traffic volumes were considered for the York Toll Plaza model
in order to determine the number of required lanes. Many of these parameters are based on our
professional judgement developed from our experience on these types of project nationwide.
The following discusses those parameters.

Traffic Growth, The model included an analysis by hour for all 365 days. Traffic was grown
annually through the design year 2043. In consultation with the Turnpike staff, our base analysis
considered 1.4 percent annual traffic growth, a number consistent with that used by the
Authority. We also ran a sensitivity case for 2 percent annual traffic growth through 2043.
Growth rates higher than 2 percent were not considered. At those levels of growth for the design
year 2043, traffic volumes would exceed the mainline capacity of the Turnpike.

Lane Types and Vehicle Processing Rates Two lane types were considered for the York Toll
Plaza. First, cash toll lanes that would process cash and E-ZPass for both cars and commercial
vehicles typically requiring vehicles to stop. Second, Open Road Toll lanes (ORT) that process
E-ZPass transactions at normal highway speeds were considered. Vehicles in the cash lanes
were processed at a rate of 325 vehicles per hour (VPH). Vehicles in the ORT lane were
processed at a rate of 1,800 VPH.

Adjustments were made to address the longer transaction times of commercial vehicles and the
effect of queuing restricting access to the ORT lanes. Commercial vehicles were converted to
the equivalent of two passenger cars to represent the longer processing time for trucks. Large
queues for cash paying customers may restrict traffics ability to reach the ORT lanes. In
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consideration of the proposed geometry of the toll plazas we have modeled constraints on the
ability of the plaza to process all traffic demand. When the total vehicle queue reaches 115
vehicles, the processing rate of the ORT lanes was reduced to 1,400 VPH; it was further
reduced to 1,000 VPH when the total queue exceeded 230 vehicles.

E-ZPass Market Shares The percentage of vehicles paying with E-ZPass is also a factor in
determining the number of lanes required for the toll plaza. Most significantly, lower levels of E-
ZPass result in higher volumes of cash paying traffic that results in higher numbers of cash
lanes required. The percentage of traffic paying with E ZPass varies by time-of-day, day-of-
week and month-of-year. Our model varies E-ZPass for every hour. For our base case analysis
and experience, we estimated that E-ZPass transaction percentages would grow to average in
the low 80 percentage range from today's low 70 percent range. Some days, and even some
hours, would be higher and some lower. Typically, the highest percentage paying with E-ZPass
occurs during peak commuting hours, with the lowest percentage occurring during holiday and
vacation periods when there are large numbers of infrequent travelers.

Low and high sensitivity cases were run on E-ZPass market shares. For the low case it was
assumed that the E-ZPass share of transactions would grow to an average in the mid 70
percent range. Conversely, the high range grew E-ZPass transaction shares to the mid 80
percent range. In our opinion, because of the mixed commuter / recreational nature of the Maine
Turnpike, the base case in the low 80 percent range is the most likely to occur.

SAMPLE DAILY MODEL OUTPUT

Figure 3 graphically depicts the output from our model for northbound traffic on the 15th highest
traffic day in the design year. This is the base case, with 4 cash lanes and 3 ORT lanes and E-
ZPass market shares close to 80 percent. The blue bars depict the required number of ORT
lanes and the red bars depict the required number of staffed lanes, all by hour.
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Figure 3
Sample Constrained Toll Plaza Model Output

Design Year, 15th Highest Traffic Day in Northbound Lanes

BASE CASE ANALYSIS

Table 4 summarizes our base case recommendations for toll lanes in both southbound and
northbound directions. (Note, the table shows results for the first highest traffic day.) It is
important to note that there will continue to be some 15 to 20 days annually with traffic queues
longer than one-hour in duration. These occur primarily during major holidays and summer
weekends. There are expected to be de minimus queues for the remaining days throughout the
design period for the base case assumptions of traffic growth and E-ZPass market share. These
may be caused by an irregular arrival rate of traffic or other unique situations not associated
with normal traffic operations. The required lanes for the full plaza are also shown graphically in
Figure 4.

Figure 4
Northbound and Southbound Required Lanes
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Table 4
Required Lanes for 1st Highest Traffic Day

1.4% Annual Growth – Base Case E-ZPass 80%
SB Lanes NB Lanes

Year
Total
SB

Lanes
Cash ORT

Highest
Day E-
ZPass
Share

Total
NB

Lanes
Cash ORT

Highest
Day E-
ZPass
Share

2018 7 5 2 68.5% 6 4 2 74.9%
2019 7 5 2 69.3% 6 4 2 75.3%
2020 7 5 2 70.1% 6 4 2 75.6%
2021 7 5 2 70.9% 6 4 2 75.9%
2022 7 5 2 71.6% 6 4 2 76.3%
2023 7 5 2 72.3% 6 4 2 76.6%
2024 8 5 3 73.0% 7 4 3 76.8%
2025 8 5 3 73.6% 7 4 3 77.1%
2026 8 5 3 74.2% 7 4 3 77.4%
2027 8 5 3 74.8% 7 4 3 77.7%
2028 7 4 3 75.3% 7 4 3 77.9%
2029 7 4 3 75.8% 7 4 3 78.1%
2030 7 4 3 76.3% 7 4 3 78.4%
2031 7 4 3 76.7% 7 4 3 78.6%
2032 7 4 3 77.2% 7 4 3 78.8%
2033 7 4 3 77.6% 7 4 3 78.9%
2034 7 4 3 77.9% 7 4 3 79.1%
2035 7 4 3 78.3% 7 4 3 79.3%
2036 7 4 3 78.6% 7 4 3 79.4%
2037 7 4 3 78.9% 7 4 3 79.5%
2038 7 4 3 79.1% 7 4 3 79.7%
2039 7 4 3 79.4% 7 4 3 79.8%
2040 7 4 3 79.6% 7 4 3 79.8%
2041 7 4 3 79.7% 7 4 3 79.9%
2042 7 4 3 79.9% 7 4 3 80.0%
2043 7 4 3 80.0% 7 4 3 80.0%

Figure 5 depicts the proposed layout of the York Toll Plaza based on Jacobs’ analyses using
the toll plaza model. Ultimately, it is recommended that there be 3 ORT lanes in each direction,
though they are not needed until 2024 for the highest day in the base case, plus 4 northbound
and 5 southbound staffed lanes.
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Figure 5
Toll Plaza Layout and Typical Section

SENSITIVITY ANALYSES

Sensitivity analyses were conducted for two additional levels of traffic and E-ZPass growth. The
purpose of these sensitivities is to test the ability of the proposed design to work if future
volumes and E-ZPass transactions differ from those forecasted in the Base Case. Table 5
summarizes the results for the 85 percent E-ZPass case with 2 percent annual traffic growth. In
this unlikely case there would still be no need for four ORT lanes. However, if traffic grew at that
rate, there also would not be a sufficient number of travel lanes on the mainline of the Turnpike.
Because of this we would consider additional improvements be made only in conjunction with
improvements to the mainline travel lanes, otherwise the Turnpike travel lanes will not have the
ability to deliver traffic to the toll plaza.

Sensitivity cases were also run for lower levels of E-ZPass growth rates. Summarizing the six
specific cases that were analyzed:

· 0 percent annual traffic growth rate
o 75 percent E-ZPass range
o 80 percent E-ZPass range
o 85 percent E-ZPass range

· 1 percent annual traffic growth rate
o 75 percent E-ZPass range
o 80 percent E-ZPass range
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o 85 percent E-ZPass range

· 2 percent annual traffic growth
o 75 percent E-ZPass range
o 80 percent E-ZPass range
o 85 percent E-ZPass range

Tables 5 and 6 display the results of the sensitivity runs for likely different rates of growth and
different payment mixes. Those tables are based on constraining the required number of ORT
lanes at 3. Results shown are for the highest traffic day.

Table 5
Results for 1st Highest Day
2% Annual Growth – E-ZPass 85 Percent

SB Lanes NB Lanes

Year
Total
SB

Lanes
Cash ORT

E-
ZPass
Share*

Total
NB

Lanes
Cash ORT

E-
ZPass
Share*

2018 7 5 2 68.5% 6 4 2 74.9%
2019 7 5 2 69.6% 6 4 2 75.6%
2020 7 5 2 70.7% 6 4 2 76.3%
2021 7 5 2 71.7% 6 4 2 77.0%
2022 8 5 3 72.8% 7 4 3 77.6%
2023 8 5 3 73.8% 7 4 3 78.2%
2024 7 4 3 74.7% 7 4 3 78.8%
2025 7 4 3 75.6% 7 4 3 79.3%
2026 7 4 3 76.5% 7 4 3 79.8%
2027 7 4 3 77.4% 7 4 3 80.4%
2028 7 4 3 78.2% 7 4 3 80.8%
2029 7 4 3 78.9% 7 4 3 81.3%
2030 7 4 3 79.6% 7 4 3 81.7%
2031 7 4 3 80.3% 7 4 3 82.1%
2032 7 4 3 80.9% 7 4 3 82.5%
2033 7 4 3 81.5% 7 4 3 82.8%
2034 7 4 3 82.0% 7 4 3 83.2%
2035 7 4 3 82.5% 7 4 3 83.5%
2036 7 4 3 83.0% 7 4 3 83.7%
2037 7 4 3 83.4% 7 4 3 84.0%
2038 7 4 3 83.8% 7 4 3 84.2%
2039 7 4 3 84.1% 7 4 3 84.4%
2040 7 4 3 84.4% 7 4 3 84.6%
2041 7 4 3 84.6% 7 4 3 84.8%
2042 7 4 3 84.8% 7 4 3 84.9%
2043 7 4 3 85.0% 7 4 3 85.0%

*Note E-ZPass shares are for the first highest traffic day.



Technical Memorandum
York Toll Plaza Replacement Project

Lane Analysis
Page 10 of 12

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.

Table 6
Results for 1st Highest Day

1.0% Annual Growth – E-ZPass 75 Percent
SB Lanes NB Lanes

Year
Total
SB

Lanes
Cash ORT E-ZPass

Share*

Total
NB

Lanes
Cash ORT E-ZPass

Share*

2018 7 5 2 68.5% 6 4 2 74.9%
2019 7 5 2 68.9% 6 4 2 74.9%
2020 7 5 2 69.2% 6 4 2 74.9%
2021 7 5 2 69.6% 6 4 2 74.9%
2022 7 5 2 69.9% 6 4 2 74.9%
2023 7 5 2 70.3% 6 4 2 74.9%
2024 7 5 2 70.6% 6 4 2 74.9%
2025 7 5 2 70.9% 6 4 2 74.9%
2026 7 5 2 71.3% 6 4 2 74.9%
2027 8 5 3 71.7% 6 4 2 74.9%
2028 8 5 3 72.0% 7 4 3 75.0%
2029 8 5 3 72.3% 7 4 3 75.0%
2030 8 5 3 72.7% 7 4 3 75.0%
2031 8 5 3 72.9% 7 4 3 75.0%
2032 8 5 3 73.1% 7 4 3 75.0%
2033 8 5 3 73.4% 7 4 3 75.0%
2034 8 5 3 73.7% 7 4 3 75.0%
2035 8 5 3 73.8% 7 4 3 75.0%
2036 8 5 3 74.1% 7 4 3 75.0%
2037 8 5 3 74.3% 7 4 3 75.0%
2038 8 5 3 74.4% 7 4 3 75.0%
2039 8 5 3 74.6% 7 4 3 75.0%
2040 8 5 3 74.8% 7 4 3 75.0%
2041 8 5 3 74.9% 7 4 3 75.0%
2042 8 5 3 74.9% 7 4 3 75.0%
2043 8 5 3 75.0% 7 4 3 75.0%

*Note E-ZPass shares are for the first highest traffic day.

Figure 6 shows the unconstrained required number of ORT lanes for the 15th highest day for
each year through to the design year. Three cases are presented in each graph; the Base Case,
the high growth high E-ZPass case, and a low growth low E-ZPass share case. As can be seen
from the graphs a third ORT lane would be required for all cases by the design year 2043. In
order to accommodate the 15th highest day, the third ORT lane would be required north bound
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in 2026 and south bound in 2031. Considering the low growth scenarios, the third ORT lane
would be required north bound in 2034 and south bound in 2041 to accommodate the 15th

highest day. In the case of high rates of traffic growth and a high rate of E-ZPass usage a fourth
ORT lane may be required. However, as discussed earlier, the Turnpike itself does not have
sufficient capacity to deliver that level of traffic.

Figure 6
15th Highest Day ORT Lane Requirements

CONSTRUCTION PHASING ANALYSIS

We also prepared an analysis for the construction season from late October until late April for
the years 2016 through 2018. If the York Toll Plaza were to be reconstructed basically in place
during a two year construction period as detailed in other documents there would be a closure
of portions of the toll existing toll plaza. Because of the high summer and fall traffic volumes, this
activity would need to be conducted during the off-season. Our analysis supports a plaza
operating with 2 dedicated E-ZPass lanes and 3 cash lanes in each direction during the
construction. With the exception of Thanksgiving, Christmas and Presidents day holidays, this
configuration would be sufficient to process traffic. It is suggested that some of the lanes be able
to operate in reversible directions as a possible way to mitigate any potential queues on those
holidays. It is likely that the queues will be significant on those peak days.

CONCLUSION

Based on the toll plaza lane analysis, we have determined three (3) ORT lanes in each
direction, plus four (4) northbound and five (5) southbound cash toll lanes would be required for
the York Toll Plaza Replacement Project. This conclusion is based on model developed by
Jacobs that analyzes traffic volumes by hour, by lane, by vehicle class and by method of
payment. Growth rates for our model were selected in consultation with the Authority. The base
case for our analyses used a 1.4% annual growth rate and an E-Z pass rate of 80%. A design
year of 2043 was selected for the final year of analysis, and estimates for the number of toll
lanes prepared for each year between 2018 and 2043. This analysis shows the gradual
evolution of cash lanes to ORT lanes over time. A decision was made to size the toll plaza once,
so it did not need to be reconstructed as the growth in E-Z Pass usage occurs. The guidelines
for the State of Practice and Recommendation on Traffic Control Strategies at Toll Plaza states
new ORT plazas should include the same number of express lanes equal to the number of
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approach highway lanes. This guideline only reinforces our recommendation to build three (3)
ORT lanes at the onset of construction rather than wait 6 years to reconstruct the plaza to
accommodate the E-Z Pass customers demand.
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617.242.9222 Fax 617.242.9824

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.

Technical Memorandum

Date: October 13, 2015

To: Maine Turnpike Authority

From: Rodney Emery, PE, PTOE, FITE

Subject: Southern Toll Plaza

Technical Memorandum on Alternatives Analysis

INTRODUCTION

This technical memorandum was prepared by Jacobs Engineering Group (Jacobs) in accordance with the

contract scope of work with Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) for Task Order 1, Amendment 2 –

Southern Toll Plaza Preliminary Engineering and Permitting Services dated March 12, 2015. The scope of
work consists of engineering and permitting services related to alternatives evaluation and conceptual

design for  replacement  of  the York Toll  Plaza.  Alternatives for  open road tolling (ORT) facilities  were

identified and developed for conceptual design.

This technical memorandum summarizes the methods and results of the alternatives analysis. The

categories analyzed include Engineering/Safety, Environmental, Abutter Impacts, Logistics during

Construction and Costs/Financials. The analysis includes a screening matrix that summaries the
advantages or disadvantages, quantified impacts, and qualitative comments of each alternative based on

the criteria  identified in  the evaluation matrix.  For  each resource category,  the impacts  were assigned a

relative rating. The relative rating is then shown by color to help visualize and show trends when
comparing locations and when comparing dissimilar resources. The least impact range is green, and the

most impact range is orange, with yellow representing the middle range. The alternate sites can be

compared both individually by resource, and collectively between resources. A complete and thorough

evaluation of each alternative must meet the project’s purpose statement. This technical memorandum
was developed to provide the findings of the alternatives evaluated and recommendation for the Southern

Toll Plaza.

The alternatives identified in this memorandum are at mile 7.3, mile 8.1, mile 8.8, mile 10.0 and mile

13.2. The No Build alternative was not evaluated because it does not meet the project purpose and need of

the project. Split plaza was not reviewed as part of the alternative evaluations; only the single toll plaza
configuration was used. Given the small impacts of a single plaza, primarily to abutters and the natural

environment, there is no advantage to split plaza design. A split plaza design would in affect increase the

impacts to the number of abutters and potentially wetlands, streams and vernal pools located on two sides

on the turnpike rather than just the one side. A split plaza design would increase staff and maintenance
requirements by the fact that two separate maintenance facilities, parking areas and access roads would be

required to service the two locations rather than the one. Here are some of the operational disadvantages

to a split plaza:

· A split plaza could double the required number of supervisors;

· A split plaza would increase the number of toll attendants because they would no longer be able

to switch between the northbound and southbound directions to accommodate peak flows;
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· A split plaza would require two sets of utilities;

· A split plaza would require two fully equipped support buildings;

· A split plaza would require up to four turnarounds for winter maintenance, whereas a single plaza

would require up to two.

The direct impact line is the cut or fill slope limit shown on the conceptual alternative plans.

See Figures 1 through Figure 5 for conceptual plans, profiles and typical section of mile 7.3, mile 8.1,

mile 8.8, mile 10.0 and mile 13.2. See Appendix A for the Evaluation Matrix, Appendix B for the Project
Purpose Statement and Appendix C for Recommended Alternative.

ENGINEERING / SAFETY

The following engineering guidelines were used for the alternative designs evaluated in this memo:

· “A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets” (AASHTO, 2011)

· “Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices” (MUTCD, Federal Highway Administration,

2009)

· “State  of  the  Practice  and  Recommendations  on  Traffic  Control  Strategies  at  Toll  Plazas”

(Federal Highway Administration, 2006)

· “Roadside Design Guide” (AASHTO, 2011)

The purpose of national engineering guidelines is to provide guidance based on established practices that

are supplemented by recent research. Below are excerpts from various guidelines highlighting their
purpose as well as how to implement the guidelines.

1. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (AASHTO, 2011):
Page xli: The intent of this policy is to provide guidance to the designer by referencing a

recommended range of values for critical dimensions. Good highway design involves

balancing safety, mobility, and preservation of scenic, aesthetic, historic, cultural, and
environmental resources. This policy is therefore not intended to be a detailed design manual

that could supersede the need for the application of sound principles by the knowledgeable

design professional.

2. Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD, FHWA, 2009)

Page  1:  The  purpose  of  traffic  control  devices,  as  well  as  the  principles  for  their  use,  is  to

promote highway safety and efficiency by providing for the orderly movement of all road
users on streets, highways, bikeways, and private roads open to public travel throughout the

Nation.

Page  2:  Uniformity  of  devices  simplifies  the  task  of  the  road  user  because  it  aids  in

recognition and understanding, thereby reducing perception/reaction time. Uniformity assists

road users, law enforcement officers, and traffic courts by giving everyone the same

interpretation. Uniformity assists public highway officials through efficiency in manufacture,
installation, maintenance, and administration. Uniformity means treating similar situations in

a similar way. The use of uniform traffic control devices does not, in itself, constitute

uniformity. A standard device used where it is not appropriate is as objectionable as a non-
standard device; in fact, this might be worse, because such misuse might result in disrespect

at those locations where the device is needed and appropriate.
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Page 4: This manual describes the application of traffic control devices, but shall not be a

legal requirement for their installation.

3. “State  of  the  Practice  and  Recommendations  on  Traffic  Control  Strategies  at  Toll  Plazas”

(Federal Highway Administration, 2006)

Page 1: The purpose and focus of this report is to develop guidelines for designing and
implementing traffic control strategies and devices at toll plazas that, for example, inform

drivers which lanes to use for specific methods of payment, reduce speed variance,

discourage lane changing and properly install equipment and devices.
Page 1: The goal is to achieve a consistent strategy for handling potential points of conflict,

controlling flow of various vehicle types and conveying information at toll plazas so that

safety and operations are enhanced, better efficiency and economy of design are achieved,
and motorist recognition and comprehension are improved. This must be accomplished in

consideration of the fact that each toll facility may desire its own unique identity.

4. Roadside Design Guide (AASHTO, 2011):
Page xxvii: A second noteworthy point is that this book is a guide. It is not a standard, nor is

it a design policy. It is intended to be used as a resource document from which individual

highway agencies can develop standards and policies. Although much of the material in the
guide can be considered universal in its application, several recommendations are subjective

in nature and may need modification to fit local conditions. However, it is important that

significant deviations from the guide be based on operational experience and objective
analysis.

Evaluation of alternatives will be based on these design policies, guides, reports and manuals. The

overriding theme throughout these documents is uniformity of design while applying these guidelines and
best practices. The evaluation matrix is intended to provide a comprehensive summary for balancing

safety, mobility, and preservation of scenic, aesthetic, historic, cultural, and environmental resources.

A. Horizontal Alignment (Column 1)

FHWA guidelines state the toll plaza should be located on a tangent section of highway such that

motorists will be able to see the plaza, while driving at posted speeds with adequate stopping sight
distance before the queue zone. Horizontal curvature within the plaza area will limit the sight distance

affecting the lane choice decision time a driver has. Curvature approaching the tollbooths has an

operational impact on the lanes utilized by approaching traffic. Vehicles tend to travel more toward the
outside of a curve resulting in less traffic using booths on inside of curve. There is less impact if the

curvature is prior to decision points and tangent through the plaza.

Low-range of impacts is applied to alternatives with tangent section through plaza and approaches to split

point. Mid-range impacts are applied to alternatives with a curve on approach to split point and a tangent

through the plaza. High-range impacts are locations with a curve through the plaza.

Alternatives at mile 8.8 and mile 13.2 are rated as low-range impacts. Alternatives at mile 8.1 and mile

10.0 are rated as mid-range impacts due to curvature at approaches to split point, and mile 7.3 is rated as

high-range impact due to curvature through the plaza.
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B. Vertical Alignment (Column 2)

FHWA guidelines state a toll plaza should be at the crest of a profile grade which results in sight distance

advantages and plaza operations benefits from gravitational forces in slowing vehicles approaching the

plaza and accelerating vehicles departing the plaza. A consideration should be made for commercial

vehicles. The recommended approach and departure grades are between positive 1% and 2%. The vertical
alignment has been separated into three categories to better differentiate the alternatives. The first

category rates if the cash toll plaza is at a high point. This rating is a general comparison to show if the

existing profile complies with guidelines from State of the Practice and Recommendations on Traffic
Control Strategies at Toll Plazas. Low-range of impacts is applies to alternatives with an existing profile

crest at the location of cash plaza. Mid-range impacts are applied to alternatives located near a crest and

with some minor profile modifications to cash lanes, could be constructed maintaining ORT lanes on
existing pavement. High-range impacts are locations in a sag vertical curve or would need major grade

changes to create a crest vertical curve at the cash plaza. Alternative at mile 8.8 and mile 13.2 are rated as

low-range impact due to the cash plaza being close to the existing profile high point. Alternatives at mile

7.3, mile 8.1 and mile 10.0 are rated as mid-range impacts due to the need for a profile adjustment. No
alternative is rated as high-range of impacts. The second category rates the approach grades to the plaza.

