
SPENDING ON GUMWOOD/REDFIELD PROJECT IN CURRENT FORMAT SHOULD STOP 

One simple rule which should guide selection among competing requests for taxpayer dollars is that we 

should not gamble taxpayer dollars on poorly designed solutions which cost more than other reasonable 

solutions and which have an uncertain future. 

The current Gumwood/Redfield Roundabout proposal violates this simple rule.  In its current form it is 

not a financially wise choice because it is more expensive than another reasonable alternative, based on 

the 2014 CESO Study relied upon to justify the project (CESO report attached); it ignores the significant 

findings of the CESO study; and it is filled with uncertainty due to the amount of right of way acquisition 

needed and the cost for doing so, for it involves the taking of the greatest amount of property--15 acres, 

and unnecessary destruction of a nature preserve which has been in the making for nearly four decades. 

1.  The CESO study contains the following significant findings: 

(1) a two roundabout solution is less expensive, costing 61.6% of the cost of a single 

roundabout which ends with a wasteful slashing of a parcel in two pieces (Section 9 Cost 

Analysis, Page 44 – Single Roundabout - $879,132.04 vs. Two Roundabouts – $541,959.55) 

(2) the two roundabout solution has 18 advantages (Table 6, pages 21-22 of CESO Study) 

versus only 14 advantages for the single roundabout (Table 5, pages 18-19 of the Study). 

(3)  the traffic flow capacity occurs at a safer pace with the two roundabouts design 

versus the one roundabout (Table 7, page 24 of the Study) 

(4) the two roundabout involves far less taking of property for right of way (figure 8 - .2 

acres vs. Figure 7 – 7.8 acres) 

2. There is no rational basis for disregarding these findings which in fact support the two 

roundabouts solution.   The only difference cited in support of a single roundabout approach is 

elimination of a slight jog; a one-line observation that provides no additional context with respect 

to traffic flow, safety, cost, or other consideration, and does not include analysis of why the jog 

could not be corrected with a two roundabouts solution.  The “jog” reference is not sufficient to 

override the other more significant findings, especially when considering the increased cost and 

greater negative effect of land taking resulting from the single roundabout.   

 

3.   The cost difference is even greater in today’s dollars because the 2014 cost study was 

based on a loss of 7 acres vs. a plan today involving a loss of nearly 15 acres.  And the land cost 

in 2014 was based on a 7500 per acre cost (See right of way estimate in CESO engineer’s 

Opinion of Costs) vs. current market values for the land of at least 100,000 per acre based on 

residential development happening across the street.   

Reviewing the CESO study leads to one true conclusion:  the actual findings support a two roundabouts 

solution; to ignore the findings and cling to a one-line “jog” reference is to rely on a half-truth—NOT A 

GOOD PRACTICE.   

Spending decisions by government agencies should be based on prudent selection of the most cost-

effective alternative:   that solution is two roundabouts.  It is unwise, uncertain, and wasteful to spend 

money for single roundabout.   

For these reasons, the request for dollars for the Gumwood/Redfield single roundabout should be denied. 

Respectfully submitted,   Peter J. Agostino 




































