Approach grades are evaluated starting at the point where two lanes begin to widen for cash plaza and

ends where traffic exiting plaza forms two lanes. Low-range of impacts is applied to alternatives with
ideal approach and departure grades between positive 1% and 2%. Mid-range impacts are applied to

alternatives with approach or departure grades between positive 0.5% and 1% or between positive 2% and

3%. High-range impacts are applied to alternatives with approach or departure grades less than positive
0.5% or greater than 3%. Alternative at mile 8.8 is rated as low-range impact. Alternatives at mile 8.1 and

mile 13.2 are rated as mid-range impacts. Mile 7.3 and mile 10.0 are rated high-range impact. The third

category has no rating. This category shows the alternatives that use the existing pavement for the ORT

lanes with no modification to existing turnpike profile. These categories are based on guidelines. After
selection of an alternative location, continued engineering judgments will determine if modification to the

existing vertical alignment will be needed.

C. Sight Distance (Column 3)

There are two different types of sight distance to consider, stopping sight distance (SSD) and decision

sight distance (DSD). AASHTO defines SSD to be sufficiently long enough to enable a vehicle traveling
at or near the design speed to stop before reaching a stationary object in its path. A typical example would

be the sight distance required to react and stop prior to vehicles stopped at the cash plaza to pay toll.

AASHTO defines DSD as the distance needed for a driver to detect an unexpected or otherwise difficult
to perceive information source or condition in a roadway environment that may be visually cluttered,

recognize the condition or its potential threat, select an appropriate speed and path, and initiate and

complete complex maneuvers. AASHTO specifically mentions toll plazas as an example of where DSD is
needed.

DSD is used at locations whenever there is a likelihood for error in either information reception, decision

making, or control actions. DSD is needed prior to the split between highway speed and conventional toll
plaza lanes. The driver approaching the toll facility will make a decision to proceed through conventional

toll plaza or ORT lanes, and following signage to determine which lane is appropriate.

AASHTO guidelines have been used to evaluate each alternative. The evaluation of each alternative

consists of decision sight distances and stopping sight distances at multiple locations both northbound and

southbound. The existing turnpike does not meet current guidelines in all locations and upgrading the



Technical Memorandum
(Continued)

Page 5 of 20

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.

turnpike to meet current design guidelines would require significant work. AASHTO states “The fact that

new design values are presented herein does not imply that existing streets and highways are unsafe, nor
does it mandate the initiation of improvement projects.”, “Specific site investigations and crash history

analyses often indicate that the existing design features are performing in a satisfactory manner.” A low-

range of impacts is applied when decision sight distances meet or exceed the minimum length, mid-range

impacts are applied when one or two decision sight distances do not meet the design speed but do meet a
slightly lower design speed (5 mph less), high-range impacts are applied when one or more decision sight

distances do not meet design speed and need to be reduced by 10 mph or more.

Alternatives at mile 7.3, mile 8.1, mile 10.0 are all rated as mid-range impacts. Alternatives at mile 8.8

and mile 13.2 are rated as low-range impacts.

D. Separation from Interchange (Column 4)

AASHTO recommends separation between interchanges to 1 mile minimum for urban and 3 miles

minimum for rural highways. FHWA references the AASHTO standard and states this should remain the
guideline for selection of new mainline toll plaza sites. AASHTO defines urban as an area within a set of

boundaries with over 5,000 in population. The population in York is over 5000, therefore a 1 mile

minimum for urban highways will be used for this evaluation.

Low-range of impacts is applied to interchanges greater than 1 mile from plaza. Mid-range impacts are

applied to interchanges greater than 1 mile from plaza and ramp tapers within 1 mile. High-range impacts
are locations with less than 1 mile of separation between plaza and interchange.

Alternatives at mile 8.8, mile 10.0, mile 13.2 are all rated as low-range impacts. Alternative at mile 8.1 is

rated as a mid-range impact due to proximity of exit 7, and mile 7.3 is rated as high-range impact.

E. Historic Crash Data (Column 5)

MaineDOT has a system of classifying whether or not a particular roadway location is considered a high

crash location (HCL). MaineDOT’s Crash Records Section identifies all reported crashes that have

property damage in excess of $1,000, or where there has been personal injury. To retain and categorize

this information, MaineDOT has established a “Node and Element System.” This system assigns a four or
five digit node number to each intersection, major bridge, railroad crossing, and crossing of town, county,

or urban compact lines as a node. The segments of road that connect the nodes are referred to as elements

or links. As crashes are received by MaineDOT, the information is assigned to the corresponding element
or node corresponding to the geographic location.

A designation of HCL warrants an analysis for patterns of crashes associated with possible geometric
issues. If crash history of a particular element or link or node meets two criteria, then MaineDOT would

classify it as a HCL. The two (2) criteria that must be met are:

· The element/link or node must have eight (8) or more reported crashes over the past 3 years

· The element/link must have a “critical rate factor” (CRF) greater than 1.00. (The critical rate

factor relates the crash rate at a particular element/link or node to the statewide crash rate
average for a similar type of facility).

It should be noted that the critical rate factors are calculated differently between nodes and links, since
nodes are essentially intersections (i.e. spot locations) and links have length of roadway.
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In early and mid-2015, Jacobs coordinated with the Safety office of MaineDOT to obtain crash data for
the Maine Turnpike in the study area. The study area consists of the existing York Toll Plaza (mile 7.3),

mile 8.1, mile 8.8, mile 10.0, and mile 13.2. The Safety Office provided crash information relating to the

study area for the last three years of available data, which are 2012 to 2014. As of early 2015, the State of

Maine contains 382 high crash locations (HCL) nodes (i.e. intersections, bridges, etc.) and 483 HCL links
(i.e. roadway segments).

The  toll  plaza  at  mile  7.3  is  listed  as  a  high-crash  location  (HCL),  and  the  other  four  sites  are  not
considered a HCL. However, to provide a more in-depth view for comparison purposes with the other

sites, individual crashes identified by mile post location were reviewed and summarized. Any crashes

within 0.5 miles of the subject site were deemed to be affiliated with the site. For example, any crashes
between 8.3 and 9.3 were attributed to the 8.8 site (i.e, plus/minus 0.5 miles). Due to the crash area of

influence for each site, some crashes were attributed to 2 sites.

It should be noted that this methodology was developed in lieu of using MaineDOT’s node and link
system, since some links would represent more than one site and have ambiguous value. Links in the

MaineDOT system are directional and have irregular lengths and node placements, relative to the reverse

direction.

For this evaluation, low-range impacts to high-range impacts were identified for each of the considered

sites. Any sites containing 30 or more crashes were classified as a high-range impact location. Any sites
containing between 20 and 30 crashes were classified as a mid-range impact location. Sites containing

less than 20 crashes were designated as low-range impact. Table 1 shows a summary of the crash impacts

for the 5 locations under this evaluation.

Table 1: Crash Impacts (2012-2014 Data)

MaineDOT Crash History

(2012-2014)
NB SB Total

MaineTurnpike, Mile 7.3 18 25 43

MaineTurnpike, Mile 8.1 8 15 23

MaineTurnpike, Mile 8.8 3 10 13

MaineTurnpike, Mile 10.0 7 14 21

MaineTurnpike, Mile 13.2 10 8 18

As shown in Table 1, mile 7.3 is classified as a high-range impact location since it has over 30 crashes

over the course of 3 years. This high-range impact classification can be primarily attributed to the
proximity of the York interchange and the ramp merging, diverging, and weaving movements. It is also

designated as a high crash location (HCL) by MaineDOT. Mile 8.8 and mile 13.2 are classified as low-

range impacts since they have less than 20 crashes over the course of 3 years. Mile 8.8 has the lowest

crashes over the course of 3 years.

While individual crash records were examined as part of the crash analysis, there is no definitive means of

determining the number of crashes that would have occurred if there were no toll plaza or no interchange
in close proximity.  Assuming (conservatively)  that  50% of  the crashes at  the toll  plaza are  due to other

reasons besides the toll plaza or interchange, the crash rates within the plaza limits would still be higher

than the statewide average.
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The weaving issue at the existing Toll Plaza is a multi-faceted problem. It is a function of four

characteristics that contribute to increased crashes and decreased operational efficiency:

1) Close proximity of an interchange

2) Horizontal curve

3) Elevation of the plaza site (bottom of a hill)
4) Proximity of a bridge.

The existing Toll Plaza is located within 700 feet of the Exit 7 interchange.

· This causes merging and weaving complications within the Plaza limits due to some vehicles

navigating to the interchange and the majority vehicles continuing along I-95.

· Also, the close proximity of the existing Toll Plaza causes inefficient usage of toll lanes, where

vehicle queues begin to compile before overall toll capacity is reached.

The existing Toll Plaza is situated on a horizontal curve.

· The southbound traffic tends to drift to the outside of the curve which reduces utilization of all

tollbooths (i.e., the left side booths become over-utilized and the right side booths become under-

utilized).

· The curve hinders the sight of the toll booths for the southbound vehicles until approximately

1,500 feet before reaching the existing toll plaza. This doesn’t allow for adequate time to make
appropriate and necessary lane changes which compromises safety.

The existing Toll Plaza is located at the base of a hill.

· A heavy vehicle having a brake malfunction poses as a safety concern for the Toll Plaza, where a

heavy vehicle may strike the plaza in such an event.

· There are drainage issues, pavement “shoving”, leading to excess rutting and the potential for

hydroplaning.

· The excess noise affiliated with trucks decelerating before the toll plaza and accelerating after the

toll plaza.

The existing Toll Plaza is less than ½ mile from the Chases Pond Road Bridge over I-95

· The bridge hinders the sight of the merging on-ramp traffic at Exit 7 from northbound vehicles

· Reduces the visibility of queuing traffic at the toll booths in the northbound direction

· Information overload with signage due to the proximity of the interchange and the Toll Plaza is

another issue.

F. Geotechnical (Column 6)

The geotechnical study for the alternative at mile 7.3 (400 feet north of existing plaza) was based on
subsurface field investigations performed in 2014 and 2015, while the study for the other four alternatives

at miles 8.1, 8.8, 10.0 and 13.2 were based on site observations along with geologic information available

from the Maine Office of GIS. For each alternative, the project impact area is roughly 1.5 miles long with
varying geotechnical conditions within this corridor. The proposed construction at each location was

considered in the evaluation and includes a new tunnel, toll booth, highway widening, and administration

building and parking lot.

The following generalized value rankings for the Geotechnical sub-category are based on the following:

· Green (Low Impact) represents mostly stable granular soils, no apparent groundwater impact, and
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no apparent bedrock excavation (Ledge). No alternative falls into this category.

· Yellow (Medium Impact) represents ledge excavation, possible unstable soils, minor groundwater

impacts, and possible need for retaining walls to limit impacts on adjacent wetland areas. Four
out of the five alternatives fall into this category.

· Orange (High Impact) represents soft and compressible soils, impacts due to high groundwater

elevation, and no apparent ledge. One of the five alternatives falls into this category.

Findings of Selected Alternatives:

1. Mile 7.3: The subsurface conditions of concern mainly consist of a thick deposit of soft marine

clay which has been settling since the roadway construction in 1947, high groundwater
elevations, and possible unstable soils adjacent to low-lying wetland areas. The assigned impact

ranking for this alternative is High.

2. Mile 8.1: The subsurface conditions of concern include shallow bedrock and rock outcrops
(observed on the west side of the roadway), possible clay material (based on the Maine GIS

information) above bedrock, and possible unstable soils at adjacent wetland areas. The assigned

impact ranking for this alternative is Medium.

3. Mile 8.8: The subsurface conditions of concern include shallow bedrock and rock outcrops
(observed on the west side of the roadway), and possible unstable soils at adjacent wetland areas.

The assigned impact ranking for this alternative is Medium.

4. Mile 10.0: The subsurface conditions of concern include shallow bedrock and rock outcrops
(observed on the west side of the roadway), possible unstable soils at adjacent wetland areas, and

possible need of retaining wall to limit impacts on the adjacent wetland soils along the northeast

side of the proposed roadway alignment where the road is to be widened and filled in. The
assigned impact ranking for this alternative is Medium.

5. Mile 13.2: The subsurface conditions of concern include shallow bedrock and rock outcrops

(observed on both the west and east sides of the roadway), and possible unstable soils at adjacent

wetland areas. The assigned impact ranking for this alternative is Medium.

ENVIRONMENTAL

An extensive review of the corridor yielded a series of alternative sites between mile 8.1 and 13.2

including a site near the existing toll plaza location in York that warranted further evaluation. A

significant effort was expended to gather updated environmental data in the form of on the ground

surveys of wetlands, vernal pools and streams as well as update information on floodplains,
cultural/historical resource impacts and potential threatened/endangered species habitats. The

environmental findings and screening of the alternatives developed was prepared in a separate report

titled “Environmental Screening Report for Potential Southern Maine Toll Plaza Locations” dated
October 8, 2015.

A. Wetland Impacts (Column 7)

The following provides a general overview of each alternative location evaluated. Estimated wetland

impacts are based upon field mapped wetlands and area calculations of direct impacts from limits of

cut/fill completed as part of the conceptual design.

1. Mile 7.3: The study area identified a large wetland complex located on the west and east sides of

the turnpike. Wetlands in this area were identified as forested wetland and wetlands of special
significance (WOSS). The wetland complex is also identified on the York Shoreland Zoning Map
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as a Shoreland Zone including Resource Protection. The expected wetland alteration at this

location is 5.5 acres.
2. Mile 8.1: The study area identified a small forested wetland area located on the west and east

sides of the MTA. Wetlands in this area were identified as forested wetland and WOSS (Vernal

Pools). These wetlands are both shown as Resource Protection on the York Shoreland Zoning

Map. There is also Stream Protection identified on the Shoreland Zoning Map on both sides of
the turnpike. The expected wetland alteration at this location is 1.0 acres.

3. Mile 8.8: The study area identified several small forested wetland areas located on the west and

east sides of the MTA. Wetlands in this area were generally identified as forested wetland. There
is an emergent wetland at mile 9.0. The emergent wetland and the significant vernal pools are

considered WOSS. There appears to be Stream Protection on the west side and Resource

Protection on the east side shown on the York Shoreland Zoning Map. Wetland alterations at this
location will include 1.0 acres of wetland alteration.

4. Mile 10.0: The study area identified forested wetlands with several significant vernal pools. The

wetlands containing significant vernal pools are considered WOSS. The wetland impacts at this

location are 1.0 acres.
5. Mile 13.2: The study area identified small wetlands on the west side of the turnpike and no

wetlands on the east side at mile 13.2. At mile 13.4, there is a potential stream on the east side of

the  turnpike.  Wetlands  in  this  area  were  identified  as  forested  wetlands.  There  is  Stream
Protection on the west side of the turnpike as shown on the York Shoreland Zoning Map near

mile 13.0. The expected wetland alterations at this location is 0.7 acres.

B. Impacts to Maine DEP Wetlands of Special Significance (Column 8)

The Maine Department of Environmental Protection has established regulations identifying certain

wetlands containing high functional value as “Wetlands of Special Significance” (WOSS). WOSS require
higher level permitting considerations at the State permit level.

1. Mile  7.3:  Wetlands  in  this  area  were  identified  as  forested  wetland  and  wetlands  of  special
significance. The WOSS are associated with the Little River and 100-year floodplain. These

wetlands are within an area of Resource Protection on the York Shoreland Zoning Map.

Approximately 1.9 acres of WOSS would be altered.

2. Mile 8.1: Wetlands in this area were identified as forested wetland and WOSS (Significant Vernal
Pool). These wetlands are both shown as Resource Protection on the York Shoreland Zoning

Map. There is also Stream Protection identified on the Shoreland Zoning Map on both sides of

the turnpike. Approximately 0.1 acres of WOSS would be altered.
3. Mile 8.8: There is an emergent wetland at mile 9.0 and vernal pools identified in the study area.

The emergent wetland and the significant vernal pools are considered WOSS. There also appears

to be Stream Protection on the west side and Resource Protection on the east side shown on the
York Shoreland Zoning Map. Approximately 0.8 acres of WOSS would be altered.

4. Mile 10.0: The wetlands containing significant vernal pools are considered WOSS. The expected

WOSS impacts are approximately 1.0 acres.

5. Mile 13.2: At mile 13.4, there is a stream on the east side of the turnpike. Wetlands in this area
were identified as forested wetlands. There is a second steam on the west side of the turnpike as

shown on the York Shoreland Zoning Map around mile 12.9. The expected WOSS impacts are

approximately 0.2 acres.
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C. Wetlands Relative Function and Value (Column 9)

While all wetlands have functional value, the importance of the wetlands functions and values will

depend on a number factors. The USACE has established guidelines for evaluation and assessing wetland

functions and values through the “Highway Methodology Approach,” that identifies 13 criteria. Criteria

includes Groundwater Recharge/Discharge, Floodflow Alteration, Production Export, Sediment/Toxicant
Retention, Nutrient Removal, Sediment/Shoreline Stabilization, Wildlife Habitat, Recreation,

Uniqueness/Heritage, Visual Quality/Aesthetics and Endangered Species Habitat.

In an effort to understand the relevant significance of the wetlands at each potential tolling location, an

assessment of comparative functions and values was completed and categorized as high, average, and low

based upon extent of impacts and value of the resources. The overall extent of wetland impacts at each
location was given a higher weight since permitting will typically look for avoidance and minimization of

impacts. The following functional assessment is based upon best professional judgment of the field data

collected and desktop analysis summarized using the Highway Methodology Approach.

1. Mile 7.3: This alternative includes wetlands 3, 4, 24, and 25 as shown in Environmental

Screening Report. The wetlands adjacent to the existing toll booth are classified as seasonally

saturated, broad-leaved deciduous forested wetlands (PFO1E). These areas are considered Red
Maple (Acer rubrum) swamps. The dominant vegetative species are red maple, white pine (Pinus

strobus), highbush blueberry (Vaccinum corymbosum), speckled alder, cinnamon fern, sensitive

fern, and royal fern. These wetlands are large forested wetlands that contain the Little River with
associated floodplain wetlands. A portion of these floodplain wetlands are shown on the FEMA

flood map as being located within the 100-year floodplain. According to the county soil survey,

the soils within the 100-year floodplain are very poorly drained Chocorua peat which generally

includes several feet of organic soil. The remaining wetlands are classified as poorly drained
Scantic silt loam.

The primary functions and values of these wetlands include groundwater discharge, floodflow
alteration, sediment/toxicant retention, and nutrient removal. These areas are very low in the

watershed and the flow through these wetlands is very slow. The fine-textured and organic soils

promote groundwater discharge in these wetlands due to slow vertical flow. The Little River

becomes more defined east of the turnpike showing that water from this wetland channelizes as it
travels east. The floodflow alteration function is high due to the vast size of the wetland and the

amount of water that it can retain. Sediment/toxicant retention and nutrient removal is high near

the turnpike due to the added stormwater runoff and contaminants from the pavement. Due to the
extent of wetland impacts (over 5 acres) and their relative functions/values, these wetlands were

assessed a high value as compared to resources corridor-wide.

2. Mile 8.1: This alternative includes wetlands 8, 21, and 22 as shown in Environmental Screening

Report. These wetlands are classified as seasonally saturated, broad-leaved deciduous forested

wetlands (PFO1E). The dominant vegetative species are red maple, gray birch, highbush

blueberry, speckled alder, cinnamon fern and sensitive fern. There is a stream that enters wetland
21 via a 48-inch concrete culvert under the turnpike. The Town of York has a Stream Protection

District around this stream on both sides of the turnpike. There is an undefined floodplain shown

on the FEMA flood map in the area east of the turnpike in wetlands 21 and 22, which is identified
as a 500-year flood. According to the county soil survey, the soils within the wetlands are very

poorly drained Chocorua mucky peat and poorly drained Brayton fine sandy loam.
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The primary functions and values of these wetlands include groundwater discharge,

sediment/toxicant retention, and nutrient removal. These wetlands serve as groundwater discharge
areas as they contain organic soils and are surrounded by soils with shallow ledge depths.

Sediment/toxicant retention and nutrient removal is high near the turnpike due to the added

stormwater runoff and contaminants from the pavement. They are flat and contain ponded

conditions during much of the year which allows for sediment/toxicant retention as well as
nutrient removal from the turnpike. The expected wetland impacts are approximately 1 acre in

this area and collectively with the relative functional assessment was assigned an average value.

3. Mile 8.8: This alternative includes wetlands 9-11 and 16-18 as shown in the Environmental

Screening Report. Wetland 11 is classified as a seasonally flooded, persistent emergent wetland

(PEM1C) dominated by broad-leaved cattail. The remaining wetlands are seasonally saturated,
broad-leaved deciduous forested wetlands (PFO1E). The dominant vegetative species are red

maple, white pine, highbush blueberry, speckled alder, cinnamon fern and sensitive fern. The east

side of the turnpike is shown as Resource Protection on the Town of York shoreland zoning map.

According to the county soil survey, the soils in wetland 11 are mapped as very poorly drained
Chocorua mucky peat and the remaining forested wetlands were not mapped as wetland soil.

The primary functions and values of the emergent wetland include groundwater discharge,
floodflow alteration, sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient removal, and wildlife habitat. This

marsh is located in the bottom of the watershed with many wetlands above it and shallow to

bedrock soils in the adjacent upland. The value for sediment/toxicant retention and nutrient
removal is high in this marsh but currently does not function accordingly due to a natural hill

between the turnpike and the wetland. The forested wetlands on the east side of the turnpike

function well for sediment/toxicant retention and nutrient removal. The wetlands in this area

serve as wildlife habitat since portions of it may contain Ribbon Snake and Spotted Turtle habitat.
There are documented vernal pools in the forested wetlands as well. The expected wetland

impacts are approximately 1 acre in size and collectively with the relative functional assessment

was assigned an average value.

4. Mile 10.0: This alternative includes wetlands 35, 43, and 44 as shown in Environmental

Screening Report. These wetlands are classified as seasonally saturated broad-leaved deciduous

forested wetlands (PFO1E). The dominant vegetative species are red maple, yellow birch,
highbush blueberry, speckled alder, cinnamon fern and sensitive fern. Wetland 43 on the east side

of the turnpike is shown as Resource Protection on the Town of York shoreland zoning map.

According to the county soil survey, the soils in the Resource Protection zone are poorly drained
Raynham silt loam and the remaining wetland soils are poorly drained Brayton fine sandy loam.

The primary functions and values of the wetlands include sediment/toxicant retention, nutrient
removal, and wildlife habitat. There is a jurisdictional stream which travels under Chases Pond

Road into wetland 35 and then under the turnpike where it enters wetland 43 via an 18-inch

culvert. Sediment/toxicant retention and nutrient removal is high near the turnpike due to added

stormwater runoff and contaminants from the pavement. All of these wetlands contain vernal
pools as well as possible Ribbon Snake and Spotted Turtle Habitat. The expected wetland impacts

are approximately 1 acre and include over 30,000 square feet of vernal pool impacts. Due to these

critical habitat impacts, the relative functional assessment was assigned average value.

5. Mile 13.2: This alternative includes wetlands 38, 39, 47 and 48 as shown in Environmental

Screening Report. These wetlands are classified as a seasonally saturated broad-leaved deciduous
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forested wetland (PFO1E). The dominant vegetative species are red maple, white pine, highbush

blueberry,  speckled alder,  cinnamon fern and sensitive fern.  There is  Stream Protection District
along Clay Hill Brook which runs through wetland 48 on the west side of the turnpike and

wetland 38 on the right side of the turnpike at mile 13.0. According to the county soil survey, the

soils in the wetland are classified as very poorly drained Biddeford mucky peat and poorly

drained Scantic silt loam.

The primary functions and values of the wetland include floodflow alteration, groundwater

discharge, sediment/ toxicant retention, nutrient removal and wildlife habitat. Clay Hill Brook
contains a 100-year floodplain on the west side of the turnpike according to the FEMA flood

map. The fine-textured soils and shallow ledge allow for groundwater discharge to occur. There

are two vernal pools near mile 13.4 which serve as amphibian breeding habitat. There is also a
potential stream on the east side of the turnpike running westerly. The expected wetland impacts

are approximately 0.7 acres. Comparatively, this study area represented the lowest overall

impacts and was assessed a low value as compared to other wetlands.

D. Stream Impacts (Column 10)

Both  the  MDEP  and  USACE  regulate  stream  impacts.  Depending  on  the  stream’s  location,  ability  to
sustain fish and other aquatic species, the relative value of the stream will vary. Regardless of the

presence or lack of presence (fish and aquatic species), streams are regulated and require permitting for

impacts.

1. Mile 7.3: 360 linear feet of stream would be impacted.

2. Mile 8.1: 50 linear feet of stream would be impacted.

3. Mile 8.8: 80 linear feet of stream would be impacted.
4. Mile 10.0: 160 linear feet of stream would be impacted.

5. Mile 13.2: 140 linear feet of stream would be impacted.

Review of the MDEP Chapter 502 Stormwater Regulations indicated no Urban Impaired Streams are

located within the improvement areas.

E. Vernal Pool Impact (Column 11)

“Vernal pools or "spring pools" are shallow depressions that usually contain water for only part of the

year. In the Northeast, vernal pools may fill during the fall and winter as the water table rises. Rain and
melting snow also contribute water during the spring. Vernal pools typically dry out by mid to late

summer. Although vernal pools may only contain water for a relatively short period of time, they serve as

essential breeding habitat for certain species of wildlife, including salamanders and frogs. Since vernal
pools dry out on a regular basis, they cannot support permanent populations of fish. The absence of fish

provides an important ecological advantage for species that have adapted to vernal pools, because their

eggs and young are safe from predation by fish.

Species that must have access to vernal pools in order to survive and reproduce are known as "obligate"

vernal pool species. In Maine, obligate vernal pool species include wood frogs, spotted and blue-spotted

salamanders (two types of mole salamanders) and fairy shrimp. While wood frogs and mole salamanders
live most of their lives in uplands, they must return to vernal pools to mate and lay their eggs. The eggs

and young of these amphibians develop in the pools until they are mature enough to migrate to adjacent

uplands. Fairy shrimp are small crustaceans which spend their entire life cycle in vernal pools, and have
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adapted to constantly changing environmental conditions. Fairy shrimp egg cases remain on the pool

bottom even after all water has disappeared. The eggs can survive long periods of drying and freezing, but
will hatch in late winter or early spring when water returns to the pool.”

1. Mile 7.3: Vernal pools were identified both in the STI evaluation work and prior HNTB studies.

One vernal pool with a total of 1,750 square feet of resource would be impacted.
2. Mile 8.1: No vernal pools would be impacted at this location.

3. Mile 8.8: Vernal pools were identified both in the STI evaluation work and prior HNTB studies.

Two vernal pools with a total of 7,230 square feet of resource would be impacted.
4. Mile 10.0: Vernal pools were identified both in the STI evaluation work and prior HNTB studies.

Four vernal pools with a total of 32,480 square feet of resource would be impacted.

5. Mile 13.2: Vernal pools were identified both in the STI evaluation work and prior HNTB studies.
Two vernal pools with a total of 7,430 square of resource would be impacted.

Vernal pool data and mapping are provided in Environmental Screening Report.

F. Impacts to Maine DEP Vernal Pools of Special Significance (Column 12)

The Maine Department of Environmental Protection regulates vernal pools differently than the USACE.
In Maine, a vernal pool is defined by meeting a prerequisite number of egg mases as opposed to the

USACE who may regulate all vernal pools regardless of the number egg masses present. The following

provides a summary of MDEP vernal pool impacts.

1. Mile 7.3: No MDEP regulated vernal pools were identified.

2. Mile 8.1: No MDEP regulated vernal pools were identified.

3. Mile 8.8: One MDEP regulated vernal pools was identified totaling 950 square feet of impact.
4. Mile 10.0: Four MDEP regulated vernal pools were identified totaling 32,480 square feet of

impact.

5. Mile 13.2: No MDEP regulated vernal pools were identified.

G. FEMA Floodplain (Column 13)

The FEMA Flood Map Service Center is the official public source for flood hazard information produced
in support of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). This information was referenced to assess the

potential impacts to federally regulated flood areas. In addition, mapped flood hazard areas were wetlands

are present are considered Wetlands of Special Significance by the MDEP.

1. Mile  7.3:  The  project  area  is  mapped  as  a  Zone  “A”  100-year  flood  hazard  area.  No  specific

elevation information is available from FEMA suggesting a flood elevation study has not been
completed. Approximately 1.0 acres of floodplain would be impacted.

2. Mile 8.1: Approximately 0.5 acres of floodplain would be impacted.

3. Mile 8.8: Approximately 0.3 acres of floodplain would be impacted.

4. Mile 10.0: No flood hazard mapping was identified in the project area. A zone “A” 100-year
flood hazard area is mapped easterly of the project area but does not appear to be within the limits

of direct impact as referenced from FEMA flood hazard mapping.

5. Mile 13.2: The project areas adjacent the MTA is mapped as a Zone “A” 100-year flood hazard
area. No specific elevation information is available from FEMA suggesting a flood elevation

study has not been completed.
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H. Cultural / Historical Resources (Column 14)

The Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) was contacted and provided locations of the

proposed tolling plazas. MHPC responded on January 7, 2015 and determined no archaeological sites

have been identified for any of the alternative locations. We would note that once a preferred location is

identified and a preliminary design completed, the MHPC should be contacted to confirm the original
findings. Also included is a 2010 “Historic Architectural Reconnaissance Survey for the York Toll Plaza

Project”  prepared  for  HNTB  by  PAL.  The  report  addresses  area  of  potentially  eligible  listings  in  the

National Register together with Drive and Indirect impacts. PAL concluded not effect on historic
architectural portions and no further work is necessary for the areas studied in the report.

I. Potential Threatened / Endangered Species Habitat (State Listed) (Column 15)

The Maine Natural Areas Program was consulted along with the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries

and Wildlife (IF&W) to obtain database information on habitats for rare, threatened, endangered and

special concern species that may be relevant to each alternative location. The following is a general
summary of the database findings.

Table 2: Potential State Threatened/Endangered Species Habitat Summary

Maine Natural Areas Program Maine Inland Fisheries and Wildlife

Mile
Sweet

Pepperbush
Spicebush

Smooth

Winterberry

Holly

IWWH
1 Ribbon

Snake
Spotted
Turtle

Redfin

Pickeral/

Swamp Darter

7.3 X X X

8.1 X X X X X

8.8 X X X X X

10.0 X X X

13.2

Note: “X” indicates mapped habitat within the project vicinity.

(1) “IWWH” – Inland Waterfowl & Wading Bird Habitat.

1. Mile 7.3: Maine Natural Areas Program: Database information suggests no rare and exemplary

botanical features are mapped in the project area. Spicebush and Sweet Pepper-bush were mapped

northerly of the project area (3 locations) but are not within the project area.

IF&W requires a 100 foot vegetated stream buffer which includes the Little River. In addition,
IF&W identified an Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird habitat along the Little River.

2. Mile 8.1: Maine Natural Areas Program: Database information from the Maine Natural Areas

Program suggests rare and exemplary botanical features are mapped in the project area.
Spicebush and Sweet Pepper-bush were mapped easterly of the project area. These areas do not

appear to be directly within the project area but may warrant field verification should this location

be advanced for further study.

IF&W: Stream protection was identified together with Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird
habitat. Database information indicates that there are 3 habitat areas (Ribbon Snake, Spotted

Turtle and Inland Bird Wading Habitat) within the general project area.

3. Mile 8.8: Maine Natural Areas Program: Database information suggests rare and exemplary
botanical features are mapped in the project area. Sweet Pepper-bush (4 locations) and Smooth

Winterberry Holly (1 location) were mapped in the project area. Some of the mapped areas may

be directly within the project and will warrant field verification should this location be advanced
for further study.
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IF&W: Stream protection was identified together with Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird

habitat. Database information indicates that 3 habitat areas (Ribbon Snake, Spotted Turtle and
Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird Habitat) with potential threatened or endangered species are

located within the identified project area.

4. Mile 10.0: Maine Natural Areas Program: Database information suggests rare and exemplary

botanical features are mapped in the project area. Sweet Pepper-bush was mapped on the west
side of the turnpike but are depicted outside of the project area. Field verification will be

warranted to confirm that both of the species are or are not within the project area.

IF&W: Stream protection was identified along together with Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird
habitat and a potential Redfin Pickerel/Swamp Darter habitat. A total of 160 linear feet of stream

impacts is anticipated. Database information indicates that 2 habitat areas with potential

threatened or endangered species are located within the identified project area.
5. Mile 13.2: Maine Natural Areas Program: Database information suggests no rare and exemplary

botanical features are mapped in the project area.

IF&W: Stream protection was identified on the resource mapping. A total of 140 linear feet of

stream impacts is anticipated. Database information indicates that Spotted Turtle Habitat is
located easterly of the project area but does not appear to be directly within the limits of direct

impacts.

New England Cottontail Rabbit

The New England Cottontail is identified by the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and
Wildlife Service as a candidate for listing as an endangered species. The New England Cottontail

is limited to York and Cumberland County Maine, although their range once extended as far

north as Augusta according to IF&W information. The IF&W reports that in recent years

cottontails have been found in Berwick, Biddeford, Cape Elizabeth, Cumberland, Dayton, Elliot,
Falmouth, Gorham, Kittery, Portland, Saco, Scarborough, South Berwick, South Portland, Wells,

Westbrook, Windham, and York. As part of the permitting, IF&W will require a review of each

site for potential habitat and indications of Cottontail presence. Should the species be identified,
mitigation for associated impacts will likely be required. In 2010, a New England Cottontail

Pellet Study (July 2010 by Normandeau Associates, Inc.) was completed in the area of mile 7.3

and 8.7. The study noted that no conclusive signs of the New England Cottontail were observed.

J. US Fish & Wildlife Threatened and Endangered Species

The Environmental Screening Report includes a listing from the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&W)
of threatened and endangered species. The listing identified one species that may exist within the project

area (Northern Long-Eared Bat). This is based upon the data obtained from the Environmental

Conservation Online System (ECOS) and the Information, Planning, and Conservation System (IPaC)
administered by the US Fish and Wildlife.  The USF&W does not  list  the New England Cottontail  as  a

threatened or endangered species.

Northern Long-Eared Bats

As part  of  the federal  permitting (USACE) process,  the USF&W is  expected to require  that  all

sites  with  tree  clearing  be  surveyed  for  the  presence  of  Northern  Long-Eared  Bats.  When  tree
clearing is required, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife will most likely recommend that clearing be

completed between October 16 and April 19, during which bats are most likely to be in their

hibernacula (caves or mines) where they hibernate over the winter. Tree clearing during this time
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period will most likely avoid any direct effects to bats that may be roosting in trees during the late

spring, summer, and early fall. The alternative is to undertake a field study to determine if
Northern Long-Eared Bats are present through an acoustical listening study. Should the bats be

present, the timing of clearing will important and may be subject to restrictions.

ABUTTER IMPACTS

A. Potential Right-of-Way Impacts (Column 16)

The alternatives were designed to avoid and minimize the impact to properties. The conceptual design of

the alternatives included an estimation of land that would need to be acquired and used as a right-of-way

for the new toll facility. The limits of the proposed right-of-way are irregular because they are a function
of topography, earth-moving activities (i.e., cutting and filling), slopes, existing property boundaries,

viability of remaining portions of properties acquired, and continued access to individual properties.

Right-of-way impacts may include construction of a new administration building, parking lot, highway

widening or retaining wall. The amount of land to be acquired for the construction and operation of the
alternatives would be minimized wherever possible.

Potential right-of-way impacts ranging from 0 to 0.9 acres are considered low impacts, potential right-of-
way impacts ranging from 1.0 to 3.0 acres are moderate impacts and potential right-of-way impacts

greater than 3.01 acres are high impacts.

Mile 10.0 has 3.5 acres of potential right-of-way impact identified as a high impact. Mile 8.1 has 2.0 acres

and mile 13.2 has 2.5 acres of potential right-of-way impact identified as a mid-range impact. Mile 7.3

has 0.1 acres and mile 8.8 has 0.3 acres of potential right-of-way impact identified as a low impact.

B. House Displacement (Column 17)

Certain houses and businesses may need to be acquired for the highway and toll facility right-of-way.
Displacements are counted where the existing residence or commercial building is within 75 feet of the

direct impact line. In addition, lot size was considered during the determination of house displacement. If

a  majority  of  a  lot  is  needed  for  the  project,  the  house  on  the  subject  lot  was  also  considered  as  a

displacement. This does not imply that a house requires displacement. No houses within 75 feet of the
direct impact line are considered a low impact. Houses within 75 feet of the direct impact line is identified

as a displacement and considered a high impact.

There is one house displacement anticipated for alternative at mile 13.2. There are no house

displacements anticipated for alternatives at mile 7.3, mile 8.1, mile 8.8, and mile 10.0.

C. Houses within 1000 feet of direct impact line (Column 18)

Houses 1000 feet of the direct impact line were identified for each alternative. This was to quantify the

number of houses that may experience a change in noise and a change in scenic view. Noise
measurements were not conducted. The noise in some areas would be altered by the alternative. The

scenic view of  some areas would be altered by the build alternative and the loss  of  aesthetic  resources

such as vegetation, forestland, farmland, pastures, and/or streams. The quality of the view is a very
subjective determination; nevertheless, this is an important discriminator between the alternatives. The

metrics of 1000 feet was used to tabulate the number of homes for each alternative. This metric was used

based on our professional judgement for evaluating the alternatives but are not used as part of the impact
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assessment, since there is no regulation to enforce it. The existing houses that would be displaced

(acquired for the highway right-of-way) are excluded from this count. Houses within 1000 feet of the
direct impact line ranging from 0 to 10 are considered a low impact. Houses within 1000 feet of the direct

impact line ranging from 11 to 30 are considered a moderate impact. Houses within 1000 feet of the direct

impact line ranging from 31 or greater are considered a high impact.

Mile 7.3 has 47 houses, mile 10.0 has 46 houses and mile 13.2 has 41 houses within 1000 feet of the

direct impact line identified as a high impact. Mile 8.1 has 6 houses and mile 8.8 has 4 houses within

1000 feet of the direct impact line identified as a low impact.

LOGISTICS DURING CONSTRUCTION

A. Constructability (Column 19)

Constructability is optimizing cost, time, and quality factors with the material, equipment, construction

means, methods, and techniques used on a project; accomplished by matching owner values with
available construction industry practices. Constructability is a project management technique for

reviewing construction processes from start to finish during the pre-construction phrase. It will identify

obstacles and constraints before a project is actually built to reduce or prevent error, delays and cost
overruns. Constructability constraints for this project may include poor soils conditions, environmental

impacts, traffic management or maintaining the existing toll facility while the new toll facility is being

constructed in close proximity. Traffic movement through the work zone during all construction phases
and the geometric constraints of temporary construction features (e.g. shoring and bracing) can be another

constructability issue.

Alternatives following the standard construction industry practice and with minimal construction
constraints is considered conventional. Alternative with difficult construction constraints is considered

difficult.

Mile 7.3 is complicated construction phasing due to close proximity of new plaza, 400 feet away, while

maintaining operations at existing plaza. This alternative may require temporary booths or E-ZPass lanes

to maintain tolling lanes in each direction during construction. This alternative has poor soil conditions

and will require the removal of material up to 5 feet in depth and replaced with a lightweight aggregate
fill to bottom of proposed roadway subbase. Wick drains would be installed in the new roadway areas and

spaced 4 to 5 feet on center in a triangular grid. Where wick drains are installed, the area would be

surcharged for 4 to 7 months. The wick drains would help speed up the consolidation of the clay.

There are no constructability constraints or issues anticipated for alternatives at mile 8.1, mile 8.8, mile

10.0 and mile 13.2

B. Safety of Toll Collectors (Column 20)

Making sure the MTA employees, toll collectors and maintenance staff who perform work in the
immediate vicinity of the existing plaza (including electrical work, construction, and other repairs) are

safe during construction is  a  critical  element  to  MTA. Safety of  toll  collectors  is  a  high priority  and all

alternatives will have appropriate safety measures. This category differentiates the level of conflict areas
and how difficult protection of toll collectors will be during construction.
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The most aggressive mitigation strategy to protect workers from vehicular traffic is to provide workers

access  to  booths  without  requiring  them to  cross  active  traffic  by-pass  toll  lanes.  This  is  accomplished
with the use of a tunnel. However, with the construction phasing and removal of poor soil, there may be

some disruption to the existing tunnel.

Low-range of impacts are applied to alternatives providing safe practice and measures during construction
with minimal changes to toll collector’s normal routines and are separated from the construction zone.

Mid-range impacts are applied to alternatives with moderate changes to toll collector’s normal routines

and minor or moderate overlap through construction areas. High-range of impacts are applied to
alternatives with major changes to toll collector’s normal routines and major overlap through construction

areas.

Mile  7.3  has  some  mid-range  constraints  due  to  close  proximity  to  the  existing  toll  plaza.  The

construction zone for this alternative falls within the existing toll plaza.

Alternatives at mile 8.1, mile 8.8, mile 10.0 and mile 13.2 are considered good since there are no safety
constraints or issues anticipated.

C. Traveler Impacts (Column 21)

Construction for a new toll facility will have impacts to travelers. Impacts may occur at the construction

work zone and/or at the existing toll plaza. Travelers must access the dedicated toll lanes via the toll plaza
approach area. Excessive vehicle queue in the approach area impacts access and efficiency of dedicated

toll lanes. Traveler impacts may include queueing (traffic backup) and delays at the existing toll facility in

proximity to the new toll facility being constructed.

Traveler impacts are a measure of the complexity of traffic management and to what level of

inconvenience it affects vehicles traveling on the turnpike during construction. The higher level of

Alternatives with construction in close proximity to the existing plaza will have more complex traffic
management which may affect travelers more than alternatives with no overlap of the existing plaza.

Low-range of impacts is applied to construction at existing grade and minor traffic shifts. Mid-range

impacts are applied to construction at or near existing grade and traffic shifts requiring more complexity.

High-range impacts are applied to construction at a significantly higher or lower new grade requiring very
complex traffic management.

Alternatives at mile 7.3 and mile 8.1 are considered mid-range impacts due to more complex traffic
management with ramp traffic and proximity to the existing toll plaza. Alternatives at mile 8.8, mile 10.0

and mile 13.2 are rated as low-range of impacts due to minimal traffic management efforts.

COSTS

Construction costs are based on known high cost items such as common excavation, hot mix asphalt, toll

booths, tunnel etc. and a contingency for smaller item costs not typically quantified until final design.
Costs for wetland, stream and ROW impacts are included for each alternative. Additional costs added to

each alternative are 10% contingency, 10% design engineering and 8% construction engineering. Costs

for maintenance of traffic are included and are commensurate with complexity of alternative location.
Soil conditions are a factor in the construction sequencing and cost. Multiple borings were taken near

mile 7.3 so this estimate is more refined concerning soil remediation. Other alternatives consist of visual

determination of site conditions with appropriate cost estimating.
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A. Initial Capital Costs (Column 22)

Capital costs consist of estimations for a complete plaza with contingencies of 10% for lower cost items

to be defined during final design. The estimated cost includes: all construction items, new toll facility,

access road, utilities, utilities removed from existing toll facility, demo of the existing toll facility and

reconfigure to a highway, wetland mitigation, maintenance of traffic; demolition of toll plaza, tunnel,
building; toll equipment and systems, new Right of Way acquisition, design and construction engineering.

The initial capital cost does not include prior Right of Way acquisitions along the turnpike. This cost

includes the reconfiguration of the existing plaza location for all alternatives regardless of distance to
alternative site. The project limits of alternative at mile 7.3 include the removal and all work associated

with reconfiguration at the existing toll plaza, however all other alternatives will require removal of the

existing plaza and reconfiguring the roadway with standard ramp designs. The reconfiguration and
removal cost at the existing plaza site will be the same for alternatives with no overlap in the layout,

however alternatives with an overlap area will benefit from a reduced cost for reconfiguration. These

costs are incorporated into initial capital costs for each alternative.

1. The initial capital costs for mile 7.3 is approximately $60.4 million.

2. The initial capital costs for mile 8.1 is approximately $39.7 million.

3. The initial capital costs for mile 8.8 is approximately $40.8 million.
4. The initial capital costs for mile 10.0 is approximately $42.6 million.

5. The initial capital costs for mile 13.2 is approximately $46.6 million.

B. Revenue Loss during Construction (Column 23)

This evaluation of revenue loss during construction only considers the complexity of maintenance of

traffic. Alternatives constructed at existing grade will have minor effects on the flow of traffic, however
construction at a new grade will require shifting traffic multiple times through the workzone. The

likelihood of the traveling public diverting to other routes avoiding tolls will increase.

Low-range of impacts is applied to construction at existing grade. High-range impacts is applied to

construction at a new grade.

Alternatives at mile 8.1, mile 8.8, mile 10.0 and mile 13.2 are all rated as low-range impacts. Alternative
at mile 7.3 is rated as high-range impact.

C. Life-Cycle / Operation Costs (Column 24)

The life-cycle costs are determined by settlement and associated maintenance issues. Paving operations at

mile 7.3 will be required on a 6 year cycle rather than the 10 year cycle based on future settlement due to
poor soil conditions.

Low-range impacts are applied to normal conditions requiring normal maintenance procedures and life

cycle. Mid-range impacts are applied to a slight increase in maintenance costs or reduced life cycle. High-
range impacts are applied to a significant increase in maintenance costs or significant reduction in life

cycle.

Alternatives at mile 8.1, mile 8.8, mile 10.0 and mile 13.2 are all rated as low-range impacts. Alternative

at mile 7.3 is rated as a mid-range impact due to an increase in maintenance costs.



Technical Memorandum
(Continued)

Page 20 of 20

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.

CONCLUSION

Each of the alternatives had some categories of impacts that had similar results as the recommended

alternative but overall we believe that the net positive attributes of alternative mile 8.8 make it the

desirable choice for further study and evaluation. Clearly, the alternative that locates the new plaza at

approximately mile 8.8 has superior Engineering and Safety benefits while minimizing environmental and
abutter impacts compared to a reconstruction of the toll plaza in the vicinity of mile 7.3. The

reconstructed  toll  plaza  at  mile  7.3  site  would  still  have  less  than  ideal  geometric  and  safety

characteristics because of the horizontal and vertical curves leading to the toll plaza and the poor safety
record that has classified the approaches and departure zones as a high crash location according to Maine

DOT historic records. Based on our teams’ field investigation and research efforts, the wetland and

stream impacts for the existing mile 7.3 alternative compared to the recommended location, range from 3
to 5 times higher. Additional benefits of the recommended alternative consist of less disruption to the

travelling public, reduced construction time, and significant cost savings in the range of $20 million.

Jacobs recommends continuation of the development and refinement of alternative for mile 8.8 to

continue pre-permitting activities and design refinement of this alternative. See Appendix C, for the
memorandum on the Recommended Alternative.
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FIGURES

Figure 1 Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 7.3

Figure 2 Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 8.1

Figure 3 Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 8.8

Figure 4 Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 10.0

Figure 5 Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 13.2
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FIGURE 1 - Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 7.3
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FIGURE 2 - Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 8.1
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FIGURE 3 - Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 8.8
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FIGURE 4 - Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 10.0
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FIGURE 5 - Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 13.2
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EVALUATION MATRIX

No. (SF) No. (SF)

Average Poor New 1 1,750 0 0

Other Sites Analyzed

Average Poor Existing 0 0 0 0

Good Average Existing 2 7,230 1 950

Average Average Existing 4 32,480 4 32,480

Good Poor Existing 2 7,430 0 0

Good Good Existing
Average Average New

Poor Poor

Other Sites Analyzed

* Recommended for 10% design and further analysis.

1. 9. Floodplains are based on anticipated direct impacts.
10. Cultural / Historic Resources are based on anticipated direct impacts.
11. Potential Threatened / Endangered Species Habitat (State Listed) are based on anticipated direct impacts within a State or Federally designated habitat area.

2. 12.

3.
13. House Displacement is quantified for houses within 75 feet of direct impact line. The direct impact line is the cut or fill limit shown on the conceptual plans.

4. 14. Houses within 1000 feet from direct impact line.
15.

5.
16. Safety of Toll Collectors. Identifying the safety of the toll collectors and maintenance staff who may have to walk through a construction zone.

6. 17. Traveler Impacts may include traffic delays or construction of the new plaza being within proximity of the existing toll plaza.
18.

7.
19. Revenue Loss during Construction. It is anticipated there will be revenue lost if traffic is diverted during construction.

8. Vernal Pool Impacts are based on anticipated direct impacts within Significant and Non-Significant Pools. 20.

Wetland Relative Function and Value is based on a preliminary comparative assessment of each proposed location in accordance with U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers methodology.
Stream Impacts are based on anticipated direct impacts to potentially jurisdictional waterways, which could be modified based upon regulatory agency
determinations.

ENVIRONMENTAL

12

Impacts to Maine DEP
Vernal Pool of

Special Significance

No Impact
Resource Impacted

9

Wetlands Relative
Function and Value (6)

High

Average

Average

High

Low

Low
Average

Approximate
Location \ Evaluation

Parameter

1 2 3 4 13 14 15

Horizontal Alignment
(1)

Vertical Alignment (1) Sight Distance (2) Separation
from

Interchange
(>1 mile) (1)

5 6 7 8 10 11

FEMA Floodplain (9) Cultural / Historical
Resources (10)

Potential Threatened /
Endangered Species

Habitat
(State Listed)(11)

Cash Plaza
on Crest

Cash Plaza -
Approach

Grades
between
+1% and

+2%

ORT Lanes
on Existing

or New

(Acres) (Acres) (LF) (Acres)

Historic Crash Data (3) Geotechnical (4) Wetland Impacts
(Total) (5)

Impacts to Maine DEP
Wetlands of

Special Significance (5)

Stream Impacts (7) Vernal Pool Impact
(Total) (8)

ENGINEERING / SAFETY

3.0 No Impact

0.5 No ImpactMile 8.1 Curve on approach Average Marginal 23

Clay 5.5 1.9 360Mile 7.3 On Curve Average No 43

Ledge 1.0 0.1 50

Ledge 1.0 0.8 80 0.3 No ImpactMile 8.8* On straight Good Yes 13

Ledge 1.0 1.0 160 0.0 No ImpactMile 10.0 Curve on approach Average Yes 21

Ledge 0.7 0.2 140 0.0 No ImpactMile 13.2 On straight Good Yes 18

Resource Impacted Resource Impacted Resource Impacted Resource Impacted
No Impact No Impact

Mid-Range of Impacts Curve on approach Average Marginal Mid-range Marginal > 0.34 –  3.0
Good < 0.34 No Impact No Impact No Impact No ImpactLow-Range of Impacts On straight Good Yes Low-range

Acres $Millions

23 24

ABUTTER IMPACTS LOGISTICS DURING CONSTRUCTION COSTS / FINANCIALS

Potential Right-of-

Way Impacts (12)
House Displacement

within 75 feet of direct

impact line (13)

Houses within 1000
feet of direct impact

line (14)

Constructability (15) Safety of

Toll Collectors (16)

Poor No High-range

Traveler Impacts (17) Initial Capital Costs (18)

Resource Impacted Resource Impacted

Revenue Loss during

Construction (19)
Life-Cycle /

Operations Costs (20)

High

Not TypicalMile 7.3 0.1 0 47 Difficult

Approximate
Location \ Evaluation

Parameter

16 17 18 19 20 21 22

Poor > 3.0High-Range of Impacts On Curve

Extra Precaution

Typical

Mile 8.8* 0.3 0 4 Conventional No Impacts Minor $40.8 Minimal Typical

Mile 8.1 2.0 0 6 Conventional No Impacts Intermediate $39.7 Minimal

Intermediate $60.4 Significant

No Impacts Minor $46.6 Minimal Typical

Mile 10.0 3.5 0 46 Conventional No Impacts Minor $42.6 Minimal Typical

Mile 13.2 2.5 1 41 Conventional

Footnotes:

Typical
Mid-Range of Impacts 1.0 – 3.0 NA 11 - 30 Difficult Extra Precaution Intermediate Significant Not Typical
Low-Range of Impacts 0 –  0.9 0 0 - 10 Conventional No Impacts Minor Minimal

Initial Capital Costs. Costs to construct the new toll facility, access road, utilities, utilities removed from existing toll facility, demo of the existing toll
facility and reconfigure to a highway, wetland mitigation, toll equipment and systems, ROW acquisition, design/construction engineering and 10%

Life-Cycle / Operations Costs. The life-cycle costs are associated maintenance issues. Example, paving operations may be on a 6-year cycle rather than a
10-year cycle based future settlement due to poor soil conditions.

Information is based on MaineDOT's historical crash data and MaineDOT Office of Safety guidelines. Sites with 30 or more crashes were identified as high-
range. Sites with 20-30 crashes were identified as mid-range. Sites with less than 20 crashes are low-range.
Geotechnical. Green represents mostly stable granular soils, no apparent groundwater impact, and no apparent bedrock excavation (ledge). Yellow
represents ledge excavation, possible unstable soils, and minor groundwater impacts. Red represents soft and compressible soils, impacts due to high
Wetland Impacts are based on anticipated direct impacts on field delineated wetlands. Severity of impact based on level of USACE permitting required.
Category 1 is non-reporting to the Corps. Category 2 requires notification to Corps but meets General Permit requirements.  If not Category 1 or 2, a

No.

1

3

3

2

1

Horizontal Alignment, Vertical Alignment and Separation from Interchange (>1 mile) values are based on criteria and design policies from the guidelines
in the Federal Highway Administration report "State of the Practice and Recommendation on Traffic Control Strategies at Toll Plaza" 2006 and American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) "A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets", 2011.
Sight Distance value is based on the criteria and design policies from the guidelines in the American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO) "A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets", 2011.

MajorHigh-Range of Impacts >3.01 >0 >31

Potential Right-of-Way Impacts is land that would need to be acquired and used as a right-of-way for the new toll facility. Right-of-way impacts may
include construction of a new administration building, parking lot, highway widening or retaining wall. Right-of-impacts do not include new access road
to the new administration building.

Constructability is measured by construction constraints that may include poor soils conditions, environmental impacts, tolling equipment / installation,
traffic management, and/or construction phasing.
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FIGURE 5 - Conceptual Plan, Profile and Typical Section at Mile 13.2 
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No. (SF) No. (SF)

Average Poor New 1 1,750 0 0

Other Sites Analyzed

Average Poor Existing 0 0 0 0

Good Average Existing 2 7,230 1 950

Average Average Existing 4 32,480 4 32,480

Good Poor Existing 2 7,430 0 0

Good Good Existing

Average Average New

Poor Poor

Other Sites Analyzed

* Recommended for 10% design and further analysis.

1. 9. Floodplains are based on anticipated direct impacts.

10. Cultural / Historic Resources are based on anticipated direct impacts.

11. Potential Threatened / Endangered Species Habitat (State Listed) are based on anticipated direct impacts within a State or Federally designated habitat area.

2. 12.

3.

13. House Displacement is quantified for houses within 75 feet of direct impact line. The direct impact line is the cut or fill limit shown on the conceptual plans.

4. 14. Houses within 1000 feet from direct impact line.

15.

5.

16. Safety of Toll Collectors. Identifying the safety of the toll collectors and maintenance staff who may have to walk through a construction zone.

6. 17. Traveler Impacts may include traffic delays or construction of the new plaza being within proximity of the existing toll plaza.

18.

7.

19. Revenue Loss during Construction. It is anticipated there will be revenue lost if traffic is diverted during construction.

8. Vernal Pool Impacts are based on anticipated direct impacts within Significant and Non-Significant Pools. 20.

Wetland Relative Function and Value is based on a preliminary comparative assessment of each proposed location in accordance with U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers methodology. 

Stream Impacts are based on anticipated direct impacts to potentially jurisdictional waterways, which could be modified based upon regulatory agency 

determinations. 

ENVIRONMENTAL

12

Impacts to Maine DEP

Vernal Pool of

Special Significance

No Impact

Resource Impacted

9

Wetlands Relative 

Function and Value  (6)

High

Average

Average

High

Low

Low

Average

Approximate

Location \ Evaluation 

Parameter

1 2 3 4 13 14 15

Horizontal Alignment 
(1)

Vertical Alignment
 (1)

Sight Distance 
(2) Separation

from

Interchange

(>1 mile) 
(1)

5 6 7 8 10 11

FEMA Floodplain 
(9) Cultural / Historical

Resources (10)

Potential Threatened / 

Endangered Species 

Habitat

(State Listed)
(11)

Cash Plaza 

on Crest

Cash Plaza - 

Approach 

Grades 

between 

+1% and 

+2%

ORT Lanes 

on Existing 

or New

(Acres) (Acres) (LF) (Acres)

Historic Crash Data 
(3)

Geotechnical 
(4) Wetland Impacts

(Total) 
(5)

Impacts to Maine DEP 

Wetlands of

Special Significance  (5)

Stream Impacts
 (7) Vernal Pool Impact

(Total) 
(8)

ENGINEERING / SAFETY

3.0 No Impact

0.5 No ImpactMile 8.1 Curve on approach Average Marginal 23

Clay 5.5 1.9 360Mile 7.3 On Curve Average No 43

Ledge 1.0 0.1 50

Ledge 1.0 0.8 80 0.3 No ImpactMile 8.8* On straight Good Yes 13

Ledge 1.0 1.0 160 0.0 No ImpactMile 10.0 Curve on approach Average Yes 21

Ledge 0.7 0.2 140 0.0 No ImpactMile 13.2 On straight Good Yes 18

Resource Impacted Resource Impacted Resource Impacted Resource Impacted

No Impact No Impact

Mid-Range of Impacts Curve on approach Average Marginal Mid-range Marginal > 0.34 –  3.0

Good < 0.34 No Impact No Impact No Impact No ImpactLow-Range of Impacts On straight Good Yes Low-range

Acres $Millions

23 24

ABUTTER IMPACTS LOGISTICS DURING CONSTRUCTION COSTS / FINANCIALS

Potential Right-of-

Way Impacts 
(12)

House Displacement

within 75 feet of direct 

impact line 
(13)

Houses within 1000 

feet of direct impact 

line 
(14)

Constructability 
(15) Safety of

Toll Collectors 
(16)

Poor No High-range

Traveler Impacts (17)
Initial Capital Costs 

(18)

Resource Impacted Resource Impacted

Revenue Loss during

Construction 
(19)

Life-Cycle /

Operations Costs 
(20)

High

Not TypicalMile 7.3 0.1 0 47 Difficult

Approximate

Location \ Evaluation 

Parameter

16 17 18 19 20 21 22

Poor > 3.0High-Range of Impacts On Curve

Extra Precaution

Typical

Mile 8.8* 0.3 0 4 Conventional No Impacts Minor $40.8 Minimal Typical

Mile 8.1 2.0 0 6 Conventional No Impacts Intermediate $39.7 Minimal

Intermediate $60.4 Significant

No Impacts Minor $46.6 Minimal Typical

Mile 10.0 3.5 0 46 Conventional No Impacts Minor $42.6 Minimal Typical

Mile 13.2 2.5 1 41 Conventional

Footnotes:

Typical

Mid-Range of Impacts 1.0 – 3.0 NA 11 - 30 Difficult Extra Precaution Intermediate Significant Not Typical

Low-Range of Impacts 0 –  0.9 0 0 - 10 Conventional No Impacts Minor Minimal

Initial Capital Costs. Costs to construct the new toll facility, access road, utilities, utilities removed from existing toll facility, demo of the existing toll 

facility and reconfigure to a highway, wetland mitigation, toll equipment and systems, ROW acquisition, design/construction engineering and 10% 

Life-Cycle / Operations Costs. The life-cycle costs are associated maintenance issues. Example, paving operations may be on a 6-year cycle rather than a 

10-year cycle based future settlement due to poor soil conditions. 

Information is based on MaineDOT's historical crash data and MaineDOT Office of Safety guidelines. Sites with 30 or more crashes were identified as high-

range. Sites with 20-30 crashes were identified as mid-range. Sites with less than 20 crashes are low-range.

Geotechnical. Green represents mostly stable granular soils, no apparent groundwater impact, and no apparent bedrock excavation (ledge). Yellow 

represents ledge excavation, possible unstable soils, and minor groundwater impacts. Red represents soft and compressible soils, impacts due to high 

Wetland Impacts are based on anticipated direct impacts on field delineated wetlands. Severity of impact based on level of USACE permitting required. 

Category 1 is non-reporting to the Corps. Category 2 requires notification to Corps but meets General Permit requirements.  If not Category 1 or 2, a 

No.

1

3

3

2

1

Horizontal Alignment, Vertical Alignment and Separation from Interchange (>1 mile) values are based on criteria and design policies from the guidelines 

in the Federal Highway Administration report "State of the Practice and Recommendation on Traffic Control Strategies at Toll Plaza" 2006 and American 

Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) "A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets", 2011.

Sight Distance value is based on the criteria and design policies from the guidelines in the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 

Officials (AASHTO) "A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets", 2011.

MajorHigh-Range of Impacts >3.01 >0 >31

Potential Right-of-Way Impacts is land that would need to be acquired and used as a right-of-way for the new toll facility. Right-of-way impacts may 

include construction of a new administration building, parking lot, highway widening or retaining wall. Right-of-impacts do not include new access road 

to the new administration building.

Constructability is measured by construction constraints that may include poor soils conditions, environmental impacts, tolling equipment / installation, 

traffic management, and/or construction phasing.
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Wetlands Report 
 York Toll Plaza Replacement 
Introduction 

Sebago Technics, Inc. has been retained to complete a wetland and vernal pool delineation and survey 
report for the Maine Turnpike Authority, for land that may be impacted by the replacement of the Toll 
Plaza in York Maine.  The selected land is adjacent to the existing turnpike right of way between mile eight 
and mile nine of the U.S. I-95 Turnpike.  The following summary narrative describes the result of our 
wetland and vernal pool field evaluation. 

 

Description of Project Area:  

The project site is located inland in York, Maine on and around U.S. I-95 Turnpike below Chases Pond.  
The site includes forested wetlands on the east and the west side of the turnpike and an adjacent 
stream that runs through a culvert under the highway between mile seven and mile eight that 
eventually connects with the Little River as well as a stream between mile nine and ten that connects 
with the Cape Neddick River near the edge of the project site.  The site is a mile and a half away from 
the existing York Toll Plaza that is currently in use by the Maine Turnpike Authority.   

 

Vernal Pools 

A vernal pool survey was conducted on this site in April 2016 and April/May 2015.  The survey conforms 
to the standards and methods outlined in Chapter 335, Section 9, of the Natural Resource Protection Act, 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection. 

 

There were a total of 12 vernal pools identified on the property as follows:   

 

1. Six vernal pools within wetlands 54, 56, 13, and 19, met the definition of “Significant Vernal Pool” 
based on the egg mass counts of pool-breeding amphibians for the 2016 survey by Sebago Technics, 
Inc.  .  In vernal pool 54-3 there were 70 wood frog egg masses and 72 spotted salamander egg 
masses.  In vernal pool 54-2 there were 45 spotted salamander egg masses and four wood frog egg 
masses.  Vernal pool 13-1 had 75 spotted salamander egg masses, 27 wood frog egg masses, one 
fairy shrimp and a spotted turtle sighting.  In vernal pool 19-1 there were 120 spotted salamander 
egg masses found.  There were 20 spotted salamander egg masses in vernal Pool 56-1.  There have 
been no egg masses found in vernal pool 54-4 in 2015 or 2016, but in 2008 a previous survey 
identified 60 fairy shrimp designating this pool significant.   
 

2. Six other vernal pools were identified within the wetlands mapped for this assessment.  These pools 
were determined to be a non-significant vernal pools based on MDEP criteria.  The highest egg mass 
count for vernal pool 12-1 during the 2016 survey was 14 spotted salamander.  Vernal Pool 17-1 
contained 29 wood frog egg masses, and 15 spotted salamander egg masses.  There were 4 spotted 



 

salamander egg masses identified in vernal pool 18-1, 8 spotted salamander egg masses identified 
in vernal pool 18-3, and 13 wood frog egg masses identified in vernal pool 18-2.  Vernal pool 53-1 
had 9 wood frog egg masses and 2 spotted salamander egg masses.  Vernal pool 54-1 had 4 spotted 
salamander egg masses.   

 
3. There were several areas where a previous study had identified vernal pools where none were 

found during this study.  In wetland 16 a vernal pool had been delineated with no indicator species 
identified in any years of survey.  The most recent survey in 2015 and 2016 did not identify any egg 
masses thus confirming that there is no vernal pool here.  Adjacent to wetland 56 there was 
documentation of two vernal pools but after reviewing the area it was determined there were no 
vernal pools as the areas were without water during the month of April.   
 
See attached “Maine State Vernal Pool Assessment Forms” for egg mass counts and habitat 
information. 

 

Wetlands 

The wetlands on the site were delineated by Gary M. Fullerton of Sebago Technics in April and May, 2015. 
This delineation was completed in general accordance with the standards and methods outlined in the 
1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual and Regional Supplement authored and published by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers.  The wetlands were marked in the field with alpha numeric pink “wetland boundary” 
flagging.  The delineated wetland boundaries were located in the field using a Trimble global positioning 
system (GPS) backpack unit.  

 

Wetland Classification 

The wetlands on the site fall within two general classifications as defined by Classification of Wetlands 
and Deepwater Habitats (Cowardin, et al., 1979).  There are forested and emergent wetlands, all within 
the Palustrine (non-tidal) system.   

Each wetland is labeled with two descriptions on the wetlands map in Appendix 9B.  The first is an arbitrary 
label to distinguish one wetland from another.  The second is the classification symbol established by 
Cowardin, et al., as described below.     

1. Wetland 11 is classified as a seasonally flooded, persistent emergent wetland (PEM1C) dominated 
by broad-leaved cattail (Typha latifolia).  This wetland is part of a larger complex that drains from 
Chases Pond and eventually connects with the Cape Neddick River.  The soils in the wetland are 
Chocorua peat while the surrounding soils are lyman-rock outcrop.  There are no significant vernal 
pool breeding areas defined within the wetland.  
 

2. The remaining wetlands within the project site are classified as seasonally saturated, broad-
leaved, deciduous, forested wetlands (PFO1E).  The dominant vegetation in most of these 
wetlands are as follows: red maple (Acer rubrum), white pine, (Pinus strobus), highbush blueberry 
(Vaccinium corymbosum), speckled alder (Alnus incana), cinnamon fern (Osmundastrum 



 

cinnamomeum), and sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis).  The soils consist of lyman loam, lyman 
rock outcrop, and Brayton and Westbury very stony fine sandy loam.   

 
Wetlands of Special Significance 

Freshwater wetlands of special significance were found on the site.  A wetland of special significance is 
defined in the Natural Resources Protection Act, Chapter 310 – Wetlands and Waterbodies Protection, 
Section 4.  The following eight criteria are used in determination of a wetland of special significance: 

 

1. Critically imperiled or imperiled community.  The freshwater wetland contains a natural community 
that is critically imperiled (S1) or imperiled (S2) as defined by the Natural Areas Program. 

 

Findings:  No critically imperiled communities exist, but several imperiled communities are present.  
The indicated areas of sweet pepper bush (Clethera alnifolia) and spicebush (Lindera benzoin) are 
rated S2 and are listed as “special concern” species with good to fair occurrence rank.  Smooth 
Winterberry Holly (Ilex laevigata) is listed as a special concern species in the state of Maine, for this 
site (between mile eight and nine of the turnpike) the state rank is S3 and the occurrence rank is poor.  
Featherfoil (Hottonia inflata) is listed as threatened and given an occurrence rank of extant.   

 

2. Significant wildlife habitat.  The freshwater wetland contains significant wildlife habitat as defined by 
38 MRSA § 480-B(10). 

 

Findings:  Wetlands 19, 54, and 56 contain significant vernal pools and qualify as significant wildlife 
habitat.  There is a 250-foot jurisdictional zone adjacent to the high water mark of the vernal pools.  
There is Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird Habitat, as well as spotted turtle and ribbon snake habitat 
in Wetland 11. 

 

3. Location near coastal wetland.  The freshwater wetland area is located within 250 feet of a coastal 
wetland. 

 

Findings:  No coastal wetlands exist within 250 feet of the site. 

4. Location near GPA great pond.  The freshwater wetland area is located within 250 feet of the normal 
high water line, and within the same watershed, of any lake or pond classified as GPA under 38 MRSA 
§ 465-A. 

 

Findings:  No GPA great pond is located within 250 feet of the site. 

 



 

5. Aquatic vegetation, emergent marsh vegetation or open water.  The freshwater wetland contains 
under normal circumstances at least 20,000 square feet of aquatic vegetation, emergent marsh 
vegetation or open water, unless the 20,000 or more square foot area is the result of an artificial pond 
or impoundment. 

 

Findings:  Wetland 11 contains approximately 90,000 square feet of emergent marsh vegetation.  This 
wetland contains approximately 20,000 square feet of broad-leaved cattail (typha latifolia) as well as 
a few red maple saplings (acer rubrum), some meadowsweet, and speckled alder.  This is the only 
wetland within the project area that meets the minimum criteria for this category. 

 

6. Wetlands subject to flooding.  The freshwater wetland area is inundated with floodwater during a 
100-year flood event based on flood insurance maps produced by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency or other site-specific information. 

 

Findings:  Wetland 18 is located in a 100-year flood area and qualifies as a wetland of special 
significance.  Refer to attached FEMA Firmette Panel number 230159 0022 D. 

 

7. Peatlands.  The freshwater wetland is or contains peatlands, except that the department may 
determine that a previously mined peatland, or portion thereof, is not a wetland of special 
significance. 

 

Findings:  There are no peatlands on the site. 

 

8. River, stream, or brook.  The freshwater wetland area is located within 25 feet of a river, stream or 
brook. 

 

Findings:  The wetlands within 25 feet of the Cape Neddick River and the streams associated with it 
are considered wetlands of special significance.  There are streams running adjacent to wetlands 13 
and 30 that all connect to the Cape Neddick River.   

 

____________________________ 

Gary M. Fullerton, CSS, LSE 

Director of Natural Resources   
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Vernal Pool Survey Report 

York Toll Plaza Relocation

Introduction

A vernal pool survey was performed on the York Toll Plaza relocation project site at mile 8.8 of 
interstate 95 in York, Maine on April 6th, April 19th, and April 29th 2016 by Gary M. Fullerton, 
Sebago Technics, Inc. (STI).  This survey was conducted to identify vernal pool habitats 
regulated by the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE).  Biotic and abiotic components of each vernal pool habitat may 
vary throughout the course of each year; and may differ from year to year.  Based on the 
observations made, this survey was performed following the peak breeding period of indicator 
species thus correctly characterizing all vernal pools observed.  The wetlands delineated by 
Sebago Technics, Inc. for this project were reviewed for vernal pools indicator species.  

In order to be considered a vernal pool under the jurisdiction of MDEP, a vernal pool must be 
characterized as a Significant Vernal Pool.  According to the MDEP’s current regulations 
(Chapter 335, Section 9 of the MDEP Natural Resources Protection Act {NRPA}), a vernal pool is 
a natural, temporary to semi-permanent body of water occurring in a shallow depression that 
typically fills during the spring or fall and may dry during the summer.  Vernal pools have no 
permanent inlet or outlet and no viable populations of predatory fish.  In addition, a Significant 
Vernal Pool contains one or more of the following: 

 40 or more wood frog (Rana sylvatica) egg masses
 20 or more spotted salamander (Ambystoma maculatum) egg masses

 10 or more blue spotted salamander (Ambystoma laterale) egg masses
 Presence of fairy shrimp (Eubranchipus sp.)
 Presence of any state-listed threatened or endangered species

As defined by Chapter 335 of MDEP’s NRPA, impacts to a Significant Vernal Pool depression, or 
any part of the critical terrestrial habitat within 250 feet of the pool depression, may require an 
Individual NRPA permit.  Regulation by USACE is on a case-by-case basis and may be stimulated 
by the presence of any of the above listed species, regardless of abundance or geographic 
setting. 
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Results: 

There were 13 vernal pools identified within the project area at the conclusion of the vernal 
pool survey.  The table in Appendix 1 summarizes the information collected using the 
Significant Vernal Pool Data Collection Form provided by MDEP.  All of the Vernal Pools at this 
site are contained within forested wetlands (PF1OE).  Vernal Pools 13-1 and 19-1 are classified 
as being excavated for borrow material for turnpike projects most likely in the 1950’s.  Due to 
the time lapse and the fact that significant egg mass counts were observed, we are assuming 
these pools would be considered significant under the DEP definition.  Vernal pool 18-3 is 
considered a natural-modified pool because it has been altered by the development adjacent to 
the pool and a portion of the pool was excavated.  The remaining vernal pools were all 
classified as natural pools.  

There are six vernal pools on the project site that were determined to be significant and seven 
non-significant vernal pools.  

Significant Vernal Pools

Vernal Pool 13-1 is an unnatural pool that appears to have been excavated as a pond and is an 
isolated pool.  The pool is three to five feet deep and has shallow organic matter on the bottom 
of the pool.  The vegetation observed was wet site graminoids and shrubs.  On April 19th, there 
were 75 spotted salamander egg masses observed in the pool, a fairy shrimp was identified, 
and a spotted turtle was seen in the 2016 survey.  On that date, there were 32 wood frog egg 
masses observed.  Despite the unnatural origin this is being considered a significant vernal pool.  

Vernal Pool 19-1 is an unnatural pool that appears to have been excavated that is on the east 
side of the turnpike and lies just beyond the existing tree line.  It receives runoff from the 
turnpike via an excavated and rip-rap lined ditch.  It is a semi-permanent pool that is part of a 
larger forested wetland complex.  The pool itself is classified as a shrub swamp based on the 
vegetation present.  Wet site ferns, shrubs, graminoids and floating aquatic plants were 
observed in the pool.  The water has a reddish-brown color and a thick layer of leaf litter on the 
bottom.  Over 100 spotted salamander egg masses were observed in the pool on both survey 
dates while no other indicator species were present.

Vernal Pool 54-2 is a natural pool associated with a large forest wetland complex (wetland 54) 
with no inlet or outlet.  The soil is a shallow layer of organic matter on the bottom of the pool.  
The vegetation observed is moist site ferns and wet site shrubs.  The depth of the pool is one to 
three feet deep.  There were 45 spotted salamander egg masses observed on April 19th and 4 
wood frog egg masses.  

Vernal Pool 54-3 is a natural pool that is part of the large forested wetland complex.  The pool is 
ephemeral and one to three feet deep with organic matter on the pool floor.  The vegetation 
consists of wet site ferns, shrubs, moist site shrubs, vascular plants, and sphagnum moss.  This 
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pool contained approximately 70 wood frog egg masses and 72 spotted salamander egg 
masses.  

Vernal Pool 54-4 is a natural pool associated with the large forested wetland complex.  This 
ephemeral pool is one to three feet deep with mineral soil.  The vegetation at this pool is both 
wet site ferns and moist site ferns.  In the surveys done by Sebago Technics, Inc. in 2015 and 
2016 no indicator species were observed, but a previous study done by HNTB had identified 60 
fairy shrimp in the pool in 2008.  Since this pool has been previously designated a significant 
vernal pool, it will remain so unless there are three consecutive years of data that indicate 
otherwise.  

Vernal Pool 56-1 is a natural pool associated with a large wetland complex.  It is a shallow pool 
with mineral soils and various wet site and moist site vegetation.  There is no inlet or outlet to 
this pool.  There were 20 spotted salamander egg masses identified in this pool and no wood 
frog egg masses.  

Non-significant Vernal Pools

Vernal Pool 12-1 is a non-significant vernal pool that is associated with a larger wetland 
complex and has an intermittent inlet from wetland 11.  The pool is one to three feet deep and 
contains shallow organic soil and has wet site ferns and shrubs growing in and around the pool.  
There were 14 spotted salamander egg masses observed on April 19th in this pool.  No other 
indicator species were observed. 

Vernal Pool 17-1 is a non-significant natural pool that is adjacent to the turnpike clearing.  It 
contains mineral soil but there is shallow organic matter restricted to the deepest portion of 
the pool.  There are moist site ferns and vascular plants as well as wet site shrubs.  There were 
both wood frog egg masses and spotted salamander egg masses at this site, but the numbers 
were not significant.  A snapping turtle was observed on April 29th.   

Vernal Pool 18-1 is a non-significant natural vernal pool associated with a large forested 
wetland complex.  Within a forested wetland, this is an ephemeral pool between one and three 
feet deep with organic matter deep and widespread.  The vegetation at this site is wet site 
ferns, shrubs, graminoids, sphagnum moss and moist site vascular plants.  There is a road bed 
owned by the York Water District with a culvert under it that feeds this vernal pool from VP 18-
3.  There were only a few spotted salamander egg masses identified in this pool.  

Vernal Pool 18-2 is a non-significant pool in a shrub swamp that is associated with the large 
wetland complex.  This pool is ephemeral.  It is shallow, 0 to 12 inches deep with mineral soil.  
There are moist site ferns, moist site vascular plants, and wet site shrubs.  There were wood 
frog egg masses identified in this pool but no other indicators. 
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Vernal Pool 18-3 is a non-significant pool that has an intermittent inlet from a trench that was 
dug in wetland 18 for unknown reasons.  This pool is semi-permanent and is between one and 
three feet deep.  There are wet site shrubs and mineral soils in this pool and there were 8 
spotted salamander egg masses identified.  

Vernal Pool 53-1 is a non-significant isolated pool that is part of a forested wetland.  The pool is 
ephemeral and has no inlet or outlet.  The vegetation consists of wet site shrubs and the soil is 
mineral.  Both wood frog and spotted salamander egg masses were found in insignificant 
numbers.  
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Photo 1:  View of culvert at inlet of Wetland 13 

 

 
Photo 3:  View of stream in Wetland 13 with turnpike in background 

Photo 2:  View of roadside ditch in Wetland 13 
 

 
Photo 4:  View of drainage swale in Wetland 12 

Photos taken by Gary M. Fullerton in October 2015 for MM 8.8                            - 1 -                           14181 
 



  
Photo 5:  View of non-significant vernal pool in Wetland 12 
 

 
Photo 7:  View of Wetland 10, isolated forested wetland 

Photo 6:  View of non-significant vernal pool in Wetland 56 
 

 
Photo 8:  View of non-significant vernal pool in Wetland 56 
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Photo 9:  View of Wetland 56, forested wetland 

 
Photo 10:  View of non-significant vernal pool in Wetland 54 

 
Photo 11:  View of significant vernal pool in Wetland 54 

 

 
Photo 12:  View of significant vernal pool in Wetland 54 
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Photo 13:  View of significant vernal pool in Wetland 54 
 

 
Photo 14:  View of non-significant vernal pool in Wetland 53 
 

 
Photo 15:  View of Wetland 9, forested wetland 
 

 
Photo 16:  View of 30-inch culvert at outlet of Wetland 9 
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Photo 17:   View of Wetland 18, forested wetland 

 
Photo 18:   View of roadbed which dissects Wetland 18 

 
Photo 19:   View of non-significant vernal pool in Wetland 18 

 
Photo 20:   View of non-significant vernal pool in Wetland 18 
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Photo 21:    View of non-significant vernal pool in Wetland 17 

 
Photo 22:  View of non-significant vernal pool in Wetland 17 

 
Photo 23:  View of wetland 16, forested wetland 

 
Photo 24:   View of non-significant vernal pool in Wetland 16 
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Photo 25:  View of Wetland 15, forested wetland 

 
Photo 26:   View of 36-inch culvert at outlet of Wetland 15 

 
Photo 27:   View of Wetland 14, forested wetland 

 
Photo 28: View of Wetland 26 
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Photo 30: View of Culvert in Wetland 25 

 
 

 
                         Photo 29: View of Wetland 26 

 
Photo 31: View of Wetland 25 
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Photo 1:  View of Non-Significant Vernal Pool 12-1 Photo 2:  Spotted Salamander Advanced Egg Mass in Vernal Pool 12-1

Photo 3:  View of Significant Vernal Pool 13-1 Photo 4:  Wood Frog Egg Masses in Vernal Pool 13-1
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Photo 5:  View of Spotted Salamander Egg Masses in Vernal Pool 13-1 Photo 6:  View of Vernal Pool 17-1 with turnpike in background

Photo 7:  View of Wood Frog Egg Mass in Vernal Pool 17-1 Photo 8:  View of Non-Significant Vernal Pool 18-2
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Photo 9:  View of Wood Frog Egg Masses in Vernal Pool 18-2 Photo 10:  View of Non-Significant Vernal Pool 18-1

Photo 11:  View of Spotted Salamander Egg Mass in Vernal Pool 18-1 Photo 12:  View of Non-Significant Vernal Pool 18-3
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Photo 13:  View of Spotted Salamander Egg Mass in Vernal Pool 18-3
Photo 14:  View of Significant Vernal Pool 19-1

Photo 15:  View of Spotted Salamander Egg Masses in Vernal Pool 19-1 Photo 16:  View of Non-Significant Vernal Pool 53-1
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Photo 17:  View of Wood Frog Egg Mass in Vernal Pool 53-1 Photo 18:  View of Non-Significant Vernal Pool 54-1

Photo 19:  View of Spotted Salamander Egg Mass in Vernal Pool 54-1 Photo 20:  View of Significant Vernal Pool 54-2
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Photo 21:  View of Spotted Salamander Egg Masses in Vernal Pool 54-2 Photo 22:  View of Significant Vernal Pool 54-3

Photo 23:  View of Spotted Salamander Egg Masses in Vernal Pool 54-3
Photo 24:   View of Wood Frog Egg Masses in Vernal Pool 54-3
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Photo 25:   View of Significant Vernal Pool 54-4 Photo 26:   View of Significant Vernal Pool 54-4

Photo 27:   View of Significant Vernal Pool 56-1 Photo 28:    View of Spotted Salamander Egg Masses in Vernal Pool 56-1
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Photo 31: View of Wetland 9 ditch on edge of Turnpike Photo 32: View of Spotted Salamander Egg Masses in Wetland 9 ditch

Photo 33: View of Culvert in Wetland 15 Photo 34: View of Spotted Salamander Egg Mass in Wetland 15 Plunge 

Pool
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Memo 

 

 

  

To: Ralph Norwood From: Trevor Peterson 

 Maine Turnpike Authority  Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 

File: 195601114 Date: September 22, 2015 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) retained Stantec Consulting Services Inc. (Stantec) to conduct 

an acoustic survey to determine the presence or probable absence of the federally threatened 

northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) in potential habitat associated with the proposed 

Southern Toll Plaza in York, Maine (Project). The Project will include tree clearing along both sides of 

an approximately 7,200 foot (2.2 kilometers [km]) section of the Maine Turnpike (turnpike) at mile-

marker 8.8 as well as within an approximately 25-acre area parcel located just west of this section of 

highway in York, Maine (Figure 1). A written study plan for acoustic surveys was provided to the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on 21 July 2015. For the purposes of these surveys, we assumed that 

all forested areas provide potential habitat for northern long-eared bats. This report summarizes 

methods and results of the acoustic surveys, which were conducted according to the USFWS 2015 

Range-wide Indiana Bat Summer Survey Guidelines (USFWS Guidelines), which USFWS recommends 

be applied to northern long-eared bat surveys throughout the species’ range. 

METHODS 

Stantec determined the appropriate number of acoustic survey sites based on the USFWS 

Guidelines, considering impacts to the opposite sides of the turnpike. We determined there to be 

potential removal of 1.5 km of forested habitat on the northbound side of the turnpike and 2.2 km of 

forested habitat on the southbound side of the turnpike (totaling 3.7 km) and  approximately 25 

acres of forested habitat associated with the non-linear portion of the Project. The USFWS Guidelines 

state that 2 detector nights are required to be sampled per 1 km of suitable summer habitat for 

linear projects and that 4 detector nights are required to be sampled per 123 acres of suitable 

summer habitat for non-linear. As such, we conducted surveys at 4 sites along the turnpike (2 on the 

northbound side and 2 on the southbound side) and 2 sites in the forested area west of the turnpike, 

each of which was surveyed for 2 nights (12 detector nights total; Figure 1). We selected survey site 

locations according to the criteria in the USFWS Guidelines, positioning detectors in potential flight 

corridors and other areas that could be suitable as northern long-eared bat foraging habitat.  We 

photographed detectors at each survey site and recorded the location using a Garmin™ eTrex GPS 

unit. Appendix A includes photographs and descriptions of each survey site.  

Stantec used full spectrum bat detectors (Wildlife Acoustics™ SM3BAT), each equipped with an 

SMM-U1 ultrasonic omnidirectional microphone, which were converted to directional with an SM3-

horn attachment. We mounted detectors on temporary metal stakes and positioned the 

microphone at a 45-degree angle above horizontal at a height of approximately 1.5 meters (m) 

above ground. We programmed detectors to operate in “triggered .wav” mode using default 

trigger threshold settings recommended by the manufacturer, and set the detectors to operate 

from 30 minutes before sunset until 30 minutes after sunrise.  



September 22, 2015 

Ralph Norwood 

Page 2 of 6 

Reference: Maine Turnpike Authority Southern Toll Plaza Rare Bat Acoustic Survey, York, Maine   

 

We left detectors in place until weather conditions met the parameters outlined in the USFWS 

Guidelines for 2 nights (the 2 nights do not need to be consecutive): 

a) temperatures above 50°F (10°C) during the first 5 hours of survey period;   

b) precipitation, including rain and/or fog, does not exceed 30 minutes or continue 

intermittently during the first 5 hours of the survey period; and  

c) sustained wind speeds remain less than 9 miles/hour during the first 5 hours of the survey 

period. 

We based weather observations on data from the nearest weather station (Cider Hill; KMEYORK3) in 

York, Maine.  

Following the first 2 weather-appropriate nights of data collection, we inspected detectors in the 

field to confirm they were operating successfully (microphone “calibration test,” battery voltage, 

system status log files). Trevor Peterson (resume in Appendix B) performed a coarse visual analysis of 

the data to confirm whether high frequency bats were recorded and then analyzed data using 

Kaleidoscope Pro Software 3.1.4B(classifier version 3.1.0, S/A: -1), which has been approved by the 

USFWS and is suitable for analyzing full-spectrum bat data collected by SM3BAT units1. We based 

presence or probable absence of northern long-eared bats on the maximum likelihood estimate 

(MLE) generated for each night, with an MLE of less than 0.05 indicating probable presence and an 

MLE greater than 0.05 indicating unlikely presence2. 

  

  

                                                      
1 Data were originally analyzed using Kaleidoscope classifier version 2.2.2, which was the approved version at 

the time the work scope was drafted. Subsequent to submission of the survey report in early August, the 

software manufacturer issued a notification that a bug was present in this version of the program, which may 

result in incorrect MLE calculations. We subsequently repeated analysis using the revised software/classifier 

versions, which have been approved by the USFWS.   
2 According to USFWS Guidelines, a maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) created by any of the approved 

acoustic identification programs at a given site on a given night resulting in less than 0.05 indicates probably 

presence of the species. 
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RESULTS 

Acoustic surveys occurred on the nights of 22 and 23 July 2015. Detectors were deployed in suitable 

locations within the Project area that met the criteria in the USFWS Guidelines (Table 1). Appendix C 

includes completed datasheets for each site. Detectors operated successfully for 2 nights at each 

site, yielding 12 detector nights for the survey. Kaleidoscope software did not indicate presence of 

northern long-eared bats at any sites based on MLE greater than 0.05 at all sites. A total of 5 

individual call files were classified as northern long-eared bats at 3 of the sites, but nightly MLE were 

each greater than 0.05 for these sites, indicating unlikely presence of the species (Table 2). Following 

procedures in the USFWS Guidelines, because MLE estimates exceeded 0.05 for northern long-eared 

bats for each detector night, we did not perform any additional qualitative (visual) analysis of 

acoustic data.  

Bat species for which Kaleidoscope software indicated presence (based on MLE < 0.05 during at 

least 1 night) at this Project included big brown bats (Eptesicus fuscus; n = 706), silver-haired bats 

(Lasionycteris noctivagans; n = 393), eastern red bats (Lasiurus borealis; n = 191), hoary bats (Lasiurus 

cinereus; n = 79), little brown bats (Myotis lucifugus; n = 83), and tri-colored bats (Perimyotis 

subflavus; n = 13).; n = 15).  Kaleidoscope software also identified 15 files as eastern small-footed 

bats (Myotis leibii), although the MLE for each night was 1, indicating unlikely presence (Table 2).  

Table 1. Survey site information for acoustic surveys at the MTA Southern Toll Plaza Project. 

Site Latitude Longitude County Township Start Time Stop Time 

MTA_1 43.179090° -70.648700° York York 19:46 5:54 

MTA_2 43.186420° -70.646060° York York 19:46 5:54 

MTA_3 43.182350° -70.648400° York York 19:46 5:54 

MTA_4 43.180820° -70.649850° York York 19:46 5:54 

MTA_5 43.179160° -70.651920° York York 19:46 5:54 

MTA_6 43.171826° -70.652222° York York 19:46 5:54 

 



September 22, 2015 

Ralph Norwood 

Page 5 of 6 

Reference: Maine Turnpike Authority Southern Toll Plaza Rare Bat Acoustic Survey, York, Maine   

 

Table 2. Number of files identified to species and maximum likelihood estimator (in parentheses) by 

Kaleidoscope Pro Software 3.1.4B (classifier version 3.1.0, S/A: -1) for acoustic survey at the MTA 

Southern Toll Plaza Project. 

 

 

HABITAT SURVEY 

The margin of the turnpike within the Project area is entirely forested beyond the approximately 15–

20 m wide cleared area adjacent the breakdown lane. Dominant tree species include white pine 

(Pinus strobus), red oak (Quercus rubra), and red maple (Acer rubrum), with numerous trees 

exceeding 3” diameter breast height (DBH). Habitat assessment datasheets are included in 

Appendix C. The understory was relatively open throughout the Project area, although few flight 

corridors besides isolated openings and several small wetlands exist within the 25-acre forested 

portion of the Project.  

CONCLUSIONS 

The acoustic bat survey followed current USFWS Guidelines and occurred during nights with suitable 

weather conditions. Detectors collected data at the appropriate number of sites based on the 

extent of potential habitat within the Project area. Detectors functioned properly during the 12 

detector nights, and bat activity occurred on both nights at all 6 detector sites surveyed. 

Kaleidoscope software identified a total of 1,485 bat passes. Although 5 of these passes were 

identified as northern long-eared bats by Kaleidoscope software, the software indicated unlikely 

presence of the species in the Project area based on MLE greater than 0.05 for each site per night. 

One other Myotis species in Maine (little brown bat) was determined to be present in the Project 

area, as were 5 additional species (big brown bat, silver-haired bat, hoary bat, eastern red bat, and 

tri-colored bat). Results regarding probable presence/absence of northern long-eared bats did not 

differ when data were subsequently re-analyzed using the latest available version of Kaleidoscope 

software, which corrected a bug present in the version of the program originally used to analyze the 

data.  

  

Site Night
big brown 

bat

silver-haired 

bat
hoary bat

eastern red 

bat

eastern 

small-footed 

bat

northern 

long-eared 

bat

little brown 

bat

tri-colored 

bat
Total

7/22/2015 27 (0) 16 (0.071) 10 (0) 5 (< 0.001) 0 (1) 0 (1) 1 (0.803) 1 (0.344) 60

7/23/2015 61 (0) 28 (0.007) 4 (0.061) 0 (1) 0 (1) 1 (0.154) 2 (0.013) 0 (1) 96

7/22/2015 43 (0) 13 (0.743) 7 (< 0.001) 19 (0) 0 (1) 0 (1) 0 (1) 0 (1) 82

7/23/2015 32 (0) 11 (0.709) 8 (< 0.001) 12 (0) 0 (1) 0 (1) 0 (1) 1 (0.636) 64

7/22/2015 111 (0) 44 (0.002) 13 (< 0.001) 70 (0) 4 (1) 2 (0.718) 24 (< 0.001) 7 (0.044) 275

7/23/2015 80 (0) 26 (0.457) 16 (0) 50 (0) 2 (1) 0 (1) 14 (0.002) 3 (0.501) 191

7/22/2015 84 (0) 30 (0.044) 1 (1) 0 (1) 4 (1) 2 (0.370) 24 (0) 0 (1) 145

7/23/2015 68 (0) 23 (0.128) 0 (1) 1 (0.886) 3 (1) 0 (1) 6 (< 0.001) 0 (1) 101

7/22/2015 11 (0.031) 24 (0) 0 (1) 1 (0.288) 1 (1) 0 (1) 0 (1) 0 (1) 37

7/23/2015 7 (0.477) 25 (0) 3 (0.012) 0 (1) 0 (1) 0 (1) 3 (0.001) 0 (1) 38

7/22/2015 62 (0) 49 (0) 9 (< 0.001) 14 (0) 0 (1) 0 (1) 6 (0.012) 0 (1) 140

7/23/2015 120 (0) 104 (0) 8 (0.010) 19 (0) 1 (1) 0 (1) 3 (0.759) 1 (0.889) 256

706 393 79 191 15 5 83 13 1,485Total

MTA_1

MTA_2

MTA_3

MTA_4

MTA_5

MTA_6
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STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC. 

 

Trevor Peterson 

Senior Wildlife Biologist 

Phone: 207-406-5497 

trevor.peterson@stantec.com 

 

cc: Sara Zografos, Maine Turnpike Authority 

 Adam Gravel, Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 

 Jeff Simmons, Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 

 

Attachments: Appendix A – Site Descriptions/Photographs 

Appendix B – Trevor Peterson Resume 

Appendix C – Site Datasheets
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APPENDIX A: SITE DESCRIPTIONS/PHOTOGRAPHS 

 

MTA_1 was deployed in a small gap in the forest canopy along the northbound side of the Maine 

Turnpike, oriented parallel to the forested edge and away from the direction of oncoming traffic.  

 

MTA_2 was deployed in a small gap in the forest canopy along the northbound side of the Maine 

Turnpike, oriented parallel to the forested edge and away from the direction of oncoming traffic.  
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MTA_3 was deployed adjacent a small gap in the forest canopy along the southbound side of the 

Maine Turnpike, oriented  parallel to the forested edge and away from the direction of oncoming traffic. 
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MTA_4 was deployed in a small gap in the forest approximately 165 m from the edge of the Maine 

Turnpike in oak/pine woodland with a relatively open understory. The detector was oriented parallel to 

the edge of the gap.  



September 22, 2015 

Ralph Norwood 

Reference: Maine Turnpike Authority Southern Toll Plaza Rare Bat Acoustic Survey, York, Maine   

 

 

MTA_5 was oriented toward a small wetland/pool approximately 205 m from the edge of the Maine 

Turnpike, surrounded by oak/pine woodland with a relatively open understory.   
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MTA_6 was deployed adjacent a small gap in the forest canopy along the southbound side of the 

Maine Turnpike, oriented  parallel to the forested edge and away from the direction of oncoming 

traffic. A photo was not taken at the time of deployment. We accessed the site at a later date and 

deployed a stake and microphone to illustrate the orientation of the detector during the time of 

survey.
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APPENDIX B: TREVOR PETERSON RESUME



Trevor S. Peterson
Project Manager, Senior Wildlife Biologist

* denotes projects completed with other firms Design with community in mind

Mr. Peterson is a senior wildlife biologist and project manager responsible for performing wildlife research, 
developing ecological survey protocols, and assisting in ecological inventories, including wildlife population 
surveys, rare species surveys, habitat studies, and water quality monitoring surveys. He has played a leadership 
role in developing methods for ecological risk assessments for proposed wind projects and postconstruction 
mortality surveys at operational wind farms throughout the eastern United States and has worked with wind 
companies to develop and implement sitespecific avian and bat protection plans to minimize and mitigate 
potential impacts.  Mr. Peterson serves as Stantec’s technical lead for acoustic bat surveys, responsible for 
updating equipment, survey methods, and data analysis/reporting methods.

Mr. Peterson’s previous project experience includes the design and implementation of a project documenting 
the effects of an unchecked population of introduced snowshoe hares on the regeneration and recruitment of 
trees in New Brunswick, Canada. He has conducted sample and data collection and performed autopsies on 
moose, wolf, and beaver; used telemetry equipment to locate den and rendezvous sites of radio collared 
wolves; and conducted many other wildlife surveys, including breeding bird, loon, and amphibian surveys. He 
also led efforts to identify and eradicate populations of exotic plants within the Isle Royale National Park. 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
• Stantec Consulting. 2007present. Project Manager
• Woodlot Alternatives, Inc. 20032007. Project Manager

EDUCATION
Semester Program in Costa Rica, Tropical Field 
Biology, Environmental Studies, and Spanish, Duke 
University, Durham, North Carolina, 2000

AB, Biology/Environmental Studies, Summa cum 
Laude, Phi Beta Kappa, Bowdoin College, 
Brunswick, Maine, 2002

40Hour Hazwoper Certification, OSHA, Topsham, 
Maine, 2005

OSHA 8Hour HAZWOPER Refresher Certification, 
Topsham, Maine, 2012

Wilderness First Aid Certified, SOLO, Topsham, 
Maine, 2012

Heartsaver CPR Certified, SOLO, Topsham, Maine, 
2012

MEMBERSHIPS
Secretary/Treasurer, The Wildlife Society, Maine

PROJECT EXPERIENCE
Natural Resource Services
Acoustic Bat Surveys along Proposed Road 
Corridors, Tennessee
Technical and field supervisor for acoustic bat surveys for the 
Tennessee Department of Transportation. Conducted field 
surveys in a variety of habitats within 67 kilometerlong 
segments of multiple potential highway corridors within a 
National Forest. Completed data analysis and prepared 
survey reports.

Gulf of Maine Avian/Bat Pilot Migration Project, Gulf 
of Maine
Senior Biologist. Developed and implemented survey 
techniques and data analysis framework for fall (20092011) 
avian and bat migration research survey along ~200 mile 
transect of  New England coast from Kent Island, New 
Brunswick to Gloucester, MA, and extending over 20(+) miles 
offshore to Mt Desert Rock. Surveys included dual 
coastline/island xband radar and concurrent acoustic bat 
surveys at dispersed island, coastal, and buoy locations. 
Project was supported by Stantec Consulting and included 
federal, state, and NGO partners.
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Project Manager, Senior Wildlife Biologist

* denotes projects completed with other firms

Eastern Box Turtle Protection Plan, Construction 
Monitoring, and Relocation, Duxbury, 
Massachusetts
Mr. Peterson developed a protocol to protect box turtles 
during construction in compliance with MESA, and 
participated in fieldwork efforts, which included pre
construction searches, construction monitoring, turtle 
handling/relocation, and habitat management.

BlueSpotted Salamander Surveys and Relocation, 
Reading, Massachusetts
Mr. Peterson developed and implemented a survey protocol to 
inventory, identify, and relocate blue and yellowspotted 
salamanders from an upland area proposed for development. 
Coordinated communications with state wildlife agencies.

Diamondback Terrapin Habitat Assessment and 
Nesting Surveys, Massachusetts
Mr. Peterson developed survey protocols and conducted and 
assessment of suitable habitat features to evaluate mating and 
nesting activities of a newly discovered diamondback terrapin 
population at a former landfill proposed for mixed use 
development in southern Massachusetts.

Indiana Bat and Rare Bird Surveys at Proposed 
Wind Energy Project, Jefferson and Oswego 
Counties, New York
Mr. Peterson coordinated multiple years of habitat 
evaluations, acoustic bat surveys, and radio telemetry surveys 
for Indiana bats at a proposed wind project in northwestern 
New York. Mr. Peterson also coordinated and conducted field 
surveys for breeding birds and rare birds within the area.

Preconstruction Avian and Bat Surveys at 
Proposed Wind Energy Project, Texas
Mr. Peterson developed an innovative work scope to conduct a 
variety of field surveys focusing on assessing potential 
impacts to Mexican freetailed bats and managed a variety of 
field surveys including nocturnal radar surveys, NEXRAD 
data analysis, acoustic bat monitoring, and visual nightvision 
surveys. Mr. Peterson also coordinated discussions between 
project developers, state wildlife agencies, and nonprofit 
groups.

Preconstruction Avian and Bat Surveys at 
proposed New Creek Wind Energy Project, Grant 
County, West Virginia
Project Manager, Field Supervisor, Expert Witness. Developed 
protocols for bird and bat field surveys within proposed wind 
project. Coordinated field efforts, including breeding bird 
surveys, raptor surveys, bat mistnetting surveys, bat 
telemetry surveys, and acoustic bat surveys. Managed 
correspondence between the developer and state and federal 
wildlife agencies. Prepared survey reports, a sitespecific bird 
and bat risk assessment, and direct testimony, all of which 
were presented at public hearings.

Spotted Turtle and Vernal Pool Monitoring on 
Greenbush Railroad, Southeastern Massachusetts
Project Manager, Field Team Leader, Field Technician. 
Managed a field crew responsible for monitoring the water 
quality, invertebrate diversity, amphibian populations, and 
plant communities within vernal pools located in a commuter 
rail corridor. Led efforts to document and track populations of 
spotted turtles within the same corridor. Assisted with 
development of amphibian/turtle crossing structures, and 
protocols for testing the effectiveness of these structures.

Avian and Bat Surveys at Laurel Mountain Wind 
Energy Project, Randolph and Barbour Counties, 
West Virginia
Project Manager, Field Supervisor, Expert Witness. Conducted 
bird and bat field surveys within proposed wind project. 
Coordinated field efforts, including breeding bird surveys, 
raptor surveys, bat mistnetting surveys, and acoustic bat 
surveys. Managed correspondence between the developer and 
state and federal wildlife agencies. Prepared survey reports, a 
sitespecific bird and bat risk assessment, and direct 
testimony, all of which were presented at public hearings. 
Served as an expert witness on behalf of the developer. 
Designed and oversaw implementation of postconstruction 
mortality and curtailment study. Worked with project 
representatives and agencies to develop a sitespecific Avian 
and Bat Protection Plan.
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Avian and Bat Surveys at Armenia Mountain Wind 
Energy Project, Tioga and Bradford Counties, 
Pennsylvania
Project Manager and Field Supervisor. Conducted bird and 
bat field surveys within proposed wind project. Coordinated 
field efforts, including breeding bird surveys, raptor surveys, 
bat mistnetting surveys, and acoustic bat surveys. Managed 
correspondence between the developer and state and federal 
wildlife agencies. Prepared survey reports and a sitespecific 
bird and bat risk assessment for the project. Managed two 
years of postconstruction monitoring according to 
Pennsylvania Game Commission protocols.

Postconstruction Avian and Bat Mortality 
Monitoring at Forward and Lookout Wind Projects, 
Somerset County, Pennsylvania
As the Project Manager for postconstruction bird and bat 
mortality surveys at two of the first operational wind projects 
to participate in Pennsylvania’s Voluntary Cooperative Wind 
Energy agreement, Mr. Peterson developed survey work 
scopes, and coordinated fieldwork for multiple years of 
monitoring, including daily mortality surveys, acoustic bat 
surveys, and diurnal raptor surveys. Mr. Peterson also 
coordinated projectrelated agency communications with 
state and federal wildlife agencies.

Natural Community Surveys and Resource 
Inventory, Moosehead Lake Region, Maine
Mr. Peterson conducted natural community surveys and rare 
species surveys, classified natural communities, identified rare 
plants and animals, and evaluated potential wildlife habitat 
within parcels proposed for development and conservation 
within a large proposed development in Maine’s north woods.
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PUBLICATIONS
Peterson, T.S., S. Boyden, and K. Watrous. 
Comparison of Automated and Manual 
Identification Methods for Acoustic Bat Survey 
Datasets: Implications for Future Protocols. Poster 
Presentation at the Northeast Bat Working Group 
Meeting: Albany, New York, 2013.

Pelletier, S.K., T. Peterson, S. Boyden, K. Watrous, 
and J. Perkins. Ongoing Offshore Acoustic Bat 
Research in the Atlantic and Great Lakes Regions. 
Poster Presentation at the Northeast Bat Working 
Group Meeting: Albany, New York, 2013.

Peterson, T.S. A New Look at Bat Activity and Wind 
Speed in the Rotor Zone. Poster Presentation at the 
Northeast Bat Working Group Meeting: Carlisle, 
Pennsylvania, 2012.

Peterson, T.S., J. Costa, K. Omland, and K. Watrous. 
Use of Preconstruction Acoustic Bat Data to Design 
and Forecast Sitespecific Curtailment Plans. Poster 
Presentation at the NWCC Wind Wildlife Research 
Meeting IX: Denver, Colorado, 2012.
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75 John Roberts Road – Suite 1A, South Portland, ME  04106-6963  207-200-2100  Fax:  207-856-2206 

 
 
 
November 13, 2014 
14181 
 
 
Ms. Lisa St. Hilaire 
Maine Natural Areas Program 
93 State House Station 
Augusta, ME  04333-0933 
 
Maine Natural Areas Program Review 
Maine Turnpike Authority, Corridor Study for Toll Plaza 
  
Dear Ms. St. Hilaire: 
 
Sebago Technics, Inc. has been retained by the Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) to assist with an 
environmental corridor study for a section of the Maine Turnpike.  The study is part of a larger planning 
assessment that Jacobs Engineering has recently undertaken for the Southern Maine Toll Plaza in York.   
The York Toll Plaza was constructed in 1969 and surpassed its useful design life due to traffic, 
operational and structural deficiencies.    
 
During the past several years, the MTA has initiated a program to evaluate the feasibility for a new Toll 
Plaza within an identified corridor of the Turnpike that includes the existing Toll Plaza (mile marker 7.3) 
and an area extending northerly of the York Plaza to mile marker 10.4.  In addition the area between 
mile marker 12.7 and 13.7 was also identified for a potential toll plaza. 
 
As we conduct the planning study, we would appreciate the Maine Natural Areas Program’s review of 
the study corridor for the identification rare and endangered plants, rare natural communities and 
ecosystems.  If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
SEBAGO TECHNICS, INC. 

 
Owens A. McCullough, P.E., LEED-AP 
Vice President - Engineering & Project Development 
 
OAM/llg 
Enc. 
 
cc: Ralph Norwood, P.E., PTOE - MTA 
      Rod Emery, P.E – Jacobs Engineering 
 
 



MAINE NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM  PHONE:  (207) 287-8044 
MOLLY DOCHERTY, DIRECTOR FAX:  (207) 287-8040 
  TTY: (207) 287-2213 

 
 

 
November 18, 2014 
 
Owens McCullough 
Sebago Technics 
75 John Roberts Road, Suite 1A 
South Portland, ME 04106 
 
Re: Rare and exemplary botanical features in proximity to: Maine Turnpike Authority, Corridor Study 
for Toll Plaza, York, Maine 
 
Dear Mr. McCullough: 
 
I have searched the Natural Areas Program’s Biological and Conservation Data System files in 
response to your request received November 18, 2014 for information on the presence of rare or 
unique botanical features documented from the vicinity of the project in York, Maine.  Rare and unique 
botanical features include the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant species and unique or 
exemplary natural communities.  Our review involves examining maps, manual and computerized 
records, other sources of information such as scientific articles or published references, and the 
personal knowledge of staff or cooperating experts. 
 
Our official response covers only botanical features.  For authoritative information and official 
response for zoological features you must make a similar request to the Maine Department of Inland 
Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW), 284 State Street, Augusta, Maine 04333. 
 
According to the information currently in our Biological and Conservation Data System files, there are 
a number of botanical features within the 500 meter study corridor for the toll plaza.  Please refer to 
the attached maps, table below, and shapefile included in the response.  A majority of these features 
occur within large wetland systems and require maintenance of the hydrology of these wetlands for 
future persistence.  Also note that one of the rare plant species (Spicebush) in the Little River 
Tributary Swamp is host to a State Rare butterfly, the Spicebush Swallowtail (Papilio Troilus, Special 
Concern) at this location.  Please contact us for additional information about the locations and ecology 
of the rare plants if any of the planning options will intersect or otherwise encroach upon their habitats.  
Contact MDIFW for more information on the habitat needs of the Spicebush Swallowtail. 
 
 

Feature State 
Status 

State 
Rank

Global 
Rank 

Occurrence 
Rank 

Notes 

Sweet Pepper-bush, 
Clethra alnifolia 

SC S2 G5 BC 
Good to Fair Chases Pond South 

Smooth Winterberry Holly, 
Ilex laevigata 

SC S3 G5 D 
Poor Chases Pond South 

Sweet Pepper-bush, 
Clethra alnifolia 

SC S2 G5 B 
Good Chases Pond 
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Letter to Owen McCullough, Sebago 
Comments RE: MTA York Toll Plaza 
November 18, 2014   
Page 2 of 2 
Spicebush, 
Lindera benzoin 

SC S3 G5 B 
Good 

Little River Tributary 
Swamp 

Sweet Pepper-bush, 
Clethra alnifolia 

SC S2 G5 B 
Good 

Little River Tributary 
Swamp 

Featherfoil, 
Hottonia inflata 

T S2 G4 E 
Extant York Fish and Game Club 

 
This finding is available and appropriate for preparation and review of environmental assessments, 
but it is not a substitute for on-site surveys.  Comprehensive field surveys do not exist for all natural 
areas in Maine, and in the absence of a specific field investigation, the Maine Natural Areas Program 
cannot provide a definitive statement on the presence or absence of unusual natural features at this 
site. 
 
The Natural Areas Program is continuously working to achieve a more comprehensive database of 
exemplary natural features in Maine.  We would appreciate the contribution of any information 
obtained should you decide to do field work.  The Natural Areas Program welcomes coordination with 
individuals or organizations proposing environmental alteration, or conducting environmental 
assessments.  If, however, data provided by the Natural Areas Program are to be published in any 
form, the Program should be informed at the outset and credited as the source.   
 
The Natural Areas Program has instituted a fee structure of $75.00 an hour to recover the actual cost 
of processing your request for information.  You will receive an invoice for $150.00 for our services. 
 
Thank you for using the Natural Areas Program in the environmental review process.  Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you have further questions about the Natural Areas Program or about rare or 
unique botanical features on this site. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Don Cameron 
Ecologist 
Maine Natural Areas Program 
207-287-8041 
don.s.cameron@maine.gov 
 
Enclosures 
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Maine Turnpike Authority
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STATE RARITY RANKS 
 
S1 Critically imperiled in Maine because of extreme rarity (five or fewer occurrences or very few 

remaining individuals or acres) or because some aspect of its biology makes it especially 
vulnerable to extirpation from the State of Maine. 

S2 Imperiled in Maine because of rarity (6-20 occurrences or few remaining individuals or acres) or 
because of other factors making it vulnerable to further decline. 

S3 Rare in Maine (20-100 occurrences). 
S4 Apparently secure in Maine. 
S5 Demonstrably secure in Maine. 
SU Under consideration for assigning rarity status; more information needed on threats or distribution. 
SNR Not yet ranked. 
SNA Rank not applicable. 
S#? Current occurrence data suggests assigned rank, but lack of survey effort along with amount of 

potential habitat create uncertainty (e.g. S3?). 
 
Note:  State Rarity Ranks are determined by the Maine Natural Areas Program for rare plants and rare 

and exemplary natural communities and ecosystems.  The Maine Department of Inland Fisheries 
and Wildlife determines State Rarity Ranks for animals. 

 
GLOBAL RARITY RANKS 

 
G1 Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (five or fewer occurrences or very few 

remaining individuals or acres) or because some aspect of its biology makes it especially 
vulnerable to extinction. 

G2 Globally imperiled because of rarity (6-20 occurrences or few remaining individuals or acres) or 
because of other factors making it vulnerable to further decline. 

G3 Globally rare (20-100 occurrences). 
G4 Apparently secure globally. 
G5 Demonstrably secure globally. 
GNR Not yet ranked. 
 
Note:  Global Ranks are determined by NatureServe. 
 

STATE LEGAL STATUS 
 

Note:  State legal status is according to 5 M.R.S.A. § 13076-13079, which mandates the Department of 
Conservation to produce and biennially update the official list of Maine’s Endangered and 
Threatened plants.  The list is derived by a technical advisory committee of botanists who use 
data in the Natural Areas Program’s database to recommend status changes to the Department of 
Conservation. 

 
E ENDANGERED; Rare and in danger of being lost from the state in the foreseeable future; or 

federally listed as Endangered. 
T THREATENED; Rare and, with further decline, could become endangered; or federally listed as 

Threatened. 
 

NON-LEGAL STATUS 
 

SC SPECIAL CONCERN; Rare in Maine, based on available information, but not sufficiently rare to 
be considered Threatened or Endangered. 

PE Potentially Extirpated; Species has not been documented in Maine in past 20 years or loss of last 
known occurrence has been documented. 

 
Visit our website for more information on rare, threatened, and endangered species! 

http://www.maine.gov/dacf/mnap 



ELEMENT OCCURRENCE RANKS - EO RANKS 
 

Element Occurrence ranks are used to describe the quality of a rare plant population or natural community 
based on three factors:  

- Size: Size of community or population relative to other known examples in Maine. Community or 
population’s viability, capability to maintain itself. 

- Condition: For communities, condition includes presence of representative species, maturity of 
species, and evidence of human-caused disturbance. For plants, factors include species vigor and 
evidence of human-caused disturbance. 

- Landscape context: Land uses and/or condition of natural communities surrounding the observed 
area. Ability of the observed community or population to be protected from effects of adjacent 
land uses. 

These three factors are combined into an overall ranking of the feature of A, B, C, or D, where A indicates 
an excellent example of the community or population and D indicates a poor example of the community or 
population.  A rank of E indicates that the community or population is extant but there is not enough data 
to assign a quality rank.  The Maine Natural Areas Program tracks all occurrences of rare (S1-S3) plants 
and natural communities as well as A and B ranked common (S4-S5) natural communities. 
 
Note:  Element Occurrence Ranks are determined by the Maine Natural Areas Program for rare plants 

and rare and exemplary natural communities and ecosystems.  The Maine Department of Inland 
Fisheries and Wildlife determines Element Occurrence ranks for animals. 

 
 

Visit our website for more information on rare, threatened, and endangered species! 
http://www.maine.gov/dacf/mnap 



75 John Roberts Road – Suite 1A, South Portland, ME  04106-6963  207-200-2100  Fax:  207-856-2206

February 18, 2016

14181

Ms. Lisa St. Hilaire

Maine Natural Areas Program

93 State House Station

Augusta, ME  04333-0933

Maine Natural Areas Program Review

Maine Turnpike Authority, Corridor Study for Toll Plaza

Dear Ms. St. Hilaire:

Sebago Technics, Inc. has been retained by the Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) to assist with the 

environmental permitting for the proposed York Toll Plaza Relocation.  The MTA has identified a new toll 

plaza location based upon the results of a comprehensive corridor study that was recently completed.   

The location selected is in the vicinity of mile 8.2 to mile 9.4 with the new toll plaza being located at mile 

8.8.

We are in the process of preparing agency applications to include a MDEP Natural Resources Permit 

Application and US Army Corp of Engineers 404 permit application and would request an updated 

review of the project area for the identification rare and endangered plants, rare natural communities 

and ecosystems.  If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

Sincerely,

SEBAGO TECHNICS, INC.

Owens A. McCullough, P.E., LEED-AP

Vice President - Engineering & Project Development

OAM/llg

Enc.

cc: Ralph Norwood, P.E., PTOE – MTA

      Sarah Zografos, Planner/Agency Liaison

      Rod Emery, P.E – Jacobs Engineering
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MOLLY DOCHERTY, DIRECTOR  PHONE:  (207) 287-8044 
MAINE NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM  FAX :  (207) 287-8040 
  WWW.MAINE.GOV/DACF/MNAP 
  

WALTER E. WHITCOMB 
COMMISSIONER 

PAUL R. LEPAGE 
GOVERNOR 

March 7, 2016 
 
Owens McCullough 
Sebago Technics 
75 John Roberts Road, Suite 1A 
South Portland, ME 04106 
 
Via email: omccullough@sebagotechnics.com   
 
Re: Rare and exemplary botanical features in proximity to: Project 14181, Maine Turnpike Authority, Corridor 
Study for Toll Plaza, Mile 8.8, York, Maine 
 
Dear Mr. McCullough: 
 
I have searched the Natural Areas Program’s Biological and Conservation Data System files in response to your 
request received February 23, 2016 for information on the presence of rare or unique botanical features 
documented from the vicinity of the project in York, Maine.  Rare and unique botanical features include the 
habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant species and unique or exemplary natural communities.  Our review 
involves examining maps, manual and computerized records, other sources of information such as scientific 
articles or published references, and the personal knowledge of staff or cooperating experts. 
 
Our official response covers only botanical features.  For authoritative information and official response for 
zoological features you must make a similar request to the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, 
284 State Street, Augusta, Maine 04333. 
 
According to the information currently in our Biological and Conservation Data System files, the proposed 
project is near several mapped botanical features: Featherfoil, Smooth Winterberry Holly, Spicebush, and Sweet 
Pepper-bush.  Provided the limit of disturbed area to either side of the proposed toll plaza is as shown in yellow 
and green on the map sent with the request for review, MNAP has no concerns.  Should the footprint of the 
project change, or access be planned near any of the mapped features, please contact MNAP for further 
recommendations.  Please refer to the table and map below.   
 

Feature State 
Status 

State 
Rank 

Global 
Rank 

Occurrence 
Rank 

Site 

Featherfoil 
Hottonia inflata 

T S1 G4 
H 

Historical 

York Fish & Game 
Club 

Last obs 1994 
Smooth Winterberry-holly 
Ilex laevigata 

SC S3 G5 
D 

Poor 
Chases Pond South 

Spicebush 
Lindera benzoin 

SC S3 G5 
B 

Good 
Little River 

Tributary Swamp 
Sweet Pepper-bush 
Clethra alnifolia 

SC S2 G5 
BC 

Good to Fair 
Chases Pond South 



Letter to Owens McCullough 
Comments RE: York Toll Plaza 
March 7, 2016  
Page 2 of 2 

 
 
This finding is available and appropriate for preparation and review of environmental assessments, but it is not a 
substitute for on-site surveys.  Comprehensive field surveys do not exist for all natural areas in Maine, and in the 
absence of a specific field investigation, the Maine Natural Areas Program cannot provide a definitive statement 
on the presence or absence of unusual natural features at this site. 
 
The Natural Areas Program is continuously working to achieve a more comprehensive database of exemplary 
natural features in Maine.  We would appreciate the contribution of any information obtained should you decide 
to do field work.  The Natural Areas Program welcomes coordination with individuals or organizations proposing 
environmental alteration, or conducting environmental assessments.  If, however, data provided by the Natural 
Areas Program are to be published in any form, the Program should be informed at the outset and credited as the 
source.   
 
The Natural Areas Program has instituted a fee structure of $75.00 an hour to recover the actual cost of processing 
your request for information.  You will receive an invoice for $150.00 for our services. 
 
Thank you for using the Natural Areas Program in the environmental review process.  Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have further questions about the Natural Areas Program or about rare or unique botanical 
features on this site. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Don Cameron | Ecologist | Maine Natural Areas Program 
207-287-8041 | don.s.cameron@maine.gov 
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STATE RARITY RANKS 
 
S1 Critically imperiled in Maine because of extreme rarity (five or fewer occurrences or very few 

remaining individuals or acres) or because some aspect of its biology makes it especially 
vulnerable to extirpation from the State of Maine. 

S2 Imperiled in Maine because of rarity (6-20 occurrences or few remaining individuals or acres) or 
because of other factors making it vulnerable to further decline. 

S3 Rare in Maine (20-100 occurrences). 
S4 Apparently secure in Maine. 
S5 Demonstrably secure in Maine. 
SU Under consideration for assigning rarity status; more information needed on threats or distribution. 
SNR Not yet ranked. 
SNA Rank not applicable. 
S#? Current occurrence data suggests assigned rank, but lack of survey effort along with amount of 

potential habitat create uncertainty (e.g. S3?). 
 
Note:  State Rarity Ranks are determined by the Maine Natural Areas Program for rare plants and rare 

and exemplary natural communities and ecosystems.  The Maine Department of Inland Fisheries 
and Wildlife determines State Rarity Ranks for animals. 

 
GLOBAL RARITY RANKS 

 
G1 Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (five or fewer occurrences or very few 

remaining individuals or acres) or because some aspect of its biology makes it especially 
vulnerable to extinction. 

G2 Globally imperiled because of rarity (6-20 occurrences or few remaining individuals or acres) or 
because of other factors making it vulnerable to further decline. 

G3 Globally rare (20-100 occurrences). 
G4 Apparently secure globally. 
G5 Demonstrably secure globally. 
GNR Not yet ranked. 
 
Note:  Global Ranks are determined by NatureServe. 
 

STATE LEGAL STATUS 
 

Note:  State legal status is according to 5 M.R.S.A. § 13076-13079, which mandates the Department of 
Conservation to produce and biennially update the official list of Maine’s Endangered and 
Threatened plants.  The list is derived by a technical advisory committee of botanists who use 
data in the Natural Areas Program’s database to recommend status changes to the Department of 
Conservation. 

 
E ENDANGERED; Rare and in danger of being lost from the state in the foreseeable future; or 

federally listed as Endangered. 
T THREATENED; Rare and, with further decline, could become endangered; or federally listed as 

Threatened. 
 

NON-LEGAL STATUS 
 

SC SPECIAL CONCERN; Rare in Maine, based on available information, but not sufficiently rare to 
be considered Threatened or Endangered. 

PE Potentially Extirpated; Species has not been documented in Maine in past 20 years or loss of last 
known occurrence has been documented. 

 
Visit our website for more information on rare, threatened, and endangered species! 

http://www.maine.gov/dacf/mnap 



ELEMENT OCCURRENCE RANKS - EO RANKS 
 

Element Occurrence ranks are used to describe the quality of a rare plant population or natural community 
based on three factors:  

- Size: Size of community or population relative to other known examples in Maine. Community or 
population’s viability, capability to maintain itself. 

- Condition: For communities, condition includes presence of representative species, maturity of 
species, and evidence of human-caused disturbance. For plants, factors include species vigor and 
evidence of human-caused disturbance. 

- Landscape context: Land uses and/or condition of natural communities surrounding the observed 
area. Ability of the observed community or population to be protected from effects of adjacent 
land uses. 

These three factors are combined into an overall ranking of the feature of A, B, C, or D, where A indicates 
an excellent example of the community or population and D indicates a poor example of the community or 
population.  A rank of E indicates that the community or population is extant but there is not enough data 
to assign a quality rank.  The Maine Natural Areas Program tracks all occurrences of rare (S1-S3) plants 
and natural communities as well as A and B ranked common (S4-S5) natural communities. 
 
Note:  Element Occurrence Ranks are determined by the Maine Natural Areas Program for rare plants 

and rare and exemplary natural communities and ecosystems.  The Maine Department of Inland 
Fisheries and Wildlife determines Element Occurrence ranks for animals. 

 
 

Visit our website for more information on rare, threatened, and endangered species! 
http://www.maine.gov/dacf/mnap 
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November 13, 2014 
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Bethany Atkins  
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife 
41 State House Station 
284 State Street 
Augusta, ME  04333-0041 
 
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife 
Maine Turnpike Authority, Corridor Study for Toll Plaza 
  
Dear Ms. Atkins: 
 
Sebago Technics, Inc. has been retained by the Maine Turnpike Authority (MTA) to assist with an 
environmental corridor study for a section of the Maine Turnpike.  The study is part of a larger planning 
assessment that Jacobs Engineering has recently undertaken for the Southern Maine Toll Plaza in York.   
The York Toll Plaza was constructed in 1969 and surpassed its useful design life due to traffic, 
operational and structural deficiencies.    
 
During the past several years, the MTA has initiated a program to evaluate the feasibility for a new Toll 
Plaza within an identified corridor of the Turnpike that includes the existing Toll Plaza (mile marker 7.3) 
and an area extending northerly of the York Plaza to mile marker 10.4.  In addition the area between 
mile marker 12.7 and 13.7 was also identified for a potential toll plaza. 
 
As we conduct the planning study, we would appreciate IF&W’s review of the study corridor for the 
identification of endangered or critical fisheries or wildlife habitats.  If you have any questions, please do 
not hesitate to contact me.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
SEBAGO TECHNICS, INC. 

 
Owens A. McCullough, P.E., LEED-AP 
Vice President – Engineering & Project Development 
 
OAM/llg 
Enc. 
 
cc: Ralph Norwood, P.E., PTOE - MTA 
      Rod Emery, P.E – Jacobs Engineering 
 



     
  PAUL R. LEPAGE 
              GOVERNOR 

 

STATE OF MAINE 
DEPARTMENT OF 

INLAND FISHERIES & WILDLIFE 
284 STATE STREET 

41 STATE HOUSE STATION 
AUGUSTA ME  04333-0041 CHANDLER E. WOODCOCK 

                                     COMMISSIONER 

 
 
 

PHONE:  (207) 287-5202 FISH AND WILDLIFE ON THE WEB: 
www.maine.gov/ifw 

EMAIL ADDRESS: 
ifw.webmaster@maine.gov 

 

 
December 18, 2014 
 
Owens McCullough 
Sebago Technics 
75 John Roberts Road, Suite 1A 
South Portland, ME 04106-6963 
 
RE: Information Request - MTA York Plaza, York 
 
Dear Owens: 
 
Per your request received November 19, 2014, we have reviewed current Maine Department of Inland 
Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) information for known locations of Endangered, Threatened, and 
Special Concern species; designated Essential and Significant Wildlife Habitats; and fisheries habitat 
concerns within the vicinity of the MTA York Plaza Project in York. 
 
Our Department has not mapped any Essential Habitats that would be directly affected by your project. 
 
Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species 
 
Several state-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species have been documented in the 
project search area.  These species include one mammal (New England Cottontail, Endangered); four 
reptiles (Blanding’s Turtle, Endangered; Spotted Turtle, Threatened; Wood Turtle, Special Concern; and 
Eastern Ribbon Snake, Special Concern); three fish species (Redfin Pickerel, Endangered; Swamp 
Darter, Threatened; and American eel, Special Concern); and one invertebrate (Spicebush Swallowtail, 
Special Concern).  We strongly recommend that your project be designed to avoid habitats for these 
species.  In addition, Endangered and Threatened species are protected under Maine’s Endangered 
Species Act (MESA), and as such are afforded special protection by the State.  Specifically, §12808 of 
the MESA prohibits any party from actions that Take (kill) or Harass (injure or disrupt normal 
behavioral patterns) a state Endangered or Threatened species.  We strongly recommend that you work 
closely with MDIFW Region A wildlife biologists in Gray (207-657-2345), as well as MDIFW’s species 
specialists in our Bangor office (Derek Yorks, 207-941-4475 and Phillip deMaynadier, 207- 941-4239). 
 
Significant Wildlife Habitat 
 
Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird Habitats 
 
This project intersects or appears to be immediately adjacent to Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird 
Habitats (IWWHs).  These habitats provide important breeding, feeding, migration, staging, and 
wintering habitat for waterfowl and wading bird species.  High and moderate value IWWHs within the  
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study area includes both the wetland complex and a 250-foot upland zone.  We recommend that these 
resources be avoided, including no clearing within the 250-foot undisturbed buffer from the wetland 
edge.  Please work closely with MDIFW Region A wildlife biologists in Gray (207-657-2345) to discuss 
avoidance and minimizations efforts during Project design. 
 
Significant Vernal Pools 
 
Significant Vernal Pools, Significant Wildlife Habitats under Maine’s Natural Resources Protection Act, 
have been mapped within the project area.  A comprehensive statewide inventory for Significant Vernal 
Pools, however, has not been completed.  Surveys for vernal pools in the project boundary will need to 
be conducted prior to final project design to determine whether there are Significant Vernal Pools 
present.  Once surveys are completed, our Department will need to verify vernal pool data sheets prior to 
final determination of significance. 
 
Fisheries Habitat Concerns 
 
Without details, it is difficult to know what impacts your project may have on the mapped streams 
within the search area, including the three fish species of concern (Redfin Pickerel, Endangered; Swamp 
Darter, Threatened; and American eel, Special Concern) that are also documented in the review area.  
That being said, MDIFW makes the following general recommendations as they pertain to streams. 
 
We recommend that a 100-foot undisturbed vegetated buffer be maintained along these streams.  Buffers 
should be measured from the edge of stream or associated fringe and floodplain wetlands.  Maintaining 
buffers along coldwater fisheries is critical to the protection of water temperatures, water quality, and 
inputs of coarse woody debris necessary to support conditions required by brook trout.  Any work on 
existing stream crossings should be designed to provide adequate fish passage.  We encourage you to 
contact our Region A Fisheries staff (207-657-2345) for crossing design recommendations that best 
maintain fish passage.  Construction Best Management Practices should be closely followed to avoid 
erosion, sedimentation, alteration of stream flow, and other impacts to stream habitat.  In addition, we 
recommend that any necessary instream work or work within 100 feet of streams occur between July 15 
and October 1.  Finally, as previously stated the Redfin Pickerel and Swamp Darter are protected under 
MESA, and as such are afforded special protection by the State.   
 
This consultation review has been conducted specifically for known MDIFW jurisdictional features and 
should not be interpreted as a comprehensive review for the presence of other regulated features that 
may occur in this area.  Prior to the start of any future site disturbance we recommend additional 
consultation with the municipality, and other state resource agencies including the Maine Natural Areas 
Program and Maine Department of Environmental Protection in order to avoid unintended protected 
resource disturbance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Letter to Owens McCullough 
Comments RE: York, MTA York Plaza 
November 19, 2014 
 

Page 3 of 3 

                                                                                                

 
Please feel free to contact my office if you have any questions regarding this information, or if I can be 
of any further assistance. 
 
Best regards, 
 

 
John Perry 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
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SUMMARY RIGHT TITLE OF INTEREST AND LIST OF ABUTTERS 
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EXETER, N.H. 
- Pamela Mac-
Bride Colgate, 85, 
artist and home-
maker, of Exeter, 
N.H., passed away 
Saturday, Sept. 
17, 2016 following 
several years of illnesses.

Pam, born Pamela Fair-
fax MacBride, daughter of 
Burt and Elise MacBride, 
was born Oct. 8, 1930, in 
New Rochelle, New York.

Mrs. Colgate gradu-
ated from Ashley Hall, 
Charleston, South Caro-
lina and the Parsons School 
of Design in New York. 
She was on the art staff 
of Conde Nast Publica-
tions, including Vogue 
Magazine for two and half 
years. As an artist, Pam is 
best known for her work in 
pencil, oil and watercolor.

Her love of all things 
antique, particularly 
American Colonial, moved 
her to restore the 1734 
Recompense Thomas 
home of Ridgebury, 

Connecticut in the 
1970s. She found 
God through St. 
Paul's of Darien, 
Connecticut, under 
the teaching and 
leadership of Ever-
ett (Terry) Fullam.

Pamela and her hus-
band, Austen, who 
predeceased her, retired 
to the Riverwoods Retire-
ment Community in New 
Hampshire where she 
resided for the last 10 years 
of her life.

She is survived by her 
children, Bruce and Sarah; 
and her grandchildren, 
Nakita, Jessica, Jeremiah 
and Daniel.

Graveside services will 
be held at 11 a.m. Sat-
urday, Oct. 22, at the 
First Parish Cemetery 
in York, Maine. Brewitt 
Funeral Home, 14 Pine St., 
Exeter, N.H. is handling 
arrangements. For more 
information, please visit 
www.brewittfuneralhome.
com.

Pamela MacBride 
Colgate

YORK - Katha-
rine Varrell Lord, 
93, of York, died 
Sunday, Sept. 18, 
2016, at Sentry Hill.

Kathy was born 
Sept. 15, 1923, in 
Cambridge, Mass., 
the daughter of the late 
Harry M. and Laura John-
son Varrell.

She received her bach-
elor's degree from Smith 
College. In 1947, she mar-
ried Dr. Robert M. Lord 
Jr., and they lived most of 
their 51 years of married life 
in Providence, R.I., where 
they were members of 
the Agawam Hunt. Kathy 
volunteered at the Animal 
Rescue League and played 
bridge at the Bridge Club of 
Rhode Island and in tour-
naments in New England.

Kathy and her hus-
band spent summers in 
York Harbor, where her 
parents owned and oper-
ated the Yorkshire Inn. 
An avid tennis and bridge 
player, Kathy was a lifelong 

member of the York 
Harbor Reading 
Room and York 
Golf and Tennis. 
She and her hus-
band were also 
members of the 
Agamenticus Yacht 

Club and enjoyed boat-
ing throughout the York 
Harbor area. Kathy loved 
the York Harbor Beach and 
the Sea Urchin.

Survivors include a 
daughter, Frances Lord 
Niles; a son and daughter-
in-law, William Aborn Lord 
and Judith Perry; and three 
grandchildren, Augusta, 
Sam and Toby Niles.

Burial will be pri-
vate. Expressions of 
sympathy may be made in 
Mrs. Lord's name to the 
York Harbor Reading Room 
Foundation, P.O. Box 66, 
York Harbor, ME 03911, or 
to the York Public Library, 
15 Long Sands Road, York, 
ME 03909. Visit www.
lucaseatonfuneralhome.
com.

Katharine Varrell 
Lord VANDALIA, 

OHIO - Roger 
F. Paul, 97, of 
Brookville, Ohio, 
originally from York 
Beach, Maine, went 
home to be with the 
Lord on Wednes-
day, Sept. 21, 2016 at Stone 
Spring of Vandalia, Ohio, 
following a brief illness.

He was a U.S. Navy 
veteran of World War II, 
and was present in Tokyo 
Bay for the signing of the 
surrender of Japan. He 
retired from NCR and was 
a longtime member of the 
Brookville Church of the 
Brethren and the Cape 
Neddick Baptist Church.

He was preceded in 
death by his wife, Louise 
Z. (Dixon) Paul; a brother, 
John N. Paul; sisters, 
Dorcas Frost and Barbara 
Paul; and a great-grandson, 
Nolan Ule.

Roger is survived by four 
sons and daughters-in-law, 

John (Linda) Paul, 
Gene (Sharon) Paul, 
David (Teena) Paul 
and Brian (Cindi) 
Paul; grandchildren, 
Rebecca (Aaron) 
Hacker, Elisabeth 
(Ryan) Ule, Mat-

thew Paul, Ryan (Amanda) 
Paul, Nathan Paul, Chris-
tina Paul, Nichole Maynard 
and Crystal Maynard; 11 
great-grandchildren; and 
numerous other relatives 
and friends.

A funeral service will be 
held at 11:30 a.m. Saturday, 
Oct. 1, in the Lucas & Eaton 
Funeral Home, 91 Long 
Sands Road, York, Maine, 
with an hour of visitation 
from 10:30 to 11:30 a.m. 
prior to the service. Burial 
will follow in the First 
Parish Cemetery. Memorial 
contributions may be made 
to the Cape Neddick Baptist 
Church or the York Senior 
Center. Visit www.lucase-
atonfuneralhome.com.

Roger F. Paul

Should we close the 
fi rearms ‘loophole’?

To the Editor:
What is a loophole? 

According to the internet 
it is an ambiguity or inad-
equacy in the law or a set 
of rules. I am hearing a lot 
about Question 3 on the 
Maine ballot this season. 
Question 3 seeks to close 
the “loophole” which allows 
private citizens to buy 
and sell firearms between 
themselves with no federal 
background check. The law 
currently mandates that 
licensed firearms dealers 
do a federal background 
check whenever they sell a 
firearm. The folks who are 
pushing Question 3 say it 
will require folks who aren’t 
related, to go to a licensed 

firearms dealer to have 
them do the then required 
federal check. They say this 
will close the “loophole.” 
Let me see. Right now I can 
lend, sell or buy a firearm 
from anyone in Maine. I 
don’t have to arrange for us 
to meet at a firearms dealer 
and pay a fee to do this. This 
would end under the new 
law. One of the strongest 
arguments being made is 
that Maine firearms are 
being bought at gun shows 
by “bad people” and then 
taken out of state and used 
in crimes. You would think 
by the way they are pushing 
this law that we the citi-
zens of Maine are to blame 
for what “bad people” are 
doing. Let’s get back to the 
definition of the “loophole” 
for a minute. Isn’t it possible 

that when the original law 
was enacted mandating that 
licensed firearms dealers 
conduct background checks 
that private citizens were 
exempted on purpose? 
Doesn’t this seem more 
likely? Why should Maine 
care if two friends want 
to swap guns or someone 
in Rumford, Maine sells 
his dad’s old shotgun to 
someone in Bangor. What 
this describes is two pre-
sumably honest citizens 
conducting fair trade. And 
if someone wants to find a 
rare or inexpensive gun or to 
see one, why should we care 
if they want to get together 
and market the sale at a gun 
show. Isn’t that the same 
way small farms market 
crops at farmer’s markets? 
I am a little tired of being 
limited because of what 
someone else might do. 
Can we please stop limit-
ing my freedoms because 
of what “bad people” do? 
Next thing you know they 
will be outlawing large 
sugary drinks because some 
people drink them and get 
fat. Wait a minute. They 
just tried to do that in New 
York didn’t they? Hmmmm. 
Guess what. These are the 
same people trying to get 
you to vote yes on Question 
3. Sorry, I don’t think the 
law in Maine has a loop-
hole. I think it works fine as 
it is. Keep your New York 
politics out of Maine we are 
doing just fine without it. 

I am definitely voting no 
on Question 3 this fall and 
encourage everyone to do 
the same. Now give me the 
biggest Slurpee you have 
while I enjoy living in the 
best state in the Union.

Don Langille
York

Reelect Hymanson

To the Editor:
We elected Patty Hyman-

son to serve as our state 
representative, District 
4, tending to the needs 
of the residents of York 
West of Route 95, parts of 
Sanford, Wells and all of 
Ogunquit. With her com-
petence, conscience and 
an understanding heart she 
has performed the tasks 
involved in those duties 
admirably.

Her passion and devotion 
to issues regarding health 
and human services know 
no bounds, and through her 
efforts there has already 
been significant progress 
on many important issues. 
Her experience for so many 
years as a physician has 
been invaluable in assess-
ing the many needs in our 
communities.

It is significant that it has 
always been her desire to 
help people, and as our state 
representative she has made 
the utmost of the oppor-
tunities offered with that 
office. The results of those 

efforts are outstanding. Her 
reputation for ability and 
fairness are renowned.

Patty’s first term has 
proved that she possesses 
all the necessary qualifica-
tions, learning, patience, 
experience, a fine personal-
ity, and of course ability. She 
will serve well in a second 
term and bring credit and 
great satisfaction to our 
community. Make sure that 
we all vote to reelect Patty 
Hymanson.

Gwyneth Wykes
York

‘Enthusiastic’ support 
for Blume

To the Editor:
I am writing to express 

my sincere and enthusiastic 
support for Lydia Blume’s 
reelection as my state 
representative. I volun-
teered for Lydia’s campaign 
this summer, as a driver, 
while she visited neighbor-
hoods around York with 
the purpose of meeting her 
constituents and hearing 
their concerns.

Sure I could tell you 
about Lydia’s background 
in environmental studies 
and business. Or how she 
established and co-chaired 
the bi-partisan Coastal 
Caucus to focus on what is 
important to Maine Coastal 
Communities to help keep 
this vibrant sector of our 
local economy healthy and 
flourishing (LD 1254, LD 427, 
LD 1503). Her support of 
veterans causes is also sig-
nificant and admirable (LD 
1081, LD 1524). Great, great 
things for our state.

But what impressed me 

most about Lydia was watch-
ing her interact with the 
people she met on our drive-
arounds. She truly listened. 
She quickly grasped what was 
important to each of them. 
On occasion, she was greeted 
with significant anger and 
hostility from members of the 
opposing camp. Every time 
this happened, I was awed 
by Lydia’s ability to chill the 
negative energy, to de-esca-
late the hostility, and turn the 
conversation around. Each 
time, within about five min-
utes, I found myself listening 
to an entirely different con-
versation than the one that 
had started: One that was 
important and addressed the 
constituent’s concerns, but 
was low-key and positive. 
One that resulted in mutual 
respect, not enmity. Even 
the tones and volumes of the 
voices changed to embrace a 
reasonable, intelligent, and 
respectful exchange. As I 
watched this happen over and 
over again, my admiration for 
Lydia Blume grew. I thought, 
what a perfect quality in a 
state rep.

In our current election, I 
believe this quality of Lydia’s 
is more important, indeed 
more crucial, than ever. Her 
ability to listen, to calm, to 
find a common unity and 
move forward in a positive 
way, are exactly what our 
state and our country need. 
And we need it now more 
than ever. That is why Lydia 
Blume wholeheartedly gets 
my vote.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Hoover
York

■ More letters, A7, A9-10

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

Get the latest local news, sports 
and events online at yorkweekly.com.
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BRENTWOOD, Calif. 
— Patricia “Pam” Ann 
(Downing) Card, age 80, 
died Thursday, Septem-
ber 1, 2016, at her home 
in Brentwood, Calif. Born 
in Portsmouth, N.H., on 
September 17, 1935, she 
was the daughter of the 
late Wesley P. and Ida E. 
(Little) Downing and was 
a graduate of Portsmouth 
High School and Lasell 
College in Newton, Mass. 
Her older siblings were 
Robert F. Downing and 
Jane Elizabeth Coward.

She married Louis C. 
Card on August 21, 1955, at 
the North Congregational 
Church in Portsmouth, 
N.H. They were mar-
ried for more than 50 
years before Louis died in 
March, 2006.

She was employed by 
the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard in the Submarine 
Maintenance Engineering 
Planning & Procurement 
Department. She retired 
after more than 30 years of 
service.

Before moving to Calif., 
she resided in Kittery, 
Maine, and also at Sentry 
Hill Retirement Com-
munity in York, Maine. 
In 2012, she moved to 
Northern California to be 
near her family.

Favorites in Pam’s life 
included long lunches 

(always including wine 
and dessert), music, 
cruises, reading, animals, 
getting manicures and 
talking with people.

Pam is survived by niece 
Diana Sloneker, and her 
husband Scott, of Antioch, 
Calif.; nephew Robert 
Downing and his wife 
Jean Fogarty of Portland, 
Oreg.; nephew James 
Downing and his wife 
Gloria of Clayton, Calif.; 
nephew John Coward and 
his wife Jerilyn of Con-
cord, Calif.; niece Susan 
Keeney and husband Steve 
of Grass Valley, Calif.; 
nephew Robert Coward 
and his wife Denise of 
Grass Valley, Calif. and 
several great nieces and 
nephews and their chil-
dren too.

SERVICES: Graveside 
services will occur at the 
Central Cemetery in Rye, 
N.H., on October 3, 2016, 
at 10:30 a.m. A private 
family memorial will be 
held in California.

In lieu of flowers, 
memorial contributions 
may be made to: ARF: 
Animal Rescue: 2890 
Mitchell Drive, Walnut 
Creek, CALIF., 94598 or, 
Bektash Shriners Hospital, 
P.O. Box 4086, Concord, 
N.H., 03302,(189 Pem-
broke Rd., Concord, N.H., 
033020).

Patricia ‘Pam’ Ann Card

LOVELAND, Colo. — 
Barbara Jane Sharman, 
68, of Loveland, passed 
away on Tuesday, Sep-
tember 20, 2016, at her 
home, surrounded by 
the love of her family in 
Loveland, Colo. Barbara 
was born in Portsmouth, 
N.H., to Frank and Emma 
(Bolduc) Sharman on 
November 1, 1947.

She graduated from 
Dover High in New 
Hampshire. She has lived 
in the Loveland, Colo., 
area for 15 years. Two of 
her biggest loves were 
family and her two cats 
Bitz and Taco. Her hob-
bies included quilting, 
knitting and spending 
time with her friends.

Barbara is preceded 
in death by her parents 
Frank and Emma (Bolduc) 
Sharman of N.H., two 
brothers, Frank L. Shar-
man of Vermont, Bradley 
D. Sharman of N.H., two 
sisters, Dolores M. Rich-
ards of N.H., and Joyce A. 
Spicer of Mass.

Barbara is survived 

by three sons, Darryl 
Bergeron of Windsor, 
Colo., Shawn Bergeron 
of Fort Collins, Colo., 
Cary Bergeron and his 
wife Denise of Loveland, 
Colo., one daughter, 
Monique Guerreo and 
her husband Rob of 
Fort Collins, Colo. Five 
grandchildren and three 
great grandchildren. 
One sister, Nancy Perez 
and her husband Hector 
of Odum, Ga. One aunt, 
Elsie Burbank and her 
husband John of N.H.

The family of Barbara 
wishes to extend our 
sincere thanks to the 
multitude of support 
from the community at 
Harvest Point and Path-
ways Hospice.

SERVICES: Memorial 
services were held at 11 
a.m., Tuesday, Septem-
ber 27, at Harvest Pointe, 
4895 Lucerne, Loveland, 
Colo., 80538, with David 
Viegut of Viegut Funeral 
Home officiating. Go to 
www.viegutfuneralhome.
com for condolences.

Barbara Jane Sharman

By Max Sullivan
msullivan@seacoastonline.com

HAMPTON – American 
Legion Post 35 lost what friends 
called a “Marine’s Marine” and 
a beloved comrade last week as 
U.S. Marine Staff Sgt. George 
Masten died after a long battle 
with cancer.

Masten, 83, of Stratham, died 
Saturday, Sept. 24 at approxi-
mately 4 a.m. In addition to 
serving in both the Korean and 
Vietnam wars, he led Post 35’s 
firing squad for the past 25 years 
as it fired out to the ocean at 
Hampton Beach from the Lady 
of the Sea Marine Memorial.

Masten’s wake will take place 
from 2 to 3:30 p.m. Friday at 
Remick & Gendron Funeral 
Home on Route 1 in Hampton. 
His gravesite service will then 
take place at 4 p.m. at the ceme-
tery on Post Road the same day.

Masten was mourned this 
week by those who knew him, 
more using the term “Marine’s 
Marine” to describe him. 

Friends said he not only had 
the gruff, tough exterior to earn 
him the title, but he was a dedi-
cated friend to his fellow legion 
members. He was heavily 
involved with Post 35 and was 
instrumental in establishing 
the Global War on Terrorism 
monument in 2006.

Ralph Fatello, former Post 35 
commander and also a former 
Marine and Vietnam veteran, 
said Masten was the reason he 
joined the post in the 1980s. He 
was with Masten the day before 
he died.

“He was a gruff, ornery old 
Marine, but he was like a teddy 
bear inside,” said Fatello this 
week. “He was the sweetest 
man that I think I ever met.”

Masten, an Amherst native, 
served in Korea from 1952 to 
1953, joining the Marines when 
he was 18 years old. He went 
home unharmed from the war, 
but in 1967, when an oppor-
tunity to go to Vietnam came, 
he went back to the Far East to 
fight.

HAMPTON

Post 35 remembers the 

ultimate ‘Marine’s Marine’

Mom of man 
shot by police 

CLAREMONT, N.H.  — The 

mother of a 25-year-old Cla-

remont man who died after 

he was shot in a confronta-

tion with police says her son 

had struggled with depres-

sion and she believes the 

offi cers did “the best they 

could to help him.”

The attorney general’s 

offi ce is investigating the 

death of Cody Lafont.

Police responded to a 

911 call to the home early 

Sunday. Autopsy results 

released Tuesday say he 

was shot three times in the 

chest. The attorney general’s 

offi ce hasn’t said how many 

offi cers were involved.

Tracy McEachern, Lafont’s 

mother, tells WCAX-TV 

(http://bit.ly/2dzmEyo) her 

son had called 911 before. 

She described it as a cry for 

help.

— The Associated Press

IN BRIEF 

STRATHAM 
— George S. 
Masten, 83, 
Stratham, 
died peace-
fully on 
Saturday, 
September 
24, 2016, after 
a long illness. 
He served 
proudly as a 
Staff Sergeant 
with the U.S. 
Marine Corps, in 
both the Korean 
and Vietnam wars, 
with over 14 years 
of military service. 
He was the recipient of the 
Purple Heart.

George was a friend to 
many and supported local 
veterans’ causes. Hampton 
residents who attended 
national remembrances 
and parades may remem-
ber George as the honor 
guard commander for more 
than 25 years represent-
ing Hampton’s American 
Legion Post 35.

Born in Watertown, N.Y., 
November 9, 1932, George 
was the son of the late 
Edward and Cecile Masten. 
He graduated from Amherst 
High School in Amherst, 
N.H., in 1950. He attended 
the University of New 
Hampshire before joining 
the Marines. After leaving 
the service he worked as a 
plumbing mechanic in the 
commercial and residential 
pool business.

George leaves his sister, 
Mary Louise Benson of 
Sunnyvale, Calif., his 
three children, Jill Iuliano 
of Waltham, Mass., Lisa 
Masten of Newington, 

Conn., 
and Jeffrey 
Masten of 
Durham, 
N.C., and 
seven 
grand-
children. 
He also 
leaves many 
decades’ 
long military 
brethren, 
Marine, 

Army, Air Force, 
Navy or Coast 
Guard, from Maine 
to California, who 
sadly say good-

bye to a beloved veteran 
compatriot.

The family would like 
to thank his many friends 
and local veterans who 
supported George during 
his illness. A very special 
thanks to David and Susan 
Marinelli, Jane DeCourcy, 
John Barvernik, Joseph Kutt 
and his caregiver Josephine 
Annis.

SERVICES: Visiting 
hours will be from 2-3:30 
p.m., Friday, September 
30, 2016, at the Remick & 
Gendron Funeral Home-
Crematory, 811 Lafayette 
Road, Hampton, followed 
by a graveside service at 4 
p.m., at Center Cemetery, 
Post Road, North Hampton. 
Relatives and friends are 
respectfully invited. In lieu 
of flowers, please donate 
to the Hampton American 
Legion Post 35, 69 High St., 
Hampton, N.H., 03842. 
Please visit www.Remick-
Gendron.com to view 
George’s memorial website, 
sign his tribute wall or for 
directions.

George S. Masten
PORTS-

MOUTH 
— Cassan-
dra Nicole 
Aspen, 26, 
of Ports-
mouth, 
N.H., 
passed 
away on 
Wednesday, 
September 
21, 2016, 
after a long 
struggle with addiction.

Cassandra was born in 
Portsmouth and gradu-
ated from Portsmouth 
High School class of 2008. 
Attended Fisher College 
in Boston and graduated 
with an associate’s degree 
in Fashion Merchandising 
in 2010.

Cassandra was a beauti-
ful vibrant young woman 
who lit up any room 
with her smile. She had 
a funny side to her that 
you instantly discovered 
once you spent time with 
her. Her roommates at 
The Granada House found 
this out very quickly. She 
is loved by many and is 
missed terribly by her 
family.

We always knew Cas-
sandra’s life could be cut 
short. Cremation, burial 
and her story being told 
was discussed on a few 
occasions with her. Cas-
sandra was cremated and 
there will be no services at 
this time by our family for 
her. We also agreed that 
her story would be told.

Her wish for those 
who are struggling with 

addiction, 
seek out 
help, learn 
to love 
yourself 
because 
life is so 
worth 
living and 
to keep 
fighting 
the fight! 
And those 
that have a 

loved one struggling with 
addiction help them. It is 
true they are the only ones 
that can do this but they 
will need your love and 
support during this life-
long struggle and journey.

Cassandra leaves behind 
her beloved cat Baby. 
Mother Stacy Shea, step 
father Peter Brown, his 
son Benjamin Brown and 
wife Brianna Brown, step 
daughter Darcy Gallucci 
her husband Matt and 
daughters Eva and Mazie, 
Brothers Derek S. Aspen 
(best friend also), Gunnery 
Sgt Shawn Moulton wife 
Megan (Flagg) Moulton 
and their children Emery 
and Avery, three special 
cousins Natascha Dani-
elle Millar (Shea) and her 
son Van, Annika Aspen 
and her family, Liza Sager 
(Aspen) and her family, 
Father Kenneth Aspen, 
Cathy Clark her daughter’s 
and their families, also 
three closest friends: Nikki 
Bouley, Adam Sinisgalli 
and Christina Regan. 
Predeceased by her Grand-
mother Edna Shea and 
Uncle John Paul Shea.

Cassandra Nicole Aspen
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Turnpike Travel Conditions 1-800-675-7453 

www.maineturnpike.com 

September 23, 2016 

Robert and Norma Ames 
56 PLAISTED RD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Ames, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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HENRY BROWN 
205 S MYRTLE AVE 
NEW SMYRNA, FL 32168 
 
Dear HENRY BROWN, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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HARRY AND CALEIGH POLLARD  
36 FRANKLIN STREET 
WATERVILLE, ME 04901 
 
Dear HARRY AND CALEIGH POLLARD, 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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September 23, 2016 

EAGLE DIAGNOSTICS & REPAIR LLC 
8 OLD CHASES POND ROAD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear EAGLE DIAGNOSTICS & REPAIR LLC, 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  

  

       TELEPHONE (207) 871-7771                                                                                                                       FACSIMILE (207) 871-7739                   
Turnpike Travel Conditions 1-800-675-7453 

www.maineturnpike.com 

September 23, 2016 

CHARLES P CHILDS JR TRUSTEE 
2 NEW TOWN ROAD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear CHARLES P CHILDS JR TRUSTEE, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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SANDRA CHILDS 
2 OLD CHASES POND ROAD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear SANDRA CHILDS, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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WHIPPOORWILL HOMEOWNERS ASSOC 
529 US ROUTE 1 SUITE 101 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear WHIPPOORWILL HOMEOWNERS ASSOC, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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WILLIAM C/CONSTANCE  R FERRIN TRUSTEES 
54 PLAISTED ROAD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear FERRIN WILLIAM C/CONSTANCE  R FERRIN TRUSTEES,  
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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SCOTT AND MARY COLLIER 
195 CHASES POND RD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear SCOTT AND MARY COLLIER,  
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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ALBERT AND ANDREA M UMINA TRUSTEES 
16 CAUGHEY STREET 
WALTHAM, MA 02451 
 
Dear ALBERT AND ANDREA M UMINA TRUSTEES, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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JAMES AND KAREN A PRICHARD TRUSTEES 
205 CHASES POND ROAD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear JAMES AND KAREN A PRICHARD TRUSTEES, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

ELDREDGE LUMBER & HARDWARE INC 
PO BOX 69 
CAPE NEDDICK, ME 03902 
 
Dear ELDREDGE LUMBER & HARDWARE INC, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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September 23, 2016 

MICHELE M DESOTO 
5A HORTON STREET 
NEWBURYPORT, MA 01950 
 
Dear MICHELE M DESOTO, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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September 23, 2016 

KENNETH R KEEN 
5 NORTH STREET 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear KENNETH R KEEN, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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September 23, 2016 

DENISE S WILFORD 
C/O EARL B SMITH JR 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear DENISE S WILFORD, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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September 23, 2016 

NEIL AND BEVERLY RAMSDELL 
170 CHASES POND RD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear NEIL AND BEVERLY RAMSDELL, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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GLADYS RUSHLOW 
PO BOX 174 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear GLADYS RUSHLOW,  
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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JAMES R III AND JOANNE RUTHERFORD 
191 CHASES POND RD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear JAMES R III AND JOANNE RUTHERFORD,  
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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September 23, 2016 

GORDON AND KAREN A FOGG 
193 CHASES POND RD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear GORDON AND KAREN A FOGG,  
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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September 23, 2016 

HANNAFORD BROS CO 
PO BOX 1000 
PORTLAND, ME 04101 
 
Dear HANNAFORD BROS CO, 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  

  

       TELEPHONE (207) 871-7771                                                                                                                       FACSIMILE (207) 871-7739                   
Turnpike Travel Conditions 1-800-675-7453 

www.maineturnpike.com 

September 23, 2016 

MICHELLE B WILSON 
175 OLD POST ROAD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear MICHELLE B WILSON,  
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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MALCOLM ANDCAROLE ANDREWS 
197 CHASES POND RD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear MALCOLM ANDCAROLE ANDREWS, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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September 23, 2016 

DARIN WITHAM 
171 CHASES POND RD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear DARIN WITHAM,  
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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TOWN OF YORK 
186 YORK STREET 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear TOWN OF YORK,  
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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YORK WATER DISTRICT 
PO BOX 447 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear YORK WATER DISTRICT,  
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

MAINE COURT FACILITIES AUTHORITY 
PO BOX 2268 
AUGUSTA, ME 04330 
 
Dear MAINE COURT FACILITIES AUTHORITY, 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

CENTRAL MAINE POWER CO 
70 FARM VIEW DRIVE 
NEW GLOUCESTER, ME 04260 
 
Dear CENTRAL MAINE POWER CO, 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

ROBYN AND ROBERT THOMPSON 
1 WITHAM WAY 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear ROBYN AND ROBERT THOMPSON 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

DAVID AND JACQUELINE M GRANT 
2 WITHAM WAY 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear DAVID AND JACQUELINE M GRANT, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

HENRY J RUCH HRS 
8 ALPINE DR 
SANFORD, ME 04073 
 
Dear HENRY J RUCH HRS 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

EARL K HANSON 
169 SCITUATE ROAD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear EARL K HANSON, 
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

ELIZABETH TRAFTON HRS 
13 DANVILLE RD 
KINGSTON, NH 03848 
 
Dear ELIZABETH TRAFTON HRS,  
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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2360 Congress Street 
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Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

VICTORIA AND JEFFREY M CARR 
3 WOODS RUN 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear VICTORIA AND JEFFREY M CARR,  
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
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Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

CURTIS W CLARK JR 
4 WOODS RUN 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear CURTIS W CLARK JR,  
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

CURTIS AND NORMA CLARK 
147 CHASES POND ROAD 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear CURTIS AND NORMA CLARK,  
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

JEREMY AND PATRICIA L MELANSON 
20 MOORE STREET 
KITTERY, ME 03904 
 
Dear JEREMY AND PATRICIA L MELANSON, 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 
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Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

MATTHEW E HUTCHINS 
PO BOX 640 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear MATTHEW E HUTCHINS,  
 
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 
The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   



 Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress Street 

Portland, Maine 04102 
 

Daniel E. Wathen, Augusta, Chairman    Peter Mills, Executive Director 
Robert D. Stone, Auburn, Vice Chairman    Douglas Davidson, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer 
Michael J. Cianchette, Cumberland     Peter S. Merfeld, P.E., Chief Operations Officer 
Bryan P. Cutchen, West Gardiner     Jonathan Arey, Secretary & General Counsel 
John E. Dority, Augusta  
Freeman R. Goodrich, Wells  
Karen S. Doyle, Chief Financial Officer MaineDOT, Ex-Officio  
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September 23, 2016 

ALYSSA M GARVEY 
PO BOX 172 
YORK, ME 03909 
 
Dear ALYSSA M GARVEY,  
On October 5, the Maine Turnpike Authority will hold a public informational meeting in preparation for 
applying for a Tier 3 permit under Maine's Natural Resources Protection Act.  The purpose of the permit is to 
relocate the York Toll Plaza to mile 8.8 on the turnpike.   For the same project, the MTA will also file a Notice of 
Intent under its General Permit issued under the Site Location of Development Act. 

The application will be processed under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38 M.R.S.A. 480-A, et. Seq. and 
its associated regulations and under a General Permit issued to the Maine Turnpike Authority on February 29, 
2016, by the DEP under the Site Location of Development Act pursuant to 38 M.R.S.A. 486-B. 

The purpose of the meeting is for the Turnpike to inform the public about the project and its anticipated 
environmental impacts and to educate the public about opportunities to provide comment to the Department 
of Environmental Protection during the application process. 

The meeting will be held October 5, 2016, at 7pm at the Turnpike's York Maintenance Facility at 10 Spur Road, 
York Maine.  The facility is on the west side of the Turnpike near Exit 7. 

 

Sara Zografos 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
2360 Congress St 
Portland Maine 04102 
207-871-7771 

   

 



 

          APPENDIX 11 

    Historical Architectural Reconnaissance Survey  
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          APPENDIX 12 

    Wetland Functions and Value Assessment Forms 
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Wetlands Function -Value Evaluation Form  

             Wetland I.D.     

Total Area of Wetland:  unknown     Human made?  No Is wetland part of a wildlife corridor?  No Or a “habitat island”?  No Latitude  43°09’36” Longitude  70°39’34”  

 

Adjacent land use   Turnpike    Distance to nearest roadway or other development   0  Prepared by:  STI Date  2/8/16  

 

Dominant wetland systems present  PFO1E   Contiguous undeveloped buffer zone present  No   Wetland Impact Type  Turnpike expansion  

 

Is the wetland a separate hydraulic system?   no  If not, where does the wetland lie in the drainage basin?  high  Evaluation based on:  Office  Yes  Field  Yes 

 

How many tributaries contribute to the wetland?  None  Wildlife & vegetation diversity/abundance (see attached list)  Corps manual wetland delineation completed  Partially 

 

 

Function/Value 
Suitability 

  Y      N 

 

PF 

 

Comments-Rationales (Reference #) 

Groundwater Recharge 

Discharge 

 

X 

  

10 

 

1, 2, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13   Wetland is underlain by fine-textured or organic soil allowing for groundwater discharge to occur 

Floodflow Alteration 
 

X 

  

6 

 

1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18  The Little River has a 100-year floodplain in this wetland 

Fish and Shellfish Habitat 
  

X 

 

2 

 

1, 2, 4, 8 

Sediment/Toxicant Retention 
 

X 

  

4 

 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 16  Dense vegetation and organic soils trap stormwater runoff from the turnpike  

Nutrient Removal 
 

X 

  

1 

 

1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 14, 15 This a forested wetland with variable layers of dense vegetation  

Production Export 
  

X 

  

N/A 

Sediment/Shoreline 

stabilization 

  

X 

 

--- 

 

N/A 

Wildlife Habitat 
 

X 

 

 

 

7 

 

7, 8, 10, 11,  13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20  Several non-significant vernal pools were found within this wetland  

Recreation 
  

X 

 

--- 

 

4   Wetland is private property 

Educational/Scientific 
  

X 

 

--- 

 

3   Wetland is private property 

Uniqueness/Heritage 
  

X 

 

--- 

 

N/A 

Visual Quality/Aesthetics 
  

X 

 

--- 

 

N/A 

Endangered Species Habitat 
  

X 

 

--- 

 

N/A 

Other 
      

Notes: 
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          APPENDIX 13 

    Memorandum of Understanding among MTA, 
MDIFW, and MDOT 
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